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Abstract

In 1890, the last spasm of Indian-U.S. military fichat Wounded Knee
convulsed Pine Ridge reservation. A Santee Sitwsipian, Charles Eastman
witnessed the massacre of approximately three lednsiembers of a Minneconjou
Sioux band led by Big Foot, mostly women and cleildr He doubted the complaints
of one faction of reservation tribal leaders artdrlaecounted how several residents
regaled him with “wrongs, real or fancied,” commdtby responsible officials on the
reservation, or by their connivance.” Eastmanwisged the stories and retained his
belief that “a great government” like the Unite@t®s cherished its guardianship of
“a race made helpless by lack of education andgdllsafeguards.” He published
these interpretations of the Ghost Dance movemebh®17, after years of firsthand
experience with federal Indian policy. Almost thidecades after the incident,
Eastman acknowledged his naiveté. “At that tinme recollected, “I had not
dreamed what American politics really is, and | ta@ most exalted admiration for
our noted public men-”

His public life had been dedicated to improving teadition of Native
people. Eastman worked with progressive reformérs, like himself, believed in
the power of Christian civilization and democrasyrprove the condition of
Indians. These “Friends of the Indian” organizasi@bhorred massacres of Indians
and the institutional disgrace that Indian reséovatsignified. During the

Progressive Era 1890-1917, Eastman helped foumditecal organization of Native

! Charles Eastmaifrom the Deep Woods to Civilization: Chapters in theoBigtgraphy of An Indian
(Boston: Little Brown and Co.,1917), 117-118.
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Progressive reformers, the Society of Americandngi(SAl), in 1910. They came to
know the political and racial power structure daf thnited States as it was shaped by
two wars, the Spanish American War and World Warhe SAIl pushed for
assimilation with consent, a racial uplift creavath Indian participation and with
respect for Indians as human beings. With a ldespf less than fifteen years, the
SAlI's anti-climactic implosion revealed the elusiess of full citizenship and the
dismal record of social reform during World War 1.

Civilizing an Indian--shifting him from “savagemto citizenship”--was a
dangerous undertaking in 1895, but a moral oblgatnonetheless, stated Merrill
Gates, president of both Amherst College and the IMohonk Conference of the
Friends of the Indian. Change his identity, take fout of the blanket and into
trousers,” teach him the value of work and of pevaroperty—these alterations will
make the Indian ready for United States citizendhfuperficial symbols perhaps,
but such thinking dominated assimilationist thougbktl beyond Gates’ term, and
into the twentieth century.

The process of granting U.S. citizenship to Nafweericans defied easy
solutions. The transformation appears, at firahgé, to be another example of
creating the white man’s Indian. Students of Aweamilndian history generally
regard the era of assimilation, 1890-1933, asithe wwhen white reformers and the
federal government pressured native peoples ta Ieaglish, adopt Christianity,
wear “white” clothes, and abandon tribal commusiti® reformers these changes

represented the racial progress of the “red ratrersiically, these pressures produced

2 Merrill E. Gates, Presidential Addre§spceedings of the Fourteenth Annual Meeting of the Lake
Mohonk Conference of Friends of the Ind{&ilake Mohonk: Lake Mohonk Conference, 1896), 11-12.



the first coherent group of Indian political acsitd in the twentieth century, the SAL.
Native professionals and intellectuals emerged 4880, the year of the Wounded
Knee massacre, mostly educated in eastern norvatiger boarding schools. They
came together to challenge federal control ands$era a place for Indians in
American society. They chose as one of their piyngaals, full United States
citizenship for all Native Americans. They thusersed that the legal definition of a
citizen Indian was a matter of law, but that it lyad to be determined.

The SAI emerged as the first national Indian-cafed political movement in
Indian and United States history. Its activistlgal citizenship participation, an
accommodation to modern American societyindians’ termsremains remarkable,
not for its success or failure, but because it destrates the convergence of Indians
as Indians and as Americans into U.S. political liThe positions that SAI leaders
took began to define right for Indians to defindraian agenda for self-help and
racial uplift within the context of American dematc institutions.

Native intellectuals of the nineteenth and earlgntieth centuries, as Margot
Liberty concluded, had experienced “alien indoétion” into mainstream American
life, while their “traditional” counterparts had thoHer assemblage of Indians “poised
between old and new ways of life” imposes a dichmtdhat the SAI leaders
challenged in their own debated he leaders of the Society of American Indians,
(Liberty’s anthology includes biographies of Charleastman and Arthur Parker),

were products of Indian boarding schools and wiier education. They never

% See Robert Allen Warriofiribal Secrets: Recovering American Indian Intellectual Tiads
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1995)43for a discussion of the formation of a
Native intellectual tradition, beginning with the foundimgmbers of the SAI.

* Margot Liberty, ed.American Indian Intellectuals of the Nineteenth and Earlgifieth Centuries
(Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1978, 2002)xii



saw themselves as intellectuals in possessionlieh®adeas. In fact, American
democratic ideals appealed to them. The Nativestgdnization they helped found
pursued inclusion in the civic life of the natidmt without abandoning “Indianness”
as they understood it.

More recently, Philip J. Deloria’s emerging bodysoholarship on Indian
identity addresses what the SAI debated througit®ekistence. Native Americans,
he notes, lived marginalized from the “Euro-Amenicascourse” on Indian images.
He explores the “performative traditions of abarailndian identity” over time, and
recognizes that the early twentieth century waeragd in which Native Americans
attempted to participate in those traditidné/hile the SAI explores the legal and
political terrain for the possibilities of Americamdian citizenship, they rejected the
peripheral role of ward in favor of a democratadition of participatory citizen.

This study examines the issues of cultural idemiitd rights of access to full
participation in American society for American lads. Leaders of the SAIl pushed
for Indian assimilation through U.S. citizenshighiah is in one respect, a legally
defined status and one that the federal governma¢gined the constitutional power
to grant. SAl leaders, however, were divided omynasues--policy, assimilation,
and the proper path for the development of a viahledern Indian identity. The
official rhetoric of the SAI changed little ovesithirteen years of activity. However,
the philosophies of its key members did. As trib@imbers from across the country
joined the SAIl in an effort to form a pan-Indiarofee” on federal Indian policy, they
found disagreement over the process of gainingeriship for Indians. Issues of

tradition versus acculturation challenged the S@Ahdosophy of a unified agenda

® Philip J. DeloriaPlaying Indian(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1998), 8.
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beneficial and representative of all citizen Indiamthe United States. On both a
philosophical and a personal level, leaders oSAthad to confront their own issues
of Indian identity and the stereotypes of Indidret influenced federal policy.
Ultimately, the Society of American Indians founel@ion the issue of identity, even
as it identified political issues that continuedb®important for contemporary

communities.
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Introduction
[T]he conduct of the United States Americans tovtaednatives was inspired by the
most chaste affection for legal formalities. Itmgossible to destroy men with more
respect to the laws of humanity.
-- Alexis de TocquevilleDemocracy in America

Over one hundred years ago, Congress debated lstuld govern a foreign
country whose inhabitants Americans little undesdtoThe conduct of the U.S.
military was under scrutiny while, at home, the &erdiscussed the justification for
their treatment of an initially welcoming populatioOne senator scanned history for
a precedent. He cited a successful domestic wgerdcide and racism as the
template for a foreign policy of imperialism. Seyradlbert Beveridge, a Republican
from Indiana, explained as much to the Senate @®1%hile embroiled in a
discussion over the proper governance of the Rinigs, Beveridge worried the
government’s will might falter. “Today,” he proataed, “we have one of the three
great ocean possessions of the globe located atdkecommanding commercial,
naval, and military points in the eastern seaspeopled by a race which civilization
demands shall be improved. Shall we abandonht@’cautioned Americans that the
Indian wars served as a warning; citizens faileeercise patience and hindered the
military’s war efforts. Only a “continuous and deige war” was best, but the federal

government pursued paradoxical Indian policiestdad he concluded, “We acted

toward the Indians as though we feared them, ldhveoh, hated them—a mingling of

® Alexis de TocquevilleDemocracy in Amerigal.P. Mayer, ed., translation by George Lawrence
(New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1969), 339



foolish sentiment, inaccurate thought, and pamlgtirpose. Let us now be
instructed by our own experience.”

Political elites, such as Supreme Court justicesraembers of Congress,
defined the civic status of Indians. The processooisolidating the power of a
modern nation-state required industrial might, tarly prowess, imperial initiatives,
and a coherent national identity. During the lateeteenth and early twentieth
centuries, the United States undertook this prookssdernization. To generate a
sense of “peoplehood,” disparate races, ethnicpg,cand immigrants required
assimilation into the American civic identityWhether Indians were fit for such a
“civilization” process, remained a topic of disputde SAI leadership believed they
could refashion Indians as American citizens arallehge the racial hierarchies of
the time. But they were not radicals. The Sociétymerican Indians sought
admission of the Indian “race” into the body palitistead of a renaissance of tribal
sovereignty.

The two most important studies in American Indigtdry for this time
period are from Frederick Hoxie and Hazel Hertzbdtgxie saw two distinct phases
of Indian assimilation into mainstream Americanisbc He suggested that the
promise of full citizenship for Native Americansfoee 1900 was replaced with
partial citizenship of the Progressive Era. Federdian policy remains grounded in
this inherent civic inequality for native peopl&eformers worked for an end to the

ward status of Indian tribes; allotment posed thieton to the backward tribal

" Congress, Senate, 5€ongress, Slsess.Congressional Recorfl900), vol. 33, pt. 1, 707.
8 Rogers M. SmithCivic Ideals: Conflicting Visions of Citizenship in UHBstory (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1997), 6.



affiliation that Indians maintained. Once the lent process proved cumbersome,
bureaucratically slow, and rife with corruptionetimdian Bureau, the Secretary of
the Interior, and western congressmen joined faiwassipport the 1906 Burke Act
which delayed U.S. citizenship for allotees, andffemed the guardianship role of
the federal government over Indians.

Hoxie’s focus was on federal Indian policy and 4hodian institutions. He
recognized the stories of native activism during greriod needed scholarly attention.
Federal Indian policy, from its inception a top-dgwierarchical phenomenon, must
be seen from native perspectives. The Societyna¢ércan Indians formed to
generate and publicize a pan-Indian voice for pegitistorically formed without the
consent or participation of the tribes. Hoxie aletailed the political culture in
which assimilation policy developed from 1800 t®@9however he gave scant
attention to the most important political phenomenbthe early twentieth century
for the West: World War I. American entrance itlte Great War altered the
progressive movement, heightened anti-immigrantranit sentiments, and
challenged free and open discourse. Author DaviiK&hnedy located within
Woodrow Wilson’s administration an “overbearing cem for ‘correct’ opinion, for
expression, for language itself, and the creatfamaenormous propaganda apparatus
to nurture the desired state of mind and excoahlteissenters” The pressures to
prove one’s patriotism shaped the SAIl leadershiptheir declaration of Indian
readiness for citizenship.

Significant as well were the lingering specter ecBnstruction and the

ascriptive citizenship status of African AmericaBy 1877, fully institutionalized

° David M. Kennedyver Here (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980), 62.



racism characterized civic life in the United Ssat®econstruction, the period in
which freedmen received citizenship and the rightdte, appeared discredited to
white Americans and politicians. The advent of Tinow laws signaled outright
hostility of the federal government, states, andegto the concept of civic equality
for non-whites. Indian assimilation policy mustlrederstood within the larger
framework of racial intolerance. The Congress twedSupreme Court, with the
assent of white Americans, had no intention of gngrfull citizenship to African
Americans; therefore, why should Indians, wardthefgovernment, receive it?
Numerous examples exist in congressional debatéSapreme Court rulings to
indicate the concept of civilization’s progress was$ abandoned as an overall
defining feature of U.S. national identity—the “wahrace” embodied that success.
The reservation policies, grounded in the wardshagus of Indians, shifted to
assimilationist policies as Hoxie explored thenhri§tianity, Indian education in
boarding schools, piecemeal citizenship underrakot—these features of
assimilation emphasized the successful formula@®Christian nation, its inherent
superiority to other countries, and its capitadisbnomic expansion.

Hoxie has also observed that Indian removals esérvation life for
“backward” tribes formed the basis for U.S. Indpiicy, a kind of domestic
imperialism that created dependencies, or war@hasf Justice John Marshall
described Indians. Wardship, the most salientifeaif Indians’ political status,
served as perpetual reminders of defeat and sie#ah for an inferior group unable
to counter American expansionism. White Americaregerred to interpret their

nation’s formation as manifest destiny, a sigrhef ¢country’s uniqueness and place



in the world. Hoxie, when he looked at Indianzgtiship, perceived the centrality of
federal guardianship over tribes as possessinmt®t relevance to federal Indian
policy. Guardianship, in his analysis, compromi&ébcitizenship. Instead of
supervision and protection of native citizens, “tuardianship concept” had negative
consequences for tribes. Hoxie concluded, “It wqustify undermining the civil
rights of individual Indians and excuse a wide enfstate statues that limited their
legal prerogatives'®

Hertzberg's workThe Search for an American Indian Identityas published
in 1971 and presented the first study of pan-Indmawvements in the twentieth
century. Her study focused on the phenomenonmfipdianism as a response to
contact with white mainstream pressures for Indissimilation, or, as white
reformers termed it, the “vanishing policy.” Hdyézg emphasized the challenges
that reform and religious pan-Indian movementsciigally the SAl and the Native
American Church, posed to white America and thenat identity as a “melting
pot” of cultures where equal opportunity and indiwal freedom served as the
hallmarks of American democracy. As a result efélastern boarding school
experience and contact with Christianity, two moeets, one secular, the other
religious, emerged in the early 1900s. The aushiggested the Indian activists who
organized these movements sought to meld “abotigimé white elements” to forge

a modern American Indian identity for themselvégey sought to create for Indians

1 Frederick HoxieA Final Promise: The Campaign to Assimilate the Ingjar880-1920
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19978-214.



a “new Indian,” one who, in Hertzberg’s view, wouwlfler a “workable definition of
being an Indian and a member of modern sociéty.”

Herzberg wrote with the conviction that the higtof pan-Indian movements
constituted both Indian history and American higtéhe accommodation of Indian
cultures would produce a syncretism, a complemegitti@nding of the best that
native peoples and the nation had to offer eackrotindian activists were deeply
committed to the betterment of their people ankbeéifze upon their place in
American society. She found the members of the@Aimistic and hopeful about
the contributions Native Americans would make td@mand invigorate American
life in the early decades of the twentieth centurycontrast to Hoxie’s findings on
the growing pessimism of federal Indian policy aft600, Hertzberg found optimism
forged by faith in human progress as a defininguieaof the SAI, and similar to that
of other progressives in education, civil servielarm, and the settlement house
movement. The “Red Progressives” engaged whitéutisns with accommodation
because they carried, in Hertzberg’s words, “canrfik in the essential promise of
American life.*? Most important the effects of World War | remaimost
unexplored in both Hoxie’s and Hertzberg’s works.

In addition, the quest for full citizenship for Nat Americans must be placed
within the context of United States imperialismheTnation orchestrated a domestic
imperial prerogative by military force, what manyiters call genocide, of
eradicating tribes from North America. Those Imdiavho survived the onslaught,

and yet unwilling to accept conquest congregateresarvations. Infestations of

M Hazel HertzbergThe Search for an American Indian Identity: Modern ffadfian Movements
(Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1971), 22.
'21bid., 58 and 324.



corruption and poverty subsequently overwhelmedtimasans confined to small
federally regulated and subsidized land. Oncen#timn entered the Cuban rebellion
against Spanish imperialism, U.S. annexation oéiogirategically important islands
in the Pacific and the Caribbean signaled a growildical and economic interest in
creating a global presence for the United Stakesinded in a national mythology of
manifest destiny and Anglo-Saxon racial superiotitg domestic imperialism
paralleled the foreign imperial policy that emergethe United States in 1898.
American politicians, businessmen, and corporati@rsessed the industrial muscle
of the country to participate in World War | anderthe global stage as a new
democratic, capitalist world power, a model foresthations. An exploration of
homegrown imperialism and its logical outcome--geas trade and investment,
particularly during World War I-- shaped the ciwlentity of the United States.
Patriotism, 100% Americanism, military service, amdjuestioning support for the
government’s policies provided the context for exiplg the search for Native
American citizenship. This political identity wisged out of the wartime
experience and altered the progressive agend& &dhiety of American Indians. Its
leadership fractured under internal and externeggures; accommodation would
never go far enough, particularly in a racist age.

The task of granting U.S. citizenship to Ameri¢tadians might appear to
clarify the matter because citizenship--the idgnttie rights, and responsibilities—
had specific parameters. A political identity astezen entailed voting rights,
constitutional protection, taxation, and possibilitary service--in short, a

participant and investor in the nation. The SAd&ged the dilemma of how an



Indian as an Indian could be a U.S. citizen. His#dly, tribes and their members
have existed outside the realm of citizenship. fBderal government negotiated
with tribes as separate nations, autonomous pallgicd legal entities unt@herokee
v. Georgiacodified the military superiority of the fledgimgtion, the United States,
into law in 1832. The Chief Justice of the Supreédoairt, John Marshall, defined
tribes as “domestic dependent nations” and “wafdeeU.S. government.” The
Supreme Court, in its capacity for judicial revieamticulated what the Executive and
Legislative branches accepted already: the fedenadrnment limited tribal
sovereignty. As tribes, Indians were distinct fretates and functioned outside their
jurisdiction.

The status of Indians within the United Stateeined a different
interpretation from Chief Justice Roger B. Tanehigil856 opinion for the Court.
Dred Scott, a slave, claimed he was a freedman loisa@vner took him to live in
lllinois, a free state. Scott’s case moved toShpreme Court, where Taney
expressed the Court’s ruling: that Scott was aestand that blacks were ineligible
for citizenship in the United States. Taney, wiekploring the construction of
citizenship in the Constitution, mentioned Indiam$éwvo important areas. First, he
paralleled the situation of slaves to that of thelian race.” Though bound by
geography, their respective political identitieggveo distinct that it was “as if an
ocean had separated the red man from the whites’initkrpretation of colonial
history led him to conclude that, “although theyr@vancivilized,” Indians remained
“a free and independent people, associated togitimations or tribes, and governed

by their own laws. These Indian governments wegarded and treated as foreign



governments.” Twenty-five years prior, howevern@gs predecessor, Chief Justice
John Marshall employed the phrase “domestic depend#ions” to describe Indian
tribes. Taney’s revision aligned Indians with igreers from other countries who
were eligible for state and U.S. citizenship thioungturalization, a process under
congressional authority. If an individual Indiareabloned his “nation or tribe” and
lived among whites, “he would be entitled to ak tiights and privileges which

would belong to an emigrant from any other forgigople.™ Supreme Court
Justices, descendants of immigrants, demonstriagadgower to define reality with
the ironic designation of Indians as foreignersdians had to request admission into
that new nation; the old tribal nations were irvalet, merely prologue to the manifest
destiny of the United States.

Absent any consensus on whether Indians wouldlevér.S. citizens,
piecemeal attempts to incorporate certain tribgeaged in specific treaties and
legislation. During the 1870s the Grant admintgtraimplement an Indian “Peace
Policy” with the intention of a cessation of U.Slitary clashes, the peaceable
expansion and settlement of the West, and thelization” of Indians with the help
of churches and missionaries. Eastern reformdssiomaries, and government
officials worked together and succeeded where tl$e tilitary had failed. The

means were different, but the end was the sanepdhification and assimilation of
tribes.

The alternative to extermination would be the cation process, embodied
in a phrase attributed to Richard Henry Pratt:‘tkkie Indian and save the man.” His
experiment in Indian education, in preparationitzenship, began in 1879 with the
opening of the Carlisle Indian in Pennsylvanialidteus reform organizations also
sprang up during the Gilded Age such as the Bdsidian Citizenship Committee,
the Women’s National Indian Association, both foeddn 1879, and most important,

the Indian Rights Association, formed in 1882. Myens of these organizations

13 Dred Scott v. Sanford 60 U.S. 393, 403, 404 (1856).



attended the Lake Mohonk Conference of the Friefdise Indian from 1883 to well
into the twentieth century. In the verdant wootiBlew York, the Friends of the
Indian debated the goals and evaluated the suotesslizing the Indian. Educated
in boarding schools, and imbued with the reformqgstuphy of the Progressive Era,
the founding members of the Society of Americandnd emerged to take a
leadership role in the formation of federal Indgoticy.

From this civilization process emerged the firgitical group of Indian
intellectuals. They articulated a vision of Indessimilation, or “progress,” in tune
with the Progressive reform movement. They fourithedSociety of American
Indians at a pivotal point in the history of theitdd States in 1911. Federal Indian
policy, a domestic agenda, set the precedentflaresgn policy of imperialism
during the early twentieth century, the time thatébh States prepared for its debut as
a global powetl! The country was emerging as an industrial, chgtitaation-state
bent on establishing its imperial mandate in Latinerica and the Pacific. The
assimilation of African Americans, immigrants, dndians coincided with the
domestic and foreign policies of nation building.

From the Progressive Era came three “Red ProgesssiCharles Eastman,
Carlos Montezuma, and Sherman Coolidge. Theirtsffalong with the
encouragement of Professor Fayette A. McKenzigdtefound the Society for
American Indians. McKenzie, a sociologist from @Bitate University, invited
educated Indians to Columbus, Ohio, in 1911 withdlganizational purpose of
working with fellow American citizens to improvedian welfare and the well being

of humanity. The SAI contained the handful of nkéddass, educated Indians in the

4 Robert H. WiebeThe Search for Order, 1877-1928ew York: Hill and Wang, 1967), 224-256.
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country. They envisioned Indians would participatéhe democratic process and
work cooperatively to better the nation. Theimgslo was, “The honor of the race and
the good of the country will always be paramouht.”

The SAI hoped to provide more educational oppatiesifor reservation
Indians, better legal services, citizenship, angroxied economic conditions for their
“race.” However, factionalism began to plaguedhganization in 1915 with
differences emerging over the Indian Bureau roleative peoples’ lives and peyote
use. By 1916 the SAIl was in disarray as it sgigmly over peyote use and suffered
from lack of funding. A year later when the Unitgthtes entered World War |, the
group struggled to maintain an active membershith much disillusionment
reaching its members. The First World War, anctsigally U.S. participation in it,
easily co-opted the Progressive reform movemeatS#il included.

This first major Indian reform movement was prirhaan urban
phenomenon, unlike the religious pan-Indianism #nate at the same time. The
period of 1890 to 1924 encompassed the point atwliS. domestic and foreign
policy were in harmony. Racial and ethnic disiimics were in opposition to a
unified, national identity as American citizensheTintellectual and political climate
of the Progressive Era stressed education, Chritstjdemperance, and the Protestant
work ethic: outward signs of “civilization.” Fdndians, “civilization” appeared to
be the alternative to extinction, and civilized telsihad a moral obligation to prepare
the less “advanced” races for the responsibiliifesitizenship. The SAl aspired to
be the native voice of that civilizing process amdhape the institutions that made

the process legitimate. The legal system was angijution in the SAI's view.

15 Hertzberg, 36, 109.
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Throughout the twentieth century the legal stafusdians became
paramount in struggles over land, religious freediiial sovereignty, and national
identity. Itis through the courts, particularhetSupreme Court, that Indians found
their identity as Americans defined for them. Aifgs to fit Indians into the Western
legal tradition began upon “Discovery.” Since thate, the “conquered” status of
Indians in the eyes of Western European law, haibg®d a duality: one of racism
which relegated Indians to the status of infereord savages, and one of sovereignty,
that of nations with which European countries, ker the United States (until
1871), treated and conducted, some would say dgomelations. Part of the
civilization process for Indians was the applicatad United States federal law and
its accompanying courts over Indian Territory andidns in general. The law could
protect them where the federal government and agenteservations had been
unsuccessful. Each Indian needed to bpessonbefore the law,” and thus closer to
the definition of an American citizef.

