CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION


The Argument


Long before there was a literature that could be called American Literature or a field that could name itself after its study, there were on this continent traditions of discourse passed down within the tribal nations that occupied the land.  In these last decades of the twentieth century, scholars in the fields of American Literature and American Studies have begun to account for the history of imperialism that hid these traditions and their educative purposes from view.  Scholars of Native American Studies meanwhile have worked to reveal them to a larger body of students.  My dissertation attempts to brings these two trends together.  Selecting particular decades throughout the crucial nineteenth century, I compare literary works written by citizens of the United States to linguistic art composed by members of Native American communities.  


In 1953, Roy Harvey Pearce published his well-known analysis of the ideology of savagism, the dominant discourse filtering U.S.-Indian relations in the nineteenth century and before. Savagism had developed in European settler communities in reaction to cultural difference and to rationalize encroachment on Indian lands. The savagist belief that Indians would either become civilized or become extinct pervaded European American communities. This belief rested on the illogical assumption that Native Americans were historically anterior and therefore morally inferior.  Bound up with these notions were the oddly compatible yet ultimately contradictory images of the noble and ignoble savage.  This dissertation examines those nineteenth century counterdiscourses to savagism—what I call anti-savagism and ante-savagism—that based themselves in the Indian word, as well as certain savagist discourses that did the same.  


I define anti-savagism as the critique of and opposition to the logical or ethical foundations of the ideology of savagism.  The term ante-savagism is used to express the existence of indigenous ideologies that were in circulation across the Americas prior to European discovery.  Despite the changes that European presence has effected on Native American thought, core elements of this thought survive as the cultural apparati of tribal nations continue to filter European influences, adjust external accretions to their needs, or protect themselves from their dominion.  By its very nature, as a large-scale intellectual formation that abides a wide range of differing ideologies within a massive cross-cultural conversation, the existence of ante-savagism is anti-savagist.  Ante-savagism is all that precedes the ideology of savagism and inherently refutes it; but particular agents may also use ante-savagist thought at particular sites in order to refute savagism and its logic.  The Indian word is therefore threefold:  the word in circulation in the Americas prior to contact; the languages of the Americas and the utterances performed with them; and the words spoken by Native Americans who rely on indigenous resources of thought in addition to or instead of Western ones.   In these last two forms, the Indian word draws its discursive power from precontact indigenous structures and maintains continuity with the precontact past.


I argue that U.S. writers like Cooper, Melville, Bierce, Jewett, Hunt Jackson, and London ground particular works in a comprehension-oriented attention to Native American speech, thereby drawing on these North American intellectual complexes that preceded and survived European contact.  I compare these works to indigenous verbal artistry from six Native American nations or groups of nations:  the Iroquois, Lenni Lenape, Cherokee, Plains and Basin groups, and Dene.  Breaking with past literary practices by treating these recorded utterances as authored contemporaneously with those of the U.S. writers, rather than representing the pre-Columbian past or an ahistorical essence, I show that they remain primarily oriented toward Native American intellectual centers; when the authors of these utterances participate in Western literature and its style of phonetic textualization, this participation is only secondary and executes non-imitative strategies of local hegemony and aesthetic independence. 


Paralleling these period-by-period comparisons, this work also tracks the shifts in the dominant linguistic theories produced through study of Native American languages, to explore the dialectical relations between linguistic theory, U.S. literature, the Indian word, and savagist ideology.  Linguists and Western speakers of Native American languages exercised significant power over the views held by the general U.S. population about Native Americans.  Since linguistic theory feeds the production of literary theory, our analysis of this dialectic impinges on the contemporary application of literary theory in the academy.  I contend that Western thought is not monolithically opposed to Native American thought, but derived and shaped in part from an engagement with it.  This engagement is demonstrated through four international debates—over linguistic philosophies, ecological ethics, war, and relationships to land—each of which forms the focus of a chapter.


These debates were international in that they involved both Indian nations and the United States, as well as Europe in some instances.  In order to avoid an inclusionist multiculturalism that erases this independent national status of Indian nations, their native languages, and the oral-predominant character of their “literature,” I want to assert that a comparative literary approach is a necessary component of the current attempt to incorporate nineteenth century Native American literature into the study of U.S. literature.  David Palumbo-Liu has detailed at length the problems of equating multiculturalism with pluralism. “Instead of presenting the occasion for a critique of the ideological apparatuses that distribute power and resources unevenly among the different constituencies of a multicultural society, the insertion of ethnicity into the curriculum can be articulated through pedagogical discourses that ultimately defer to monocultural presumptions of ‘aesthetic value,’ ‘expressive force,’ ‘character formation,’ and the ethnic text reduced to a pretext for the pluralistic argument that all cultures share certain expressive values” (2).  He advocates instead the practice of a critical multiculturalism which “explores the fissures, tensions, and sometimes contradictory demands of multiple cultures, rather than (only) celebrating the plurality of cultures by passing through them appreciatively” (5).  While comparative literature as a field has come under attack for several reasons, including its presupposition of both the location of national boundaries and the centralization of literary meaning within those boundaries, its view of the importance of national identity for literary meaning has been sorely missing from the study of Native American texts until recently.  Moreover, its self-defining absence from the field of study that is North American literature—where it ought, for example, to have recognized the multinational composition of the area thought of, in the popular imagination, as one nation, the United States—has been partly responsible for the failure to historicize the collection of oral traditions in phonetic script.  This failure gives license to the claims of scholars in various disciplines that they can read post-Columbian activities as pre-Columbian evidence.


By instead anchoring U.S. and Native American literary materials to one another within the same rough period, we witness a dialogic interplay between national communities that centers around the mastery over the words, mediums and genres of language, whether native or foreign to any particular nation, though this control is not uniformly employed for nationalistic purposes.  Differing philosophies of language, renditions of ecological ethics, responses to Indian wars, and relationships to the land do not simply stand in opposition but emerge through a common struggle over the comprehension and meaning of Indian words, by both Indians and nonIndians.  This struggle is also and always a struggle to control these meanings.  Language and literature arising from Indian nations is one precondition of Western thought throughout the nineteenth century.  Ironically, as we will see, this dependency is hidden by the intellectual racism created early in the century from the very study of Native American languages which is one of the first examples of that dependency.


In chapter one, I examine James Fenimore Cooper’s The Last of the Mohicans alongside contemporary European and American linguistic theory arising from the study of Native American languages.  Cooper’s work is scrutinized for its advancement of theories of language and intelligence.  It is then set amidst controversies over language that emerge from the three groups of tribal nations which his removal-era text and the linguists’ activities affect most significantly.  These are the Iroquoian and Algonquin speakers who are his subjects, and the Cherokee whose fate was the focal dispute of the period and an oblique referent of his novels.  While Cooper’s linguistic theory uses the Indian word to devalue the intellectual accomplishments of Native Americans, pit Native American groups against one another, and establish Americans as filters of reliable information on Native American history, the commentaries on language and intelligence arising from the three Native groups prove problematic to recovery, yet retrospectively reveal the ancient bases of their intellectual roots.  They defend indigenous forms of writing and the inscriptive aspects of the oral.


In the second chapter, I juxtapose Herman Melville’s Moby-Dick to David Cusick’s Sketches of Ancient History of the Six Nations.  Both authors deny the validity of the extinction paradigm of post-removal-era savagism, and the Hobson’s choice of civilization-or-extinction, which savagism proffered Indian nations and individuals.  Melville’s novel at its core embraces a vision of the nonhuman world that is a precursor to radical ecology and that derives from a composite construction of Native American teachings.  Whales are simultaneously literal nonhuman beings and figurative analogies for Native Americans (and others commonly depicted as savage), both of whom he defends against discourses that diminish their cultural magnitude and narrate their disappearance.  Cusick’s piece, however, evades placement into a uniform composite version of Native American consciousness, particularly as it relates to animal-human convergences.  Considered in its national context and for its foreign status in the United States, his publication tells a story of the heterogeneity of Native American thought, both by asserting an Iroquois identity rather than Indianness, and by staking a particular position within contemporaneous Iroquois discourse.


In chapter three, I establish the Indian wars of the late century as a period-defining force in American literature.  With examples from Ambrose Bierce, Sarah Orne Jewett, Margaret Carrington, and Helen Hunt Jackson, the chapter traces the emergence of the unheimlich—the frightful apparition of home—through the interpenetration of public and private spheres, war and domesticity, while demonstrating each author’s preoccupation with the Indian word.  Adding Americanist Daniel Brinton to the ensemble reveals the spectral apparition of Cooper’s linguistic contemporary, Wilhelm von Humboldt.  By examining the structure and content of the 1880s/1890s Ghost Dances as recorded by Mooney, we witness in the implicit resistance to savagist ideologies and practices a remarkable absence of the unheimlich, the regeneration of tongues, and the maintenance of national identities amidst strategic alliance.


Chapter four compares Jack London’s “The Law of Life” and White Fang with Franz Boas’ early thought and Dene folklore of the same period. The literary economy of import and extraction in which London was engaged led to an ambivalence over the dynamics of cultural diffusion and cultural reliability for which his rhetoric of regression served as cover.  Franz Boas’ theoretical writings invert the characteristics of London’s Arctic writings, particularly his concentration on individuality and neocolonial conflict. While his practical legacy was to collectivize social units, erasing individual character in favor of societal tradition and smoothing over conflicts and inequalities provoked by colonial exploitation, his long-term metadiscursive authority supports indigenous land rights as against London’s imagery of the North and the Native.  Dene folklore of this period, despite the dynamics of its recording, may be recovered to understand its land claim politics as rooted in a poetics of topographic harmony, its individuality of voice within a collectivized textual process, and its connection to spiritual concepts of powerfulness.


The arguments and combination of approaches in this dissertation are unique in the field of literature in a number of ways.  Their uniqueness stems as much from their combination as from their individual adoption.  First, as already explained above, my study treats the oral as a product of the time in which it is recorded rather than as representative of an earlier period of Native American history. Second, unlike much of the current research on nineteenth-century Native American literature, which focuses on written works by Native Americans and as-told-to works by nonIndian amanuenses and which is rich and important in its own right, I concentrate on written records of ongoing oral traditions.  These include the formal protocols of treaty diplomacy, oral histories, religious genres, and folklore.  While the written and as-told-to works are not severed from oral traditions and may overlap my area of focus in many ways (Black Elk Speaks or George Copway’s renditions of Ojibwa oral traditions, for instance), they tend to represent a different, somewhat narrowly defined set of genres:  those that are most easily identifiable and teachable as literature in the Western sense.  Third, I join emergent voices in the field, like Simon Ortiz and Maureen Konkle, who argue for the consideration of Native American literature as framed by concerns based in tribal nationhood; with them, I reject efforts to read Native American literature as the expression of an innate Indian identity and consciousness as well as claims that writing necessarily obstructs Indian identities.  As Konkle notes, the agency of Native Americans in using Western writing strategies forms a continuity with uses of Indian mediums.


In addition, I do not focus on images of silent Indians as many important studies have done.  Instead, I examine areas where engagement with Native American perspectives can be found, even if that engagement ultimately proves distorting or silencing.  While recognizing the stark differences between Western thought and Native American thought, I do not assume them to be thoroughly opposed.  I instead look for places in which Western thought is formed by its engagement with Native American thought.  Therefore, I tend to exclude sites where nonIndians are working to compile anthropological knowledge of the Other.  Many significant studies have already been accomplished critiquing the complicity of anthropology with the military-state apparatus that uses its information to control its subjects better.  While linguistic and literary knowledges are not excluded from this complicity, I am interested in efforts at conceptual comprehension which, while often self-serving, are primarily directed at the critique and reconstruction of existing worldviews and the recognition of philosophical insights without regard to origins.  I assume a continuity of Native American literature and orality that intervenes across the entire history of colonial and U.S. literary endeavor rather than entering at a stage of acquired Western literacy.  


Finally, one aim here is to dispel the illusion—one with which I too began—that each new generation of Native American and/or U.S.-Indian literary criticism is starting from scratch.  We are all engaged in a long-term, ongoing process that, because it has been continually submerged, always appears incipient.  Because of this effect, it is particularly vital to know one’s forerunners, to engage in self-critique, and to recognize in oneself the tradition one has inherited.  That tradition is enormous; it includes figures like Humboldt and Brinton; and its undesirable facets cannot be rejected through sheer force of will.  It is important as well to recognize, on the one hand, that the literary disciplines—which now include strong theories of approach to oral traditions thanks to Native American scholars—have a crucial function to perform in critiquing the methodological assumptions of history, anthropology and linguistics; while, on the other hand, they must be receptive to critique and theoretical reorientation not only from these academic disciplines but from Native Americans of all backgrounds and experiences.


