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Abstract
Cama’i America: Alaska Natives, Narrative, and the Spaces of Empire

by
Thomas Michael Swensen
Doctor of Philosophy in Ethnic Studies
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Thomas J. Biolsi, chair

The word “cama’i” in the title, pronounced cha-my, is the Alutiiq word for “hello.” Githeat in the
nineteenth-century Alutiigs, working in California, passed the word on to KashayargpPakno whom still
presently use the greeting in their language today, | use the term tocamdeisbal geopolitical articulations
in the field of Native American and Indigenous studies. The first chapter, “Camerica,” examines oral
narratives by conscripted Alaska Natives and colonized Kashaya Intitwesvdlage of Metini, California
during the Fort Ross trading period in the early nineteenth-century. The secorat,ci@fizens/Subjects in

the Last Frontier,” analyzes Alaska Native citizenship during the movehsnesulted in statehood in 1959.
This chapter focuses on the textuality of the Alaska flag, adopted in 1927, and howam@gegresentations
of Jon “Benny” Benson, the flag’s Alutiig designer, and the children of Athab&3o®f Luke, relate to the
perceived incorporation of the region’s indigenous people into the nation’s racimeauiid gender hierarchy.
The third chapter, “Impossible Sovereignty,” reads the indigenously-producediilr Aleut History: Alaska
Natives in Progresgl986) andAleut Story(2005) as indigenous heritage recovery projects with contrasting
goals, covering twentieth-century enslavement, World War Il internraadtnited States citizenship. Chapter
four, “Of Displacement and Domestication,” turns to the Rayer Womaras Tlingit writer and Alaska
politician Diane E. Benson’s dramaturgical response to the Alaska NativesCG3attlement Act of 1971. The
final chapter, “The Ends of Imperialism,” articulates the Berimgore as an indigenous cultural center reading
the Cold War-era politics of transcontinental Yupik culture through the work of fidaré¢ and “Russian”
Bering Strait Yupik women writers.
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Chapter One: Cama’i America

Let us start with a workable definition of empire: the use and abuse, and
ignoring, of other people for one’s own welfare and convenience. Now in
truth, America was born and bred of empire.

William Appleman WilliamsEmpire as a Way of Life

This introductory chapter explores the oral narratives and historical acobiNdsth
American indigenous people, now referred to as Alaska Natives and Califairaad, who
were involved with the North American Russian empire during the nineteentinceliaska
Natives, as subjects of the Russian Crown, worked for the Russian American Company
throughout the Pacific and Bering region, while the Southern Pomo, Californiasntd@sted
the Russian enterprise, known as Fort Ross, in the village of Metini on the Sonoma coast of
Northern California. Through an examination of indigenous oral narrative and faktoric
accounts, this chapter links indigenous people to imperial structure by inquiring intbéyow t
create and maintain cultural space within the coercive landscapes erapifests. After the
Russian and Spanish territoriality of their regions, both Alaska Natives difaii@a Indians
would of course find their lands occupied by the United States, another imperiat,droja the
mid-nineteenth-century to the present. Covering pre-United States occupatiasia And
California, this chapter recognizes a transitional link between Russian aed Siates
activities in North America through indigenous narrative in the consideration of nec{soj
broader inquiry of Indigenous people and “American” empire.

In the essay “Empire as a Way of Life” Williams speaks to the Unitm@Strise as a
global power by defining the nation as an empire “born and bred” from the “use and abuse” of
others. In turn, he views the nation’s history as embodying a set of sinister dewdsted
against other nations. Published in 1980 in the wake of the Vietnam War, “Empire as a Way of
Life” is interested in constructing a genealogy to account for contempdretgd States
imperial formation. His views on national empire have clearly become thefbasi critical
understanding of American history bringing into focus both those who benefitted, and bimose w
were victimized in the rise of the nation as a global power. But what of tee thbse whose
“welfare and convenience” empire has worked against? Does William’s empavork hold
true for the , national subaltern? And how has empire put them to use against their @s8tsinte
in the service of empire’s beneficiaries?

The term “America,” of course encompasses more than a single natignitstaa
designation for two continents colonized by Eurasian empires 500 years ago, and perhdps shoul
include US overseas possessions and spheres of influence, that are certamfiynpakmerican
empire. Since the original European entry, an imperial system has consdrelablar of
colonized people for resource extraction, transportation, and commerce in the “Of it &id
abroad, and incorporated territory for the colonial settlement of European papsidine
“America[n]” nation, of which Williams writes, is part of a global systehm@ocolonial states.
Perhaps to emphasize the global nature of this imperial system, WilliaahBsbsts an
uncomplicated spatial demarcation between those benefiting from empiie tinsiUnited
States, and those subordinate, external to the nation, whom embody the subaltern. This
composes a common enough understanding of empire. Articulating Williams’ ‘werka
definition,” and speaking to the spatial organization of empire, geographer Ronald Johnston



describes empire as “the creation and maintenance of an unequal econouri, adt
territorial” project, primarily “based on domination and subordination” of ongdeally-based
people upon another (375).

But does empire’s imagined geography not require a deeper analysis? Wioateoiho
were “born and bred” in empire—within its metropolitan “home”—who have been “use[d] and
abuse[d]” themselves, in ways akin to empire’s overseas victims? Are motettmal imperial
subaltern just as much a part of America as those in the position of “dominatiorhoald
be exercised in one presuming a clear territorial division between those whit dectéfiose
who pay for global inequality, as in such equations as “the global north” vs. “thé ghaiba.”

In the case of the Cherokee (indigenous to Southeastern North America), for eXalitiples
notes that an expanding United States “[m]ove[d] them out and force[d] them to adaptus s
space,” overlooking how integral the Cherokee have been to the United Statessarigielaal
power. The impulse to posit a discrete spatial border, national or otherwise, betweemipdw
powerlessness simplifies the complex spatial organization of empire, ateletbie destructive
impact of empire upon its subject peoples, and ignores the role—a coerced role—of subject
peoples in the construction of empire’s wealth and “modernity.” Consider for exanighael
Hardt and Antonio Negri’s identification of empire being distinguished “by a lack of
boundaries...,” in which, “[e]mpire’s rule,” they argue, “has no limits...[throughpame that
effectively encompasses the spatial totality.” Those inhabiting empggesuHardt and Ngeri,
experience it “not as a historical regime originating in conquest,” thiég, Wiout rather as an
order that effectively suspends history and thereby fixes existingadtaies for [a time seeming
like] eternity.” This order manages both culture and territory through tatianeof “the very
world it inhabits” (xiv). Building such a boundless environment requires signifitiant gat
becomes intrinsic to the imperial regime. In empire, various interpellabgelcss seamlessly
work, argue Hart and Negri, toward fixing the “existing state affakis/) (This would suggest
the impossibility of perceiving the spaces beyond empire by those facing“dih@nation”

[or] “subordination” due to their subjectivity becoming manufactured or at thieibdlaenced
through a regime they have taken part in building. While Hardt and Negri’'s work looks to
account for the mobilization of political subjects of empire in a largely posteM/dar Il era of
late-capitalism, their conception of empire as illimitable servessistas uncovering how
indigenous subjects inhabit imperial structures.

The vast scope of imperial practice implies a range of actors situatexfonrnmly
different situations of power engaged in the articulation of empire as a g &f an attempt
to decipher this very complex reality, Mary Louis Pratt emphasizes fiatamce of
recognizing historical and culturthkagesandentanglementbetween those directing empire
and those subjected to its rule. Building upon Edward Said’s insigBtglinre and Imperialism
on the imbrication of the histories of the colonized and the colonizers, she writes

If [Said’s] ideas of counterpoint, intertwining, and integration have anythorg

to them than a blandly uplifting suggestion for catholicity of vision, it is that they
reaffirm the historical experience of imperialism as a mattsrdir

interdependent histories, overlapping domains, second of something requiring
intellectual and political choices. If, for example, French and Algerian or
Vietnamese history, Caribbean or African or Indian and British historstadeed
separately rather than together, then the experience of domination and being



dominated remain artificially, and falsely, separated. (257)

The study of history and culture, insists Pratt, requires one to understand asmpiet of
mutually constrained experiences combined with a series of political anddtiall situations
binding all players. To work with modern sub-continental “Indian” history, for @amvhile
bypassing British history would, in this view, “artificially” separateomprehensive
understanding of empire’s global scope. Viewing inequalities produced througliainamer
colonial practice as historically unconnected would be in the end a failure to contpezhpire
at all. In the influentiaDecolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Pedpieta
Tuhiwai Smith understands empire as a “complex ideology,” linking togethep&srglobal
activities since the time of the Enlightenment (39). For Smith, the examinatiodigénous
writing and historical accounts are paramount for understanding both colonialismmpinel e
since empire necessarily relies heavily upon indigenous people in constructingiataihmg
such a system. In this sense, the exploitation of indigenous people is both denied and
continuously reproduced through empire’s “complex ideology.” Due to this development,
Indigenous cultures are intermeshed with settler cultures in insepamase w

Arguments advocating indigenous cultural absolutism within imperial steuctay also
be artificially, and distortingly, fragmenting the unified history and celtotrinsic to empire. If
empire and the experiences of Native people are inherently bound together, shouldrgpholar
on Native perspectives necessarily concern itself with empire assaajpadble a way of life?
Emphasizing the presence of imperialism even in scholarship about aboriginakpSoputa
argues, helps to illuminate the fundamental ways in which imperialism hasefnsgm
indigenous communities, and persists to this day to lock indigenous communities in deeply
hierarchal political and cultural relationships Hmpire as a Way of Lif&Villiam Appleman
Williams insists that the “only way we can come to terms with thostersas to look our
imperial history in the eye without blinking, flinching, or walking away.” If tfaion “was born
and bred of empire,” is it possible to consider indigenous people, subjects of a nation held
unequally, as structurally integral to an imperial way of life? If so, td eki@nt may peering
into indigenous culture as part of imperial history without flinching, or walking/aassist in
the strengthening of indigenous cultures globally?

Nineteenth-century Russian American Empire and Native Conscrifpbn

In the essay “Fort Ross Meditation,” James Clifford, visiting the Fort Rabfrnia
State Park, north of San Francisco, considers the global intersections ohRugs&iaal history
in North America. Clifford delves into the role indigenous people from throughoutiehper
Russia (including the Pacific coast from what is now Alaska to Califorrageglin the
operations of a nineteenth-century California colony, known in the Russian langs et
Rossia. Touring the grounds of the park where the Fort Rossia stood, he identifigiethery
of the nineteenth-century Russian functionaries “arriv[ing] in the wrong directiotefms of
the mainstream imaginary of Western imperialism. The Russian AmeéZmapany, chartered
by the Russian state, traveled from the eastern side of the Eurasian cdhtmegtt Siberia, the
North Pacific, and Bering regions down the waters off the North America’$\Mest Coast,
and eventually Hawai'i. Instead of coming west across North America as ditiMV&uropean
settlers decades later, the Russian journey constitutes a markedly wripolaf simpire. Clifford



“finds it odd to recognize that when its [Fort Rossia] builders gazed at theePacizon, they
were looking back, not out” into future possible colonies (303). For the Russian and indigenous
workers, brought to Fort Ross from Alaska and Siberia, California reprdgbetenost eastern
colony of the Russian expansion. The United States movement across the plaink of Nort
America to California had yet to commence, and New Spain, holding fewormsssorth of San
Francisco, interacted sparingly with the indigenous people of the area. Y, this
nineteenth-century imperial geography, indigenous people working under Russiagement
traveled between St. Petersburg and San Francisco as the project cetitgtied & the
southern Alaska colonies of Kodiak and Archangel (now called Sitka).

Clifford’s observations compels the recognition that one must possess a gexajraphi
reorientation toward an indigenous cultural history when bearing in mind the iRoskaial
past. He considers the colony’s global significance in relation to UnitéesStanceptions of
California history:

The North Pacific is a geopolitical space, whose transformation by lcapita

empire is no more than two centuries old. Is it possible, as one contemplates the
area’s “Russian period,” to feel, for a crucial instant, that nothing has been
settled? That the historical processes unleashed then—the power of markets over
vast spaces, the marking and unmaking of political borders, the decimations and
movements of people—are incomplete? The “West Coast,” the “United States” . .
. Such things did not exist here a century and a half ago. Will they be here a
century hence? (343).

For Clifford, the “decimations and movements” represented at Fort Ross makierém c
political borders and perhaps the cultural logics of Western expansion appear tiodb@ipa
“incomplete” or unsettled process of a broader expansive change. Importantimatkiied and
unmaking of political borders,” he observes at the park, is not a permanent accommiisbtn
constantly in formation. The geopolitical space of Fort Ross in Metini (the Pomo wolna for t
place), over 200 years old, embodies an unsettled global process even though Russiea pres
disappeared from the area in 1841. The Kashaya-speaking Southern Pomo still livegiothe
even after a three-fold change in territoriality (Spanish, Russian, and Aameoier last two
hundred years.

Clifford also contends that indigenous accounts of Fort Ross history present an
intersection between the overarching narrative of Western expansion and indigiebalis
culture. The stories told by Native people about Fort Ross, he writes, “should not lokei@@hsi
inferior to written records” (311). “Kashaya oral histories” produced by then8ouPomo of
the region, he writes, “offer more concrete and detailed accounts of the event thanodortals
of the expedition leaders” (312). The critical reading of Southern Pomo accounts oftthe For
Rossia colony provides a cultural context for it's history, something beyondagivesimply
built with the formal state versions one may discover in the exploration of imgecdaments.
For example, Clifford reads the Kashaya narrative to recognize thate"ataying meant
keeping ‘Metini’ (a Kashaya center) from becoming “Fort Ross” (an outp@stakign
empire)” (“Fort Ross Meditations” 319). In other words, the village of Metimiubh narrative
remained a Pomo space during Russian occupation. Indigenous historical nartifioed
argues, may bring to light critical detail concerning the spaces ofethjin do the narratives



produced by the colonial functionaries arriving in California with indigenous wodaected
from colonies elsewhere.

Two hundred years ago, where presently stands the Fort Ross State Park ia Sonom
County, California (the named geographical places are important for maypang), Lukaria, and
fellow residents of Metini village watched a ship in the Pacific Ocean agiptba shoreline
near them. “[M]y grandmother [Lukaria] told me,” Herman James, in the onativar“Tales of
Fort Ross,” explained to scholar James Oswalt during a linguistic staldy KBshaya language
in 1958. She “really saw this herself” James told Oswalt (276). At first, laukad the other
villagers, believed that the vessel was emerging from the sea buahdsgn James admits that
the approaching craft, “later proved to be a boat,” he said, “but they didn’t know whati wa
the Indians hadn’t seen anything like that before” (Oswalt 276). This ship ededsthdlodiak,
carried the first Russian imperial functionaries and their conscripted nudigevorkers, the
majority shipped from the Kodiak Island archipelago. This exploratory huntingwwauid later
return to Metini and establish a trading post known to Russians as Fort Rossia (H2f)cox

“Tales of Fort Ross,” as told by Herman James to linguist Robert Oswashaya
Texts allows the reader to experience imperialism from the point of view of an indigenous
people living with the Russian American Company in their village, Metinidolca® miles north
of San Francisco. The Russian American Company began as a chartered veh&Rusttan
government in the Americas, and it formed a partnership with merchants in Néeamdtmsell
sea otter pelts in Chinese markets. At that time, the Metini village bdwash&o a colony of the
Russian government. The Russians in turn imported conscripted people from elsewhere i
Russian America and Siberia. These various global migrants together tboktharformation
of the Russian empire in the Americas, all possessing various categdrigssadn citizenship
status. “Tales of Fort Ross” recounts this colonial project’s insertion intedagenous cultural
geography in California, becoming at once part of Russian imperial hestdrgart of
indigenous cultural experience. The narrative maps the encounter, and the changbsphrou
by Russian presence in the Metini village and in doing so illuminates an indigenwal cul
space at once relatively autonomous from and deeply a part of Russian impefiab#todiak
landed in their territory, the Southern Pomo of the Metini village became enmasdred i
international venture that relied upon the labor of a diverse crew of indigenous s\gakieered
previously from locations throughout the world, all under impressments of sertloe Russian
state.

Following in this line of inquiry this chapter explores how indigenous narrative nrantai
indigenous space within the structure of empire. This is done by examining Southern Pom
narratives irKashaya Textssuch as “Tales of Fort Ross,” “The Suicide of a Wife,” and “The
Wife Beater,” as told by Herman James to James Oswalt, to read indigepaugnce within
Russian empire. Clifford’s reading of Fort Ross and its history proves iampantpositioning
indigenous perspectives as central to the Russian American project. pher caalitionally
examines the nineteenth-century Dena’ina verse “Qadanalchen’s Ssngijttan in Dena’ina
and translated into English by the Dena'ina author Peter Kalifornskye éflaska Kenai
peninsula. Both the Southern Pomo and Dena’ina narratives constitute indigenous voices on
connections within empire that endured after the Russian presence in NorthaAmexgaling
inter-indigenous cultural exchanges. In addition, as it examines the relationsdpbeatkin the
narratives, this chapter also sketches ouatteznative territoriesmplied by or imagined by the
cultural production which these texts exemplify. For as the Russian statelegpaith the



conscription of Native workers, the workers themselves formed and maintained indigenous
spaces fastening cultural geographies within the imperial machindrg tifrte. Indigenous

literary culture surrounding Fort Rossia proves a unigue opportunity to engage vivéh Nat
cultural production from the point of view of those indigenous to Metini, whose village became
colony. After reading these perspectives, the chapter then turns to the staotlpa@anscripted
Native worker from Alaska, forcibly relocated thousands of miles away frone hwhose labor
helped maintain the colony in the company of Russian keepers and the Pomo locals.

Indigenous Connections

TheKodiak,a Russian imperial vessel, arrived on the shores of Metini after sailing south
down the Pacific Coast from the Russian fort at Archangel in 1803 (now the city gf Sitka
Alaska). The Pomo villagers quickly became acquainted with the members of tr@Russ
American Company and had daily interactions. The Russian American managersdon boar
consisted of Russian nationals from Siberia known aBitbeyshlennikiThey were mostly
entrepreneuriaRussian-Siberian hunters, traders, and artisans who decades earlibydkad
to Siberia during Russian conquest and settlement” of far eastern Eurasizafalltated the
imperial project further east into the Americas (Wood, xiii). The Promystnnole in the
Russian American project was to oversee the larger population of indigenous peoples the
company brought from Siberia and other territories claimed by the Russiare @mpiliaska and
the islands in between the continents (Clifford, “Fort Ross Meditations” 309).

The indigenous people involved with the company at Metini from outside of California
consisted of Natives from the then Alaska territory of Russian Amendact, numerous
indigenous villages at the time hosted colonies of the Russian Empire in both Alaskbeaia] Si
and the Russian colonists put these people to work. According to historians, they workead unde
range of severe conditions. Though the Aleut from the North Pacific Gulf of Adekthe
Bering Sea held the responsibility of hunting sea otter igjtiags a sea craft they commanded
so dexterously, other workers maintained the grounds, cultivated crops, and pegenaed
service duties for their Russian American Company managers.

The colonial activities at Metini in the early nineteenth-century prodadead of space
Mary Louise Pratt refers to axantact zoneWithin the village, the Russians created a society
where disparate populations assembled in “highly asymmetrical relationshipsfation and
subordination” (Pratt 4). The Russian American Company conscripted and ethpleyé labor
for their skills in hunting sea otters and harvesting their pelts, which the ngrapla for high
prices on the Chinese marketplace through a network of New England merchaciks 1BB-

164). There are account of Kanaka Maoli, from the kingdom of Hawai’i, visiting tbaycdiut

at any given time the Aleut represented the largest proportion of the settjgopelation there
(Clifford, Fort Ross Meditations 309 ; Mills 11). The tefdeutin this chapter covers
communities of people living in what are now considered the state of Alaska anastharR
territory of Kamchatka Krai in Siberia. Russian nationals derived the teleut’Arom a

Siberian Indigenous word meaning “coastal dweller.” Furthest east, thegAtutSupiac, are at
home on the southern coast of the Alaska Peninsula and the Kodiak Island archipelago. The
Unangan, also labeled Aleut, reside on the islands forming the Aleutian chetichia across

the International Date Line, and on the islands of St. Paul and St. George in theRexifigne
Russians also considered the Sasignan people to be Aleut. They are indigenoustioghend



the Commander Islands in the Russian territory of Siberia (Svarny Carlson, 21T{<h
Aleut workers settled alongside the Southern Pomo as Fort Rossia grew intwesdr colony
within the village. Marriages between Pomo, Northern Indigenous peoples hiedpatific and
Bering regions, and Russian imperial managers proved common, though distinct Metini
“neighborhoods” separated the Kashaya from the aboriginal settlers (Lightfoot 161)

The intricate nature of colonial relations between the managers and tigenabor
laborers changed over time with the alteration of Russian governmentaispatithe beginning
of the eighteenth century, the administrator of the Russian American Com|exayder
Andreyevich Baranov would, in extreme cases, brutally punish indigenous people. Natives,
under the colonial authority, became subjects bound to Russian imperial law upon thbatiaim
Alaska was Russian territory. This enabled the government to call Alaskgiaals to serve in
duty to the empire. The service provided by Aleut workers was part of a mancasoyiption
system though which Russian functionaries “paid” unfree workers by atjolvem to keep a
proportion of the furs. Historian Lydia Black describes that when an indigenous persaoh voic
“refusal to join long-distance hunting (and raiding parties)” such as thd&Bbssia project, the
disagreements were “settled by the lash” (133). Public flogging, Bisekta, was used by
company managers to force workers into accepting Russian duties.

The Russian state employed a conscription system teasakfor North Pacific and
Bering Sea aboriginal peoplas described by historian John F. Richards, the iasak system
exacted an oath of allegiance to the Tsar from aboriginal subjects, who guldhespayment of
tribute. The company insured that conscripted hunters kept their promises whilE@wahe
village workers by using hostages from their villages (531). The systgan with Russian
colonialism in Siberia and amounted to aboriginals being forcibly made to pay tinkthie form
of furs, or other valuable natural resources, under brutal tactics in whictulzerilcerties or
even in many cases the very safety of the loved ones were exchangedlfoefulbf the
hunter’s duty to the Tsar. Russian functionaries often detained a worker’s faemipers in
order to ensure the worker would remain in service to the company. In providing forettyeo$af
their families, hunters gave a portion of their catch to the company. Historian Kiler
argues that the extremes to which the Russian functionaries inflicteddfatinolence” upon
entire Native families took on numerous forms “from hunger and starvation to fearsoéaih
aggression” (Miller, 304). Lydia Black however contends that, by the late eighteentury,
the Russian American Company employed a less arbitrary and more “mbmtenrof
colonialism by incorporating Natives into the Russian state as citizens ofiss&aR empire,
though they did remain subject to state exactions, just like all non-noble Rusdaanks1(&r).
The specific treatment received by conscripted indigenous workers fronuss&aR managers
resulted in an understandable indigenous-Russian division onboard to which the Kashaya
interestingly failed to notice or note when tediaklanded in their territory. The relations
between the Southern Pomo and the Russian American Company formed differentlyattie in p
to the Spanish presence in California at the time. The Russians, as det@iledtle chapter,
negotiated a land use agreement in Metini making the Kashaya formal “pavihée
maintaining other aboriginals as imperial subjects.

Pomo perspectives on the Fort Rossia colony related in “Tales of Fort Robkefrbgn
James, viewed the managers of the Russian American Company and the conscrigedasor
one foreign peopléVhile the crew of the Kodiak consisted of many different peoples, the
Metini villagers lumped the entire Russian American Company togethardsecatheir



astonishing arrival at Metini. “[T]hey turned out to be the [U]ndersea people,”dtedames
says; “we Indians named those people that” (Oswald 276). Though the Kashaya viewed the
settlers as one, the divisions among the Undersea people, between the aborigaral avnat the
Promyshlenniki, played out in a social configuration by which the aboriginals warkéukef
company manager’s benefit. The complex cultural space, between the Kasbaya, t
functionaries, and the conscripted workers spun by the narrative “Taled &dss¥
demonstrates that cultural geographies at Metini during the time of FestaRzelong, not solely
to the creators of the imperial project and the people whom charted them, but ésKashaya
villagers.

The Company pursued multiple revenue streams throughout the duration of their
residence at Fort Rossia. Sea otter hunting was the most lucrative of the €snapatures, but
after they depleted the otter population their efforts turned to agriculturduirtihg Sea Otter
and Farming” Herman James details this evolution. James describes a Russienai\journey
to and from Alaska, “when they first came to Metini.” However, he explainstéfadfwhile, it
turned out that they had sailed out and found a land up North” (261). Oswalt notes at this point in
the narrative that James, in this story, “was under the impression that theeanuople came
to Fort Ross first and then discovered Alaska” as they sailed away in a huntinRpajtyrhe
story “Hunting Sea Otter and Farming” narrates an indigenous history of vitaild,andeed,
an indigenous planetary, before to United States annexation of the area. Hameamarrates
this occurrence, noting the length of the journey,

[tlhen they sailed up to that place. That land in the north was a cold place. We
Indians called it Ice County. After staying a while, they sailed southwaey
were transporting south many skins—many otter skins. They said it was six
months before they showed up. (261)

As Oswalt notes, the historical direction of travel fails to align with heabfact. But James
Clifford discusses this “error” in the narrative as less of a matter ohotogical history and
more an accurate account of the “basic economics of the sea-otter trade eantsitiert at Fort
Ross from the exclusive reliance on commercial hunting to agricultural piaa@16). As
Herman James details the numerous dangers about failed hunting parties, tive tr@mattions
to one concerning agricultural practices. James Clifford reads the faloas:

The Ice Country, with its intense cold, dangerous floating mountains, and
constant threat of starvation, is anything but inviting. Why would anyone go
there? These stories take a dim view of the only conceivable reason: Hunting
otters for sale and profit. The hunters, driven by this aim, always end upgtarvi
or lost at sea. “They didn’t listen [profit from their mistakes],”....The story
approves the fact that the Underseas people eventually turn away fromesea-ott
hunting to agricultural, away from selling skins for coats that people aidord

and toward making their own coats....The sea otter trade, dangerous like the
shifting northern ice, brings famine when things go wrong. (318)

Clifford urges for the consideration of understanding the tale not as a midoeneeim
history but as an allegory for the failures of global trade and the particagedies suffered by



the “[U]ndersea” people when the market for sea otter pelts collapsed theintenure at
Metini. While recognizing the dangerous aspects of specialization in al ghaloket for sea otter
pelts, this narrative establishes the important fact that indigenous people liewalvez in and
understood an intricate global trade system in which the waters off the ctizat ofllage were
among the primary production zones for pelts in the early half of the nineteaiinycés
Clifford makes clear, in this text the area remains Metini, not the Fosid&oslony, yet Metini
is understood in terms of global linkages.

Interpreting the activities of Fort Rossia from the perspective of abafigxts, such as
“Tales of Fort Ross,” or “Hunting Sea Otter and Farming,” present the abjmoject of Fort
Rossia as part of a robust indigenous cultural landscape in conjunction with Russian empi
Historian Peter R. Mills asserts that understanding the indigenous connettietsg during
this time period, can supply fresh insight into the role of aboriginal peoples asiaatobal
economic expansion (11). The reading of indigenous narratives around the establisiodment a
maintenance of Fort Ross then unveils a series of historical relationshipschadges between
the Pomo and those of the Russian American Company that maintains a unique pe@pective
aboriginality in the colonization of the Americas. For they promote a Pontered planetary
understanding, one that suggests “contingency and movement,” writes Paul Galraysrhaller
scale than the global,” that endures through both Russian and the United Staties$ jorggects
in Northern California (xv 2005).

As the Russian American Company colony grew within the place callediMié
various groups became familiar with one another. “Tales of Fort Ross” spells cldas@e
relationships the Pomo formed with those in the service of the Russian Amerigaangom
Herman James says of the Underseas people that, “having landed, they built tlesiclaagsto
where the Indians were,” becoming a subdivision in the village (Oswald, 276). TharRuss
American Company did in fact promptly build a complex of structures in the Metiageijllith
aboriginal labor, overlooking the Pacific Ocean. From 1807 to 1841 the Underseas pedple live
amongst the Kashaya in this southern most Russian outpost in the Americas known as Fort
Rossia.

Sometime after thKodiakarrived at the shores of Metini, the managers of the Russian
American Company negotiated a land use contract with the area’s Pomo lebddmsnial
agreement acts as the founding document of the Fort Rossia colony. Declared o &epze
1807, the treaty secured the rights of the company to use the village as a basatiohspévan
Kuskov, administrator of the Russian American Company in California, negotiated wi
indigenous leaders from the local Kashaya in order to ensure peaceful rddatiwasn the two.
Written by the Russians the treaty quotes Kashaya |éadattanproclaiming, “we are very
satisfied with the occupation of this place by the Russians, because we now difetyirirom
other Indians, who formerly would attack us and this security began only from #heft[the
Russian] settlement” (“A Treaty”). Once the Kashaya people had deframethe negotiations,
Kuskov ordered his managers to give a gun-salute to their new landlords, after téohad
bequeathed medallions of appreciation upon them. The Kashaya, by granting possggsarf ri
use for the Russian American company, never formally ceded ownership of the thead t
Russian American Company. The establishment of Fort Rossia, grafted ombdglgiart of
village, as the treaty suggests, instilled more security to the Kashaya.

The accord between the Underseas people and the Pomo was in effect acrolys the ear
decades of the nineteenth-century until 1841. At that time, Russian imperialethede



throughout the world under the realm of Nicholas I, and the Russian American Company
retreated from California for locations in Russian America, such as Sitki@diak, as well as

the Russian mainland. After over-harvesting the sea otter population off the ahdoethern
California, and receiving only a meager return on its agricultural busthesspmpany

withdrew the settlement from the Metini village site. They left the nesnaf the fort in the

custody of California gold rush tycoon, John Sutter, who purchased the structures for the
nominal amount of seven thousand dollars (Black 201). While the Russians did not possess the
right to sell the land to Sutter, United States citizens settling in Sonoma Ceantyally

denied the right of the Pomo to live on the land as they had done previous to, and concurrent
with, Russian settlement.

Herman James, through the narrative, describes the Kashaya watchingslaR
American Company leave the village for the final time: “They lived thjere a while; having
lived there thirty years,” he explains, “they returned home” (276). Hereslplaces the Pomo at
the center of a tale about, multiple colonialisms: Russian, Spanish, and &méfmreover, the
narrative contrasts the treatment the Pomo villagers received from thiafiRAmerican
settlement with the treatment they received from Americans, folloRirggian departure.
Herman James details how after the Undersea people left Metinin‘fliieevhite people
arrived, took over the land where the Indians had been living. But the Indians stayedejhen t
put them [the Indians] to work” (277). (Obviously, nineteenth-century Pomo conceptions of
whiteness differed greatly from contemporary US racial culture shose tof Russian decent are
considered in the states as normatively White.) Under the settler datagtinown as the
California Republic, the Kashaya become colonial subjects much as the Addutecome
Russian imperial subjects of a previous colonial project in the Aleutians: Pomaviabsubject
to colonial conscription upon the very land they knew as home. The United States forced al
Kashaya regardless of gender into the settler work force. Herman dantesds, “[t]he
womenfolk, too, worked for the wives of the white men” (277). This segment of the “Tales of
Fort Ross” narrative suggests that American immigrants to Califosatett the Pomo very
differently indeed then did those working for the Russian American Company. TharRuss
American Company recognized Kashaya aboriginal title to the spacediof, M&ile American
settlers displaced the community and forced the villagers into low wagedgstems as a
perceived “landless” people (279).