The SAI members encouraged U.S. citizenship fdiaims as the most fruitful
approach to pressures to abandon a communal widg,afupposedly encumbered by
tribal customs and religions. Founding membersriéad&astman, Carlos
Montezuma, Henry Roe Cloud, and Arthur C. Parkasr bf the most prominent
assimilated Indians in America, joined other Indiaime majority educated in
boarding schools, to participate in a politicalldgae with the federal government.
The organization and its contribution garneredntiost attention during what has

become a watershed in Native American history.e®fieen as a miserable interlude

18 Francis Paul Pruch@he Great Father:Tthe United States Government and theigan Indians
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1984), vol& 2 unabridged, 677-678.
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before the renaissance of the Collier-Indian Newl2ea, it deserves a revision.
Much of what has been written on the period isegittominated by a discussion of
the so-called reformers who found support fromféueral government, or
missionaries and government officials who vieddectarian and partisan interests.
To the SAI, the government should abandon failefgnm efforts and endorse the
constitutional rights of American citizenship fodians. The need for such
legislative reform had to begin with an examinatxdnhe United States Constitution.
The document addressed Indians in two areas: idefining tribes’
relationship to Congress, and two, in the Fourtedmendment. A requisite for
U.S. citizenship, according to Section | of the wlment, was the submission to
taxation, an ordinary responsibility for a citizemd necessary for membership in the
body politic. A noted Indian scholar and legal exp¥ine Deloria, Jr., explained that
Indians “immune from state and federal taxes” dggrimary political allegiance to
their tribe or society. Historically, this led aocondition where Indians remained
outside American sovereignty.Deloria and another legal scholar, Clifford M leyt
concluded that the Indian Citizenship Act of 198dagnized dual citizenship for
Indians because it stated that such status comptsrirébal and other property rights
Indians maintain as tribal members. They possessédights and tribal rights. This
is a revisionist interpretation. The SAI embracedeav of citizenship compatible
with their historical context. With the adventWrld War | American citizenship
functioned to affirm the homogeneity of the civilentity. Dissent and seemingly

divided allegiance were incompatible with the teabthe Wilson administration and

" Vine Deloria, Jr. and Clifford M. Lytlé\ations Within: The Past and Future of American India
Sovereignty(Austin: University of Texas Press, 1984), 3-4
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the imperialist cant of white, Anglo-Saxon supétior The SAl settled on an
accommodationist political status for American brtB; an interpretation otherwise
teeters on anachronism.

The Fourteenth Amendment contained no exclusiohsdins in its
stipulations for American citizenship. It statédtt “all persons born or naturalized in
the United States, and subject to the jurisdictie@reof, are citizens of the United
States . ...” In 1866 Senators debated the wgrdi what would become the
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution. Senddares R. Doolittle of Wisconsin
proposed exclusion of “Indians not taxed” fromastiship, consistent with
constitutional wording. Without such a qualifieg warned the Senate, “[A]
constitutional amendment you propose [will] decldre Utes, the Tabahuaches, and
all those wild Indians to be citizens of the Unit&tehtes, the great Republic of the
world, whose citizenship should be a title as prasdhat of king, and whose danger
is that you may degrade that citizenshfpp&nother senator, Lyman Trumbull from
lllinois, raised a separate problem. Citizenskiguired more than ability to tax an
individual. Indians were not subject to federaigdiction “in the sense of owing
allegiance solely to the United States.” He citeda example the tribes living in
unorganized territories of the country who “roanpleiasure, subject to their own
laws and regulations, and we do not pretend tafere with them.” In response,
Senator Hendricks asked whether U.S. laws shoukktended over the Indians and
whether Congress had the power to do so. Truméstionded that it was possible,

just as it was possible to extend the laws overibtef'if we had the power to do

18 Congress, Senate,3Zongress, L Sess.Congressional Glob&Vay 30, 1866), pt. 4, 2892-93.
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it"). However, he noted a difference between Mexaad Indian tribes: “I think it
would be a breach of good faith on our part to ectine laws of the United States
over the Indian tribes with whom we have thesetyreaipulations, and in which
treaties we have agreed that we would not make thdnect to the laws of the
United States™

The definitive history of Reconstruction written Byic Foner asserted that
the Fourteenth Amendment must be understood wéltomtext of Republican
ideology in 1866. Despite protracted debate ingfess, the guiding principle of the
Amendment remained “a national guarantee of equiadifore the law.” It was borne
of national crises and altered American nationalfpner also pointed to the shift in
power regarding protection of citizens’ civil right'Congress,” he found, “placed
great reliance on an activist federal judiciary ¢l rights enforcement.”
Regardless of which party predominated in Congreggrdless of discriminatory
state laws, the Supreme Court placed constitutidethitions of citizenship above
state laws and partisan agenéas.

The Senate Judiciary Committee, on instruction feoBenate resolution,
inquired into the status of Indian in light of theurteenth Amendment in 1870. It
found that Indians who maintained tribal relatiorexe not U.S. citizens because they
fell under tribal jurisdiction and not tlmwmpletgurisdiction of the United States.
The report construed a relationship of mutual redamn between tribes and the

federal government. When tribes requested U.Reaiship or ratified a treaty

Y pid., 2894.
% Eric FonerReconstruction: America’s Unfinished Journey, 18837 (New York:
Harper and Row, 1988), 257-258.
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pertaining to that status, then the federal govemtrnould consider the issue. The
Fourteenth Amendment failed to meet those critéria.

At the federal level, the status of separate imd@tions within the United
States proved politically unpopular to white Amans. The year 1871 was the nadir
of tribal sovereignty; Congress terminated thetyr@aaking system as the means of
negotiating with Indian tribes. However, this vieaes not take into account the
subsequent actions of Native peoples, such as thake SAI, who worked with and
against white reformers and federal officials tierpret the assimilation policies of
the early twentieth century. Out of the rhetoenes a more complex, and
compelling story of dialogue and negotiation, dlog unequal footing.

Many Indian tribes maintained U.S. citizenshipdoef1924. An 1817 treaty
with the Cherokee stipulated that within the sed@seservation, a life estate was
available for each head of a family who wanteddodme a U.S. citizen, and the tract
would pass in fee simple to the heirs. Few Indraegived these land grants, and
most were removed to Indian Territory during th@1$8 The Pueblos became U.S.
citizens by default. Under the terms of the Tre#Hdt(uadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, the
residents of former Mexican territory could elextétain their Mexican citizenship.
Without such a declaration, residents would bectn& citizens. The General
Allotment Act of 1887 (also commonly called the Dawkct) conferred U.S.
citizenship upon individual Indians who receivelb@mhents and to those who had left
the reservation to become residents of a staterotory. In 1890 Congress passed
the Indian Territory Naturalization Act which proed that any member of a tribe in

Indian Territory could apply to federal court fom&rican citizenship. Under this

# Deloria and Lytle, 219-220.
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statute, the applicant would maintain tribal citigkip or the right to received tribal
assets. By 1924, non-citizen Indians made up oné/third of the total Indian
population??

Concerted federal will to make all Indians citigenaterialized with the
passage of the Dawes Act. Its purpose was arsgsic break up of reservations
and allotment of communal land as private propriydividual Indians, thus
severing tribal and communal identity, and forcihg model of individual, self-
sufficient property ownership upon native peopl8sirplus land could be sold and
the proceeds given to individual allottees. Prgpewnership was central to
Congress’s ideal of the American citizen, and asgthardian of the best interests of
Native Americans, an end to the disgraceful sthtehmbitants of reservations was
needed. Theodore Roosevelt, in his powerful,idearing rhetoric, proclaimed
allotment “a vast pulverizing engine to break up ttibal mass.” All allottees and
Indians would earn United States citizenship upaeipt of the allotment, thus
completing their “civilization” process. The Fit€ivilized” Tribes of Oklahoma
dodged allotment until 1898 when the Curtis Actathfor the termination of tribal
governments and the beginning of allotment in Indiarritory. Other native tribes
who received exemption from the act were also dian Territory such as the Osage,
Miami, Peoria, Sac and Fox. In addition, the Sar@dNew York and Indian living
on Sioux lands in Nebraska were exefpindian Territory stood as an aberration in
contrast to a larger assimilationist federal Indiaficy. Congress, the Board of

Indian Commissioners (BIC), and friends of the &mdgroups such as the Indian

22 Wilcomb WashburnRed Man’s Land/White Man'’s La®d ed. (Norman: University of Oklahoma
Press, 1971, 1995), 62-63, 139-140,164; Deloria atie 320.
% Prucha, 668-69.
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Rights Association (IRA), heartily endorsed allotrhand full citizenship as the most
effective protection of the Indian as an individu8ly 1901, Congress amended the
Dawes Act to grant every Indian in Indian TerritdhS. citizenship

The study of U.S. citizenship must also consitlerhistorical context and the
changing definitions of civic identity in Americdmstory. Rogers M. Smith, a
political scientist, undertook a monumental task@fumenting the mutable visions
of U.S. citizenship from the 1780s to the Progressira in his worlCivic Ideals
His study contradicted most accepted tenets ofdi@nd republican thinking on the
American civic identity. He found that Americanizénship laws “manifested
passionate beliefs that America was by rights denvmation, a Protestant nation, a
nation in which true Americans were native-born meth Anglo-Saxon ancestors’”
The SAI conceded that point. Indians, in the wakmilitary defeat and cultural
decay, needed to recast their image to white Araesicboth the public and
politicians. The racially antagonistic tenor o tfimes, best articulated in the Jim
Crow laws and the U.S. military expansion beyoreldbuntry’s borders, provided
the context in which Indian progressivism develop&tie SAI, self-appointed
representative of native peoples’ interests, cameidlitself the model “civilization.”
Nostalgia for the past meant a death sentenceadtaria who wanted meaningful,
prosperous livelihoods in the early 1900s.

The definition of U.S. citizenship underwent chaffrgen 1880 to 1924. This
time period witnessed the incorporation of Jim Ctaws to limit the participation of
black Americans in the body politic. Women'’s saffists worked for their inclusion

into full citizenship, something they achieved aenve years before all Native

24 Smith, 2-3.

18



Americans. Certain ascriptive characteristicsyalt as republican values, mingled
to provide a definition of full citizenship in thénited States. A citizen, by birthright
or naturalization, was a white, Protestant malenber of a self-governing populace,
with access to the franchise, whose allegiancetavd®e United States of America.
State citizenship laws reflected the starker hadmass of civic identity: exclusion
based on race, ethnicity, and gender. Rogers Smébearch confirms that during
the Progressive Era, the nation’s upper class, &ffitent and educated, harbored
reservations about the masses and their competéteeoints to the social climate
of racial Darwinian thought and imperial designshaf industrialized nations, which

appeared to confirm the idea of superior and ioferaces?

% |bid., 468-469.
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Chapter One:
An Indian Before the Law: The Political Definition of Indians in the United
States Supreme Court, 1880-1916
Despotism is a legitimate mode of government irlidgavith barbarians,
provided the end be their improvement.
-- John Stuart MillOn Liberty®

Scholars of federal Indian law and the politicaltss of tribes consistently
note the inherent inequality of American Indiams.his survey of U.S. citizenship
laws, Rogers M. Smith found native peoples reledjtdea status of inferior, second-
class citizenship, usually without their consede concluded, “Despite the studied
ambiguity in U.S. documents on the status of Na#iugericans, government officials
showed that they thought they were dealing witkniof peoples who should be
subject to their sovereign authorifif."The process of incorporating Indians, first as
tribes, then as individuals, into the Americanzatiry, could be achieved through
assimilation. Reformers, including the SAI, caltats process “civilizing” the
Indians, rhetoric that emerged most frequentlyrduthe years after Reconstruction.
The Supreme Court rulings from 1880 through 19X&ide the legal and
constitutional backdrop for the SAl's efforts.

Political recognition of native tribes by imperf@mwers dates back to the Era
of Conquest. Spain, France, and England imposetditecal identity upon Indian
peoples in North America, an identity based upostera European notions of Indian
savagery and the supremacy of Old World civilizatid hese assumptions formed

the historical basis for the conquest and coloiomatf North America. After the

War of Independence, the fledgling United Statesegament codified the political

% John Stuart Mill*On Liberty” In Focus, John Gray and G.S. Smith, eds. (London: Routledge,
1991), 31.
?"Rogers M. SmithCivic Ideals 108.
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status of Indians as sovereign nation that existeside the American body politic.
The U.S. government’s choice of treaty making asatficial means of negotiation
with Indian nations signaled the recognition ofiamdnations’ equality and power in
relation to the United States.

But this acknowledgement of tribal sovereignty mavragile. Legal scholar,
Robert A.Williams, Jr., found the “doctrine of disery” the foundational concept
for the laws of Western colonialism. The doctjmmeved “a perfect instrument of
empire.”™ The founders of the United States based theietstanding of their
political and legal relationship with Indian tribegon a European legal heritage, one
that posited the Europeans as the “discovererieofands in North America. With
the formation of the United States after 1776,Ulf®. Constitution reflected the
“doctrine of discovery” approach manifest in theeggent federal Indian law. United
States sovereignty enveloped Indian tribal sovetgigver the land, but Indian tribes
retained an identity as political entities, alb&iferior and debased, in the eyes of
Americans. U.S. Supreme Court decisions, startiitig tlve rulings of Chief Justice
John Marshall, are built upon the doctrine of disg, and legally institutionalized
the racism and discrimination against native pepleeir tribal sovereignty, and
their cultures?

To begin with, the United States Constitution refeto Indians in Article 1,
Section 2 when it defined the scope of Congregsesentative constituency and its

power of taxation. It stated, “Representatives @inect taxes shall be apportioned

2 Robert A. Williams,The American Indian in Western Legal Thought: The Disesu$
Conques{New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), 325.

% David H. Getches, Charles F. Wilkinson, and RobeiViliams, Jr.,Cases and Materials on
Federal IndianLaw, 4" ed. (St. Paul, MN: West Group, 1998), 41-42.
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among the several States which may be includedmiitiis Union, according to their
respective numbers, which shall be determined byngdo the whole number of free
persons, and excluding Indians not taxed, thréesfibf all other persons.” From this
statement derives the first definitive boundarynafians’ status with the newly
formed United States: only Indians who pay tax#éisb& counted in determining
representation in Congress. Indians who pay teasstheir lot with the nation.
Taxation is a facet of civic identity, a signaltti@e individual, in part, forms an
allegiance to the nation. However, in Section 8)@ess, among its delineated
powers, regulated “commerce with foreign natiomsgl among the several states, and
with the Indian tribes.” Untaxed Indians existedside the civic body; Indian tribes
were a political entity, unique and in a relatiapskith Congress for trade purposes.
At that time, an American citizen, by definitionasva male individual and a property
owner who paid taxes. During the late 1780gasing represented political
allegiance to the United States, and thereforepinaable to a sovereign Indian
nation®

The end of the Civil War marked a second pivotament in the definition
of the American citizenry and of the country aspitalist nation-state. Rogers M.
Smith declared the Reconstruction Era Republiceffstts to empower and
enfranchise freed slaves “the most extensive retsirimg of American citizenship
laws in the nation’s history, apart from the adoptof the Constitution itself” The
Radical Republicans dramatically pushed through-th@teenth Amendment to the

U.S. Constitution in 1868, which stated in Sectime that “all persons born or

%0 Deloria and LytleThe Nations Within3.
31 Smith, 286.
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naturalized in the United States, and subjecteguhisdiction thereof, are citizens of
the United States and of the State where in thegee This section warned states
that they may not lawfully abridge the privilegesramunities of citizens, deprive
them of life, liberty, or property without due pess, nor deny a citizen equal
protection before the law, and has proved one@fribst controversial and most
adjudicated portions of the Constitution. Histarkaric Foner described the entire
Amendment as a statement of principle, “giving ¢ouaigonal form to the resolution
of national crises, and permanently altering Anwrioationality.”

In 1866, members of Congress debated the meaniting ¢fourteenth
Amendment as it applied to Indians. Senator Lyifyambull from lllinois
interpreted the statement on jurisdiction to bariptete” jurisdiction, that is, all
encompassing. He asked, “Now does the Senator\Wguoonsin [James R.
Doolittle] pretend to say that the Navajoe [sialiams are subject to the complete
jurisdiction of the United States? Not owing altexe to anybody else. That is what
it means. Can you sue a Navajoe in court? Argithany sense subject to the
complete jurisdiction of the United States? Bymmeans. We make treaties with
them, and therefore they are not subject to oisdiation.” He queried, “Would the
Senator from Wisconsin think for a moment of brimgga bill into Congress to
subject these wild Indians with whom we have natiréo the laws and regulations
of civilized life? Would he think of punishing timefor instituting among themselves
their own tribal regulations?The Senate, lacking consensus, put the questitheto

Committee on the Judiciary four years later.

%2 Eric FonerReconstruction,257.
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The Committee carefully combed through the Amendraed noted the
congressional revision of the Constitution onlylaggpto former slaves. Their
finding concluded, “During the war slavery had baéolished, and the former slaves
had become citizens of the United States; conselguéndetermining the basic
representation in the fourteenth amendment, theseldahree-fifths of all other
persons’ is wholly omitted; but the clause ‘exchglthe Indians not taxed” is
retained.” They inferred, then, that tribal mensbaccked the status of citizens and
advised Congress that their designation as tribestions was wrongheaded, too.
Ghosts of their former political structure, scatemembers of tribes had “merged in
the mass of our people, and become equally sulg¢be United States.” Treaty-
making with “fragmentary, straggling bands of Intddavho had lost all just
pretensions to the tribal character” perpetuattdse tribal sovereignty in
comparison to that of the United States.

After the Constitution, its interpreter, the Supee@ourt, has played an
integral role in defining the status of IndiansAimerica. Ambiguity and uncertainty
“have been hallmarks of the Supreme Court’s rulitigs “verysine qua norof
judicial review” as it has functioned in the UnitBthtes® This is also true as applied
to Indians. How could an Indian become part ofAhgerican body politic? The
answer lay in the recognition of the Indian asratividual person instead of
exclusively a tribal member, yet the constitutiormlte to that synthesis remained

obscure.

% Index to the Reports of the Committees of the Senate Whiteel States41™ Congress, "3 sess.,
1870-1871, Report no. 268 (Washington: GPO, 1810}]11.

% Robert McCloskeyThe American Supreme Courtvised by Sanford Levinsor” 4d., (Chicago:
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By the end of the nineteenth century, the foumaatiof Indian law rested
upon two “lines” of Supreme Court opinions. Eaicie linterpreted the status of
Indian tribes differently. The first line stressbe autonomy of tribal governments;
they were subject to federal authority, but immtméhe power of states. The second
line recognized both the unlimited federal powegravibes, and congressional
prerogatives to change treaties and extend fetiavalover Indiang. These rulings
prepared the legal “terrain” upon which all inteessparties (the Society of American
Indians, Congress, the Executive, reformers, statestribes) had to negotiate.
These opinions also defined for Indians and thallsgstem the extent of native
peoples’ integration or lack thereof into the nagibidentity. The debate over
citizenship for Indians must begin with the Suprebagirt and its contribution to the
body of federal Indian law and policy.

The first line of Supreme Court opinions origirthtth the so-called
Marshall Trilogy the Court ruled on between 1828 4832. In these rulings,
Johnson v. McintostCherokee Nation v. GeorgiandWorcester v. GeorgijaChief
Justice John Marshall interpreted the status aahgltribes in the broad sense of
“domestic, dependent nations.” This meant trihexfioned free of state control,
tribally autonomous, and subject to federal autiiorfwo later opinionsEx parte
Crow DogandTalton v. Mayesfollow this line of thinking. TheCrow Dogcase of
1883 denied federal jurisdiction in the case ofuader of one Indian by another
since Congress had never asserted that federalrayffi In the wake of th€row

Dog case, the Board of Indian Commissioners objedeanldating a separate code of

36 Charles F. WilkinsonAmerican Indians, Time and the Law: Native Societieshtodern
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law for Indians. Such separation perpetuated tbgetvation mentality” that
prevented Indians from absorbing the influence loitev“civilization.” In the

Board’s 1884 report they state, “We believe thatl#tws which are good enough for
all other kindreds and peoples and tribes and matme good enough for Indiarts.”

TheTaltondecision, handed down in 1896, ruled that thenFAinendment
requirement of grand jury proceeding did not agplyribes because their tribal
powers existed before the Constitution and thegggessf the Fifth Amendment.
These rulings suggest that tribes function as siges outside of constitutional
requirements and federal laws unless Congress sstpranits tribal powers. This
set of rulings, known in federal Indian law parlaras théNVorcester-Crow Dog-
Taltonline, emerged over tin&.

The second line of federal Indian law appeardtsientirety during the turn
of the century as the assimilationist period urddld It reflected the mainstream
views of Native peoples and their political powsrsavereign nationdJnited States
v. Kagamasupported Congress’s power to pass the Major Gridvat, and therefore
eroded the power of tribal governments to adjudieatd control their jurisdictions.
McBratneyfurther limited tribal sovereignty by allowing sacourts jurisdiction over
the murder of a non-Indian by a non-Indian witmdian country, despite the lack of
a congressional grant of authority to the stafidse Lone Wolfdecision granted
Congress the sweeping power to abrogate Indiatigseand recast tribal property
rights into individual allotments. Importantly,deral and state power precluded and

replaced tribal sovereignty. This line of Supre@mrt opinions contains recurrent

3 PruchaGreat Father 678; U.S. Department of the Interidmnual Report of the Board of Indian
Commissionerghereafter BIC), 1884, 6
¥ |bid., 24.
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themes: the unlimited scope of federal power dedaderal government’s ability to
alter, at will, tribal jurisdiction, property, ariceaties without tribal consent. These
rulings also present tribal sovereignty as outdgtesd as Indians were: vanishing and
pressed into the American “mold.”
Historian Frederick Hoxie noted this change intpall identity in his study

of Indian assimilation entitle@he Final Promise He stated,

In the nineteenth century, the United States gowuent

considered itself the guardian of tribes. Intitkentieth

century, as the government worked to destrowltife,

the meaning of guardianship changed. Ratherahan

device to protect the interests of a group, gaaship

was now applied to individual Indians. In itsaeon form,

guardianship enabled the government to oversebdh

havior of members of a ‘backward’ race.
White reformers supported the extension of U.%zamitship to Native Americans
(with all its rights and privileges) because th& uld better protect Indians than
could Indian agents or missionaries. Hoxie’s regeallowed him to construct a
linear retreat from full citizenship that extendedimited citizenship for permanent
wards. He concluded that the redefinition of Imdtiizenship was complete by
1920 Actually the re-definition remained on-going.

The American judicial system, specifically the Sermpe Court, has, since the

1830s, been inextricably linked with the politigdéntity of Indians. Chief Justice

John Marshall used the legal system to re-defibedr no longer completely

sovereign, and officially incorporated into the téai State$> The premise of

“Obid., 4.

*I Hoxie, 235, 212.
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government by consent raises an unsettling questimmn applied to citizenship for
Native Americans. The best indicator of Indiamspbsed inferior status within
federal Indian law is the lack of consent. Oneeahbthors of the Constitution
codified their political vision for the new natiatiey assigned Indians an anomalous
status, essentially tenants of land. Americansddfthe terms of the relationship
and federal Indian law reflected the inequalitiethat union. During a time of
governmental and social reform in U.S. history,ilafAmericans entered public
discourse over the issue of Indians’ political stathey claimed a stake in the future
of Indian peoples in the United States and soughttS. citizenship as a remedy for
many of the evils visited upon tribes. Militarytians were unfashionable to the
Christian humanitarians of the Progressive EraseRations, formerly the solution
to the “Indian problem” were discredited for theirdemic corruption and
degradation of the Native inhabitants. These &isseadvocates of Indian rights,
Indian fitness for citizenship, and Indian wortlpamted themselves the
spokespeople for a historically despised group.

At the heart of this issue of full citizenship,thre case of Native peoples, was
more than racism. The lines were not so firmlydras in the case of African
Americans. The trajectory took Indians, in theady the reservation, into boarding
schools where pupils were infused with basic edogaChristianity, and often

manual or vocational skills, and finally placedoisbciety as farmers or skilled

supports the idea that Indian tribes have sovereignty, &imas independent and separate nations, and
therefore maintain inherent rights as governments outs@enited States Constitution, a body of
rights and laws they did not help create, nor consentlmafolSeeAmerican Indian Sovereignty and
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laborers, their traditional Indian ties severedhe Pprocess of assimilation would
make Indians fit for citizenship and capable oftpcting their property interests.

Perhaps the failure of allotment and the ease wditich reformers and federal
officials modified assimilation, can be understaodight of the abandonment of
Reconstruction policies for former slaves, complstd877. Secretary of the Interior
Lucius Lamar made such a statement in November &885ommittee at the Lake
Mohonk Conference. When asked about making Pu&h®scitizens he replied,
“After swallowing four million black slaves and disgting that pretty well we need
not strain at this. We could do that; but in mynagn it would be most sad service to
the Indian, and there would not be much of himifeftat were done suddenly?”
“Digesting” blacks and Indians as citizens, howepeovided no guarantee of
equality. White Americans complained of a tummkieac

At the Lake Mohonk Conference the following year1B86, Philip C.
Garrett, a Philadelphia lawyer and member of thikaim Rights Association’s
executive committee, marveled:

We did not hesitate to set millions of Negro slafres in one day,

and confer on them all the rights possessed bwéadthiest citizen

in the land. Theyada hard struggle, but the churches and the Freed-

man'’s Aid Societies came to the rescue, and thep=avely working

out the problem. And yet we are doubtful abousting these manly

aboriginal owners of the solil to take care of thelwss. And the

churches are ready again, the Indian Aid Societiesthe Indian Rights

Associations are ready to come to the rescue dpdirem to defend
themselves against avaricious and unprincipledexsars?

“BIC, 1885, 16.
* Francis Paul Pruchamericanizing the American Indian: Writings by “Friendf the Indian,”
1865-1900 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1973}662

29



Just ten years later in 1896, the Supreme CowetinnlPlessy v. Fergusoihe
landmark decision in favor of “separate but eqdat’black and white facilities and
institutions—the legal validation of Jim Crow laasd racial segregation.