�
Theoretical and Historical Foundations


Before beginning my analyses of U.S.-Indian literary relations, I will first examine how contextual and extra-literary concerns impinge on our interpretations of verbal artistry.  This chapter is therefore devoted to theoretical concerns and says little directly about the literature and orality treated in chapters two through five.  An illusory impression is often perpetuated by the study of American literature that the nation’s borders, though expanding, somehow never met or crossed the edges of any other nation’s.  American literature itself, therefore, never met bordering literatures.  Reading Bury My Heart at Wounded Knee was one of several, diverse, converging experiences which led me to my topic:  a critical reconstruction of the concrete sites of “literary” activity on the continent of North America (particularly the area that is now largely the United States).


Throughout my early education, I gained a growing sense that we were being lied to and lying to ourselves, even when and perhaps most especially when nothing was said.  I knew, of course, from the lore of Cayuga Lake, from travels in the Rockies, from school projects on the previous inhabitants of New York State that this land had not always been our families’ home. But these were facts, not explanations.  In reading Dee Brown’s first chapters, I began to realize deeply for the first time what had really happened.  By the time I came to the Sand Creek massacre of the Cheyenne and Arapaho in 1864, I understood that the scale and depth of the atrocities were larger that the majority of U.S. citizens were prepared to acknowledge.�  We still live in a myth that the only war ever fought on our territory was Civil.


I have since come to see the question, “what really happened,” as naive.  Histories are always reconstructed from memory and told from a particular perspective.  What really happened is never repeatable, only articulated.  So the logical substitute seemed to be “who said what about what happened.”  As I describe above, this question too became naive as I began to see how “what people really said” is also reworked.  Nevertheless, there were clearly radically different perspectives available both about what had happened and about what was really said.  These unevenly heard but coexisting discourses formed the basis of my desire to contribute to the rewriting of U.S. literary history as a single component of the extremely multinational history of language composition which has always and will always surround it, both geographically and dialogically.  Atrocities arise in part from ignorance.  A recognition of that ignorance is often interpreted to mean that we can and should try to know fully the culture of a particular people, regardless of the complicity of such a gesture with colonizing apparatuses.  I want to argue instead that cultures are never fully knowable, particularly to outsiders.  What is knowable is the intelligence and creativity shared by all people which makes cultures, ideas, and linguistic traditions decidedly unfamiliar but demonstrably apprehensible as rational and internally logical, although they may reject that very binary:  rational/irrational.�


These twin concerns—intelligence and linguistic aesthetics—are the first of several core interests of this project.  These interests, while often receiving concentrated attention in only one of the four chapters, are meant to pervade all chapters.  On the one hand, I began this work as a concerted attempt to undermine the bases of the intellectual racism which pervades our society at all levels.  I write at a moment when this racism has been legitimated and rejuvenated by the still recent publication of The Bell Curve.  Despite thorough criticism, this book has revived theories of intelligence that have aided politicians in closing down access to educational opportunities.  This pursuit led me backward through modern history to its intellectual underpinnings, particularly the arguments from the Western epistemological study of world languages, including Native American languages.  I historicize the interpretation of evidence into linguistic philosophical constructs which claim to prove racial inferiority of intellect and I demonstrate the multiple logical fallacies upon which these arguments are based:  primarily, insufficient evidence, circular reasoning, and uncritical use of scientific methods which influenced the materials investigated and limited the range of interpretations.  These constructs and those that were built upon them in the twentieth century continue to shape nonIndian understandings of Indian speech; exposing their racializing origins and the continuing construction of race through linguistic philosophy is vital to understanding historically the study of Native American literature.


On the other hand, I conceive my work as an intervention in the debates over canon and the question of aesthetics.  First, I would argue that when aesthetics as such is attacked, rather than an untenable aestheticism, the study and appreciation of Native American language artistry and aesthetics is diminished:  harmed rather than helped.  Aestheticism is a mode of sensibility arising out of the nineteenth century that promotes the idea of an entity called art which is self-sufficient and should or can be pursued as its own end (Cuddon 12).  This isolating operation combines with an excluding operation whereby particular artistic creations or creations displaying artistry are excluded from art itself, often on the basis that they are also political.  That is, if something is not exclusively artistic, it is excluded as art; or so it appears, since the resulting art is always intertwined with the so-called nonartistic.  That this sort of reactionary aestheticism is untenable should not translate into the notion that aesthetics can no longer be a legitimate subject of literary study.


To move from a well justified attack on aestheticism to an attack on all aesthetic evaluation or description fundamentally misconceives the world in which language is uttered.  An attention to aesthetics in cross-cultural contexts means an attention to the perception of beauty and the emotive arrangement of sound and concept which members of all cultures recognize and construct.  From the existence of differing aesthetic perceptions, it does not follow that all aesthetic evaluation is relative and therefore illusory.  It merely reveals that the art in using language is dependent on other variables; it is not itself an independent variable, much less a constant.�  Second, and as a result, Native American language artistry cannot be fairly understood within the liberal inclusionist paradigm of multiculturalism.  Such a model assumes the existence or the viability of a single canon as a theoretically sound assumption, as Palumbo-Liu notes.  I will return to this issue in my survey of scholarship in the fields covered by my study.


My interests in dispelling persistent notions of racial superiority based on misguided linguistic philosophies, and in cultivating a sensitivity to the element of aesthetics pervading Native Americans’ perception of their own speech, led me to a third interest:  comprehending the status or reception of Native American utterances in education centers of North American nations and comprehending their status as education centers.  In this dissertation I argue for and enact a revised approach to the teaching of American Literature.  We still need thoroughly to reorient the field, attempting to reconcile the need for significant incorporation of Native American materials from the fifteenth century onward with the imperative to resist the co-optative dangers of liberal inclusionism.  Such a reorientation might include the increased study of Native American languages, institutional resources to sustain that study, and control of the extent of it by tribal governments and individuals to prevent undue strain on their resources.  I assert that a comparative literary approach should be adapted to the difficult problem of teaching dissimilar linguistic materials which share a common linguistic artistry.  Such an approach would insist on the non-U.S. origins of linguistic traditions, foreground the realities of unequal and uneven power relations, and allow for historical changes which make sense of the ambiguous national affiliations of Native American writing.  


I also argue for a recognition in our contemporary curricula of the formal and informal educative function of Native American linguistic arts in the communities in which they arose.  Such a recognition calls for a reconsideration of the idea that the United States is a single nation with a single educational heritage.  It acknowledges the constant presence of complementary and contestatory educational structures among which individuals of all racial backgrounds move.  Revisionist histories, political or literary, of North American colonization often remark that Europeans encountered a diversity and plenitude of cultures on this continent.  What is not often added is that these cultures were and are characterized and constituted by a full and diverse set of educational structures and modes of thought that have been developing for thousands of years.  Though it is not generally appropriate to talk about these as institutions, it is imperative to see the comparable educational and intellectual function which they played prior to and during the European settler occupation.


The fundamental and ineluctable basis of the study of literature in the Americas is the deep sociology of the relationship between Indian nations and all subsequent settlers.  I want to argue that American Literature and American Studies can never be sound until they ground themselves in a scholarship of the ongoing interaction among the multiple nations that create America and include the U.S.  Such a scholarship would necessarily involve a history of the histories before Columbus; a true and clear understanding of tribal distinctions, relations, convergences and divergences; an acknowledgment of the multiple origins and migrations of groups, of the trade and intellectual exchange among them; and a comprehension of the motivations and forces behind the building of simpler and more complex social organization (such as those centered on Cahokia) which replaces the theories of environmental determinism with those of environmental knowledge and technological mastery.


In addition to intelligence, linguistic aesthetics, and Native American utterance in and as education, there are three other themes or motifs central to this study.  They are:  the technologies of language and mediums of culture; the issue of genre in North American contexts; and the production of linguistic knowledges and paradigm shifts as translating and mediating the appearance of Native American utterances in the U.S., with its sub-motifs of a heterogeneous savagism and indigenous, nonappropriative sites of critique and correction.  Together with some redefined terms (nation, class, economy), and disciplinary interventions, they form the skeleton of this work.  They also introduce it as a multiply theorized historicizing text which argues in favor of multiple-theories approaches to cross-cultural analysis.  The particular approach in this text attempts to reveal a heterogeneous body of Native American theoretical thought-practice as one of the component theory bases upon which it draws.





Technologies of Language and Mediums of Culture


In her discussion of “theory” and the evolving concept of “media,” Rey Chow argues that the target of most assaults on theory in the academy is actually the type of theory “which questions the logocentric bases of humanistic culture in the West” (111).  As she reiterates, the questioning of the sign inevitably leads to “the study of other signs and other systems of signification” (112).  By using deconstruction and post-structuralist theory, comparative literature can turn from its traditional attention to the materiality of verbal language, toward a meticulous examination of “mediums” and the notion of the medium.�  She defines a medium as a means of storage, retrieval and transmission of cultural information, including but not limited to the word-based text (115).  To this definition, I would add that a medium is a means of organizing present and future events so that its retrospective and prospective functions are both entailed.�


It is in this spirit that I approach North American technologies of language.  In dealing with the motif of technologies of language and mediums of culture, we grapple with the twin operations of enunciation and inscription, or verbal utterance and display, or audible and visible speech.  These technologies and mediums encompass phonetic script (alphabetic and syllabic), phonetic and nonphonetic print, vocalized speech, meaning-gesture, inscription, engraving, tattooing and body writing, stringing and re-canting (wampum belts), painting (on rocks, hides, clothing), drawing (on bark), multitechnical or multimediums ceremony, pictograph, petroglyph, intaglio, landscape and topographic mnemonics, silence—in short, all the modes of conveying language.�  A critical comparative study of literature and culture in North America is the study of more than the available print and script resources; it is a study that treats these resources as a fraction of the entire history of speaking and writing on the land.


Although mediums are elements of cultural study, my approach focuses more narrowly than the field of cultural studies permits.  As I will discuss further on when I outline certain crucial terms, certain Marxist approaches to cultural studies are valuable because they allow both for the recognition of the nondiscursive or nonlinguistic mediums of culture and for a material reality operating independently of discursive mediation as well as operating as its concrete situation.�  I favor such a recognition as a check to the tendency of some theory to establish language and discourse as necessary mediators of all cognition.  However, I am interested in treating the mediums I name above in their relation to discursive practices or as discursive practices.  Therefore, while I consider meaning-gesture a nondiscursive means toward the cognition of reality, I treat it here for the most part in its relation to uses of language as traditionally defined in Western thought.


The theories of Mikhail Bakhtin and his intellectual circle are useful in resolving this problem of decentering the word-based text without exceeding the outer bound of linguistics.  They shift the terms of the debate from text to linguistic utterance.�  The concept of a text is necessarily implicated in the culturally specific phenomena of alphabetic phonetic writing.  The concept of the utterance, in addition to its usefulness in theorizing language and the subject as socially constructed, also theorizes language as always already associated with the nondiscursive conditions, topics, and intoning devices of its enactment.  It therefore includes the idea of text but also recognizes the concrete interaction of speech in and with numerous other mediums aside from the text.  Voloshinov and Bakhtin� explicitly recognize language as one of several mediums of ideology:  “Every ideological sign is not only a reflection, a shadow, of reality, but is also itself a material segment of that very reality.  Every phenomenon functioning as an ideological sign has some kind of material embodiment, whether in sound, physical mass, color, movements of the body, or the like” (Voloshinov 11).  Therefore their approach is consistent with a recognition of the various mediums that I list above as means for the storage, retrieval and transmission of speech.  


They claim that “the word functions as an essential ingredient accompanying all ideological creativity” and that all “manifestations of ideological creativity—all other nonverbal signs—are bathed by, suspended in, and cannot be entirely segregated or divorced from the element of speech” but that none of these may be supplanted by the word (15).  All ideological signs are supported and accompanied by words.  Cultural signs become part of the unity of verbally constituted consciousness.  The word is the only neutral sign, according to them (14). This last argument is key to explaining both the pervasiveness of the word and the social construction of its meaning.  Words have no fixed meaning.  Their meaning is created anew with each utterance.


