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it, present logics of assimilation. Existing scholarship has shared theseaviéwias
discussed the response to Urban Indian Identity in a variety of ways. In gissltivl

use the oral history accounts of eight relocated Indians in Los Angeles in ¢amunc

with previous scholarship to discuss the experience of relocation. This thesis withpos
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l. Introduction

Between the years 1951-1973 more than 100,000 American Indians from
reservation communities across the United States participated inralf@de known as
the relocation program The relocation program provided American Indians with
support to leave their reservations and move to urban areas. The relocation program has
been characterized as an assimilation project, and as a response to thedomiaaiity
of reservation economies and resources to support large populations.

Existing studies have expressed varying positions on the ratio of Indians that
stayed in the city and those that returned to the reservation. It is likefyoiftecal
motives and manipulated statistics caused the inconclusive rédidisetheless, many
relocatees stayed in the urban destination and built lives for themselves afahtiiiss.
How do these remaining relocatees respond to relocation as an assimilatiot? ptojec
can the vibrant urban Indian culture in many US cities be explained in relation to
relocation?

Each prospective relocatee was required to apply for the program and if approved
was sent to one of the BIA field offices in the following US cities: Chicago, DeBedtr
Lake City, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, Portland, Ora,, Dalla
Oklahoma City, Tulsa, St. Louis, Cincinnati, Cleveland, and Joliet and Waukegén, Ill.

Once approved for relocation relocatees were transported by bus or train to the

! Donald L. Fixico,The Urban Indian Experiencein America, The University of New Mexico Press, 2000,
25.
2 Nicolas G. Rosenthal, Reimagining Indian Countatite American Migration & Identity in Twentieth-
Century Los Angeles, The University of North CamaliPress, 2012, 52.
3 .

Ibid 1. 20.
* Ibid 2.



destination city, and instructed to go to the Bureau of Indian Affairs office upwalar
The BIA afforded them transitional housing, “on the job” or vocational training, and
eventually assistance with job placemént.

Out of the over 100,000 native participants, this work is concerned with a very
specific group of 8 relocatees; who relocated to Los Angeles, and who not oely istay
Los Angeles, but felt that they had positive, successful experiences. This wodsfocus
on Los Angeles as LA currently houses the largest urban American Indian mypurat
the countryNative people from diverse tribes and many reservations across the United
States came to Los Angeles through the Federal relocation programindhadual
experiences as relocatees interacting with an assimilation preflected that diversity,
but as relocatees they aided in the formation of the current urban Indian cuthinethnag
city.

In order to explore Native response to relocation as an assimilative project this
work seeks to understand from specific relocatees why they chose thad fegdiery of
relocation and left their reservation communities. This work also explores the
experiences of individual relocatees to determine why and how they built likes in
Angeles. The use of a micro approach is intentional in that it allows for the iaiestig
of relocatees’ perspectives directly from those who settled in the siyra@a as a result
had common experiences: the experiences of American Indians who, throughiea specif
federal policy built lives in Los Angeles. These perspectives will be ojegelfrom

direct oral history narratives of American Indian relocatees who sattleosi Angeles.

5 |bid 1. 17.



The original narratives of the participants will be analyzed in the context ofoitkeofv
notable scholars on relocation: Historian Nicholas G. Rosenthal, Historian Donald L
Fixico, and American Studies scholar Reyna K Ramirez. In addition, an aigplioa
Jonathan Flatley’s concept of affective mapping will be employed to ah®mer

relocatee’s come to form urban Indian identity.



[l. Literature Review

A. Donald L. Fixico, The Urban Indian Experience in America

In the 2000 addition of his book, The Urban Indian Experience in America

Historian Donald L. Fixico provides a comprehensive chapter on the histdng of t
Relocation program. His book more broadly discusses Urban Indian identitytitorma
with relocation being a catalyst for urban migration. In his introduction ¢-piesents
the relocation program as a product and a legacy of the assimilative lagibate often
surrounded Federal Indian policy. He writes,
The Relocation Program has been instrumental in removing Indians, as many as
one hundred thousand so that the majority of the 2.1 million Indians live in cities.
Government officials envisioned relocation as a reform effort to assistigan
Indians in finding jobs and housing, but it was again Indian removal as in the
1830s and the following decades when the government ordered Indians moved to
reservations. This time it was moving Indians to cifies.
Here Fixico acknowledges the Relocation program as a land dispossessionpucject
like the removal policies of the earlier decades when Native people weee famto
reservations. Fixico shows that the connection between these policies is removal
Fixico also speaks to the logics of assimilation present in the Relocatioamrogr
“One of the chief objectives of the Relocation program was desegregation of the
reservation Indian population. Federal officials hoped relocation would assitmitbans

into Urban neighborhoods of the dominant soci€tfixico discusses the pressures that

these logics placed on Indian relocatees noting that success for urban Inekans m

% bid 1. 4.
" bid 1. 24.



negotiating with identity formation in a dichotomous relationship between tnaditid
modernity, a key consequence of interacting with an assimilative pblicy.

Fixico’s focus is historical in that he spends the chapter primarily discusging t
rise and fall of the relocation program through primary document use, mostiBffom
relocation reports. Fixico discusses the reasons why relocatees chose to cdras.

He cites economic difficulty, and pays special attention to the post war enviroaime

the 1950’'s . He writes, “They chose to move to large cities far away from their
homelands to escape poverty and perhaps to forgo their traditional heritage due to pos
war patriotism and McCarthyism”Fixico is describing a time when anything un-
American was considered un-patriotic. Thus he theorizes that relocatgbsvea

desired assimilation to avoid being different. However, he uses limited data when
discussing Native response to relocation and the effects of postwar patiotiation

to desired assimilation. Most of his data comes from second hand accounts from
missionaries, federal officials, tribal leaders and social service astrators’® He rarely
uses testimony from relocatees themselves.

Fixico’s chapter also briefly addresses the rise of Urban Indian pnogray
through the establishment of Indian Centers that provided continued support and services
for urban Indians, but does not discuss how this affected relocdtEasco briefly

discusses relocated Indians that stayed in the cities and what this ecgpasrbeen like

8 bid 1. 7.

°bid 1. 12.
10 1pid 1.21.
Yibid 1. 24.



for them. He theorizes that many traded economic disparity on the reseroatioban

slums and cultural suffering in the cities. It is important to note that Fix&o isban

Indian himself and as such presents his chapter with native voice. He writesrflt i
unfortunate fact however that success in the white world is costing them tiesr nat
culture.”*? Here Fixico assumes that moving away from the reservation and into the city
automatically means culture loss, which also implies that Native cultaoaimed
temporally and spatially.