Creating Indian citizens required a new definitadrindian identity in modern
American jurisprudence. Indians had to be integrat the courts, and, just as
Congress and the Supreme Court had done for fraednekfreedwomen,
Reconstruction policies were close in the mindpaditicians and reformers.
Reformers considered Indians a special group, wielagonship with the federal
government was that of ward and guardian. Thepnegation of Indians as
sovereign nations fast eroded before the federamgonent, burgeoning settlement
and statehood in the West, and the imperial demaitle nation.

By the 1870s, the federal government had moditediew of Indian nations;
they were dependents as Chief Justice John Matabeled them, therefore, not
fully sovereign, and entirely conquered. Jusnawmigrants and African Americans
were to be assimilated, Indians should follow tioate. The means would be
citizenship, but not by one sweep of legislatidke the Fourteenth Amendment. The
process would be gradual, and required carefuhtaie from the Indian Bureau, the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, the Secretary & thterior, Congress, reformers,
and Indians themselves.

Indians possessed little meaningful tribal poweewhonfronted with the
federal bureaucracy that intruded upon them. Fddiedian policies chipped away at
tribal self-government. One of the greatest bltavimdian tribal status was the

legislation of 1871 that ended U.S. treaty-makintpwndian tribes. Congress
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accomplished this in a rider to an appropriatiactd 86 Stat 566, ch 120), stating that
“no Indian nation or tribe within the territory tife United States, shall be
acknowledged or recognized as an independent natiba, or power with whom the
United States may contract by treaty,” but stilhbong the obligations of past
treaties” In 1873, Edward P. Smith, Commissioner of Indifairs, bemoaned the
“anomalous relation of many of the Indian tribeshte Government, which requires
them to be treated as sovereign powers and wandseand the same time.” The
myth of diplomacy between equals had created “d kirfiction and absurdity” in
the country’s “Indian relations’” He recommended the extension of United States
law over crimes by Indians and, therefore, punihabU.S. courts. In addition, the
gradual application of the U.S. court system tadnderritories was to supplant tribal
laws and methods of traditional governance. Reéosmand politicians agreed: this
gradual process presented the best means of migilimdians, ending the crises of
reservation policy, opening reservation land totevkettlement, and protecting
Indians from further predations and violent enceumnt Extend the protection of law
and the U.S. Constitution around Indians, and t&=eais, the Indian problem would
be solved.

The premise of U.S. citizen before the law, howgeerphasized the rights
and responsibilities dhe individua) not the tribal member and ward of the
government. Commissioner Smith suggested thagxtension of U.S. law over

Indians should be accompanied by private propestyesship. He held Native

5 John R. Wunder, “No More Treaties: The Resolution ofl187¥d the Alteration of Indian Rights to
Their Homeland,” ifNative American Law and Colonialism, Before 1776 to 18d8ed by John R.
Wunder (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1996), 292-

6 Edward Smith, U.S. Commissioner of Indian Affaiksnual Reporthereafter CIA AR), “Report to
Interior,” November 1, 1873, 3.
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cultures in contempt. Smith analyzed the diffeeebetween Native Americans and
white civilization:

A fundamental difference between barbarians andiézed people is

the difference between a herd and an individudl .b&rbarous customs

tend to destroy individuality. Where everythindiedd in common, thrift

and enterprise have no stimulus of reward, anditidigidual progress is

rendered very improbable, if not impossible. Ttagtsg point of indivi-

dualism for an Indian is the personal possessidnsgbortion of the reser-
vation:’
Before the law, as reformers envisioned it, thedndvould embrace a Christian
identity, devoid of attachments to the tribe asccimmunity. The situation of the
Ponca exemplifies these federal assimilationistisemts.

In 1876 Congress sought to rectify the mistakeflugion, according to treaty,
of the Ponca tribe on the Great Sioux Reservatidre remedy, removal of the Ponca
to Indian Territory, caused tremendous unrest aisgimng among the tribal
members. Ten headmen, including Standing Bear, raadaxficial visit in 1877 to
select land for their new reservation. StandingrBd seven others attempted to
return on foot from a visit to their new homelanoigt made it only to the Otoe
Agency in southern Nebraska. After he recoveréah@ng Bear voiced his
opposition to removal. Secretary of the Inter@ayl Schurz, demanded the removal
begin under desperate conditions: storms, a torreattd cold weather, which
resulted in many fatalities.

In the fall of 1877, Standing Bear appealed to idezd Rutherford B. Hayes and
Secretary Schurz for relocation. He asked theidRresif the Ponca could either

return to their former reservation or join the Omatibe in Nebraska. Hayes and

Schurz denied his requests and, after 160 Pondeodi¢heir new reservation

47 bid., 4.
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(including his only remaining son), Standing Besdt & small group of Ponca on a
ten-week trek to the Omaha reservation. On oridens Schurz, Brigadier General
George Crook arrested and detained the PoncastaDF@ha. A newspaper editor
named Thomas Henry Tibbles interviewed the Pondawith Crook’s help, filed a
friendly law suit to demand a writ of habeas corpnd the group’s release from

custody.

Standing Bear v. Crogla U.S. District Court decision in 1879, garnered
national attention and galvanized the sympathyastexn reformers such as Helen
Hunt Jackson. The presiding district court judgieqer S. Dundy, reflected the
predominant view of Indians as the “vanishing rade.his opinion he described the
Ponca as “the remnants of a once numerous and fudwart now weak,
insignificant, unlettered, and generally despisamer’ He posited the United States
as “one of the most powerful, most enlightened, modt Christianized nations of
modern times.” Judge Dundy stated that the writaifeas corpus described
applicants for the writ as “persons” or “partiesitivout a description of the applicant
as a citizen. What, then, was a person? The jodgsulted Webster’s Dictionary
for a definition of “person.” He recalled it dedid a person as “a living soul; a self-
conscious being; a moral agent; especially a livinghan being; a man, woman, or
child; an individual of the human race.” Reveallmg enthnocentric and racist
perspective, the judge determined, “This is com@mnsive enough, it would seem, to
include even an Indian.” And a few sentences latemagnanimously summarized

his conclusion, “On the whole, it seems to me gentielent that the comprehensive
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language used in this section is intended to ajgp@ll mankind—as well the relators
as the more favored white racé.”

The issue at hand, in Judge Dundy’s mind, parallelgatriation. If, he
reasoned, part of the Ponca tribe severed thbaltrelations, adopted “white habits,”
and became self-supporting, Crook had impinged dipein liberty. Therefore, tribes
were like foreign nations, and a member, once la@@tned tribal life and the
reservation, may appear as a “person” before dvand expect the protection and
rights of the U.S. court system, in this case, halm®rpus. According to Dundy, the
United States remained a country where “libertyeggulated by law” instead of
sympathy* If he hoped his ruling would impose an orderld éawful incorporation
of native peoples into civic life, he proved ovechynfident in the judicial system.

The Judge cited section 1999 of the Revised Stapassed in 1868 in which
Congress agreed to receive “all emigrants fromatilons” and grant them the rights
of citizenship. The application of this act to thdividual Indian seeking U.S.
citizenship recognized the separate status ofithe hation as distinct from the
United States and equal to a foreign country. dnsliwho renounced their ties to the
tribe where similar to immigrants from Europe wké their homeland to become
American citizens and any attempt to preclude eigiain the Judge declared
“inconsistent with the fundamental principles of tiepublic.” By definition the
word “American” meant a “self-sustaining” individuaithout federal support. An
Indian, while “heathen in origin,” could sever tiggh his tribe, pledge allegiance to

the United States by fulfilling the demands of ns&ieam American society and earn

“8 Standing Bear v. Crogk5 F.Cas. 695; 1879, Circuit Court, Nebraska; 697
9 Ibid.
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a living and adopt “civilization® The United States and Indians tribes, if still
defined as “domestic, dependent nations,” couldleyngiplomacy as used
successfully with foreign governments. But, ifi€f Justice John Marshall’s ruling
no longer applied, according to Dundy, “It can mékke difference, then, whether
we accord to the Indian tribes a national charamterot, as in either case | think the
individual Indian possesses the clear God-givelnt itigg withdraw from his tribe and
forever live away from it, as though it had notthar existence.” Regardless of their
status as wards, he lingered over the issue oftexfian and sanctioned the military
officers for acting contrary to the “fundamentaigiples of the republic®*

Congress should offer citizenship to Indians jssit &#ad immigrants from foreign
countries.

The Ponca flight from Indian Territory and the sedpsentStanding Beacase
occurred during the “Peace Policy” period. Thesreation system increasingly
received criticism from reformers who cited theraption and patronage of the
spoils system as a threat to government and theqgtion of Indians. The Indian
Rights Association strongly supported this approddbenry Pancoast’s pamphiete
Indian before the Layprinted in 1884, articulated this point of viewifter his visit

to the Sioux reservations in 1882 he stated, “Agkadge that the Indian is a man,

*0 Dundy quoted the statute in part: “Whereas, the right péteiation is a natural and inherent right of
all people, indispensable to the enjoyment of the righliéepliberty, and the pursuit of happiness;
and, whereas, in the recognition of this principle theegament has freely received emigrants from all
nations, and invested in them the rights of citizenshiperdfore, any declaration, instruction, opinion,
order, or decision of any officer of the United States whiehies, restricts, impairs, or questions the
right of expatriation, is declared inconsistent with tledamental principles of the republic.” See
Ibid., 699.

*L Ibid.
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and as such give him that standing in our courtghvis freely given us a right and a
necessity to every other maii.”

In 1883 the Supreme Court decreed that the mufdemeindian by another
was beyond the reach of federal authorities; thedrwere separate entities whose
internal affairs were their own concern. Crow Dadgrulé Sioux, was sentenced to
death by the territorial court of Dakota for theraher of Chief Spotted Tail, Sin-ta-
ge-le-Scka. The Supreme Court ruled on Decemhet833, that Crow Dog was to
be released immediately because the United Stateadjurisdiction over crimes
committed by one Indian against another. Sinceg@ess claimed no jurisdiction
over Indian crimes, the murder was not punishabld.5. courts and he was released.

The ruling provides a definition of “Indian Couyitias distinct from the
remainder of the United States, as described bintiian Intercourse Act of 1834 (4
Stat. 729). This designation holds so long asaimslretain their original land title to
the soil, and ceases to be Indian country whenéegrlose that title, unless a
provision or act of Congress states otherwise.wog was in the custody of the
U.S. Marshall of Dakota Territory under a senteoicéeath, and scheduled for
execution on January 14, 1884. His attorneys eg@gbr a writ of habeas corpus and
requested their client’s release from prison. CBvg's attorneys claimed that the
United States courts did not have jurisdictionryohim, that his actions were not an
offense under the laws of the United States. IrfBigf for Petitioner,” Crow Dog’s

chief counsel, Adoniram J. Plowman, argued thaamslwho maintained tribal

*2Henry S. Pancoadmpressions of the Sioux Tribes in 1882; With Somst Principles in the
Indian Questior(Philadelphia: Franklin Printing House, 1883), 82¢ also his pamphl€he Indian
before the LawPhiladelphia: Indian Rights Association, 1884); @R, 1883, serial 2191, 7-10,
and BIC, 1884, 6.
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relations possessed and exercised “the right bfsgkernment.” In his view,
Indians functioned as sovereign tribal entitiesesaslthe federal government
abrogated tribal laws with the application of U&leral law. If federal law were
extended over tribes, Indian laws ceased to apibal relations were severed, and
Indians became “part of the body politic of the tddiStates.” They became
citizens

The Court’s opinion quoted from the treaty of 18@th the Sioux and was
used to guide its decision. The treaty defined.dtf jurisdiction over the Sioux.
The Justice concluded that the goal was to “naa@’aand “civilize” the Sioux in
hopes they would develop a government and regthatedomestic affairs, and
administer their own laws and customs. The terhteeotreaty encouraged “self-
government,” the regulation of their own “domestftairs,” and the administration of
their laws and customs, in other words, tribal sengty. However, the Sioux were
subject to the laws of the United Statest not in the sense of citizenlmstead, they
were still wards under U.S. guardianship, “notrabviduals, constituted members of
the political community of the United States, watlvoice in the selection of
representatives and the framing of the laws.” dndiconstituted a “dependent
community” still in a state of pupilage and “advangcfrom the condition of a savage
tribe to that of a people who, through the disagplof labor and by education, it was
hoped might become a self-supporting and self-gomgrsociety.” The Sioux, then,

were not separately “responsible and amenable&iagnal and domestic relations

3109 U.S. 556 (1883), “Brief for Petitioner,” 7.

37



with one another, to the general laws of the Un8&ates, other than those addressing
them as members of an Indian tribe.

The Supreme Court moved carefully because the Séaat only a few years
earlier, in 1881, avoided granting U.S. citizendioill Indians, in a vote of twenty-
nine to twelve? The Court suggested that the United States d¢fatine Sioux, and
all Indian tribes, as tribes, not individuals. Thdians were “separated by race and
tradition” from white society, deemed moral in campon to the “free though savage
life” of Indians. White laws were foreign to liads, inscrutable, and contrary to the
“customs of their people,” and no precedent omitita, as defined in the Indian
Intercourse Act or in the Treaty of 1868 extendefi.Uaw over Native peoples
otherwise. Finally, as a cue to Congress, the€&uerCourt found no intention that
the laws extend over Indian Country, and therefloeeJustices ruled a “clear
expression of the intention of Congress” was ne¢ddithd otherwise. Justice
Stanley Matthews concluded that Lakota Sioux triaal covered Indian-to-Indian
crimes and the federal government retained no nehjurisdiction®

According to Hoxie, “The debate over citizenshifaeged dramatically” in
1884 when the Supreme Court handed d&lv. Wilkins The case centered on the
actions of John Elk, who attempted to vote in i@l elections in Omaha, Nebraska,
for the election of city council members and otbificers. Registrar Charles Wilkins
refused to allow Elk to register as a qualifiederotHe complained that the
Fourteenth and Fifteenth amendments to the U.Sst@otion applied to him, made

him a citizen of the United States, and that he evdiled to vote. He also met the

*109 U.S. 556 (1883), 568-569.
% Congressional Recordli8" Congress, 3 sess., (January 26, 1881), 1064.
* Wilkins, 212.
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voting requirements for the state of NebraskaWiliins claimed that Elk was not a
citizen, he was an Indian, and therefore ineligiblethe franchise. John Elk
challenged this interpretation of his civic stattite claimed he had abandoned his
tribal relations and moved to Omaha, Nebraska, &herlived a “civilized” life.
When he was blocked from voting, the case werttécSupreme Court where it ruled
that despite his life as a “civilized” person, loikkl not become an American citizen
and exercise the voting franchise because thededevernment had not recognized
him as a citizefy’

The Court ruled that Indians cannot, by their owtiom, become U.S. citizens
without “the action or assent” of the United Statésorder to change their status to
U.S. citizens, Indians would have to follow a pregxef naturalization, and
demonstrate “fitness” for “civilized life.” Indiatribes were an “alien, though
dependent powers.” The Fourteenth Amendment wagspiicable to Indians as
individuals born in the United States. Insteadythequired naturalization through a
process set up, most likely, by Congress. Condradsn the past, naturalized
members of particular tribes such as the Delawamekuly 4, 1866, various Kansas
tribes in 1867, the Pottawatomie, and the Sioukpril 1868

The reaction? Prucha described the responseeasf gmeat consternatiGh.
Based on the research of law professor Sidney Lritp the consternation most
likely emanated from the BIA and eastern refornvene wanted the U.S. legal

system extended over tribes, and thus pushed &atsimiat the expense of tribal

*" Deloria and Lytle, 220.
814 Stat. 794, 796; 15 Stat. 513, 532, 533, 637
¥ PruchaGreat Father 678
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sovereignty’? The distinction between Indians and whites, adtleafore white men’s
law, was vanishing. The Indians were vanishing, tbappeared, and the change was
inevitable. Distinctions between Indians and whiteere unacceptable. While the
IRA proposed a separate system of courts to adjtelicriminal matters on
reservations, reformers pushed for one systemgftlee United States system, for
both Indians and whites.

The Board of Indian Commissioners concurred; sejosraf Indians from
whites perpetuated the lawlessness, corruptiorenvand backwardness evident on
reservations. That these unacceptable conditiomeservations existed because of
faulty institutions and racism never occurred testreformers and politicians; at
least it did not appear in their public writinghe Board of Indian Commissioners
objected to a separate code of law that would iraglked assimilation of Indians into
white “civilization,” such as their legal systerfiwo years later, a member of both
the legal and reform efforts concurred. At the sdrake Mohonk conference where
he reflected on the weakness of Indians withoutaidoaternalism to protect them,
Philip A. Garrett reminded his audience, “But tlieaj mistake has been one which it
is now too late to avoid, that of dealing with thegimerous races of savages within
our borders as nations, as if there could be natiathin nations without some
organic provisions of constitutional law, such lzat twhich regulates the relations of
the States of our Union to the Federal UniinCongress shared his regret.

Congress responded with the Major Crimes Act, gghss March 3, 1885,

which extended federal criminal jurisdiction oviee indians for seven major crimes:

0 Sidney L. Harring, “Crow Dog’s Case: A Chapter in thegal History of Tribal Sovereignty,” in
Native American Law and Colonialism, Before 1776 to 1808ed by John R. Wunder, 260-261.
®1 Prucha, ed Americanizing the American India64.
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murder, manslaughter, rape, assault with intektlitcarson, burglary, and larceny.
The Five “Civilized” Tribes were excluded, as wemnany other tribes, because they
were deemed advanced and civilized enough to amfjtelsuch crimes. But was the
extension of federal law over tribal law constibutal? Kagama and Muhawaha, also
known as Pactah Billy and Ben, respectively, war@ ihdians from the Hoopa
Valley reservation in Humboldt County, Californidhey had been indicted for the
murder of another Indian. The murder occurredhenHoopa Reservation, three
months after the Major Crimes Act was passed.

Joseph Redding, the attorney for the two accusgded that the Major
Crimes Act broke with legal and congressional pdec¢. Generally the United
States articulated that it possessed no authordy @imes committed by one Indian
against another, especially on reservations, a®eged in thex parteCrow Dog
case. Redding argued that “The very idea of thervasion system is predicated upon
the theory that the Indians are not citizens, atdareign subjects, are not subject to
the jurisdiction of the United States, except wherpiestion of commercial
intercourse is an element in the offense commtttethe opposition held that the
1871 rider, which abandoned treaty making betwbenikS. and tribes, signaled that
Indian tribes were no longer considered soveregjions. The Supreme Court upheld
this legislation, and truncated tribal sovereignt{Jnited States v. Kagan{May 10,
1886). Congress and the Court affirmed the extensi U.S. federal law over Indian
tribes.

The following year, Congress passed the Dawes Skyéxct, the

culmination of efforts to break up the tribal ldpalse and assimilate Indians through

%2 United States Supreme CoWRecords & Briefs Ex Parte Crow Dog“Brief of Joseph Redding,” 8.

41



the grant of U.S. citizenship. Congress and the&ue Court were acting in concert
to force Indian tribes to conform to U.S. fedeeal) which found Indian sovereignty
to be obsolete and uncivilized. Indians shouldeappefore federal law as
individuals, and someday, as American citizens.

One Indian tested the limits of her blossomingvitliality; the exposure to a
white, eastern educational system made life withnigther a grinding ordeal and she
ultimately re-entered the white world. GertrudenBm had returned to the Yankton
Reservation in 1887, but only stayed a year analfa Ker three years away at
White’s Manual Labor Institute, a Quaker boardiogml in Indiana, had alienated
her from her mother. The young girl’s intellectaatiosity roused, reservation life
grew barren of possibilities. Bonnin hurried fromugh Dakota and attended a few
schools. During her time at Earlham College sh&isbed her writing and oratorical
skills, but left due to poor heafth She found employment as a teacher at Carlisle
Indian School. Ambitious and restless, Bonnin edafnder her stern supervisor,
General Richard Henry Pratt. But her fortunes oupd, seemingly, when the
Supreme Court resuscitated tribal sovereigntythat point still learning the white
ways of politics and public activism, Bonnin possaslittle awareness of how this
ruling would shape her life in later years.

In 1896Talton v. Mayesvas appealed from the circuit court of the United
States. Talton was convicted of murder and seatetwhang on December 31, 1892
in a special Supreme Court of the Cherokee NaGmoweeskoowee District. The

appellant claimed he was deprived of due procegsiaanteed by the Fifth

83 Zitkala-SaZitkala Sa: American Indian Stories, Legends, and oiietings Edited by Cathy N.
Davidson and Ada Norris (New York: Penguin Books,30Rvii.
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Amendment, which was a violation of the U.S. Cdosibn and the laws of the
Cherokee Nation. Writing for the majority, Justiedward White explained that the
murder of one Indian by another was not an offegsenst the United States, but
against the laws of the Cherokee Nation; a grandtjtal was not required for a trial
in the Cherokee Nation, which currently maintaiagddicial system and “powers of
local self-government” before the creation of th&LConstitution. Legal scholar,
David E. Wilkins, concluded that the Supreme Caarefully analyzed Cherokee
law and its history before they unanimously conetlithat Cherokee law originated
before the U.S. Constitution. Therefore, thelFmendment and the Bill of Rights
did not apply to tribes. However, Congress renthihe “dominant authority” over
Indian tribes. In ambiguous language the Courhdefnative tribes as “semi-
independent” and not “possessed of the full attebwf sovereignty, but as a separate
people with the power of regulating their interaat social relations” since they had
yet to be brought under U.S. laffsHowever, this ruling stands as an exception to
the larger body of Supreme Court law at that tiriae ability of small politically
alienated groups such as Native Americans to stiegdetribal politics proved no
match for the larger racial sentiments of the tiribat same year, the Supreme Court
upheld racial segregation based upon a “separategoal” doctrine irPlessy v.
Ferguson Clearly, the white majority demonstrated a prexfiee for white
supremacy in federal and state laws as well asgfddilities.

The Indian Rights Association, one of the moduimfitial organizations in
Indian affairs, worked to improve the political pemof Indians and to enact legal

reforms to improve their opportunities for advaneain Active supporters of the

4163 U.S. 376 (1896): 384;Wilkins, 307.
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Dawes Act, one of its founding members, Henry Pastaledicated his legal
training to Native peoples. Upon a visit to the&@rSioux Reserve in 1881, he
remarked, “The Indian is separated from the restuofpopulation by two great
barriers—the difference of race and the differeoiceis political position from every
other man’s in this community. These two thinggehfrom the first worked together
to make him a stranger in his own countiy.The following year, Pancoast and his
traveling companion, fellow Philadelphian, Herbéftlsh, founded the IRA.

The organization inadvertently played handmaideont® of the most
devastating setbacks to tribal sovereignty.dne Wolf v. Hitchcock 1903, the
Court ruled unanimously that Congress held completeer to allot tribal lands, and
neither past treaties nor a tribe’s wishes limitad plenary powet The case
centered around Indians on the Kiowa, ComancheKamda Apache reservations
who retained a lawyer, and with IRA funds, an addal lawyer, to block white
settlement on remaining surplus land slated fatmiént. Three years earlier,
Congress had approved a fraudulent land cessiaomtfie Kiowa, Comanche, and
Apache, called the Jerome Agreem@nitVhile the Interior Department prepared to
open the reservation to white settlement on sudplg, the Kiowa’'s principal chief,

Lone Wolf, asked the federal court for an injunctio halt the Department’s plans.

% pancoast, 6, in Indian Rights Association Pamphlet8-1892 in Indian Rights Association
Papers, Western History Collections (hereafter WHC), Usityeof Oklahoma.

% Charles Wilkinson explains the meaning of plenary powertassénse that Congress can exercise
broad police power, rather than only the power of adichgovernment with specifically enumerated
power, when legislating on Indians affairs. Used inttgnerplenaryrefers to general as opposed
to delegated, power. Nevertheless, plenary also meanstgbsotatal . . . .” The termplenary power
also carries a pejorative connotation among Indians and theicatés, referring to federal authority
as “unreviewable and potentially autocratic.” Quotedimerican Indians, Time, and the La¥® and
79.

%7 Blue Clark discusses the history of ttene Wolfdecision and the treachery surrounding the Jerome
Agreement in his book,one Wolf v. Hitchcock: Treaty Rights and Indian LawhatEnd of the
Nineteenth CenturfLincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1999), 38-49.
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The case proceeded to the Supreme Court with dewrastesults. The Court issued
a landmark ruling on the status of tribes. Théiges ruled against the tribe, refused
to stop white settlement on the reservation, araktnmportantly, articulated the
plenary power of Congress over tribal relationghvhe ability to intervene at will.
The successful prosecutor in the case, Willis Varndnter of Wyoming, had worked
as Assistant Attorney General for the Departmemntrior until 1903. He moved
into the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the HigiCircuit, and in 1911, the same
year the Society of American Indians was foundedepted President Taft's
nomination to the Supreme Cof#frt.