So while Chow favors deconstruction and post-structuralist theory as avenues toward a multimediums approach to culture, I want to suggest that they will ultimately prove inadequate and must be supplanted by the sociological view of language advocated by Voloshinov and Bakhtin.�  Deconstruction emphasizes the radical polysemy of a text to the point where it can be read as meaning the opposite of what it appears to mean.  This operation is performed in the abstract, away from the utterance context in which the text first appears and therefore in which its words are first made and heard to mean and obscuring the utterance context in which it is being deconstructed.  Some of post-structuralism’s insights, meanwhile, are based upon an abstract objectivist view of language as a closed system referring only to itself.  In Marxism and the Philosophy of Language, Voloshinov and Bakhtin thoroughly critique this view as a distortion of language as it is enacted socially.  This critique need not be repeated.  Its implication for U.S.-Indian literary studies is that subversive meanings radically opposed to the accepted “reading” of a medium arise not from the différance in the utterance or in language but from the hierarchically situating contest over the meaning of the neutral word.�  We might add to this approach a concept of other forms of power struggle:  not hierarchical, for instance, but horizontal. These are interpretable only in relation to the social position of the parties involved, the key determinants of which, of course, are discernible only through differing argumentation themselves.  These theoretical contests are important to keep in mind when interpreting Indian speech.  It has often been damagingly misinterpreted as meaning the opposite of what its authors mean:  the elements of audience and intent cannot be blithely inverted or swept away with the same theories that one applies to the texts of print culture in an era of so-called late capitalism.


By restraining my approach to mediums with a linguistic and therefore Eurocentric boundary, my purpose is strategic rather than totalizing.  Historically, tribal peoples in the portion of North America north of Mexico have been described as having no writing and therefore no history.  If they have history, it is oral history.  This myth is used both to romanticize and to stigmatize the populations that have been encountered on this land throughout modern history and more generally applies to all indigenous people of the Western hemisphere except the Aztecs, Mayas and Incas (and these only recently).  


To expose the myth that there are peoples-without-writing, it is important to identify the mediums that I name above as forms of writing.  Doing so expands the denotation and connotations of the word writing in spite of the fact that the mediums struggle against this conceptual binary (speaking-writing; language-nonlanguage) which is foreign to their emergence as mediums.  Also this practice accommodates even those cultures which do exist as peoples-without-writing by refiguring unassisted orality as a form of writing insufficiently understood as such.�  Thus, this dissertation examines mediums as forms of writing or as inseparably linked to forms of writing.  It imagines itself within an expanded field of literary studies which meticulously examines mediums of culture for their display of linguistic artistry, links this examination to the previously constituted body of texts examined under the auspices of literariness while decentering the latter, and establishes both dialectical and integral links to and within the emergent field of cultural studies.





Genre in North American Context


In addition to recognizing technologies of the word beyond the bounds of Eurocentric definitions of those technologies, I recognize in this dissertation the need for a decentered approach to genre in its North American contexts.  In doing so, I adopt a precedent established by Native American studies.  I begin with the basic assumption for which Bakhtin argued in his essay “The Problem of Speech Genres” and which also appears in Voloshinov and Bakhtin’s discussion of basis and superstructures (20-21).  This assumption would state that in all human societies, language is “uttered” in relatively stable types, which they call speech genres.  This description of the reality of language as socially shaped is important for two reasons.  First, it eliminates the abstraction by which certain literary genres are removed from the full generic context.  Such a move has three consequences.  First, it allows us to detect and analyze the dialogic relations between these literary genres and all other speech genres.  Second, it places the concept of genre at the center of social life, rather than isolating it as a factor encountered only in specialized speech situations.  Third, it reveals the hierarchical construct by which literary genres were isolated in the first place without denying its importance or facticity.


There is also a second reason why a description of human language interaction as constituted by speech genres is vital.  It calls attention to the relatively stable, socially constructed formations in which all speech occurs.  This move eliminates the dichotomy between random, individualized utterances and utterances which only appear to be more consciously constructed to conform to preconceived notions of genre.  It describes all utterances in terms of such conformity while nevertheless acknowledging the broad diversity of genres, the broad diversity of utterances within genres and the mutual dialogic influence which is utterance-to-genre, utterance-to-utterance-across-genres and genre-to-genre.  We see genre as everywhere exerting its influence upon human interaction and human speech.


If we assume that speech genres exist in all human societies and pervade them, we cannot assume that these genres are universal for all cultures.  In fact, I will argue that we must assume the opposite with respect to Native American speech genres and European ones.  In societies that experienced between 25,000 and 40,000 years of separate existence, at the least, we must assume not just a noncorrespondence of speech genres but a complete incommensurability of speech genres upon initial contact.  The strongest arguments to the contrary would rely upon the theory (not supported by all Native American peoples) that Native American societies migrated from Asia and that their speech genres would thus descend from a common origin with Asian societies and usually with a single common originary human society.  However, even if a common origin of language were a valid assumption, the sheer length of time between last contact and renewed contact would have seen the complete differentiation of common speech genres into descendent sets impossible to recover as retaining significant core characteristics.�  The concept of incommensurability is not equivalent to the existence of two sets of genres that share no common characteristics; rather, it finds the root of commonalties in the economic base that is necessary to all societies, but which accommodates a variety of economic structures.


Another serious challenge to this second assumption would arise from the notion of speech genres that is made much more central and explicit in Marxism and the Philosophy of Language.  Whereas Bakhtin’s 1952-53 essay equivocates on the issue of the class base of speech genres, the 1929 book unequivocally links speech genres to the economic basis of society.�  “An interlocking organic unity joins the forms of communication (for example, on-the-job communication of the strictly technical kind), the form of the utterance (the concise, businesslike statement) and its theme.  Therefore, classification of the forms of utterance must rely upon classification of the forms of verbal communication.  The latter are entirely determined by production relations and the sociopolitical order” (20-21).  Voloshinov and Bakhtin spend the rest of this chapter anchoring the existence of speech genres to the material basis of society and the multiaccentuality of the sign to the class struggle.  Taking the economic basis into consideration would seem to justify an understanding of Native American and European speech genres as comparable and even identical in some arenas, since they arise from a common material foundation.  While there is a certain validity to this argument, it rests primarily on the lines of Marxism which accept Marx’s exposition of a universal progressive unilinear development.�  I will critique this assumption as an inadequate description of modes of production and Indian “economies” below.


Meanwhile, it is necessary to assume that Europeans and Native Americans initially encountered one another from within two completely different macrosets of speech genres.  Following this first contact—in fact, beginning inseparably with it—these speech genres and their base economies met and interacted in ways that produced hybrid genres.  The outcomes have been several.  From the multiple sites of first contact and continuing through the present, there has been a constant occurrence of hybridization between the genres of these macrosets as well as between these hybrids and the already established genres.  There have been persistent continuities of the precontact genres as well, though genres always change even in the absence of contact.  In some cases, a genre central to a particular culture remains largely intact with minimal but detectable reinflection by the other culture’s genres.  In other cases, entirely new genres have emerged.  Contact between members of the different macrocultures always takes place in a hybrid genre, but hybrid genres do not only occur in this set of newer border genres.


The sociological view of language explains why contact between members of different macrocultures always occurs in a hybrid generic context.  This view defines individual subjects as constituted through the social use and performance of language.  Utterances are formed both in relation to the immediate context and through the larger contexts through which the subject moves.  If a subject is constituted predominantly through the speech genres of a single macroculture, that subject will bring his or her entire generic history to each generic encounter.  We are each walking histories of an enormous set of speech genres.  Therefore, interaction between people with widely divergent generic histories will always take place in a hybridization of genres, including those hybrids that have previously established themselves to accommodate repeated encounters of the same kind.  These genres can form in a number of ways:  the participants can join in a shared construction of a new generic context; they can participate in a fabricated encounter in which each assumes a generic context belonging to his or her own culture; they can engage in a contest over the predominating generic makeup of the hybrid; they can wind up in a genre dominated by the other culture despite their reinflecting presence.�


This method of cognizing the generic history of U.S., Indian and U.S.-Indian speech obviously approaches a point of maximum complexity the longer and the more intense or violent the history of dialogic relations is sustained.  Where does one culture begin and the other end if their genres have opportunity to work intense change and convergence on one another?  How do we account for those individuals whose experience is either predominantly hybrid or predominantly bicultural?  At what point does a genre translated wholesale into another culture cease to be a distorted image of the original genre and become a genre capable of performing the function for which it arose?  Such considerations are important, but would ultimately lead away from the focus of this study and into the discipline of anthropology.  For the purposes here, I will simply rest on the sufficient and credible evidence that there exist two distinct macrocultures� scattered in numerous discrete but conjoined societies in North America throughout the nineteenth century (and to the present).  Speech genres in this period may be connected to incompletely merged economies that were undergoing intense reconfiguration and vying for dominance and survival.


Thinking in terms of the ubiquity of speech genres and their precontact incommensurability has several advantages.  First, as mentioned above, it places literary genres as Eurocentrically defined into the material social process which sustains all speech genres.  This situating allows us to justify a comparison between “literature” and utterances—appearing by means of a diverse set of mediums—which display aesthetic features and contest dominant European discourses.  Second, it allows us to conceptualize and accept the fact of cultural-national continuities without fetishizing and hypostatizing Indian pasts as criteria against which to measure their continued existence or demanding the ethnocentric construct of genetic continuity (or race) as a requisite term to recognizing their political claims.�  Third, it figures the idea of worldview as sociologically based rather than as embedded in and determined by language in the Whorfian paradigm.�  Fourth, it places the dynamics of cross-cultural misinterpretation and the value-laden judgments which condemn these occurrences into long term evaluative traditions which explain these dynamics and support the intellectual integrity and commensurability of the judgments.





Linguistic philosophy as the overdetermining and overdetermined context for Native American utterance


Throughout the nineteenth century, interaction between members of the United States and the members of a specific tribe was largely an interaction between persons speaking two different native languages.  It was not until the late nineteenth and early twentieth century that projects to convert speakers of Native American languages to English were able to dominate, although many Indians interacting with Americans spoke English and although English (or French or Spanish) conversion of whole tribes and subgroups was an uneven process over time.  Given these conditions, Europeans or European Americans who learned an Native American language and resided for a certain time with the tribe, and the secondary linguists who filtered the languages and translations they received from these middleman informants exercised a disproportionate amount of power over the reception of Native American genres, Native American thought and therefore Native American peoples in the general U.S. population.  Yet this power should not be thought of as free and ultimate; these bilingual speakers and linguists brought with them ideologies current in the society that had been shaped by prior contacts of the same sort.


As translators, creators of texts from Native American mediums and speech genres, early ethnologists, and theorists of Native American languages, these linguists largely determined the context in which Native American utterances were received and interpreted.  Although they shared this shaping arena with politicians, the military, and individual civilians who were in verbal contact in Indian languages with Indians, the philosophies of language that they created and legitimated through the appearance of intimate knowledge of particular languages were powerful lenses through which all other knowledges about Native Americans were interpreted and produced.  Representations of Native Americans and Native American languages that were consistent with the prevailing linguistic philosophy gained credibility and supported its illusion of truth.�


The primary line of Western linguistic thought in the United States which I trace through these chapters was that of Wilhelm von Humboldt, one of the subjects of my first chapter. Voloshinov and Bakhtin characterize Humboldt’s basic intellectual stance as one of individualistic subjectivism.  With regard to language, this position appears in Humboldt’s emphasis on the origin of language in the individual and the fundamental condition of words as conforming to the thought of the individual, making each person potentially the seat of his or her own personal language unintelligible to others by anything but a mystical process of intuitive, empathetic understanding.  However, while Humboldt fails to recognize the inherently social nature of language itself, there is a minimal allowance for the social in his position.  Language only became a means of communication through the labor of conforming these individual sound-thought complexes to one another.  Humboldt’s influence in the American reception of Native American language and thought descends through the nineteenth century from Du Ponceau through Brinton to Boas, who instigates a shift in his dominant paradigm:  the wedding of language to race and intellectual potency.


The history of North American linguistics resembles to an extraordinary degree the characterizations by which Voloshinov and Bakhtin describe linguistics’ appearance “wherever and whenever philological need has appeared,” specifically with respect to the “written monuments” of “defunct, alien languages” (71).  The observation is all the more amazing given that Voloshinov and Bakhtin critique this origin as the basis for the trend of abstract objectivism, the opposite and opposing argument to the dominant U.S. trend:  individualistic subjectivism.  They show that “European linguistic thought formed and matured over concern with the cadavers of written languages,” its approaches and techniques formed in “reviving these cadavers” (71).  Thus the finished, monologic utterance—the word fixed against its own inherent neutrality, severed from its verbal context—becomes the basis for knowledge of the language solidified in monologized lexicons and for philosophies of the language and languages.  What they do not note is the role played by the cadavers of living, alien languages in forming and maturing European linguistic thought, specifically the role of the Indian word.


An excerpt from their discussion, however, is striking in its appropriateness for the North American context as well as in its beguiling ambiguity as the reader tries to determine which nation ultimately succumbs to the conquest described—the enslaved, captivated, young newcomer or the old and mighty, still-dictating conqueror now conquered.