Anthropologist Kent Lightfoot sees the differences in treatment as dud ito plae
change in the colonial politics in North America during the mid-nineteenthugerithe Russian
American Company agents, Lightfoot argues, understood the “geopoliticonfatdalifornia”
by supplying “economic incentives” and “guarantees of protection” to the Kagtay the
Spanish settlers to the south as well as from other nearby Native commaiGiels7). When
American migrants came to Northern California, Spanish rule conceded totttireroatset of
the Mexican-American War and the California Republic was established in 1846.t#¢hi
Russian American Company provided a level of security to the Pomo from the Spanish in
California and other indigenous groups, the Americans, referred to as the “Wiiteg’ b
Kashaya, disregarded the villagers as sovereign peoples with an inheretat tighlands.
Nevertheless, in “Tales of Fort Ross,” Metini remains a Pomo place eveAmkeican settlers
dispossessed the people of their homes and turned them into a landless people in a geography
they had inhabited for thousands of years.
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None of this is to imply that the presence of the Russian American Company came
without colonial tensions and grave outcomes for the Kashaya. In the narratives f€he Wi
Beater” and “Suicide of a Wife,” Herman James recounts the unequal and brutatidome
relations commonplace throughout Russian America. “The Wife Beater'saatacident of
gendered violence committed within the domestic sphere of a home in MetiniaiH@ames
tells of a non-Pomo living with a Pomo woman:

One time there was a man and an Indian woman living there together.

Once, early in the morning, he arose cranky. He growled at his wife.tHe go
meaner and meaner, and suddenly grabbing an axe he cut her head with it.

At that time, the undersea people already lived there. They already hadfa sher
then, and when they told him, he led him [the husband] away. He was shut up at a
place where a little house was standing. They locked him up for about one week.
(268)

This depiction of colonial domestic terror and “state” punishment for violence abjtige
women highlights the degree in which indigeneity and gender relations often exaamgical
points of “contact” in the politics of colonialism (Stoler, 7). Marriages betweegendus
women, in Alaska and California, and Russian Company men, as described in theasarrati
were in fact common enough that Herman James recounts more than one oral tate) dejoict
domination. “Indian” women as figures of domestic space within the colonizedevillag
confronted abusive relations with husbands not just in “The Wife Beater,” but alsostoty
“Suicide of a Wife.” In this tale, James details how an “Indian woman wasedaorian

undersea man,” ended in abject violence and stresses the hardship of colonia lidadErseas
man is described as leaving the house in the morning to “go to work” and returning lager in t
day, suggesting that the man worked for the Company and was not a hunter, who would leave
normally for days at a time to collect pelts for the company. Since there isntamof the man
having been a northern aboriginal, which we would expect in the James text if thah&vease,
it is reasonable to surmise that the man was a Russian functionary. He niaerédewing:

...“They had been quarreling with each other. The man walked out saying, “If |
find you here when I get home, | will kill you.” Then he left to go to work.

When she had finished eating, she gave her food to her children went into the
bedroom and put on her good, new clothes...“Where are you going, Mother?”
said her oldest daughter. (271)

The mother, not answering the child’s call, walks to the edge of the shoreling inater
daughter where, she takes her own life. The Russian sheriff of Fort Rossdiatety arrests
and whips the husband to death. Both these tales illustrate the gravity of colma@aiteand
gender relationships at Fort Rossia in that they produced situations leading toevioighe
indigenous women in both stories.

The narratives supplied by Herman James are not the only indigenous accounts of
colonial tensions at Metini. Native people who came with the Russian Americgacpiinom
elsewhere in the empire have also documented the unequal relations between the indigenous a
the Russian functionaries. For example, a Dena'ina worker from the Kenai Peemrsalth
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central Alaska also reported on the strains indigenous people felt at Fort Rdasal@hen,
through a narrative verse, illustrates the constraints of imperial conscrgitoriginals faced at
Fort Rossia during his tenure as a subject of Russian empire. Qadanalchen, who wahieed fo
Company, composed a piece now titled by his great-great-grandson, Pdtanklai,
“Qadanalchen K’elik’a, or Qadanalchen’s Song.” The worker composed tha staresidence
at Fort Rossia at an unknown date in the early nineteenth-century. The song setgyaralbor
speaker outside the perimeter of Fort Rossia’s tall wooden fences, wheralmaiginal people
made their homes upon a bluff overlooking the Pacific Ocean. The piece, translatetjirgio E
from Dena'’ina by Kalifornsky, consists of four lines placing the readeresinMon the bluff
above the Pacific Ocean, effectively constructing and maintaining aborsgiaeé in spite of
conscription into service for the Company and Russian imperialism. Qadanatphesses
aspirations to return home, but contained by his obligations to service the company.

Another dark night has come over me.
We may never be able to return home.
But do your best in life.

That is what | do. (1-4, 303)

Knowing the company’s imminent threat of violence towards derelict indigenokemspthe
narrator in turn is aware whether he works or not, he may never return home. Yeg éfferts
at the colony that sustains the presence of the company at Metini. In a faottieeverse,
Qadanalchen’s great-great-grandson explains that Qadanalchen sang thigsesfdescribing
the harsh reality of conscription, as the dark waves crashed upon rocky cliffs esedszches
along that coastline. The first line, “Another dark night has come over nfiex$ reot only to the
foggy sky above the speaker’s head, but surely also to the wretched time Qadamadithred in
pressed service at Metini under the Russian American Company. That is, théduts tee
emotional darkness felt due to his separation from a home and family on the distant Kenai
Peninsula. Another annotation to the poem by Peter Kalifornsky explains that @adanal
carried with him a small bag of soil from his home on the Kenai Peninsula. When heang
verse he also rubbed the imported earth on his feet (Kalifornsky 301). While integhabaa
victim and forced participant in global imperialism, Qadanalchen liteesiycised a
relationship with theerroir of Alaska in California by pressing his homelands’s soil to his body
as he sang the verse. Terroir, a term typically associated with ageclilere is meant to
emphasize the application of homeland soil in conjunction with a recitation thatatetethe
practice of culture embedded in a specific place. The song and thesadbat a cultural
space connecting Qadanalchen with his faraway village. For him, theyadingd Metini with
his homeland to the North, incorporating the region into his native cultural geography.
The second line of “Qadanalchen’s song,” “we may never be able to returii home
suggests the degree of tension among the entire population of workers, like hiepseHied
from their home and family, the latter often forcibly held in their respectlizges in Alaska by
functionaries of the Company. The song and the soil come to represent both the physical
landscape Qadanalchen longed to return to and the plight of all indigenous peoples under the
dominance of the Russian empire. The exercise for Qadanalchen becomlesdtmattach the
lived reality of his conscription to the larger cultural and imperial landscdyael-drt Rossia
colony at Metini unites to the Dena’ina landscape of culture through the vei@adsdrialchen’s
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song.” While he did return to his village after enduring his tenure of servitude for an unknown
length of time, his memory of his sojourn lived on upon his return to Kenai. California
Indigenous language specialist Leanne Hinton traces Qadanalchen&yjbome and how the
experience accompanied him home:

A Tanaina man from the Kenai Peninsula in Alaska worked at Fort Ross from
about 1812 to 1821, and took the surname Kalifornsky (the Californian”). Upon
his return to Alaska, Nikolai Kalifornsky founded a village and gave it the
Russian name Kalifonskoe selenie, “the Californian settlement.” Theevslag
bears the name “Kalifornsky” (although it was misspelled form maaysyon
official government documents and maps as “Kalifornsky”). (Flutes oflftise

It is worth examining how Kalifornsky in Alaska came to be establish&gdolanalchen
as he completed moving through the imperial cycle. His great-great-grandsssthai,
“[w]hen he returned from Fort Ross, California, his father, who had been chief, hdaefi’
The villagers responded to the chiefs’ passage by electing Qadanalchewtleader of the
community. “You next. You be in his place,” the villagers commanded of him. The lomggjour
from indentured service to freedom in his village propelled him to a position of leadersingp i
village, taking on the role after the passage of his father. Nevertheless)adnen refused the
appointment and his fellow villagers cast him from the community (301). Accompanked by
close relatives, Nikolai walked a few miles from his former home and etathlanother village
at an area in the Kenai Peninsula knowhast Creek DownThe new village was named
Kalifornsky,indicating the importance of Qadanalchen’s experience in Northern Califordia
connecting Native Alaska history with that of Metini. Peter Kalifornshkg,writer who set down
“Qadanalchen’s Song” on paper, draws his own name from these geographucditiesxt
formed between Metini and the Russian American Company. Similar to theioecitt
“Qadanalchen’s Song” the naming of the village Kalifornsky testifies ttiekdetween the
cultural space and the power of language. Moreover, the story of Qadanalchesgisubs
name change to designate his travels to California thus illuminates the desmpansl cultural
effects of Alaska Native involvement in the history of Fort Rossia as aiabtutpost. The new
village ofKalifornskyforever culturally tied Dena’ina formations of space on the Kenai
Peninsula with that of the village of Metini in Northern California.

Cama'’i America

Indigenous connections with empire, like the one between Alaska Natives and Russian
empire illuminated through “Qadanalchen’s Song,” are also found within the KaBloayo
language. Besides his work with Herman James documenting oral narigtbest Oswalt
draws together the historical bonds between California Indians in Kashatayend the
influence of Alaska Natives on indigenous California by tracking indigenous loatswn the
languages spoken in the Fort Rossia colony. He finds the presence of loan “woadbayd
which have no origin in Russian, but come straight from one of the Alaska Languages.” He
suggests for example the word “Chamay ‘hello’ from the central Yupik” foundaysinto the
Kashaya language (102). This greeting in Yupik is the same as ‘Cama’i,’ prondLimeexdy in
the Supiac language spoken by the Alutiig of Kodiak Island and the Alaska Penfiissila
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important to note that linguists at times refer to Alutiiq people as the @¥daifiik.) In the
nineteenth-century, the woodima’i, or chamay moved beyond the homelands of Alaska
aboriginal languages into Kashaya territory in Northern California. Kaskmalians adopted this
greeting at Fort Ross in the nineteenth-century, from their northern abbvigitars, and
therefore brought the word into their own language.

For these groups to exchange a friendly greeting more than suggests a aonnecti
between indigenous groups wrought by, but also outside the supervision of, the Russian
American Company. The uptake of the woadna’i represents a cultural space also reflected in
“Tales of Fort Ross” narratives and “Qadanalchen’s Song.” This was a @aglteiral space of
indigenous association and kinship-making between Alaska Natives and Califodigms] and
both the shared greeting and the narratives are merely traces of g degpal indigenous
entanglement. The greeting forces us to recognize the complexity of indigesreasal and
cultural bonds fashioned in a time of brutal imperial conscription andGeana’i, a greeting
word intoned with the best intentions and goodwill, offered those who uttered it or to whom it
was uttered the possibility of a cultural formation between them. It wasihotal formation
utterly outside Russian empire because the bond was formed within the impegal spa
Nonetheless, the exchange depicts the limits of Russian subjection upon the indigenous in the
Fort Rossia colonial project. The word also suggests that while the workers arastay& held
distinct relationships with the Russians, they also created and lived relatilbres another,
unmediated by the Russian authorities to a degree that must be taken note of.

Taken together the examples of Herman James tales of Fort Ross, “Qastanalc
K'elik’a, or Qadanalchen’s Song,” and the greeting cama’i imply a g@bgrgrounding a
planetary indigenous cultural narrative of within an European empire. They hint atralcul
space linking aboriginal textuality through the identifications forged betWe¢ive people and
their involvement as subjects of colonialism and conscripted actors in imperighsse
narratives told from the point of view of indigenous people caught within the expansion of
Russian America, those held within it, mark the aboriginal boundaries coloniaractsable to
penetrate fully. The seemingly boundless reaches of empire descend into tHraigasa
transcolonial indigenous geography. Language and narrative, in this instante, jaject
inseparable from colonialism and exploitation that manifest indigenous t¢siae@es. The
narratives of Herman James and the writings of Kalifornsky presentsspawstructed within
the imperial project, yet they also extend cultural reaches beyond the rueRxigsian
American Company.

This dissertation project now moves on to further explore Alaska Native presence
United States empire. Chapter Two, “Citizens/Subjects in the Lasté&mdtiegins in 1927 sixty
years after the United States purchased Alaska from Russia, agalyaska Native citizenship
in a movement resulting in 1959 in statehood. This essay focuses on the textuality ofkiae Ala
flag, designed and adopted in 1927, and how images and representations of Jon “Benny” Benson,
the flag’s Alutiiq designer, and the children of Yukon Athabascan Chief Lukég telthe
perceived incorporation of the region’s indigenous people into the racial cultureratet ge
hierarchy in the United States.

Chapter three, “Impossible Sovereignty,” reads the indigenously-prodirae®iur Aleut
History: Alaska Natives in Progre$$986) andAleut Story(2005) as indigenous heritage
recovery projects with contrasting goals, though each covers understudield agpec
Aleut/Alutiig history such as twentieth century enslavement, World Watdinment, and
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United States citizenship. Typically thought of in terms of national formaéinddegal rights,
the indigenous sovereignty explored in this chapter entails the difficulty fgdddtlve
American people in the United States in articulating transcolonial hstdie filmAleut Story
follows the case of American Aleut reparation for World War Il internmengiuing the nation
unfairly incarcerated American Aleut national citizens amid the chaos ofmtenviews with
former captives, however, reveal the post-war release was the fesnteenturies they
possessed a reasonable of degree freedom from harsh coloni@uubdeut History: Alaska
Natives in Progressa film made by Judy Peterson, an Alutiiq Kodiak Islander, in 1986 for a BA
in Community Studies at University of California, Santa Cruz, historicaignistructs the
transcolonial Aleut/Alutiig history of enslavement under Russian and United Stafares.
Peterson traces her childhood journey from a village on the south end of Kodiak Islan@to Sant
Cruz, California, in the wake of the Tsunami created by the Good Friday Earthquiz@iof
The ties between those who traveled under Russian authority to Fort Ross and Peterson’s
contemporary expedition are so related that the last name Peterson doeodgts her to
another Kodiak Native, St. Peter the Aleut, who ventured to California. In the nineteenth
century, the Russian Orthodox St. Peter the Aleut was allegedly disembovieledns Spanish
in California captured his hunting party and he refused to convert to Catholicism. The
presentation of American Aleuts as maltreated citizens with a tramsaiahistory, or the
personal journey through the legacies of transcoloniality, @sirmAleut History: Alaska Natives
in Progressillustrates the difficulties of making indigenous claims to sovereigntgrizethe
familiar contests of nationhooAleut Storyargues for their inclusion in an indigenous critique of
the imperial project an@ur Aleut Historyattempts to reconcile Aleutian histories with both
Russian and United States histories.
Chapter Four, “Of Displacement and Domestication,” turns to the contempaagry pl
River Womanin which Tlingit writer and Alaska politician Diane E. Benson’s (no relation to
Jon “Benny” Benson) responds to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 19753 U
1601-1624), a public law extinguishing aboriginal title to Alaska lands. The issue ofiaalorig
title remained unrecognized from the time of the nation’s purchase of Alask@lungfit
attorney William Paul argued in defense of indigenous land rights to the Supreméendeeat
Hit-Ton Indians v. United State848 U.S. 272 (1955). The court held that indigenous ownership
of Alaska land was not possible because the United States Congress had ngueredemy
ownership. In fact, the ruling made it clear that only recognition by Congoess guarantee
aboriginal title to any land in the US. Nevertheless, in the years follolaeHit-Ton Alaska
Native activist groups worked to press numerous land claims with the federal govenvhieh
responded with passage of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971. TRevplay
Womarn charts the dispossession of a family and the state’s forcible removal of thercildio
state-wardship, as the settlement manufactured an unclaimed “wilddoressttler
domestication. Chapter Five, “The Ends of Imperialism,” examines the Coleé\/a@alitics of
transcontinental Yupik culture in the Bering Region as well as the legacies ofatislorthat
have transformed villages and uprooted entire communities on either side of titionel
dateline. The writings of “American” Siberian Yupik Susie Silook and “Rusbiberian Yupik
Zoya Nemlyumkina contribute to a greater understanding of transcolonial indigesttome.c
Reading through an archive of cultural materials this project continuesne fra
indigenous culture in the complex spaces of modern empire. While Chapter One looked at the
experiences of separate groups within the Russian empire, Chapter Two examiAdsskaw
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Natives were rendered into US contemporary culture as the region becatee @Glsdpter Three
reads how Indigenous groups cope with the legacy of one empire whilst bound in another.
Chapter Four considers Indigenous reactions the land settlement between kbheNalkages and
the United States. The last chapter peers into how the International DatedLinati@nal
borders separates a transcontinental indigenous group but that an indigenous malgimnaltion
extending across the continents.
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Chapter TwoCitizens/Subjects in the Last Frontier

This chapter examines twentieth-century representations of AlasiaNimhabiting a
cultural space imbricated with the history of United States national expangicdhe Alaska
territory. The timeframe stretches from the period when Alaska w&stardtory in the early
part of the century through the proclamation of statehood in 1959. The history will be
approached though images of Jon “Benny” Benson, an Alutiiqg man from the Alaska Native
Village of Chignik. These images will serve as keys to unlock the story ofteWwnited States
came to consider Alaska Natives as part of the nation. Throughout the presentalay Sta
Alaska, streets and institutions bear either the name or likeness of Jon “BaEmsgn, more so
than any other person from the region’s political history. Unlike historical indigefigures in
the contiguous United States, however, Benson’s fame derives not from his arstadecego
an expanding settler nation, nor from his involvement as a signatory of treattes, Rthe age
of 13 Benson designed the Alaska flag, a symbol of a meeting point between indigenogis peopl
and the United States in Alaska.

The first public image of Benson to circulate consisted of a photograph attadtied t
design submission in the Alaska territorial flag contest in 1927 [Figure 1]. Thisstoobk
place two years after the 1924 Indian Citizenship Act (43 U.S. Stats. At,l1Ging833, p. 253
[1924]) which granted full citizenship rights to indigenous people in the statesSatetrifories.
Alaska school children throughout the territory participated in the competitionheith t
aspirations of winning a new wristwatch and one thousand dollars from the Amiegig@n,
which sponsored the competition. A black-and-white photograph of a 13-year-old Benson
adheres to a sheet of velum on which he sketched his flag design for his suhnmskict, all
submissions included photographs of the entrants, allowing the judges to view imtmges of
young indigenous designers as they reviewed all the 141 contest entries. Bphetgsaph
presents a cheerful young Benny, seated with his hands clasped over one kimggfasrttile
camera. Beneath the image reads a brief narrative in his handwritingtthst tthe concept
behind the design: “The blue field is for the Alaska sky and the forget-menanalaskan
flower.” Benson further expounds on the ideas behind the flag’s design: “The North Star”
represented on the upper right “is for the future state of Alaska the most narittegyunion
[sic]” (Figure 1). (Alaska would not actually become a “state in the uniordriother thirty
years.) The North Star, or the Polaris, also referenced in the passageyersaldatum sailors
use to navigate the world’s oceans, but also relates directly to Aleut/Alultiiojes renowned
for its seamanship throughout the Pacific and Bering regions. In Benson’s patdxorth
Star, assuming dominance as the largest gold emblem on the flag, evidencesdheaamsn
understanding that the territory was destined to become a state in the Union.yeamihe
Benson at the Jesse Lee Home Mission School in Sitka, Alaska, the incorporatieilaska
territory fully into the United States is a destiny written literatlyhe stars. Many children at the
Jesse Lee Mission School came from throughout the vast territory of Alelskagh located in
Alaska’s southeast panhandle, in what anthropologists call the Northwest @bast area, the
Mission became home for many Aleut and Eskimo (the ethnic terms used atdhettildren,
whose homelands with cultures and languages distinct from those of NorthwedhGiaast lay
hundreds of miles away.

From reading Benson'’s description, one can see the extent to which he drew from his
own Alutiig indigenous heritage for the design of the flag. For example, hes\ijtitee Dipper,”
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represented by the seven gold stars in the middle of the flag, “is for theBesra—symbolizing
strength” (Figure 1). The constellation of the Dipper, an asterism of tea beightest stars of
Ursa Major, is also known in Sub-Arctic indigenous cultures, such as Benson’s owq Multii
South-central Alaska, as the Great Bear (Bastian 110-111). Benson would spadidltife
living beside real Kodiak bears on Kodiak Island across the Shelikof Strait frdyimthisome,
in the Native Village of Chignik. The Kodiak bear,Taquka’asinadliterally the “Great Bear”)
in the Alutiig Supiac language spoken on Kodiak, is the largest brown bear in North America
and is a symbol of resources and culture—understood as intimately linked—to the Autie).
flag design, the universal meaning (the sailor’'s datum) of the stelfaafion as the Dipper—
understood well by non-Native Alaskans and other Americans—combines with thécspeloi
Arctic Alutiig meaning of the Great Bear. This double connotation in symbolibe@®ipper
and the Great Bear expresses Benson'’s aspirations for Alaska asim-gtatsaking with
origins in the indigenous presence, but also with “universal” rights and inclusion fdasilafs
in the larger nation-state. The flag represents a meeting point for botlahatid an
indigenous future.

Images of Jon “Benny” Benson as a child and as an adult alongside the flaaj i ool
newspapers throughout Alaska and the lower forty-eight states as theytenoteed toward
statehood, at the celebration of statehood, and even after Benson’s passing in 1972. These
photographs and illustrations are helpful in understanding how American culture has
interpellated Alaska Natives as citizens of the American polity. Thesemiaions of Benson
along with images of other Alaska Natives appear in this essay asreggtaint for analysis of
the variegated cultural spaces indigenous people inhabit amid imperialistiorpaAdter
examining a series of representations of Alaska Natives, this chaptes@sdpat the Alaska
flag as designed by Benson serves as a symbol for how Alaska Natives aresoitizdres and
subjects of the United States. Similarly, the double meaning of the constediatthe Dipper
and the Great Bear conveys the doubleness of the citizen/subject, where on one $iaisl Ala
indigenous people are voting citizens, but on the other they are sovereign entities whose
indigenous cultures proceed the durable national project. This double-bound circumstance is
clear in various cultural productions that articulate the complex spacesiwé Nalitical culture,
spaces that transcend dominant contemporary ideas about indigenous peoplesyasepatiete
nations, or as wholly “assimilated” into the United States and Americanesltlltimately, this
chapter argues that the Alaska flag, an indigenous cultural product, weavhsrttige unique
cultural and political experiences Alaska Natives endure in an ongoing cakdatednship with
the government of the United States and “American” empire.

American cultural imagination has long viewed Alaska as an untamed and Kgparse
populated—or even unpopulated—uwilderness, to the effect of denying the complexétnaef
cultures in the region as societies with their own pasts and ongoing assoa##garsretching
beyond the Americas. This view proves vital to understanding how American cultuedigutop
political policy in Alaska. When the nation purchased the Alaska region from Rud$8&1,
many in the contiguous United States believed the acquisition of the teritoeyat national
error. Critics of the purchase labeled the territory “Seward’s Fabtprning William Seward,
the Secretary of State who arranged the acquisition. The public’s opinion of Alaskaais
investment for the nation changed with the beginning of the Yukon Gold Rush. A fishing party
of Tagist First Nations people unearthed gold along the Canadian banks of the Yukon River i
August 1896 (Ducker, 207). In the Yukon, the incitement of gold fever followed in the attermat
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of the California Gold Rush in 1855. From that time, the public conception of Alaska developed
into an image of a cornucopia of wealth and industry, encouraging prospectors froonsattie

in the Alaskan-Canadian Yukon with hopes of gaining riches. The draw to Alaska ncame
popular culture was so strong that it caused many to look toward the territovgastsn@w land

of national possibilities.

Such representations of Alaska as a bountiful land were disseminated throbghout t
states from the time of the Yukon Gold Rush of the late nineteeth-century. Thesd caasy in
the United States to imagine the region as a newly opened wilderness just beyoedly
closed frontier of the American west. “Widely regarded as the Last Ergrfiusan Kollin
writes, the notions that compose Alaska as the Last Frontier are “encoded taoitie hdtire
serving to reopen the Western American frontier that Fredrick Jackson Twsed ah the
1890s” (Kollin 5). However, even after one-hundred and forty-one years of United States
territoriality, most US citizens have yet to venture to Alaska, leati@agmages of Alaska held
by those in the contiguous “Lower-48" almost entirely in the cultural imagmat

American business interests and their political allies came to perceaiskatds a
potential source of national wealth, and the challenge became the prdtiaation of natural
resources and transport to marketplaces elsewhere in the world. In yhisveatleth-century
gold, fish, and even ice left the shores of Alaska to markets worldwide. For exakgudy
Island, a mile from the shores of Kodiak, was turned from a village of shiprenake a work
colony, where Native labor harvested ice from lake Olga. At that same timeyé&iQw
progressive era conservationists started to complicate the notion of Alagialgsan extractive
colony as they made the case that the region’s resources should be congseveetinty. They
believed the Alaska territory necessitated being kept a region peresivethdulterated
wilderness (Kollin 7). These two conceptions of Alaska, as both a land of extracéeabile and
as a wilderness to be conserved, may ideologically contradict one anothertHeutnited
States they functioned to inform the image of Alaska as a remote territogjneamightly
governed and secured by the United States.

Like few other places in the Americas, Alaska as the Last Frontiessagdg implies
potent conceptions of masculinity if only because the very theme of the fr@ofigras an
appropriately heroic conception of manhood. In the nineteenth-century during the Waitsd S
expansion West toward the Pacific Ocean the concept of the frontier becamed gefy much
through gender. Scholar Daniel Worden has pointed out that by “the influence of Andrew
Jackson and Theodore Roosevelt,” the frontier, a space of expanding empire, defined
conceptions of manhood of the day (36). Wealth extraction and the lure of the frontier,
contributed to the perception of Alaska as the proving ground of this frontier magculimg
ideal Alaska as a masculine geography, however, was constructed not ontipbystade
colonial projects, but also by Western scientists coming to define the Aydirking notions of
patriarchy to the northern regions of the world on their scientific journeyswend. Scholar
Lisa Bloom also notes that Robert Peary’s Arctic adventure to the NortinPi889, a
continual site of imperial interest, reinforced and promoted a “particydaviierful masculinist
and nationalist discourse in the United States at the beginning of the tweetiathy” (17). The
trope of the Arctic as a masculine space proved influential in further develygridgred
notions of geography later to inform American culture on Alaska. Artists sucklakaladon,
in theCall of the Wild (1903)and more recently the John Sayles filimbo (1999), represent
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Alaska and the Yukon as a land where rugged men define themselves against a harsh and
dangerous environment.

These cultural productions of Alaska as masculine space, in turn, shaped howothe nati
perceived Alaska Natives during the initial United States colonial peride ilate nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. For example, the photograph eftitee&ive Luke Childrefrom
theLawyer and Cora Rivenburg Photograph Collection, 1910-1€3&s out the elaborate
manner in which representational colonialism presents indigenous people aaldessizbjects
of an expanding United States empire [Figure 2]. The image of the Athabaddaencas a
family posed in front of an American flag foreground their resemblance te,whiddle-class,
male-dominated families in the contiguous United States. The children Aftthleascan Luke
family, kin of Chief Luke, a representative of Tetlin village in the Yukon, atetadendian
boarding school in Stevens Village nearby in the interior Alaska-Yukon area. Thenapbtog
was taken by Cora and Lawyer Rivenburg while they both traveled throughout Alaskagvorki
as teachers in government-funded Native boarding schools. Their photographimoodiec/ed
as both a personal travel narrative as well as a document of the “pragestsby the children
on the basis of their teachings. The photograph succeeds in making clear that inghgeptes
could transform from savages into civilized subjects—under patriarchal maleitguitfor
course--through the Rivenburg’s kind teachings and gentle care. The young margsiboda
four seated women is the visually dominant authority figure in the household. Thisergpt®n
of male dominance within the family configuration resonates with the Aarefiag draped in
the background. The scene clearly implies that those in the photograph acquiese:tioottty
of a national government centered thousands of miles away in Washington, DC. The
composition of the photograph suggests, even insists, that Alaska Indians may haee a pla
within the larger “family” of American national patriarchy as maléarity and national
authority fuse together.

While images such as these may seem harmless to a casual viewer,Tsaingl@mith
asserts that colonial projects can effectively rule over a subjugatec peapigh precisely this
kind of visual representation. Smith calls these measures of rule “practizaghadtion,
obliteration, and symbolization (specifically, aestheticization),” all lmttv can serve to subdue
and pacify colonized communities (434). “These components could be hidden by their apparent
naturalness, or laid bare in the brash instrumentalism,” Smith asserts, dbilesr times they
seemed so distinct as to constitute a prevailing visual order” (434). Within these
instrumentalities, the method cdlibration “initiate[s] processes of continuous refinement, of
exacting control, [and] of maintaining order,” so much so that Smith argues they‘theaself-
replicating conditions of a steady state control” over a given populatiotor&ain
methodologies manipulate what a subject’s image or representation uitiotateeys to a
viewer, including similarly-situated viewers (in this case, indigenous v&\wae well as the
individual subjects of the photograph themselvesjibZational forces at play in Alaska during
the twentieth-century, for example, imposed continual refinement upon their suike¢hose
pictured inThe Five Luke Childrephotograph, representing them amiably to onlookers. The
subjects are calibrated so as to be prudently included, but only in their refeccdéinized
condition, in the expanding nation.

The photographThe Five Luke Childrerworks also to present Alaska Indians, and by
extension all Alaska Natives, awilizedindigenous subjects. Playing on the absent presence of
presumed Native savagery, the photograph relies on deeply held conceptions abunlige
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wildness in order to suggest that those pictured, dressed in contemporary fashion popular in the
“lower 48,” possess the ability to move beyond savagery, if they have not done sp. dllead

young women in the photograph sit carefully posed, hair combed, and dressed in fashionable
styles. The young man'’s suit-coat marks his distance from either the btstdsaivage or the

noble Indian savage that Americans variously imagined during the Westwanid ohéne

frontier to the Pacific coast. In doing so, the photograph visually demonstratdsetbabjects

are members of a civilized modern people. The image of the Luke children peesents
demarcation in the way Alaska and Yukon peoples were to be framed in relation ioakmer
Indians in the contiguous United States.

In Displaying Filipinos,scholar Benito Vergara, explores the way visual framing of
Natives in the Philippines as exotic and savage peoples also reveals the Hdlieysthese
sponsoring the colonial project in forming these representations, more thamli$ @wahing
about the Natives themselves. Similarly, taébration of those pictured in the photografine
Five Luke Childrenas civilized subjects in Alaska ultimately makes it seem natural that the
United States government should extend full authority over the Natives, just as dvdo®ther
residents of territories held by the states (even though, in fact, the US gontexteaded—
and continues to extend--additional, colonial, authority over Native peoples withirsthadér
the Supreme Court’s holding that Congress has “plenary power” over Indians and Alaska
Natives). Since, as Vergara asserts, “photographs are not mere ilastrata travel book but
bearers of colonial ideology,” images likee Five Luke Childreemit explicit meanings, but
also carry tacit messages rooted in the ideologies behind the calibratemtemcs of colonial
discourse (14).