Later, when Interior Secretary Ethan A. Hitchcottempted to negotiate with
the Sioux on the Rosebud Reservation for the psecbf410,000 acres of land, the
House Indian Committee concluded thahe Wolfeffectively eliminated the need
for Indian consent. Ironically, at the same titne teformer rhetoric pushed for
Indian citizenship and full assimilation, the SupeeCourt handed down a decision
that further eroded the power of tribes and plabedh under the complete control of
Congress; Congress could pass legislation withmutonsent of tribes, while the
Supreme Court supported such action, assuminghbdguardian” would always act
in the best interests of the “ward.”

Besides land allotment, liquor consumption gairreddttention of Christian
reformers and friends of the Indians. They, alaith the Indian Bureau, played
important roles in shaping federal Indian policwéod Prohibition. Prohibitions

against the consumption and sale of alcohol oramdéservations have a long,

68 [|ai

Ibid., 65.
9 william Hagan,Theodore Roosevelt and Six Friends of the In@féorman: University of
Oklahoma Press, 1997), 103-104.
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controversial history? Progressive Era reformers supported Prohibitiogeineral,
and eastern reformers who specifically considdnedhselves “friends of the Indian”
believed alcohol one of the worst evils of modéfie | The Prohibition crusade was
integral to moral reform of urban areas and of modiée, in general. The Anti-
Saloon League, founded in 1895, sought, for tis fime, thdegal eradication of
alcoholic beverages. Commissioner Hiram Pricéeldavhen the issue of alcohol on
reservations came up. “What must an Indian thirlkk @overnment claiming to be
governed by the principles of Christianity and aggthem to abandon their
heathenish practices and adopt the white man’s whigh at the same time allows
the meanest and vilest creatures in the personhité men to demoralize and
debauch their young men by furnishing them with thlaich brutalizes and destroys
them?™ The Indian Bureau launched numerous efforts tdain the threat and
eradicate the presence of alcohol among Indiam4d.901 Commissioner Jones
announced, “Illicit traffic in liquor with the Indns should be utterly stamped out—
not merely suppressed.”

In 1905 the Supreme Court rendered a devastatlimgyragainst the
temperance movement and its advocates, the “friehtte Indian,” and the Indian
Bureau. In théMatter ofHeff, the justices struck down the conviction of Albid#ff,

a white man who sold liquor to John Butler, a memde¢he Kickapoo tribe, and an
allottee. Heff was convicted in the U.S. Disti@turt of Kansas for violation of a

1897 federal statute that prohibited the salequfdrs to Indians whose allotted land

0 Beginning with the colonial era and trade among Indises Peter C. Mancaleadly Medicine:
Indians and Alcohol in Early Amerid@thaca: Cornell University Press, 1995).

"L Commissioner of Indian Affairs Hiram Price quoted indPra,Great Father 653.

2 CIA AR 1901, serial 4290, 51.
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was held in trust by the federal government, or wias still a ward of the
government® The Solicitor General based the power of ther@dgovernment to
restrict the sale of alcohol to an Indian backecti®n 8, Article | of the Constitution,
which empowered Congress “to regulate commerce fariign nations, and among
the several States, and with the Indian tribesohitally, this same clause supported
the distinction of Indian tribes as sovereign pavelustice Brewer noted, “In the
early dealings of the Government with the Indidlpets the latter were recognized as
possessing some of the attributes of nations, witich the former made treaties. . .
" This federal recognition of tribal sovereignty, as Brewer described it, “the
practice of dealing with Indian tribes as sepanatons,” ended in 1871 with
congressional termination of treaty making withiagmdnations™

Heff's counsel, A.E. Crane, presented an argumasgd upon legal
precedent: the General Allotment Act’s promisédutifcitizenship at the moment
allotment occurred. Indians, he determined, bedatizens upon receipt of the
allotted land, instead of after the twenty-five iygast period. Crane also presented a
definition of a citizen, to further buttress higgament: “A citizen is one who owed
the Government allegiance, service and money byofiégxation, and to whom the
Government in turn grants and guarantees liberpeocdon and conscience, the right
of acquiring and possessing property, of marriagkthe social relations of suit and
defense, and security in person, estate and régutat-or support, he cited one of
the Slaughterhouse casdd.S. v. CruikshankandDred Scottv. Sandford among

others rulings. In his survey of the rulings te ttontrary, including).S.v. Kagama

329 Stat. 506 (1897); Wilkins, 123.
4197 U.S. 488 (1905), 498.
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Heff's counsel concluded that they proved inconipatwith the status of citizen
Indians. Allotment legislation granted Congresspbwer to regulate Indian land,
while, concurrently, Indians could “be citizenstasgheir personal rights and
obligations. . . ®* The defense argued that Butler, upon receiptsoélotment, not
his patent, became a U.S. citizen subject to fétmeand Kansas state law.

The Solicitor General sought a novel interpretabf the federal-Indian
relationship, one that justified the infringemehtexeral authority into the commerce
of alcohol among citizen Indians. First, in a spiag negation of tribal sovereignty,
he determined, “From the adoption of the Consbtuthe Indians have been under
the exclusive control of the nation” and states hacuthority over them. This
assertion of congressional plenary power persisted if an Indian became a U.S.
citizen. An Indian may possess citizenship, yeé‘tontinuance of the relation as
wards relates both to property and to personaéptiain.” According to the
prosecution, the citizen Indians were not “citizeffull competence, just as . . .
citizens under personal or legal disabilities aresui jurisin other respects.” The
federal government had an obligation to protecidnsl as they made “their first
tentative steps as citizen$."Indians could sever tribal relations, assertiitial
citizenship, and still need the federal governmeeptbtection. This legal
interpretation sought an extension of the wardstagus for Indians in perpetuity,
without the consent of Indians themselves.

The Court ruled otherwise. Justice Brewer, auttidh® Court’s opinion,

interpreted the Solicitor General’'s argument to mftae United States can never

751905 U.S. Lexis 1163; 49 L. Ed. 848, 9-10.
% |bid., 15-16.
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release itself from the obligation of guardianshapd abrogate the state laws
covering its citizens because they have Indiandldbe Justices, except Harlan,
concluded that the federal government retainedctrestitutional obligation to
perpetually continue the relationship of guardiad ward. It may at any time
abandon its guardianship and leave the ward tavassind be subject to all the
privileges and burdens of osai juris. And it is for Congress to determine when and
how that relationship of guardianship shall be aloaed. It is not within the power
of the courts to overrule the judgment of CongféssThe ruling interpreted the
General Allotment Act of 1887 to give Indians, orlcey receive their allotted land
and its patent from the federal government, to beed States citizens with all of the
benefits and privileges of a citizen. The conditad ward ended with the grant of
citizenship. Further, the government could susgkadonstitutional obligations of
the ward-guardian relationship.

The Court ruled against the concept of partiakeitship for allotted Indians,
thus placing Indians in full legal equality withhet citizens. Yet, congressional
plenary power remained unchallenged. Brewer badt€ongress’s plenary power
over tribes. Plenary power was impervious to jiadlieview, according to the
Court’s interpretation. Yet, at the end of thenigim Brewer asked, “Can it be that
because one had Indian, and only Indian bloodsrvéins, he is to be forever one of
a special class over whom the General Governmewntimigs discretion assume the
rights of guardianship which it has once abandoard,this whether the State or the

individual himself consents?” Citizen Indians and the government, togethertmus

7197 U.S. 488 (1905), 499.
8 |bid., 508.
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consent to guardianship for Indians. Within onpr8me Court case lay the paradox
of Indian citizenship. Theoretically, once thexhme U.S. citizens, Indians gained
the inherent power of consent; it was a right btUab. citizens. Yet Congress still
retained plenary authority over Indians whethey tlumctioned in the civic body as
individuals or as members of tribes. Brewer opgbiy deferentially, prodded
Congress to make its purpose clear with legislatiam defined the parameters of the
ward-guardian relationship. Alarmed by this rulghgnplications, members of
Congress, the Indian Office, and the Commissiohé&ndian Affairs—for different
reasons—sought to circumvent this Supreme CourtgulAll shared concern about
prohibition and moved to alter the terms of allottndt would take eleven years to
completely dismantléieft.

TheHeffdecision came the same year, 1905, that the counatagurated
Theodore Roosevelt president. Roosevelt’s fifthuah presidential message
mentionedHeff and its relevance to his views on federal Indialicg. He
denounced the ruling. It stood as a challenghd@tevailing progressive attitudes of
his time on alcohol consumption and resultant mdegleneracy. He proclaiméetbff
had “struck away the main prop on which had hitheested the Government’s
benevolent effort to protect [Indians] against éwéds of intemperance’? The
condition of Indians figured in his understandirigh® nation’s mission and identity.
Theodore Roosevelt consistently mentioned Indiawste “betterment of the race”
in his State of the Union addresses. His annut@rsints on domestic reform and

foreign policy carried similar strains of patersatiand moralism.

9 U.S. Supreme CourRecords and Briefdatter of Heff “Brief of A.A. Garland,” 10.
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In 1902, his second annual message called fomttians’ “ultimate
absorption into the body of our people.” This mexwould be incremental because
tribes lived under various conditions; some haderiad perceptible advance
toward. . . equality” with whites. Regardlessiud ineven process of assimilation,
Roosevelt concluded, “The first and most importtap toward the absorption of the
Indian is to teach him to earn his livin§."Two years later, the President cited
institutional weaknesses as the culprit in Natigegles’ slow rate of advancement.
“The distance which separates the agents—the workehe field—from the Indian
Office in Washington is a chief obstacle to Indpngress,” he stated. Cooperation,
efficiency, and well-paid, dedicated agents wollilid tip the savage toward that self-
help and self-reliance which constitute the nfan.”

Congress, with the support of the President anderoied reformers, heeded
Justice Brewer’s call for clarity in federal Indipolicy. Chairman of the House
Indian Affairs Committee and South Dakota Repulnjcaharles Burke proposed
amendments to the original severalty act that woesdedy the “demoralization”
certain groups felt iMatter of Heff Indians, stated Burke, were still “wards of the
nation and subject to the jurisdiction only of theited States.” He designed
legislation that would make Indians citizens upeceipt of their fee-simple title to
the homestead at the end of the trust period. SHueetary of the Interior should also
have the discretionary power “at any time” to isaygatent to an Indian who he
deemed “competent and capable of managing hisraffars.” Citizenship began

when the trust period expired and the Native persogived a patent in fee simple to

8 Fred L. Israel, ed., Theodore Roosevelt, “Second Annuasddes” Dec. 2, 1905tate of the Union
Messages of the Presidents, 1790-14B&w York: Robert Hector Publishers, 1966), 2070.
8 Ibid., Theodore Roosevelt, “Fourth Annual Message,” Dec. 6, 19RR-23.
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the allotted land. Congress passed the law on®&14906. The Burke Act gave the
Secretary complete control over Indian citizenshimove that potentially delayed
assimilation indefinitely. But it also accomplishgnimething reformers desired: the
complete extension of federal law over Indianst thavardship, until each Indian
received the patent. The Board of Indian Commissi®nwhile pleased with the act’s
extension of U.S. law over Indians, worried thaitpction from liquor came at the
price of Indian Bureau paternalism and a “prolongedod of exclusion from the
duties and rights of citizenship. . %.”

Commissioner of Indian Affairs, Francis Leupp, comed with Burke’s
proposal, stating, “Citizenship has been a disaidggnto many Indians. They are not
fitted for its duties or able to take advantagé@sbenefits.” Leupp, with theone
Wolf decision and the Burke Act as support, proceegadeato break up tribal lands
and allot them. The Indian Rights Association Wyoapposed the quickening pace
of allotment and split from Leupp over the matt&he organization had declared in
1905 that, “the Indian homestead . . . [was] the asset that should be most
scrupulously guarded?

But federal Indian policy had yet to reconcile fivetected status of the tribal
land base and the push for assimilating Indianiedigidual American citizens.
Supreme Court support of the plenary power of Cesgjto proceed with policies
such as allotment, without the consent of tribemymetely undermined the concept
of tribal sovereignty; allotment would eventuallyake U.S. citizens of Indians. The

platform of the Lake Mohonk Conference in 1907 \e@eithe beginning of the

8234 United States Statutes at Larg®2-83; quoted in Pruch&reat Father 876, in BIC, 1906, 8-9,
18.

8 Indian Rights Association Annual Repoft905), Indian Rights Association Papers, WHC, 72
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twentieth century with approbation. It praised American people for “progress
made in the education and development of the Iisdiathe last quarter of a
century.” Although displeased with the Burke Aethuse they feared it prolonged
the Indian Bureau’s existence, the Conference'Sqla gushed and “heartily
commend[ed] the greater emphasis on labor by Isdi@a means of self-support and
preparation for citizenship, and the effective nueas adopted to protect Indians
against the evils of illicit liquor traffic. To le@ clean, honest and efficient that work
of administration which is now the chief task of tGovernment, we look with
confidence to a continuance of cooperation betveermdministrative officers and
the intelligent friends of the Indiaid!” Even though the Burke Act delayed
citizenship for twenty-five years, the end resathained gradual citizenship and the
absorption of individual Indians into the body pioli How then could Indians protect
themselves? The Supreme Court would rule themditidens and the legal system
would provide that remedy.

A succession of rulings between 1908 and 1916 ioalied withUnited States
v. Nice another case dealing with alcohol consumptione $upreme Court
demonstrated its favorable disposition toward tvgrful temperance movement
and the preference of maintaining Indians’ statugards, regardless of U.S.
citizenship. The Indian Bureau voiced deep oppmsib alcohol consumption.
Coupled with the growth of the peyote movement thiedSupreme Court’s ruling in
Heff, it seemed there was little that reformers andBilneau could do to stop the use

of “intoxicants” such as alcohol. In 1916 a caame before the Supreme Court

8 Proceedings of the Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting of taeeLMohonk Conference of Friends of the
Indian and Other Dependent Peopl&eported by Lilian D. Powers. New York: Lake Mohonk
Conference, 1907, 7.
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involving the sale of alcohol to allotees on thes&aud Sioux Reservation. After two
months of deliberation, the Supreme Court revetisetlieff ruling and stated that
Congress could regulate and prohibit the saletokinating liquors to Indians within
a state. With both the extension of federal lawr @aribes and the erosion of tribal
sovereignty, a new definition of the citizenshightis of individual Indians emerged.
The individual Indian, upon receipt of an allotmdrgcame a United States citizen.
Tribal affiliation hindered the transition to fulitizenship. An Indian could not
therefore be a tribal member and a full and equiabn because he was, essentially,
still an Indian, a ward, and therefore unprepacedfi of the rights and
responsibilities of United States citizenship.

The Assistant Attorney General, Charles Warreguied that an allottee,
based on legal precedent, still needed the protectifederal law, as in the case of
murder. Therefore, Indians still needed protecfrom the ravages of liquor
consumption. He also proposed “the grant of qitsrep do notpso factoterminate
tribal status. An Indian allottee, even thouglitizen, is still an Indian, and an Indian
ward as well.®* The prosecution’s statement reinterpreted thed3afct. Whereas
the original intention of integration of Indians svas individuals into the nation as
land-holding citizens, Warren re-defined the statiusibes to suggest that Indians
were both citizens and wards. The two were corbfgaéind desirable, instead of
antithetical. The Assistant Solicitor also souglstrict interpretation of the
Constitution and applied the power of Congressotegn the commerce of tribes as

still applicable, despite citizenship.

8 Records and Briefs of the United States Supreme Ctlnited States v. Nice: Error to the District
Court of the United States for the District of South &ak (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1916), 593
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Justice Van Devanter wrote the opinion, in whiehdorrowed fronU.S.v.
Kagama “These Indian tribes are the wards of the Natidhey are communities
dependent upon the United States . . .. Fromn #eey weakness and helplessness,
so largely due to the course of dealing of the Fddgovernment with them and the
treaties in which it has been promised, there aitise duty of protection, and with it
the power.” Therefore, he concluded, Congress eoafer citizenship upon Indians
“without completely emancipating the Indians orgohg them beyond the reach of
congressional regulations adopted for their praiact® This ruling reflected less
the racist hierarchy of the time than the instinélized paternalism in federal Indian
law. Full citizenship did not preempt Indiansatsis as wards.

All three branches of the federal government sugggloindian citizenship as
an ideal. They rejected the Reconstruction teragtat citizenship, the Fourteenth
Amendment, for a gradual and deeply flawed proc€sszenship laws help a nation
define itself. As capitalist nations move from fire-industrial to the modern world,
they generate a national identity, or nationaligmynify the political system, its
culture and institutions. This is political inte¢gjon, an important concept for groups
outside mainstream society, which are in politicalliinerable positions compared to
the nation. To achieve political integration, natl and territorial integration must
occur. This means organizing “culturally and slgidiscrete groups” into a single
unit under a single, national identity, and ceitiad) national authority over

“subordinate units or region§’”

8 United States. Nice, 241 U.S. 591 (1916), 597-598.
87 Wilkins, 15.
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The separate, sovereign status of Indian tribes #fe Civil War ran counter
to the political tenor of the times. Congress tdSupreme Court defined
citizenship for Americans and allowed states tretoeis leeway to apply the
definition to its own idea of citizenship. The cept of the sovereign Indian nation,
with its own governments, customs, religious bsliahd land base, all beyond the
power of United States’ authority, was unacceptébie modern, unified, national
identity. Immigrants, freedmen and freedwomen, lagitans would disappear as
distinct ethnic groups under the cope of Ameridémenship. Reformers,
missionaries, teachers, politicians, and a smatlybcal, group called the Society of
American Indians interpreted this push for assitimiatoward a single, unified
American citizenry. Ironically, such legal and piokl status also gave tribes and
individual Indians the constitutional means to exeltheir ability to vote, practice
religious freedom, and redefine the ward-guardignghtemise of federal Indian
policy.

The Supreme Court defined the legal status of hredfeom 1880 to 1916 with
a series of rulings. Unclear, however, was thegraf the judiciary in contrast to
the plenary power of Congress over Indian affaBemetimes the Court
acknowledged congressional “jurisdiction,” othendis the justices rendered opinions
meant to instruct Congress to clarify or modify tederal-Indian relationship. In the
end, neither body established a clear definitiartie status and rights of Indians.

These decisions provided the setting for the SpaeAmericans Indians and
their advocacy for Indian citizenship. The SAI dhd federal government were

engaged in a dialogue over the definition of Indidizenship, what it entailed, where
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states fit in, and where tribal sovereignty fivel. While the federal government,
Congress, and the Supreme Court passed legisttinendered rulings, the SAI
interpreted federal Indian policy for Indians and themselves. The group of Indian
intellectuals, trained in Indian boarding schouwls|l-versed in Christianity, believers
in the reformist Progressivism of the era, produedddy of literature and an
intellectual tradition for American Indians to festhe assimilation and integration of
Indians into mainstream American society as indigictitizens. Political scientist
Judith Shklar has noted how pervasive the notiatitidenship is to politics, but at
the same time, its definition is historically vdoi@, or perhaps the correct term is
historically vulnerable She stated, “In America [citizenship] has impiple always
been democratic, but only in principle. The egyaif political rights, which is the

first mark of American citizenship, has existeaantrast to its absolute denidt.”

8 Judith ShklarAmerican Citizenship: The Quest for Inclusi@ambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1991), 1.
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Chapter Two
“O that My People Be What | Have in Mind They Shoud Be”:
Progressivism and the Founding of the Society of Aemican Indians
“With our rise and fall the whole race will be measured idmak, the few, fail, we
shall everlastingly be the laughing stock of wiitaerica and we shall merit it.
Every member of the ‘first fight’ will feel the gtna.”
-Arthur C. Parker, 19%1
The Society of American Indians formed in the mofsProgressive Era

idealism. Its history emerged alongside otherrmraforganizations such as the
settlement house movement, the National Associdtiothe Advancement of
Colored People (NAACP), the Universal Negro Improeat Association, and the
Anti-Saloon League. The Society’s ideas and gpaised as controversial and, in
many ways, revolutionary, as did those of theirpedllen F. Davis, a historian of
the settlement house reformers in Boston, Chicagd,New York, described
Progressives as believers in both social justicksacial control. He found that the
rhetoric of Progressives “stressed truth, justieenocracy, and the faith that it was
possible to build a better world.” An admixture“oforalism and religious zeal,”
also characteristic of reformers, heightened thél&&dership’s mandate for
reforming the condition of Indian®. The Temporary Executive Committee that later
founded the SAl released a public statement in H&tlaring, “The time has come

when the American Indian race should contributeg more united way, its influence

and exertion with the rest of the citizens of theted States in all lines of progress

8 Arthur C. Parker (ACP), Albany, NY, to Rosa B. LaFlescWashington, D.C., 23 November 1911,
Society of American Indian Papers, Microfilm, Western Histoojlections, University of Oklahoma,
Norman, OK, hereafter SAI-WHC.

% Allen F. Davis,Spearheads for Reform: The Social Settlements and tigeeBeive Movement,
1890-1914(New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 19#84), XX-xXii.
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and reform, and for the welfare of the Indian recparticular, and humanity in
general.”

As Native Americans, however, the organizationadkrship recognized its
unique situation in United States history: Indiamsintained a special relationship
with the federal government, one that federal @ffecand politicians had formulated
without the consent of Native Americans. Manifesstiny provided the ideological
support for the assimilation policies that the Buref Indian Affairs enacted in the
“best interests” of Indians. The SAl, for the fitsne, asserted Indians’ rights to
participate in the debate over the proper fedadiah policies; it called upon the
federal government to complete the process begdaruihe General Allotment Act
of 1887 that planned to make Indians into U.Szeits via ownership of private
property and elimination of tribal identity. Thé&e-envisioned the identity of
American Indians as members of humanity; their eausuld be race improvement
for the benefit of humanity.

The promise of full citizenship rights, responsthik, and protections had
failed to materialize by the turn of the centuryeaglenced in the Supreme Court
rulings from 1890 to 1916. These setbacks faibedampen the optimism and
reformist zeal of the SAIl as they, and their coypdets in reform organizations,
called upon the federal government to become nemgansive to the needs of the
country’s marginalized inhabitants. The Societaferican Indians emerged as the
first coherent pan-Indian political organizationtioé twentieth century. Their

struggles and the resultant intellectual debateg ¢mgaged in would characterize

%1 Society of American Indian Papers, “The American Indian AssoniatStatement of Purpose,”
April 3-4, 1911, SAI-WHC.
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American Indian political activism throughout thentury. As representatives of
“their race,” as the SAI characterized itself, tnpsogressive, educated Indians broke
new political ground for Indians in the United $&t The Progressive Era celebrated
the self-made man, the rags-to-riches storiesiahsdsuch as Charles Eastman,
Carlos Montezuma, Arthur C. Parker, and Henry Rmei€fit that component of the
American capitalistic success.

The mainstream press, government officials, ancsihk itself, promoted this
image, and thus reinforced the idea that Indiamnddcoe civilized. Social Darwinist
thinking pervaded the intellectual climate of thied. The idea that groups of people
progressed from various stages of savagery tazatibn was accepted as common
sense, and self-evident. One representative exacaphe from a member of the
Board of Indian Commissioners (BIC), Merrill E. @at At a “friend of the Indian”
conference in 1907 he quoted from a past lectuher asked, “What is an Indian?
What is his legal status? Can he be defined mdesatisfactory to Americans who
love justice and believe in fair play? His coppelor, his prominent cheek bones,
his straight black hair are physical marks easilynoted for placing him among the
ethnographic groups into which we divide the inkeafttis of our land?

The BIC had been active in Indian reform effortecei 1869 when President
Ulysses S. Grant and Secretary of the Interiord&xoCox proposed its creation.
One careful study of its origins highlighted thégieus bent of the Board and found
its creation “set post-Civil War Indian policy eveore firmly in the pattern of

American evangelical revivalism.” A componeniGrant’s Peace Policy for

92 Proceedings of the Twenty-Fifth Annual Meeting of tieeLMohonk Conference of Friends of the
Indian and Other Dependent PeopleReported by Lilian D. Powers, (New York: Lake Mokon
Conference, 1907), 189, hereafteroceedingd MC.
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Indians, the BIC membership was composed of elga from Christian
communities, excluding Roman Catholics. They Hndauthority to inspect and
evaluate the Indian Office and its agencies; tloeytsized Indian appropriations;
their work combined a proselytizing mission witChristian duty toward social
justice, in other words, assimilation into a “Chida nation.*

However, influential reformers and government o#fi€ held divergent, often
contradictory ideas of Indians and what was necggeatheir adjustment to modern
life in America. In the years leading up to thenfiation of the SAI, the Indians
Rights Association and the Lake Mohonk Confererfdae Friends of the Indian
wielded power and influence over federal Indianigyoand public opinion. In
historian Hazel Hertzberg’s terms, they were thattlidogs of Indian rights on
Capitol Hill.” These Friends of the Indian orgaatibns sought to transform the
“degraded” reservation Indian into a modern, mieldéess citizen of Indian
ancestry? Francis Leupp articulated the white reformersiam of the modern
Indian in the U.S. Leupp, a former official of tHiRA, and Commissioner of Indian
Affairs in 1905 wrote, “I like the Indian for what Indian in him. Let us not make
the mistake, in the process of absorbing them,ashing out whatever is
distinctively Indian. Our aboriginal brother bregg. . a great deal which is
admirable, and which only needs to be developeabatioe right line. Our proper
work is improvement, not transformatiofi."Their ideas represented a shift away
from the vanishing Indian of popular and politicabgination. If the SAI had one

thing in common with the friends of the Indian angations it was this idea: Indians

% Prucha, 503-509
% Hertzberg, 21.
% CIA AR, 1905, 12.
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were still alive; tenaciously, they had survivedhasice and claimed a stake in the
future of the United States, their native country.