This grandiose organizing role of the alien word, which always either entered upon the scene with alien force of arms and organization or was found on the scene by the young conqueror-nation of an old and once mighty culture and captivated, from its grave, so to speak, the ideological consciousness of the newcomer-nation—this role of the alien word led to its coalescence in the depths of the historical consciousness of nations with the idea of authority, the idea of power, the idea of holiness, the idea of truth, and dictated that notions about the word be preeminently oriented toward the alien word.


However, the philosophy of language and linguistics never were, and are still not today, objectively aware of the enormous historical role played by the foreign word.  No, linguistics is still enslaved by it; linguistics represents, as it were, the last wave to reach us of the once-upon-a-time fructifying inundation of alien speech, the last residue of its dictatorial and culture-creating role (75).





In a North American context, they could be referring to the orientation of Native Americans toward the English word; but it is the conqueror U.S. who is captivated and ensnared by the Indian word and whose notions about the word are oriented to it.  Certainly we must reconsider Voloshinov and Bakhtin’s portrayal of the Eastern Hemispheric basis of linguistic error, given the intimate role of Western Hemispheric languages, embalmed and shipped for autopsy, in filling the philological need of the linguistic laboratory since the mid to late Renaissance.  Ironically, by the early nineteenth century, as a result of these still living languages, the linguists had begun to become aware of the inadequacy of their own instruments—monologic utterances, phonetic recording—yet continued to venture untroubled theories based on assumptions of their accuracy.


The linguistic philosophic bath immersing Indian utterances interpreted by nonIndians is therefore traced explicitly through three of the four chapters that follow and captured as well in one author’s oppositional literary response to the dominant linguistic philosophy.  Tracking the shifts in paradigm that this atmosphere undergoes yields information about the changing reception environment in which Indian utterances and utterances about Indians are heard.  It also demonstrates the local and gradual dialogic victories which Native Americans won in their effort to control the interpretation of their own words and to reinflect the neutral English word which appears so far from neutral in its material embodiment throughout the century.  These considerations lead us to recognize the analogies between discourses on Native Americans and the discourses of orientalism as represented in the most recent scholarship.�





Critiquing savagism as metanarrative: Critical Terrains in an American Orientalism


When Roy Harvey Pearce wrote about the ideology of savagism, as Arnold Krupat points out, he did not treat it as a metanarrative or “follow ideas backward and forward in time from one master text to another” as though to illustrate how a single ideology had triumphed over all rivals (x).  Within Pearce’s argument, one may discern that he recognizes the uneven appearance of savagism and its contradictory valences in dissimilar genres (“almost totally pervasive” 119; gradualism 120).  Yet in the years that have followed, his work has proved so useful as a touchstone that references to it have tend to construct savagism into a metanarrative. His scope and methodology tend to support this construction.  My aim in this dissertation has therefore been to model my critique of savagism on the critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism accomplished by Lisa Lowe in her book Critical Terrains, while recalling that Pearce himself might not object to such a critique as it is less directed at his work than at a certain false impression it has created.


The concrete evidence forming the basis for a critique of the tendency to think of both savagism and orientalism as metanarratives exceeds the bounds of discourses.  In other words, both ideologies are interrupted not merely by discursive strategies but by nondiscursive ones.  But the dialogic nature of language explains why ideologies like savagism cannot assume the status of master narratives.  That is, it is one thing to demonstrate that savagism is not a metanarrative; another to understand why it is not.  I start from the premise that all savagisms are conditioned upon concrete verbal interactions between Native Americans and European Americans whether in English or in an Native American language—and always at least partially in Native American languages—and therefore upon a primary comprehension-oriented contact (not mere objective material encounter) with Native Americans’ speech. As such, the inherent dialogic dynamic of this contact necessitates a fundamentally uneven, heterogeneous and unstable savagism containing the seeds of its own demise.


Pearce identifies and expounds upon the centrality of savagism as a discursive tradition in American literary history and American life.  He identifies a shift in the emphasis and direction of American thinking about Indians around the middle of the eighteenth century—not coincidentally, I might add, the same period in which colonial identities are shifting toward national aspirations in the midst of several key events within colonial-Iroquois diplomacy.  Before this period, most European Americans had assumed that Indians would assimilate into transplanted European culture:  “absorb, or be absorbed by” it (“Metaphysics” 118).  After this period, assimilationist assumptions made room for assumptions that savagery would disappear not by gradual evolution but by certain demise.  The gap in development was too wide to close before American civilization took over Indian homes (118-19).  These twin assumptions were accompanied by the twin images of the Indians as noble or ignoble.  However, examining savagist and extra-savagist discourses demonstrates that alternatives to the assimilation-or-death dominant existed.  Here the analogy to Lowe’s critique of Orientalism is useful.


Savagisms and orientalisms are intimately connected as discourses.  These connections deserve extended treatment elsewhere along with their connections to discourses of atavistic primitivism,� or sub-human blackness.  One crucial connection lies in the number of European intellectuals who may be placed in both traditions, significantly Humboldt.�  In what sense, then, can savagisms be said to constitute a set of discourses distinct from orientalisms?  Why is it not itself an orientalist discourse or orientalism tout court?  One might point to the common consensus in the post-WWII United States which recognizes Asian Americans/Asians and Native Americans as distinguished through different racial formations.�  But to start here would be working backwards from an arbitrarily chosen point.  


One possible distinguishing feature of savagisms might be their apparent selection of “rural” peoples as their principal object of focus—rural here meaning without large cities, rather than agrarian per se.  There is a large amount of evidence that would support the conclusion that orientalist discourses deal mainly with subjects seen as “civilized,” affiliated with complex social systems that meet the West’s criteria for cultural achievement in recognized arenas like architecture, mathematics, and art.  However, there are also significant counterexamples in both directions:  the “civilizations” of the Aztec, Maya and Inca that are blithely opposed to most Native American collectivities north of Mexico, but that nevertheless form material for savagist ideologies; the nomadic tribes of the northern Sahara as subjects of orientalist discourses; the recent case of Vietnam.�  We may consider this idea then as one predominating determinant but not as a comprehensive description.


It is therefore perhaps more accurate to speak of the attributes of the two sets of discourses rather than their methods of selecting objects of concern or their geographies of mapping.  If we do so, one salient point stands out.  Orientalisms are a discourses that have operated pervasively by eroticizing and exoticizing their objects as objects of desire.  They sexualize the human subjects which form their core, even when this sexualization inverts the normal paradigm of desire into a paradigm of sexual threat or sexual neutrality.�  Savagisms, on the other hand, while they do work to manage elements of Indian or other “savage” sexualities,� find their main trope in images of aversion, demise, regret, and perhaps most precisely, inscrutability and spiritual aloofness.  In other words, while orientalisms encourage a tactile sensuality in conquest, savagisms figure physical and psychic communion as an already impossible option, a spectacular rarity to be witnessed but not experienced, or a violence to the flesh.  Orientalisms are predicated upon intimate dominance; savagisms upon repulsion, upon spatial incompatibility and psychological incongruity.


In her critique of Said’s treatment of orientalism as a metanarrative, Lowe reveals a plethora of complicating features which stand against its status as a “single developmental tradition” (ix).  She argues that various figurations of the “oriental Other” are neither unified nor “necessarily related in meaning” (ix).  They contemplate several referents—for instance, orientalisms of China versus orientalisms based on the Ottoman Empire.  They share no common style nor common social and literary circumstances (ix).  Orientalist narratives are complicated and interrupted by narratives of gender, race, nation, and class (5).  While the “conditions of discursive formation” and the “objects of knowledge” are represented as fixed and stable through time, it is in fact the nonidentity through time of each—Orient and Occident—which makes the process of Othering possible (6-7).


Similar arguments can be made for savagist narratives.  While the sites and objects upon which savagisms operate may be somewhat more unified and related in meaning, they are not wholly so.  This pertains particularly in regarding savagisms as discourses ranging beyond North America—where they are already disunified—to Central and South America, the South Pacific and Southeast Asia, and to Africa.  North American savagisms are built out of an enormous number of tribal referents and nation sites.  While the discourses fix savagery and civilization as stable entities between which subjects move, the nonidentity of the sites supposedly described by these terms was a stark and unavoidable fact of the nineteenth century’s genocidal upheaval.





�
Ante-savage:  Indigenous, nonappropriative sites of critique and correction and non/extra/anti-savagisms


While Critical Terrains is an important model, this project does not take as its central goal an examination of readily identifiable savagist discourses.  I do not, therefore, give as much sustained attention to the “complicating and interrupting narratives” of gender, race, nation and class which are Lowe’s main focus.  This is not to say that these four concerns do not play a central role; but insofar as they might be investigated independently and in depth as complicating particular savagist narratives, they are left unexplored. I focus instead on the interruptions and complications posed from beyond savagist discourses and posed by other types of utterances. When narratives of gender, race, nation, and class accompany these other discourses, they are examined.  However, only the interrupting narratives of nation as they accompany these utterances receive any sustained attention.


In Critical Terrains, Lowe emphasizes that resistance to the hegemonic discourses of orientalisms (and so it goes for savagisms) are not contained by that determining tradition. Orientalisms are refunctioned and rearticulated against themselves and “prehegemonic” groups seize the vehicles of the hegemon (as in the use of French radio by the Algerian resistance (190-91)).  She focuses most attention on the texts of the dominant group or on the appropriation of dominant sites by the Othered, rather than on the indigenous sources of antihegemonic resistance, such as the veil or the Algerian family (190).�  I take these indigenous sources as a basic element of the historical critique of all savagisms and as a basic element of my implicit critique of savagisms.  They are the location of ongoing continuities and the basic means through which traditions are immunized against exploitation by redefinition.  It is important to consider as well that in a North American context, resistance is not simply emergent or new.  It is not prehegemonic in the first instance.  In fact, it is prehegemonic lastly.  Indian resistance in the 1800s was resistance by already and once hegemonic nations and by individuals dispersed throughout precontact hegemonic structures.  The same may be said for resistance to orientalisms.


While Lowe carefully and convincingly collapses numerous binaries and fills their spaces with multiplicity and heterogeneity, her argument tends ultimately to resolve back into a vision of two worlds, reinscribing the social and political unities of Orient and Occident as against one another.  This effect is perhaps most clearly illustrated in her discussion of the twin tropes of unlike and like predominating in the contemporary U.S.:  “Two predominant tropes figure racial difference in current discourses: ‘racial Others are different from the dominant majority,’ and the apparently opposite configuration ‘racial others are like the majority.’ Both strategies for objectifying otherness—the Other as incomprehensible and threatening and the Other as familiar and controllable—can be used as the means of objectifying racial difference” (26-27).  Here she reminds us that the seemingly innocent or progressive second term—like—takes on an aspect of controlling and disarming the Other—Othering through familiarization—in antiprogressive discourses (27).  These terms are then reappropriated by those who are their object and turned against these violent uses.


In my examination, I broaden the attention Lowe gives to these two aspects of cultural contestation—the predominant tropes of racial difference and their reappropriation by racial and ethnic groups—in order to focus also on nondominant or less discussed tropes of cross-racial negotiation. By juxtaposing only the first two kinds of troping, we narrow our subjects of study too far in a way that tends to split groups along racial or ethnic lines, and to exclude subjects who do not fit into one of two arenas:  white Othering and nonwhite (or ethnic) resistance. The tropes like and unlike are not limited in European American speech to conservative discourses.  Uses of the terms by whites or “non-ethnics” for progressive anti-racist purposes also need examination.  The reappropriation of these terms not only by “racial and ethnic minority groups,” but by their allies and friends is important.  


I therefore give little attention to the act of reappropration itself.  Reappropriation of racist or anti-ethnic terms by nonwhites or by ethnics is not the sole form of resistance.  Crucial indigenous forms as well as alliances across binarized identities and sites should be made more visible in our treatment of colonization and colonial resistance.  It is also important to recognize that assimilationist resolutions of cultural and racial difference are not the main or the only arena of contestation.  Mutual acculturation, for instance, is another arena in which forces contend, both as advocates of mutuality from all races and as opponents, problematizers or negotiators-for-unequal-power in the acculturation processes.  We should not exclude the broad range of extra-orientalist, extra-racist, and for our purposes, extra-savagist, discourses in order to focus on predominant tropes of the hegemonic complex and direct responses to them;  we ought instead to investigate how other tropes influence the debate.  These discourses engage with and shape the hegemonic, as well as remaining insulated from them.  