Fixico’s work displays relocation as a portion of a larger part of Fedstin
policy with a legacy of assimilative logic. Furthermore, Fixico asdeatsrélocatees
when interacting within this climate had a variety of different response® selocatees
left and went back to the reservation, some stayed, and both had to renegotiate their
identities as Indians. However, he places a large emphasis on tradition andityeder

the negotiating factors behind identity formation as relocatees and urbansindi

B. Reyna K. Ramirez,_Native Hubs: Culture, Community, and Belonging in Siton

Valley and Beyond

American Studies scholar Reyna Ramirez’ book, Native Hubs: Culture,

Community, and Belonging in Silicon Valley and Beyate$cribes the urban Indian

experience. Ramirez does not solely focus on relocation or on Los Angeles but does
incorporate an extensive history and analysis throughout, as the urban Indiaerneeperi

has been heavily influenced by the relocation program. First, Ramirez proviggsaal

12 1pid 1. 25.



of Native voice throughout her book dedicating multiple pages solely to quotingva Na
informant or informants. In her introduction Ramirez writes, “Yet these urbaneNa
peoples are not-as they are sometimes portrayed-living as exiles withdtura,
inhabiting a netherworld between the traditional and mod&tilére, Ramirez
challenges previous works that place native people in a static binary betweenitpode
and tradition.

Ramirez takes a very different stance on Urban Indians assertingehatian
setting is transformed into a space where native people connect with othepeafle
in a trans-tribal communal relationship, what Ramirez calls “hubs.” These hubs
reinvigorate Indian identity and exhibit the potential to create vast connelbgtwmsen
Native people in the Urban and rural environments, both on the reservation and away.
These spatially broad relationships have the ability to expand community ongasuizi
create political and social changé.

This perspective offers a new way to look at relocatees and their experignces
placing native people’s thoughts as active in understanding the manifestation afdlistor
events. This way of looking at relocation assumes that Native people are torandy
staying in cities for a number of reasons, and these reasons are nottbntitectatic
representations and models that scholars and policy makers have previesshigu.
When discussing termination rationale critiques assumptions of assimilasien a a

tradition and modernity binary, Ramirez writes, “ Underlying this detertoimavas the

13 Reyna K. Ramirez\ative Hubs: Culture, Community, and Belonging in Silicon Valley and Beyond,
Duke University Press, 2007, 1.
“1bid 13. 2.



theory of assimilation, which assumed that absorbing ‘white habits’ somehow
extinguished ones sense of Indian identityThe hub does not fall into the static binary

of tradition and modernity; instead it offers a transformative space wheve patiple

are active and responsive within our collective histories. Ramirez explaihslihe

through diaspora studies, asserting that diasporic dialogues usually focasrse af
displacement and loss. She argues that the hub, “rather than focusing on displacement
emphasizes urban Indians strong rooted connection to tribe and hom¥&&aiirez

brings a flexible dynamic perspective to the urban Indian experience.

Ramirez uses a wheel to describe how urban Indians view themselves in relation
to their reservation communities. The wheel does not explain why Native pemplarm
may not migrate, instead the wheel offers an explanation of how migratedNabaes
view themselves in the urban space. The hub of the wheel is the urban center and the
spokes are the connections to their reservation communhitigss is the idea that many
tribes are represented in the urban space because of programs likeoreldtcigtin this
space where multiple tribes interact and create community. This hub thepdies that
go out to all the represented reservation communities as a way to stremgliben |
identity. This logic counteracts assimilationist stances and shows¢hatitan Indian

space can be transformative.

15 bid 13. 42.
18 1bid 13. 12.
17 bid 13. 2.



C. Nicolas G. Rosenthal Reimagining Indian Country: Native American Migration

and Identity in Twentieth-Century Los Angeles

In his book, Reimagining Indian Country: Native American Migration and

Identity in Twentieth-Century Los AngeldsstorianNicolas G. Rosenthal explores the
long history of Indian migration and Identity formation in Los Angeles. Rosenthal
dedicates a chapter to discussing the relocation program and examinestibmesiap
between relocatees and Los Angeles. More broadly Rosenthal brings agency end pow
into question in terms of migration and identity. He calls for a contextualizattion
hegemonic forces and their effects on Indian forms of resistance:

Delving deeper into the complex relationship between power and agency, scholars

can learn more about how hegemony works and the fashioning of

counterhegemonic strategies. In the case of American Indians in citiessduzh a

Angeles, scholars should keep in mind tbision between power and agency

and how it comes to characterize much of modern, urbarflife.

Rosenthal is also responding to policy formation based on assimilative sgategie
and calls for a more complex analysis of urban Indian identity formation. He
differentiates urban minorities from urban Indians in that urban Indians have a unique
relationship with the Federal government. He writes, “Based on treaty aiigaind
Native people’s legal status, the federal government continued to operatgiamstiand
programs in the city that sought to discipline American Indian behavior anchaieni

cultural forms of expression™® Rosenthal characterizes the relocation program as one

such disciplining mechanism.

18 1bid 2. 7.
Yibid 2. 7.



Rosenthal argues that a historicized discussion of Americanization, gtonce
popular with other migration scholars, and a discussion of Federal strategies of
assimilation should be merged in order to accurately discuss relocatiorguds #rat
the relocation experience is heavily influenced by larger migrationdafiring the
1950s and 1960s. Assimilation policy, he argues, was in congruence with larger
Americanization themes that sought to create a unified American cuteirgrites,
“Relocation policy can be understood as another chapter in the history of state-gsbonsore
efforts at Americanization that for the first time sought to use U @sea way of
integrating American Indians into the mainstream of American {ff&bsenthal echoes
both Ramirez and Fixico by characterizing Relocation as a state-sponssiratiagion
project.

Rosenthal shows that this was also a reflection of broader political and cultural
themes of the time that sought to design a common American society due toxidtat Fi
characterizes as post war patriotism. Rosenthal cites specifegstsatvhere this
unification can be seen in the relocation application process. He writesidlsfiiorked
to choose candidates whom they thought had the best chance of becoming the idealized
American citizens they envisionetf-He explains that these strategies included favoring
males as heads of household, the promotion of the nuclear family, and the proper urban

dress and behaviors.

2 pid 2. 51.
2 bid. 2. 51.
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Rosenthal describes the many experiences that Native people had witticreloca
The two primary characterizations are those of Indians that stayed ihodegticen
destination and of those that returned to the reservation. These two categgreseane
in both the Fixico and Ramirez texts. It is important to note, however, that within these
two categories of relocatees, a variety of experiences also exishtRalsthroughout his
contextualization of these experiences has running themes of sub-adistance.

Rosenthal sites anthropologist James C. Scotts’ work as a useful tool to look at
the boundaries of resistance and opposition, by asserting that resistanceroriiege
forces is not necessarily isolated to political protésThe varying and often overlapping
experiences that relocatees had with the program is reflective ofdistmnee. Rosenthal
asserts that many relocatees broke “relocation rules” by behavirayscgunter to BIA
regulations and insisted on defining their own experiences. Often these rulesexkpres
the Americanization and assimilation efforts discussed previously:

Another way in which relocation participants were able to define their own
experience despite efforts by relocation officials was to join with diigkan people in
creating urban American Indian communities. This practice rejectestiéamization
policies by strengthening rather than weakening Indian identity andgigimg rather
than forsaking the notion of Indian county.