Richard Henry Pratt also broke with conventionaWs on assimilation. His
hope to educate Native Americans constituted a&tazgmmitment to Indians as
human beings, deserving of the benefits the larditie society enjoyed: education,
democracy, and Christianity. During the final taity conquest of the Plains tribes in
the 1870s, many reformers, wishing for an end ¢oviblence and hoping for a
solution to the “Indian problem” came to see siniilas between the needs of
Negroes, as they were called then, and those @riadn preparing them for eventual
assimilation into American society. Accordinglpase was provided for Indians at
Hampton Institute, founded in 1868 by General Sdr@uérmstrong, who had been
a commander of Negro troops during the Civil Wadt afterward served as an agent
of the Freedmen’s Bureau. When the Red River W#reosouthern plains ended in
1875, Pratt took a group of seventy-two Indiangrexs to Ft. Marion in Florida. He
was a former officer of the 0Cavalry, a Negro regiment, and a commander of
Indian scouts at Ft. Sill, in Indian Territory, ané persuaded his superiors to let him
try to educate prisoners at Ft. Marion. Imprisontrended in 1878 and, again, Pratt
convinced Armstrong to let him bring Indians witimhto Hampton. The next year
he received federal approval for the foundatioarofndian boarding school in
Carlisle, Pennsylvania. It served as the natior@ehof Indian education for over
thirty years.

Once the federal Indian boarding school systesiwalace, Pratt looked to

the first generation of Indian graduates to see/madels for Indian self-
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improvement and future U.S. citizenship. He alsswgmore vocal in his criticism of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs. In 1904 Pratt sppkiblicly about the problems
inherent in the Indian Bureau; he called for itend®, even though his brainchild,
Carlisle, was run under the Bureau’s auspitete would maintain a close
intellectual and professional relationship with afi¢he SAI founders, Carlos
Montezuma. For many years the two exchanged véawlssupported each other’s
opinions regarding the BIA and its deleteriousuefice upon Native people. By the
time the SAI was formed, its members and their @asions with Progressive
reformers provided a diverse, and often incohesaitpf beliefs about federal Indian
policy and what constituted a representative Ngtmespective and identity.

This ideological friction was best representechim $peeches given at the
Lake Mohonk Indian conference in 1907. Guest lectuprovided examples of
white reformist thought at the dawn of the twertieéntury. Participants supported
the goal of Indian citizenship and looked to theef@l government “to keep clean,
honest and efficient that work of administratioG@doperation between Friends of the
Indian and the Roosevelt administration would gusgdinst illegal alcohol
trafficking, render the Indian Bureau obsolete, anpport Indian self-help
initiatives?” Among the Indians in attendance were Charles Detg@Peoria) and
Charles Eastman (Santee Sioux), future foundettseoBAl, and the “model” Indians
who embodied the success of the civilizing process.

Charles Daganett held the highest position of ayah in the Indian Bureau,

that of Supervisor of Employment. A Carlisle grati) he attended Dickinson

% Hetzberg, 17.
" Proceedings-=MC, 5.
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College but transferred to Eastman College wher@dwegraduated. He edited a
paper in Miami, Oklahoma before pursuing a care¢he Indian Service. When
Leupp introduced Daganett, he expressed hope oingdwdians off the reservations
and into work, just as white people did. “But,”\Wwarned, “knowing the lack of
initiative in many of these poor people, | wantedheive some one give them the
start.”® Daganett would pay dearly for such an allianidés first few years in the
SAI made him a target of anti-Indian Bureau sentinaad ultimately cost him a
public role in the organization.

Daganett’s presentation tackled the challengesdifih reform. “They must
rub up against the world. It is bound to provalféd many of them; we expect that.
But they must be taught one thing and | believénis plan of teaching them, and that
is self-help, self-reliance.” He countered degngditereotypes of Indians and tried to
explain a different culture’s work ethic: “Our fidulties have been not so much in
securing Indians for employment. The Indians hevery natural disinclination to
work hard. They are not lazy, but, like many whjtiney do not work for pure love
of it. Itis generally prompted by necessity.fdnt, about the best way to promote it
is to cut off the rations.” Daganett also warneel ¢astern Progressive elite of a
regional difference that plagued reform effortacism in the Southwest. “lll feelings
existing between the western people and the Indi&astern people cannot realize
the feeling around most of the western reservatiesigecially those in the

Southwest .*®

% Hertzberg, 23 and 42.
% Proceedings+MC, 24-25.
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During Dr. Charles Eastman’s lecture, he profesdddye Christian
civilization.” However, Indians had to discoveethsalvation just as whites ought to
confront their nation’s grave moral lapses. Eastnegected the false dichotomy of
unsullied Christian civilization and barbaric ungogavages. Eastman reminded his
friends of the spirituality once inherent in nathfe:

The Indian had a few principles that were strong lae followed

them. He may be wrong and inconsistent, childiikeome things,

but there is one thing in which he was right—timahis old days,

before you brought us liquor, tomahawks, and knitiedoved the

Great Mystery. What | wish to express to you tbhig that you

may have take a great many things from us, you maag forced

us out of the beautiful lands, but when you took @teat Mystery

away from us it is your duty to give us one inglace, and it is

your duty today to double your Christian work amaing Indians,

or turn him loose among you and let him find the&mMystery,

your Great Mystery himself?

This obligation rested on all Christians and Eastnaaconvert himself, dedicated his
life’s work to that goal.

The Conference also reflected the new debate @mgiopolicy. When the
twentieth century opened, the United States, fiesh victory in the Spanish-
American War, debuted as an imperial power. Asilized” western countries such
as Great Britain, France, and Germany colonize&fiica and Asia, the United
States entered the modern era with designs indb#i¢®and Latin America. The
rhetoric of the “white man’s burden” and the berleng civilizing power of
American democracy and Christianity justified temial acquisition. A domestic

policy of Indian assimilation found a foreign pgliequivalent for the indigenous

peoples in Hawaii, the Philippines, and the Cardsbelnstead of imperial

100 hid., 177
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aggression, the members saw an ever-broadeningpmiss the United States. “In
aiding Cuba to secure its freedom,” they recalldte people of the United States
suddenly found themselves face to face with vagiaesibilities. Several million
people of different races and languages, diffedegrees of civilization, in non-
contiguous territory, were brought under the juasdn of this nation.” This stood
as a national obligation that presidents McKinlag &oosevelt embraced. The trust
relationship, created specifically for the protentof native tribes, applied to new
peoples. Lake Mohonk’s report quoted McKinley:h&lPhilippines are ours, not to
exploit, but to develop, to civilize, to educatealda train in the science of self-
government. This is the path of duty which we nialbw or be recreant to a great
trust.” These new problems of expansion coulddbeesl through the methods most
successful with Indians: “Christian education andrgelization which contribute
directly to the formation of that moral charactpon which all stable society must
rest.*

A congressman from Connecticut, George Lilleyjdwad the civilizing
process was America’s burden. The annexation ofdiiaerved as his example at
the Conference for a new dependent country the dddd not turn away. Lilley
mused on the “great moral or conscience evolutfdhe@Anglo-Saxon” and the
converse of “the Indian, the Negro, the Filipinogddahe Hawaiian. Their ancestors
once lived as “aimless, care-free, unmoral” existenHe expanded this theme: “To
the Indian was offered a full-grown and wonderfwilization, the art of agriculture,
a thousand inventions to throw happiness arouifd afl peace. He chose the

wasteful, unproductive life of an animal, and ta@tnent which was wasted is in the
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hands of civilization.” Similarly, the “honesty tfe Anglo-Saxon” awed Filipinos.
Lilley deemed Filipinos deficient due to a heritagenoral laxity that had made them
“weaklings.” Hawaiians were “a race of childrehat held “no conception either of
personal independence or the innate value of ctearadGiven their deficiencies,
their fates, he predicted, would resemble the inddke vanishing Indian: “The
Hawaiian people will fade away as the Americandnds fading away under a
higher civilization, and the Anglo-Saxon people .will be supreme and will have
the highest voice and authority in governmentadiedf” Finally, the congressman
encouraged a ward-guardian construction of U.Semapsm commensurate with
Manifest Destiny. “It is the right and duty of tA@glo-Saxon,” Lilley announced,
“to rule [Hawaiians] and spread over them his higheral standards and
civilization. We must not make such mistakes asldevith the Indian and foster
his indolence with fat bounties. We must not thetatehood upon him*® Racist
arrogance such as this was characteristic of alpopational sentiment. White
Americans looked upon the country as a nation asthby God to fulfill a unique
destiny. To varying degrees, the leaders of thes&ggled with partial belief in
that divine providence.

Christianity provided the life theme for CharlessEnan. The trajectory of
the career as an advocate of Indian reform brohigitin 1911, to the First
Universal Races Congress in London. Those in@déece noted growing nationalist
movements throughout the world and the necessipeate and tolerance. He joined
fellow progressive reformers such as W.E.B. du Baadin E. Hilholland, and Mary

White Ovington. His speech contained generouserar General Pratt’s Indian

102 1hid., 142-43

67



education system and for Pratt, as “a thinker aimdimistrator of the first rank.”
Pratt represented a more “enlightened generatibréformers who acknowledged
the humanity of Indians. Eastman counseled a gtedapproach to assimilation, or,
in his words, “race amalgamation” since Indiansldaw longer live in isolation. In
addition, racial segregation served only as a tearganeasure while Native
Americans awaited full citizenship. Critical offeral Indian policies, he denounced
perpetuation of wardship and “partial dependendesupporter of the Dawes Act,
Eastman concluded, “The sooner all restrictionslimaremoved, all specializing
institutions discontinued, and all trust funds dadper capitathe better for the
manhood and full independence of the Indian citiZ&n

The Society of American Indians was officially foethin 1911 at a
conference, ironically, convened on Columbus Da@laib State University.
According to Charles Eastman, he and his brotherReverend John Eastman, and
Reverend Sherman Coolidge (Arapahoe) had discuksddea of forming an
organization of likeminded, educated Indians fiftgears earlier. They decided
against it for fear of antagonizing the Indian Bareind because “the movement
would not be understood either by our own racénerAmerican people in general.”
The “officials at Washington and in the field [wgsensitive to criticism, nor [were]
they accustomed to allowing the Indian a voiceigndwn affairs.”* In a second
attempt, Charles Eastman, Carlos Montezuma (Yayapadmas L. Sloan (Omaha),

Charles Daganett, Laura Cornelius, and others gadhat the behest of Fayette A.

193 Universal Races Congre$&pers on Inter-Racial Problemedited by G. Spiller, reprint of 1911
ed. (New York: Arno Press, 1969), 374-376.

1%Charles A. EastmaiThe Indian Today; The Past and Future of the FirseAcan (Garden City,
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McKenzie. A white sociologist and “friend of thedian” reformer, Professor
McKenzie of Ohio State University had been involuedhe settlement house
movement and the “Negro advancement” movement|aadserved on the
committee that produced the 1928 Meriam Reportptli#ication of which helped
usher in a new phase of Indian reform in the tveghtcentury®™

His ideas of Indian reform were reflected in hi®8®ublication on Indian-
white relations in the United States. He posedjtiestions, “Can a culture and
civilization be transferred from a higher to a lowweople? Can one race acquire in a
few generations what another race has with diffycghined through many
generations?” He hoped to participate in the “negation” of cultures, an
experiment applicable around the gld%e.

Attuned to the philosophy of American Indian edumatMcKenzie reflected
similar attitudes held by the founder of Indian emhion, Henry Pratt, of the Carlisle
Indian School in Pennsylvania. For example, McKerxplained, “For the Indian
we desire change and progress, something whidheistly opposed to the forces of
his tradition and custom. The tribal organizatiod #he tribal spirit are not
compatible with the white man’s life and civilizati.” For the civilization process to
be complete, Indians had to abandon their distiantss as Indians, that is, native
religious, beliefs, and customs: their Indian iitgn McKenzie’s philosophy of the
American Indian’s status in white society was imaot for he worked with
progressive Indians to promote citizenship for atmericans. Citizenship was to

be the apex of the civilization process. To be&.ditizen meant that an individual

195 Hertzberg, 36.
1% pid., 32.

69



had attained the recognition from the dominantetgdhat he, and later, she,
embodied the civic ideals of the U.S. Constitutidte called for the elimination of
distinctions between “the red and the white mathair civil status.” The unique
relationship between the federal government ancimttibes should be eradicated,
thus placing Indians as individuals on the samellas all others, regardless of color.
Without the “privileges” of being a distinctive dndians would assimilate and
embrace the “obligations which rest upon his feltizens of all colors™’

Hazel Hertzberg assessed McKenzie’s program faaimadssimilation, or
“race transformation,” as lacking in a cultural erstanding of Indians. However,
McKenzie based his theories of racial adaptatiamugn idea of racial survival; for
Indians to avoid extinction they had to assimiiate the larger white society. He
pointed to political, legal, and administrative emes to the challenges modern
Indians faced. He assumed Indians would definmsleédves as U.S. citizens, no
longer as tribal members. The tribal affiliatiametituted the primary obstacle to the
progress of the race of Indians. Intellectuals fiormers alike spoke of racial
progress.

McKenzie's theory of education denounced “a behdiis [the Indian’s]
essential inferiority or that would limit him togHower ranges of life and of thought .
...” Labeling Indians as inferior intellectuallyas, in his mind, “a libel on human
nature and the spirit of American democracy.” Happsed education for Indians so
they would develop an educated class of nativeslsad‘Such education is

practically the one way of creating . . . that ahtéadership which is the chief hope
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and mean of attaining an accelerating progr&&sThe native leadership would
define for Indians in the United States a raciahtity instead of a tribal identity.
Temporarily they called their organization the Armoan Indian Association whose
goals reflected the Progressive Era reform moves&ith in human progress,
scientific efficiency, and organizational effoithe group enlarged its membership to
eighteen members, but the majority maintained cotnmes with eastern boarding
schools, were employed in professional careersymath the Indian Bureau, and
almost all were from Eastern, Prairie, and Plaiite$*

McKenzie and the Native participants who gathéne@hio formulated an
alternative to the vanishing Indian, a culturaluasgtion predominant in the United
States that understood Indians as a dying peopiehpd on extinction, relics of the
frontier past. This ideology, inherent to the cgptcof Manifest Destiny, spelled
“social death” for Native peoplé¥. The central event that reinforced this social
death was the 1890 massacre at Wounded Knee. eMeath Cavalry’s slaughter of
Big Foot’s band of Sioux proved to be the seminaing in Indian-military conflict in
the United States. While reformers may have beenlsed and outraged at this
massacre, even Charles Eastman, present at Pige &iding the unrest, initially
attempted to quell the “Messiah Craze” and negotiath the “peaceful” Indians.
Only years later did he learn of the substantivevgnces that the Sioux held against

the Indian agents at Pine Ridge. While he nevdoesed the Ghost Dance, Eastman

1% pid., 33-34.
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modified his perception and therein laid one ofrtr@ny criticisms he leveled against
federal Indian policy and the BIA. Indian resistarappeared broken after Wounded
Knee; Indians existed only in dime novels, capgiviarratives, and in Wild West
shows.

The SAl challenged that cognitive model throughfthendation of their
organization. In their “Statement of Purpose”tftg Society, they asserted that
Indians still lived in the United States and thgamization, as the race’s
representatives, would work “to emulate the stuhgracteristics of the North
American Indian, especially his honesty and pagiof*** The Society faced an
almost insurmountable task. It sought to underrtieecentral metaphor of Manifest
Destiny and the foundation of the myth of Americanlization’s triumph in North
America. The SAI contradicted the image of Indiaesa vanishing race, defeated in
the wake of U.S. expansion. In fact, Indians weng much alive and resilient and
able to compete in modern American society if th8.\granted them full citizenship.
Given the chance, the argument continues, Indiangd\prove to be the ablest of
Americans and the noblest of citizens—true to thenitage.

The American Indian Association, the preliminaamre of the organization
until the first annual meeting, issued a call feraéional conference to be held in
Columbus, Ohio in October 1911. They articulatezlirieed for such a conference in
a number of ways. First, “the highest ethical ésrof America” were conducting the
assimilation of Native Americans and an evaluatbthe results was needed.
Second, a national policy on Indian self-help wesded, which could only be

achieved “with the attainment of a race consciossraad a race leadership.” The

1“The American Indian Association, Purpose,” SAI-WHC.
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successful choice of a “race leader” required tfats of “the educated, progressive
members of all the tribes.” Third, such an orgatian of progressive-minded
Indians would provide an authoritative and colleetnative voice in federal Indian
policy and a means of avoiding “mistaken policieEihally, the conference would
allow the “red brother” to guide “the white man” ayfrom “a century of dishonor,”
toward redemption and social justice “for the rat®se lands he has occupiéd.”

The Executive committee convened again in Jurdedft two letters, one for
Indians, and the other for “non-Indians.” The coitbee asked tribes to send the
name of a delegate, or representative, to whomtAevould extend an official
invitation. The committee exercised final approvitielegates, with a carefully
worded caveat that the Executive Committee wowddadnvitations “unless for very
special reasons” they vetoed a nominee. The cdewrtitad begun to craft its
representatives. Not all Indian voices were wele@mthis conference; as
representatives of their “race,” they had to comsttie broader audience of white
reformers and government officials they hoped tep&de and influence. Alienating
those in power would have undermined their godlsis first act of censorship
appeared necessary given the delicate politicaa# in an era of white supremacy.
To do otherwise seemed foolhardy and out of touith thie realities of working
“within the system.?

Notably, the letterhead for the “Indian letter'sagated the terms of
membership for the organization. Only persondmdian blood” could be Active

and Associate Members. Determining “Indiannessblopd quantum was standard
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procedure for indicating the degree of Indian atrgea practice that has been
institutionalized in federal recognition of Indi&bes, and within many tribes. The
organization’s choice of Indian blood as the deteamt of authenticity may appear
problematic to those who maintain different stadddor making such judgments.
The founders of the SAI maintained a different gslity regarding the designation
of Indians as a race. Intermarriage with whitesuo@ed at varying degrees among
tribes, and theories of blood purity helped Indiand whites at this time classify
racial identity. The SAI, based on the extant rdspdid not discuss this issue. The
organization’s intention was to bring Indians tdgetas a pan-Indian movement to
assist in the assimilation of Native Americans ithte broader society. Daganett
sent out a letter to solicit members and addres$edFellow Americans.” He
pointed out that the “Indian Problem” was a “NATIBAN problem, which enlists the
active interest of every citizen.” He explained:

The Society of American Indians stands for the ifjedl Indian

American as an American with all of the rightsypeiges and duties

implied; for the protection of the isolated grogfsndians who are

unable to understand and enjoy the opportunitiestizenship nor

assume its obligations; also for the preservatidndian history, of

all that is great and noble in Indian characted, fan progress™®

The selected members studied in this work illunerdative experiences,
political allegiances; all left behind publicatioressealing their interpretations of
Indian activism while they were members of the SAmong the handful of Indians

who founded the Society of American Indians, famain significant: Arthur Parker

(Seneca), Charles Eastman, Carlos Montezuma (Ygyapd Henry Roe Cloud
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(Winnebago). The fifth SAl member, Gertrude Bon{idakota Sioux), joined the
organization in 1915. By 1912 the SAI retainedragjmately one hundred active
members and the same number of associate meffb&een as the membership
ebbed and flowed over the next ten years, thelentelal leadership of the SAI set the
platform for the organization, organized annualfecences, and debated the future of
Indian civic life.

Arthur Parker was born in 1881 on the Cattaraugssrvation, south of
Buffalo, New York. His father was Seneca (Iroqyi@sd his mother Scots-English.
His great-uncle, Ely S. Parker, worked as a cngieeer on the Erie Canal and was
later Commissioner of Indian Affairs during the Gr&dministration. The elder
Parker, like his great-nephew, left a controveigighcy for Native peoples. Their
decisions to follow the white man’s road toward eation and, in Arthur Parker’s
case, Christianity, highlight the challenges inhére maintaining an Indian identity
within the culture of the white, dominant socie®arker worked as an archaeologist
and ethnologist for the New York State Museum fri®06 to 1925. He embraced
academia and made his life’s work the study ofitbquois from the perspectives of
anthropology, ethnology, and archaeology. Theltieaome issue of racism against
“primitive” or “vanishing” Indians colored Parkerjgerceptions of the proper course
Native Americans should take toward civilizatiade, like many of his counterparts
in the sciences, supported the idea of progresSanil Darwinist thinking. Race,
the basic categorical distinction among human Ixirgyealed essential
characteristics. Native Americans, in his viewreveapable of adapting to white

“civilization” and achieving status in the middl&ss world that Parker adopted and

1% Hertzberg, 82-83.

75



maintained. Parker played a vital role in the éfehe Society of American Indians
and the intellectual backbone of the organizatiotil his accommodationist position
grew untenable to other powerful members. He skagethe secretary-treasurer from
1911 to 1916 and as president from 1916-1918 ddiitian he founded and edited the
Society’s journal th&uarterly Journal of the Society of American Indidater titled
American Indian Magazingé’

Like his peer, Charles Eastman published prolifycaliring his lifetime, and
was, in Fayette McKenzie's estimation, “the besiwn Indian in the country:*® He
wrote thoughtfully about his life as a young Sioard of his conversion to
Christianity. Mindful of his audience, the predomntly white intellectual
community, Eastman fashioned a complex narrativedifin life ways and the
meaning of white civilization. He revealed optimign the adoption of the dominant
culture; it appeared to be the means by which egteoples had the best chance for
survival. He frequently employed the terms “savaged “Indian’s wild life” to
characterize the Indian existence before the inftee of Christianity and Victorian
culture. Critics of his attitudes must evaluate m terms of his historical context
and should remain mindful of Eastman’s entire mgsses it evolved over time.
Twisting his writings to confirm or deny a partiaulcontemporary partisan position
grossly distorts the intellectual value of his wolkastman wrote for the intellectual,
elite group of reformers and the literate, predantty white audience, whom he and

the SAIl hoped to influence. His body of work soutghdispel the myth of the
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degraded and vanishing Indian. Indians posses$aun of civilization with which
white readers could sympathize. Just like conteargcChristians, Eastman
suggested that the Indians of his youth receivedsd guidance. He interpreted his
adolescent years indian Boyhoodpublished in 1902. Although his paternal
grandmother raised him in the traditional ways wfitmg, Eastman asserted,
“Religion was the basis for all Indian training?”

His father participated in the 1862 Minnesota Upgsand, believing his
father was executed in the brutal aftermath, nueseidlea of vengeance against the
“Long Knives,” white men. Every summer after 18G2astman recalled, his uncle
“went on the warpath” and returned with scalps.th&t same time, he heard
“marvelous things of this people. In some thingsdespised them; in others we
regarded them agakan(mysterious), a race whose power bordered upon the
supernatural.” Ohiyesa asked his uncle why theitiageceived such power from
the Great Mystery — “Certainly they are a heartlestson. They have made some of
their people servants--yes, slaves! We have riesleved in keeping slaves, but it
seems that thes®Washichudo! It is our belief that they painted their samts black a
long time ago, to tell them from the rest, and nbw slaves have children born to
them of the same color?

His father returned to the camp after being inggréxl in Davenport, lowa
with those convicted of participation in the Sidugrising. While in prison he
received a white education and was converted testmity by missionaries. Later

he received a pardon from President Lincoln. Ugpbease he returned to the new

19 Charles A. Eastmaimdian BoyhoodNew York: McClure, Phillips & Co., 1902), 49.
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reservation on the Missouri River, and soon beceom@inced that life on a
government reservation meant physical and moraiadiegion. Therefore, he
determined, with several others, to try the whitenia way of gaining a livelihood.
They accordingly left the agency against the peisuma of the agent, renounced all
government assistance, and took land under thetd&tates Homestead law, on the
Big Sioux River. He made his home there and soaghhis child. “His Christian
love prompted him to do it. He secured a goodguachd found his way in time
through the vast wilderness.” The transition wtate culture elicited this response
from Eastman: “I felt as if | were dead and trawglto the Spirit Land; for now all
my old ideas were to give place to new ones, andifmyas to be entirely different
from that of the past.” When he heard a hymn aoimtg the word Jesus his father
told him that Jesus, was the Son of God who caneadh to save sinners, and that it
was because of him that he had sought frieés conversation made a deep
impression upon my mind. Late in fall we reached the citizen settlement at
Flandreau, SD, where my father and some otherst dweing the whites. Here my
wild life came to an end, and my school days bégan.