The exclusion of indigenous forms and of white resistance to oppressive racial narratives—an exclusion often necessitated by practical academic considerations—is regrettable for two reasons.  With respect to indigenous forms, it makes those of us within nonindigenous societies less aware of these forms; and it slights the power they have exercised, remaining insulated from nonindigenous forces, to sustain the oppressed group spiritually and psychologically.  With respect to white resistance to oppressive narratives, their exclusion obscures their radical alterity and prevents us from investigating how and why individuals seemingly invested in an oppressive hegemony bail out of it.  Such investigations are not valuable because they might “redeem” the individual or single out white heroics for celebration in the heroic struggle against racism.  They are valuable because they might inform us about how such unusual instances and perilous journeys might be provoked on a much wider scale for subversive purposes.


If we look closely at these ante-savagist and anti-savagist sites of discourse, we will notice the centrality of the indigenous sources.  There are certainly few anti-savagist sites found in the nineteenth century, but probably many fewer recorded than what existed.  How many of these claim no indebtedness to Native Americans as interlocutors who enlightened them as to the conceptual bases for their political struggle against unjust hegemonic structures?  Not many.  As for the sites of alliances, these are often fraught with contradiction.�  Because of poor comprehension, residual perceptions of threatened self-interest or the shifting of racism over time, nonIndian allies often end up promoting wholly or partially harmful models of behavior in spite of previous effect or accompanying elements of beneficial result.  Here lies yet another reason to study the formation of these alliances:  the prevention of such unintended or unforeseeable results.


For these reasons, when I critique savagism, I base the European and European American side of my own provisional and strategic binaries in a wider set of discourses that reveal indigenous sources of resistance; they also reveal moral ambivalence on the part of Americans over the treatment of Native Americans as much as they show the American savagism that was employed to justify it.  Piercing that ambivalence, there were and are particular subjects outraged by the repeated violations of the ethical tenets forming the basis of both macrocultures:  their views of the sanctity of life, cultural self-determination, national sovereignty, and individual political and spatial mobility.


�
Debated Terminologies


Nation


[ME nacioun, fr. MF nation, fr. L nation-, natio birth, race, nation, fr. natus, pp. of nasci to be born; akin to L gignere to beget — more at KIN]





Above I assert that comparative literature can be used as a theoretical tool for revamping the monolithically Eurocentric firmament that still defines American Literature and American Studies.  The category of nation is the impetus behind the comparative approach to literature which distinguishes itself from national literature departments in its multinational scope.  As such, comparative literature has erected the potential framework for holding two or more national literatures and their writers apart while examining their mutual influence.  It is therefore specially positioned to prevent the uncritical inclusion of Native American linguistic arts and literatures as U.S. literature in multiculturalist projects.  It promotes a model of separate sovereignties and national cultures while allowing for the syncretism these may undergo through its assumption of influence.  The comparative literature model argues for the revelation of the multinational composition and international hemispheric context of “American” literature.  Though many comparatists posit and practice their field as the elimination of national boundaries from literary inquiry, this denial of the category nation is hard to sustain except in considering literature directed only toward a global elite audience or as a description of the scholars’ own defiance of language boundaries.  It would be difficult in comparing Gustave Flaubert and Henry James, for example, to deny the importance of national audiences and the nationality of the authors as contributing factors in their formation as authors.�


Several objections might be raised to the idea of applying the category nation to the tribal affiliations of Native Americans� (or, as I do briefly, to the pre-independence United States).  Three of these would be that the category nation is unstable; that its use inscribes nations as central and canons as national; and that it universalizes a specific political category to the point of making all distinctions between political categories meaningless.  It is certainly valid to emphasize the instability of the nation over time and across the contestatory politics of who is included and excluded.�  However, I would argue that the nation as a community, as a shaper of identity and as a political fact is not so unstable as to disallow continuities to be identified between periods.  If one project of nations is to construct an illusion of stability atop a shifting foundation, this project is only one of several that can be identified as operating continuously across time within a definable and therefore relatively stable population.


Similarly, the second objection modifies the use of the category nation in important ways.  If only the category nation and its corollaries are employed to delimit and analyze a literary corpus, many features and conditions of linguistic arts are ruled out.  The pan-Indian movements that begin to arise at least as early as the nineteenth century are one example.  Affiliations based on gender or the operation of differential power within Native American communities in relation to the United States are others.  As Cheryl Walker’s work reveals, national identities cannot be assumed to correspond with tribal origins or affiliations.  Many Native Americans write inclusive U.S. nationalisms or espouse strategies of dual citizenship.  Placing Native Americans in tribal nations and European Americans in the U.S. can construct an unjustifiable binary and even abet exclusionist paradigms of scholarship and citizenship.  


While all of these points are important, they should not lead to a premature rejection of the nation as an appropriate literary category.  If the nation has indeed been central to Indian resistance, as Maureen Konkle eloquently argues, and to the formation of literature in the U.S., we must acknowledge its centrality while attending to other central and even opposing concerns.  It is especially important not to ignore the significant pitfalls of sanguinely constructing canons across national (and racial) lines—particularly constructing relativized and equalized relations among “authors” who have been treated unequally and whose compositional foundations remain misunderstood.  Finally, it is worth acknowledging that scholarly sentiment against centering the nation arises in the context of a small number of powerfully centralizing and selective national canons, nations and nationalisms.  Using nation in the present context decenters and disempowers these forces while centering the relations between nations and witnessing the power of others without denying any.


The strongest objection to employing the category nation to compare a series of pairs (U.S.-Iroquois, U.S.-Lakota, U.S.-Han) with the nonidentical U.S. as one term and an Indian nation or confederacy as the other is that it falsely universalizes a specific kind of political entity.  Ernest Gellner, for one, “rejected any idea that nationality or nationalism was natural or primordial and pointed out that for much of history tribes, villages, city-states, feudal settlements, dynastic empires, or the ‘loose moral communities of a shared religion’ were far more pervasive political units than nation-states” (Suny/Eley 6).  This objection may be made from two quarters.  Political scientists, historians and literary critics might argue that Indian political organizations do not meet the definition or criteria of modern nations:  usually large in population and area; having a primarily secular government; created from the alliances of unrelated families; having fixed and relatively stable borders; having a common language that is consciously instituted as the national language; having a state apparatus separate from the civil society with discrete and developed institutions; and formed by voluntary association.  On the other hand, Native American scholars, leaders or laypersons might object to the category on the ground that it denies the possibility and existence of alternative political organizing schemes and mistakes indigenous solutions to governance for allegiance to Western dictums and conceptual imperatives.  It also might be seen as a strategy for negatively measuring tribal adequacy against norms assumed to indicate fitness, credibility or potency.


It is not to be denied that tribes or tribal nations are distinctive political entities from a narrowly defined and widely accepted version of modern nationhood.  To be sure, Europeans no more found “nations” in the modern sense in the Americas than Native Americans found Europeans arriving on their shores and borders already constituted as subjects of the nation; and Native Americans who traveled to Europe early on, freely or as slaves, did not find nations but kingdoms.  I wish to argue that there occurred a simultaneous rise of dissimilar nations and national identities as a result of the contact and colonization between Europe and the Americas.  Referring to tribal nations and first nations has more positive than negative effects.  Far from violating the definition of a nation, it puts the twentieth century narrowing of this definition under glass and reveals its racializing and Eurocentric history.  It reexpands the definition to pre-1865 dimensions and refuses the racist labeling (and dismissal) of “organic” nationhood in favor of the model of voluntarism.


In fact, comparing tribal nations to “voluntaristic” modern nations exposes some disturbing and some enlightening parallels challenging the premises of the definition above.  For instance, the practice of antimiscegenation laws and taboos as well as strategic marriage alliances across class shows the clanlike basis of “voluntaristic” nationalism.  Many of the other constitutive features might be similarly reexamined.  In addition to bestowing more respect and recognition on tribal nations as distinctive alternative political entities with precontact roots, the analogy allows us to see political identity anew.  It is not just modern nation-states where we see the creation of an imagined community.  Even in nations with more emphasized familial and clan affiliations, the crucial features of the community must be inscribed into the imagination, receive valuation and validation and bind individuals in relationships inside a larger, not fully knowable, social universe.  Furthermore, Indian nations are by-and-large nations which succeed and operate without straight line borders, though not without landed boundaries.  At contact, they were embodied communities without overly strict boundaries, forced to come to intensified concentration.  If we think of North America as constituted by political communities of a yet-to-be fully defined nature before contact and as building gradually and sometimes reluctantly into nations afterward, the rhetoric of taking Indians out of the woods and into civilization crumbles.  Insisting on the politically constituted Indian subject as an ongoing reality from contact to the present forces scholars to realize that induction into political subjectivity vis-à-vis Great Britain and the United States occurs as between one nonwilderness to another.


James Clifford’s insights in “Identity in Mashpee” chapter of The Predicament of Culture might be used to point out the advantage of thinking about Native Americans through nation rather than racially.�  Concepts of genetic purity and cultural self-identity have been used to deny the ongoing claims of tribal nations and those whom those nations consider members.  These are standards no recognized nations are expected to live up to.  Certainly the United States with its vastly changeable immigration policies, in fact its total reliance on immigration for its identity and survival, appears absurd and hypocritical when it measures Indian land claims by race and cultural arrestation rather than by choice and vibrant change.  In fact, “creolization” occurred in the precontact Americas and is not a new feature of life on the continent.


At the risk then of appearing to legitimize the power or the content of national canons, I have structured my comparison of linguistic forms as between nations.  The intention is not to claim that the forms included here constitute parts of any national canons. It is simply to argue that the appearance of canonical and noncanonical forms within and between particular nations is central to our consideration of them.  Nations themselves are heterogeneous and complex and cannot be thought of as fixed.   Indian nations have been seen as homogeneous in the past, but cannot be considered so.  New political communities formed fluidly in the Americas before contact and have witnessed significant splintering in addition to renewed cohesion since.�  National “literatures” are therefore also heterogeneous. Still, classifications on the scale of the national are necessary to avoid colonizing appropriations of extra-U.S. forms and as bases for interpretation, which must always be keyed to self-interpretation.





Class and Economy


 The great unanswered questions in American economic history are how did the collapsing native economy become incorporated into the colonial economy and how can we measure the native resources that were confiscated and factored into the growth of the American economy? (Johansen/Grinde 26)





One major weakness of much exogenous Native American historiography and of much new analysis of nineteenth century Native American literature� is the failure to link it solidly and critically to the economic processes which structured and affected Indian nations and in which Indian utterances arose.  When economic processes are present in exogenous histories, they are often left insufficiently analyzed:  presented as background information (“these were hunter-gatherer tribes”) or as naturalized changes (“the Kiowa adopted agriculture once on the reservation”).  To avoid such scant treatment and to demonstrate the centrality (but not the singularity) of the economic dimensions of Native American linguistic arts, I will argue that we must incorporate postcolonial theory and certain Marxist analyses into the study of American comparative literatures.  These elements should in no way be merely applied to the North American situation.  The Native American colonial and precolonial experience can inform postcolonial and Marxist theories as much or more than they can inform us about its dimensions.


At least five positive effects result from incorporating these theories in the present study and in other treatments of Native American materials.  First, it allows us to see Native American history and Native American economies as part of world history and world economic processes and in terms of these.  Too often, all matters Indian are neglected, sidelined and minimized as a result of the perception that “negligible” relative populations make the structuring of the world economy on Indian sites negligible and other racial experiences more pressing and relevant.  Too often Native American matters are isolated from worldwide contexts as though all historical events affecting Native Americans took place locally.  Second, foregrounding the economic changes occurring throughout Native American history demystifies prominent notions that changes in subjectivity may be studied on an individual basis (i.e. conversion) or that events take place on a cultural level that is independent and freefloating.  Third, this approach leads us to inquire as to the survival of base indigenous economies or their re-establishment following violent discontinuities.


The effects of these theories may also be witnessed in the realm of literary and linguistic art.  The fourth effect of recognizing the economic structuring and restructuring of Native American economies through the colonizing era is to allay the danger of a simplistic model of representativeness.  This danger may be understood in an analogy to a frequent paradigm in the study of Caribbean literatures in the U.S. academy.  Here, the textual creations of a literate elite are sold on the world market and find easy entry into the literature classroom due to their relative compositional conformity to Western expectations.  When introduced to students uncritically, the authors and their representations of the Caribbean can be posited as capable of fully representing the Caribbean to the outside and as constituting the entire body of representational practices occurring in the region.  Members of particular classes are made to represent the whole society in a false synecdoche, distorting and hiding the fact that the large majority of representational language occurs in a diversified oral complex.