Typically, photographs of colonized people focus on aspects other than the violence
being committed against them at the time; the images seek to please thial mgeer with
exotic representations of the subject’s otherness, but also her/his fasritylance to the non-
indigenous viewerThe Five Luke Childremrmage portrays an uncanny representational situation
in the sense that it stages Alaska Native domestic structure as aeflemtion of that of the
West. The viewer can hone in on the familiar, surprisingly civilized aspects efpiatared,
while ignoring the fact that Alaska was a colony and that the children, aalfbdarding school
students (meant to “civilize” Natives while stamping out Native culture amgllages), were
subjects of a distant colonial authority. Scholar Laura Wexler argues tatigin-age women
photographers, like Cora Rivenburg, took pictures witharted eyeo as to avoid seeing and
documenting colonial and racist social conditions (68-73). In turn, the viewer of these
photographs in the early twentieth-century also would have invariably useeded eydo
read these images and to avoid focusing on the disturbing (even by mainstreacaAmeri
standards of fair play and equality) situations they depict. Wexler defisagthsal to see
unjust realities as a “photographic anekphrasis” involving an “active andigelexfusal to read
photography—its graphic labor, its social spaces—even while, at the same timaritehe
“one is busy textualizing and contextualing all other kinds of cultural documé&dsThe
images of colonized people become further decontextualized through anek@wasessages
that implicate the traumas of colonial practice are overlooked, and only medatigaad to
empire are in conveyance. Thus, the photograph,Five Luke Childrerfor the averted eye,
presents would-be citizens (the photograph was taken before American Indianasiad Al
Natives became legally US citizens,) rather than oppressed subjectienf Btates empire.
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The dominant representation of Native Americans within American cultume ioftekes
the discourse of savage American Indians and their tenuous relationship to thdfrthise.
imagined representations of Natives are regarded as actual, thenitiieaealen possibility,
of Natives, as fully formed modern peoples disappears from popular national culbueeviet,
within the economies of American ideology the creation of American Indiegosgpes, Philip
Deloria notes, served to control ideas about the vast diversity of Native peoples watiteden
very concrete contributions to and involvement in American modernity as a whbididns in
Unexpected Place®eloria connects degrading representations of American Indians to the
policies that attempted to condense American Indian diversity and multiphtota
marginalizable category. “Consider, for example, a familiar aisabfstereotyping in relation to
nineteenth-century Indian policy,” he writes, “If all Indians werkeain a certain way (heathen
savages, e.g., as portrayed in countless representations), then one couldlgeeheieans to
be done (convert them).” The calibrational forces of an expanding nation creataticam $or a
complex “Indian” problem through channeling ideas about Indians into reductive gheeot
For Deloria, the “image, text, and event” of Indian savagery enabled “whigzi¢ans to
exercise multiple kinds of power over multiple kinds of Indians” (8-9). Depending ordrate
policy objectives, Indians could be represented as noble savages or bloodthtrepdea
Through this type of representational calibration, Deloria claims, the UniégesStould justify
expansion, genocide, and the ongoing oppression of American Indians.

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries however, Alaska Netiperienced
American expansion in ways distinct from the pattern of colonial settlempatierced by the
indigenous people in the contiguous United States. This historical disjuncture wasain par
product of the previous Russian authority over the region, beginning in the eighteenth, century
when conscripted and employed Native labor became deployed in extractiveisegenitus,
the United States, needing workers for its industrial and imperial complatinaed the
utilization of indigenous labor in the absence of a large settler population-trsoghat was
much less the case in the “Lower-48" where the primary mode of the settlarst’s quest for
territory, not the classic colonist’s quest for labor. The calibrated snafgllaska Natives, like
those of Jon “Benny” Benson, or those picturediie Five Luke Childremage, thus reflect the
colonial project to imagine the Alaska Native population as a constituent partiafgee
national culture, civilizable yet still inherently inferior.

This conception of Alaska Natives as possible (substandard) citizens alsopdne the
previous established conceptions of Arctic people formed during the European expdavat
the Arctic. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, audiences in Europe and thd Btates
initially became interested in Inuit people as scientific specimeisebney looked to those of
the north for their labdr.When European-led ethnographic explorations of the North American
Arctic brought Inuit peoples to the attention of a global audience they reg@sleatArctic as a
male-centered geography. Anthropologist Franz Boas mapped the northern regewaofid
as masculine—where the primary producer was a man--similar to Andrksodacauthority in
characterizing the nation’s Western frontier as a masculine space. bisdscientific’ image
of a familiar gendered landscape, those in the United States imagined Eskimostag pr
whites who resembled them physically in appearance, but lacked the evolutioharg
developments advanced whites possessSledri M. Huhndorf describes Boing Native: Indians
in the American Cultural Imaginatiomow in the early twentieth-century colonial imaginings of
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Arctic people were transformed due to the perceived effects of industrial mtgaer
Westerners themselves. She writes that,

Americans’ renewed fascination with the [Arctic] region drew upon

preexisting and emerging stereotypes to construct Eskimo as the
embodiments of Western ideals and the Arctic as a place that could clednse a
even redeem a fallen, “over civilized” European world. (100)

Inuit people of the far North American tundra and Greenland served as fantdsskanods
personifying the rugged and gendered traits those in the United States admin@agined

they once possessed in themselves previous to the industrial age. This typesaitegion
differs from that of théNoble Savageortrayals of American Indians in that the Inuit were at
times defined as being close relatives of modern whites, not as an alicggheate and
primitive race. For example, the portrayal of rugged individualism and patiiaidhae in the
1922 filmNanook of the Northssured those in North America and Europe that Inuit lived very
similarly to whites. Huhndorf notes that this “[r]acial indeterminacy atsdridbuted to
Westerners’ idealization of Eskimo. Unlike Africans or American Indiangnieswere assigned
no clear racial space” (100). In the eyes of Westerners, the Inuit/Eskimal greubject
malleable to the nation’s ever swaying trends in race-culture.

However, as the United States grew more interested in expanding to thedrdigr,Rhe
national visions of Natives in Alaska challenged some thoughts previously heludrycAns
about Arctic people in order to justify the control of their land and resources (Huhndorf 2000
100). To better understand how images of Alaska Natives intended for the distantveublic
transformed one must consider the development of the United States’ colonial teezeole of
manipulating imagery of indigenous people during United States expansion to islémels
Pacific Ocean with what scholar Adria Imada refers to asmagined intimacyThe gaze,
masculine and extractive, in the instance of framing indigenous peoples, seavesna®f
control since the means of representation are in the hands of empire. With the contiad over
visuality of Natives in the public eye the colonial picks and chooses what dlateeseen and
which are not. By the middle of the twentieth-century, these previous reprasensatd
racialized geographies of the North coincided with United States’ repatisas of peoples of
the South Pacific in Hawali'i.

The United States incorporated the Hawaiian Islands into its nationadrgrieading to
Hawaiian statehood after Alaska in 1959. Hawaiian statehood introduced the Anperitia to
indigenous people and Asian settler- descendants living on the islands as weklmatning
desirous of national inclusion in the United States. Images of dancers involved in rowils ¢i
dancing tours that traveled through the continental United States in the 1930s and 40s, gave
Americans a view of Hawaii as exotic but nonthreatening. These gendergesinof young
women baring their skin, also seemed comfortably familiar to viewers omikedStates
mainland, while they sexualized the geography of the South Pacific as agdkxinized
paradise, a retreat from the stressful national mainland. Scholar Adda Bngues that these
entertainers in indigenous Hawaiian dress helped the United States fastiegailaaginative
bond with its South Pacific colony:
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These performances produced what | call an “imagined intimacy” eetwe

Hawai‘i and Americans: an imagined relationship in which Hawai‘i and the

United States were inseparable and dependent on each other. By consuming these
shows, Americans came to possess Hawai'i in their dreams and imaggndine

vast majority of Americans never were to visit the islands directlyg petverful

fantasy of Hawai‘i—as America’s exquisite escape and untouched playground—
came into being through these intimate encounters. (135)

For Imada, the culture of the United States required this imagined relapidnestaiuse most
could never afford or possess the vacation time to visit the islands. Imada®kpla the
imagined relationship manufactured a certain image of Hawaii in Americamecul

This [imagined] Hawai‘i was not so much an antithesis of America, but a better
version of it—a respite from the harshness of urban life and industrial capjtalism
yet not too foreign and different. By association with their colony, Americans
could believe that they belonged to an optimistic, playful, and tolerant nation.
(135)

The utopian colony represented in the Hawaiian islands and its indigenous peogle direct
corresponds to the cultural vision of the Arctic and the people of the North—as its binar
opposite. The islands embodied a “respite from the harshness of urban life andaindustri
capitalism” and attracted millions of visitors from the states and abrogtefsurable
vacations. In many cases settlers from the mainland started newnld/established homes for
themselves. Alaska also served as a reprieve from urban, over-civileegetithe region was
an embodiment of the more rugged, masculine, and competitive side of American celtural s
perception.

The states of Alaska and Hawaii in this regard share a mutual condition tinehaixist
in the United States cultural imagination as gendered territories. Hawaodies the feminized
and sexually-objectified, while Alaska embodies the spirit of rugged individuals male
potency the national citizenry was anxious it had lost during industrial modewnizéiier the
closing of the Western North American frontier. Through photographs of Alaska latiueh
like the imagery of hula dancers from Hawai’i, the United States e#ifmmmed ammagined
intimacy, an unreal relationship of inseparability and dependence on one another (Imada 135).
These representations relayed to those in the “Lower-48" that deservingeanable Alaska
Natives would benefit from American statehood.

Thus, the contextualization of Jon “Benny” Benson clutching the winning flag on the
stairs of the Jesse Lee Home Mission School in 1927 justifies to the natiorahilrigegrial
project of indigenous incorporation. There is an illustration by W. T. Mars firsbedifithe
children’s bookBenny's Flag for example, above author Phyllis Krasilovskaiserted eye
narrative, depicting Benny as “happy in his mission home” in Sitka, separaite dhie
Aleut/Alutiig community of his birth in south central Alaska (Krasilovsky 5). Hwsrted
description of Benson ignores the fact that a Native child was taken over 870 miefscawa
his Alutiiq community and placed under the authority of a Baptist mission school. The
presentation of Benson as an ‘orphan’ also metaphorically signifies Alaskagarentless
region in need of national adoption. He becomes part of the national family of the Uates] S
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(as does the territory) no longer an orphan, literally be being born of tloa (egferring to the
Greek word ‘natio’). This family trope of national belonging instills, as AntChtock
suggests, an “organic unity” of interests perceived on part of the United &tatdgonal

projects of expansion (1997 91). Natives portrayed as orphans, in this view, requiret¢de Uni
States to bring them into the national family to which they seem to rightfudndp@nd are ever
so dependent upon for their welfare.

Representations of Arctic aboriginals in Alaska and abroad as dependentrmeftbe
nation came to mirror “popular representations of African Americansgislavery,” asserts
Huhndorf. She writes, “many Europeans found comfort in images depicting [Eslsiittappy
and contented subjectsG6ing Nativel02). The representations of contented subjects, then,
helped lay a foundation on which to build political images of Alaska Natives byrthertal
government. Additionally, these representations of Alaska Natives silémeddutal history of
Russian and United States colonization in the region, and attributed indigenous “riogaess
well-meaning government and generous citizenry. Also overlooked was the fauirerous
Native communities in Alaska held histories of travel and global interactionb&face the
United States’ purchased of the region (see Chapter One).

This is all clear in the images of “Benny” Benson. As mentioned earlier chdeer, as
a child Benson became a subject of an imperial gaze that followed him throughdetihis li
This gaze consistently sought to describe him as a natural part of the nadidtyaFor
exampleBenny’s Flag by Phyllis Krasilovsky with illustrations by W. T. Mars (1960),
repeatedly asserts that Alaska Natives are eager subjectimgwanerican statehood. With the
eye averted from the realities of colonialism, the narrative concealsolbace that the United
States inflicted upon the indigenous people at the time. The averted eye workedawpatt
Donald Pease calls a “structure of disavowal” through which the UnitessStamied its
imperial history and present actions (1B¢nny’s Flagtells a patriotic story that infantilizes both
Benny and Alaska Natives, more generally, who become described as imgladrdS
settlement. In this send@enny’s Flagworks as a culturally imperial instrument naturalizing the
United States’ territorial incorporation of Alaska by depicting Alaskives as amiable subjects
of American governanc&enny’s Flagbegins, as follows, beneath a pen-and-ink drawing of the
youth:

Benny was an Indian boy who lived in Alaska many years before it became a
state. He had straight black hair and bright black eyes, but best of all he had the
whitest teeth and a happy, friendly smile. Everyone liked Benny, for he liked
everyone. (1-2)

The orphaned lad with impossibly “bright black eyes,” as an imperial sub@apso properly
raised that “everyone” likes him. The portrayal of Benny’s amiable cterfollows the familiar
colonial trope of paternalistic benevolence—consistent with a ward-guaetBiomship--
known more universally as thghite Man’s BurdenThis trope implies the legitimacy of an
overriding United States’ claim to a rightful sovereign relationship withritigénous peoples
of its territorial possessions. In the late nineteenth and early twentietiiespAlaska mission
schools throughout the region indoctrinated children with American educations andriWeste
religions. These disciplinary systems implanted paternalistic discabegdsad the effect of
interpellating indigenous children throughout colonies, so that they acceptediingssmiogies
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and were discouraged from contemplating their status as previously sovereigis.pecpdeer
words, these institutions served in “transforming domesticity rooted in Europadergand
class roles into domesticity as controlling a colonized people” (McClintock 1997 34).
Representations of Benson as the child designer of the Alaska flag thus egittimeiz
aspirations of the civilizing project on the indigenous peoples in the territory and to the
infantilization of all indigenous Alaskans.

A closer examination of these images reveals the variegated inclusiaivas\into the
national project and complicates the previous relationships developed betweerNgaitive
America and the United States.Benny’s Flagas the child anticipates the formation of the
state, one’s averted eye must overlook the colonial reality confronting himtahéhand focus
on the story’s central message that indigenous people accept United States gevdrAtaska.
In this sense, Benson (described in the narrative as an “Indian,” though he 1§ Aew way
resembles th8avage Indiammagined in the nineteenth-century national expansion westward to
the Pacific Ocean. The image does succeed in realizing him as the frieniyl giaild-like
Native of imperialist imagination. In fact, the story details through thigles the flag that
Benson is no threat to the nation or its settler-citizens, but instead welcomg®riaton
signified through this humble flag.

These messages of indigenous acceptance of national inclusion perform an impertant rol
in the construction and maintenance of US empire in Alaska. For tools used formgtiasal
purposes like photography or illustration “embod[y] the panoptic power of collectiomgswr
Anne McClintock, in “No Longer a Future Heaven,” contending that these toolsspdkse
power to “display and discipline” colonial subjects (123). The representation of Bensaghthrou
this power seeks to assert a cultural authority over him for the wishfully peaiapge of the
colonial viewer. Calibrated through representation, Benson becomes a subject of “both a
technology of representation and a technology of power” that disciplines angslisiplaas a
happy participant of a developing settler-state (126). Moreover, if Alaskeeslavere willing
subjects of the colonial project in Alaska, as the narrative contends, thed Btates culture
could imagine a “Last Frontier” without the hardships of Indian wars. In thisate$pe Alaska
enterprise, illuminated in the Benson image, promises a frontier free of Imghflicic As Amy
Kaplan suggests, frontier enterprises, like Alaska, promised positive “crgacbunters, and
collisions that produce new hybrid cultures,” but Alaska would do so without the horrific
bloodshed the nation of nineteenth-century westward expansion (“Left Alone in AMEIR3).
The United States’ great adversary in Alaska was not to be the Natives, burtsh na
environment that they were to either exploit or contain through a policy of eatrdotithe
landscape and paternalism for the population. The presentation of indigenous subjects as
participants in this national metanarrative presents the Last Frontieloasesticable, but
intrinsically wild, space, the kind that Amy Kaplan suggests the nation would usegtiiate
the borders of the empire” with assistance from the indigenous wards to do théobard la
(Kaplan 2005 17).

Alaska Native people in the mid-twentieth-century, of whom Benson is repagseatly
exemplary, are frequently pictured as welcoming an asymmetricatabéiystem, trading their
homeland for the benefits of American citizenship. Reading the images focdlogiral
meanings, Natives stand as part of a broad imperial discourse at work aneid Shaites
territorialization in Alaska. Scholar Laura Wexler describes this fafrirmperial discourse as a
“historically specific, coordinated sets of meanings ... that are exprédsseigh beliefs, habits,
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vocabularies, representations, and institutional practices” (53). Set witbiilaence of
meanings and practices, this discourse normalizes colonized indigenous peophesspaxes
of empire through marginalized positionings. The photograph of a village celebratron ove
statehood calledumping for Joyfrom the Ernest H. Gruening Papers, a collection of personal
writings and photographs archived by the former Alaska governor, seraasthsr example of
this portrayal. The passage below the photo reads, when “the news of statehoatitheache
arctic village of Kotzebue, the town started jumping” (Figure 3). In the in@dend four Yupik
men playing drums, a village partakes in a blanket toss where one villagexr May Beltz,
displays “[an American] flag that will soon have a star for her [N]ative |&Rdjure 3). Beltz, in
the photograph, represents the welcoming subject while the coordinated sets afygneani
associated with the tradition of the blanket toss, an activity used by Alaska Yupikgosesiiof
hunting. The display of the American flag, naturalizes for American cultunesatien’s
expansion into the North through the meshing of indigenous cultural practices withgth&dl
the imperial eye, the drummers appear to be offering Beltz, like Benson witaghliadmission
into the national hetero-patriarchy.

This narrative of national inclusion possessed such strength that some historians have
even placed the burden of colonialism on the Alaska Natives themselves. HistaudarNakke
correlates this presumed Native willingness with what he perceivhsiagability to value
their multiple indigenous sovereign autonomies. “Unlike other colonial areas,” Mais&s,
“Alaska was not inhabited by a large Native population, militantly conscious afiitsal
heritage and capable of developing a movement for freedom from colonialismin(R&)ske’s
view, the inevitability of Americanization is the result of indigenous peoplesilityeto prefer
and value their own systems of government to that of the United States democracsrd-he w
guardian trope of the White Man’s burden, apparent in Naske’s explanation, cakessAlas
people as innocents who are incapable of forming active political responsesxatimmigy the
United States.

Contrary to Naske’s view of the historical record, the establishment of fdtatiale
political groups, such as the Alaska Native Brotherhood and Alaska Nativéen&mtdounded
in 1912, marked a distinct indigenous determination to maintain autonomy, or at least retai
some degree of Native voice and Native control in the process of colonizing Alaskanayigt
accounts of Alaska history written by non-Natives have chosen to disregaotethdlative
actors have had in Alaskan affairs. Alaska Native history with the UnitgdsSs important to
readings of the Alaska flag because Alaska indigenous peoples establisiradatiselations
with the United States than did the indigenous peoples of the contiguous part of the nation. This
modern history then proves imperative to understanding Benson’s narrative of national
belonging. The movement for statehood led by local non-Native political leaggaa barly in
the twentieth-century, but it met with strong opposition from senate and caagetsstors at
the national level. Critics of statehood noted the sparse population in the territory siohede
the appropriateness of Alaska as a state in the American Union. Members ofsAtaska
Native population thought that counting Natives as part of the citizen population, leading t
greater numbers, would help transform the territory in to a state. While thexl$tates
bestowed citizenship upon all indigenous peoples in its territory in 1924, yet some national
spokespersons believed Alaska Natives incapable of acting as functiorregscit

Local Alaska territorial leaders contested this and insisted on includingeblat the
population count and in the political body. “In order to foster at an early date a homoegene
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State,” said Carl J. Floss, prominent local Alaskan politician in the 1950s, “the Bdiaau
should be eliminated and the natives assimilated into the citizenry” (GrughiNgske 97).
While many thought that the presentation of Natives as civilized would juséhtes
statehood, opponents in the “Lower-48" threatened to disregard aboriginals in counting the
territorial population. Former Governor Ernest Gruening claimed that “[o]nat&e who was
unalterably opposed [to statehood], would analyze our population based ... on the 1950 Census,
[and] throw out the “[N]ative” as not being civilized” (102). Thus, representationsibzed
Natives as willing subjects of national interests became vital for thi®tid government in the
development of a statehood platform.

In the decades following Alaska’s adoption of Benson'’s flag, his celetmigad well
beyond the rapidly growing village of Kodiak, his adult home, and even beyond the thtenyterri
and eventual state of Alaska. There are photographs of Benny at various gatittians,
standing beside or holding his flag with local and national political leadeygrfFb]. In one
image, Benson hands a copyB#Enny’s Flagto a Miss Seafair contestant at the Seafair
community festival in Seattle, Washington, in the 1960s [Figure 6]. While the twodigartne
right, adorned in fur coats, embody the rugged image of the American Northwesin Bibes
indigenouscitizen wears a two-button sport jacket.

Another image of Benson and the Alaska flag articulates Alaska Ngib&son in the
racial culture and gender hierarchy of United States empire [Figuféig]image focuses on
Alaska and the Pacific, weighing the status of Northern American abdsigigainst that of a
South Pacific Islander working in Seattle. The passage accompanying tbgrppbtreads
“Kodiak would like to claim one of her citizens as her very own, but Benny Benson really
belongs to all of Alaska,” writes Yule M. Chaffin Koniag to King CrabThe picture displays a
mature Benson presenting “one of his flags to a pretty Seattle nurse,” noska Alat in the
state of Washington (161). Benson in the image, dons the sports jacket seen in the previous
image and a trimmed mustache, smiles for the camera, while holdingdenefsi creased
Alaska state flag. The young nurse, perhaps Filipina, holds the other side aftrasb smiling
for the camera. Both are presented as domesticated subjects. Bensyttemjoyits of Alaska’s
‘Americanization’ by being served by a racialized and gendered repregemiatiS national
empire in the Pacific. This clearly identifies Alaska Natives as muilized—and deserving of
statehood--than those indigenous from colonies elsewhere. According to histdahanr@a
Ceniza Choy, “ a culture of U.S. imperialism...created racializedroldes, with Americans on
top and Filipinos below” during the United States colonial period in the Philippinesh¢). T
nurse going unnamed in the photograph and narrative, reveals how a United States racial
hierarchy is imposed on indigenous people at a global reach as they incormptodiSiracial
culture. Asserting the claim of the civilized Alaska Native, Chaffin ndigswhen Benny
designed the flag “he predicted that Alaska would become a state,” negsgertjust United
States presence in the region and the Native right to citizenship (161). This gragajec im
brilliantly links the indigenous subjects of United States expansion in the North and South
Pacific, placing them within a graduated hierarchical cultural framevid@nson, the proud
indigenous citizen who “predicated” Alaska’s rise to statehood is situatedé®ynd gender
above the nurse pursuing the American Dream by actively fulfilling a natieeal for
healthcare workers (assisted through the Immigration and Nationalityf AB66, also known as
the Hart-Celler Act, INS, Act of 1965, Pub. L. 89-236). Both of these variegatedlzed’
subjects, Benson and the unnamed nurse, reflect the gendered imaginations chemeiras
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the coercive culture of the ward-guardian relationship. The Pacificrssemted in the female
gendered role of the caregiver, while Benson conversely embodies theingaspates of the
frozen North. The image exemplifies the preconception of Alaska as a gendeescaspac
Arctic people as racially inferior to white, but superior to Asian-Rapgople, and capable of
achieving civilization and perhaps even as fleeting honorary whites, ertitbedserved by
other racialized subjects.

Similarly in the reading of a postcard from the Alaska-Yukon-PacKpoEition of 1909,
Shari M. Huhndorf describes the colonial gaze in an image that articulates tingilfazf@on of
Igorots and Eskimos” as “subservient and suggests the impossibility of theirnddepe”
(2010 59). Similarly, the image of Benson and the nurse replay this intended palriarch
iconography of the postcard through the assertion that Alaska Natives, while sarigervi
White Americans, are “more racially advanced and altogether unthregitenmpared to their
fellow subjects of empire to the South (61). These imaginings carry over to e anBenson
and the unnamed nurse by championing United States’ notions of patriarchy inhdnent in t
proposition that Alaska became a state because the indigenous population, unlike these in ot
national colonies, was inherently assimilable to the gendered nationalism tefiwes
imperialism. The masculine imagery of Alaska assisted in the grdafi@ngtritory to the nation,
and concomitantly justified Alaska Native inclusion as citizens. The narratBerson and his
flag becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy at this point, where both a rugged yatnge boy and
a harsh land grow together to become civilized and rightfully ‘Americaifférihg from images
of the American West, where the United States fought Indian tribes withesavaage leaders,
the image of Benny and the nurse convey the success of American colonization, a softer
relationship between the United States and Northern indigenous peoples [Fig. 7].

This yielding standpoint of the Native, in colonial representation, is cleatitbenv
narrative and image at the end of Phyllis Krasilovsky’'s b8ekiny’s Flag After winning the
contest, Benny assumes a lead position in a parade down the street celebr&tmogtthef July
in Sitka, Alaska [Figure 4]. Krasilovsky writes, “Everyone came to see tla€l@a..But the very
first thing they saw was Benny” waving the new territorial flagh&sregion’s standard bearer
(34) Alas, the narrative naturalizes colonization through a child’s story withyBmarches in
the lead position of the parade, as Krasilovsky notes he was, “carryinggheethad made for
the fishing boat he would have, carrying the flag he had made for Alaska” (35)luShation
above the narration depicts a young man with a determined facial expressibmgento a
proper and civil future for himself and for Alaska. The “fishing boat he would hask&sit
clear that the boy planned a civilized occupation in a modern economy (34). Alaska Native
unlike American Indians, could become financially independent and work for the gduw of t
nation by dutifully enacting civilization in the North.

A great deal of Alaska Native history is very precisely elided in these s1jkggire 8].
There is no hint of the harsh disruptions or social and environmental transformations brought on
by Americanization. Rather, what is offered is the suggestion of a flamkaggng of the North
with the United States. Moreover, Benson'’s participation in statehood is limigading as the
territory’s standard barer, missing is the century long legal battleg&etine United States and
Alaska Natives. Even in the many pictures of Benny as an adult, he poses withlpgeiders
not because of his political activity with them, but because he designed tls #iaghild artist.
These images, depoliticized of indigenous concerns, position him as subject to America
governance, not as a political subject of his own authorship.
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This line of inquiry around the Alaska flag raises general questions aboutyheaugre
of flags themselves as cultural symbols. As a text, flags perforitadymo a work of prose or
film in that a flag imposes a shared ideology with intended and unintended mess&geshés
emerging American settler state, the flag also represents thateltsngn of American
governance over the territory. The Alaska flag also stitches a meetindpptwaen the settler
and Alaska indigenous communities. In the creation of Alaska as a state, the synibaied
by Benson in the double meaning of the Dipper and the Great Bear constellatitie tie
numerous Aleut/Alutiigq, Alaska Indians, and Alaska Inuit/Eskimo groups into one abhere
political collective known in American culture as “Alaska Natives.”

In this regard, the flag emerges as an emblem for a double-bound situation of indigenous
peoples of the Alaska region. Can Alaska Natives in fact, as citizens andsutgdoting in a
form of Du Boisian “double consciousness?” Positioned as marginalized stadargi whose
sovereign indigenous collective rights, as covered in chapter four, are continuaiadied by
the nation and state, can the concept of a doubled sight, prove helpful in understanding Alaska
Native cultural polity? Chapter one detailed Native cultural space fownketh the spaces of
the Russian empire. Likewise, United States incorporation of Alaska Nhtings in the
indigenous population through Alaska statehood in exchange for certain freedoms under
American law. This exchange marks the cost of colonization in Alaska for thedBtétes and
represents an indigenous political space that is part of, but also beyond the confines of, the
nation.

Du Bois described the condition of double consciousness for African Americans in the
United States as the “sense of always looking at one’s self through thefeybers, of
measuring one’s soul by the tape of a world that looks on in amused contempt and pity” (2).
Does the Alaska flag embody the politics of an indigenous culture coerbieelght into
perform the maintenance of an ongoing empire? The flag as an indigenous textheralstinct
space of Alaska Natives charting the nation’s future with their own. Thheisate, without
choice, part of the imperial project by not entirely of it. Native American ack@thryn
Shanley asserts that “colonialism and racism produce a double conscioushesspioressed,
Indian people” of North America akin to that of African Americans but based ayeinolis
connections to land which the settler-state occupies (46). Just as Du Bos dmseleness as a
condition based on embodying the two “warring ideals” of “an American” and gaoNvithin
“one dark body,” indigenous peoples of Alaska face an analogous situation based upon
relationships to geography and membership in the nation (5). This double vision, refatred t
times in African American studies as “the caul,” originates in the caSatofes transformed
into either an “Indian,” “Eskimo,” or “Aleut” (racialized) citizens in the WwmitStates, while at
the same time possessing membership (or, better, citizenship) in an indigerexisredtbrmed
through a cultural ground tied to regional geography and an ongoing pre-satiteral heritage.

Correspondingly, the Black Diaspora, Paul Gilroy asserts, finds roots ieGaqupation
with a striking doubleness results from this unique position in an expanded West but not
completely of it;” this, he suggests, “is a definitive characteristibefritellectual history of the
Black Atlantic” (1993 58). The condition of indigenous Doubleness originates in membership in
the settler state, while being culturally and politically beyond it, and is aquieaiion of the
indigenous situation in Alaska. “Double consciousness occurs,” First Nationsnadgkegal
and cultural scholar James Sakej Youngblood Henderson explains, “when the colori#ed ass
that they are human but the dominators reject the assertion and impose theidstasdar
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universal and normal” (64). The Alaska flag illustrates the unification okAal&katives with the
state, whiledepicting the humanness of indigenous culture within the coercive spaces of imperial
governance. indigenous cultural geographies, however, transcend what seem to others as
impenetrable boundaries codified through and implemented with ongoing subjugatidivef Na
culture. In 1927, shortly after Benson’s design won the contest, Tlingit ciitkrigader
William Paul, the sole Alaska Native in the territorial legislatureppsed the law designating
the flag as of the official flag of Alaska. Paul’s description of the flahits importance to the
region, became the inspiration for the song “Alaska’s Flag” by non-NativesNDaake [Figure
8]. The significant aspect of “Alaska’s Flag” is that the lyrics do not mentioriBenny”
Benson. Paul’'s action to recognize the flag as the state positions indigewdagka as non-
oppositional to a formalized settler government. Yet, the lyrics of the song\dgive
participation in the activities of the state.

In 1987, Carol Beery Davis a non-indigenous musician, who had moved to Alaska in
1920, proposed a second verse to the song in an attempt to recognize Benson and Native
culture’s role in the state. The verse, submitted to the state legisha¢uyeyear since 1987,
seeks to include Native cultures in the state polity:

A native lad chose our Dipper's stars

for Alaska's flag that there be no bars

among our cultures. Be it known

through years our natives' past has grown

to share our treasures, hand in hand,

to keep Alaska our Great Land.

We love the northern midnight sky,

our mountains, lakes and the streams nearby;
Our Great North Star with its steady light

will guide our cultures clear and bright

with Nature's flag to Alaskans dear -

The simple flag of a last Frontier. (27th Legislature (2011-2012) Bill Zétkt
Legislature 7-18)

While Davis’ verse seeks to include Jon “Benny” Benson and the region’s indigenous peopl
more broadly, in doing so the piece overlooks the colonial aspect of the state whearshe ref
Alaska as the “Last Frontier.” This is because for the indigenous cult@essks to recognize,
Alaska proves less a frontier than a homeland. The verse then fails to note BenSmrisPaul
efforts to publicly express their doubled position. Over the last 2 deades, thegitédiéole
however, has repeatedly denied adding the verse to the official record. Akska StateSen.
Albert Kookesh testified to the senate that historically all legislatiention the word Native

has “never been passed’ayrakast). He has pointed out to his fellow lawmakers that

If you adopt something like this, it doesn't give the Alaska Native any kind of
advantage in the state, it doesn't make us sovereign, it doesn't give us a heads up
or a leg up on business abilities in the state, it doesn't make us any stronger. But
helps us lift our face just a little bit. In our culture people tell us when you do

good things you lift the face of your people. (Lavrakas 3)
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Kookesh’s statements emphasize the importance of recognizing the Ndtieestdte and

thereby openly discuss the doubleness they face in formal state politicgesaudi peoples.

That is, as he suggests the “the state emblem does not depict any imagesdhlbskans,

who have been here for 10,000 years,” but who have always composed a part of the Alaskan

state polity since the state’s conception (Lavrakas 7).
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Impossible Sovereignty: Suturing Aleut/Alutiiq Cultural Space in the Films Out Ale
History: Alaska Natives in Progressid Aleut Story

We still need to understand why some categories of people fall out of histbbaek
into scarcity more easily than others. Paul Gilroy

This chapter “Impossible Sovereignty” reads the filkbesut Story(2005) andOur Aleut
History: Alaska Natives in Progress (1988) indigenous heritage projects with contrasting
goals. They both cover twentieth-century enslavement, World War Il intetnared United
States citizenship, they do so contrastinglut Storyfocuses on Aleut people as wrongly
treated American citizens alr Aleut History: Alaska Natives in Progrdseks broadly at
Aleut/Alutiig transcolonial history. The chapter comes in response to red¢eiadyg interest in
Aleut and Alutiiq peoples, their history, and their national belonging to the UniggesSThese
films assert an intricate space that centers Aleut/Alutiit ceildumid both Russian and United
States imperial projects.