Eastman’s formal education culminated in gradurefiiom Dartmouth
College and then Boston University School of Metkci From 1890 to 1893 he
served as the reservation physician at Pine Ridgmgy, South Dakota, during the
turbulent troubles involving the Ghost Dance andivited Knee Massacre. Eastman
wrote in his application for government employmtnatt “the government physician
can be the most useful civilizer among the forcgamfernment officers placed in any

Indian Reservation if he could understand the lagguand the habits of the people.”
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To be effective, a physician “must feel at homenwitem, and must put forward no
claim of superiority, but rather sympathy and kinéss in action and feeling¥?
Eastman articulated his role as an educated Indidre United States: “My chief
objective has been, not to entertain, but to ptetbenAmerican Indian in his true
character before American¥? His own true character emerged from a traditional
Sioux upbringing and a conversion to Christianity.

In his work,The Indian TodayEastman expressed support for the Dawes Act
primarily because it granted citizenship to Indiam® accepted allotments. By
becoming citizens Indians could obtain the right§he dominant Americans,
particularly the suffrage, which he hoped wouldegindians a voice in decisions
affecting their lives. He criticized the Burke Awft1906 which delayed citizenship
with the modification that Indians who receivedttients after 1906 would have to
wait the entire twenty-five-year trust period beftiney were eligible for U.S.
citizenship. Eastman suggested that Indian inteeléds harbored “no real bitterness
or pessimistic feelings” toward the federal goveentrfor the graft and corruption
and repression inherent in past federal IndiarcgolHe observed, “It has long been
apparent to us that absolute distinctions cannotdietained under the American
flag. Yet we think each race should be allowerktain its own religion and racial
codes as afar as is compatible with the public gaad should enter the body politic
of its own free will, and not under compulsion. i¥has not been the case with the

native AmericanX*
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Indians in 1911 were finally presented with th@apunity to voice their
opinions about the policies that affects them asalms and as potential U.S. citizens.
In the past whites had cast Indians as heathevesgss, and “the devil's owri?®
Eastman hoped that the work of Indian Progressiasdd lay the foundation for the
Indian self-reliance. The end of the ward stath @aternalism of the federal
government would produce a modern, educated Indiaom he called the “new
Indian.”

Despite participating in the SAI's founding, EHaanh did not attend the annual
meetings until 1918, although he remained a memAé#er his experiences on
various Indian reservations through his job inBih&, Eastman expressed skepticism
about the ability of the Bureau to help Indiansieeé self-sufficiency. He supported
the goals of the SAl, in theory. However, he needinquished his suspicions that
the Society was too tolerant of the federal Ingiahcy as enacted by the BIA.

The most consistently outspoken opponent of the \B&& Carlos
Montezuma. He was born with the name “Wassajaihduhe 1860s to Yavapai
parents, whose tribe was located in central antheow Arizona. Montezuma’s
biographer, Peter Iverson, noted that the tribealtss been known as the Mohave-
Apache. During a clash between the Pimas and Yavapa871, a number of
Yavapai were killed and captured. Wassaja andaussisters were among the
captives. Later that year the Pima sold Wassaga tibalian immigrant, Carlos
Gentile, and he raised Wassaja as Carlos Montezinm@ame he received on
November 17, 1871 when he was baptized. Gentlegol Montezuma in school. As

Montezuma recollected, he thrived in the environtndespite frequent moves
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throughout the country. Montezuma attended puddimols in Galesburg and
Chicago, lllinois and in Brooklyn, New York durirtige 1870s. Another benefactor,
William H. Steadman, became his guardian when @&sntNew York business
burned down. Steadman was a Baptist minister adérnhis tutelage, Montezuma
became a practicing Baptist. Montezuma attendedUthiversity of lllinois where he
earned a B.S. in chemistry. After graduation herexl the Chicago Medical College
completed medical school in 1889. During his timenedical school, Montezuma
initiated correspondence with Richard Henry Pratiey maintained a life-long
correspondence, and a personal and professioaatifhip.

Montezuma opened a private medical practice in &jucwith deeper hopes
of securing a job within the Indian Service. Pnattrvened for the young doctor and
notified Commissioner of Indian Affairs Thomas &efion Morgan. Montezuma
expressed to Morgan his desire to work for thevatien of a nation,” and a
commitment to “reform [Indians] and also to dolathn to set them a good
example.” Morgan appointed Montezuma as clerk@ngician at the Indian school
at Fort Stevenson, Dakota Territory. He acceptedgosition with much idealism,
optimistic about his job, his Christian duty, ahd possibility for, in his words,
teaching “my race the values of life from savagerygivilization.” He planned to
proselytize among the Indians in Dakota Territanyg &ring to them the message that
the God who “permitted the nation to which theyolnel to be nearly whipped out of

existence” still guided them and “required of thaemreater responsibility?®
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Montezuma lived and worked at Ft. Stevenson in INDdkota, the Western
Shoshone Agency in Nevada, and the Colville Agendyashington and, like
Charles Eastman, grew disillusioned with federdldn policy and the Indian Bureau
in particular. He clashed with Indian agents anatighed against the superstitions of
medicine men. Inadequate staffing, medicines,fanding fueled his dissatisfaction.
By 1893 he desired another transfer and wrote Bratthe thought he needed to
fulfill a “higher mission than physician, this is prove to the white people there is
the same stuff in the Indians as there is in thé&\fieople, it only requires the same
environments.” His final government job was asgtian at the Carlisle Indian
School. But it was too late. Montezuma formedealbng animosity toward the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and sought its abolitioim. a New YorkDaily Tribune
article published on April 9, 1905, he openly ciged Commissioner of Indian
Affairs, Francis Leupp for his position on fedelradian policy. He wrote in his
review entitled, “On the Future of Our Indians,athhe Native American “is not
content to remain silent. He knows what he wants@ught to have, and taken
collectively, these demands of the large numbentifjhtened Indians . . . must bring
about a change.” The change he referenced wdsdhwlete overthrow of the
system which is now more than ever intoleralfé.”

Montezuma chose not to attend the first meetin@atumbus, despite the
entreaties of his colleagues. He suspected trenmation held sympathetic views
toward the BIA as evinced in Charles Daganett'stada to secretary-treasurer. In a
letter to Daganett less than a month before tlsédinnual conference, he resigned

from the association and expressed regret he tedibeolved in its genesis. While
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he encouraged the participation of white refornvene “were thoroughly proven to
be honestly our friends and had large ideas ofacial possibilities and were
insistent that our people have the best opporasitr development,” he alerted
Daganett to the connections these white suppdntaido the Indian Buredtf. Their
participation negated his. Pratt encouraged theypretation. He wrote to
Montezuma, “My dear Monty, You are dead right ingyestimate of your Indian
association program . . . . Itis simply a skllbuppression of the vital needs of the
Indian and a dilettante dancing attendance upoBtineau’s methods and
supervision.” Montezuma apparently had severe imiggs about Daganett’'s
leadership role in the association, t&o.

Another central figure in the SAI also missed tingt fmeeting. Henry Roe
Cloud was a Winnebago Indian raised Nebraska. adegnaduated from Yale in
1910. His name, Roe, he added once he was “addpteaicouple, Mary and Walter
Roe, missionaries in Oklahoma. His conversionhagsfianity and his close relations
with the Roes lasted throughout his life. Theyeddtl him financial, spiritual, and
moral support during his years at Yale and hisreffto establish an all-Indian high
school. He took the advice of Walter Roe and deaidh Oberlin College to begin
seminary training. Around the time of his gradoatirom Yale, Roe had counseled
Cloud, “In your case it is well for you to acquaeery honor and degree possible,
simply as an object lesson for and concerning yace."*° He transferred to Auburn

Seminary after one year at Oberlin. He was buijdiis reputation as a model for

128 Carlos Montezuma to Charles Daganett, September 25, Trlos Montezuma Papers, Western
History Collections, University of Oklahoma, Norman, Gtereafter CM-WHC.
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Indian improvement through Christian ministry; tygportunities for speaking
engagements were in the East, where he spoke aaiv@sllege, Mount Hermon,
Williams College, and the Hampton Institute. TheeR and Cloud were also
soliciting donations for the establishment of thdradian high school. Their
connections in the East were the most promising.wils ordained a Presbyterian
minister in 1913 and, also important to his life/erk, earned a master’s degree in
anthropology from Yale.

Roe Cloud, a product of Indian boarding schoolsldga university, and
seminary training, presented himself as the embediraf what progressive Indians
could achieve in the United States. His success&slucated Indian demonstrated
to the American public, still imbued with the imagfethe “vanishing Indian,” that the
life of the reservation could be overcome andbeftind. Indians on reservations
represented the stereotype of the vanishing Indthesdepraved, defeated, and
wretched leftovers of the westward expansion. Whie “friends of the Indian”
sought out and encouraged such educated IndidRsea€loud; his subsequent work
with the Society of American Indians challengedrhest notions of primitive
backwardness. Roe Cloud and others like him irBidesuggested that individual
self-help, acceptance of Christianity, and aligntweith the national identity of U.S.
citizens offered solutions to Indian poverty andiabdecay.

Roe Cloud had maintained close ties with the Imslian the Winnebago
Reservation in Nebraska. He worked to converteésalents to Christianity. He also
used his growing national notoriety to campaignthar release of the Fort Sill

Apaches, the remains of Geronimo’s Cochise bandheliosurvived imprisonment
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first at St. Augustine, Florida, then in Mount Vem Alabama, and finally, in 1894,
in Fort Sill, Oklahoma. His goal, however, was fen a school for educating
Indians. He dedicated his career to providing Wasitudents with formal schooling
beyond the elementary grades and manual trainiogy@ms that the boarding school
system offered. Like his peers in the SAI, Roeu@lfuggled numerous
responsibilities to the Winnebago, Christian orgations, and federal Indian affairs.
The years that the Society flourished, Roe Clobdred to find funding for his
Indian school.

The Roe Indian Institute opened in 1915 to prepitve Christian leaders
for all tribes. Roe Cloud believed the end ofweedship status of Indians would
break the cycle of government dependency that shimoian initiative. Educated
and self-sufficient Indians would create an infodhedian citizenry capable of
influencing federal Indian policy. The self-helpspel of the Roe Indian Institute
stood in direct contrast to the federal governngeptovision of education, food, and
leadership. Cloud even invoked the words of Theedoosevelt, which highlighted
Cloud’s commitment to a Christian foundation fodibn leadership, “A people
educated in intellect and not in morals is a metaar land.” Two years later, Roe
Cloud included Native Americans and current stusiamthe gathering U.S.
involvement in World War I, so in 1917 the Roe bndinstitute issued “The Indian:
His Part in the National Emergency” to highlighe¢ imdian’s commitment to the
national effort. Educated Indians who participatedvert patriotic activities proved
to the larger public their fithess for assimilat@md full citizenship. Cloud appealed

to readers to remember the Institute as a traignogind for future Indian leaders,
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those educated, Christian Indians vital to the adement of the race. He solicited
the financial support of readers and encouraged theassociate that support with
“strengthen[ing] the fabric of our national lif@ster[ing] a broader racial
understanding, and mak[ing] up for ‘broken treatsexl spread[ing] abroad that
surest preventative of future wars—the spirit @fl i€hristian brotherhood?*

A latecomer to the SAl, but not to progressive &mdieform efforts, was
Gertrude Bonnin, also known as Zitkala-Sa, a nameegave herself. Born at the
Yankton Sioux Agency on February 22, 1876, shefteftndiana where she was
educated among Quakers at White’s Indiana ManuabLinstitute in Wabash. At
age eleven she returned to South Dakota, anddatermented the school experience
in American Indian Storiepublished between 1900 and 1902. She hatedf¢he |
and still found education her only means of eséapa the reservation. In a pensive
and somber tone Bonnin captured an ambivalencertbhudian assimilation that
never left her: “In this fashion many have passgidthrough the Indian schools
during the last decade, afterward to boast of tterity to the North American
Indian. But few there are who have paused to guesthether real life or long-
lasting death lies beneath this semblance of zatilbn.”*> She later enrolled, against
her mother’s advice, in Earlham College in Richmdndiana where she appeared to
flourish until she became ill and abandoned hetists Like many female reformers
of the Progressive Era, she was similar to the diemeration of female college

graduates. These educated women wanted to hahe#seestless energy and apply
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the knowledge they had gained to “do something iamb.”** Also typical of many
female settlement house reformers, she becamela@eteaBonnin taught at Carlisle
and then studied at the New England Conservatomusic where she honed her
skills as a musician and planned to pursue a writereer.

Throughout her life she maintained ties with thenktan Sioux and numerous
other tribes throughout the country. A talenteatar, her career included numerous
speaking and musical engagements. She was eteabdiice in the SAI in 1916
when she became editor of tAmerican Indian MagazineShe and her husband
Raymond, also an enrolled member of the Yanktom&imoved to Washington,
D.C. so she could manage the editor’s office of3Aé. She and her husband
worked for the BIA at the Standing Rock ReservatroNorth Dakota and for five
years at the Uintah and Ouray reservation. Whibed she served as a vocal critic of
peyote use and its supporter, the Native Ameridam€h. She even testified at
congressional hearings on the dangers of peyote $ise had political alliances
among many well-established reform organizatiorh @ the General Federation of
Women'’s Clubs, the Indian Rights Association, drelAmerican Civil Liberties
Union. She worked with John Collier as they foclise the corruption among oil
developers in northeastern Oklahoma and their atteto defraud Indians as a result
of allotment.

Bonnin’s ascendancy to prominence in the SAI sigthdloth a larger shift in
the organization’s willingness to criticize fedehadlian policy and in the role of
women in the male-dominated Executive Committelee I$ad a close alliance with

Montezuma and with tribes in Utah and South Dak@ace, she had even been
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engaged to marry Montezuma, but they could notrreit®their career goals and
personal desires to work in different areas ofcientry. They later mended their
personal differences and worked vigorously in de¢eof Indian rights through the
Society and on reservations throughout the UnitateS. Both were very vocal
critics of federal Indian policy, the Indian Bureamd of paternalism. However,
Montezuma was a physician trained in the teneWedtern science. He pushed for
Indians to abandon out-dated practices and beliétkala-Sa, however, embraced
the “old ways” and wrote passionately about theieslof traditional Indian lif&*

Each member of the SAI made personal and profesisotioices regarding
what it meant to be a modern Indian. They confdrihe contradictions of Indian
political activism because survival meant comprenasd alliances with those who
represented the federal government. Each activelr@es profile defies simplistic
categorization; their political activities and cessions evolved as the United States
emerged as an industrialized, world power. As mambf the Society of American
Indians, they chose to bind their future with tlagion; they were also Indians who
believed in the promises of the Constitution, th8.Uegal system, and the betterment
of the human condition.

Idealism aside, the SAI confronted the mundane,odith frustrating, task of
administering a reform movement. The first yedrde SAIl were marked by
dissension and efforts to boost membership. Frhanohset Arthur Parker attempted
to present an image of the SAI removed from thieiémfce of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs. He and other members saw this probleraresof their most protracted.

How could the organization establish credibilityarg a constituency that was

1341bid, 36-38.
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understandably suspicious of the federal governmedtthe Bureau? Parker wrote
of his concerns to Charles Daganett a month dftefitst annual conference. “Do
you think that there are so many elements and sty stages of advancement
represented that we will have a difficult time ffeeting harmony,” he asked.
Parker’s attempted to create a forum for all edet@&rdians to speak candidly with
one another regarding federal Indian policy andeds of Indians. Educated
Indians served as models for less “advanced” Nguaaple whose life experiences
seemed so far removed from the SAl leadershipkeP@&xplained that gap: “The
ideas of the educated Indian, his methods of thpdmgh viewpoint, his foresight and
his needs are all so different from his undeveldpedher that here may be trouble.”
He rejected a defeatist attitude and, during marein the SAI, clung to the initial
idealism he felt from the beginning. “I am notatisraged,” he wrote reassuringly,
“howsoever this may sound. | am resolved to kedgpe firing line and see what
comes of the movement®

Despite his apprehensions, Parker’s reform efigee steeped in the
Progressive Era’s doctrine of self-help and mopdiftu In a letter to a new member
he explained the SAI's goal was “to inspire theeradth the realization that from self
help springs independence and from independencyg ggat which the nation can
give to its people’®® He believed that once Indian’s freed themselvas fthe label
of “ward,” a pejorative term that denoted depengarmumon the federal government
for survival, that Indians would received full zitinship and legal protection just as

all other Americans had. In a letter to Charlegdeett, Parker expressed a concern
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he would revisit throughout his association wite $Al: how to reconcile the
disparate views of Indians into a coherent plae. kHew that “educated Indians”
would formulate goals different from those of theinderdeveloped brother.” What
if, he asked Daganett, the founding members “agupedt some line that our
experience and education had taught us as righiy’to find new delegates and
members who “repudiate our entire work?'The SAIl never found a satisfactory
answer to that question.

The SAl, placed in its proper historical contexdrgeived the unfolding of the
United States imperial power. The Congress an&thmreme Court, with the help of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, had dismantled thgalestatus of Indians as sovereign
nations. The plenary power of Congress seemedue total control of the Indians’
fate. In a realistic and understandable assessohémeir political and legal position
before the federal government, the SAI chose terafsdians’ need for full
citizenship, thus providing an avenue for Indias<itizengo influence federal
Indian policy. In the first two decades of the hteth century, tribal sovereignty did
not appear to be a viable option for Indian trib&ke political climate of the times
held that assimilation into the dominant culturkedd the best option for survival.
Montezuma, Parker, Eastman, Roe Cloud, and Bonane all examples of Indians
who had adapted and survived; they served as tlelstor other Indians. Their
ability to persuade the other Indians of the Uni¢ates that assimilation was the
most appropriate option for Indians was a contreaéstep; it has remained
controversial, yet unavoidable for Indians to reglenthemselves to some form of

contact with white, Euro-American values.

137 ACP to Charles Daganett, November 7, 1911, SAI-WHC.
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The SAl thought its approach was the best for &ribelaguing them,
however, was how quickly to push for change, hovelmio expect, how much to
demand of the federal government and of a domioalture skeptical of the abilities
of “inferior” peoples. It was a disagreement thAd @&as unable to resolve.
Montezuma grew more insistent in his call for thenehntling of the BIA; it was the
Indian’s problem. Other, more moderate membeth@brganization, many of them
Indian Bureau employees, countered with the apbrofevorking “within the
system” to bring about change. Parker suggestdcttiianging the Indian into a full-
fledged U.S. citizen would take time. “We are meen still, even though we have
plucked the feathers from our war bonnets and sirggithem for pens. The battle
scene has shifted and the contest becomes onainfdid wit. A race just out of the
chrysalis may not yet be expected to fly as strpaglthe screaming eaglé®”
Charles Daganett, the highest ranking Indian inféderal government, as Supervisor
of Indian Employment in the BIA, knew his positias a spokesperson for the SAl,
was fraught with contradictions.

The reaction of the Indian Bureau was certainhgelm the minds of Indians
at the turn of the century. The BIA served ascbreduit through which Indians had
contact with the Secretary of the Interior andfdderal government. Its institutional
make-up reflected the interests of the federal gowent, of course, and worked to
enact its official policy: assimilation. As madredians found employment in the
Bureau, the issue of federal Indian policy, adnéred by Indians, became more
problematic for the SAI. Membership included Blfficals and some of its

staunchest critics. Critics found the BIA heavywied, paternalistic, and
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unresponsive to complaints against the federal morent or its employees. The
SAIl would find itself fighting to reconcile the mence of the BIA in the Society’s
ranks with the Bureau’s formidable power over Imdiand Indian affairs.

In December, Charles Daganett wrote Arthur Park#r plans to resign as
secretary of the SAI because he felt his job inBh might be a detriment to the
fledgling organization. Daganett recognized thetiadiction inherent in the Indian
Bureau. “Itis rather a sad commentary on a Byreeganized and maintained solely
for the benefit of the Indian, when an Indian wias ldevoted the best part of his life
to the broadest interests of the Indian is lookeahuwith suspicion simply because of
his connection with such Bureau.” He chastiseticsrivho failed to understand the
Bureau’s subordination to federal Indian policy. his opinion, the BIA often carried
out policies whether or not they were in the Indidrest interests? He resigned in
January 1912. Regretfully, Parker and Coolidgenaakedged the loss of Daganett’s
energy and Bureau connections, but understoodahtitly his BIA employment
posed for the SAI.

Parker perceived the need for Indians to adapthadge; the conditions of
Indians in the first decade of the twentieth centequired change. Parker
explained, “The Indian can not live in modern Arsarand live as his ancestors did
four hundred years ago. This should be self-etidés a race the Indian would be
blotted out and with it the characteristics of thee. It would only remain in
history.” These statements present a pragmaticagaessment of the options native
peoples in the United States possessed. Residtaohange meant extinction.

Parker and the SAI attempted to turn this inevitigkinto a resurrection. The Indian

139 Charles Daganett to ACP, December 5, 1911, SAI-WHC.
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must change, but Indians must find solutions ferkelves within the “dominant
culture,” as Parker termed'it.

The SAl lobbied Congress to legislate a definedllstatus for Indians so that
they might attain and exercise full citizenshiphtgy Gertrude Bonnin supported
Parker’s vision of local SAI centers on reservationpreparation for full citizenship.
The tone of moral uplift and preparedness for eitghip permeated the SAI platform.
She anticipated that change would be slow, in¢haetto the unwillingness of
“untutored kinsmen” to join their push for citizéng.*** Full citizenship and a
defined legal status were the solutions to theidngroblem,” or the Indian muddle,
as Parker labeled it. “The Indian to-day is irriical, in an anomalous condition.
Called a citizen he may be denied the privilegestafenship; called a citizen he
may yet be dominated by an Indian agent. Thetsitudooks like a contradiction
and it is."*

The SAI endorsed self-help and a measure of inadkpee for tribes. For
example, Malcolm Clarke and his wife, who claimeeimiership of the Blackfeet,
wrote to the organization and asked it to supp@tpassage of H.R. 4327, a bill that
would allow Indians to elect their agents or suptendents and to elect a business
committee to oversee the tribal finances. Thel“Agaerican,” Mr. Clarke reasoned,
should “act independently and on the initiative’Aaserican citizens who enjoyed
“representation by and with the consent of the goe®.” Parker answered in
gualified agreement with the bill's goals. He esivned native people would “feel

that they are in a certain measure responsiblihé&r own destiny and this cannot be
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done until they are made responsible by having saiee in their tribal affairs. . .
143

Parker corresponded, as did almost all the actembers, with people from
all over the United States, Indian and non-Indibie. recognized the historical
significance of the SAI, and explained it to anyei® cared to ask him. In one
letter to an Indian from Oklahoma he championedcthgse of social justice: “In our
Society of American Indians we afford the first oppinity for the expression of
racial ideas, racial opinion and the race’s plegustice.”** However, the
organization groaned under the strain of divergeoiarized views about the Indian’s
needs in modern America. It faced the greatedterige to all social movements for
unity of purpose and identity: how much disserbterate.

Parker and Coolidge grappled with the problem efb&mg for a group that
was not entirely educated on the pressing issubgl@n affairs. In fact, the SAI
rejected some views of the people it purportecprasent. The SAI walked a fine
line between officially speaking for Indians angnesenting divergent, often
conflicting views, of Indians. The issue of chawga location of annual conferences
most readily highlights this debate among membgtleorganization. After the
president of the SAI, Reverend Sherman Coolidgsived some correspondence
criticizing the choice of Cedar Rapids for the 19déeting, he forwarded the letters
to Parker. The organization, once again, fendédrafrges of BIA control. Parker’'s
concern was which Indian “voices” would emergehat¢onference. He responded to

Coolidge’s letter: “Cedar Rapids is entirely neb&nad ought to draw evenly upon the
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Ojibway and Sioux country as well as from the reagon of Wisconsin and
Nebraska.” Parker questioned the wisdom of holdingAl conference on or near a
reservation. Candidly he observed, “Unfortunatety, all of our Indian people are
thoroughly educated or thoroughly posted and tmeyraquently deceived not only
by unscrupulous white people but by Indians andechisloods looking for business
and sometimes a business interest so warps a fodgisient into believing that his

is honest when he is not.”