Here we see the resistance to assimilation strategies as ghmaléme notions

that Indian identity is spatially confined to reservation communities. Orotiteacy

resistance practices allowed for the re-imagining of Indian identity.

2ibid 2. 7.
2 bid 2. 69.
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This community organizing according to Rosenthal was particularly conceming
relocation officials because these organizations eventually critiquedfdtrdted the
relocation program itself. This is where Rosenthal shows the shift fronnidanzation
to self determination. He writes, “This shift away from Americanmawas not an
isolated incident but was indicative of a larger transition in federal Indiacypbht
occurred in fits during the 1960s and 19788 This shift to self-determination can be
seen in the dramatic changes in the relocation policy. The program during the
Americanization period reflected the logics of assimilation whereatdes were subject
to conditioning mechanisms that placed them in middle class gender norms. Rosenthal
writes, “This was all to serve the goal of cutting off their connectiohisdian culture
and identity and assimilating them into urban society at the lower rungs siidia¢ and
economic hierarchy® This is in contrast to the early 1970’s where urban Indians had
taken over much of the programming for relocated Indians and made decisions for new

relocatees?®

2 bid 2. 73.
% bid 2. 73.
2 bid 2. 74.
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[1l. Methodology

A. Synthesis

This study uses qualitative methodology to explore what | will call the igientit
response of urban Indians that came to the city of Los Angeles on the relocatiomprogra
| use the term response as it denotes how Native people themselves respond itanrelocat
as an assimilative project. As stated previously this work attempts to unpack the
relationship between policy as an assimilative project and the process IhyiNeatice
relocatees have negotiated their identities within. The works of RosenthahameR
have both contextualized and re-imagined urban Indian identity formation. Rosenthal
shows that relocation policy can be looked at through larger migration trertdsystar
with the Americanization period and moving into self-determination. Ramirez ghatvs
hub-making, or the formation of pan-Indian community activities, was critcalrban
Indian identity formation. This work differs in that it seeks to describe why and how
relocatees envision themselves within these contexts. | will employ Esgl®lar
Jonathan L. Flatley’s concept of affective mapping in conjunction with direct oral
historical accounts of eight Los Angeles relocatees in order to explore witiatall

relocatee consciousness.

B. The UCLA Oral History Archives
In the winter and spring of 2011 the Oral History Archives at UCLA in
conjunction with the UCLA American Indian Studies program conducted a series of or

history interviews with relocatees. These interviews were taken asf@agraduate

13



student course in advanced historiography. The interviewers come from a ghriety
backgrounds and disciplines. | was part of this course and conducted some but not all of
the interviews. As part of the course the students had to design the interview questions, s
although there were a variety of interviewers, the questions were atustain the

same manner, using the same tempfate

C. Process

The goal of the interviews was to gather as much knowledge about the relocatees
experience as possible. The interview questions were designed primarily tstamder
the differences between reservation life and life in Los Angeles, wheltbheatee chose
to stay in Los Angeles, and how they felt about their experience as a whole. Thes
interviews will be used in conjunction with the historical and theoretical fourdsati
presented by Fixico, Rosenthal, and Ramirez to discuss the Native expeti#nce w
relocation as an assimilative project.

This approach is limited in that it only surveys eight relocatees who all decided to
stay in Los Angeles. However, these eight interviews present a group of peoptave
made the shift from reservation life to life in the urban setting. As discussadysig
heavy emphasis is placed on the spatial confinement of tradition and modernity. The
reservation is contextualized in assimilation logic as a space that hisliddoss tradition,
where they city is a space that promotes modernity. For this reason,eetottatt chose

to stay in Los Angeles will be the source for analysis. This study is ngtasative with

%" See appendix.
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those that decided to leave Los Angeles, this work will only account for tiggde e
interviews.

Because this study is one sided it is important to note that other native people had
differing experiences and opinions and these eight interviews are not to stdrel for t
entire relocatee experience or consciousness. In addition, even thoseesled# were
interviewed had a variety of different experiences and opinions on relocation apd man
responded in very different ways. That said, the specificity of this dasdssedllows for
a very specific exploration of the thoughts and ideas of a group of people withr sfmila
experiences. All of the interviewees were from reservation communitiespzed to
Los Angeles on relocation and all have stayed in the relocation destinatidntd see
understand why and how these relocatees responded to the program, why they chose to
stay, and how they view relocation within their lives.

The analysis will account for these eight interviews, but will not attempakem
broader analytical assertions about the Los Angeles Urban Indian exgetige larger
relocation experience or even the experience of all relocatees in ggdeAnThese
topics would require a much broader data set. However, the analysis of these accounts
using affective mapping in conjunction with the historical trajectories presbgtReyna
Ramirez and Nicholas Rosenthal will show how these eight relocateestedensit
relocation as an assimilative project. In addition, this work can be viewechiasoa
project that aims to use oral history accounts to pose Federal Indian odicy@ure in
which Native people are very active. Lastly, this work will complicateelma pan-

Indian, particularly in relation to identity formation.

15



Each interview was an hour to an hour and a half long and was listened to in full
length: several subjects were interviewed multiple times and many haegaohfour
hours of recorded material. Each recording is narrative and it is easy to miss matllon s
details by looking simply at sections of the recordings. This approach wagistiat
that the analysis relies on as much Native voice as possible. In order to unitidrste
eight relocatees’ experiences in Los Angeles each part of the @vtemas critical. The
interviews were designed to document the entire life experience of the sutgdaigS
with their first memories growing up on the reservation all the way thrthegprocess
and decisions that led them to relocation.

In these recordings | was looking for common themes patrticularly in relation t
why relocatees felt compelled to leave home and why they stayed in Lokeé&ngstead
of returning to the reservation. | also looked for what types of common or differin
opinions the interviewees had on life in Los Angeles and life on the reservation. |
attempted to look at each interview as a whole and paid special attention to ¢ach por
of the subject’s life story to paint as complete a picture as possible of ttes's
views and opinions.

Although this is a piece about a program that was a large part of American Indi
policy it does not focus on the program itself. It will not address the speefioitthe
administration or of the process by which relocatees or BIA administdgeigned and
implemented the policy. The work of Donald Fixico explores these specificitg@sat
detail. This work is ethno-historical in that it marries both historical aisadysl the

feelings and stories of relocatees in order to explore and contextualizbdsmeight

16



relocatees conceptualized relocation as an assimilative project.téds staviously,
relocation is part of a legacy of policies that display this logic. This metbggohn
shed light on how Native people operate and perceive these structures.

Using strictly Native testimony was intentional particularly in respoose
previous works on relocation where Native voice was not used or was very limited. This
piece will attempt to respond to these works by complicating assmilati@mggtage and
the placement of Native relocatees in a static binary between traditionoaledmity,
between the reservation and urban boundaries through the use of Native voice. In
conjunction with the former, this approach was also used to decolonize this work as much
as possible. Using native voice is an approach that | feel is criticabtavoink as it seeks
to understand how Native people operated within a program that is imbued witmwester
paradigms. The use of Oral history was critical to this approach becadsegre
transcripts of interviews often provides the researcher with a limitecredhip to the
data. When listening to the actual voices of the relocatees the listener canibear
inflections, pauses and emphasis that give life to the words being dissenlihatesl.
used as many direct quotes from the interviews as possible.