An example of this cultural landscape can be seen in the very first shetfdifrt Our
Aleut History: Alaska Natives in Progre€986). The film opens with the presentation of a
domestic scene inside the home of an indigenous family on Kodiak Island, Alaska. An adult
woman, Judy Michener, flattens a medium size cardboard box in the kitchen-dirirgj Hre
small home’s main room. She is dressed in a black cotton tee shirt, which reads $Bobby’
Property” along the top front and “registered voter” along the bottom front. A man, whasppea
to be Judy’s husband, “Bobby,” flirts with her as he discusses the money requiepdit a
fishing boat. The camera then turns from the couple and pans the living room, focusing on two
other women and two children playing on a sofa. The television in front of the childres blar
loudly through the house and the rousing din of multiple conversations between the adults and
children foreshadows the polyvocal quality of the film. At first glaider, Aleut Story: Alaska
Natives in Progresappears to be a film concerning domestic relationships in Native American
culture, but as this scene ends the film turns to the complicated articulationggehonas
cultural sovereignty in contemporary Southern Alaska.

As the camera cuts from the living-room, the scene ends with a close-up of Judy
Michener, who stares straight into the camera, speaking hesitantly. “Wisdt deesan to be an
Aleut,” she asks into the camera, perhaps repeating the question to Hensakaring it from
the interviewer, Judy Peterson. Looking into the camera, Michener pauseseataochthen
replies, “I never really gave it any thought. Perhaps surprised by tlme méthe question or that
it had yet to cross her mind anytime before being asked during the makindivhilshe
responds, “| mean, a person is a person regardless of their nationality. | nky¢noaght
about what it means to be an Aleut.” She pauses, smiles, and in an affirming mganéhat
is something to think about.” For Michener, Aleut nationality, expressed in her redpdhe
guestion, and her American nationality, inferred by the viewer through thetéegd voter” t-
shirt, exemplifies the complexity of indigenous politics and culture. “Tribaéghments” based
on the “lower 48" model of the Indian Reorganization Act had yet to be formed in Alagka a
the film’s presentation of Michener’s perceived dual nationality, that of mmtigan “Aleut”
and an “American,” conveys the complexity of indigenous space where gdhticndaries and
aboriginal culture come together seemingly without contradiction.

Judy Peterson produced and direc@ent Aleut Historyas a thesis project for a Bachelor
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of Arts degree in Community Studies at University of California, Santai@ri@86. Then and
now, the film proves a rare glimpse into contemporary Aleut/Alutiiq culture. Siatdime,
other studies have been produced, some by Native people, documenting Aleut/Alutiiq
perspectives, though they are still few in number. A notable project, ehiittdéing Both Ways:
Heritage and Identity of the Alutiiq People of Southern Alaskeoth an exhibit and a
collaborative catalog produced by members of the Alutiig community. Th@gamalblished in
2001 by the University of British Columbia Press, enunciates contemporaiiyg Allity and
culture as a montage of practices and intersecting historical cirewsesthased in Southern
Alaska(3). Providing a broad overview of this understudied commuibdgking Both Ways
blends contemporary accounts of daily life written by Alutiiq people and photograpukuval
artifacts from Southern Alaska and the Kodiak Island region. For example, the book’s
introduction, written by scholar, Alutiiq leader, and University of Alaska psoie&ordon
Pullar, PhD, discusses the meaning of the nAhatiiq. He explains Alutii§ as an inclusive
designation illuminating the intricate histories of a people who have openly edd¢ket‘legacy
of Western contact,” as is apparent in their culture and ancestry (4). The hantgig\
noteworthy in being a direct translation of the Russian term Aleut into the Supgaége of the
South Central Alaskan area. In turn, the term “Aleut” stems from the eightesmtincand was
used by Russian functionaries to cover many culturally distinct aborigmapgin Southwest
Alaska and the Bering-Siberian region. Originally, Russian functions ledragdrtn from
indigenous people when they settled Siberia, where the word originally meanal'chvesller.”
Looking Both Waysxplains that Alutiit people chose to name as to differentiate themselves
from the Unangan, who are also historically referred to as Aleut, and live in sillzcpted on
islands further down the Aleutian chain. Today, depending on one’s personal pesféndiar
explains, the term Aleut, Alutiig, or Supiaq can at times be used interchangdablyame
Alutiig, the Supiaq language pronunciation of the Russian word ‘Aleut,” connects tharRussi
colonial history of the Alutiiq with their present day experience with USiilt

It is important to recognize that Native use of this term implies an indigeaocognition
of the role of colonialism and “contact” in producing the group called Alutiiq. Ass&tikkord
puts it, the term Alutiig signals the continuity of a group that is “reartialiiateew
circumstances, [within] a historical process of emergence” (16). Thisgemee,” for Clifford,
speaks directly to the complicated set of circumstances composing Alutiicectthough his
analysis bypasses a detailed history of the transcolonial subjectexshiathe Alutiiq since
1740. Nonetheless, Clifford’s insightful identification of the cultural ‘rearéitoh’ of Alutiiq
polity, as expressed in th®oking Both Wayproject, covers a complex range of experiences—
what Gordon Pullar describes, akin to Edward Said’s ideas on contrapuntality, axamatri
‘historical events and overlapping criteria.” The complex and diverse ongilsitiiq culture
cannot be easily homogenized by overarching narratives of either the indigenous or
anthropological kind (95 2001). While the term Alutiiq resonates for this Alaskad\atople
in giving voice to the complexity and diversity of a group formation and emphasizes the long
entanglements of this “people” with colonial and other forms of Western “cgrteeterm has
grated against current notions about race and indigeneity in the United Statesxhtiith a
marked preference for indigenous peoples to downplay their colonial heritaged, as tveir
globally connected ancestries.

In fact, the presentation of Alutiiq culture as a product of ‘Western contacattrasted
the attention of scholars other than Clifford. In a critique of Clifford’s readirigeLooking
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Both Way9roject and of Aleut/Alutiiq cultural heritage more generally, anthropokfistson
H. H. Graburn and Naomi Leite-Goldberg claim that the Alutiit as an aboriginaiheinity is
essentially disingenuous. They argue that the Alutiiq are a “scattesptémé mixed Sugpiaq,
Russian, Scandinavian, and other European ancestry,” “most of whom until recently thought of
themselves as ‘Americans™ (25). (This, of course, contradicts the evigeesented in the
Michener interview conducted years earlier when she spoke on film about beind\leifi
and “American” without contradiction.) For Graburn and Leite-Goldberg, 4lataims to an
aboriginal culture are dubious because of an impurely aboriginal bloodlinegrihegther a
product of Russian, European, and United States colonialism. Additionally, theytloai
Alutiig willingly accepted citizenship and American nationality in 1924 withoutgstot
(Graburn and Leite-Goldberge however fail to mention the Alaska Indiam,Assid indigenous
Eastern Eurasian ancestral heritage of many Alutiiq people.) Thejied&Vestern contact,”
for Graburn and Leite-Goldberg, leaves the Alutiig community representexbking Both
Wayswith insufficient grounds for a rightful claim to an indigenous culture or peoplehood.

Clifford had earlier described nineteenth-century Aleut/Alutiiq involvemeriten t
Russian American company at the Metini village, the site of Fort Rosaiahis now
California (see Chapter One). Clifford here made clear the suph-i@velling, and networked
nature of Alutiiq society and culture. His reading of this history, noting the ityapdi=ort
Ross’ residents were Aleut, demonstrates the deep involvement of indigenous eople fr
Southern Alaska in building “geopolitical space”—a space centered in St. Pejeasdur
predating the United States in California (1997 343). It comes as no surprisehahéme t
“legacies of Western contact” are apparent in Aleut/Alutiiq culture andet/Alutiiq people
themselves. Aleut/Alutiig accounts are profoundly inconsistent with Graburneated L
Goldberg’s renderings of their history.

Clifford does not argue that the Alutiiq have been a “tribe” or some other fa(mlidS
federal Indian law and politics) kind of an IRA-based government. In fact,dokibg Several
Ways,” Clifford understands the category Alutiiq as a post-Alaska N@taiens Settlement Act
(1971) product. But the point of his observations is that he sees the indigenous roots of this
“modern” Alaska Native group, “mixed” as it is with heritages from non-intbge peoples, as
no less “authentic” (he avoids that criterion in speaking of indigenous peoples(beta
change, mixture, and, as he describes it, perpetagiculation. Clifford’s earlier ‘Fort Ross
Meditations’ essay connects Alutiiq culture and history to Russian colonialigra @ighteenth
and nineteenth centuries and to American incorporation in the nineteenth and twentgties.
“Fort Ross Mediations,” written well before “Looking Several Ways,” sh@nseburn and Leite-
Goldberg’s assertion of Alutiig culture as “an anchoring identity for people wopsty
lacked a sense of belonging to a coherent group” to be curiously at odds with histariéa} fac
documenting the Russian colonial history in the Americas in which Aleut/Alutiiq péapdd
enslavement, internment, arranged marriages, and compulsory incorporatidmeifiRigssian
imperial state over 250 years ago, Clifford gives us a very differentstaddmg (one
consistent with the thinking of contemporary Alutiiq people themselves) of thei¢asibepth
of this modern Alaska Native community (2004 25).

Graburn and Leite-Goldberg’s argument that the Aleut/Alutiiq are rooted ra#ésed,”
incoherent population who in previous allegedly considered themselves as “Amgriuat
Natives, raises the question of why global histories tied with indigenousnesminelilative
claims in the United States (Biolsi 240). This problem relates to the broastiogquof why the
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familiar and imposed trope of indigenous hybridity in the modern-state res@matag scholars
with such a degree of popularity? This is perhaps due to the birth of the New Raigher

late 1960s, which drove many scholars, writers, and activists toward explouag efSdentity
and away from straight forward political practices. To his dismay, Vine @elbr found
interests in this subject “completely counter productive” to the enunciatiodigénous
sovereignty (Philip Deloria 2007). So why do ahistoric conversations about indigenowstyybr
circulate in the academy and why have Graburn and Leite-GoldbergtoHesel such an
argument on the indigenous people the nation‘sstate? To begin to sketch out an answer to
that question one must consider the desire of a non-indigenous population to isolate indigenous
people into a variegated form of national cultural citizenship, in which non-indigendasssett
claim responsibility for the construction and maintenance of the nation in hopes ofgdeny
historical Native participation. The nation’s progress can be attributexdedg & non-indigenous
triumph.

However, the obligatory inclusion of Alaska Natives into the United States phbty; t
reality of Native sovereignty in Alaska (and elsewhere in the US) imite@dedness in an
inescapable settler colonialism (see Chapter Two). By necessityigAartns of belonging must
coexist with settler forms of belonging and for scholars to deny indigenous rootslageheity
to the Alutiiq because they interacted with settlers is profoundly unobservaetlofed realities
of indigenous people over the past 500 years. The two films examined in this cDapt&igut
History: Alaska Natives in Progresy Kodiak Native flmmaker Judy Peterson (1986) and
Aleut Story(2005), written and directed by Marla Williams and in part funded by Alaska
Natives, contend with the issues surrounding the problems aboriginal people face aedppres
sovereign peoples with intact cultures and as marginalized citizenslef skites.

This chapter, responds to both Clifford’s claim about Aleut/Alutiiq cultural
‘rearticulation’ and Graburn and Leite-Goldberg’s dismissal of Alutiiqndeof indigeneity by
connecting Russian colonial history and United States internment of Nativeg @orld War
Il to present day Aleut/Alutiiq society and culture while arguing fargitimate, although
complex, Alutiiq indigeneity. The aim is to recognize a distinctlygedous Aleut/Alutiiq
cultural experience within the histories of both Russian and United States goeesindnc
occupationOur Aleut History for example, connects present day Aleut/Alutiiq cultural space
with nineteenth-century Aleut/Alutiiq history in California. The Aledtitg willingness to
recognize culturally the legacy of contact in present day public life coagdi¢amiliar notions
of indigenous sovereignty as a matter of socially- and culturalledlaad bounded groups,
incarcerated (as Trinh Minh-ha would say) on their “reservation” or “homel&sdtiese films
show, indigenous people have always been deeply involved in the affairs of the workdehowe
coerced that involvement has been. Theking Both Wayproject becomes a contestation of
the averted eye by allowing non-Alutiig people to read into their Duboisean secbnd sig

This chapter explores Clifford’s notion of Alutiiq cultural “rearticulationarder to
shed light on the meaning of culture itself and how it is that Alutiiq people avedias indeed
“rearticulating” a culture in an unique way. Importantly, the term ‘cultdegiotes a host of
meanings all of which vie to explain Alutiiq “emergence.” For example, Matth@old, in
Culture and Anarchyrelates culture to an “inward operation” producing “the best which has
been thought and said” (Arnold 6). This way of understanding ‘culture’ functiongdinio
Edward Said’s use of the term as both “a concept that includes a refining élentaiing the
paramount artistic achievements of a community, and “a sort of theater walniengs political
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and ideological causes engage one another” (Said xiii). Said’s understandirtyief departs
slightly from Arnold’s view, and suggests that culture may be an “elevatadénctivity in
which [the people] ‘truly’ belong and in which [the people] did their really importamnk’iv
(Said xiv). In the case of Aleut/Alutiiq in the twentieth-century, an appatgdoncept of culture
must avoid being, as Said suggests, “antiseptically quarantined from its wdiilctians”

(Said xiv).

If culture possesses ‘worldly affiliations’ inherently, then everyuealteven indigenous
ones, must have interactions with the outside world. Understanding the fluid naturem@sgult
Renato Rosaldo, i@ulture and Truth: The Remaking of Social Analysieposes a processual
definition in which “culture lends significance to human experience by sejectim and
organizing it,” so that culture consists in “the forms through which people make se¢hs# of
lives...” (Rosaldo 26). In other words, Rosaldo suggests that culture is a procesk thinozig
communities organize their understanding of themselves concrete hissdtesibns. In a
related theory of culture, Arjun Appadurai,Modernity at Largeunderstands culture as a
naturalization of “differences that have been mobilized to articulate a gtenfity” (Appadurai
15). Articulated difference, however, can only be established thimargtections with that
which is outside the imagined boundaries of the given cullire problem in reading
articulated difference, in this sense, becomes knowing where to draw théhdéihdsstinguish
one “group formation” from another. indigenous communities, targets of oppression, genocide,
and displacement, have hardly been in the position to construct forms of identéydhuake the
colonizers. It is precisely their forced inclusion in colonialism and empitéstkize common
experience of indigenous peoples, and any theory of indigeneity that does gatzedtbis
forced entanglement is hopelessly ideological and non-empirical.

This chapter argues that examining Aleut/Alutiiq culture will contribota broader
understanding of indigenous sovereignty as it exists in reality-independent iobdbdm
ideological, political, and legal models in the US. Although it may seem counteviafioit an
indigenous group to foreground and articulate its colonial history, it is a powssgirtian of
indigenous sovereignty, of indigenous self-determination. As political theoresaRa Alfred
writes, many “discussions of indigenous sovereignty are founded on a particulag refadi
history that serves to undergrid internal colonization;” indigenous nations, bewfahe
ongoing colonial situation, are prone to engage in a certain degree of mutchlkivex
boundary-marking, analogous to the mutually exclusive space of nation-stagesgdace by
the settler-states (33). The Aleut/Alutiiq use of cultural history fwese internal colonial
structures by proclaiming a more complex, worldly space beyond the pure groupinguafly-
exclusive categories of nation and tribe. The Aleut/Alutiit are simuwiasig part of the United
States political body and indigenous sovereigns. To see Aleut/Alutiiq histtmgtast a
“scattered” group of people without a shared history is to miss the signdicdticeir historical
assertions for our understanding of indigeneity in general. The&QfUmAleut History for
instance, tracks Aleut/Alutiig presence across the Pacific Rim, indgheiés of Russian and
United States empires. Similarkleut Storylocates aboriginality in American Aleut internment,
and the tensions of belonging in the United States, during World War 11, both glohgdges
activities.

From depicting Judy Michener’s thoughts about Aleut nationality (discussed at the
beginning of this chapterur Aleut Historygoes on to investigate Aleut notions of belonging
and cultural history through the “legacies of Western contact” in Russianalgonand United
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States expansion. As expressed in Chapter One, parallel to James'€ld&scription of Aleut
engagement in California in “Fort Ross Mediatio@(ir Aleut Historyuncovers a similar past
through personal interviews with Aleut/Alutiiq people in both present day Califanua\laska.
The film traverses the North American section of the Pacific Rim, riengjsain Aleut/Alutiit
cultural geography formed before United States presence in the Nortlt Radifihe Gulf of
Alaska. Filmmaker Judy Peterson provides a voice-over narration guiding e ¥iem her
present home in Watsonville near Santa Cruz, California, to her childhood home in Alitak, a
small fish camp along the shores of Moser Bay on the south end of Kodiak Island. As she
recounts her family’s travels throughout the Pacific Rim, the film affamexpansive
Aleut/Alutiig cultural history created in the nineteenth-century. In factivieatieth-century
journey through American empire, from the Kodiak archipelago to Californtegnmin many
ways that of the nineteenth-century Aleut/Alutiiq experiences during gptisa for the
Russian American Company.

An Impossible Sovereignty

The film Aleut Story (2005)ritten and directed by Marla Williams and produced by
multiple Alaska Native agencies, situates Aleut/Alutiiq history withmamtage of interviews
with Native people about the recent padeut Storydeals specifically with the history of Aleut
internment by the United States government during World War IRl&st Storyexplores this
unjust treatment, it unravels an expansive history of oppression taking placetbefa@@time
American-Aleut removal from villages and subsequent internment along titeaipaie’ of
southeastern Alaska, near the Jesse Lee Home mission school where John Beesoy’
designed the flag two decades earlier. As the film honors the victims’ lesugygd argues for
reparations, it also details the history of Aleut enslavement during the Rpssiad in the
1700s. Aleut enslavement continued for nearly eighty years after the Unitesl Stathase of
Alaska in 1867. The films read in this chapter offers an Aleut/Alutiiq commentary cultoeal
challenges of the transition from Russian to United States rule.

Both Our Aleut HistoryandAleut Storyoffer unique narratives about Aleut American
experience in the context of Russian and United States activities in the BetiNgih Pacific
Rim regionsOur Aleut Historyprovides an intimate overview of American and Russian colonial
history through the perspective of the filmmaker’s journey. The filmmales ingerviews with
her relatives and friends to corroborate her experiences as an Alutiiq pdesdrStoryargues
that Aleut people are unequivocally part of the American national citizenrytiyrnpterned by
their government, as well as ancient immigrants to the Americas. In theypbdfavrongful
confinement, those interviewed for the film recount generations of ntiseaaat the hands of
both Russian and United States governméis.Aleut Historyallows for the expansion of
notions of belonging to global histories, likéut Story through an intimate view of the
complications brought about by Russian and US imperial projects.

Despite their differences, bofleut StoryandOur Aleut Historyfocus on the
relationship Native Alaskans have with the United States, and yet depnistibvécal processes
of colonialism in divergent ways. Though the films present national citizenship amdatol
subjectivity as inseparable aspects of the aboriginal mosaic of AleuidiAdutture, they do so
distinctly. Aleut Storynarrates the internment as central to American Aleut subjectivitiess not a
simply a moment in a longer colonial histoBur Aleut History,opening upon a candid moment
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for an extended family in their home, locates the legacy of Western contactangensd
community historiesAleut Story conversely, focuses on internment confinement during the war
as a commanding experience in Aleut/Alutiiq culture.

Moreover,Aleut Storyuses interviews with Aleut internees as a starting point for an
examination of citizenship and wartime internment. Wi@ue Aleut Historyturns to personal
experience to distill broader histories in order to construct a broad Aleutatidovereignty,

Aleut Storylooks directly at the internment as a national travesty. Moreover, thalatie Story
suggests the film composes a totalized account of Aleut history. By emphdbaingtatus as
part of American history and society the film explains how the federalrgaoent violated the
US citizenship rights of Aleuts during the war by razing their villagesfarcibly removing
them from their community.

From the onset, there is a depiction of Aleut people as United States citizens a cl
initially made by narrator Martin Sheen (Cuban-American), remarkinggifilth’s beginning
that “the Aleuts of Alaska would experience [World War 1] as few other Asaps.” The
greatest threat to Aleut survival, the film claims, was not “invading Japéress” in the North
Pacific and the Aleutian Islands, but “the country Aleuts pledged allegianttestOnited States
of America.” Interestingly, the “few” other Americans citizensonexperienced World War 1l
like Aleut people were, in fact, Japanese and Japanese Americans living intdte&1aies. At
the time, the federal government agency called the War Relocation Au(vgRt) also
removed people from their homes and forcibly interned entire communities froratalcoa
“military exclusion zone” because the government saw them as a potemaltthnational
security during the war.

Aleut Storydraws a clear distinction between Aleut people and Japanese nationals by
comparing the “invading” Japanese, including people of Japanese descent in the tdtetedtS
the time, as national enemies, but Aleut people as wrongly-treated US cilihensleut, under
the control of the United States territorial authority in Alaska, had not datidbe chosen to
become members in the United States, but instead the nation extended territdeis boer
their communities and they were declared to be citizens in 1924 by the Indiam€htz Act
(43 U.S. Stats. At Large, Ch. 233, p. 253 [1924]). Japanese and Japanese-Americans in the
United States, on the other hand, faced the experience of oppression in the contiguous United
States during World War 1l because of an ancestral tie to Japan. Hist@eaNdai in
Impossible Subjects: lllegal Aliens and the Making of Modern Amatisausses the concept of
an “impossible subject” when referring to the experience of the interned Sa@areJapanese
Americans during the war. An “impossible subject,” Ngai writes, is a ¢pengho cannot be”
included in the American political body because they are seen as a “prbhlerarinot be
solved” regarding the national culture in which they reside (5). The impossitie stalapanese
and Japanese-American national subjects in the war may have seemeabketoae to many in
the US. Ngai discusses how American photographer Ansel Adams toured the Manzanar
Relocation Center, an internment camp, populated by Japanese legal residespsuaesi]
American internees, capturing their likenesses on camera. While photogragbinees as he
toured a camp, Adams announced the incarceration as “only a detour on the road to American
citizenship,” for the individuals held against their will by the United Stégsi(178-79). Did
Adams understand that the impossibility presented by the Japanese and JapaneaasAmer
could be managed only through forced internment and relocation, or that the release from t
camp and integration into US culture were inevitable despite the internmertrziiReg, Aleut
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people, like the Japanese-Americans in the camps, held full legal citizensisgoedore their
wartime confinement.

The story of Aleut American internment explicates notions of national citiggersut it
also complicates the understandings of Aleut aboriginality in relationshe tdrtited States.
The incorporation of Alaska Natives, the Alaska Indian, Aleut, and North Ameri¢amdand
Inuit, into the national polity in 1924 produced a perceived impossible sovereignty Alabkh
Natives retained aboriginal cultures (and arguably, aboriginal @lgredating the nation, but
they also became national citizens under law. While, in the view of the United §asrnment
during the war, Japanese and Japanese-Americans living in the WestedhSiaiés could be
confined because of their perceived ancestral heritage, the government conduied Al
Americans both because of their ancestral otherness and also because af-thgavehan
relationship the government imposed upon aboriginal communities. Unlike JapaneseaAs)eri
Aleut Americans have their homelands held “in trust” by the United Statesseeof this ward-
guardian relationship.

The citizenship imposed on Aleut, impaired though it is by the ward-guardian
relationship, signifies the limits of Aleut aboriginal autonomy and their obligatational
belonging in the US—particularly during the first three-quarters afwbkatieth-century. But
this “citizenship” was not the same kind of citizenship enjoyed by white m#jzes the primary
goal of extending citizenship to Native Alaskans was incorporation, not equalitye M&tive
Alaskans may have thought of themselves as citizens, the actions of a vgartienement
proved their citizenship to be tenuous. The Navy relocated the Aleut residentsgafsvitha
abandoned buildings along the Alaska panhandle. Without the means to support themselves and
without proper survival equipment, such as blankets and cookware, the suffering wasasignifi
In fact, the German soldiers held as prisoners of war nearby receivettéartteatment then the
incarcerated Aleut “citizensAleut Storyrecalls the “700 Nazi prisoners of war,” less than one
hundred miles away, who “were eating regular meals, sleeping in warnamedsceiving
regular medical care. The United States interned American Alewdr@tizecause of their
aboriginality, while German soldiers who fought against the nation fared mofertably in
Prisoner of war camps, even though they presented an actual and direct threat torthe nat
unlike Japanese Americans and American Aleuts.

Not only are there similarities between the nation’s treatment of AameAteut,

Japanese legal residents, and Japanese-American citizens, the Atmdnhfellows a long

history of national subjugation of the region’s indigenous peoples. The foroceub&va of the
Choctaw and Cherokee from their homelands (1831) and the Long Walk of the Navajo (1864)
are two such examples of earlier removals the United States forced uporakmedian
communities. Though the previous forced American Indian removals are typicalghtraias
movements of “national” peoples from a homeland, the internment of the Americanasleut
depicted inAleut Storyis a tale of an imprisonment of fellow United States citizens, not of a
national other embodying a timely threat to national security. Yet, at tbettim United States
found the rights and liberties of American Aleut citizenshpossibledue to their status as an
indigenous cultural group.

Aleut Storydescribes the racial dividing practice the United States implemented on the
indigenous community when deciding who would be placed in the camps. Gert Hope Svarny,
who was a child at the time she was taken to the Burnett Inlet Duration Caopbee how she
and her mother “were evacuated out of [their village]” and how her “fathedrtbgb because
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he was white{Aleut Story)Sheen narrates, “Aleuts had intermarried with Caucasians for nearly
two centuries],] but officials adopted a blood-quantum rule: Anyone of 1/8th or more native

blood was compelled to ship out immediately.” At the moment of internment, the aughoritie
examined the individual’'s genealogy and applied the method of blood quantum to determine who
would go to the distant detention camps. Leaving Svarny’s father to be evacoudied t

contiguous United States, she and her mother forever lost contact with him the moment they
boarded the navy ship, relocating them to the camp.

The reason the United States evacuated the Aleuts from their villages involved the
nation’s activities in the Pacific Theater of World War II. On June 3 1942, the Japisines
Force bombed the town of Dutch Harbor on Amaknak Island, causing 78 “American” deaths,
damaging the harbor, and capturing three hostages. Because of this, the tatéetdejan
debating whether or not to evacuate Aleuts for their own safety from theitid Island
villages, since the Japanese had previously taken 42 prisoners from Attu during thgétiooc
According to historian Ryan Madden, the evacuation of the Aleut occurred befemgant
officials would adequately confer with the residents of the many villagadd®h also notes that
after a thorough investigation, the United States believed no racism wasedendhe decision
to relocate the people. However, villager Alice Petravilli, appearing in doth fliscussed in
this chapter, disagreed with the United States’ official findings (Heeajance in both films,
having been made twenty years apart, signify her importance as aldelwaier). She
remembers that she was ordered to raze her village, except for three hotree Ntaaty ordered
80 people to occupy together (60). For her, this action is proof to the nation’s “raest” int
toward the Aleut.

Once the over 800 people had been removed from their respective villages on the many
islands, they were placed in unprepared and mostly dilapidated facilitiésd@essoutheastern
Alaska. The evacuation and relocation is commonly referred to as an “intéfradue to the
lack of preparation on the part of the United States, but it can also can be seen asmmagds
of a people without their welfare in mind. At the camps they were housed in weexlG8a
wilderness miles away from the town of Juneau. Those at the camp possessedatmaradnt
their whereabouts or any transportation to relocate to a populated area. In tigoeetimment
allowed many Aleuts to live and work in nearby towns like Juneau by providing trangportat
and by arranging employment opportunities.

While some internees made new homes in Southeastern Alaska, the nation returned other
villagers to the razed villages due the economics of the sea otter pelSirackethe purchase of
Alaska, US business interests had relied on unpaid Aleut labor to harvest peltsiicgrtie
nineteenth-century Russian American Company’s practice of Aleut comseriphe workers
were falsely told that the pelts were going to assist American twlog@s they were, of course,
being sold on the open market.

Impossible Interrelations

Far from being considered a mixed group, as Graburn and Leite-Goldberg arb@42 i
the Aleut/Alutiiq were inescapably Native. That was the reason that theyobilieir white
relatives, were removed from the villag@¢eut Storyrecounts how at the time of internment the
United States applied a racial system guided by theories of hypodesceagrimo divide the
Aleut community. Those who seem to Graburn and Leite-Goldberge to be composed of a
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scattered group of people in the present, during the war found themselves targets siveppres
systems due to their very lineage, even with almost negligible Native “bloocaqudatv sixty
years after the internment, the present day racial culture of hypantiéscgetermining
indigeneity contrasts directly with the employment of hypodescent in dgfimino was Aleut
during World War 1. As a result of this policy for identifying Aleuts, M8sarny’s “family was
never again together, never agaiAfgut Story. Thus,Aleut Storyreveals how the United States
formulated an Aleut racial subject through an evacuation policy. Their Amédtaenship”
was brushed aside on the basis of their inherent aboriginality, a common indigepetsnce
seemingly impossible for Graburn and Leite-Goldberge to grasp. This showed how the
government was, of course, aware that Aleuts identified themselves on the bamsdéd
family membership—thus non-Natives who were married to Aleuts were unpiaidaly
Aleut. But the US overrode this “sovereign” definition of the Aleut by enforcingadbl
guantum criterion, forcibly breaking up families and the Aleut community .ifEki§ was a
chance for the US to work toward extinguishing indigenous ties altogetheeddyirg up Aleut
families, since these extended families were constituent parts of aatuhitrand polity. In this
regard, biopolitical regulation through imposed racial categories upon Aleut jremolmes
increasingly important to the telling 8feut Story A person’s “biological” indigenous heritage
became an important concern to the nation. The indigenous culture, its relatiosteddtand its
domestic structure, became a focal point in the continued oppression of Aleut, regdrtiiiess
US “citizenship.” Foucault, in regard to state interests in the familiddeaslS did in this
removal, argues: “the point is to register how those who ran a racializedrsdateeir reformist
institutions understood their relation between family and polity, affect anacpbdliFoucault,
894). The Aleut family structure in wartime, for the film, embodies a form aftAdelture itself
and thus the imposition of blood quantum sought to eliminate the indigenous connections for the
purpose of ending the indigenous presence of American Aleut people on the islands.
Aleut/Alutiig peoples previously experienced biopolitical regulation in the Russigpire,
where children of Russian functionaries and indigenous women were termed “Krdtdi (M
312), reflecting a Russian racial culture, rather than some indigenous andergtof ‘mixture.’
In contrast Japanese and Japanese-Americans became targets$ ofpaession by the
United States using blood quantum to measure the degree of ancestry connecestetnya
nation at war with the United States. While Japanese and Japanese-Antwntans to suffer
racial oppression in the United States long after the war ended, having timeg afainjust
treatment reparated by Congresss, their impossible citizenship has contioubeé present.
Similarly, an Aleut/Alutiiq sovereignty continues to challengéeetolonialism into the
twenty-first century. For example, the litigation between Leisnoi,dndncorporated (under the
provisions of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act [ANCSA], 1971, Publc $2-203)
Alutiig village, on Woody Island, across from Kodiak Island and non-Native raaciger
schoolteacher Omar Stratman have lasted 33 years. Woody Island, a milecawv&pdiak,
was the arguing that allocating the land to the Leisnoi Corporation, to which batbrGPullar
and | are shareholders in, through the ANCSA infringed on his right of access to @udblic |
Stratman sought to decertify Leisnoi as an ANCSA village corporatiogedtter. Stratman’s
guest led to the Supreme Court who refused to hear the case (Stratman, Omaray). iBala
2009. Seeking to decertify Leisnoi as an ANCSA corporation, Stratman’s gak$b léhe
Supreme Court, which refused to hear the &sgman, Omar V. Salazar 2009. The Appeals
Court decision stands, upholding the right of the village to exist as an ANCSA carpanaiine
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face of longstanding local opposition to Alutiig claims to aboriginality.