The recent positive push to “include” written texts by literate Native Americans in nineteenth century canons has the dangerous potential to establish these texts as representative of Native American linguistic creation and thought.  Such considerations often fail to analyze critically the “class” or status of the author with respect to his or her tribal nation as a whole.  Thus John Rollin Ridge’s complex, contradictory and perhaps antagonistic relationship to a large segment of the Cherokee nation can be minimized in order to advance the simple inclusion of Native Americans into the canon.  With this homogenization of the Cherokee around the images produced by their prominent writers, a potentially enlightening, confusing and subversive version (consistent with effects seen in other colonial nations such as Haiti) of how the relationship between the U.S. and the Cherokee leadership affected that leadership and the tribe as a whole disappears from literary and colonial history as received by students.  Yet we can hardly understand the destructiveness of the U.S. political economy and empire without seeing its divisiveness on the level of decisions over speech.�  


Finally, the fifth effect of centering the economic is to ground North American speech genres in appropriate bases and to move this grounding beyond a deterministic base-superstructure model.  To get at this effect, I will first discuss the shaky history of Marxist analysis with respect to Native American life.  Then I will attempt to describe certain economic realities of European-Indian relations and to work through particular Marxist approaches to literature to find an appropriately nuanced theory with which to imagine Native American language art history.  These discussions will consider whether class can comprehensively describe stratifications in Native American societies.


Marxism’s ability to describe adequately Native American life has been hampered from the beginning by Marx’s baseless assumptions regarding property, consciousness, production and class with respect to tribal arrangements.  He assumes first of all that property ownership and the division of labor develop on a single track from tribal to communal to feudal to private.  He therefore implies that contemporary tribal societies display arrested development or an earlier stage in human history rather than resulting from thousands of years of development!  They are made to appear as the ghosts of Europe’s own past rather than the body and soul of their own living present.  He derives his picture of tribes from an erroneous and incomplete knowledge of Native Americans.  The “production of the means to satisfy” basic human needs which is “the production of material life itself” fits poorly with many Native American conceptions of their relationship to nature wherein many basic human needs are satisfied not through “production” but through natural provision and wise planning and where satisfaction of basic needs even when through agriculture does not infinitely lead to new needs.  


Worst of all, he equates “tribal consciousness” with “herd-consciousness” and sheep-like consciousness-instinct.  The notion that tribal organization is earlier and therefore primitive leads blithely to a developmental notion of human intellect that utterly shuts down any consideration of Indian intellect as competitive with “later” formations.  It might even be argued that his definition of a future communist society in “The German Ideology” is based on an idealized projections of a fictionalized version of the past as American Indian into a later stage of consciousness and productive relationships.  Thus Marxist theory is thoroughly structured atop the principal fallacy inhibiting all sensible understanding of Native American societies:  that they exist as vestiges of Europe’s own past and may be recovered, transformed, as the next stage of Europe’s future.  This is also the fallacy that justifies an application of European genre categories to Native American speech.


Marx describes the tribal form of ownership as displaying a “still very elementary” division of labor in which social structure extends from “patriarchal family chieftains” to “the members of the tribe” to “slaves.”  Despite this differentiation, I would argue that the predominant image of tribal organization in Marxist writing relies on the first term in his contradictory labeling of the tribal state as “the undeveloped stage of production, at which a people lives by hunting and fishing, by the rearing of beasts or, in the highest stage, agriculture” (151).�  Tribal nations and societies are seen as thoroughly classless (an assumption or observation even outside Marxist discourses).  This principle then leads to the conclusion that they are therefore undifferentiated or that they are uniformly controlled by a single chief or group of leaders.  


While the concept of Native American societies as classless may be inadequate as an approach to their linguistic and literary arts, it is not clear that class is a term that may be neatly applied to the economic, political and social positions of pre- and post-Columbian North American Indians.  Native arrangements call for a term that intersects and flattens the vertical differentiation of class with a horizontal axis of standing.  It is not clear that the pan-colonial development of national bourgeoisies loyal to global markets and elite cohesions successfully implanted itself in Indian nations, despite particular inroads.  If and when it has done so, this implantation has been long in coming and unstable in appearance.


It is difficult to attempt a description of economic relations in pre-Columbian Indian societies both because the concept of economy seems improper to describe Native American conceptions of material existence and because anthropological records are incomplete or unreliable.  The diversity of economic strategies also makes it a monumental task.  It is undesirable to draw a composite picture from several different tribes.  However, examples from four areas can be used to demonstrate that the general panAmerican practice of communal use of land, not considered as owned, did not equate with a thoroughly equal distribution of material resources.  For instance, Heizer and Elsasser describe the Indians of the Northwest coast of present day California as recognizing “rights” to land use.  “The Northwest tribes had no chiefs as such.  Their place was taken by men of wealth who, with their kinsmen, exercised what authority was required in a village simply because they were rich and therefore influential” (34).  In the Pacific Northwest, such wealth was made influential through gift-giving rather than through hoarding and capitalization.  The evidence we have of special literacies developed in scribe societies of the Cherokee nation indicates another kind of economic differentiation or specialization.  Similarly, the widely distributed investment of political power in the Iroquois Constitution hints that direction of the subsistence portion of the economy in this group too was not a matter of pure egalitarianism, but of distinctive yet fluid roles.  The rejection of starkly hierarchical socioeconomic arrangements by most North American groups does not indicate a complete absence of unequal economic relations or undifferentiated economies.  It merely signals a different valuing of the meaning, degree and fixity of these.


In post-Columbian colonizing of Indian nations by Europe and the United States, we can identify several major patterns—aside from outright destruction of the native food base—that affected the socioeconomic structure of Native American societies and resulted in or were directed toward incorporating native economies into the colonial economy.  First, the introduction of Europe as a new trading partner interrupted the trade patterns already established across the Americas.�  In some cases, Native American labor was forcibly redirected from native economies through slavery and nominally nonslave servitude.�  In other cases, intraEuropean competition encouraged the gradual but disproportionate growth of markets for “raw materials” acquired through native “labor” (e.g. beaver pelts).  Before Native American ethics of ecological protection could warn of and prevent the crossing of acceptable lines of resource depletion, dependence on these exchanges and benefits accruing to particular individuals grew too significant to stop.  These imbalances were probably far from unusual in the precontact Americas.  Both small scale ecological devastation and changes in political and spiritual loyalties had occurred through its history as anywhere else.  The difference was in scale due to differing European practices which had impacted population and relations with the environment in Europe and would impact the stability of the conventions of negotiated trade in the Americas.


Second, U.S. and European political diplomacy took advantage of Native American political mores and the diffuseness of Native American leadership.  Rather than recognizing the consensus based pattern of decision making which had previously protected Indian nations in their dealings with one another; and rather than recognizing the contingency of authority in the people rather than in divine right, European and U.S. diplomats treated with any individual leader who would grant them or be claimed to grant them what they wanted.  The economic dimension of these politics were rife with bribery and the dependence-inducing distribution of goods (similar to the Northwest coast custom described above) was a common feature.  Alcohol was also used as a means to force dependence.  As I will soon describe, the economic and political circles of control (see Chafe) always depended on the ultimate threat of force and were designed to justify its use through the illusion of provocation.


Third, by the nineteenth century, intermarriage and extramarital relations between Indians and whites, particularly in the present day East and Midwest, had begun to produce certain patterns of power and influence.  Very often, the children of these intermarriages, by virtue of their bicultural identities and bilingual skills, grew into positions of influence over the affairs of their Indian nation in its dealings with the United States.  Such influence also arose in the absence of intermarriage through adoption of Christianity, of capitalist-style labor relations like slaveholding, and an education in English.  But the familial aspect, as opposed to the purely cultural aspect, of the alliances that were created was crucial to the attempted exercise of power.  From the vertical organizational point of view of the West, some of these families came to be seen as the new Indian elite, capable of communicating with their nation at the same time that they catered to and could be controlled by Western interests.  


From the more horizontal point of view of the members of the tribal nation (mainly non-English speaking) the place of these persons was much more complex.  Peripheral status—bilingual skills, cultural hybridity—was valuable and a potential justification for leadership on the one hand; on the other, it was a step or two removed from the loss of all influence, the voluntary or involuntary departure from the nation, the judgment by tribal members over whether the individual’s actions proved beneficial to tribal integrity.  So while it may appear from a Western point of view that these bicultural individuals constituted an emerging elite class, from Indian points of view, their standing in the tribal nation was contingent upon more than the prestige or wealth their relationship with the U.S. could provide them.


Therefore, due to the fact that economic advantage and cultural/educational affinity to Europe alone could not assure an individual member of a tribal nation social standing or economic control and only nominally assured them international political influence, the colonial system was never able to stabilize the power of the group it was trying to build into an elite class.  Much Marxist writing (e.g. Jameson’s) has attributed this resistance, which was eventually targeted for destruction or disaggregation by violence, as “primitive” (68).  In fact, such advanced and enlightened political arrangements were designed and operated relatively successfully to protect tribal nations against leaders whose interests became split between the community and outside forces.  Had those outside forces not had vital military advantages, the resulting frustration of manipulative measures would not have been allowed to turn into a habitual resort to violence on a mass scale.  


It is important to add that children of bicultural marriages raised in Indian nations tended to act in ways that they interpreted as loyal to their people.  In the racial hierarchy of the West, they knew they had little chance of achieving equality and acceptance.  In the Indian nation, acceptance and prestige did not hinge as much on parentage as on action.  So they had more incentive to act to benefit that political structure.�  However, given the limited range of options offered in negotiations with the United States and the operation of the separation of powers against unified Indian policies, these actions did not always prevent dramatic falls in standing or exile from the tribal nation.


Finally, it is crucial to understand the economic basis of the military advantage held by the West.  Throughout the three hundred years of contact until 1900 between Western and Native American groups in North America, the West maintained a weaponry advantage that was never equalized.  Indian fighters obtained guns from colonial powers, often from the same power they ended up fighting.  In the entire history, I do not know of a single instance of indigenously manufactured gunpower.  In other words, Indians depended economically on their own enemies (often disguised as allies) to provide them with weapons commensurate with the killing power directed toward them.  To my knowledge, no studies have investigated the overdetermined causes of the lack of gun manufacturing in Indian nations.�


These views of colonizing economics and socioeconomic relationships within tribal nations boil down to the need to move beyond mechanistic explanations of how speech genres, their utterances and their utterers relate to class.  First of all, speech genres in Indian nations arise from an economic base that is differentiated not in terms of class but in terms of varying relations of standing and interdependence.  It is also often a mixed economy in the sense of having multiple food bases and an ethics of communal-familial-individual levels of ownership.  Particularly in the nineteenth century when tribal nations were able to exercise their political sovereignty more autonomously than today, their genres of speech cannot be collapsed neatly into a unified class economy or figured as part and parcel of a class structured literary economy.  Of course, the ongoing processes of contact and colonization interrupted indigenous economies and began to restructure them.  But the resulting genres cannot be considered sites wherein the sign “becomes an arena of the class struggle” (Voloshinov/Bakhtin 23).  Rather, they are sites wherein the sign becomes the arena for the struggle between racializing class hierarchies and alternative socioeconomic organizations as well as the struggles within these.


Second, all nineteenth century Native American speech genres which were accessible to nonIndian audiences were negotiated through pathways that led them from indigenous nonclass economies into the U.S. arena of capital-labor relations.  In other words, while Native American speech was not in all cases commodified for consumption by U.S. audiences, it could not appear to even a select audience of U.S. citizens without entering the class-based economy, if only at the level of university or intellectual societies.  By virtue of the conditions of this negotiation, these genres and those refracted within particular utterances, are already hybrid.  In addition, they appear in the capitalist class economy in a manner particular to intellectual labor—normally through uncompensated or undercompensated “labor.”  Like objects such as Pomo baskets, which were sometimes sold in exchange for something else, Native American speech was sometimes sold.  Like these baskets, it could also be taken without express permission.  It could be heard without express invitation.  It was sometimes created with a large U.S. audience in mind, making compensation more likely; other times the U.S. audience, in the form of an individual or small contingent simply showed up.  This contingent would create a dependent text (a written version of an unwritten utterance or set of utterances) from the already hybrid genre (created of U.S.-Indian collaboration) that they had participated in evoking.


Third, the Native American speakers and writers cannot be situated in terms of class.  Even within literary analyses of utterances arising in class economies, a deterministic view of the “class subject” has begun to give way to a more complex and realistic view of the formation of subjectivity.  Rosaura Sanchez discusses Marxist and postMarxist theories of structure, agency and identity.  As she writes, subjects at all times represent an ensemble of collectivities.  Structural position is not determined by class location alone nor are all collectivities structured (42).  Imagined communities, according to Alex Callinicos, can create social relationships as well as emerging from preexisting ones.  It is therefore appropriate to situate Native American subjects (as well as U.S. ones) in terms of their multipositionality.  This multipositionality only sometimes exhibits class structuring.  Then, the participation of Native American subjects in a class economy is often marginal:  the theft, donation or selling of indigenous “products” to the class economy while the primary economy within which they are produced and circulate is a nonclass economy.  Thus we see the interlocking matrices of capitalist and Native American economies rather than the cannibalization of one by the other.  The double lens of class and standing allows us to escape the paradigm of representativeness raised above while preventing the easy ascription of either classlessness or membership in a class-structured society to Native Americans.  It forces us to deal with conflicting interpretive paradigms of a subject’s positionality.