The scholarship on the relocation experience is limited. Further research on the
experience of relocatees should be completed. These works would have to be neuch larg
and encompass a polyvocal approach from Natives that had differing expgrience
opinions, and reactions. With several cities as relocation destinations thareasiety
of studies that can be completed to understand the ways in which native people have

responded to urban migration through Federal policy. Projects that document Native

17



voice, such as those conducted by the Oral History Archives at UCLA are key to
understanding and preserving the history of these experiences and giving tmem thei

rightful voice within the ethnographic record.

18



IV. Presentation & Analysis of Data
A. Settler Colonization: The Logics of Elimination
This work will operate under the premise that the United States is a settler
colonial society, and as such the policies projected onto Native people by the Federal
government often adopt settler colonial structures. Patrick Wolfe, in hile g84ttl er
colonialism and the elimination of the native, has characterized settler colonial strategies
as adopting logics of elimination.
...settler colonialism has both negative and positive dimensions. Negatively, it
strives for the dissolution of Native societies. Positively, it erects a alenial
society on the appropriated land base-as | put it, settler colonizer’s corag:to st
invasion is a structure not an event.?®
Wolfe articulates that settler colonialism denotes structures of powegdretolonizer
and colonized, between settler and native. In order for a settler societphaliag
settlement these power structures must continue to operate. Nowhere is titisioper
more apparent than in Federal Indian Policy.
In order for the following analysis to be understood, relocation as an assenilat
project must be contextualized within a legacy of Federal Indian policgiéxothat
often reflect structures that operate with assimilative and exteromriagics. As such,

an application of settler colonialism in relation to relocation must be explosestated

in the literature review Fixico has characterized the relocation proggdraing

28 patrick Wolfe, Settler colonialism and the elintioa of the native, Journal of Genocide Research
(2006), 8(4), December, 388. Emphasis mine.
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indicative of these processé%.Rosenthal places relocation in this legacy of logic,
writing, “Relocation was based on the idea that a separation from extended kinship
networks and Indian communities was necessary to facilitate the agsimiatndian
people, much like the off reservation boarding schools of the late nineteenth and
twentieth centuries* Here, Rosenthal likens relocation to the same assimilative logics
that motivated boarding school policy. Both policies adopt the logics of assimilateon a
strategy to naturalize settlement. By naturalizing settlement, i theastructural process
by which a settler colonial society continuously attempts to justify¢bepation of

Native lands.

These policies are all linked to the logics of a settler colonial society, wiaige
goal is land procurement. Patrick Wolfe writes, “Whatever settlers nyagrnehthey
generally have a lot to say-the primary motive for elimination is not(caaeligion,
ethnicity, grade of civilization, etc.), but access to territory. Teraiiby is settler
colonialisms specific-irreducible elemenit”As a settler society the United States was
founded upon the doctrine of discovery where Indigenous people as inherent sovereigns
are in conflict with the foundational principles of the nation-state. Rarsime®'s that
procurement of land and the logics of elimination are apparent in relocatioy: polic

...the federal government relocated thousands of Indians to California between

the 1950s and 1970s as part of the era of termination that attempted to abrogate
Indians’ status as sovereign nations; it was a strategic move that gave the

2 see page 8.
%0 bid 2. 62.
31 1bid 28. 388.
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government access to reservation lands and resources under the guise of

attempting to assimilate Indians into US sociéty.

The relocation policy, by adopting the logics of assimilation to gain accestve laads
is highly indicative of the structures of settler colonialism.

Wolfe characterizes settler colonial societies as highly complex andwouns
over time. The key is that settler colonialism is a structure and Indigenous peepl
agents that interact in this highly complex relationship. For the purposes of tkis wor
will view relocation policy as a strategy indicative of the structurestties colonialism
that is imbued with the logics of elimination. It is on this basis that lowitisider

relocation policy, identity formation, and the Indian actors within.

B. Pre-relocation: Melancholia & the Structures of Assimilation

In order to discuss Flatley’s concept of affective mapping, an understandiigy of
reading of melancholia is critical as it is directly related to his usieeaierm. | will
unpack his reading of melancholia and then apply that reading to the relocatee
experience. Melancholia as Flatley sees it “forms the site in which ttz sogins of
our emotional lives can be mapped out and from which we can see the other persons who
share our losses and are subject to the same social féfdagélation to relocation |
will call this particular melancholia as it relates to this work, relonatonciousness. |

will treat the analysis of these eight relocatees’ whose intervieussad in this project

32 i

Ibid 13. 17.
33 Jonathan Flatley, Affective Mapping: MelancholiaT&e Politics of Modernism, Harvard University
Press, 2008. 3.
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as sharing in this conciousness. They share common social origins and expesese |
people who have interacted within structures of assimilation, which are,ex stat
previously indicative of a settler colonial society. More specifically, anidipérg to this
work they have been subject to relocation as a structural force. This expamience i
conjunction with the legacy of other policies that often adopt oppressive logics prasent
melancholia-a structure of feeling surrounding policy.

As a methodology Flatley’s reading of melancholia asks the questions that this
work seeks to explore from the perspectives of relocated Natives:

Whence these losses to which | have become attached? What social structure

discourses, institutions, processes have been at work in taking something from

me? With whom do | share these losses or losses like them? What are the

historical processes in which this moment of loss participates?
These losses, | argue in relation to this work, are the manifestation of tbie$egfa
federal policy that these eight relocatees experienced throughoutvitbeirlihey hold
many of these losses and experiences in common. These factors are ddnmriae
narratives of the relocatees when asked why they chose to leavedbeiat®n
communities. The following data will present the common themes that the eight

relocatees voiced when discussing reservation life and their decisionedheav

communities.

34 bid 33.
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1. Education

The following themes were present in the interviews: Educational opportunities
employment, poverty, prejudice and racism. The subjects attended either a gowernme
school or a public school in a neighboring community. For some these were boarding
schools where they were long distances from the reservation eight monthsheuyexrt
and would return in the summer. For some these were local schools in the towns that
bordered the reservation. Those that attended boarding school generally had positive
experiences as they were surrounded with all native children who shaiad sim
experiences. However, they did experience the logics of assimilation, ageteegot
allowed to speak their native languages and felt the pressures to assiRukaing
schools were the primary shared experience between all of the relobtegdhat went
to boarding schools understood that they had no choice in the matter. Sharon Buckley
explains, “Boarding school was not a choice because there we so many of us to feed.
That's why most of us went® Donna Kuyiyesva explains that she remembers not being
allowed to speak her language in boarding school and that she knew she was being
subject to the “assimilation proces&"These are the responses that can be attributed to
specific federal policies (removal, allotment boarding school).