Interestingly, the fates of resident Japanese and Japanese Americangnanhaed,
and that of Native Americans, on the other, would cross again in the wake of World War
Dillon Myer, a “former bureaucrat from the department of agriculture” wilosleaved as the
administrator in charge of the War Relocation Authority (the organization nnepitng the
Japanese internment and relocation), was subsequently appointed as head of thefBurea
Indians Affairs (Ng 38). In this new position, offered by President Truman, Myentoutffect
a relocation program for American Indians that had certain noteworthi{efmaveth on the
relocation of resident Japanese and Japanese Americans during the War (PhijeBa8hi
Utah Senator Arthur Watkins championed policies that fostered the “teromhafitribes by
ending their federal recognition as sovereign entities and ending fedstaksponsibilities for
Indians and tribes. Historian Kenneth Philp describes Meyer as discouragidgmnese
cultural activities in the interment camps. Later when he administer&ltieau of Indian
Affairs he avoided meeting with American Indian people (48). Philp writes Ky
increasingly isolated himself from Indians because he disliked anitiarsd lacked the ability to
carefully consider differences in view point. He also wanted to work on long-ramgi@ation
programming without interruption” (12). It was just this type of exclusion ofvgteople from
participation in policy formulation, Philp argues, that eventually led to the fafufe
termination policy. “By refusing to bring tribal leaders into policy makKiRinilp writes, “both
President Truman and Commissioner Myer lost a historic opportunity to advaneeisieeot
self-determination” (13). In other words, by isolating himself from Ameriodrans, Myer
failed to understand the actual needs of the nation’s indigenous peoples.

By framing American-Aleuts as part of the natidtgut Storycompels the recognition of
the similarities of the experiences between American-Aleut and Japameseans during
World War Il. Just as Japanese American were impossible subjects,iis tdgas, the Aleut
collectively lived in impossible sovereignty. Neither the US citizenshifapnese Americans
nor the aboriginal sovereignty of the Aleut could be reconciled with an Americamaleim
and its inherent white superiorityleut Storyalso forces us to take seriously the parallels
between Germany’s Holocaust and US internment of citizens on the basis eindiéfgin race,
national origin, and aboriginality. Although Germany’s genocide of targeteghgmwas far more
violent that the US internment of its own citizens, both rely on faulty cultural naisfoase and
biological origin.

Suturing Sovereign Spaces

Aleut/Alutiig people have historically experienced empire from both the Eashand t
West and in doing so have found themselves adorned with various monikers. The very title of the
film Our Aleut History: Alaska Natives in Progressiphasizes the merging of aboriginal
subjectivity Our Aleu) with the legal United States label “Alaska Native,” a general umbrella
term for Alaska Eskimo, Alaska Indian, and American-Aleut, formallytutsid with ANCSA in
1971. As announced in the first phrase of the title, “Our Aleut History,” the film incluges
United States Aleut experiences, while the second phrase of the titlekdMasives in
Progress,” points to the modern experience of Alaska Natives in the United Stat&gnTinks
the histories of Russian and American colonialisms with contemporary Aletiigative
culture in villages in the Kodiak area and other sites in the Aleutian chain. Thadgnfocuses
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on what could be called an equilibrium of power relations, albeit inherently hierdsehaeen
Natives and the West (5). This fraught relationship maintains indigenoustsuitigs in a
“narrative of imagined Native geographies” that enunciate a form of songréigyond full
inclusion in the American national form, but that includes colonial heritages and kistorie
displacement (Biolsi 359). Through the combination of “Aleut history” with the developshent
“Alaska Natives” during United States expansion, the filmmaker Petersamestihe wound of
colonialism by undoing the erasure of Aleut/Alutiiq history.

After the Michener segment, the film cuts to an interview with Irene C&yldiak
Native and mother of five children, sitting at a light colored, wooden kitchen talteninof an
electric range and a small kitchen window in the town of Kodiak’s Aleutian Home
development. Coyle, darting her eyes as she talks, says, “[i]f Is@&leat object, | don't think |
could identify it. That's how lost we are.” The film then moves to a scene did/@iympic
walking through a neighborhood in the village of Igiugig, located in SouthwestasikalThe
scene is accompanied by a voiceover by Olympic confessing, “I never did know wmcmyr
mother...she didn’t really ever tell us anything, she only told us ‘The stronguiive for the
Aleut.” For Irene Coyle finds the Aleut cultural past unidentifiable, amdfartha Olympic
Aleut heritage exists in having the strength to survive Russian and Amedlmmialism. In
other words, sharing a history of colonial subjection proves an imperative aspect of
contemporary Aleut culture. In fact, this sequence of the film illuminatespttof
Aleut/Alutiig culture denied in the colonial imaginary—such as Graburn and-Galdberge’s
insistence upon an authentic criterion for identifying who is Native and who is not—bist éha
concrete and shared part of actual Aleut/Alutiiq lived subjectivity. The indiviggahciliation
of this double subjectivity is never guaranteed, of course. Thus, Judy Micheres loca
contradiction between being a registered American voter and being an Aleumhaaf
“nationality,” while Irene Coyle sees Kodiak Island Natives as unabbetdify an Aleut
cultural object upon presentation. These seemingly divergent personal expdoemcasarger
Aleut/Alutiig culture the film seeks to convey to the viewer.

After the brief Martha Olympic segment, the film moves to a montage of disd@ack
grainy photographs over which the flmmaker Judy Peterson reads a poem about her
grandmother Matrona. “Grandma Matrona, wife of an Aleut Chief, had hair as blask,ashe
reads, “skin as soft as duck feathers and a heart as tender as sprihghairsads as the
camera steadies on a black and white photo of a woman, presumably Grandma Matrona, in a
seated position turned toward the camera. Cutting from the photograph, the cameraute=n foc
on a contemporary topographic map of Alaska. Peterson reads, “Only small planes s&nd boat
could carry us to her home on the Island of Kodiak Bears to the small fishing villAfjeakf’

As Peterson continues to read the poem, a drawing of a Kodiak Bear imposed over a map of
Kodiak Island changes into a series of photographs of Peterson as a childratinihye These
images are followed by historical drawings of Kodiak islanders, anlliyfm@age of small
technical photographs, presumably of Native faces with a letter beneath eamragbtat The
poetic narration reads as follows:

| was born and raised on Kodiak Island, Alaska
Until  was 12

And no one ever told me about my Aleut ancestors
Who lived for 8000 years
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On the 900 mile long Aleutian chain

No one told me that at one time there were 20,000 Aleuts
The tradition of basket weaving

Hunting from biadarka

Dressing in seal gut parkas

Of wearing tattoos

And bone ornaments and beautiful hats

And | wonder why none told me about my Aleut ancestors
And why grandma Matrona went to sleep and never woke up.

Peterson's narration over the series of photos binds the previous two intervietwsrtoget
when she poses the question, “I wonder why no one ever told me about my Aleut ancestors.”
Each person interviewed before the poem revealed the cultural experiermaiaik Katives in
relation to imperial history by unraveling the discontinuities with the imaige past introduced
by colonialism. The gendered narratives (all subjects are women up to this &R the
politics of indigeneity within the frame of United States and Russian hiftetgrson asks,

“why grandma Matrona went to sleep and never woke up,” an image that embodies tfe los
personal and collective history among contemporary Aleut/Alutiiq.

Our Aleut Historyuses the historical linkages of multiple colonial projects to map a grand
cultural space, traveling through Aleut experience prior and subsequent toitihe States
presence. Beginning with a description of her family's twentieth-centuvg fnom Kodiak,

Alaska, to Santa Cruz, California, the filmmaker links historical Aleut culgpace to US
contemporary culture. Peterson finds herself only one hundred and fifty miles schahsivé tof
present day Fort Ross State Park in Sonoma County, California, where hesrangested

under the rule of the Russian American company. “We left Alaska,” sheesrita¢cause my
mom was drinking herself to death,” as the film displays a photograph of her motheg/zoldin
guitar, with Judy and her brother Tom as children in the background. The film cuts to an
interview with Peterson’s mother, Vonnie Canavarro, who sits beside a collectiofsafrdohe
side and a round table on the other. “I started drinking in 1964, after the big Alaska da&thqua
and tidal wave,” Canavarro explains, “because when there were tremorg,readlgenervous;”
alcohol addiction had spread throughout the communities on Kodiak Island and taken the lives of
her friends. The films asserts that the Black Friday Earthquake of 1964 bestessar for the
legacies of colonialism on the island. Sociologist Teresa Evans Campbslthettaboriginal
communities who have endured a succession of devastating events can relive trgse ihist
seemingly unrelated waystressorgan trigger emotional responses to histories of colonial
trauma (318). For many villagers, the horrific experience of living throlghidal wave

reopened wounds of the unresolved trauma associated with Russian and United $tagds col
entanglement.

Our Aleut Historythen turns from the connections between alcohol and the devastation of
the earthquake to a scene with the camera hovering over a map of Kodiak that higigights
villages on the island. Peterson says, “We left Kodiak Island in 1968,” and arrivedtanCSaz
California to find an unfamiliar life. But she surprisingly discovers that hegsiors, inhabited
Northern California over a century before her presence in California, and tcomederstand
Aleut/Aluttiig geography in a way completely different from the way shaeuostood it in
Kodiak. “I had learned later,” she says as the film displays a drawingroRBss in the former
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Metini village in the nineteenth-century, overlooking the Pacific Oceart, thkaRussians had
taken some Aleuts to California to build a settlement at Fort Ross.” She uncovevaHemily
diaspora by following previous Islander travels to Northern California undeidusuthority.

In fact, Judy Peterson’s journey parallels a tale of one particular wooketfodiak
employed by the Russian American company in California in the nineteentinrg. A man
canonized by the Russian Orthodox Church as St Peter the Aleut was possibiyt aelattae
of Peterson herself. This young man from Kodiak, born with the name Chunagnagqgrbani
color purplein Alutiig, was baptized as Peter in the Orthodox Church after being captured by the
Spanish in California in 1815. An account given by Simeon Yanovsky, a former priegtdivi
Spruce Island near Kodiak at the time and authdihefLife of Saint Herman of Alaska,
provides documentary confirmation of the events leading to the Martyrdom ot&t.tRe
Aleut. “On another occasion | was relating to him [Father Herman] how the Bpanis
California had imprisoned fourteen Aleuts, and how the Jesuits,” he writes, “weregfall of
them to accept the Catholic Faith” (88). The captured hunters refused to convehdiciSe,
which caused the Spanish to condemn the Natives to death by torture. The Spanish soldiers
allegedly mutilated Peter, but Yanovsky attests that the young man “entiuaed rmly
repeated one thing: ‘I am a Christian,” eventually passing away from a los®df (89).
Allegedly, the Spanish soldiers planned to inflict the same treatment upors Preted
Kykhklai Ivan, another Kodiak Islander, but set the man free after they weredtdestop the
interrogation of their Aleut prisoners (Bucko 33). Yanovsky writes that Fei&yenan, on
Spruce Island, upon hearing the tale of Peter the Aleut, “reverently befomnamide the Sign
of the Cross,” and said, "Holy New Martyr Peter, pray to God for us” (89). Hubert Howe
Bancroft reported a similar event in tHestory of California Vol. 11 1801-1824mentioning an
Aleutian prisoner dying from “ill-treatment received from the PadreaatFSancisco,” but
explains that the men were captured because they were involved in poachingrseeeatt
Santa Barbara. When questioned about their activities, the Aleuts, according to tBancrof
“suddenly became ignorant of every language but the simplest [sic] Rus¥i&)”’ Thus was St.
Peter, the Aleut, put to death by Spanish colonists.

Judy Peterson's travels from Kodiak to California, like that of the tale of t8t, Pe
describes a Native geography much larger than an Alaskan homeland, anerbgrPetime,
nearly two centuries old—much older than United States possession of either Alaska o
California. Extending this Aleut/Alutiig cultural geography across tiow, Aleut History
articulates a distinctly translocal Native presence within the Russth@ited States empires.
St. Peter’s travel to California was under the force of the Russian Empilte Rettérson’s
originated in the trauma reopened by the tidal wave. In 1982, the Russian Orthodox Church
declared St. Peter, the Aleut, the Martyr of San Francisco, and throughout the lthtésdi&re
are churches bearing the name St. Peter, the Aleut. Peterson’s conterfijpaaexpedition,
remapping the spaces traveled by St. Peter and his fellow conscripted vimRaligornia,
sutures the wounds created by Russian and American colonialism in connectingntinete
century history to current day Aleut experiences on the Pacific coast &f Alorica. In doing
so, the film contends that the North Pacific and Bering regions are ongoingisitaces for
Aleut/Alutiig people in which multiple borders have been fixed and readjusted, and inapelria
national laws—Russian, Spanish, Mexican--made and unmade. The film excavates the
relationship between Judy Peterson and those from Kodiak in California during tias loéy
Fort Rossia showing the centrality of a translocal, “hemispherictiitiat the core of Alutiiq
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heritage, a basis of their cultural sovereignty.

While Our Aleut Historypositions Aleut cultural space through the lenses of Russian and
US colonial histories, thaleut Storyrelies on narratives of heritage and geography in World
War Il. Based on the premise of Aleut presence as part of the nation, the @fgrofands the
Aleut as mistreated American citizens. As a voice reading a milggyt testifies to the harsh
treatment of the Aleut, the camera fixes on a black and white photograph of a group of children
standing aboard the deck of a naval ship. The narrator reads, “as the [N]ativendimield up in
the fish-stinking scow they sang, ‘God Bless America’ to the tune ofgi®erlin. “ For the
military officer, the image signified how the Aleut children “were justasiq@ic and just as
Rotarian as the rest of us,” ignoring the colonial violence the US was committihgrorat the
time. The film thus asserts the inherently American context of the intermenite-sense of
America serving as a deeply ingrained presence in the subjectofities Aleut Americans,
whose patriotism and self-sense of being Americans was unshakable evendae tife fa
systematic mistreatment and violation of civil rights by state authastgepicted in the images
and historical documents.

An interview with Mrs. Bourdukofsky of St Paul Island, a former internee,ls&kaut
American citizenship foAleut Story She describes learning the “Pledge [of] Allegiance” before
the war came to the North Pacific. Boudukofsky as a child recited the pladger fparents, she
says, to which her father responded proudly, “[w]e're part of United States, youlknghad
you learned that.” From that period on, Boudukofsky explains how she was “proud to be an
American, you know. Not just an Aleut.” The film downplays Aleut cultural indiggred
exposes the intensity of tiveernal colonial processes of subjection upon them at the time. In
doing soAleut Storyemphasizes the location of Aleut people in the American national body
through the portrayal of Petrivelli as an internment survivor. “In my mind, we justra
nuisance, okay, as far as the government was concerned,” she says displayiatpoin with the
ghastly internment experience. “[y]es, it was a time of war,” she adihiit we were citizens of
the United States.” The internment remains incomprehensible for Petrivelicannot square it
with her American citizenship and the rights and burdens that come with memberta
nation.

The appearance of Alice Petrivilli, an Atka Native, in bOtr Aleut History(spelled
Petriville) andAleut Story(in which her name is spelled Petrivelli) serves to highlight the
distinction between how each of the films addresses cultural hiSaryAleut Historyexplores
post-internment life by interviewing Petrivelli, recalling the momenttslteher daughter about
the internment. Peering directly into the camera, she tells the vieMagltdest daughter
Patricia was about 15 years old and | was telling her about her Aleut fa8tilg.tontinues,
“and | told her that one time the US Navy burned our village and evacuated us.ofhbdrt
about how hard life [was] in Killisnoo,” a camp along the Alaska panhandle. In response,
Petrivelli says, her daughter looked at her and asked, “Mama, are youlmppeanhed?”
Petrivelli's daughter Patricia had never heard of such an event. Thitutlatés how the
internment was complexly entangled with the intimate spaces of aboffigmities, both
reflecting and exacerbating a breakdown in inter-generational comationicegarding heritage.
Petrivelli replied to her daughter, “Yes, it happened,” and her daughter said;s'Ioat iin
history books.” Her daughter didn't believe that it actually happened. At this momienelPe
comments on the erasure of the Aleut internment: “We almost lost our cuitteimé to a halt.
Although it wasn't our fault, it made you feel that you had something to be asharhed of
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Unknown to her daughter, the legacy of the internment was an erasure of Aleutaudtare

introduction of a sense of powerlessness and even shame.. Petrivilli's sumnhargitfdtion
echoes Irene Coyle's insights that she is unable to identify an Aleut whgtishe sees one.
“That's how lost we are,” she remarks in parallel with Petrivelli.

The Impossibility of Aleut/Alutiiq Sovereignty

Alice Petrivelli appears again (Dur Aleut History subsequent to the camera hovering
over a map of the Kodiak archipelago. The camera travels slowly down a topognapdation
of the Alaska Peninsula and the Pacific Ocean, continuing to trail in a southwetsbdiacross
the Aleutian chain, to the island of Attu, sitting nearly 1100 miles away from dskal
mainland. The film cuts from this slow pan to Alice Petriville, seated and siatothe camera,
saying, “[t]hey call it the end of the earth,” she pauses and smiles, “butAleways believed
that Attu was the beginning of the World and that it just progressed eastward tbevénited
States” (as well as northward into Siberia). Emphasizing the march afyhfisim an Aleut
perspective in which the world begins in Attu and moves eastward and northward, she
fundamentally challenges the dominant American common sense assumption that human
civilization moved west, from Europe and the Atlantic. In locating Aleut origimstu, this
imagined geography also denies the American common sense assumptioniviegiédgties
“migrated” from Asia to the New World; for Mrs. Petrivilli, Native peeglriginated in Attu and
moved into places non-Natives later came to call America and Asia. GorglgsAleut Story
guotes from the dominant narrative, with the narrator reading (ironicaléy¥¢hipt:

“[a]ncestors of modern Aleuts, migrants from Asia, settled along this smgeaps of volcanic
islands.” But the Aleut worldview, according to Petrivilli, centers Aleut peapke @laced-based
aboriginal people in the North Pacific and Bering Regions. The film suggeststodern”
Aleuts are “ancient” immigrants to the Americas, naturalizing Alibts to United States
nationality and obfuscating their aboriginal heritage to the Aleutian Isldhe@sfundamental
conceit that Aleut Americans are “migrants from Asia” stabilizescad-based claim to territory
in American culture by reading the Bering region as a place that wasédroser,” not as an
age-old cultural aboriginal place, a center in a very different map of thé’ svoontinents.

The idea of a “land bridge” once spanning the Bering Sea from Siberia to Adaska i
known as th@eringia Theory The Beringia concept states that a mass human migration took
place roughly 17,000 years ago (scholars are constantly revising the preoigevdagn the
North American and Eurasian continents were connected by a grassland steppe héindreds o
miles wide. This “bridge” made travel of flora, fauna, and humans possible becausestea |
were lowered due to the global ice formation. Many believe that it was dki®skridge” that
the present day aboriginal populations of North America migrated from eagierra$o Alaska
and later to other parts of North and South America. While scientific commumtgsoaular
American culture have more or less accepted some form of the land bridge theory, the
implications of Beringia as an accepted event in natural history have phoeatening to the
rights of aboriginal peoples in North America.Red Earth, White Lie&/ine Deloria, Jr. writes
of the non-Native political stake and cultural investment in the land bridge thgagple want
to believe that the Western Hemisphere, and more particularly North Amersca vacant
unexploited, fertile land” free of previous inhabitants (68). Deloria arguds cleiar frustration,
that the Beringia theory undermines Native American sovereignty, be¢&merican Indians
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are thought of as recent immigrants to North America then they hold no aboritgrtal t
American lands in the view of settler-state governments.

“American Indians, as a general rule,” Deloria writes, “have aggegopposed the
Bering strait migration doctrine because it does not reflect any oféh®nes or traditions
passed down by the ancestors over many generations” (81). The migration threlDefpfia,
fails to recognize aboriginal people’s histories of themselves. That does naitshggéhere are
no aboriginal migration theories, but they are not consistent with the land bridgg While
“[s]Jome tribes speak of transoceanic migrations in boats,” such as the “the Ho@slailles
for example, others speak of the experience of a creation, such as the YakimasrdPalcdibe
North West tribes. Some tribes even talk about migrations from other planetdf &t
creation stories center the Bering as the beginning of the world, is it pdssiolesider the
region a historically dynamic cultural hub, not merely as a land bridge for premaougrants
to the American continents? Just as Graburn and Leite-Goldberge’s convictiomited States
national citizenship and aboriginality are mutually exclusive, the film’sygasi Aleut people as
immigrants to North America obscures aspects of aboriginal culturedaigéwer of the film. In
contrast to the land bridge theory, the Native creation story, as the one tola¢®yAtrevilli in
Our Aleut History promotes not only an alternative theory on the origins of Aleut people, but
also the Bering Region as a birthplace of culture.

Through the denial of an indigenous culture at the Bering, the concept of a land Htelgs ae
imperial power seeking to manipulate the discourse of both historic and prehston
activity in the Americas so as to stabilize present day social and cuélatbnships between
indigenous people and settler formations. Naturalizing relations made ddstantic
between the Americas reduces the Bering region to an acultural and prebistderland—an
untamed, unused wasteland of “migrants.” Many scholars, sudbsssDavid Saldivar, have
argued that the United States-Mexican national border is in itself a calttibdorder culture,”
that “transgresses” established fields and disciplines of study. WhileetirggBegion exists as
an indigenous cultural center, it is also a contemporary political border ccien@icating the
considerations of national space for the United States (38). The Bering regioteafbothe
era created in Western expansion and the process of colonization of the Ameiisasespl
dynamic culture of the area in to two parts: the Russian and the American. Tituljg to t
understand what James Clifford eloquently describes as “the movements of otheigiamal
contact zone,” one must consider the Bering not as a boundary, but as a cultural center
competing with imperialist ideas of migration (Clifford 302).

Pinning down the Bering Region as only an ancient site of the flow of flora and fauna
closes off the possibilities of inquiry into present day indigenous culture. Asovenments of
people west, first across the Atlantic, and then across the North Americarala@dsame to
define modernity through settlement and colonization of the Americas, it isBetimg that the
westward march of progress meets its limit and is expressed indéthesfencing of political
borders and the end point of cultural myths. This is not to deny that the Bering regian was
connection point between the two land masses which are understood as Eurasia and North
America, but ii it possible to reconsider the Bering as a cultural spacésvitwn history and
ongoing associations in the midst of settler-state space-making? Insteagstiuting a bridge,
the region may be considered a point of origin—a center--and help us understarakama
point, the contests of the mapping of race and indigeneity globally.

Relationships between racism and space need serious attention from scholg@iagn hel
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to understand the complexity of indigenous culture. When making sense of racial igequalit
American cities, for example, sociologist Paul Gilroy finds raaiiice and contemporary

urban space connected in the nation’s origins. The North American indigenoussoedaé
dispossession by European colonialists, he argues, contributes to both the formatioedof Unit
States racial culture and to the development of North American cities. lkéss iés argument
through a reading of Richard Wright's “Introduction to Black Metropolis,” wherghVargues
that the development of urban space in cities like Chicago were a direcbfeSuléerican

slavery and the African Diaspora (xvii-xxxv). Countering the idea thatl iaeiqualities are
based primarily on recent economic developments, Gilroy writes of how

durable inequalities [in American cities] tempted me into another long durée
speculation endorsed by a reading of Patricia Seed's brilleemonies of
Possession..which examines the varying rituals whereby the wild nature of the
New World was made over and became private property within the rulesespecif
by John Locke and other English apostles of improvement. (38)

In Ceremonies of Possession in Europe's Conquest of the New World, 14954édtnakes
the case that colonial authority grew over North America in the assetiaigsive specifies as
“clear acts,” physical gestures expressing possession, such as thieuiatiog, the planting of
gardens, and the construction of houses (Seed 39). These developments createshaakuiar
British colonialists to justify possession, but aboriginal spaces, Seed explaresdescribed by
the British negatively in that the indigenous people did not “improve” the land and thdsraile
British eyes to ‘construct’ suitable tenure over a region.

Gilroy expands Seed’s assertion of the colonial spatial inequality bethe&mitish and
aboriginal groups in Northeastern North America to include the very formation of anioia
regional space in other US urban locations. “Though the conquest of Chicago,” he"oaites
much later than the acquisition of Virginia and New England, might [cleapfctdonial
dispossession] even now be an unspoken factor in the naturalization of inequality and the
axiology of urban space, order and disorder, good [neighborhoods] and bad” (38)? Gilroy thus
argues that the very systems of land appropriation in the United Statdsetzare the
framework for creating disparity and legitimizing dispossession in urleas.afhese clearing
acts continue to operate in order to maintain the spaces and logics constructethduring
European settlement of the Americas. “That colonial nomos,” writes Giln@g racialized
from its inception,” by which he means that the contemporary spaces ofaadtiae and
inequality in North America are directly related to the systems of dehialritoriality to, and
the marginalization of, aboriginal peoples (33). “It was legitimated by cehgune purchase and
then consolidated in plantation society,” and “in time, those boundaries would eventually
become the iconic white picket fences of US suburbia” (38). The formation of irtgguali
spatial terms today relates back to the colonial designations between vétdandecivilization.
Within these boundaries between order and disorder, “racial discourse,” §ityggsts, “shows
how the battle for civilization and against the encroachments of wild nature aalddssaider
persists in US cities” (38). Gilroy’s insistence on taking seriouslyraignd ongoing conquest
of aboriginal cultural space allows for an advancement in unraveling contegneariat
inequality in the United States. The fencing off of land, directly related torétag¢ion of racial
thought, still guides the spatial design of the nation so much so that it comes, fem/\est
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culture, to define the Bering as a borderland.

The films,Our Aleut HistoryandAleut Storypffer a way to understand cultural space
beyond the more recent colonial boundaries that situate peoples and cultures wititratized
space-making practices of the “colonial nomos” (33¢ut Storypeers into a collapsed logic that
brings together notions of ‘national belonging’ with that of aboriginal cultura@lespaa
juxtaposition that Graburn and Leite-Goldberge find oxymoronic. The centurieslaement
and forced marriage preceeding the racialized internment during World Ward$e a strong
case against Graburn and Leite-Goldberge’s attempt to literallg sdyariginality within the
confines of today’s “clear acts” of United States racial culture and natoin®@ur Aleut
History, on the other hand, traverses the spaces of the Pacific, melding the histarcedtofe
beyond the divisions manufactured through colonial development, thereby dismantlicigdhe
acts” of settler-state space-making. Each film unites cultural sl the formalized
dispossession of Native peoples by suturing present day culture with thapabktis® as to
center aboriginality in discussions concerning cultural space in contemgarary

The cultural sovereignty asserted in the films reaches beyond a “tribatigmive)”
normally held “within a Native homeland” by moving towards subjects such asatitnal
travel and citizenship (Biolsi 240). Also, since many Native peoples possessigmghts to
activities and resources off a reservation, Peterson’s travelsmexlaionounced history of
activity relocating ideas of territorial rights into another geograpiindigenousdirst space
that evades legal confines of rights and governments, into one reaching triéorsaterr These
histories stress global connections, as opposed to local encampments, in provatkgocentr
indigenous culture. This form of cultural sovereignty as ongoing with the formatieittlef s
states and empire asserts an authority beyond the current divisions of natioreahdtrex
Third Space of Sovereignty: the Post Colonial Politics of US—indigenous Rel@ragseel
explains the political third space as a site of indigenous resistance. Ee ‘tiré articulation of
a third space of citizenship and sovereignty...represent[s] [sic] ... indigenotisgbdifie in
resistance to the dominant norms and institutions of the American setiearstibnation” (212).
In other words, the sovereign third space for Bruyneel illuminates the naturdticappl
sovereign space aboriginal people use to actively resist disciplingtaof settler-states. In
this respect, Aleut/Alutiiq cultural first space diverges from a “thrace of sovereignty” in that
articulations of Aleut/Alutiiq aboriginality are not bound absolutely in forms ofipali
resistance, but function within ongoing cultural geographies predating non-indigenous
boundaries on bodies, culture, and geography.

Thisimpossible sovereigntenters aboriginal culture amid reactionary enunciations of
an oppressive discipline seeking to erase or suppress aboriginality inrégs/eftie concept of
the indigenoudirst spacedevelops from Bruyneel’s assertion that aboriginal political spaces
display a “refusal of the imperial binary” by “constitut[ing] a more profowstse of indigenous
political life than colonial rule and settler-state boundaries” (21). Whilgemdiudirst spaces
exist as vast continuing geographies where systems of the “colonial nomos” attempt
marginalize aboriginal physical spaces, this impossible sovereggmyds settler logics and
boundaries at the periphery of indigenous axiology. In this sense, aboriginal acmount
colonialism and empire become not only expressions of oppressed marginalizatoms wi
settler state, but also make very concrete ways of understandingn®tgtis between geography
and culture, coexisting with mechanisms of modern empire, from aboriginal gerspethe
political and cultural barriers of settler states become aspects bbagimaal cultural
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experience.

This articulation of Aleut/Alutiiq cultural geography, also contrasth Wiomi Bhabha'’s
assertion of a “third[ ]space” as a consequence of both colonialism and raicied.dul as much
as a third spactlisplaces the histories that constitute it, and sets up new structures of guthorit
new political initiatives, which are inadequately understood through receigedm;”
Aleut/Alutiig culture as described in the films situates aboriginalithe@tcenter point of cultural
spaces imbued with colonialism and empire (Bhabha 211). Urban theorist Edwarditsj@fvr
third spaces as the “spaces difference makes,” that in turn help form astgepbf otherness”
typically suppressed by modernist spatial thinking (154-162). indigenous egpsess relayed
by the films, articulate specific first spaces, by which colonial and 1alpvelopment has
grown upon, thus illuminating an imbricated aboriginal culture that has beesidence since
time immemorial. In this sense, they represent not areas of otherness, buidihg blocks of
the colonial technologies of racial culture practiced in the United StatesfilBog Our Aleut
History andAleut Storycontend with the normative universe of settler-state logic and its spatio-
race making practices by reclaiming the first spaces of Aleuajerih contemporary times.
One film brings Aleut people into the national body and the other links them to thegjeegra
of Russian empire. The very answer to “what does it mean to be an Aleut” is indeddito re
histories and practices long denied by empire and transcolonfdiiyt Storyalso provides an
answer to the questions surrounding United States citizenship and Aleut indigeiaige ogr
insisting upon United States national belonging, after one hundred and fifty years of
mistreatment, as critical to indigenous reality.
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Chapter Four: Of Displacement and Domestication

The United States began the territorial occupation of Alaska in 1867 upon the nation’s
purchase of the region from Russia. The nation formalized statehood in 1959 but failed to clea
aboriginal title to the Alaska land until 1971, when the Alaska Native Clainisi8etit Act
(ANCSA) provided land and cash compensation in return for the loss of Native claamyfor
title to territory. A distinct relationship between the nation and the indigenous pédbska
evolved in the one hundred and four years between the purchase and the ANCSA. This chapter
examines the legal history between Alaska Natives and the United Statewylup to the
ANCSA, and lays out the consequences for Native people. Throughout the chapteveare
writings by Alaska Natives responding to this history.

ANCSA'’s politics and consequences were and are of intense interest$&aAative
people. For exampléetters to Howard: an Interpretation of the Alaska Native Land Clanas
collection of previously published letters, by Alaska Inupiat writer Fre@mBjgvhich appeared
in the Alaska Native newspap€he Tundra Times 1973, during the initial implementation of
the ANCSA. In these letters, Bigjim raises concern over aspects daiims cettlement that he
worried might be silenced by the dominant political narratives at the tirole,as the Cold War.
The “Howard” in the work'’s title refers to Alaskan Inupiat artist HohWR&ock, the founder of
the newspaper who also served as the weekly’s editor-in-chief throughouttheelifBigjim
crafted these weekly letters to Howard RocKire Tundra Timesnder the pseudonym of an
elderly residentiNaugga Ciunerpuinupiaq forOur Destiny),of Land’s End Village, Alaska.