�
Methods of Treating Historical Materials


In dealing with historical texts which record or incorporate Native American utterances, I have attempted to follow several procedures.  First, I would argue that we must maintain a suspicious view of all speech attributed to participants in U.S.-Indian border discourses.  Wherever possible, I have tried to emphasize that utterances reaching us today must be considered reported speech rather than taken as historical event of the first instance.  Therefore, tracing the word through intermediate sources to the apparent utterer often helps to untangle webs of confusion and deceit.  In the early nineteenth century, such tracing was used to evade responsibility on the part of the white historian by pinning truth value on the reliability or unreliability of particular Indians.  Here I employ such tracking in order to reveal the usually simultaneous reliability and unreliability of the intermediate sources.  I argue that the original word of Native Americans in the nineteenth century is rarely knowable.  In order to recover any meaning from these texts then, we must construct contexts based on difficult to define consistencies in discourses across much broader historical and geographic spaces.


Such considerations require that we abandon the kind of closed textual analysis that might appropriately be applied to some Western literary genres and instead recreate that which is beyond-text.�  The recording of a speech genre in which a member of an Indian nation participated must be historicized.  In all cases, we find two sets of speech genres—that of the text and those of the utterances which it records.  The text is a dependent utterance, not possible without the utterance event(s) which it reforms.  The utterance event while independent—able to exist in the absence of a text which “captures” it—is never free of the hybridizing influence of the text’s creator.  Nevertheless, it is often possible to imagine the utterance event complete with the textualizer.  In many cases, as Kenneth Mendoza’s work points out, what we find is a conversion of a multimedium utterance into a transcript of the verbal components of that utterance and shedding the other mediums that are integral to it.  Rebuilding the utterance event can help in forming a history of the speech genre in which it occurs and those from which it is composed.  Looking at the longevity of these genres and their function in a culture or in a bicultural situation can prevent a flattened view of an unchanging Indian past.


It is also vital to historicize the moment of recording and the position of the “authors” of the text in terms of their standing in the socioeconomic network of the tribal nation and their overall relationship to the United States and the West.  The latter has already been detailed above.  A strict accounting of dates in U.S. literary history is preferable to the common approaches to Native American materials.  These common approaches usually take “tribal” materials recorded between 1800 and 1950 and place them in a precontact (or at least ahistorical) position in relation to U.S. literature.  The “literary” materials of writing Indians are then incorporated into U.S. literary history.  Thus the nineteenth century is effectively evacuated of tribal utterances, in fact of most Indian utterances.  Historicizing the moment of recording makes us aware of a text’s chronological appearance in the West, its appearance in the Indian nations chronology and the possible reception contexts of both.  We gain a perspective on ongoing tribal continuity rather than a picture of an ancient past miraculously preserved before its demise into individuated assimilationism.


With this in mind, a fourth technique for dealing with historical texts created from continuing oral traditions is useful.  This is the reading, listening and observing of more recent performances and recordings of genres related to the one being examined.  They might include a retelling of the same general material by a contemporary Indian storyteller or historian, other genres from the same tribal nation or even similar genres from other tribal nations.  Caution must be exercised when using more recent material as an interpretive aid to a particular historical text.  The newer text or performance is not a copy of the past event.  The idea is not to transport the present into the past or vice versa, but to establish a connection between them.  This connection should reveal difference and change as well as providing a more solid basis for the comprehension of both.�


Finally, my treatment of historical texts assumes the coexistence of the oral/aural and the written in all cultures.  In all oral cultures, mnemonic writing devices are used to assist particular recreations of preserved or occasional utterances.  In all cultures with phonetic writing, a complex oral culture exists which supports the written word as much as being supported by it and which remains in many areas independent of it.  I reject Walter Ong’s conception of oral cultures as relying on formulaic compositions of words to transmit important cultural information, though it is not to be denied that formulas written and spoken operate in all cultures.  Investigating Native American materials past and present reveals the incredible success of nonformulaic utterance in their persistence and survivability, including as transmitters of cultural information.  In Humboldt’s terms, prose—unstructured speech—is humanity’s “constant companion” (175).  So one of the benefits of comparing Native American and U.S. linguistic compositions is that the Native American materials make us more conscious of the complexity and persistence of the oral apparatus even in a highly textual culture.  On the other hand, recognizing the written in oral-predominant cultures disturbs the dynamic, critiqued by Maureen Konkle, which figures writing as an obstruction of Indian identity.  The “movement” to writing by Indians is not a break that irrevocably changes consciousness but a shift that incorporates phonetic writing into diverse tribal arenas of oral/written syntheses.


�
Disciplinary Issues:  Dilemmas, debates and directions in American and Native American Studies


Before getting to specific comparisons, an account of current trends in American and Native American Studies as a whole is in order.� Changes in the field of American Studies have been heralded by scholars Donald Pease and Amy Kaplan as the advent of the New Americanists and the study of the cultures of United States imperialism. As Pease points out in “New Americanists: Revisionist Interventions into the Canon,” American literature formed in the academy during the early twentieth century and into the Cold War era. It was marked by a nationalist, exceptionalist and apolitical paradigm. This paradigm created the illusion that American literature, as cultural, was removed from the public realm, as political, while simultaneously the field acted in the public realm to consolidate an imagined community around the idea that the United States was unique and unparalleled in world and hemispheric history. New Americanists reverse both the paradigm and the field’s public role, but arguably continue to act in the public realm to consolidate a different kind of imagined community. The difference here is that they acknowledge their activity more plainly, invoke it as more internally consistent, and claim non- or anti-nationalist motives.


The nationalist paradigm that Pease discusses figures the territory of the present United States as virgin land. In his words, the “meta-narratives with which Americanists define their practices...presuppose a realm of pure possibility...where a whole self...can internalize the major contradictions at work in American history...in a language and in a set of actions and relations confirmative of the difference between a particular cultural location and rest of the world” (12). But if most Americanists to date have treated this land as unpopulated, at least three major Americanists constructed an alternative paradigm for the New Americanists to redefine the field: Roy Harvey Pearce, Richard Slotkin and Michael Rogin. These scholars wrote of an America already populated in fact and in the consciousness of Europeans and European Americans. Three contemporary inheritors of this alternative legacy are Lucy Maddox, Eric Cheyfitz and Priscilla Wald.


Pease, Maddox, Cheyfitz and another critic, Carolyn Porter, each in their own vocabulary and from their own positions touch on two related complications in the attempt to redefine the field of American Literature: the question of consensus and dissensus and the problem of multiculturalism. Pease cites Sacvan Bercovitch’s observation that American (U.S.) ideology possesses an “incomparable cooptative power ...[that]...refutes and absorbs subversive cultural energies” (21). Thus consensus fragments into an ineffectual dissensus in which no dissent can overpower the hegemonic ideology. Both Pease and Cheyfitz claim the possibility for effective dissent and social change—Pease through a counterhegemonic New Historicist project and Cheyfitz through “dissent from the proper forms of dissent” (“Irresistableness” 540). Whereas Pease looks to break the link between canonization and nationalism by reading canonical works counterhegemonically through encounters with noncanonical and nonliterary discourses, Cheyfitz wants “to give up the idea of canonicity itself” in order to defeat the evils of nationalist consensus (“Irresistableness” 540). He claims that his dissent resists inclusion in the consensus because it exposes the fallacious identity between democracy and capitalism.


Without adhering to the tone of the particular debate that the use of the terms dissensus and consensus implies, Maddox and Porter touch on the same problem of co-optation by problematizing the “discourse of multiculturalism” (or “bicultural” approaches, in Maddox’s terms) (Porter 471, Maddox 4). From Porter’s point of view, multiculturalism still depends upon the “conceptual boundary” of the nation, presumably because it defines the mosaic of cultures to be studied using the political and geographic inclusion in the United States of subjects who belong to selected cultures (471). Drawing on debates in Native American historiographic and literary studies, Maddox points out that multiculturalism calls for a methodology recognizing multiple versions of American history. The attempt to keep the discourses separate is as problematic as the attempt to “unlearn...ethnocentric methodologies and...to merge Indian and white ‘metaphysics’ into a single ‘bicultural’ understanding of the past” (4). The one ends by devaluing ethnocentrically; the other cannot retain its value because it gives up the ethnocentric, outside view that produces that value. If the presence of hyphenated American literatures “has forced the reconstellation of the field” and if these cannot be addressed “without tracking the histories of creolization that generated the cultural formations in which they are produced” (Porter 471), forced creolization remains the source of the dilemma. For if U.S. literature should not be discussed today without including as U.S. the literature of racialized cultures and individuals, the literature of racialized people residing within the boundaries of the U.S. should not merely be co-opted as consensually “American.”


While I see my study as sharing significant ground with the revisionist literary history represented by Pearce, Slotkin, Pease, Kaplan, Maddox, Cheyfitz, Wald and Porter, I must make one observation. The publications of these scholars remain for the most part readings of texts written by European Americans and therefore not radically different in form and subject matter (if radically different in spirit and content) from the old Americanists.  They do not venture far past the boundaries of the figural universe of white writers writing. It is Maddox, however, who most effectively calls attention to this problem in the first and last pages of Removals.  She plainly exposes the removal of Indians from the critical discourse of American studies but presents a variety of Native American Studies and Indian viewpoints on the obstacles and objections to including Indian texts in academic literary studies.


Specifically, Maddox cites three positions on the spectrum of “opinions about whether Indian texts, either oral or written, can be made accessible to a non-Indian audience through any of the methodological approaches currently available in academic literary studies—or, for that matter, whether many of the Indian materials can even be legitimately treated as texts” (5). She places Krupat’s use of post-structural theory on the one end and remarks that he “has been consistently optimistic about the possibilities for combining Indian literatures with Anglo-American literature in a single American canon” (179). Gerald Vizenor she places on the other end, remarking his much quoted line that “academic evidence is a euphemism for linguistic colonization of oral tradition and popular memories” (5). In the 1983 MLA publication of critical essays and course designs for American Indian literature edited by Paula Gunn Allen, Elaine Jahner takes up the cautionary middle, pointing out that the use of approaches fitted to one culture can obscure the oral and written literature of another.


While I tend to concur with Vizenor I think that it is important to resituate his comment to include his larger theme. “Socioacupunture: Mythic Reversals and the Striptease in Four Scenes,” the article from which the comment is taken, is in my interpretation about Indian awareness (socioacupuncture) of the Western obsession with the tribal Indian past. Contact with Western culture and time itself have induced changes to tribal history that are symbolized by the mechanical timepieces� and Western-style clothing that Indians adopt into their lifestyles. This contact has also stripped Indians of the artifacts of their own past (the striptease) until or unless they reclothe themselves in these artifacts (the reversal of the striptease) and by doing so, confirm and conform to the Western obsession which denies both change and presence. So Vizenor’s comment is made—this time—in the context of the fetishization and colonization of the Indian past by whites and the double bind which continues to stereotype Indians who reclaim the artifacts that belong to them.


To take these comments as a justification for nonIndians ignoring the Indian past and the difficult task of interpreting Native American cultures altogether would be as irresponsible an act as the obsession itself. Certainly, Western-created images past and present of Native Americans need to be critiqued for what they reveal of the creators and criticized for what they do to the subjects. But could this kind of criticism exist without the totality of Indian utterances and genres past and present that are its parent, some of which criticize them and others of which simply exist, all of which need effort to understand? In her article, Porter remarks that we must combat American exceptionalism by practicing in a “field reconstellated by a historicized politics of location...[that]...should address the precolonial cultures of Aztec and Algonquin as well as the post-colonial cultures of Quebec and Haiti. It should operate so as to dissolve the disciplinary and departmental lines that still separate American literary studies as a field from the Asian-, African-, and Native American scholarship that has vitally challenged and complicated both its traditional and its anti-traditional assumptions” (521). Cheyfitz, on the other hand, interprets the work of living Native Americans and relies on their work in his interpretations of the texts of imperial translation. On the first pole, we deny the importance of including an active post-Columbian Native American culture from 1492 to 1950 along with its pre-Columbian antecedents; on the second, we too often fail to investigate the continuities of history linking both these antecedents to a postmodern Indian presence. I interpret Vizenor’s words as a challenge not to dissolve the lines that separate European Americans from Native Americans (or American Studies from Native American Studies) but to listen to, watch, and touch the “word wars” across the decades and centuries that connect them to us all; and to listen to Native American scholarship instead of assimilating it into a single canon or removing it from view.