Parker found some Indian views “dangerous” to thalgof the SAI for racial
improvement. These views carried the potenti&tlestroy the whole work we have
so carefully erected.” Parker touched on a semesisisue among political and social
activists: unity of voice. Pan-Indian identitydaopinion on Indian affairs, he
recognized, was a myth and a constructed messaggdke with an air of political
realism when he determined that “because the Ingd&nts something it is no reason
for immediately saying that it is the right thirgdive, or because a man is an Indian
he knows what is best for himself. The questioracg does not enter into this
matter of right or wrong.” In fact, Parker conobal] by “playing upon the idea of
race, some shrewd individuals are trying to mudakéeentire situation™® Parker
also touched on a troubling aspect of progress&f@m: its tendency toward
paternalism. As long as respectable Indian irtlis represented the Indian race’s
“voice,” they could dismiss and discredit otheriamdviews. The SAl's platform
states plainly that the organization knew besfanmula for racial progress.

Regardless of the inherent conflicts within the SAI1913 the Society

launched a journal of views on Indian affairs. Boecessful publication of the
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American Indian Magazinky Indians and containing Indian viewpoints represd

a milestone in Native American history. The SAbyded the first forum for the
presentation of native viewpoints on Indian affaiParker edited the magazine until
1916 when Gertrude Bonnin took over. The tondnefAimerican Indian Magazine
exuded progressive reformer sensibilities: ratiamalysis of the “Indian problem,”
optimistic ideals on human progress, faith in orgation power and the ability of the
federal government to work for the good of citizefifie SAlI's magazine set a
precedent in Indian affairs because it proved aive Americans could write and
debate Indian issues in a professionally recognmzdyic forum; the SAI followed
many progressive movements of the time such agwoneen’s suffrage, the NAACP,
and settlement house. Their goal: use the tddlseodominant culture to get general
public support and sympathy.

Social reformers understood that broad public stdpo progressive agendas
required that the activists present an air of retgtglity and social propriety. Critics
of the SAI, to this day, find their politics accoradationist and far too supportive of
assimilation. However, the critics of the SAI hdaged to recognize the historical
realities the SAI leadership perceived. Holding 8Al accountable for a platform
that was unavailable to them fails to analyze igsohnical and political significance.
The SAI formulated its approach based on a setaaflities.” First, the U.S.
Supreme Court, by 1913 reinforced a stringent duewf congressional plenary
power over Indian affairs. Second, the legal stafundians remained a muddle as
the General Allotment Act’s goal, individual citizghip for American Indian through

the acquisition of private property and the breakadof tribal identity, proceeded
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apace. The Curtis Act curtailed the goal of Uiizenship for Indians, a
controversial move that provoked strong criticisoni progressive reformers and the
SAIl. Parker, Roe Cloud, Eastman, Montezuma, anthBoformed the first
generation of native activists who solicited Indiaewpoints. They called for a
defined legal status for Indians: a move from patism to self-determination for
Indians. Full citizenship rights would allow Ind&to contribute to the betterment of
Indians, America, and humanity.

Parker was keenly aware of the precedent the SAlssting. Always
reflective, he discussed the responsibility of 8#d, “This Society of ours is the test
of the ability of the American Indian race to fratiee with itself and a demonstration
that its various divisions have a common groundfonpathetic interests and a
mutual ground for consolidatiori!® He hoped that the American Indian would “have
a chance to made good for himsaid with no other supervision than his own
conscience if his manhood is sought to be preseaddieveloped. Supervision
makes listless slaves—and this, | believe is ontb@frguments against Federal
paternalism.™’ Parker envisioned the end of paternalism anavireship status of
Indians; as full citizens, educated and politicaltfive, Indians would find
themselves morally improved and socially acceptetiizenship would counter the
plenary power of Congress that hindered Indianradiince. Indians could still be
Indians. They could adapt to the cultural reditié manifest destiny. Resurrected
from a “social death,” Indian would not vanish;yheould prevail and flourish as

U.S. citizens.
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By 1912 the SAI had set a course it would pursub gheater zeal:
respectable distance from the BIA. With Daganetgpd as the Secretary of the
SAl, the organization hoped to gain more membens findians who maintained a
healthy and well-founded suspicion of the Buread ttwe federal Indian policies it
executed. The first year was replete with factisnaand attempts to establish the
organization as a credible Indian voice in Indiffaies.

Historically, the SAI perceived the glaring lacklolian participation in
decisions critical to their survival as peopletéasl of sovereign nations. A
sovereign nation was a foreign nation; in the énanmigrant influx to the United
States, association with the immigrant communfiiether alienated the SAI
members from their goal: citizenship. Indiansevire first Americans, the real
American, not foreigners. The rhetoric of the ®#ghlighted the moral and social
fitness of Indians for U.S. citizenship and théntggand privileges such status
entailed. The SAI sought to deflect any nativigiasm of Indians as a separate and
segregated people; they distanced themselves fremeservation system and called
for racial pride and uplift as a means of gainingess to the civic community. The
SAl chose civic identity in addition to tribal idiy, instead of exclusively. The
members hoped a merger of the two would produam®mmise, that is, a viable

modern Indian identity.
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Chapter Three
Shaping Indian Assimilation in the Progressive EraThe SAl, 1912-1916

“It is possible to do only two things with the ladis, to exterminate them,
or to make them citizens.”
--Robert Valentine, Commissioner of Indian Affait§09-1913"
The SAIl possessed, as part of its mission, a gaa&dast the image of the
Indian so that white Americans could accept, aealigt, enthusiastically support,
full Indian inclusion into society. Therefore meenb of the SAI were acutely
sensitive to Indian imagery in American populaturd. The issue permeated the
organization’s decision-making process, particylarthen the public and the federal
government were involved. For example, Parker&adPresident, Sherman
Coolidge, in an exchange of letters during theastth of 1911, discussed the issue
of the next annual conference. Coolidge disaliggth Parker the problems that the
physical layout of the conference, if organizedhosy city of Colorado Springs, could
present. Firmly opposed to tents for conferencergibecause of the implications, he
wrote from Enid, Oklahoma, about the challengeddih’t like the idea of
segregating our kindf Indians_in a campecause | believe they have had enough of
the reservation system, and feathers and paintcemahawk may amuse the pale face
and hence the freak ‘Indian’ or ‘Injun’ must be jput exhibition, but | don't quite
relish the idea of being used as an advertisenoerst §ummer resort, or for drawing a
crowd for a fair as it was at Muskogee.” He antkPaalso often commented on the

marketing and entertainment value of Indian stgyeed. Both bemoaned the
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employment of Indians in “wild west shows,” feariti@t pervasive stereotype
undermined efforts of educated, ambitious Nativeeo and men who sought
inclusion on white terms. Coolidge, in a humoraund ironic tone, concluded, “If we
have tents the pale faces will at once call itltittkan Camp, and yet we represent
something else. Heap no good!” He signed therngt€olumbusly Yours, Sherman
Coolidge, ‘The Arapaho.*™

Parker’s response revealed his insistence thatgaaihed Indians stand as
models of respectability. Taken seriously, Indiaasld compete with whites in the
all professions. They merely lacked enough opmitres to do so. Parker also held
misgivings about Colorado Springs as a locatiortiferconference. “It is too near
the heart of Indian Country,” he said, “and we stidne swamped by local parties
who had not given our needs and problems espédtealtian.” Emphasizing the
mandate to model Indians’ fitness for American, Iifie worried that “local Indians
not acquainted with our aims and ideals” would &jleinjure” the SAI.
Assimilation created the differences among Indihwlas Parker and the SAl
confronted. This duality and the friction it geaterd characterized the Indian
movement throughout its existence. In hopes oidiwvg such a problem, Parker
diplomatically suggested, “I would therefore askiybChicago does not strike you
more favorably as a place likely to appeal to npagressive Indians? The SAl

later settled upon Columbus, Ohio, a second time.
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People outside the organization frequently wrateker to share their views.
Many shared his perspective on differences amodigs. Describing himself as a
Carlisle student and participant in Native busiredtairs in Anadarko, Oklahoma for
the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apaches, Sherman Chadlesote Parker in June of
1912. He expressed his enthusiastic support &6, and alerted Parker that
resistance lay with “our older and un-educateddnsi who fail to “understand the
plans and the good things” the Society suppor&ith the goal of recruiting more
Indians, Chadleson gushed optimistically, “[T]heyl woon decide to join this
blessed road. | am an Indian too and the Sociatyds for my rights and my racg&”

Securing those rights depended upon appeals tmpagkietic white audience
and proved integral to SAI political action; widstional appeal trumped the “local
interests,” or tribal issues, during the organtais formative years. Parker,
sensitive to prevalent Indian stereotypes in Anagriculture, understood where the
power lay, and he proved capable of counteringrifecherous racial stereotypes. A
hallmark of his leadership was an effort to showmuown civic goals between
educated Indians and reform-minded whites. Hited¢b Edna H. Clayberger was
emblematic of his sensitivity to white supportefshe SAI:

It is a source of much encouragement to note tieeast which

you are displaying in our organization and inwedfare of the

Indian race. We cannot hope to succeed witholgaat the con-

fidence of every American citizen who believesha independence

and justice for every social element with in thdora Our great

task is to inspire the race with the realizatioat fihom self help

springs independence and from independence egrywihich
the nation can give to its peopté.

151 Ssherman Chadleson to ACP, June 7, 1912, SAI Papers.
152 ACP to Edna H. Clayberger, October 26, 1912, SAl Papers
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Later, as editor of the SAI's magazine, Parker jghield an article containing
one personification of Indian progress, Chief PétePitchlynn (Ha-Tchoc-Tuck-
Nee) of the Choctaw Nation. A central politicader in the volatile years of
Choctaw history, Pitchlynn, as a biographer describim, “exemplified the
bicultural elite who dominated political and econotife” among the Five Tribes
during the last half of the nineteenth centurys fdimily embraced assimilation in
terms of white education and Protestant ChristyaniRart of the devastating removal
experience in 1831, Pitchlynn and his family rescted their fortunes alongside the
Choctaw nation in Indian Territory. Pitchlynn osaw the establishment of a
Choctaw national school system when, in 1842, hetenst new constitution to found
two academies for Choctaw children. He believedttibal children needed a
Choctaw education in their own institutions in thaivn nation’>® No surprise, then,
that Parker chose such a Native person of staturegart advice, albeit
posthumously, to journal readers. Highlighted i@ 8Al's journal in an article
entitled, “The Advice of a Great Choctaw,” Pitchtywas quoted from a speech as
part of a peace delegation convened at the ertedCivil War: “It therefore
becomes us as a brave people to forget and tasidg aur prejudices and prove
ourselves equal to the occasion. Let reason gbtaim that the sway of passion has
passed, and let us meet in council with a propieit $p renew our former relations
with the United States Government.” The articlacdoded with a repetition of the

above-mentioned quote in italics and a parting cemtary: “There, indeed, is a

153 peter Pitchlynn (Ha-Tachoc-Tuck-Nee), 1806-1881,” by Miye Warde ifEncyclopedia of
North American Indiang-rederick Hoxie, ed. (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Co99b), 481-482.
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message to every Indian. Let it sink home and laavenderstanding? Instead of
focusing on the negative features of federal Ingiaircy, Parker emphasized
reparations in the form of full citizenship for Meg Americans. This approach
revealed the progressive Indian movement’'s emploast®nciliation instead of
protracted conflict and the SAI's blueprint of pespndian-white relations.

The overriding SAI goal of definitive legal statilsough U.S. citizenship for
American Indians proved daunting. The progresss#ermers of the time found
themselves, just as the SAI did, working for sowrenf of assimilation. Modern-day
critics of this goal cite the SAI's desire for Uizenship as the rejection of Indian
culture and tribal sovereignty. Understood imitorical context, such criticism
fails to respect the social and political climateh® times. Emerging in the pre-
World War | period, the federal government called“.00% Americanism,” and
Woodrow Wilson openly rejected the hyphenated Aozariidentity. Fears of union
radicalism, Communist red-baiting, strikes, andhe&woked immigrant “hordes,”
emerged just as the SAI attempted to establigtoiitical agenda. Assimilation or
annihilation appeared to be the options. Giverctiwce, the SAI leadership chose
to cast its lot with the ascendancy of the Uniteat€® as a military, political, and
economic world power. Before dismissing Eastmaantdzuma, Bonnin, Parker,

and Roe Cloud as dupes or puppets for the whiientiis of the Indian,” note the

154 Arthur C. Parker, “The Advice of a Great Chocta®yiarterly Journa) October — December 1914,
258-259; At a different point in time, Pitchlynn wasd than forgiving of the federal government’s
removal policy. Angie Debo’s history of the Choctaw inelsié quote from a letter Pitchlynn wrote to
U.S. Secretary of War, Lewis Cass: ‘I beg, sir, thaafahole nation to give up their whole country,
and remove to a distant, wild, and uncultivated land, marthébenefit of the Government than the
Choctaws, is a consideration which, | hope, the Governmidrglways cherish with the liveliest
sensibility. The privations of a whole nation before sgttiut, their turmoil and losses on the road,
and settling their homes in a wild world, are all calculateginbbitter the human heart.” Quoted in
Rise and Fall of the Choctaw Repullig Angie Debo (Norman: University of Oklahoma Pre83841
1961), 56.
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correspondence, the context of their writings, tir@dk activism. All of these SAl
leaders perceived the passing away of traditioramdultures and worked to ease the
transition into modern American life, built uporoRstant, white, middle-class
standards of morality and success.

An address to Woodrow Wilson from Menominee attgraed SAl member
William J. Kershaw was infused with the bourgea$ues of the Progressive Era.
His address, “The Red Man’s Appeal,” asserteddb&dated laws presented the
largest barrier to Indian assimilation, especiédlythose Native men and women
with educations. To what use could an educateihnout her education once she
returned to the reservation, he asked rhetoricédllywould seem of no avail for the
Government to educate and graduate hundreds ofjylowians and return them to
reservations without preparing conditions theradoord with their education.” But
the irony was young educated Indians found few tronal opportunities. Federal
Indian law needed reform. “These young Indians, ahgued, “on returning to their
reservations, must live under the laws which wersghed for the government of
their ancestors when they were barbarians andaviptisoners of war.”
Superintendents and agents exercised arbitrary poves Indians, who, although
capable, could not access United States coureftiement of property rights and
inheritances. Kershaw requested the Court of Gldienopen to tribal claims.

He also asserted that Indian women, in particblartaken into consideration.
In the language of the “cult of true womanhood"—denbased roles for women
dictated by piety, purity, and submissiveness towaen—they could provide the

foundation to nurture budding Native citizens. JpAmust not forget the young
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Indian women. Estimates of Indian character ortidéan situation seldom take into
account the influence of young Indian women, whegood mothers, good
housewives, frugal and saving, and exceptionattystrious. Indian women could
develop a domestic or household manufactory exngadimagnitude and diversity
anything of the kind ever known to our history.”rKkaw stressed that the current
Indian Bureau, under Commissioner Cato Sells miagl&SAl “proud” because Sells
had “done splendid work.” “He has taken the Goment machinery, with all the
ingrown abuses of forty years of ill advised legfigin,” and produced results (which
Kershaw fails to enumeratéj.

The reality of citizenship in practice, rather thanheory, proved sobering.
Ironically, Indians, although indigenous, were #mn,” to most white Americans.
They were the “other,” and separate, distinctiaerfithe white, male citizens of the
U.S. Political scientist Rogers Smith argued thatReconstruction’s legacy of
expanded citizenship appeared, in the clear ligteGilded Age politicians, to
have been a grievous mistake. Any further expansidhe citizenry needed a more
considered approach, unlike the sweeping constitatiamendments that granted
former male slaves citizenship and the right teevdnstead, Indian citizenship via
allotment in severalty offered a gradual incorporgtwhich the Burke Act of 1906
slowed even more. Smith explained, “Greater divitusion was promised and
sometimes pursued, but it had come on terms hgluiective of the world that

Protestant white men had made, or not at*&ll.”

1% william J. Kershaw, “The Red Man’s Appeal, Being an Adsltesthe President of the United
States,"Quarterly Journal October — December 1914, 275-276; Kershaw originaly giae address
on December 10, 1914.

156 smith, Civic Ideals 346.
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The SAl entered that world in 1912 when it estdlgdsits base office in
Washington, D.C. and loaded its agenda with nungepoajects. Full of reformist
zeal and supremely confident in their ability tgwe their cause to the American
public, Parker, as the main spokesperson for thanzation, supported
memorializing important Indian leaders and establig a national Indian Day to
honor their accomplishments. The SAl officiallypported inclusion in the broader
U.S. civic body; they embraced “progress” for theeq, i.e., for Indians, through the
best that the United States had to offer: itsllegstem, its educational institutions,
and Christianity.

Parker’s correspondence with a member of the BéatkMalcolm Clarke,
who, along with his wife, joined the organizationAebruary of 1915, provided an
explanation of how Native people could becomedititens. Parker said they
needed to increase their presence in tribal afflarsexample, in the selection of
superintendents. Clarke supported the passageafgressional bill to elect agents
or superintendents, in addition to a “business cdtaaf that provided Indians a
voice in the use of tribal funds. Clarke critigizine Indian Office for withholding
support for the legislation, calling it “not altdber enthusiastic.” The “real
Americans,” Native people, found themselves deaibdsic democratic right:
“representation by and with the consent of the goe@.” He hoped the SAI had the
initiative to mobilize reservation support. Parkesponded with a guarded
endorsement of the bill. “I believe,” he wrotehdt the bill is absolutely correct, for
until the Indians are made to feel that they haraesresponsibility and some voice

in the disposition of their own affairs, they wéthntinue to be dispirited and continue
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to grow more and more incompetent.” Then, he jatéed a caveat: in its current
form it contained “certain dangers” that “our bpsbple” could work on and
redraft’> Such was Parker’s approach, one that endorséahlpdrticipation in
tribal affairs as long as it served as a primeiftéiture full civic activism. However,
he abhorred the reservation system and avoidedsupipany initiative, even the
Indian vote on reservations, if it prolonged thestnce of the system itself.

Officially the SAI presented a united Indian frohgwever, beneath the
surface the Executive Board and the most active lmeesrstruggled with the demands
of two, often contradictory, cultural traditionéssimilation into the civic body
required compromise. Christian morality meshed wih the goals of the SAl, but
legal precepts of suffrage for citizens clashedhthe grinding reality that many so-
called citizens exercised little influence in dotiepolicy issues. Parker stressed
that Indians were well suited for inclusion. Hay#d upon stereotypes of nobility,
honor, bravery, dignity of the “Noble Savage,” imiéng all along to replace the word
“savage” with “Citizen.” A clear legal definitioof the Citizen Indian required
dismantling the past prejudices against Indiars ‘@ace,” who were either vanishing
or merely so degraded as to be unfit for civiliaats bounty. Parker, as President of
the SAI, shaped the public image of the organipatamd worked to articulate a
model of progressive adaptation to new circumstantte stressed that Indians
persisted as a race. Instead of extinction or peemt backwardness, Native
Americans could anticipate a future in the Unit¢at&. He wrote:

As the_coming ragenot the vanishing one, we however feel that oenm

and women who have risen through the old and haxwednto an adjusted
themselves to the new culture, are Indians stilhlood, in loyalty, and in

15" Malcolm Clarke to ACP, 12 February 1915, SAl Paper€§PAo Clarke, 25 February 1915.
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ability to make the country wonder even yet whatribd skins are going to

do next:*®

The member who fully embraced religion-based asatian, Henry Roe
Cloud, spoke at a Cheyenne-Arapaho camp meetih§0d8 and expressed his
concern for the survival of Native people in termhs “road to life.” The most
ideologically Christian, or sectarian, of the letad@ the SAl, Roe Cloud meshed his
activism, particularly education reform, with retig as a blueprint for improving
Indians’ lives. His address presented traditidvedive “roads” to healing: “Indian
medicine,” the “Holy Dance,” the medicine lodgedanescal use. Each one he
rejected as a failure. They led to death withoetrel life; they carried the “great
burden of sin” on their shoulders; and they lethtodestruction of Indian lives. He
explained, “My tribe walked these roads and theyks@coming less and less . . . the
families are gone. All these roads make me thinkesus. They seem to be groping
in the darkness.” The only road to God, Roe Clonacluded, was Jesus Chrfst.
The race would be reborn with Christ’s salvatiothascatalyst.

Roe Cloud’s position in the Indian reform movemaligned him closely with
the Lake Mohonk group. Scholar of Indian educat@avid Wallace Adams,
described the Lake Mohonk reformers as “almostensiaily guided by the tenets of
evangelical Protestantism, never doubting for a errthat their effort to uplift
Indians was a fulfillment of the Christian obligatito extend the blessings of

Christianity to all peoples of the worléf” Roe Cloud’s goals were more modest; he

158 ACP to Hon. Elias M. Ammons, March 28, 1913, WHC ®Apers.

%9 Henry Roe Cloud, “Address by Henry Cloud at the Chegeknapahoe Camp-meeting,” Colony,
OK, 1909, Roe Family Papers, Sterling Library, Yale Ursitg (hereafter RFP).

10 David Wallace AdamsEducation for Extinction: American Indians and the Btiag
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planned a collaboration with the white couple whogted him to found a Christian
school for Indians. He rejected a work model #ssigned monotonous tasks to
Native students, with the added benefit of cuttingts for the institution. He recalled
his time in boarding school in which he crankedasiing machine for two years. “It
did not take me long to learn how to run the maelaind the rest of the two years |
nursed a growing hatred for it. Such work is natadive.**

Gertrude Bonnin recalled a similar smoldering eomotoward work at
boarding school. In 1884, Bonnin left the YankRaeservation in South Dakota for a
boarding school in Indiana, White’'s Manual Labastitute. As punishment, she was
given the task of mashing turnips. Rules appearbirary and meaningless to
Bonnin and she mashed the turnips so hard sheedtukk glass bottom of the jar.
“With fire in my heart, | took the wooden tool thae paleface woman held out to
me. [G]rasping the handle with both hands, | liketot rage over the turnips. |
worked my vengeance upon them. As | sat eatinglimyer, and saw that no turnips
were served, | whooped in my heart for having amserted the rebellion within
me.” After three years she returned to the resienva The reunion with her mother
proved difficult and Bonnin found herself unablehtal the rift between her mother
and herself, a breach emblematic of the estrangesherfelt from Native life.

Bonnin recollected, “During this time | seemed &g in the heart of chaos, beyond
the touch or voice of human aid. My mother hademgone inside a schoolhouse,
and so she was not capable of comforting her daug¥tio could read and write.

Even nature seemed to have no place for me. Hpidble situation was the effect

School Experience, 1875-1938awrence: University of Kansas Press, 1995), 11.
%1 1bid., 152. Roe Cloud made these comments at a Lake Mdbomilerence in 1914.
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of my brief course in the East, and the unsatisfgcteenth’ in a girl's years.” Even
when her mother offered Bonnin the family IndiamIBito read aloud, Bonnin
rejected the overture and placed it, unopenedhefidor. “My enraged spirit felt
more like burning the book, which afforded me ntphand was a perfect delusion to
my mother.?®? She left the reservation within a year and a, matfving from one
Nebraska Indian school and back to White’s, andlifrenrolled in Earlham College.
Her entire white education came at the expensemimother’s approval.

Shaping assimilation, leavening it with Indian \a&s¢ meant coexistence with
the federal bureaucracy. Creating a productespectful relationship between
Native people and the federal government, spedifittae Bureau of Indian Affairs,
proved the greatest challenge to the SAI's fragde-Indian vision. The federal
bureaucracy that administered Indians was the tn@ifice, also known as the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). Prucha found thadlan Office of the Progressive
Era unparalleled in its efforts. From 1897 to 1928 men held the office of
Commissioner of Indian Affairs. These were critii@es in shaping a modern
federal Indian policy, one predicated on assimilain preparation for citizenship.
Four Commissioners stand out: Francis E. Leupp, sénved four and a half years
under presidents Roosevelt and Taft; Robert G.\fisle, whose tenure lasted the
remainder of the Taft presidency; Cato Sells, whsesgice extended throughout
Woodrow Wilson’s two terms as president and théyeaonths of Warren G.
Harding’s term; and Charles H. Burke, who roundetitbe Progressive bent of
Indian reform until the end of Calvin Coolidge’smaidistration in 1929. Prucha

treated these bureaucrats with kindness: “Thesetaok seriously their charge as

162 7jtkala-Sa, “American Indian Stories,” 94-101.
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guardians of the Indians, and although they welbgestito considerable just
criticism, they were free of fraud and corruptiamsguided as their policies might
seem to later generation$®”In a more critical stance, Hertzberg found thdidn
Bureau “a classic example of a corrupt bureaucratyhich agents were politically
appointed for their party loyalty instead of the@mpetence and broad knowledge of
Native people. “Venality and self-interest” chamaized the BIA and few examples
mitigated the damage done to IndidHis.