Nonetheless, they saw the value in the education that they received. Many of

those students that went into the bordering towns for school felt discriminated agains

% Sharon Buckley Interview, Center for Oral Hist&tgsearch, The University of California-Los Angeles,
The Relocation Program Oral History Project, 2011.

% Donna Kuyiyesva Interview, Center for Oral Histétgsearch, The University of California-Los
Angeles, The Relocation Program Oral History Pripj2@11.
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the schools by the other non-native children. They were often teased and buliethépr
Native. They voiced that going on relocation was an opportunity to continue the
education they received by accessing higher education. They graduated tnasuohagl

in local and government schools and wanted to pursue a college degree. What pulled

them to the cities was the opportunity for higher education or further vocational training

2. Poverty & Employment

Access to education was closely tied to access to employment opportunlties. Al
eight interviewees said that they experienced extreme poverty onetbeivations due to
lack of employment. Sharon Buckley describes the choices that had to be made due to
lack of food for her family,

Boarding school was not a choice because there we so many of us to feed. That's
why most of us went. Back and forth between boarding school and reservation, | would
come home in the summers, | spent three months every summer on the res. The only jobs
there were babysitting or working in the fields, pulling burs out of the €orn.

This was the most common factor that prompted the subjects to leave. Many reetembe
having to work at a very young age, Donna Kuyiyvesa recalls her father droppivey off
and her brother every day over the summer to collect empty bottles to make mihreey at
recycling plant® Many also voiced that they had no running water and had to travel
several miles to the nearest water source.

Some of the interviewees’ fathers were in the military service andgeeesfor

large periods of time. This prompted them as well as their mothers to work, and many

7 bid 35.
%8 |bid 36.
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voiced that it was more difficult for women to find work in and around the reservation.
Loretta Flores, when asked what her life would have been like had she stayed on the
reservation, explains, “I probably would be starving. Being a small plateakgular

jobs were taken. Growing up | used to work for the bakery only in the summer and that
was just seasonal®® All interviewees shared similar stories of poverty, and many had
stories of how their families survived financially when jobs were scarce. §awetheir
own food, sold and bailed hay, or collected bottles and cans for recycling. All of the
relocatees pointed to these struggles on the reservation as reasons whyntedyovgo

on relocation and gain more financial stability for themselves and their childre

3. Racism

The interviewees expressed that they felt discriminated against whendivithe
reservation. They voiced that they felt isolated and when they went into border towns
they were racially profiled, they weren’t allowed to go into certain st@med people
watched and stared at them. Many voiced that you were either Indian oey@wihite
and this distinction was often a source for great discomfort. Elaine Bisoxjethes,
“the restaurants had no Indians allowed, and they would follow you when you went into

the stores. It was terrible, you couldn’t even look aroufidvany voiced that it was

39 Loretta Flores Interview, Center for Oral Histdtgsearch, The University of California-Los Angeles,
The Relocation Program Oral History Project. 2011.

“0 Elaine Bisonette Interview, Center for Oral Hist&esearch, The University of California-Los Angele
The Relocation Program Oral History Project.
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racial discrimination that led to the lack of employment opportunities, and thiat whi
business owners would not hire Natives owing to racism. Randy Edmonds explains:

“When | grew up Indians were all poor. There was a prejudice against Indians t

be allowed to do anything when you got out of boarding school you had no idea

where you were going, you couldn’t get a job the white people aren’t going to let

you work for them, they aren’t going to let you into their businesses and become a

business person, there’s just discrimination, pure outright discrimination against

Indians. And so the relocation program | think was an opportunity for Indians to

be able to do that*

Randy is remembering the issues that racism presented in his life, and in his
community. This racism can be attributed to the climate of a settletysdgi@ron
Buckley explains:

A lot of prejudice on the reservation, because you were either an Indian or you
were a white person, in the surrounding area. A lot of prejudice against the Ifdiahs
was some of the reason for wanting to leave but | was lighter skinned than a lot of my
friends. If we went to a restaurant we wouldn’t get served. The white people wiokld s
their noses in the air. Prejudice was rampant a lot of it was Indians gittimgraising
Cain. Because they've stereotyped us way back vihen.

Sharon shows that stereotypes of Indians had been going on in her community for
quite some time. It is important to look at the entire narratives of the rele¢htgdave
been interviewed, particularly when trying to understand why they all decdeave
their communities on the relocation program. These narratives show that althoegh thes

relocatees come from very different communities spanning vast geogbapimdaries

they all experienced similar struggles surrounding reservation life.

“1 Randy Edmonds Interview, Center for Oral HistogsRarch, The University of California-Los Angeles,
The Relocation Program Oral History Project.
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4. Enduring Legacies of Federal Policy

Many saw throughout their lives that they did not have very many choices due to
the constraints of Federal policy just as Sharon Buckley articulates; yeoptidn was
to go to boarding school due to poverty. Several of the interviewees expressed that they
had little to no choice when it came to going to boarding school. Many were forced to go
by the government, others had no other educational opportunity, and others had families
experiencing poverty. Sending them to boarding school was a way to alleviate the
number of mouths to feed. These relocatees experienced from a young age theveppress
and at times damaging effects of Federal Policy. Sallie Cuaresmeant@ers being
removed from her reservation at a young age during the allotment period.

She was raised on the Muskogee Creek reservation in Oklahoma and was raised
in Creek traditions. Her mother was full blood Creek and her Father was full blood
Cherokee. When allotment was given out they had to register as full blood Cherokee
because her Father was considered head of household. As a result her familyehad t
moved to another part of the territory. She expresses their interaction withAthehgly
said don’t worry about it, it will make no difference, but it made a great deal of

difference. It was too late once we realizéd.”

“3 Sallie Cuaresma Interview, Center for Oral HistBgsearch, The University of California-Los Angeles
The Relocation Program Oral History Project.
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At a very young age Sallie had already experienced having to operate under
Federal polic§’. Sallie later in her narrative when describing life on her new resemvati
explains the legacy of relocation and removal that her family and tribelexgest,

“we lived in a community that was predominantly Anglo farmers, how they got

that land /farm was due to relocation again from one area that they had settled in

when they came over on the great removal. The land was taken. And the people
were removed and given another 160 acres or whatéver.”

Sallie is discussing two displacements, namely, the great Cherokee rérooval
the southeastern United States (that her parents and grandparents expentnced)
Oklahoma and the allotment policy that allotted 160 acres of tribal land into individua
Native ownership. The remaining lands were sold off to non-Indians, leaving what ma
have characterized as a checkerboard pattern on the reservation. Sallithsiheivs
understands the context under which her world was shaped. She knows that her tribe was
forcibly relocated to Oklahoma and that furthermore, her surrounding community of
“anglo farmers” acquired their land through a federal policy that atehto
disenfranchise Native people from their tribally owned land bases. Manytessca
throughout the interviews have shared similar life experiences with Fedecal poli

The eight interviewees had immense experience with forced interaction wi

Federal policy, which they used and interpreted on their own terms in order to survive.

The relocation program, as a federal policy was no exception. Donna Kuysfesva

** The interviews are recollections of memories, sofnghich are decades old. As such, these inteiew
are the subject’s interpretation of the past. TWosk is not a commentary on how the relocateegtiett,

but on how they feel about themgw.