The only way for this listening to happen is for nonIndian critics to acknowledge their ethnocentrism; to give up the will to power and control over tribal images while not giving up the attempt to understand Native American cultures; to question the rules of academic evidence; and to value Indian controlled historiography, of Indian subjects as authoritative first over ethnohistory, and of nonIndian subjects as contributing to the West’s critical self-consciousness. Therefore, to replace the idea of a single canon by giving up on the idea of canonicity itself to me is unsatisfactory. All cultures have central and centripetal discourses that form them as cultures. Not all cultures have central texts in the same sense that Western cultures have. However, anyone studying Native American genres must recognize that some serve more central functions than others, even while words and word-forms are not valued in the same sorts of hierarchies whites have used. To give up the idea of canon altogether is to suggest in a utopian manner that no boundaries exist.  Yet my position outside Native American societies constitutes an ongoing and untranscendable level of partial ignorance of their cultures, of meanings articulated by their people, and of rhetorical tones that escape my attention or understanding.
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� Brown’s account of the genital mutilation of the Sand Creek massacre (87-92) is a key example.  One cannot fail to recognized the similarity between the soldiers’ subsequent use of body parts and the use of gold from dental fillings of Jews in World War II.





� The application of Voloshinov and Bakhtin here could prove useful.  See excerpt quoted on page two of Marxism and the Philosophy of Language as well as their discussion of language as intertribal (76).





� Paula Gunn Allen’s Studies in American Indian Literature: Critical Essays and Course Designs is useful here.  The recent work of Larry Evers in collaboration with Felipe Molina and others significantly reshapes our image of the composer of complex utterances in Native American societies.  John Bierhorst’s introduction to the Cantares Mexicanos helps to build a new vocabulary of literary terms for Native American literature.


In Greg Sarris’s Keeping Slug Woman Alive, Mabel McKay corrects a man in an audience at Stanford when he calls her making of baskets art, telling him it is spirit.  I do not wish to compete against McKay and other Indians’ own descriptions of their view of their own lives.  However, I use art and artistry to convey a sense to nonIndian audiences that has been removed from view by denigrating and dismissive receptions of the affective and skilled dimensions of Indian words. 





� In order to distinguish medium in Chow’s sense from media “in more contemporary popular usage” as she says, I use the plural mediums rather than the standard media.





� See chapter two on Iroquois use of wampum.





� I have depended on the work of several people in constructing this list:  Hertha Wong, Gordon Brotherson, Walter Ong, Jacques Derrida, and Greg Sarris.





� I have relied here on the comments of Rosaura Sanchez and the composite Marxist analysis she offers in a section of Telling Identities entitled “The Problematic of Constructions and Reconstructions” (36-39); She writes that a Marxist always foregrounds material reality and does not reduce all questions to textuality (37). I argue with her for a recognition of the place of the nondiscursive in shaping conception.


As I see it, Native American thought generally acknowledged/s the place of the nondiscursive in cognition of the world and this acknowledgment is seen in the embedding of linguistic practice in nondiscursive interpretive and affective practice.  Evers and Molina may record a trace of such a theory in their description of certain stories surrounding the Yaqui deer songs.





� The context here is Bakhtin’s argument with analysis of sentence that forms the dominant approach in linguistics. but also has the effect of reintroducing concrete performance of language over sedimentalized collection/analysis of it. In using the term linguistic throughout this chapter, I do not normally refer to the science of linguistics that Bakhtin attacks but that which is constituted by spoken language.





� I will refer to the author publishing under the name of V. N. Voloshinov as “Voloshinov and Bakhtin.”  Debate over the authorship of these texts has led to two main conclusions:  that Voloshinov was the sole author of the texts or that Bakhtin was the primary author.  It is common to refer to Voloshinov in the first instance or Voloshinov/Bakhtin in the second.  Upon examining the irrefutable similarity between Marxism and the Philosophy of Language and Bakhtin’s later writings, particularly the speech genres essay, and in considering Voloshinov’s use of the first person plural, I come to the tentative conclusion that the former was co-authored by Voloshinov and Bakhtin rather than written by one or the other.





� I do not mean hereby to embrace all sociological approaches to literature.  For instance, while I find a certain merit in the study of authors as a distinct class writing in order to claim membership in that class, such studies often mystify as much as the clarify and often depend on simplistic correlations between class and identity formation.  Voloshinov and Bakhtin’s sociological approach of language avoids these pitfalls and accommodates a complex analysis of the class subject.





� As I will discuss below, the idea of hierarchy as formulated in Voloshinov and Bakhtin in terms of class must be reformulated for colonial international situations where assumptions of a particular hierarchy or hegemony are the very topics at issue rather than being the common ground from which they are contested.  I refer therefore to hierarchically situating contests rather than their “hierarchical organization of communication” and of society because these do not exist in any recognizable form in cross-national situations unless we accept a monologic representation.





� Walter Ong asserts that the memory systems of orality are purely repetitive and formulaic and therefore incapable of managing the volume, complexity and contradictory nature of memory managed by “more evolved” technologies of the word.  I take issue with this assessment and its basis in Western oral forms and limited readings of African oral forms in chapter two below.





� Not only are there competing theories of Indian origins but many who agree on a single theory now recognize that several migrations have taken place.  The existence of multiple languages complicate the Asian-origins theories.





� Raymond Williams’ comments about Stalin’s direct intervention in the debate over the relation of language to the superstructure and its lack of a class character (34) suggests why Bakhtin would not venture a more decisive position in his speech genres essay!





� Compare Williams (19) and Marx’s “The German Ideology: Part I.”





� See Sarris’s prologue and chapter one of Slug Woman and note six above.





� I exclude African American and Asian American macrocultures among others for simplicity.





� In these remarks, I have drawn on Gerald Vizenor’s “Socioacupunture: Mythic Reversals and the Striptease in Four Scenes” and James Clifford’s “Identity in Mashpee.”





� The Whorfian paradigm is the concept that language determines worldview.  In Bakhtin’s view, it is not language itself, but the history of utterances and genres responding to unique historical circumstances that negotiate worldview for the individual and communities of language speakers. Out of these circumstances and utterances emerge social languages and national languages. But it is not these languages themselves that embody or determine worldview. Languages are neutral (Speech Genres 88). It is the utterance of language by oneself or another that means. This live communication, its history in generic and personal memory, and its nondiscursive accompaniments together direct us toward an unpredetermined worldview. They do so in a way that crosses mere barriers between otherwise neutral languages.


Emily Schultz argues at length in Dialogue at the Margins that even Whorf himself may not have espoused the deterministic view of language that is ascribed to his writings. She uses the Bakhtinian concept of polyphony to advance Whorf as an author of scholarly essays wherein the languages and culturally defined individuals represented are like characters in a novel. Whorf’s aim is opposite of Bakhtin’s because Whorf must convince an American audience who assume freedom of speech that their speech is not wholly free. Bakhtin looks for a route toward greater freedom of speech. Bakhtin’s theories provide a critique of Whorf’s work among the Hopi. As Schultz points out, Whorf reduced both Hopi and all European languages to two single voices, ruling out heteroglossia as well as polyglossia before even investigating them. He begs the question. But further, when Whorf portrays the Hopi as his hero, 


[t]hey speak freely, but only through an interpreter—Whorf himself. They are allowed a ‘voice,’ but it is a ‘group voice’: individual Hopi remain voiceless. And although the Hopi group voice may speak ‘freely,’ that free speech is kept tightly within a particular sphere: that of denotation and reference. No ‘free-associating’ that might allow talk to stray onto topics of reservation life or portraits of the white man (76). 


In other words, Whorf not only monologizes Hopi but restricts its appearance to a single speech genre, and an outsider-dominated hybrid genre at that. Whorf seems unaware that his presence alone will alter the presentation of speech by forcing the creation of special cross-cultural speech genres which will keep him from “pure” knowledge of the Hopi. He seems unconcerned that that genre is highly limited, perhaps itself monologizing simply by virtue of its singularity. He misses altogether over three hundred years of syncretic history that would make Hopi language and worldviews in the 1900s different from while continuous with Hopi language in the 1600s.





� The concept of overdetermination is borrowed from George Lipsitz, who borrows it from Louis Althusser, in “The Possessive Investment in Whiteness.”  Althusser “uses it to show how dominant ideologies become credible to people in part because various institutions and agencies independently replicate them and reinforce their social power” (n47).





� Undoubtedly, orientalism and savagism are no mere chance bedfellows.  As the Crusades spurred Renaissance attention to ancient texts, they eventually provoked world exploration which extended this attention to the Americas.





� Atavistic primitivism overlaps significantly with savagism, but is not identical with it.  Aside from its principal targets being humans of sub-Saharan African origin, it consists of a thoroughly degrading concept of an unredeemable contra-humanity.





� Others include Chateaubriand, Alexander von Humboldt, Franz Bopp, Destutt de Tracy, Comte de Buffon, Herder, Bret Harte, John Pickering and Peter Du Ponceau.  Herman Melville is more easily classified as an orientalist; his potential savagisms met almost immediately with strong resistant counternarratives, so that savagism is merely one discourse in his corpus and not necessarily one that prevails in any single text.





� Omi and Winant, for instance





� Vietnam occupies a liminal space between orientalism and savagism which exposes the instability of both and their arrangement on a continuum.  See Michael Herr’s “Khe Sanh,” a chapter in Dispatches.





� Yen Le Espiritu discusses this inversion at length.





� South Pacific ones, for example.





� My comments here are restricted to Critical Terrains.  Lowe’s Immigrant Acts takes many of the nonWestern sources of resistance that I refer to here as its topic.





� Yen Le Espiritu offers several important insights into contradictory sites of alliance.





� Historically, comparative literature has been rather elitist and has exercised as a field certain colonizing tendencies and sometimes a kind of will to conglomerate.  However, this field’s history makes it no less recoverable for progressive purposes than any other, despite many critics skepticism and its cherishing of the study of literatures in their original languages will ultimately be key to any deep sociological theory of literature in North America.





� I would contend that the third of these has implicitly operated as the basis of excluding Indian nations even from comparative literature where they should have been, and almost were, from the beginning.  We cannot ignore the pejorative withholding of the term from groups not deemed fit to join the “family” of nations. Many contemporary Native Americans appear to prefer the term nation to describe their political formations since tribe and band are often used to connote primitive arrangements compared to modern nations rather than formations that result from small populations or differing political ideologies.





� Omi and Winant’s description of the United States as a racial dictatorship ignores the existence of political structural formations in early colonial and early national American history as sites of alternative identification, and therefore as located beyond the inclusion/exclusion paradigm which would have been irrelevant to people already included in a nation not the United States. American Indian bands, tribes and proto-nations described themselves and were recognized unevenly by the international community as independent and autonomous well into the nineteenth century and up to today. This fact does not deny the argument of racial dictatorship. It reminds us that dictatorships work within a state while racial empires, invasions and colonies are external to it and that inclusion in the state is itself a racial project.





� Omi and Winant’s otherwise valuable attempts to define race and racial formation are inadequate to the problem of Indian identities, formed as they are largely on the basis of African American histories and the histories of more populous racialized groups within the United States.  While there is much value in the critique of the race-as-nation analogy, this critique tends to ignore the fundamental reality of internal colonialism for Native Americans which is qualitatively different from other racialized groups experiences of or claims to internal colonialism.





� Compare Greg Sarris, Keeping Slug Woman Alive.





� Versus Native American Studies as directed by Native American scholars.





� Cf. the writings of Ngugi wa Thiongo on the language of the colonizer.





� Cf. Denoon and Nyeko, pp. 10-12, on the assumption that different strategies of land use represent different stages in human history as applied to South Africa.





� Traveller Bird and Francis Jennings both discuss this interruption, as does Wilma Dunaway.





� See Johansen and Grinde on the ecocide of North America.





� It would perhaps be wise here to differentiate the time before the reservation system to the time after it, when inroads into the native economy became much easier to effect.  This later period witnesses a peripheral drain of reservation members into the capitalist class economy and certain resistant strategies of capitalist communalism.





� Cf. Barbara Tuchman on the effects of differential gunpower in medieval Europe and various works by Francis Jennings touching on the same problem in the Americas.





� Alan Dundes wrote a seminal piece on the need to investigate text, texture and context when dealing with Native American texts.  My idea of beyond-text is similar, but takes the term context in a much broader connotation and includes genre recovery.





� Cf. Arnold Krupat, Ethnocriticism.





� This discussion is directed at how these trends affect the study of European American and Native American relations in literature and culture and cannot at this point escape this false bipolarity by attending, for instance, to how African Americans enter into relations with both diverse groups.





� I do not think the timepieces symbolize only these changes.