The penname Naugga Ciunerput provided an opportunity for Bigjim to bring to light nencer
about the settlement without fear of reprisal from either the indigenous or thedigerious
community.

The first letter addressed from the nonexistent Land’s End Village to Wspaper dated
30 March 1973 introduces the reader to the fictional character of Naugga Ciunerfrigntis
Wally Morton, and some fundamental information about Alaska Native ClairtisrBet.
Ciunerput finds “The Act” a source of both interest and frustration after receigimgyeof the
law in the form of a magazine a mail plane delivery.

Dear Howard:

| have been living in this village for many years all alone except for MiyWa
Morton, who was an old VISTA volunteer who got lost up here in 1970 and never
got evacuated. We didn’t used to have much to do in the evenings until one day
when the mail plane dropped a bundle of magazines which all turned out to be the
same - AN ACT (Public Law 92-203). Wally read one copy and then told me that
it had a lot to do with my life and my future here in Alaska, so we read it axgeth

in the evenings to practice our lessons. You see, he is teaching me English and
am teaching him Eskimo, and we use AN ACT as the text. So far it has been
pretty one-sided because AN ACT doesn’t have any Eskimo language in it. (3)

Alone in Land’s End, the elderly Naugga Ciunerput is unable to read the English lkatexiag
of the law, relying on his sole fellow village resident, Wally Morton, a non-indigevistiz
Volunteer, to read AN ACT aloud for him. Wally begins teaching Ciunerput Englishpdine
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read the magazine and in return Naugga teaches Inupiaq, the indigenous languageiohthe reg
Though the provisions of the ANCSA have been discussed, voted on, and are already codified
into law, this is the first notice Naugga Ciunerput receives about the datttesment in the
isolated village. The “one-sided” presentation of the law as a circulaesto represent, for
Ciunerput, the one-sided aspect of the law Native in life. “Even though | am an oldhean,”
writes, “I am still very curious and like to know how new things work. But what trouldeis m
the fact that | don’t seem to have much of a choice about the whole process.” Naugga
Ciunerput’s sense of having been left out of something of critical importance tadtinates
him to learn about the details of the ANCSA “out of self-defense, not becauserjbeasgarily
interested in them” (63). His critique begins by questioning the right of thedJ8tates federal
and state governments to fully direct the process of Native enroliment—a stapian the
ANCSA implementation--in the village and regional corporations.

The ANCSA empowered the state of Alaska to claim ownership of formesyl
lands and subsurface rights by terminating any claim to aborigiedbyitAlaska’s Native
groups. The law’s text announces that in regard to the territory in the state ateompl
“extinguishment of the aboriginal title thereto, if any” had ever been held.(&3 C. § 1603).
As compensation for the extinguishment of Native title, the ANCSA provided fooxppately
44 million acres of Alaska land and a nearly one billion dollars to be distlibut&laska Native
groups through institutions set up specifically for the settlement. In inepliéng the act 200
Native village corporations and 12 Native-owned regional for-profit corpmatvere
established, as well as a thirteenth corporation located in the city of Sgatthatives who had
moved away from Alaska prior to the ANCSA). Eighty thousand Natives, includingalask
Indian, Alaska Eskimo, and American Aleut, (the commonly used terms at theshinoied in
the corporations, each receiving 100 shares in a regional corporation and 10 sheilgm a
corporation. The 44 millions acres of land was divided between the regional and village
corporations (the 3regional corporation in Seattle did not receive monies in the settlement).
Native corporation lands under the ANCSA are not held in trust, and may be tastadicby
subdivisons if developed, as distinct from tribal land bases in the lower fortyséaggs, which
retain federal trust status. The corporations formed by the settleraaisa differ from tribal
governments set up under the Indian Reorganization Act in the lower forty-eigistiatttat an
Alaska Native coporation is “in business” in order to pay dividends to Nativehsihdees.
Alaska Natives are thus, under the ANCSA, corporate share holders, not tnibaérae

The ANCSA also changed the relationship Alaska Natives previously held with the
territorial government and the Alaska regional land base, in that the law edlcakipects of the
internal cultural structures of Native Alaska communities. According ttatigriage in the
statute, those born after December 18, 1971 were not able to enroll in either a vilegjeral
corporation, much like the allotment and linked tribal enroliment policies in the fovig-eight
state, the claims settlement generated a fractionated stases @racomplex heirship law) for
Native assets. The 100 shares in a regional corporation and 10 shares in aaoriflaggion
that a Native born before December 18, 1971, received would descend to her heirs. Ajter a ve
small number of generations, the stock held by any individual heir became sd thaité was
not worth holding onto. Initially, the Act allowed Native shareholders to setlititerests to
non-Natives in 1991, but this clause was amended to make such a sale possible only through a
majority vote of the shareholders of a given corporation to liquidate the corptwelteas a
whole and sell it as one package.
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The settlement separated one’s status as a village resident ftavhdtheership in the
community as a shareholder. In another letter, Naugga Ciunerput questions hovigtiegtidas
‘Native villager’ and ‘corporate shareholder’ relate to his own situation.

| asked Wally if it was better to be a resident in a village or a stockhalder i

village corporation. He said it was a silly question because | could be both and if |
didn’t want to be a stockholder, I didn’t have to enroll as a Native. | had to remind
him, and myself to, that | was a Native regardless of whether | had enrolled or
not. But then we both began to realize that maybe this was not going to be quite
so true in the future. (63-64)

Naugga Ciunerput finds that the conflation of stock in a village corporation wittitidas a
‘Native’ contains disquieting implications for Alaska Natives. In his yi@aWative’ under these
circumstances would be either someone in possession of any amount of shares ir&a ANC
established corporation, or someone who the Secretary of the Interior could appoiatigse.a N
Recognition as Native or Indian by the Secretary of the Interior was—araldstically
important legal resource and source of identity (even if this ialhtitat goes into the makeup
of Native identity). This legal status is based on both law (administrativetestahd case law)
and on a moral (and political) recognition of the federal government’s trust rds|skyrteward
all Native peoples. But the ANCSA seemed to be rendering all this moot byrrgdNative
rights and Native relations with the land to a matter of possession of corpocktensa profit-
making enterprise. Thus ANCSA was intended to change how Natives wouldtimtghathe
land and with one another as “Natives” (that is, as “shareholders”). In consequédneaeiv
public law, Alaska Natives have faced remarkable political changesygrefaty years later
after enactment, surprisingly little scholarship examines this ftistdts contemporary
consequences for Alaska Native lives.

Following Bigjim’s line of inquiry into Alaska Natives and federal law tthapter
continues to trace the legal and historical relations between the Unitesl StdtNative Alaska,
from before the ANCSA, through its enactment and initial implementation, infaréisent. |
start with the United States purchase of Alaska in the nineteenth centuryrthemhow the
manner in which Alaska Native relations with the United States evolved & weay different
from those of other indigenous groups in North America and the Pacific. This history pravide
context for the second part of the chapter that critically reads ayitessponse to the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement by Alaska Native author, activist, and paliti©iane Lxeis Benson.
Her playRiver Womanlike Letters to Howardgcontends with the settlement in ways that take
seriously its consequence for the personal situations of Native people. Asiciaenature, the
play contains key features drawing the collaborative nature of theatneaponse to the loss of
community, and destruction of the domestic sphere in Native life—all part of thegrseatt's
outcome.

Historian Stephen Haycar Alaska: An American Colorgxplicates the years following
Alaska statehood, leading to the settlement when Alaska indigenous commungtitsdatbeir
(domesticated, under the ANCSA) rights of title to respectively occuaieltllocated in distinct
cultural territories. The ANCSA was not the first time indigenous groupsaiskA faced
pressure to “settle” their claims. During the negotiations over stateheatly found oil
deposits in Prudhoe Bay, off the shores of northern Alaska, acted as a “cétalist’largest
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aboriginal land settlement agreement in history, between Alaska Ngatiups and the United
States (273). Section Six of the Alaska Statehood Act (Alaska Statehoodiblat. [Rw 85-
508, 72 Stat. 339, July 7, 1958), Haycox notes, conveyed 103 million acres of land from the
federal government to the newly formed state. The Statehood Act, secudrfgidhe
government, contained a clause in Section Four acknowledging aboriginal k#fels and the
necessity for just compensation to be paid to Natives for lands taken in thercoddlie state.
This clause was part of a boilerplate statehood form leftover from previtsusf atatehood in
the nineteenth century. Throughout the late 1960s into the early 1970s Native repvese tiati
federal government, and the State of Alaska worked toward this agreement—esiiyppos
entailing just compensation—eventuating in the ANCSA of 1971.

During the negotiations over statehood, the federal government sponsored numerous
scholarly treatments of both the aboriginal cultures and geographies of Aléskampressive
is the studyAlaska: Natives and the Lanpliiblished in 1968 by the United States Congressional
Federal Field Committee for Development and Planning In AlaBke.work details the Alaskan
geography and aboriginal cultures populating the new state through acadeseicgraphs,
charts, and maps. The table of contents lists such subjects as “AlaslesNaiday,” “Land
and Ethnic Relationships,” “Natural Resources” and of course the pressing tdpmdioiée,
relations between Alaska Native groups and the state and federal governrhertafil Issue.”
The oversized work, measuring 563 pages in length, floods the reader with information on the
scope and quality of the geology, the elaborate geographical distributionafifatiea and
flora, along with ethnographic studies on the indigenous people of each vast region afiyhe ne
chartered state. In fact, the study includes a large two-foot by two-foot pulbgutomnted on
vellum, detailing the location of sizable aboriginal villages and towns Whilenilyist seem
like arecognitionof pre-colonial autonomy—Native sovereignty—this is not the cAtsska
Natives and the Laninagines the Native populations of Alaska taruded in the
transformation of the region that modernization would enfdils was not be a matter of “clear
acts” of colonialism, as historian Patricia Seed describes the col@waBENgland settlers who
seized the Native territories that would later form the North Eastdes sthBNew England.
Instead, the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act sought a margohaliegerporation in Natives
into the Union (38). This literal projection of a unified Alaska by the nationajimagion,
illustrates the physical and cultural landscapes of pre-claimemetit Alaska, lending support
to what geographer J. B. Harley refers to as the colonial “idea of availalntelless land
awaiting occupation” (187). But whilklaska: Natives and the Laratts as a brochure attracting
the imagination of those with interests in the new state, the book in fact gragenitory
inhabited with a multitude of aboriginal cultures, not a vacant land. Many coloags, m
according to Harley, “fostered the image of a dehumanized geometrical-spdand without
the encumbrance of the Indians—whose places could be controlled by coordinaiasief daid
longitude,” yetAlaska: Natives and the Lamkpounds an imperial geography containing the
indigenous as somehow intrinsic to the Americanization of the territory (188).

The indigenous peoples of Alaska, with no treaties or “treaty substitutsth&iU.S.,
uncovered no basis for legal claims to sovereignty in Alaska as was th@caserdy in the
lower forty-eight states. In federal case law, Alaska Native peagiésis time, were not
understood as separate national bodies, as have other North American indigenous cesamuniti
Instead they faced colonialism, not as members of separate nations, but asrgbiajainal
and state citizens with a set of uncanny aboriginal rights in soon to be forNab{ié owned
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corporations. For the settlement instituted corporate structures fd@A\edive communities
that were at odds with the tribal and national institutions in use by Native pdmoleghout the
territory of the contiguous United States. In exchange for relinquishinglaoriginal title they
might have, the claims settlement enrolled Natives shareholders in farrpgidnal and village
corporations. The start-up money for the corporations derived from payment fordéetdeds
by the state and federal governments. Native groups in the settlement alspachekethe
corporations were to hold as corporate property. This agreement brought an end to the
ambiguous legal relationship between those indigenous to Alaska and the United State
The pre-settlement history of relations between the United Statesaéind Nlaska
began with the national purchase of Alaska from the Russian empire in 1867. At &hdah&m
nation deemed Alaska a military district under U.S. law. In articketbf thel867 Treaty of
Cessiorbetween the United States and Russia there is discussion concerning the proposed
treatment of Native people which the United States agreed to adhere to in thegpaft¢has
area. The article provides that the “uncivilized tribes will be subject tolaushand regulations
as the United States may, from time to time, adopt in regard to aboriginaldfitieat country.”
Federal courts have interpreted the term “uncivilized” as a method to difédecidéitween tribes
that were independent from Russian colonial rule from those who lived in prpxinfitiussians
(Case, 58-59). This however, should not be understood to refer to a “level” of “asgmibd
Alaska Natives, only to the degree of historical interactions betweemdsgtve groups and
the Russian colonial authorities. The United States Army oversaw the aiadby jm@fter which
the responsibility fell upon the United States Department of the Trefsuvyo years, and
finally to the Navy in 1884. Congressed passedttganic Act of 1885providing for basic
federal services in Alaska while promoting a formal colonial economy in thenréighe
Organic Act spelled out the first relationship the nation would have with Natitees and
aboriginal land. The act specifies that “Indians or other persons in saidtdikail not be
disturbed in the possession of any lands actually in their use or occupation or now claimed b
them.” Thus, eighteen years after the United States acquired legal psségdaska, the
nation allowed Indians and other aboriginals to use and occupy traditional lands. Homesver, t
Act also stated that “the terms under which such persons may acquire uthh arsds is
reserved for legislation by Congress...” (23 Stat. L., 24. (1884)). Then in 1912, thargewer
renamed the region th&istrict of Alaskaas an organized federally-incorporated territory.
Issues of aboriginal land tenure and federal jurisdiction surfaced when in 1955 the
Supreme Court ruled on the Tlingiee-Hit-Ton Indians v. United Statg18 U.S. 272, 75 S. Ct.
313, 99 L. Ed. 314)Tee-Hit-Toninvolved the Tee-Hit-Ton clan of Tlingit Indian, who reside
along the Alaska panhandle, and a claim to compensation involving an alleged Fifth Aanendm
taking (taking without just compensation) filed against the federal goestnimhe Secretary of
Agriculture had authorized the harvesting of lumber on Tee-Hit-Ton-occupied @odscil for
the Tee-Hit-Ton clan, Tlingit, William Paul, argued that since the clantheldght of
occupancy, or aboriginal title, the trees had to be paid for as just compensatasrihe United
States Constitution. However, in an opinion delivered by Justice Reed the court héid that t
Alaska Indians were to receive no compensation for the claim. Reed found thé&iaogefis
property by the federal government to not be a legal taking, because the Tee-Hef€pmhe
light of United States law, without right of occupancy, or aboriginal title. lroneion of the
court, the clan deserved no payment because, as Justice Reed explains, there had been no
“recognition by Congress of any legal rights in petitioner to the land inign&éReed Opinion,
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348 U.S. 272, 75 S. Ct. 313, 99 L. Ed. 314). Thus the United States federal government, in
violation of theDoctrine of Discoverydenied Alaska Natives the ability to hold occupant rights
typically granted to other Native people in the Americas. For example, ¢agyTof Guadalupe
conveyed such rights to Pueblo people who continue to them in current day New Megico. Th
Doctrine of Discoverys a practice between European sovereigns in their initial confrontations
with Native people over land acquisition in the Americas. John Marshall, in 1832, bespeaks this
agreement in relation to the aboriginal people in North Ameriv8arcester v. Georgié31

U.S. 515, 6 Pet. 515, 8 L. Ed. 483 [1832]):

This principle, suggested by the actual state of things, was ‘that discaery g

title to the government by whose subjects, or by whose authority, it was made,
against all other European governments, which title might be consummated by
possession. . . This principle, acknowledged by all Europeans, because it was in
the interest of all to acknowledge it, gave to the nation making the discovery, as
its inevitable consequence, the sole right of competition among those who agreed
to it; not one which could annul the previous right of those who had not agreed to
it (namely, the indigenous inhabitants). It regulated the right given by digcove
among the European discoverers; but could not effect the rights of those already
in possession, either as aboriginal occupants, or as occupants by virtue of a
discovery made before the memory of man. It gave the exclusive right to
purchase, but did not found that right on a denial of the possessor to sell.
(Marshall, 31 U.S. 515, 6 Pet. 515, 8 L. Ed. 483)

Initially in 1740, the Russian empire claimed Alaska but sold the territory to thed Biates
for seven million dollars in 1867, decades after the rulinggancestor v. Georgialhere is no
documented history of Alaska Natives selling the right of title to Russia. Gyhtkee rule of law
Alaska Natives still possessed aboriginal title when Alaska was purcdhwasieel United States.
Once the United States established rule in the area and denied the Tlingihsatopedue to
the court’s failure to see a just claim, it had violated “the rights of thosadglin possession” of
said area. The holding ifee-Hit-Ton Indians v. United Statg8 U.S. 272, 75 S. Ct. 313, 99
L. Ed. 314) which saw no Tlingit possessory claim to land then effected the statasia A
Natives in the transformation of Alaska from a territory to a state in the uniask@AStatehood
Act. Public Law 85-508, 72 Stat. 339, July 7, 1958). Undermining Native claims to land or
resources was critical for the development of Alaska. The major apprehenssodd
statehood, by the federal government, was the cost the government would incur upon
proclamation. Alaska state proponents then countered that concern by drafting biisuticiat
allocate 375 million acres of land in Alaska solely for economic development. Thustlvehile
government included Natives among population in the movement toward statehood, such
integration affected the perception of Native cultural rights by iggardenying the rights of
occupancy inherent for Alaska Natives at the time.

Part of this active ignorance or denial of Native rights and Native presemdtead
silencing Native people themselves. Fred Paul, son of lawyer William Paul wtorigenally
filed Tee-Hit-Ton in 1951 with the federal district court, wanted to give tesfirdaring a
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs hearing on land claims igsu@sto the passage of
the ANCSA. His lawyer, however, advised him not do to so without supplying a “good reason.”
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Donald Craig Mitchell, infake My Land, Take My Life: The Story of Congress’ Historic
Settlement of Alaska Native Claims, 1960-1%irks this silencing to a similar treatment during
the Tee-Hit-Toncase, where according William Paul, the indigenous perspective on the case had
not been included in the public record.he article “Tee-Hit-Ton and Alaska Native Rights,” by
Stephen Haycox focuses strictly on the case brought forth to the court by thelddmgyand in
doing delves into William Paul possible motivations in the case. The articlesabedback-
story of theTee-Hit-Toncase and the life and times of the Tlingit lawyer commonly considered
the champion of Alaska Native rights. Haycox views Paul as one who believechthpath to
Indian equity lay in elimination special status and privilege for Indiangt)(&uch a position,
Haycox notes, created a strained relationship with the BIA when led by John,®@dikevoiced
contrasting sentimentsTee-Hit-Ton and Alaska Native Rightscovers the genealogy bée-
Hit-Ton beginning withJames Miller et al. v United States1947. Haycox also discusses how
many of William Paul’s actions proved unfavorable to the Alaska Native Brotherhood, a
religious political group Paul co-founded in 191 Playcox relates William Paul's sentiments
concerning the elimination of wardship for Indians to the strategic denibbafyaal title for
Natives in Alaska. This is unusual since most reading®efHit-Tontend to discuss the case in
relation to legal issues for American Indians in the contiguous United States.

While Haycox details the personal history of William Paul’s involvement Wia#-Hit-
Ton other scholars have sought to understand the case in a broader context by inegrporati
issues of racial culture in the framework of post-war United Stategcpbitmospherelike a
Loaded Weapon: The Rehnquist Court, Indian Rights, and the legal History of Racism in
Americg by Robert Williams, Jr. andBrownandTee-Hit-Ton”by Earl M. Maltz. Both relate
Tee-Hit-Ton v. United Stat¢$955) to the important ruling iBrown v. The Board of Education
(347 U.S. 483 (1954)). Williams and Maltz situate and review the contradictory racis
sentimentalities of the era through a comparisoheefHit-Tonwith other legal events in United
States history. Maltz argues that the contextual frameworFeefHit-Tonis in many ways
equivalent to that ddrown v. The Board of EducatioRor Maltz, the line of inquiry follows the
court’s vindication to end the separate but equal rulirjjessy v. Ferguseri63 U.S. 537
(1896), while treating the claims of Native peoples as contradictory to ngtramzpals of
equality. In the conclusion of the essay, Maltz asserts that the two cagesipadictory
lessons for a scholar, writing

On one hand, thBrown Court sought to eliminate practices that the dominant
political faction viewed as aberrational and inconsistent with basic Aaneric
principles of equality and justice. On the otheze-Hit-Tonminimized the

import of the injustices inherent in the process by which the nation was
established. Thus, in both cases, the decisions of the Court worked to bolster and
reinforce the image that Americans had of themselves and sought to project to the
world at large in the mid-1950s. (35)

United States citizens, in Maltz’s view, saw the nation as a place to eswh f@uwi provide
equality to each citizen. This process of equality, however, proved to underminérathoigits
in a court of law since Native interests are proven inherently extratcoiostal. A place for
further inquiry one sees after readirgyéwnandTee-Hit-Ton”is the possible intersectional ties
between racial culture and aboriginal heritage in the United States. FRorc@show couldee-
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Hit-Ton, in relation toBrown, illustrate ways the United States maintains an unfinished colonial
process by delegitimatizing indigenous claims to land and peoplehood as the nation
simultaneously attempts to correct grave and racist cultural injs@tidee basis for these
American sentiments guiding jurisdictional encroachments in Justice Reati@opmploy
particular racist techniques, such as the denial of a continued conquest, often usatbbigrh
against Native people to maintain authority and control over their affairstaircesrritories.

“As every American schoolboy knows,” writes Justice Reed in the infaireeslit-Ton
opinion, “the savage tribes of this continent were deprived of their ancestyakraln the
passage Reed implies that the process of land transformation was completagspcethel ee-
Hit-Ton case. “Given these assumptions” for the United States imagery, respors'ikialt
actions of the United States government and its citizenry were justified. pitedbe presence
of Native Americans, [the land] was in a very real sense unclaithea dther words, a totalized
conguest had yet to be accomplished though Reed spoke as if the U.S. national take-over of
Alaska was part of the past (not as a series of events unfolding beforeahguurt of law, at
which he had a hand in). Maltz’s claims for equality under the law underscoreaghanid
outstanding legal precedence of “domestic dependant” national status betweeriddeStines
and Native American communities who hold aboriginal.tifléher scholars have also interpreted
the Justice Reed opinionTree-Hit-Tonby lending a contextual lens to the case. The late legal
scholar Philip Frickey remarks of the opinion how “[e]very learned schoolchild would be
appalled by this point, for it cannot be defended as accurate, if incomp&tmaltz and
Frickey understand Reed’s assertion of an unjustified claim, but Frickeynizioggthe
ongoing and unfinished aspect of the colonial process, describes Reed’s opinion aar&aahix
myth and ethnocentrism masquerading as past legal praétiEeoin this view, the study of
Tee-Hit-Tonserves to show a continuation of the conquest of aboriginal communities ngver ful
accomplished on the part of the United States. Legal scholar Robert Williaoiss ik Loaded
Weapon The Rehnquist Court, Indian Rights, and the Legal History of Racism in America,
concurs with these previous studies, arguing that the “Supreme Court had no prohlem wit
relying on nineteenth century precedents . . . to justify a landmark decision on Indian’rig
justifying past and on going forms of colonial aggresSidfilliams stresses that even after a
landmark civil rights case likBrown v. Board of Educatigrihe “racist judicial language of
Indian savagery” will be used against Native Americans in United Statds cblaw.

After Tee-Hit-Tonrefuted Native rights of occupancy, the Alaska state government
moved toward selection of lands for statehood. This compelled Native groups to $ileiguit
the Federal Indian Claims Commission to protect their land claims. ésuli,rCongress passed
the Tlingit-Haida Settlement Act of 1959 (Act of June 1935, 49 Stat. 388, Ch. 295 (as amended
by Act of June 5 1942 , 56 stat. 323 and Act of June 4, 1945, 59 Stat. 231) to remedy the
troubledTee-Hit-Tonruling. The statute paid compensation to the aforementioned Indian groups,
acknowledging possessory Alaska Native rights to aboriginal ldedhstims—precisely what
was denied bfee-Hit-Ton™'Soon after the initial discussions, the Alaska Federation of Natives
came to represent a movement of Alaska Natives towards Native land and aghisan the
light of continued US authority. Congress “did the right thing” in the TlingidBa@ase, but
what if Congress did not act so forthrightly in other claims cases, esselet#adiggTee-Hit-Ton
Indians v. United Statas place? As mentioned above, in pursuit of reducing the costs of
statehood for the federal government, a bill was being drafted to allocate 8@5 atfes of
land for economic development in Alaska. Would Congress side with Native titlefacthef
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economic and political pressures? The disparate Alaska Indian, Eskimo, andoMeutiities
began collectively participating with the government in land rights act\aseoutside business
interests began seeking to exploit Alaska’s resouft&ollective political struggle was viewed
as imperative because Natives found that they, in the words of one Native leadéetpuree
with it now and in the future whether we like it or ndt.”In other words, the Alaska Native
culture had to incorporate a legalized incarnation of itself through the corobiotEskimo,
Aleut, and Indians under one collective Alaska Native community in this tramsaath the
Alaska state government.

The 1936 Alaska Reorganization Act, Philp details, promised to set aside four large
reservations for some Yupik, Inupiat, and Athabascan communities, but largéhelbfoader
Native Alaska population alone. The Interior Secretary, at the time, alsogétll traditional
fishing sites to various native groups. The Non-natives, the settlers and theisbesine
protested against the federal government giving “Alaska back to the flativaddition, the
Haida and Tlingit Indian groups along the Panhandle secured rights to theirtlamdt\signing
onto relocations to reservations. In doing so, the clans kept rights to certaiof plagt§ ongass
National forest. Aboriginal property rights became more important to the natitve atate
sought to claim public lands and to sell extraction rights to oil companies. Withothenaic
future obscured, state and federal governments aspired to settle the issarggofa title with
Native Alaska (34-49).

While the settlement has proven an extremely complicated issue, theemseabthe
surmounting problems ensuing from its implementation in the secondary literdtaranguage
of the act—which is complex-- has been recognized as “frequently” textuatigaous, and
responsible for generating a host of new legal difficulties between the Uratied Shd Native
America.! Extremely technical, but nonetheless material, matters are atfstakecorporate
distributions, through land easements, to questions of taxability. Additionally ratepo
“‘income flow is hardly sufficient to pay full-time corporate staff, much pgsside the cash
needed for business investments or community improverfiéi.bther words, many of the
Native corporations are without the capital to sustain daily business operdteoan|\t relief
comes from the profits of other corporations, whose profits pay forward to smbdigevi
corporations. It has also been made clear that there are significant doesrpetween Alaska
Native cultural values and traditional organizational forms on the one hand, aradube and
forms upon which the ANCSA and its model of Native corporations are presumed to operate on
a day-today basis. Not surprisingly there is criticism of “the elitetipasof Native corporate
executives and the lack of sophistication of shareholders” and that the “symhboipuation of
shareholder concerns” has become a pattern in corporate goveffia@Gaeen this tension, it is
also no surprise that some feel that Natives have responded to the corporate fiesenc
developing an Alaska Native subsistence movement, in which communities msbiNreign
claims through a community-based subsistence as a way to strengthen ciyrtigsias an
alternative to corporate membership as the basis of Native membé&fshiye Alaska Indians
along the panhandle, in Dombrowski’s view, “(i)n particular, [N]ative advocates unsed
subsistence to counter external political manipulation” brought on through statdenal f
political and legal imposition upon Native peopl&s.The subsistence movement brings
together Native sentiments that are outside the current framework o&laNative political
formations.

The best known—both among academics and among Natives, both academic and not—
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work on the impact of ANCSA is BergenAllage Journeywhich was commissioned by the
Inuit Circumpolar Conference in 1983, and cosponsored by The World Council of Indigenous
Peoples. The book’s eight chapters focus on Berger’s understanding as thepodsinim
political issues facing Alaska Natives and their relationship with thigotgrand the United
States. Much of the information gathered for the study came from testisigiviah by native
people as Berger toured a number of villages. The chapter “Native Sovereigihgka,A
argues for a distinction between Alaska Native sovereignty and the legal @ivadlstatus
represented by the corporations, drawing the conclusion that tribal governseshpethe
Indian Reorganization Act—as in the lower forty eight states—are Isefted for the sovereign
goals of Native people. Since the people of Alaska were neither conquered lanRuss
American forces, Berger insists, they still retain ‘inherent polipoavers’ which in Berger’s
view ANCSA may not address. That this just because it is ignored or denied yAAdtEes not
make it untrue. Before the settlement, many IRA-based tribal governmestisd in various
parts of Alaska. In this line of reasoning, tribal structures are based upon congjouérgment-
to-government relationships with federal authorities; corporate stescéme organized under
state, not federal, law, and this leaves the status of Alaska Natives aalyedeognized”
Native groups out of the picture. In addition to state-chartered corporationsaithéoeal
governments—subdivisions of Alaska state government, though they may be sttifthtnie
individuals--operating along side IRA-based tribal governments have, evithasting goals and
sources of authority.

LITERARY RESPONSE TO THE SETTLEMENT

Historical anthropologist Michel Rolph-Trouillot, Bilencing the Past: Power and the
Production of Historyan overlooked history of the Haitian Revolution, argues history as a
project of the present always silences certain past events (27). When peatgldistery, in
Trouillot’s view, the order in which the past is organized holds great effect aavnetriand
using elements of the past in other historical projects. A recent Alaske Kegponse to the
claims settlement, which breaks the silences in the previously narrste his the playiver
Womanby Tlingit writer Diane Bensor™" The historiography of Alaska Native legal relations
with the United States—even work that is “pro-Native”--developed primimilg non-Native,
national audience and in that respect silences aspects of the aboriginglihi$terconstruction
state and national presents. Turning to Alaska Native cultural texts, suetieas to Howardr
River Womanandas historical sourceprovides voices absent from the previously silenced
past. The writings of aboriginal peoples of the Alaska region establish a nstnative
regarding the legal “Americanization” of Alaska. These cultural téxisnish the gap between
the legal and historical “facts” and the cultural context of Alaska Natives.

The dramatic worlRiver Womarexamines a post-ANCSA world, before the
implementation of IRA-based tribal governments of the 1990s, from the perspdciiative
writer. The play tells the story of a family displaced by the comptinatof the settlement’s
implementationRiver Womantaking place in a fish camp, is a single scene play adapted from
the longer pieceSpirit of a Womanfirst premiering in Anchorage at tiut North Theatem
1996. Alaska Native Scholar Jean Breinig emphasizes the importance of thenelggrd to
Alaska Native culture, for it serves to comment on the present day conditiottsrhptang to
convert the bereavements of indigenous history into the aspirations for the futuweit&se
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Life’'s creative possibilities for transformation and renewal are ... impbita. ..

Tlingit writer, Diane Benson, who says she “write[s] about pain and recovery . . .

| want to move people, to cause them to experience sadness and then hope.
Sometimes to laugh in the midst of despair. No matter what, hope is the outcome”
(2). In her one act play “River Woman” (Spatz, Breinig and Partnow 259-261)
Benson uses humor and irony to tell the painful story of one woman’s loss of her
child to the State. The play forces readers to consider how traditional vialues--
this case participating in “fish camp”-- are not always recognizedlmtated by
Western institutions. (4)

Breinig views Benson’s exploration of Alaska state authority overgihal land and family in
post-settlement Alaska as a powerful and painful story. The play delves intai¢heosieersion
of public land, previously acquired through the settlement, into privately hdkt pettcels,
based on the federal Homestead Act of 1862. This federal territorialization ofdaifetantly
connects to the state’s assertion of custody rights over a child from an indiga@mays f
destabilized through the loss of village land in the settlement process, perhaes fore
augmenting their “traditional” Native values.

As Chapter 2 argued, Alaska was imagined in American thinking as arveiddiilled
with economic opportunity, even though the vast region was already populated with diderse a
traveled aboriginal peoples. Scholar Susan Kollin observes how ideological négtiess of
Alaska as d.ast Frontierstem from the industrial imperial practices of the nineteenth century,
combined with the progressive era’s conservation movement that built stezaresrly
twentieth (7). Through a national lens, Alaska exists both as an area for thi¢a¢iopl of
natural resources and as a captive ecology targeted for environmentavabmsefforts. The
play River Womardelves into the consequences of such ideological practices from an indigenous
writer’'s perspective that is concerned with how the law effects indigenoustiosteucture.