*®ibid 43.
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us through her narrative how these connections between Federal policy, povelngy and t
decision to relocate are all connected. Donna’s father was in the military, tiveeather
options available to Native men to make a living. Her Father was killed onatd her
Mother was then responsible for taking care of Donna and her brother’s and Sis¢ers
explains that one of the only economic opportunities for her tribe, the Pima, was to lease
their lands to non-native farmers, and work for them picking cotton.

During this time the surrounding non-native communities were stealing all the
Pima’s water that would be used to irrigate the land. As a result the land nwaswand
undesirable for farming so the lease prices ended up being extremely loacoFfuenic
opportunities that would come from a fertile agricultural land base were immo&sibl
attain due to a lack of water. According to Donna the Pima, only in the lasefve y
have they been able to reclaim their water rights.

This lack of economic opportunity due to water rights issues prompted by a
legacy of Federal policies motivated by colonial agendas left her mottieexitemely
limited options. She explains, “My mother had no choice but to do relocation, there
wasn’'t much choices about what a person could do for a living, especially for a

female.*’

Relocation then was the alternative for many experiencing the povalty, a
prejudice that resulted from a reservation climate brought on by yearsofat@nd

Federal interruptions.

8 ibid 36.
47 bid 36.
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The relocatees discussed thus far have adapted to Federal policies and often
circumvented the goals that the government was attempting to achieve. iRelpoéity
as discussed previously was created during the Termination Era. Duringhéhtbe
government intended to end their trust relationship with tribes by literallyriating
Federal acknowledgement of tribal nations. Relocation was used in part tcsddbeea
amount of Native people living on reservation land in order to not only decrease
reservation population but to assimilate Native people into the larger Ameuitare c

The relocatees all experienced policies imbued with the structures argldbgic
assimilation. The testimony given thus far articulates how theseate&schistoricized
their experiences. Rosenthal writes, “American Indians had already endaregaand
devastating history of European and American colonialism that had made the Indian
communities among the poorest and most neglected in the codftry.”

It is important to note that these relocatees are presenting circumsteatazsmt
be attributed to the structures of assimilation and elimination found in settleratoloni
societies. Randy Edmonds, a relocatee, speaks to this oppression:

When you're denied greater opportunities by the general society you know there
is something wrong, there is some discrimination, some prejudice going on andyou thi
you are just not good enough to attain whatever that is but it's just the whamdist
way it's set up it’s them first and then maybe we’ll let one or two of you inalivays
been that way, unless you're in charge as an Indian person, in our world we had to make
those opportunities available to other Indi&hs.

Native people have had to adapt and survive through hundreds of years of policies

designed to exterminate, assimilate, and dispossess them of their landgwaed.cul

8 |bid 2.7.
4 bid 41.
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These circumstances they note as common reasons why they wanted to ieave the
communities. The relocatees within this analysis are from differenvesmear
communities over diverse and vast geographic boundaries. However, their common
struggles as people from Indian communities affected by assimilatias |@ge shown

in these factors.

Viewing these relocatees as connecting with a common melancholia, we can
begin to explore how relocation, as a structure imbued with logics of assamitain be
interpreted in terms of identity formation. | will argue that relasatvas a site and a
catalyst for urban Indian identity formation through a process that Jonathigy E&dls
affective mapping.

C. Post Relocation and Affective Mapping
1. From Melancholia to Affective Mapping

In order to continue with the analysis of the oral history data, a discussion of
affective mapping will follow. Jonathan Flatley has used the concept of atheffe@p
to complicate melancholias as purely a form of depression and angst. In his book

Affective Mapping: Melancholia and the Politics of ModerniBhatley writes about

melancholia through interacting with the authors of three specifis. #xt
He argues that by historicizing melancholic origins and sharing that wighsot
who have the same melancholic consciousness can create an affective map. Flatle

writes, “This knowledge, an ‘affective map,’ this book argues, is what, for thehfpa

* These texts are as follows: Henry Jam@sish of the Screw (1898),W.E.B. Dubois’sSouls of Black
Folk (1903), and Andrei PlatanovGhevengur (1928)
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their readers, makes possible the conversion of a depressive melancholiaagttode
interested in the world® Flatley is arguing that by creating connections with people
who share similar historicized angst, a transformative process can ocewrités,
“This transformation can take place, | argue, not only because the affecivgives
one a new sense of one’s relationship to historical forces but also inasmudioasit s
one how one’s situation is experienced collectively by a community of melarehtfi
This mode of connection can turn melancholia into something positive and deserving of
attention and reward. | will argue that this is exactly the transforenptocess that the
relocatees experienced.

This work is interested in how relocated Indians experienced relocation, and how
they view it as a process. Thus far | have posed the narratives of the eddbhadeigh a
melancholic reading. The relocatees melancholia, through this parteathng, are
generated by the structures of a settler colonial society, i.e. poventyil@$sn, racism,
etc. | will argue that the relocatees experienced and created aivaffeap by sharing
in similar melancholias with other relocatees and migrated Indians iAngeles.

| am not arguing that this is how all relocatees experience settler disioniaor
am | arguing that the process by which this happens is all the same. Ikang see
explain the process through which relocated Indians may have identified with oheranot
to create community and identity in the urban space. By using relocatee/aayiateek

to illustrate this point. Dionne Helen explains, “I think what the BIA’s intentioaseywto

Libid 33. 2.
52 |bid 33. 4.
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assimilate us into the mainstream and we were under the government, | didn’tlahow t
until later of course, but that’s what the situation wisdere, Dionne shows that as a
young person going on relocation she did not understand the larger structures that she
was operating under. This was a realization that she made later in life,Ipoatios.
This is perhaps indicative of the affective map.

How did Dionne and other relocatees make these contextualizations? It is clea
that Dionne is not just talking about herself. She uses the wsondrelation to
assimilation logics, the government and relocation. Here she shows that she hdsemade
realization that others have shared in this particular experience, and thabilywafter
she went on relocation that she made this connection. Thus far | have discussed the
manifestation of assimilation logics as a source for a structure ofgealparticular
melancholia, present in the narratives of the relocatees. Applying Flagaegmg of
melancholia as a potential site for a collective historicization is whererban setting

plays a critical role for relocated Indians.

2. Hub-making as an Affective Map

This is most apparent in Reyna Ramirez’s work with hub-making, the site of
affective mapping where native people, and many relocatees identifiedneitanother
as Indians who share a similar colonial history. All eight relocateasipatéd in some

form of hub making. This data is consistent with Reyna Ramirez’s research on Urban

>3 Dionne Helen Interview, Center for Oral HistorysRarch, The University of California-Los Angeles,
The Relocation Program Oral History Project.
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Natives. By hub-making they interacted with the relocation policy on theirtemns and
actually found ways to use the federal policy to reinvigorate and protect Indiityide
from assault.