Set in a present-day fish camp along a river in the interior region of ARslea WWoman
opens with the play’s lone character, River Woman, on stage, peeling potatoes. As she works
she greets the audience saying, “Heeyyeee, | haven't seen you folks intienkgn@59). She
stands up and leaves the stage to enter the auditorium, shaking hands and vedtiaty gr
audience members before a return to the stage. Breaking the wall betweatotinegoee and
the audience, Benson merges the dramatic space of the character River Wibntla@ wi
audience, making the work seem less a dramatic production and more of afsedsime
events unfolding before the audience members-made-participants. Followieguneto the
stage, River Woman reminisces about the past practice of harvesting egetdtdr home
village. “Hey you remember how we used to get potatoes outta that garden bacR]i@he][
asks, “right in the middle of the village” (259). Delivering the monologue as though tremeedi
members are fellow members of her village, she reveals a primary aspausistece living
for Native people, which is what they require for sustenance from a boaray, held
communally. In this passage, River Woman expresses that the fish camp is natdlshela
considers her home but is a second familial space outside the village enviroMieehad a
good time,” she says, “[be]fore those homestead things, | guess that's whelthigy259).

Here, the reference to the Homestead Act of 1862 quickly unearths her recensandlper
history of displacement flowing from United States law.
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The Homestead Act to which she refers was enacted during the civil war, longthefore
late twentieth century setting of the play. The law nonetheless presentsuisequences for
River Woman'’s current situation. The initial purpose of the Act was to allow Aareditizens
and intended citizens to claim up to 360-acre parcels of surveyed government lanthelesser
in order to gain clear title to these tracts of land, a settler was reqoiuse the acreage as a
primary residence (with at least a “claim shack”) for five years amdltivate the land. Though
people intermittently used the act into the mid twentieth century, it stayeea efftil the
passage of the Federal Land policy and Management Act of 1976 in the ‘lower 48 atates
then in 1988 in the state of Alaska. Settler Kenneth Deardorff filed the final Hatiama under
the Homestead Act in Stony River, Alaska, located in the west central partstétibe
approximately 100 miles south of the town of Ruby, Alaska. Important to note hetieettend
Deardorff claimed was originally opened for such settlement throughatisage of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971. Under the Alaska Native Claimiei@etit Act village
sites and other aboriginal lands were to be claimed and surveyed for native ctemaunal
then separated from lands that were to be appropriated by the state of Athshka Bederal
government upon passage of the law. River Woman tells the audience of the family’s
entanglement with the settlement law, saying her brother “didn’t get kord of paper work
done or something,” and because of this “the government didn’t know it was his land so they
took it away from him” (259). The family lost the rights to the Stony Rivergallarea due to
the failure of the brother to file the claim with the government at the timetitéraent. The
State of Alaska appropriated particular sets of lands, like that of the StegryaRea, through
the Alaska Native Claims settlement, parcels the state then offered taativa-M.S. citizens
under a process derived from the federal homestead procedure. River Woman déstribes t
“now,” after the claims settlement, “ they,” the state and federal gomaat, “got this homestead
thing on 160 acres and all these people been comin’ and lookin’ like they won the bingo or
something” (259). By failing to file the claim with the State of Alaska,family has
relinquished Stony River into settler hands, and this led to a multitude of potesitiaistakers
traveling in the area with the hopes of coming upon their own windfall homesteadt poitita
River Woman hollers to children unseen and off stage in the wings to stay clearigh
wheel” (a notorious non-Native tool for commercial fishing) at the river, adtifay want
something to do you come down and cut some fish strips for auntie. Come on now...You too
Charla. That Charla a good kid. | been takin’ care of her now 8 months” (259). As thgassr
River Woman'’s brother left Charla, so he could find employment outside the area, perhaps
town of Ruby. This development in the play reflects the fact that the family holdkerto t
village lands and so is without a traditional means to support themselves fully $etise the
play argues that as the State of Alaska gained title to particatds tof land in the passage of the
Claims Act, the newly formed territoriality lured settlers to then ddivate the perceived
wilderness of the Last Frontjarltimately dispossessing Native families. In f&iyer Woman’s
main theme of the state’s power of territoriality can be observed extehdmgh many
dimensions of life in Alaska, as Benson suggests, including the relationshigebdtative
people themselves.

Through dramatic exploratioRiver Womardepicts how the familiar national trope of an
empty Last Frontier in need of settler domestication relates iy eegpect to the disposition of
Native domestic life via instrusive state and federal law. Legal scRathard Thompson Ford
suggests of state territoriality that “we could think of a continuum betweem &Erdesmaller
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territorial institutions, with the family at one pole and the nation at the othet).(InRiver
Womarn the jurisdictional practices of the state, such as the Homestead Act aidskee

Native Claims Settlement Act, have establishes an authoritativenslap between a national
geography at one level and the domestic space of family life at ar@bher Womarshows to
what ends United States territoriality seeks to regulate land and people ieatencof Alaska
as the Last Frontier. Connecting issues of family destabilization toftetdte land transference,
River Woman proceeds to compare the recent invasion of homesteaders in Alaskg to a wi
raven—a common Native trickster form--she recently witnessed dukiisif avith her sister in
Ruby, Alaska, the former gold rush town along the Yukon river.

Pausing from the chore of peeling potatoes, River Woman stands up and waisiegs a
pass across the sky. “That Raven like to get into mischief” she says and bdéigms t&tory
about a raven she will later relate to the matter of American homestéaditagka. The story
begins at a time when she was picking up mail from her sister in Ruby anubderyed a
construction worker leave a bulldozer at a jobsite and walk into the nearby woodsvio rel
himself. While the man disappears into the woods, the sisters noticed a raven gppehaen
sky and landing upon the work vehicle. Traditionally in Tlingit narrative, as in many other
cultures, Raven can be depicted as a trickster and creator. For example, agtopuiavolves
Raven stealing the sun from a leader of a rival village in order to secure tlghstorlhis
people. The story follows Raven who, for the sake of his community, turns himself into a
“hemlock needle.” The rival leader’s daughter eats the needle and evehixiaiythe raven as a
son. Appearing as a boy to the leader-grandfather, Raven pleads to see the sun, mtaog, and s
all kept by the grandfather in little boxes. Upon handling the boxes, the ravensé¢leaseon
and the stars, returning to the village with the sun still in a box (de Laguna 788griRReng this
traditional narrative, River Woman continues telling her own version of this ramsm ist
which the Raven in Ruby pulls a chocolate bar from a box contained in the bulldozer once the
construction worker has left for the woods. The bird, stealing the chocolatevieay Emilar to
how Raven took the moon, stars, and sun from the rival chief in the traditional story. Unlike the
traditional tale however, River Woman’s Raven places the chocolate bar on the Hood of t
vehicle then returns to the box for even more items. In the continued absence of thettmmstr
worker, Raven continues to liberate the sweet food in excess, stacking a setambars upon
the bulldozer’s simmering hot hood. As the sisters watch the man return from the woaas, Ra
attempts to carry away all seven of the bars at once. Unfortunately, the winksteit drops
one back onto the hood as the as he flies away, luckily escaping the constructioiswotlcs.
Upon the worker’s return from the woods, he immediately notices the chocolate tag el
the vehicle.

Finding the stash box empty, he confronts the sisters about the theft. “We takdhito t
Raven took it, but he didn’t believe us,” she explains adding, “Dat white man don’t know his
people just as greedy as that raven. It seems like they always think tlyghiegdoelongs to
them” (260). This story drawing from the legal history of the Tee-Hit-Ton make of the
moiety of the main indigenous actor in the case. For the Tlingit attorney Wiaarhwho
brought the issue to the Supreme Court was a member Déédyhittaarclan and the Raven
moiety. The trickster in the play is avenging the actions of colonialism docednientheTee
Hit Tondecision by removing the chocolate bars from the container. This critique exfcam
territoriality, as similar to the raven’s unruly desire for chocolate lgaias even more depth as
the play continues to unfold.
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In fact, following the whimsical and insightful tale, the play takes a hittarinvolving
River Woman'’s family. In this final segment of the play, she produces a pieapafipom her
pocket and hands it to an audience member, announcing that she never learned to read the
written word. “Who is it from,” she asks, provoking the audience member in possession of the
letter to read it aloud (261). The audience member, now a performer in the drama)dtditeit
and reads, “The Division of Family and Youth services.” In response, River Womaihesks t
audience member to loudly recite the letter in its entirety becauSkedaging is kinda bum,”
(261). The audience member reads the following letter

Since the documents we sent several months ago, regarding the legaihghgrdia

of Charla Carrie Albert have not been returned, and since it has been reported that
said child has been abandoned, it is hereby ordered that Carrie Charla Albert be
turned over to State custody until which time it is deemed in the best interest of
the child to maintain residence with an appropriate family guardian. (261)

The state’s imposed jurisdiction over River Woman'’s niece Charla mirrors ttied State’s
acquisition of the family village land during the claims settlement. Thialifoss of land to the
state propelling the father to leave the child with her aunt River Woman thendehds t
acquisition of Charla into State custody. The intended domestication of thevpdragiderness,
has led to the state’s domestication of a perceived abandoned Native cRilcerilWomarihe
territorial authority of the State proves to reach over both land and familyteonade legible

and standardized subjects through authorized homesteading and the regulationhfdieniisf
extended family relationships. Much like Raven with the seven chocolate bars téhefSta
Alaska seeks to appropriate all aspects of Native Alaska in totalityafbeclaims settlement
denying shareholder status to those born after 1971 damages the intergenecationality
because younger people would not be able to gain access to the corporation untietharshar
willed to them. The state seeking possession of Charla, who will not learrewilags or take

part in business of the corporation, add another layer of dispossession to River Woman. She
becomes like the chocolate bar left on the hood of the bulldozer. Additionally, River Wsoman’
response to the letter reveals that the teaching of subsistence pratcism of native culture
is yet another aspect of Native life under fire from state authorityu ‘fviean they are gonna
take her from us” she asks, “I been takin’ real good care of her . . . She cauh caafigood.

She digs up potatoes . . . She likes fish camp! We have to stay here til we got our food for the
winter” (261). Charla’s possible removal from the fish camp by state auglsarieans that the
child will not continue to learn valuable subsistence skills she may need later in &ddition,
River Woman doesn’t want Charla to leave because she needs the assistanchildffdrethe
maintenance of the fish camp. The domesticate speReef Womarns reliant on
intergenerational sharing of workloads.

The state’s authority over Native children in the play also clearlyriiiest the legal
complications of Native family life before the implementation of the Indibid@Velfare Act of
1978 (Pub. L. 95-608, 93 Stat. 3071, enacted November 8, 1978). For as River Woman believes
Charla’s “best interests” are being met through her education atrttpe t&e state authorities
label her as an abandoned child in need of interventional assistance through her. teateval
with the implementation of the Indian Child Welfare Act, authorities will st placement
of Native children with relatives, tribal or village affiliates, orlimg) Native adoptive parents,
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but River Womarmeveals how it was possible before the Act to remove a child from a secure
Native home into state custody through the implementation of the numerous legalftool
imperial authority and cartography.

Additionally, the play responds to the historiography of the Alaska Nativen€lai
Settlement Act by asserting to the audience that the law in facjengathe modern day
displacement of Native people. In breaking the barrier between the spheeaaflience and the
performance, River Woman encourages the one to view of how the spaces betwegmahbori
family and the village are intricately manifested as one. The stateskaAgeographic
displacement of the family through law defines the settler's developmentilasation’s
representative domestic spaces. The “[dJomestic,” Amy Kaplan writefi§ sense is related to
the imperial project of civilizing, and the conditions of domesticity often becoankens that
distinguish civilization from savagery” (25) By fracturing an aboriginaliliairstructure the
state of Alaska presents Natives as incapable of providing for their olfarevend presenting
itself as the arbiter of “civilization.” Charla embodies, not part of a disgl&oaily, but a target
of state domestication as to realize the vision of civilization inherent setllement process.
As Amy Kaplan explains, in “the process of domestication the home contains wighiithitse
wild or foreign elements that must be tamed;” here in subjecting River Wamddmea family to
state authority, they are marginalized as members of the natioe sdrne time that their
indigenous community is undermined and coerced into being “tamed.” For the statstidibyne
not only monitors the borders between the civilized and the savage but also regulesesftra
the savage within itself” in the way Natives become subjects of se#tferrsgulations (Kaplan
1998 582). River Woman, a figure of the domestic village space from the indigenous standpoi
of the play, transforms into a target of a colonial system bent on framingiabbty as a
“savage” but tamable—with judicious state surveillance, discipline, and inteyus--part of the
nation, through the settlement.

As a response to the legal history between Native Alaska and the UnitexR8tate
Womanconnects the laws governing land tenure with state social service practcdsr to
examine how a series of legal instruments can be employed to unravel indigentias,fami
communities, and cultures. As | write this chapter, author Diane Benson has axnoemce
candidacy for Lt. Governor for the State of Alaska in the next election é¢yaeing so, she is
remarkably bringing an indigenous voice to formal state politics, which has meoysty
marginalized in mainstream Alaska politics. In the light of this event, theghlows one to
understand how indigenous people become a settler-state citizenry whitenBensects her
literary work to her political activism. Perhaps after the next election ghgossess a degree of
power in changing the system of laws, which unraveled the lives of her chana&essri
Woman
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Chapter Five: The Ends of Imperialism

This chapter explores Inupiat and Yupik twentieth-century writing concetiitgd
States and Russian activity in the Bering Region, especially in the mitist 6btd War. While
the last chapter focused on the legal relationships between the Uniteca8thfdaska’s
indigenous peoples, this chapter reads Native responses to the bordering atdgatshe
Bering region, which have created a division between regionally linked indigenlbuses.
Positing the Bering as a distinct cultural location, this chapter alde tkea way “American” and
“Russian” nationalisms construct, as New York Times reporter PeterrAarsealls it, a “
global seam,” but seen through the historical perspectives of regionallyrindgyeriters. In
doing so, the chapter inquires into the nature of “America” as embodying mora tizdion, or
a bounded continental space, but also a collection of ideologies restrictingraaitiiog
indigenous cultural forms and ways of knowing. These non-indigenous conceptions of the
Bering allow one to understand the way imposed, organized, belief systems havéaaleein s
the region. For example, the belief in the Bering as a fundamental bordeomagithe world
in fact holds such strength in the “American” cultural imagination as to be cabip&o the
prehistorical Flat Earth Mythologies held in various cultures throughout tissiCaera world.

The novelThe Island Betweetby Margaret E. Murie, describes the Bering as a
mythological and liminal space. Though a non-indigenous writer, Murie was aroad\taska
resident and often referred to by environmentalists as the ‘Grandmother ofrtheckile.’
Combining many traditional Siberian Yupik narratives into an epic story of surwitiadi
Bering, Thelsland Betweeromposes a tale of harrowing adventure and excitement. The novel
narrates the trials of a young Yupik male protagonist, Toozak, from a village bam8ence, an
island sitting between the Eurasian and North American continents. Murie’s lsfdoman has
Toozak venture through a series of quests involving the search for a lost love andi¢hgeha
of survival in an often harsh arctic environment. From the novel’s beginning, Murieyepé
St. Lawrence Island creation story in the introduction, “Ahipani: In the Back ’Agey great
giant lived in the Far North,” she writes, and one day he “happened to be stantingevibot
on the Siberian Coast and one on the other shores of Alaska.” As the giant stood on both shores,
the narration of the traditional story continues, “[h]e chanced to look down at the naiposf s
water between his feet,” surveying the waters of the Bering Stithibutithe St. Lawrence
Island. Peering deep into the Strait, he plunged his hand into the drink, taking up affistful
“sand and stone from the ocean’s bed” (1). The giant, Murie writes, proceeded edtjeece
materials tightly, allowing the salty ocean water in his fist to drai vdo the Strait. Raising
his arm in the air, the Giant then threw the compressed dirt in his fist back into ¢éneaat
dirt, Murie writes, “stayed there—an island between the two continents” (he Riberian
Yupik language, the island’s nameSwsugag and equates in English to the word “Squeezed,”
due in part to this story and the compressed shape of the island in which the mid-sehgon of
Island appears from a birds-eye view to have been “squeezed,” as suggesisyt The name
of the island changes when Western sailors came upon it and called it “Stntetaéer the
saint whose date of martyrdom, August 8, 1728, was the day the ship arrived at the island’s
shores.

From the island’s creation stofye Island Betweerelies upon the mythology of the
Bering Sea land bridge to propel the narrative. Murie relates the amngaleparture of the ice
age and the transmigration of bears and deer over to North America from Eurasia dfy w
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Beringia. Merging the traditional creation story of Sivugaq Island withathe bridge theory,
the writer makes manifest a continental connection between Siberia akd flasworld

politics denied in 1977, the year of the novel’s publication. In the using the Yupiloorstdry,
Murie attempts reconciliation of a global geography during the Cold Wen as Russian Poet
Yevgeny Yetushenko described it, world politics turned the global “us into ‘Enéanes
“destroyed the historical ties between the twins—Alaska and Siberia”. (224)

The Siberian born Yetushenko believed the Cold War was “against history and against
nature” with political and cultural reverberations extending beyond the boundbtiestwo
nations. Murie’s story, told during the escalating tensions between the Unites, S¢dliam
Appleman William’s “America,” and the Russian Federation, unites the gdgansnationally,
through the appropriation of indigenous stories for an uneasy political nationmécuitthe tale
protagonist Toozak and his village community come in contact with explorers, hbitke
steers clear of any critical discussion about the intensive colonial hi$tonjted States
expansion west and the Russian expansion eastward across Eurasia, expansi@amguhty e
settled at a convenient—Dbut inherently arbitrary--“break” between thedwtinents. Instead,
The Island betweepresents a Yupik culture imagined for an outside audience to illustrate a
separation between Siberia and Alaska, or as Yetushenko puts it, “twins divided” (224).
Nowhere inThe Island Betweedo indigenous characters face the impositions of nation-states
dividing the indigenous field of Bering culture and society with serious coasiole

Using the idea that the Bering region as a cultural center, this cleapterues to
examine the ideologies and durable practices that mark the region as enptimbidace-
boundary through the Fred Bigim poem, “Ballet in Bethel.” The goal in this ahafitereorient
perspectives from one peering into the region from the Cold War, nation-consciside ot
one gazing outward from a place—the Bering--that is continuous and not abruptly bounded.
Moreover, the chapter proceeds this interpretation through the work of two Siberian Yupik
writers, American and Alaska Native Susie Silook from St. LawrenardslAlaska and Russian
Siberian writer Zoya Nenlyumkina. In doing so, these readings réneahperial cultures of the
United States and the Russian Federation in Yupik writing in the Beringr@tgaih. As a
sculptor, performer, and writer Susie Silook’s work greatly contributes t&#\Idative literary
culture, and in this chapter the narrative poem “Adventure in Chinatown 1958,” and the short
story “The Anti-Depression Uliimaagq,” are used to discuss the complexibgstboth familial
and cultural, relating to the construction and maintenance of empire in Alaska. A broken
uliimaagq,the Yupik word for sculpture, in the narrative, comes to represent the national and
continental boundaries separating Siberian and American Yupik culture any sotie Bering
region. Poet Zoya Nenlyumkina confronts the atrocities of empire in an untitled peeecges
to fellow poet Yetushenko. The work details the utter collapse of her familyeyilNaukan,
formerly situated on the coast of Siberia, in the midst of World War 1l. Nenlyurakpoam
expresses the continued force of the historical evacuation of the village durthgv@ol
developments. Both Silook and Nenlyumkina testify to how two separate nationalierpans
projects work simultaneously in partitioning a living indigenous culture andtgoaiprocess
that in the end serves to magnify the region’s wholeness.

Twins Divided and Cold War Borders
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The regions of Western Alaska and Eastern Siberia, as well as the islamesnhe
compose a meeting point for the North American and Eurasian continents. Thisp dhe anly
shared border between the United States and the Russian federation. Thesepnajsats|
partition the geography of the Yupik, @Be Island Betweeexplicatesa cultural center, not a
frontier, from the point of view of indigenous worltultiple settler-state projects, however,
continue to split the region with various types of borders. The internationahéatelihning
down the middle of the strait, marks the legal separation between the Russiaredasiand of
Little Diomede, orgnalukin Yupik, and Big Diomede Island, émagliq, presently the territory
of the United States. The islands sit approximately two miles apartdivis®n between the
two was drawn during the United States purchase of Alaska from Russia in 1887 asdgsoase
profound power in the global cultural imagination. For example in 1988, Peter Anlseitiag
for the New York Times, described an explorative journey to the center point hetveetsvo
islands:

About thirty yards to the west, across the snow and ice hummocks of the Bering
Strait, lies the international date line . . . Crossing it is only a mattezps, out

this global seam separates today from tomorrow, the Americas fromd; aadi

the territory of the United States from that of the Soviet Union. Here, offshore
between the barren islands of Soviet Big Diomede and Americanittteede,

52 miles below the Arctic Circle, the two great continental powers redch o
across the map and all but touch, like the outstretched figures in Michelangelo'
“The Creation of Adam.” (2)

For Iseman, recent national histories at the borderline are reminisckatfofgco painting
called “The Creation of Adam,” on the ceiling of the Sistine chapel. The worikaltas the
biblical tale of theBook of Genesiom theOld TestamenBible, in which God, as an elderly
man, literary breathes life into a nude figure of young Adam, the first human béed¢wo
Diomede Islands are understood by Iseman to stand as the fingers of God anavAidampoint
so close to one another from the continents that they almost touch. In “The Creatdamgf
God's index finger gestures toward Adam, risen from the other fingers of the harig, ne
meeting with that of his creation of human beings on the earth. Iseman’sd@stigbing the
region as these two figures gesturing toward one another incites visions sibR@atiquity,
most often in the terms marking the Americas as the “New” World andig@asghe “Old.”
Iseman’s description more than suggests that Europe has given birth to thea&nwerin other
words, the “Old” world of Eurasia invented that of the “New” world by means of divine
guidance. The simile resonates with the Beringia theory, the transfes€hfe from God’s
finger to Adam’s, parallel's the trope of mammals and flora across a latgebfihe national
borders of the West and the East (here, in the Bering, the East is the New Worlsiahbiame
produced one another by marking their separation at the Bering. “Crassugtes Iseman “is
only a matter of steps, but this global seam separates today from tomorrowneheas from
Eurasia, and the territory of the United States from that of the Soviet Union” (&)d@s$triptive
image allows the reader to cognitively map the geography of his subject, miatte either
shore of the Bering region represents an abstract landscape that to edamysisother worldly,
if not beyond their personal experiences.

Both the worKThe Island Betweeand Iseman’s travel narrative represent an unusual
dilemma in that they attempt to unify an area separated by national, ilceahadand continental
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cultural logics. For each side of the Bering, the “American” and the f&uSpossesses
separate but recent histories establishing a connected but divided indigenous Tudtyoarts
however are placed into opposing national histories instead of being read as ontedonnec
regional history. Anthropologist Eric Wolf asks,Europe and the People without Histoti]f
there are connections everywhere why do we persist in turning dynamiopmmtected
phenomena into static, disconnected things” (4)? Wolf believes that dividing tlekimiorparts,
such as the East and the West, denies the connective aspects of a broad tgobhal bgsefore,
even though the cultures of the Bering are partitioned through mutually agetcblaundaries,
the experiences gained through such divisions maintain an indigenous cultural yisiekizg
to manufacture a static and disconnected region, the acts of two nation-statagtdigit the
“interconnected phenomena” of indigenous culture.

The Bering region represents a limit in the vision of United States expansstward
since the Strait is the furthest an American continental National terciéorgrow without
meeting the nations of Eurasia. The closing of the United States frontier laié nineteenth-
century, as well as the Klondike gold rush, led to gradual American settlemelaskfA
Statehood and the subsequent aboriginal land claims settlement with the fedetateand s
governments that cleared indigenous title, however, have not produced largeitetlaer the
region. The largest city in Alaska, Anchorage was established in 1914 as aypdatdi still
remains a moderately-sized metropolitan area with a population of only 350,000, owéitihalf
entire state’s population. The villages and town in Alaska are fundamentaligiahloin
population and origin, even if they have been chartered into municipalities as sobdiwaisihe
state.

The State of Alaska’s land holdings are larger than the states of @ialifdexas, and
Montana put together, thus the vast area may seem “empty” in comparisoreto thes
aforementioned states to the south. Similar in size to Alaska and justther@seing Strait the
region of the Siberian Far East is populated by approximately 7 million pedelse Tivided
twins are continually imagined as distinct for both the United States andiRessindigenous
studies, the region possesses a unique opportunity to draw from the imperial ho$teaistsand
west in order to produce a globally-minded and indigenously-orientatedwWiakel he
continental and international borders, and the dateline stretched through the tegaintain
the differences between cultures and societies historically continuousaribes projects
acting to divide this area continue to subject the indigenous peoples to a coloniabdnmnde
theshared culture and history of regional connectimstead these developments instill and
reinforce “Eastern,” in the case of Russia, and “Western,” in the ¢dse Onited States,
cultural values and systems (although the literal meanings of East and ¥vestessed in this
case: itis to the west that one finds “the East,” yand to the east that onelismtl¢e'st” in the
Bering Region). In the case of North America, many would adhere to the tropesdtém
expansion and the vanishing of the indigenous population as the nation moved west, but how
does one consider the Bering if it is not quite an area dominated by the actualeuoésaitler
populations? Edward Said writes of the connective imagery the United Statgsged from
the conquest of North America onto other sites in the worldSulture and Imperialisn$aid
writes,

There were claims for the North American territory to be made and fought ove
(with astonishing success); there were native peoples to be dominated, yariousl|
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exterminated, variously dislodged; and then, as the republic increased in age and
hemispheric power, there were distant lands to be designated vital to America
interests . . . (Said, 8)

The Bering region, imperatively critical for hemispheric power, embadieace the “North
American territory” and a “distant land designated vital to Americandstsy’ but the
indigenous populations of the Bering are neither wholly dislodged, nor exterminagspgo@m
“Ballet in Bethel]” by Inupiaq writer Fred Bigjim, expresses the experiences of livitig wi
United States cultural territoriality in the Northern village of BetAdska. In doing so, he
reads the relationship Alaska Natives hold with popular fine art performanog duei mid-
twentieth-century. The town of Bethel, built from the central Yup'ik villag®amterillirmuit,
is the largest population center in Western Alaska and Bering region on the Ansadiealhe
town’s aboriginal population has never been “dislodged” and compose officiallypgisdgnt of
the town. “Ballet in Bethel” spells out a disconnection that is not within the horizdimeof
dominant East-West narrative, one which breaks up the idea of “the West” mgsngghat
Western artistic expression may not make sense for indigenous audiences,

Skintight dancers spinning across a stage,
Displaying only fantasies of a foreign world.
Opera in Shishmaref.

Piercing and screaming, the words unknown to all,
The sound shatters the stillness of the night.

Mime in Elim.

Stark Faces of fools

Saying nothing. (1-9 674)

For the speaker, a dancer’s flowing forms on stage display “only fantasiégreigam world”
and opera singers “screaming, the words unknown to all” clarify the ineffectiveiniegsosed
cultural practices upon the subjectivities of Alaska Native onlookers. The pokes olaar that
these performances possess little relevant content for a Yup’ik audieec&separate worlds”
here are not Russian and American, but American and indigenous. Through thesigjimes B
suggests that the imperial project for assimilating Natives to Westiéture and incorporating
Alaska Natives into the United States cultural and politically provesnptete though the
singers and dancers, symbols of colonialism, have “shattered the stillnesgAlbska] night”
(3-20 674). To return to Said’s presumption of the completedness of the imperial, pheject
poem reads as though it might have been written by an American Indiantfaewgstward
march of settlers in the nine-teenth century in the lower, contiguous, forty-eitgg. Sthe point
is that the poem concerns the present, and suggests that the difference we mistaakeunt
is not that between “Americans” and “Russians,” but between indigenous people imitige Be
Region and their “fellow citizens” in distant Russia and America.

“Ballet in Bethel” speaks of a time when those unfamiliar with the histioffaska
would assume the United States had “pacified” or “assimilated” all N&itiveh Americans in
nationally held territories. However, the poem is a product of an Alaska Natie® writ
commenting on his mid-twentieth-century experiences with Western Arty onsider the
project of United States expansion to be one concluded long ago, yet AlaskesMatre faced
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intensive projects of cultural incorporation into the United States on a variegnts in the
later half of the twentieth-century and into the present, as previous chagterargued. “Ballet
in Bethel” cites, for the reader, this disjuncture between Alaska Natitee and United States
territoriality so as to contradict the assumption that Native North isares have had their
subjectivities reformatted through the reproduction of Western culturdlqasa their
homelandsBallet in Bethehllows for a conversation about the institutionally marginalization of
indigenous culture in contemporary Alaska. Surely, the tendency to confine “dicomiircd
Native North America to the past denies a contemporary Native culture utaad; dtresilient,
in the present.

Bigjim makes apparent a structure of feeling, by showing the lapsedretive imposed
cultural practices of the West and the lived reality of Alaska Natives,

Repertory Theater in Barrow.

Actors waiting for Godot

In a play that never reaches our world.
Symphony in Wales.

Instruments of time

Being blown by history

Of one world overpowering another.

Impact disguised as cultural creativity. (10-17)

The meaning and value of the play “Waiting for Godot...never reaches” the Alaska N
narrator’s “world,” even if the sounds of a symphony are “[b]eing blown bgryisDf one

world overpowering another./ Impact disguised as a cultural creativitg.’siffints and sounds of
theatric performances and of classical music concerts emphasizéagjior, Bnly the indelible
usurpation of geo-cultural dominance by the United States in the region. The "imighese
performances undercuts the local culture—or attempts to--through the exipdi, These
imposed practices “disguised as cultural creativity,” he suggests, wdrestd maintain—or,
again, attempt to--a cultural domination at the edge of Western expansion, susiraplaohy”
in the Native village of “Wales,” Alaska, the western most settlement on thie Nowerican
continent (10-17).

Russian and American Yupik Experiences

Acts of United States cultural hegemony in Alaska created such upheavatixe
peoples in the Bering transformed their lives in unpredictable ways. Fopkxdhe narrative
poem “Adventure in Chinatown 1958,” by Susie Silook, expounds an indigenous interpolation
into the machinery of a federal program used to dislocate Native Amerecples. The poem
follows the Silook family on a journey from Gambell, Alaska, to the contiguous the United
States after her father enrolled in the Federal Indian Relocation prog@emented by the
United States government in the 1950s and 1960s. The Relocation program promised to assist
Native Americans in obtaining economic opportunities not available to them in theitdvamse
reservations, or regions. “My father was a steel worker in Skokie #Hlinwrites the visual artist
and poet, addressing her father’s experience in the lower forty-eighivéHie leave before
dawn,” she writes, “and return long after the sun no one ever saw in Chicago went down.” In
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comparing the village’s built landscape and arctic air of St. Lawristenred to that of the city,
her mother claimed, “the buildings were too tall and the air stank.” Unimprestethevi
Chicago suburb, her mother only ventured outside the apartment to attend church (3-4 252).

The Silook family from St. Lawrence Island “were invited to give up their stdrgie
life style -- a harsh and demanding existence writes Scholar Ronald ‘8patder to take their
place in a great American city” (litesite). The Termination and Réilmt era of US federal
Indian policy steered the government away from the goals of the Indian Reorigani:t
which many viewed as supporting American Indian self-government. On 1 August, 1953, House
concurrent Resolution 108 announced a policy of abolishing federal trust obligatiotisg¢o na
communities. In the same year Congress ratified Public Law 83-280 etramgicivil and
criminal jurisdiction over Indians in some states from the federal governmstaté
government. These were radical changes in federal Indian law that smughibtthe historic
obligation of the federal government to protect Indian people and their communiiesindian
Relocation Act of 1956, known also as Public Law 959, encouraged Natives to move from
hometowns and villages in order to find gainful employment. The aspirations forrthendgon
and Relocation Era (in the historical relationship between Native North éanerand the
United States government)t are embodied in the terms that describe thegpalieg one of
“emancipating” American Indians from federal authority. The ultengdal, however, was to
sever the longstanding trust agreements with Native nations.

The newly seated commissioner of the Indian Affairs, Dillon S. Myer instigdie
Relocation program, even before Congress brought into law, by paying to trandg@mhous
people from villages and reservation communities to metropolitan ardses dhited States.
Before his employment with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Dillon Myer ogerat similar
program called the War Relocation Authority, during World War Il as discusshkeren this
dissertation. In this program, the United States moved Japanese, Italiarerax@h@mericans
living in the United States metropolitan areas of the U.S. to internmentiéacilihe Relocation
Act of 1956 advanced the policy and between 1956 and 1958 many Native people moved from
their hometowns into cities. Bureau of Indian Affairs relocation offices Iddatenajor cities
brought tribal members from throughout the country under the promise that théoaleczuld
improve an individual’s economic condition in the urban atmosphere. However, the Relocation
program, like the Allotment program in the nineteenth-century, held negativesdtfietamilial
and cultural affiliations. As Susie Silook explains of the program, “in thosettiay paid the
expenses to move Native folk out of Native Neighborhoods” and for her family, “andsrao A
ones” (22-24 252).

The Silook family entered the program, accepting placement in the town of Skokie, a
suburb of Chicago, lllinois. The Silooks traveled from the small village of Gamb&t.
Lawrence Island to a town that was once promoted as the ‘world’s largageviWVith
relocation the Silooks found their household duties significantly changed, it broudathesr
into the industrial labor system, as it removed him from nature in critical, wasfsaps for the
first time in his life. She notes that he would miss the sunrise and sunsets seera@neice
Island. The family also removed themselves from an intricate economic systedupemn the
practice of subsistence hunting. “My father’s hunting fed his family,"asr&ilook, “and his
mother’s/ and his brother’s family” ( 15-17 252). The move left a gap in that systeisdut a
brought the family to depend on the market economy as their food source. Baosa/e
damaged established familial patterns, Sllook writes, how “people still wargehe agreed to
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the government relocation program and without my mother’s consent took his family to
Chicago” (18-21 252). Other members of the family reacted differently to th@omews: “My
sister used to take off all her clothes,” she writes, “and run about naked—tteayeree’s
favorite Chicago story” (29-31 253). Yet the story involving another sister becarfaartiigs
most important memory. She “got lost and only spoke Yupik and so they took her all over
Chinatown looking for her non-existent Asian family” (32-34 253). Silook writes

Someone must have told them
That child is not Asian for
She remembers eating ice cream at the
Precinct and my father remembers
How big her eyes were when he
Came to claim his
Relocated but not indigenous to
Chinatown girl. (35-42 253)

Concerned for his children’s safety, Silook’s father refused to work the midnidt shi
unless their mother “stayed up all night to watch everyone” in order to makinsymemained
safely in their beds (52). The emotional toll taken on the family was such libak &alls the
stay in Chicago “Custard’s Last Stand Il, or infinity” because thelyachbse to return to their
home in the village of Gambell after only a month in residence, thereby sunheifigttle of
the Relocation program. In referencing the relocation as “Custasti’sténd Il,” she emphazies
the program’s failureéo permanently lure the Silook family to the Midwestern metropole. The
poem ends with the italicized lin€hicago is too big to rememBgri6-53). In this sense the
Silook family, feeling lost and displaced, was unwilling to continue developiriig toti
themselves in the city. The Relocation program created both many dislocageshnd
peoples, but unlike the Silooks, many never returned home.

Interestingly, the Relocation program is not the only time Susie Silookedakielond
the confines of St. Lawrence Island only to return to her childhood home. The shor@arrat
“The Anti-Depression Uliimaaq,” details Silook’s healing homecoming to Ghmobét.
Lawrence Island after living for many years in Anchorage. The returnda®dilook ample
time to observe and address the emotional stress suffered by the Igibagkss due to
government activities. Silook maps changes of the island’s architecture andidepases in
terms of United States imperial territoriality. St. Lawrerstarid lies approximately one hundred
miles from the coast of Alaska in the Bering Straight, between the continernitsAmerica and
Eurasia, as will be recalled from the discussion of Muiiés Island Betweehe Native
Village of Gambell, on the northwest side of the island, sits closer to Eurasi@tNarth
America, and yet the inhabitants of the island fall under the sovereigtity bhited States
since 1868, and for purposes of American law are considered “Native American.”

In the “Anti-Depression Uliimaagq,” Silook describes suffering from such atienal
condition of extreme sorrow that made her leave Anchorage and journey aloneol®ameliell
without the company of her children. She admits to the reader that she was uhdkstsess
from an episode of depression that, “Looking back,” she suspects, she “went home to die” (245).
At her childhood home, she finds not her deathly wish but a process of healing through carving
ivory. In the solitude at the family house she works on a tusk, transforming it icidpéuse, an
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uliimaagq, of two connected figures. The only time she interrupts the work esks necessary
in the wintertime household, such as hauling water and supplies.

The opening paragraphs of the narrative describes the sense of isolatioerzatcali
she feels from the local village residents. Undisturbed in seclusion, heptmiecarving is
“broken only by [her] need to dump” the ‘honey bucket’ into the chilled water of the Strait (245)
When she treks to the sea with a sled loaded with the “honey buckets,” she becomg®yaunte
the freezing winds blowing strongly off the Bering. The gusts push at hedsheudwaying the
containers of human waste from side to side. Without the comforts of Anchorage and the
company of her children, Silook realizes near complete solitude in St. Lawrroept for the
wind.

Many arctic cultures gender and personify the wind, and in Yupik and Inupiabsge m
movement of air is known &ilap Inua or Silla a male figure without a physical form. The
Yupik believe, Silla, one who literally breathes into the world, is responsibéd! foniversal
movement from the galactic to the bodily. For example, the story of Silook’s mové&om her
childhood home to the shoreline can be viewed as an act of Silla. The wind communittates wi
her as she pulls the sled through the snow along the treeless island to dispose. é{ssist
walks the mile from the house, Silla “bull[ies] the five gallon jugs behind” Imer she writes,
“[s]Jometimes he shov|[es] them over and I'll right them, knowing he’d win agaihdxsrs
unrelenting persistence” (245). Other times when he was in a “loving mood” hes poshe
buckets to the shoreline, with the sled dragging her in tow behind. These games betvaaeh
the wind, breaking her isolation, become paramount to her survival during her bleak maod, or a
she writes of the situation, “sometimes small things keep you alive” (24thjs way, Silla’s
attention to Silook’s movements lends her some relief from her isolation and henédiorel
state.

Apart from her ventures with Silla, the narrator spends her time carvingauady
“uninspired spurts” within an unheated room set aside for that purpose in her mother’srhouse.
this traditional Yupik practice, Silook claims a space for herself whercthed evory carving, an
art form traditionally reserved for men. As she works, the wind seeks to gajinrtatthe
house. Silook describes Silla as furiously moving outside the house ,“making tigbge mi
sounds of air claiming its domain” in an attempt to gain access to the intehier wbrkspace
(246). The negotiation for territory between her inside the house and Silla movingltfgrcef
outside, becomes a thematic image for the narrative as a whole. Her ddatermbave sole
propriety over the interior of the house, working in media reserved for men, abaimshd,
leads the narrator to discuss United States occupation of the island.

Amid this negotiation for space, Silook begins relating her upbringing to theeshang
village shape brought on in the twentieth-century by US occupation. “The haaseborn in
was originally F. A. A. housing,” she writes, “set far apart from thenebet@ family layout of the
original village site” (246). At one time, the Federal Aviation Adminigtrabccupied an area
adjacent to the village. She writes that the original village design of Gandsespatially
composed in clusters based upon familial genealogies indigenous to the island. The original
layout in these natural formations consisted of local designs made bef@@ming of Western
imperialism to the village. Labeling the collection of homes built from thigsdger “Gambell 1,”
she continues to detail how a BIA school was constructed in the center of the villEge.tBe
school, this once open space, sat like a hub with a series of houses radiatirg fremteér point
of the square. The space served to host most village activities, includingtthesnaf strength

76



between locals and crewmembers of whaling ships, who happened past in thersyoivat
Bering Strait. The placement of a B. I. A. school in the community space bl
government works as an actualization of power over the residents of Gambellr&@onieef
village is the transparent and creative space that the village once used ofymdtions such
as sporting events with the visitors to the island.

While the original layout of the village of Gambell remains, other recently reaesdl
parts of Gambell take a very contrasting form to that of the villagegaar one. One new
section of the village, that Silook labels “Gambell II,” was constructed asfaHousing and
Urban Development program. Unlike the cluster formation of Gambell | wheredaied
communally, the houses of Gambell Il sprawl out in identical and symmetigalsignifying
the “rational” formations of modernist planning. Also, contrary to the tawitivillage layout ,
Silook explains that the individual, nuclear family-occupancy of the houses in Gainnbel
based upon a waiting list, not the “ancient clan system,” shaping the architspagalof the
old section of the village. Though the formation of both Gambell | and Gambell b are s
different “every available living space is taken” and is “over croweeth residents in both
sections due to a historic population influx to the island by the United S2dte)s The imagery
of the crowded village Silook describes contrasts with the solitude shega®faghe beginning
of the narrative. One might think she was describing the density of an urban space Sarch as
Francisco, California, not a village on St. Lawrence Island, Alaska.

While crowded Gambell I and Gambell Il village formations have separains and
functions, they both address the history of United States territoriality oslaine. They reveal
the transition of the architectural space of the village from organizatsaulmn extended
families to rectilinear, state-controll&@using projectsSilook’s search for domestic stability in
returning to her childhood home unearths the islander’s powerlessness over thgiaosvims
the face of government dominance. The government’s control of the village alsb mea
transforming the population through importing Inupiat from the Alaska mainlaredtte among
the Yupik village residents. For before Silook was born, the Yupik population of the village,
became a site of a eugenics project by the territorial governmetasiad

Her own family history was part of this venture by the government to mizotimenunity
in Gambell with another population. “My Inupiag-Irish mother was an orphan sent to St.
Lawrence Island,” she writes, “along with other orphans of a diphtheria egidethe late
‘30s” (246). Mimicking the imposed manipulation of village space brought on firdteby
Federal Aviation Administration, and secondly by Department of Housing and Urban
Development, the previous infusion of other indigenous people by the state magnifies the
severity of the nation’s dominance. “The State,” she confesses, “decided theyfdypiat
children would] make excellent new blood,” among the Yupik population in Gambell (246). The
orphans, including her grandmother, were survivors of a diphtheria outbreak in and around the
village of Nome in 1926. The transportation of the medicine from Anchorage to Nome by dog
sled became the inspiration for the 1,050 mile Iditarod dog sled race, also knownGeetie “
Race of Mercy,” held every year in Alaska, which runs between the twodosatnterestingly,
the tale of the outbreak and the delivery of medicine to Bethel came to American pojtular
in the Disney filmBalto (1995), the name of the dog that lead the team of sled dogs whom
delivered medicine through the final leg of the journey to Nome. While marfgrargar with
the Iditarod race in Alaska, from Willow to Nome, the relocation of Inupiat @milthree
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hundred miles northwest of their homeland to a foreign island is absent in pop@ac#m
history.

This relocation of Inupiat children, victimized by the passing of their panentise
community in the Native Village of Gambell aligns with the seemiagjdnality” of eugenics
thinking in American national culture. Historian Susan Currell writes, “byL 9#0s, eugenic
thought permeated modern cultures and societies on a global scale. This bipkslociaphy
came to affect the way national identities were constructed and repcesemtany countries”
(2). Certainly, governmental authorities could have placed the orphans with liaupizts on
the Northern Alaskan Mainland instead of in an Yupik community. In fact, the “mixindieof t
children on the island presents an interesting development in comparison to other policies
practiced in the United States at the time. For example, the state mhid/gdracial Integrity
Act of 1924 also held disastrous effects for indigenous people on the eastern shords of Nort
America. The act only disallowed marriages between those of the recogiWihéd™and
“Colored” races. A union crossing this barrier was a felony by law. Wadtkeby Plecker, the
first registrar of the state of Virginia's Bureau of VitaltiStecs from 1912 to 1940, also
reclassified American Indians as either “White” or as “Colored’aforost thirty years.
Eliminating “Indian” as a possible category on birth certificates, ligimred indigenous
children went to “white” orphanages while dark-skinned children to “colored” orgleana
Historian Peggy Pascoe notes how the law drew upon the marriage between John Rolfe and
Pocahontas to establish the “Pocahontas Exemption Clause” which grandféathempean”
families with aboriginal ancestry into the “White” race (Pascoe 142-I48pugh this
framework of United States race-making the peoples of the Arctic sehitghess in a distinct
fashion.

Even though peoples of North American Arctic possessed a degree of racial
indeterminacy for the national culture in the early twentieth-centurydtilefell victim to racial
oppression. The move to alter the island’s population contradicts popularly held cultianas not
of racial purity the United States and contemporaneously enforced upon the indigenous
populations elsewhere in North America. Normally, if Native communitiearaintain land
holding and treaty agreements with the nation they must maintain a minimure dégrdian
heritage determined by federal law. The eugenic activities on Stehawreflected the United
States contradictory ideas of racial purity. The notion of an Eskimo, as a yeimitite placed
the northern aboriginals in “a subordinate position,” writes Shari Huhndorf, “in patbe they
functioned primarily as a means for Westerns’ self-realization” (Huli@éaing Native 104).
The Eskimo served to distance “Whites” from peoples they imagined as everaveaye and
barbaric. Even though the West placed Northern Aboriginals indeterminatelgdn
“whiteness” and “color,” the later still became subjects of the waadeian relationship with
the United States, unable to control how racial culture effected their comasuniti

The experiences of Silook’s grandmother, a child in the mass transfer, seaves as
illustration of the contradictory roles Native people play in the United Siiai@ginary as a
vanishing race and how in practice the United States continually implementbastes in
Native villages with devastating effects. For instance, in order for Niakaduals to maintain
aboriginal rights in the United States they must meet a certain minitolood‘quantum,” even
if this means not passing aboriginal rights on to the children of tribal or castrateholders
beyond three successive generations. Similar to changes in village sthwotugbt on by the
Federal Aviation Authority housing and the Housing and Urban Development homes, the Inupiat
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population set among the Yupik on St. Lawrence Islander can be understood as drgmaticall
changing the composition of the village. While the differences between the Yupik arat Inupi
may appear trivial to someone unfamiliar with Arctic aboriginal culideegyuage and other
practices are significantly distinct between the communities. Silmakelf confused over how
to make sense of the history, writes “I don’t know what problems there were wildthod

[on the island], but that is what happened” (246). She views this aspect of villagg aitdrer
familial lineage as “U. S. D. A. New Blood” in the village and describing theethetents of the
Inupiat children as aboriginal people approved by “United States Departmenti@ilge.” In
Silook’s view, she and the other villagers drawing Inupiat heritage sidraftotality of
colonialism’s consequence on the island.

Silook articulates Yupik culture’s own method of demarcating space and belamdfeg
midst of these burdens. Upon visiting another’s house, she writes, “[tlhe custom &r taneht
receive acknowledgement in the entrance,” but people not from the communitytesfots
any length of time post Please Knock signs on their doors” (246). Much like the plagder sp
between the wind Silla and the narrator, an island visitor struggles to maintgrea dé
command over space so as to distance themselves from the other village résidegks
customary practices. The insightful and familiar passage by Edward Sa&mogahe
importance of geography to human experience, quoted earlier in the chapter tenlidtural
imaginings in the struggle over geographic control of territory and catfsrtd that that
cartography is an act of cultural production. Similar to written texts and agwark, the map
is a negotiated labor of territorial representation attempting some dégsex@reignty” over
the landscape. For example, the Please Knock sign hung from the door attemptthéo free
visitor from the Yupik cultural geography of the island. Nevertheless, the actaiing a
topography can be accomplished through works as carefully as one can produce a map by
sketching contour lines and using color to mark different spaces. Silook lends an eoddlample
territorial place-making at numerous scales realizing, as Edwatd\&iées inCulture and
Imperialism that “no one of us is outside or beyond” clashes over territory (Said 7). The
symbolic contestation of space between the narrator and Silla, the clastesnbibie
indigenous and imposed architectural forms of Gambell | and Gambell [Ihamaoculation
with “new blood” of the St. Lawrence population all represent cartographies of ranvand
struggle.

Topographic representations of the world come in seemingly endless projectiansebec
each form of mapping aims for a particular standpoint—a particular setsf¢yesee meaning
in the landscape. Such mappings necessarily reflect contestations in quitgengraphy. For
example, more often than not, a published map of the world places the Atlantic Oitean a
center point of the global topography. This perspective gestures at the puzeleyméty
relationship between the Americas and Western Eurasia and Africa. @eassly imagine their
coastlines matching up like a jigsaw. This way of situating a world maygsdraon the mass
colonization of the Americas that began in the fifteenth century, the sprdaallbétian Empire
from Spain and Portugal into central and south America, Northern Europe’s colonization of
North America, and the gruesome history of the transatlantic slave trade. Duesto thos
remarkable events this map view becomes an icon for modernity and for Eucasiaéction to
the Americas. A disadvantage of centering a map around the Atlantic is tbattthgraphic
image slices through the middle of the Pagifietween North America and Eastern Eurasia,
leaving the Americas on one edge of the map and Eastern Eurasia upon thevatthds-apart
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From this prospective the dynamic connection between America and Eurasia $ebsoeed
and the geography of the Pacific made liminal to that of the Atlantic. ThiegBeplit by this

map view, embodies the “Seal of the World,” yet is embodies also a culturgbéactfor

certain Native people from time immemorial. St. Lawrence Island in itiélenof the Bering
Strait, between North America and Eurasia, is suspended on the edge of thaptogogr
projection. It appears to be in danger of falling off the edge of the worter rdtan being in the
middle of an indigenous social and cultural field that is continuous between two continents
(indeed, from an indigenous standpoint, they do not appear as two continents at alljclibe pr
of space making via cartography and the borders one places between onswfvaoiddc

outside, such as Please Knock signs, seek to provide an authority over space that others will
acknowledge. These measures of space-making, however, create divisions bssoeated
objects.

The practice of knocking on doors has divided the Yupik on the island from others to
such a degree that “the ten and under crowd sometimes mistook me for a white ladigednd a
guestions about me in Yupik, thinking | wouldn’t understand” (247). Other times her entrance
silences people which causes her to think of herself as the “outsider-insider, wisodimiphe
intruder knocks politely (247). This conflict is expressed in the artwork she progbdesn
Gambell. Through the ivory tusk she works on, the two figures refuses “uinifichike the vast
world between Gambell | and Gambell II” (247). Much like the Yupik and Inupiat egltinat
spread across the continents of North America and Eurasia, and yet arestnadiged by the
cartographic projects of modernity, these figures are separateeygetundeniably connected
by their base material, the ivory. Unsatisfied with the sculpture shesl&aveliimaaq in the
“freezing work room” where the subzero temperature sets upon the tusk. Laemnasrator
retrieves the piece to show her “old blood” sister-in-law, the piece composed fefmale
figures breaks in half due to the change in temperature between the workroom astichtéhee
house.

The conflict between the cold air in the workroom and the rest of the heated house ends
in the destruction of the sculpture. The “clean and final” break between the tsesfigccurred,
writes Silook, “as if they had decided to go their separate ways” (247). Whiledl@eces of
the uliimaaq separate from one another, they are also parts of one ivory tushelbledtie
between Silla and the narrator, or the space of Gambell | and Gambe#\Erothe vast
distance between Anchorage and the Native Village of Gambell, the sepayated ome to
represent a division between a culture that imperial cartography haateddastween national
and continental borders by imperial cartogaphy. The maintenance of NorticAmieorders
against Eurasia—along thought of, off and on, as a potential route of attack or inaas$ien-
Bering denies the cultural reality that Arctic peoples possess actraisental” culture, even
though, again, the idea of distinct continents means little to a people living in a pleseréaals
out in all directions from home. A year after the incident when she has returnedife ime
Anchorage, she denotes the sculpture as an “Anti-depression Uliimaaq” that brought her out
from her time of darkness. The figures charting her pathway from depressidrnevea
relationship to power through textualizations of space. One figure of the uliimabgrgtgewith
her late brother; the other piece remains with her (247). Again, she and her nethemahe
same family but separated indefinitely, like the severed relations betwedinitiezl twins of
Siberia and Alaska.
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Twins Divided

Similar to the tensions of empire placed upon the Alaska Native-Siberian Yugdik of S
Lawrence Island, and the Inupiat of Northern Alaska, by the United Statasiraliced Russian
government located close to 5000 miles away in St. Petersburg incorporated Yup#sria Si
into its empire. Russians encountered Siberian peoples in the sixteently;camiugstimated
the population at 227, 235. While cautious of generalizing the different communitieglamesc
of indigenous peoples present in Siberia during that time, historian Jameth kdegyifies
sixteen different cultures, one of them Siberian Yupik (71). The Yupik peoples insSiberi
became slave servants of male Russian functionaries, with whom they areiedpmost times
forcibly (82). In World War 1l Stalin recruited many indigenous peoples int&RéteArmy to
fight on the frontlines against Germany for the Battle of Moscow.

Siberian Russian poet Yevgeny Aleksandrovich Yevtushenko, describes the role those
from Siberia played in Red Army activities. “During World War Il Sibdeid millions of people
evacuated from the front-line cities and gave up its sons to the war.” “Moscow,itbse, iwas
saved by Siberians” (42). The Red Army brought in individuals from all cornersabRussia
to fight the Axis. “indigenous Siberians were conscripted,” writes historimes&orsyth,
“without choice on par with Russian, Ukrainians and other nationalities;” he notemilzeiti
to the methods used by the United States to incorporate American Indians and AlasiasEn
to the military. Situating indigenous Siberians with the broader Russiamgytizéncoln also
relates their wartime experiences to Native North Americans tiaggsé€filn the USA too,
Indians were recruited on a voluntary basis, while the Eskimos of Alaska wenezerfa
voluntarily into a home defense force” (Lincoln 349). The forced recruitment afi@iddatives
into the army produced drastic consequences for those conscripted as heek@smunities
they left behind whom also suffered great losses:

In addition to the direct effects of obligatory military service, the total
mobilization of the male population of the Soviet Union placed an enormous
strain upon the rural economy of every region, whatever its way of life. Only
women, children, and old men were left to carry on the work of farming, tending
livestock, fishing and hunting, while tractors, lorries and horses were
requisitioned for the war front. (Forsyth 350)

Siberian villages without the labor of the male hunters fell into decline durorgdWar I1. In
Fatal Half MeasuresYevegeny Yevtushenko, revisiting his childhood home, meets with
Siberian Yupik writer Zoya Nenlyumkina in a hotel in the Bukhta Province of iberi
Nenlyumkina’s work is published in Russian and Yupik, and she is the first Siberian Yupik to
have her work published outside the Russian Federation and translated in to otregdang
(Kudrya). In their meeting, the two discuss the current state of indigenoumSkbearessing

her concerns for the wellbeing of indigenous Siberians, she reads to Yevtushenko a poem
composed in the Nuakansky dialect of the region. The untitled piece refers to Wawrltl W
conscription and the villages of Siberia. The fist lines of the poem set thigatioa in the fall,

as the cold weather brings the first snowfall. She writes

Autumn.
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A long, thick snowfall.
The Raven cries out:
Brrrrother.

Me?

You?

And half a legend
Half-story

Saved by the people
Comes to mind.

How house after house
Emptied horribly. (1-12 234)

In the fall of 1941, Stalin sent conscripted indigenous soldiers from Siberia tohiggGerman

army in the Battle of MoscowAs winter set in on the German army, the Red Army soldiers
dislodged them from Moscow on 7 January 1942. The poem expresses the frustratioméelt by t
remaining members of a village after the men had been taken into the RedoArghy on
the—European’s and American’s--eastern front. Even Raven cries “Oh Berrad the

coldness of the Siberian weather setting in without the assistance of siregmien to help
maintain the village. The poem’s confused speaker questions who will be going to theefsont

to save the country and who will be remaining in the village watching “howsehatfise /

Emptied horribly.” She continues to describe the condition in the village as meeals f
starvation.

How families were tormented

By hunger

And the land from under the snow

Without strength

Strove for warm like black flesh.

But no matter how the shaman begged at the sky,
The warm rain did not fall

And only death stirred the ashes. (15-20 234)

As winter came, the war that had created a labor shortage in the village.ldge vishaman
worked to bring warm weather back to the unprepared people but instead of “wafrtheain
snow fell bringing with it death to a community without the resources to propgviys the

winter. While the fall of 1941 marked the beginning of the battle that is well knownllglfdra
massive accounts in the loss of human life on both the Russian and German sides, kif@nlyum
illustrates the despair felt by those of the village:

Great-grandfather remembers the bitter time . . .
How many were killed by hunger in September . . .
The raven survived

Side by side with the dwelling

Fed by Eskimo food,

Miserable,
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Accidental,
But it helped him last until summer (21-28 234)

Nenlyumkina was born in the now abandoned village of Nuakan at the edge of Siberia on the
Cape of Dezhneva, twenty-seven miles west of the island of Big Diomede. Asgawonmnan,
she participated in Eskimo Radio broadcasting, while earning a degree fralyr Agechers
college. Her first book of poetrirds of Naukarwas published in 1979 in both Yupik and
Russian (Alia 43). The noted sense of the loss in her poetry reflects both the Idsgefs/ib
the second World War and the village’s extinction, during the ensuing Cold War. In1854, t
Russian government began evacuating the village after its seven hundredcegpanlidue to
tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War, and perhaps to
consolidate rural areas of the nation. The government relocated many viltaGénschki
villages by the 1970s, and only a handful of people remained in Naukan. Siberian Yupik
filmmaker Alexei Vakhrushev used the title of Nenlyumkinaisds of Naukarfor a
documentary film in 1996, detailing the history of the village and the other sliages
evacuated in the same manner during the Cold War era. The focus on birds in Nenlyumkina’s
work draws attention to the transnational and continental aspects of Yupik culamngsirie
Russian Federation in Siberia.

After the Nuakan village was emptied out first from the conscriptionooking-aged
men by the Red Army, then from the government’s post-war mandatory eeacuat
Nenlyumkina’s great-grandfather, who did not leave, watched the winter seasan f&a

spring:

The snow melted.

Rivers and buds opened.

The sun poured blossoming on the earth.

The raven flew, a black dot, into the sky. (29-32 234)

The migration of birds back into the village from the Bering Sea symbolizesgfdyiNnkina,
the village’s larger connections to places outside the borders of the then SogretNbt only
are villagers divided by these national borders, their villages also bexgsjects of
governmental evacuation. Nevertheless, there were those whose imagwatiem®t pacified
by the imposed jurisdiction. The speaker notes in the poem that as the government draw
villagers from Nauka, “My great-grandfather did not leave the dwélBuog in his cares/ In his
brief joys/ taking his eyes from the land/ he followed the flock of birds,” witheyes (33-37
235). What to the government officials looked like a “remote” village “at tiye efithe
continent,” a village whose population could and would be “rationally” evacuated, & poe
great-grandfather watches birds fly back and forth across the Strdigyaalways had. The
image of a bird flying out toward the icy waters off the shore of the vidagghasizes the
connectedness of North America and Eurasia at the Bering, which national bahdaee
sought to deny and ignore. The poem’s black bird mends the partitioned cultures, jdghas di
uliimaagq, a task seemingly untenable in the midst of Cold War politics. Nenlyaiskioem
envisions the Bering not as the seal of the world but as an indigenous place oyehain b
intersection of two empires whereby indigenous subjects are bound at the bordéonef na
states. The poem argues that their culture inhabits the region as the raydotiredless.
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Image Appendix

ka State M

Figure 1. Designs by School Children for Alaska's Flag, 1927. “Alaska teatitiog
competition.” American Legion Collection. Alaska State Museum. ID numbdr:MS14-1
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Archives, Liniversity of Alaska, Fairbanks

Figure 2. Title: The Five Luke Children. Athabascan brother and sisters pdeezidre
American Flag. From: the Lawyer and Cora Rivenburg Photograph Collection, 1910-1912.
Archives, U of Alaska, Fairbanks. ID: UAF-1994-70-33
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' Ac'hives, U\r:i'v\eﬁrsiw of Iaska,Fabén'ks

Figure 3. Title:Jumping for Joyrom the Ernest H. Gruening Papers, 1914-[1959-1969] 1974.
Caption with photograph: Jumping for Joy- “When the news of statehood reachedtthe art
village of Kotzebue, the town started jumping. Here pretty Laura Mae Bekzadjuié via

walrus hide blanket toss, carrying a flag that will soon have a star foe matid. U of Alaska,
Fairbanks.” ID: UAF-1976-21-55334
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Figure 4. A photo of Benny holding the winning flag in 1927. ID: ASL-BerBenny-1 ASL-
P01-1921.
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ﬁ\rchves, Lniversity of Alaska, Fairban'lizs
Figure 5. Title: Benny Benson with Gov. Egan and Charlotte Benson
Description: Benny Benson, Governor William Egan and Benny Benson's daughtett€har

Benson pose with the Alaska State Flag design. This photo taken shortly édtevetaU of
Alaska, Fairbanks. ID: UAF-1985-120-135
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Anchorage Museum of History & Art. Library & Archives.

Figure 6. Title: Benny Benson & Miss Seafair. From the Ward W. Welle&mn

Title taken from Verso. John “Benny” Benson (at left) presenting Miss iseafla copy

of book “Benny’s Flag” by Phyllis Krasilovsky. Miss Seafair schdigrgprogram for women
was sponsored by Seafair annual community festival held in Seattle, Washington.
From Verso: “P[acific] N[orthwest] A[irlines].” 1965. Photographer: WevdWells.

Original photograph size: 4 %" x 6”. ID: AMRC-wwc-6363-1

90



Meet Alaska’s Benny Benson

Seattle Times photo
B Kodiak would like to claim one of her

citizens as her very own, but Benny Benson
really belongs to all of Alaska. Benny, as an
orphan boy of 13, designed Alaska's symbolic
flag. At the time he predicted that Alaska
would become a state, and that her Northern
Star would become the most northerly star in
the union.

In 1958 Benny’s prediction came true. Just
as Benny Benson had become an honored mem-
ber of Alaska’s family, so too, Alaska had
finally become an honored member in the
family of states.

Marie Drake expressed the thoughts that
were in Benny's heart when he designed the
flag and the haunting melody composed by Mrs.
Eleanor Dusenbury gave a final touch to their
beauty:

“Eight stars of gold on a field of blue
Alaska’s flag. May it mean to you,

The blue of the sea, the evening sky,

The mountain lakes, the flowers nearby;
The gold of the early sourdough’s dream,
The precious gold of the hills and streams;
The brilliant stars in the northern sky.
The ‘Bear,’ the ‘Dipper,’ and shining high,
The great North Star with its steady light
O'er land and sea a beacon bright
Alaska’s flag to Alaskans dear

The simple flag of a last frontier.”

|
Alaska's Benny Benson presents one of his |
autographed flags to a pretty Seattle nurse. |

| i
161

Figure 7. Excerpt fronKoniag to King Cral(page 161).
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Archives, University of Alaska, Fairbanks

Figure 8. Collection: Edward Lewis Bartlett Papers, 1938-1970

Title: Benny Benson and Bob Batrtlett

Description: Photograph of Benny Benson, the man who designed the Alaska $tata¢FIE.
L. (Bob) Bartlett, pose beneath the Alaska State Flag with a mounted beararfhenghe state
flag are aligned in the constellation “The Bear.” Bob Bartlett, redeiweas ‘The Architect of
Statehood,” posing with Benny in front of a Kodiak bear. ID: UAF-1969-95-449
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' These verpourcesof historical production maybe influenced by an opposing power and thus
would engender silence about certain aspects of history. Then the organizatioe ebthress
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