Hub-making in Los Angeles was the process by which the interviewedmeede
their identities as Natives within the urban space and successfully adapteeéral Fe
policy on their own terms. Randy Edmonds was responsible for creating a mufitude
“hubs” for relocated Urban Indians in the Los Angeles area. When commenting on his
decision to remain in Los Angeles and how hub-making affected his life he exfllains
think that we gave each other something to do, something to look forward to, become a
part of, you can make that transition, if you're not a part of that you can't tfo 84llie
Cuaresma, when she moved to Los Angeles with her family found and helped to create
Native hubs at local churches. She comments, “The majority of the people that made
these churches were relocatees. That's how these churches happened. Thatsiwhe
strength came when we could participate in these churéh&6& explains that churches
were not only a place to worship, but also a place to retain language and celeral S
of the churches that Sallie attended were tribal specific, where the |angjuthg tribe
was spoken during the service.

Inter-tribal pow-wows were another form of hub-making that the majority of
interviewees participated in. Georgianna Shot comments, “I never kneawtbez so

many tribes, | went to pow wows and took my kids, that's how they met their friends and

5 bid 41.
%5 ibid 43.
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we met our friends Interestingly, all of the activities that the eight relocatees involved
themselves in when they came to Los Angeles were Indian centered evea3asn

Indian and some tribally specific. In a city of millions of diverse peopletredscatees
were highly interested and influencedlibgian identity formation in the form of hub-
making. | emphasize Indian here because the relocatees found other Indiadivérse
tribal backgrounds, and connected with them in ways that were deeply influential to t
success of their experience as relocatees. | have argued that this parcbe viewed
through Flatley’s reading of melancholia and his concept of affective mapping.

This process shows that modernity and relocation as an assimilative expesienc
inconsistent with the experiences and views of these relocatees.d Jrstegenvisioning
of Indian identity is created in order to respond to the urban space. This is most important
for relocatees as many had to choose relocation based on the necessity for, survival
choosing relocation however, did not mean that these relocatees could not protect and
continue to re-imagine who they are as Native people.

These relocatees did not see the reservation as simply a space of traditioa a
city as a space of modernity and assimilation. Instead, they demonstratiae that
reservation is indeed a place imbued with not only family ties and tradition but #kso wi
a long legacy of colonial and Federal oppression. Pan-Indian identity fereiugts

relocatees’ within the city can be attributed to this process of affentypping.

* Georgianna Shot Interview, Center for Oral HistBgsearch, The University of California-Los Angeles
The Relocation Program Oral History Project.
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The use of the wheel model is highly applicable to examining these eight
narratives. As discussed previously the wheel offers the hub as the urban cerdea whe
variety of tribes interact and congregate, and the spokes offer the avenuessioethifc
communities. Throughout their narratives the interviewees demonstrated spisqtie.
Randy Edmonds explained that many of his friends came out to Los Angeles on
Relocation and over several years networked, gained vocational and educational
experience and returned to their reservation with new knowledge, becams Iadteir
communities, and assisted their tribes in improving reservatior'life.

The affective map is the site where the melancholic connects with others who
share in this experience, and through these connections they can identify wihather
find new ways of interacting with the world. Hub-making for these relocatasshis
site. Relocation as a policy can be contextualized in two ways. Firstatielpcas
discussed previously, is another policy amidst many that harbor the structuetikeof s
colonialism and the logics of assimilation. Second, relocation, for these releais
the beginning of their journeys to an affective map, the result of which has bleeh cal
urban Indian identity.

This urban Indian identity is inter-tribal as migrants from culturalyedie tribes
came to Los Angeles, relocation being one mechanism of migration. ThevesrHtthe
relocatees expressed that they felt at ease with other relocatetsI(réigardless of tribal
affiliation) because they shared the same experiences. | argue that these similar

experiences are in large part the melancholias discussed previously. The booamen

5 1bid 41.
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identification with other Indians was that they have also operated under tharssudta
settler colonial society and have experienced the logics of assimilatladian people.
Hub-making is the active site where these relocatees affectivglyaeddheir lives into a

transformative new space, an inter-tribal, urban Indian identity.

D. Challenging Spatial Confinement: Connecting with Reservation Comunities
and Identity Beyond Boundaries.

Hub-making, as a process, according to Reyna Ramirez also includes keeping
connections with reservation communities. The relocatees’ narrativessedtkat they
still held strong ties to their reservations. This is consistent with Reymaéza
presentation of the wheel. Several relocatees still own land and propertyron thei
reservations and return frequently to visit family and reconnect. One stekargple of
this comes from the narrative of Loretta Flores. At the beginning of hevigweshe is
asked what kind of activities she remembers participating in as a child onghaties.
She explains through a very beautiful, specific description that one of her fondest
memories was picking wild berries, making jam and drying her own meats. i
hours of speaking about hardships and moving to Los Angeles the interviewer asks her if
she intends on going back to the reservation to visit. She explains that she goes back
frequently and that she is most looking forward to picking wild berries, making mer ow
jam, and dry meat Her complete narrative with this continuous practice, book ends a

life story that is highly mobile, and contradicts the linear static stigatad¢locatees

%8 |bid 39.
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have been subject to. Instead this narrative and many like it show that thedeesloca
conceive of their status as urban Indians to be highly fluid and consistently connected to
their reservation communities through a variety of strategies.

In addition to physically returning to the reservation, the interviewees als
expressed that maintaining Indian identity, more specifically, tribfiliaged identity is
not spatially contingent. This process is expressed through a varietytegistsaas well.
Sharon Buckley explains that she passed down Lakota traditions to her family, she
explains, “we have a star quilt that we make, | say ‘this is the sovereigiy bakota’.
You feel it inside yourself. When my daughter is sick | tell her to get hequila”>° She
further explains that once she was very ill and fell asleep and awoke to findrtkahhe
had wrapped her in the star quilt. She was touched that he had learned what to do through
her teachings. Sheila maintains ties to her reservation community and hex bultur
passing down knowledge to her children and showing that expressions of tribal
sovereignty are not limited to a land base.

The relocatees expressed that identity was not confined to spaces. Sallie
Cuaresma discusses her views on community when she left Los Angelesriodacpe
time to take a job in Louisville, KY:

When | could get to those meetings (Native church meetings) | would go or if
they had a pow wow | would go. My community was beyond Louisville... The ancestral
home is Oklahoma, so | do give them two spaces, two places, well actually, when | wa

working | could say three well Il tell you, 1 work in Louisville Kentuckynéintain
residence in California and my ancestral home is in Oklati8ma.

% |bid 35.
80 bid 43.
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Susan’s key words here are, ‘my community was beyond Louisville’, signalihg tha
community is not spatially contingent. This notion challenges previous work that has
placed the reservation boundaries as boundaries for Native community, idedtity a

tradition.
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V. Conclusion

Fixico, Ramirez, and Rosenthal all agree that the Relocation programadyigi
reflected the logics of assimilation that is an extension of a legacydefdténdian
policy. In addition, it is apparent in all three texts that relocatees all Had raif
experiences producing a variety of different results. It appears, hgwleatas an
assimilative project the relocation program like Indian identity was at¢ stnd changed
with larger national dynamics.

Native people did not passively interact with relocation policy as an assmilat
hegemonic device. In contrast, Indian people employed a variety of repistctees to
re-envision Native identity, which operated outside a tradition-modernitybifAar
examination of oral historical accounts can focus on the specific mechanisvhschy
Indian people interpreted and interacted with the logics of assimilation fouimel in t
relocation program. This examination explores their decision to leave tineateseand
their re-conceptualization of their identities as Indians both spatiallyeamgbtally. The
works of Ramirez and Rosenthal are particularly critical to the historica
contextualization of this data. Explorihgw Native relocatees came to know themselves
as urban Indians operating within assimilative structures can be analyzedarsatigan
Flatley’'s reading of melancholia and his term “affective mapping.”

These eight narratives from Natives across tribal and geographic boundaries al
share similarities. They all participated in the relocation progradreaded up staying in
Los Angeles. It would be a gross over-simplification to merely say tha thkxatees

were and are moving from tradition to modernity by leaving the reservatis. T
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simplification in and of itself adopts the logics of assimilation by denyiatyB people

voice and context within their own lives. It is important to look at the entirettfy sf

the relocated urban Indian; this is critical in order to understand the conditions that
prompted such a large move from reservation community into urban space. Furthermore,
it is also critical to provide historical context to these choices as simyplygsthat the
reservation is economically unstable, and that reservation Indians arel éytiwealth

and modernity, elides hundreds of years of colonial violence.

Through the narratives of these eight interviewees we can see the contplex a
fascinating process by which these relocated Natives spent a lifatenacting with
Federal policy. The creation of the relocation program provided these relocdteas w
great opportunity to escape some of the oppressive parts of reservation life, ard allow
them to maintain their relationship to their reservation communities on their ans ter
Furthermore, it allowed these relocatees to reinvigorate Indian Idesitiiy the urban
space, and assist their reservation communities in improving living conditions.

The relocation program as a structure presented logics that hisyonealed
Indian people from their communities by modes of assimilation. These eightivesr
show that in terms of identity formation, Native people did not interact passietly a
allow for these structures to dominate their experiences. Instead, retocatginuously
defined identity under these structures on their own terms. Hub-making e®h sit
community and affective mapping was a way that these relocatees sharednoncom
historical melancholias. In this way, they were able to identify with ondn@enand

transform the urban space into a site of identity formation, a response to tkeofogic
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assimilation. As Randy Edmonds says, “The traditions may not be all the sam&llgult

we are related but the traditions vary. But we have to keep that strong. Wé are sti

here.”%?

51 bid 41.
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VI. Appendix
Interview Outline for the Oral History Relocation Project

|. Life before Relocation

« Family Background
oWhen and where born
oKnowledge of ancestors: Where were they from? Stories passed down
oClosest relatives/who was in charge of bringing them up. Description of
what those people were like
oWhat kinds of things family did together
oDescription of home: rooms, furnishings, appliances
oFood
oDress
oParents’ employment and other sources of income
oTribal/clan association/ family's role in tribal politics
oReligious affiliations and activities. Holidays observed. Ceremonies or
rituals
oLanguages spoken at home and in public
« Community
oPhysical description of community/reservation
oPrograms/social services on the reservation. Did BIA ever come to their
home? What services did they provide? How did they get health care?
oEmployment available. Economic circumstances of neighbors and others
oKnew anyone who had left the reservation or heard rumors?
« Growing up/Adulthood (If interviewees were adults when they came to Los
Angeles)
oEducation: Facilities. What taught. Language taught in.
o Employment
oChanges in areas under Family Background

[l. The Process of Relocation ltself

« Decision to relocate
o How first heard about/what told
o How came to make the decision
o What appealed to them about relocating: factors influencing,
expectations. Concerns?
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o Conversations with family and other people about and viewpoints
expressed

o Any knowledge of/conversations with people who had already relocated?
How did that influence decision?

o BIA officials’ input? Pressure put on them? If so, how?

« Process of Relocation
o Preparations
o Process of signing up: Where signed up? Why Los Angeles? What
did they know about L.A.? Info given at that time?
o Matters that had to be attended to: familial and community
responsibilities, financing, and other logistical preparations, etc.
o  Who came with (family members, members of the community)
o  What brought with
o Memories, if any, of the day they left
o What they remember about the trip to Los Angeles
o Year/season
o Mode of transportation
o Overnight accommodations
o Sights they saw along the way/feelings about being off the
reservation
o Experience of discrimination? (e.g., in attempting to buy food or
other services)

o Arrival
o Description of what did when they first arrived/first days in L.A.

o Firstimpressions of the city itself

o How accessed support services. What did they provide?

o How got set up with housing.

o Describe apartment/house. Number of rooms? Furniture?
Appliances? How compared with home they had come from? With
what they had expected?

o Describe neighborhood: Where? Physical description? Who living
there in terms of race, occupations, etc.? Other Native Americans
nearby? Other Native Americans from their tribe or geographical
region? Where shopped? Able to find food, clothes, other things
they were used to?

o How parents or how they found work. Describe the work.
Vocational training or what skills had to learn? Pay? How got to
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work each day. Relationships with co-workers? Their ethnicity and
background? Racial tensions? Expectations around time, dress,
etc., that were different than what used to

o Feelings

(0]

(0]

Feelings at first. Excited? Homesick? Ready to take on a new life?
Regrets about coming here? Expectations for family and children?
Rest of family’s response to being here?
Best and worst parts about living in L.A.

I1l. Life after Relocation

Years Immediately After

(0]

0

Changes in theirs/parents’ employment: changes in jobs,
opportunities for jobs (follow questions on employment above as
appropriate) Other ways family got income. Extent to which
children contributed

How accessed support services. What did they provide? Changing
housing and domestic circumstances: moves, changes in
composition of household (relatives moving in, spouses splitting
up, etc.)

Relationships of parents and children: conflicts, differences in
adaptation to city life, parents’ advice or efforts to pass on values
or ways of life, help/advice in coping with racism, expectations of
children in education and work

Schooling: How felt about? How well did? What they enjoyed,
what not. Ethnicity and backgrounds of fellow students? Conflict/
discrimination? Parents’ relationship to schools. Changes over time
Relationship with the BIA: Continued involvement? What kind of

support?

(0]
(0]

Adulthood

Interactions with other institutions: Medical system. Police/legal.
Social life: Organizations belonged to: churches, etc. What did for
recreation? Who with? Socializing with members of their own
tribe? Other Native Americans? Non-Native Americans?

Contact with those back on the reservation/ visits to reservation?
Family members returned or considered returning? Knew other
people who returned?
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o Getting employment, moving out on own. What did in terms of
education and employment, where lived. How did their
circumstances compare to their parents? How were their lives
different from the lives of their parents or grandparents?

o Maintaining contacts with Native American communities:
involvement in organizations, participation in gatherings,
ceremonies, etc.

o Evaluation: How would your life have been different if you had stayed on the
reservation?
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