Some SAI members balked at working with the BlAjlerlothers adopted a
wait-and-see attitude. Charles Eastman and Chttogezuma, for example,
maintained a respectful, sometimes too prominastaice from the SAIl during its
formative years. While willing to serve informaklyg advisors, to travel and
encourage whites and Indians to embrace Native iams as equal participants in
the U.S. democratic vision, the two men held opieibased upon personal and
professional experience. Their contact with tha,Bhdian agents, and politicians
left them skeptical of the Bureau’s ability to & the “uplift” of Indians. The
highest-ranking Native employee in the Bureau, (&sdbaganett, remained a
constant irritation to members hostile to “governineontrol” of the SAI. Daganett
played a key role in the recruitment of memberdctvifurther alienated Eastman and
Montezuma. Parker, ever the conciliator, pliedrthveith promises of equal voice,
venues for honest criticism, and stroked their egitis the plea that their national

prominence would boost the respectability of thé &#d sway whites to accept

183 prycha, 763.
184 Hertzberg, 5.
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Indians as citizens. One month after the first 8diference Parker wrote to
Eastman, “| want to feel that your heart is stilthaus in an active way'*

Citizenship for individual Indians would be the muhation of the Indian
reform movement. The SAI staunchly supported tlogiRessive agenda for
education, self-help, and citizenship. Wardshipamed incompatible with the
individualistic cant and social Darwinism of Ameaicpolitical rhetoric of the time.
The theory of an evolutionary model for social depenent gained currency in the
1880s and shaped a range of policies such as Ingfiarm, immigration programs,
and imperial or “colonial” policy in the Pacift€. The charismatic president,
Theodore Roosevelt, articulated the national visibracial evolution, based on a
model of Anglo-Saxon racial superiority. Like gmem door to all lesser-developed
races, American as a “land of opportunity” meraguired the effort of those who
wanted to walk through the entrance. Rooseveliagxgd his position in a speech to
students at Tuskegee Institute: “The race carnxeat to get everything at once. It
must learn to wait and abide its time; to provelfta/orthy by showing its possession
of perseverance, of thrift, of self-contrét”

This applied to African Americans, Indians, and igrants. Indian Studies
scholar, Russel Barsh, found the settlement movememban areas like New York
City, whose targets were immigrants, highly infltiahin Indian policy. It was the

degrading environment, slums, tenement housingades, and ignorance that held

185 |_etter from ACP to Charles Eastman, November 3, 1911eduntRaymond WilsorQhiyesa:
Charles A. Eastman, Santee Sio{ikrbana: University of lllinois Press, 1983), 157

157; According to Eastman’s biographer, his experienceswhiite agents on the Pine Ridge
Reservation and the Crow Creek Reservation tempered hetéaivd abiding faith in the good will of
the government, lbid., 144.

1% Barsh, 2.

%7 bid., 3.
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immigrants back from assimilation. Instead of irenaferiority, immigrants suffered
from a lack of programs that would “prepare themtlfie@ competitive, democratic
American lifestyle.”® Men deeply involved in Indian reform efforts suahRobert
Valentine, Arthur Ludington, and John Collier, fauoommon activist goals in the
Society of American Indians.

A gradualist approach to citizenship permeatedii#eand found its most
coherent expression in the Burke Act of 1906. @&halution of a race, just like the
evolution of a citizen, took time. The GeneraloAthent Act of 1887 had been too
optimistic. Indians needed proper education, ingitfior industrial labor or farming,
close contact with white people, and a dedicatwo@Hristian brotherhood before
they could earn the designation “citizen of thet&aiStates.” Valentine believed the
BIA provided the means through which Indians wdmdome self-sufficient
citizens. Progressives saw government, once pwfeaorruption and incompetence,
as the champion of democratic values. The Indiaa worked in the Indian Office
learned citizenship as if it were on-the-job tragi In 1910 Valentine wrote an
article entitled “Making Good Indians” in which le&plained his perspective on the
BIA, “The whole Indian Service is one great citiship school for Indians, and all
the lands and forests and rivers, all the fundsaltand individual, are but text-books
and laboratories in this school wherein teach éiverthousand men and women, the
employees of the Indian Servicé?”

A supporter of the Society of American Indians frissninception, Valentine

returned from the first meeting of the SAI to spaalSherman Indian Institute. He

%8 Barsh, 4.
19 Barsh, 16, ff 42, quoted Valentine’s article “Making Gondi&ns,”Sunse®4 (6), 602.
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spoke in glowing terms of the good the Indian Bureauld do to treat Indians with
respect. Whereas the Bureau conspicuously igrtbheedpinions of Indians when
implementing federal policy for them, Valentineledlfor a more respectful
approach, one founded on Indians’ participationgxgrcise in self-government in
the best sense of democracy: “The day has coma thieendian Bureau at
Washington makes a mistake if it seeks to tak@gleiforward step in connection
with your affairs without consulting you Indianswyrself about it.” The outcome of
the imperial war with Spain in 1898 offered a lesgopreparation for citizenship.
He suggested that the promotion of democracy iivBlachools would benefit from
an expert recruited from the U.S. administratio@uba, a former Spanish colonial
possession now independence yet under the MonrogiDeinspired watchful eye
and tutelage of the United States.

A year after the SAI's founding, rumbles from withCongress warned
interested parties that the Indian Office mightdggslatively axed by 1922. No
consensus on a viable timetable existed, howeRartly in an act of self-
preservation, the Indian Bureau cautioned thatvaksion for citizenship, if it
proceeded too quickly, could overwhelm Indians spite of this warning, Valentine
hired a former settlement worker to conduct a padinalysis of Native people’s
progress toward full citizenship. He commissioAethur Luddigton, a political
scientist and former personal assistant to Woodhktlson at Princeton University, to
systematically study the issue. Luddington degigmguestionnaire for the 105
Indian agency superintendents on topics relatdéiquor laws, citizenship, and

Indian-white relations. The date for allotment cdatipn was1925; that left a mere
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thirteen years to complete what was only halfwaished. Luddington also
recommended that all Indians attain citizenshid ®y0:"

Valentine also approached allotment with zeal. plé@ned a systematic
issuance of fee patents that would further thevakdion of Indians and reduce
conflict between white settlers and Indians. Sitmcemany Indians failed to request a
fee patent for land, Valentine proposed competeooymissions visit agencies and
grant fee patents to approved allottees. The Omsmitet of 1910 included his plans
and that summer, the commissions began touringceggearound the United States.
Indians were assigned a category, competent ompetent, based upon education
level, work ethic, and health. Fayette McKenzid #re Indian Rights Association
supported Valentine’s work: Both would later work with the SAI and suppore th
creation of a dialogue between Progressive Indaaalsfederal policymakers.

Dialogue differed from agreement on policy, howevanxious to prove the
SAl was not merely an extension of federal Indiahqy, Parker wrote the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs to broach the issfieacism among superintendents
in government schools and on reservations. Basdudsdetter to Cato Sells, Parker
referenced previous government correspondencedmsined an offensive
appellation: “squaw.” Parker hoped to educatesS®ilthe meaning the word carried
“on the lips of white men.” A term of “reproachstjuaw besmirched the “dignity of
the Indian woman,” whom whites considered “wortklegnorant, and of no
account.” The Commissioner should hold superirgatglto higher standards of

discourse, press them to help Indians “advancevilization,” in short, treat Indians

10 Barsh, 7; “Office of Indian Affairs Circular No. 61Zhe Status of the Indians’ Personal Rights
and Liberties,” March 14, 1912, reprinted in Hoxibe Final PromisgAppendix 3, 255.
" Hoxie, 176-77.

115



with respect and courtesy. Parker, more diregct tiagical in his correspondence,

closed, “Indians are meand womenust as the males and females of other races and

we believe that any special designation shoulddnsidered bad form.’

In matters of race, the SAIl also remained attunezbtmparisons between
Native people and African Americans, who beganagmssive movement of their
own by founding the National Association for thevadcement of Colored People
two years before the SAI. Carlos Montezuma réedrn his own journalWassaja
a 1913 address by Richard H. Pratt in Philadelphtéled “Negroes and Indians.”
With fresh memories from his years in the Union Arfaratt rewrote history in order
to proclaim the war worthwhile. “We are a reunitaintry,” he stated, “and the
South expresses satisfaction that there was nsiaivi Even slavery proved
beneficial to both blacks and whites. While slarggsained impoverished, their
“service” to the nation’s coffers proved “a gredvantage to both races. No other
scheme would have transported millions of aborigie®ple from the opposite side
of the earth and the torrid zone into our country,and through contact with a higher
race have given them a new language and advaneedtthincorporation as fellow-
citizens.” However, Pratt condemned lynching dral\tiolations of due process that
black men experienced. Black men needed the pimteand the responsibilities that
citizenship provided. So, too, did Indians, wheded “uplift” because they had
been treated even worse. He offered a “formuldréorsforming our Indians into
citizens”: remove prejudice and give equal abgihd equal rights; prejudice

vanishes through proper association and industs@lulness; equal ability comes

172 ACP to The Honorable Commissioner of Indian Affairs, Demeni6, 1914, SAl Papers.
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when the same training is given during associatmal, equal ability can always take
care of equal rights'’

Parker agreed with Pratt that comparisons betwesgrdés and Indians
proved the latter suffered greater hardship. lgttar to the president of Carthage
College in lllinois, Parker asserted, “The negrewaslaved yet his environment was
in the midst of civilization which he was able &ain. He was permitted to acquire a
knowledge of the virtue of sustained industry drel\talue of surplus. The negro
was robbed of nothing, when we consider what heived in return.” Conversely,
Indians lost their country and tribal rights, amte segregated on reservations, lost
access to knowledge of civilization and competitiétarker recommended Helen
Hunt Jackson’s polemic against federal mistreatroéhtdians™

The racial politics of Dr. Charles Eastman wereemgpaque. In his book on
Progressive Era Indian issues, primarily citizepshe recalled the declaration at the
Universal Races Conference in 1911 that “ther@ismherently superior race,
therefore no inferior race.” Each race possedseddme innate abilities. The “racial
environment” could interfere with development, kehange the environment and the
race is transformed.” Evidence of his assertigrinahe lack of discrimination
educated Indians encountered, for example, whesiderg Theodore Roosevelt
received him in the White House. Eastman recallbdtwe interpreted as high praise

when the president said “he would give anythingdoe a drop of Sioux or Cheyenne

13 Richard Henry Pratt, “Negroes and Indians,” originally dasethidry 14, 1913, reprinted in
Wassajadate unknown, Bonnin Papers, 2,4, and 8.

174 ACP to President H.D. Hoover, March 1, 1913, SAl Pggaencis Paul Prucha assessed the book
as follows: “It was a polemic, not balanced history, arehavhere evidenced the haste with which it
had been put together.” However, he does acknowledge thabddtisched sympathetic chords
among the reformers and much of the public.” See Prucha, 627.
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blood in his veins.” From this, and numerous o#rezounters Eastman had during
his peak years of lecturing, he concluded thatfiigient and educated Indians”
experienced no racism, or in other words, “his camot counted against him.”

The comparison between the strength of “Indian dil@nd “negro blood”
proved even more illustrative of white society’seapess to educated Indians. He
cited Booker T. Washington’s “habit of saying joelysthat negro blood is the
strongest in the world, for one drop of it makeésigger’ of a white man.” Eastman
responded, “I would argue that the Indian blooehMsn stronger, for a half-blood
negro and Indian may pass for an Indian, and sadbegtted to first-class hotels and
even to high society. All that an Indian needbédionized if he so desires, is to get
an education and hold up his head as a membee aidest American aristocracy.”
Indian men’s intermarriage into white, elite farmdi—as Eastman experienced—
demonstrated that the “best in two races and zatibns” compensated ambitious
Indians “for what we have lost”®

A member of the SAI Advisory Board, Marie L. Baldwiodged a complaint
about the presence of African American employedberindian Bureau. She had
numerous reasons. First, Indians and Negroesddakewledge of one another.
Second, she found treating Negroes as equals amatt#he negro” needed to be
“kept in his place” even though African Americaredpositions of authority over
whites and Indians. Such working conditions weweéBaldwin, intolerable because
the federal government’s employment practices aenéssage of equality she

rejected. “Under such conditions, | know what legro gets to be. After a while the
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Indian begins to feel that Uncle Sam must congiaemnegro equal to the Indian and
white, else the negro would not be placed in atjprsof equality.”

Third, she feared miscegenation, perhaps fromvilbegroups working
together. She approved of preferential hiringnafidns. She bolstered this position
with an example from Reconstruction. Florida Imdidgorced to remove to Indian
Territory had been forced to take their slaves witm to Indian Territory. There,
“the negro was set free. There are enough Indigthsnegro blood in their veins
now.” She seethed, “Then, too, the negro is imtredangerous! Think of this and
grind your teeth! A negro physiciasiemployed at one Indian reservation and at a
numberof places are negro bosses over boys and gilaltiwin acknowledged that
General Pratt and others rejected her positionsiheiremained adamant, and willing
“to make a protest even if | must do it alon&.”

Besides debates on racial uplift, discussion dfditizenship rights
necessitated an evaluation of the federal Indiarc&tibn system. General Richard
H. Pratt’s imprint upon Indian education remainetct during the life of the SAI.
He had presided over the construction of a natibwiin education system, starting
with Carlisle, but the Commissioner of Indian Afiaisensitive to Pratt’s stalwart
supporters, fired him in mid-June 1904. Only thenth before, Pratt had addressed
the New York Ministers’ Conference where he cafl@dthe “complete destruction of
the Indian Bureau.” The office, instrumental itareling civilization and citizenship,
isolated Indians on bleak reservations. In orddully assimilation, and therefore
save themselves, he declared, “THEY MUST GET INTRETSWIM OF

AMERICAN CITIZENSHIP. They must feel the touch dafger day until they

178 Marie L. B. Baldwin to ACP, November 18, 1913, SAI Paper
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become saturated with the spirit of it, and thusobee equal to it”” And the worst
betrayal of individual Indian progress was, in Psagstimation, an educated Indian’s
decision to return to the reservation.

Whereas Pratt called it, “going back to the blayikeéarker saw the rejection
of white civilization differently. In a plaintivetter to Oliver Lamere (Winnebago),
Parker explained what he hoped this leader of éyete religion in Nebraska would
model to all Americans, “I wanted you to show ttreg Indian cannot always remain
in the ‘old ways’ and expect to live in either itbadr mind and that in order to get
along, or as we say, to compete with the white rharmmust learn the same ways that
the white man learns in business, in mind andlithalactivities of life. The Indian
who learns these things is just as good an Indiam lwes forever in his tent without
progressing ™

Parker supported the provision of education beybedudiments and
vocational training; without full access to a saducation, Indians would enter the
civic body unprepared for its demands. In a ldtiea distraught mother, he
counseled both her and her son, who was homesitkunerable to consumption.
Ms. Hale wanted her son to return from Genoa In@ieimool and attend day school
near their home in Mayetta, Kansas. Parker resgbadth encouragement, “When
Louis returns next year he ought to be able togudbat is best for him. He has a
whole life before him and must learn a great deladiis to get along as well as the
smartest white people that live around you. A gowahy white people go to school

for 20 years and when they get through they are tabtlo a great many things and

7 adams, 323, quoted froRed Man and HelpeMay 13 1904, vol. 1, 4.
178 ACP to Oliver Lamere, September 24, 1913, SAI Papers.
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make a good deal of money. Our Indian boys arld giust get the same idea in
their heads, if they are to be successftil.”

Parker did share his deep misgivings about thatgualindian education
with Roe Cloud. Showy pronouncements about theesscof Indian schools rang
hollow to Parker. Appearances were misleading;dndided, and the truth remained
that an emphasis on manual education trumped ltigtheanic standards. “I have a
feeling,” he confided to Roe Cloud, “that the lovade of these schools and the
excessive importance placed upon manual laborltsefsom a concealed opinion of
the inherent incapacity of the Indian and his iioiéty intellectually.” Another
dilemma faced Indians who left the boarding schémisvhite public schools and
universities: persistent prejudit@.

Privately, Roe Cloud loathed Pratt and his edungtalicies. In a letter to his
adoptive mother, he described Pratt as “a venorameure,” “selfishly egotistical,”
and “absolutely without the Christ vision.” Unlik&arlos Montezuma, Roe Cloud
believed Pratt merelgosedas the “greatest friend” of the Indians. He hexdered a
disservice to Carlisle students by limiting thedueation to the eighth grade, but
more importantly, by instilling prejudices againsissionaries. Even four of “his best
Carlisle products,” two actively involved in the EAad marriages that ended in the
immorality of divorce, Roe Cloud railed. He alsmiied to Carlisle’s declining
reputation in the years following Pratt’s dismisshHlistorian David Wallace Adams
described the deterioration of conditions at thgghip Indian school in 1913 to the

point that over 250 students signed a petition@stjug an official federal

19 ACP to Mrs. Joe Hale (Meough-Kah) of Mayetta, Kansas, Noee¥, 1915, SAl Papers.
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investigation. Secretary of the Interior, Frankleme, responded within a few
months and found gross mismanagement under sugredigtit Moses Friedman.
Cato Sells, then Commissioner of Indian Affairsedi Friedman and others left for
different employment*

Charles Daganett, still employed at the Indian Bureised his access to
monitor the content of public school texts as tadgiressed Native people. He
alerted Parker to the need for reform of publicosthnistory textbooks. In his view,
they misrepresented the history of Native Americade cited one example from a
text that described the Indian as a barbarianvagsand a concluding remark,
“Such the Indian was three hundred years ago actutselis today.” Daganett called
this version of history ridiculous and untrue. tgped the upcoming annual
conference might discuss the issue and ask theRfiesident of Education to rectify
these mistake?

The Executive members found themselves buried vend@valanche of
requests and demands. Parker, operating out offige in the capital, depended
upon a skeletal staff to manage the correspondédbespite early warning signs of
over-extension, in 1913 the SAI launched a pubboatalled theQuarterly Journal
Conscientiously inclusive of diverse views, theaxee council wanted a
respectable, professional journal that would gaSAI credibility. Yet Parker, as

its first editor, stressed that the publication ldoavoid onelndian voice. Instead, he

¥enry Roe Cloud to Mary Roe, February 9, 1915, RFRys] 323-325; Adams found three
specific areas upon which the investigation at Carlisle ftu§riedman’s competency, the athletic
program, and corporal punishment. But Roe Cloud leeatealdditionally troubling charge in his
letter to his mother: “Girls were bearing children on bémgd with child at Carlisle before last
summer’s upheaval.”

182 Charles Daganett to ACP, June 30, 1914, SAI Papers.
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called for a multiplicity so it could act as a fardor dignified debate, for “serious
study and for preservation.” The SAI rejected oesbility for or endorsement of
opinions published in the journal. He cautionembers, “The Society may even be
opposed to the ideas expressed, but it does notof@aesent them for study and
debate. The Society is only responsible for thecaments of its Annual Conferences
and for the actions of its Executive Council. Tpenions of a member, of a writer,
of an officer, of the editor, are individual opin®that do not in any sense bind the
Society to follow or uphold!* In an attempt to be fair-minded, Parker’s rhetori
once put into practice, left the SAI open to neseding conflict. He wanted unified
efforts for full citizenship, and yet divergenceagfinion on the correct route to that
end. This was much to ask from the first genenatibindian intellectuals and
activists, as well as white supporters and thertddmpvernment.

The annual conferences functioned in tandem wiljdbrnal. Often,
speeches from the conferences, from Lake Mohorikpanate addresses from
members reappeared in print. In writing and thfopgblic gatherings, Parker hoped
to convince white Americans that Indians, far freamishing, were “a coming race.”
They had retained Indian identities, “in blood|agalty, and in ability to make the
country wonder even yet what the red skins aregyrdo next.” He expressed this
position in a letter to the governor of Coloradba&M. Ammons, with future plans
to convene an SAl annual conference in the staigns of assimilation abound as
Indians entered politics, law, medicine, the clegprence, and news reporting, yet,
he insisted, “We are red men still, even thoughwase plucked the feathers from our

war bonnets and are using them for pens. Thesbattine has shifted and the contest

183 Arthur C. ParkerQuarterly Journal October — December 1914, 250-251.
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becomes one of brain and wit. We have the capaaiythe ability when opportunity
is afforded. It has not helped to prod and pamniperace. We are here to do and
achieve, not merely to mourn the years gone byr @aorado boost a conference of
men with such ideas?* The answer was yes. That October the SAIl held it
conference in Denver, but under a dark cloud, hihger of fissures within the
organization.

Parker proposed its theme, “What the Indian Caridddlimself.” A self-
help theme predicated on Indians generating salsitio the myriad problems of
assimilation would allow Indians to demonstratdrthbility to assess their condition
in a spirit of reform. Perhaps in an effort toadexlit the critics who accused the SAl
of being under the influence of the Indian Burdarker expressed his vision to
Montezuma, “We have been talking long enough abdnat the Government and
what somebody else cando forus ... .”

Despite his best efforts to attract and retain thioased Indian attendance,
Parker’s decision to hold the conference in Demdienated two key supporters of
the organization. Pratt broke ties with the SAdduese he believed its presence in
Denver indicated support of Buffalo Bill's Wild WeeShow scheduled to perform in
1915. Colorado planned a “pageant” or “last gramancil” as a tribute to the
American West and the romantic ideas associatdditvitPratt abhorred the Wild
West shows as a disgraceful exploitation of India@ensitive to Pratt’s powerful
connections, Parker wrote Montezuma two monthsrbefte conference and pled his
case. Parker found Pratt to doctrinaire andtiazery. Parker attempted to counter

Pratt’s curt letter of renunciation: “l sent lehgtprotestations to the Governor of the

184 ACP to Hon. Elias M. Ammons, March 28, 1913, SAI Papers
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state and mayor of the city and president of treerdber of [commerce] telling them
that the time had come when the dignity of thedndshould be upheld and that he no
longer be forced to become a cigar store signttactcustomers for somebody
else.”® In a blunt response to Parker, Carlos Montezueaatiy agreed with Pratt.
Montezuma suspected the SAI was being “hoodwinkeatti promises that their
presence in the “pageant” served to educate thiecpard uplift the Indians. He
derisively dismissed the offer from Colorado asladian show, simply a breeder of
immorality and degeneracy to the Indians who part&dk Unpersuaded, he
boycotted the conference.

One active SAl member sensed the discord and aratere comprehensive
assessment to the Secretary-Treasurer. J. N.\BittiHa Tuscarora anthropologist
and linguist who worked in the Smithsonian’s Bured&merican Ethnology, found
the Executive Council and the Advisory Board “pgzald by a depressing lack of
harmony and disinterestedness.” Since the engedinst conference, outright
hostility and bitterness barred any effective atiig the Council wanted to
undertake. Hewitt worried the internecine fightneglected poorly on the image of
self-sufficient, accomplished Indians and theirazagy to work together. The SAl
Executive Council envisioned itself the model fodiens who needed guidance
through the assimilation process. Despite the bigdlity of SAI publications, in
Hewitt’'s view, they possessed “little practicalwaland use to the unlettered Indian
who most needs the protection and guidance atithésin adjusting himself to the

condition of modern civilization.”

185 ACP to Montezuma, August 14, 1913, SAI Papers.
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Hewitt went even further to charge that Shermanli@ge’'s presidency—a
“microbe of intertia”--had produced negligible résuhis leadership, or lack thereof,
allowed the current disunity to flourish unabatéte pointed to Coolidge’s letter to
President Taft issued at the second annual corder@mnan example, claiming
Coolidge had reduced it to “a masterpiece of aism&dort and bumptious
flapdoodle.” Hewitt found it lacking in any “spécievils and wrongs for which its
advocates definite remedies.” Even worse, theee®A\l agenda appeared vague and
marred by “milk and water appeals to the canorebstract justice.” Lack of focus,
petty bickering, and ineffectual leadership, batlthe presidency and the Executive
Council, rendered the SAl incapable of constructinek *#’

Parker responded with an initial confession thatde, had doubts about the
SAI. He also supported Hewitt’s indictment of theecutive Council, both for its
back-stabbing conduct toward one another and foows charges of personal and
professional misdeeds. Parker himself helpedeseitls, allotments, patent fees,
complaints against Indian agents and superinteadértie larger goal of full
citizenship receded as the more pressing issudad@ns absorbed the SAI's time
and energy. Exasperated, Parker declared, “Thebaesinip, at large, is absolutely
ignorant of the immense amount of work which cofnes seeking to adjust these

differences between Indians and superintendéfits.”

187 J.E.B. Hewitt to ACP, August 25, 1913, SAI Papers.

188 ACP to John N. B. Hewitt, August 30, 1913, SAI Bap Parker also did not remind Hewitt that the
year before, he had received a personal letter from PreJid&nThe response, reprinted in the
Quarterly Journalin 1914, addressed the issue of citizenship for Indianwasduals, instead of as
members of a race. Taft conceded that Indians were “entitieddice” in federal Indian policy. He
also noted that Indian assimilation as “individuals i body politic” would accelerate over time.
Therefore, citizen Indians should embrace “obligations andelbstdnstead of merely the benefits of
citizenship. See William Howard Taft to ACP, 1912, nefmil in theQuarterly Journa) July-
September 1914, vol. 11, no. 3, 196, SAIl Papers.
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The internal discussion of challenges that threstea rend the organization
appeared in print two years later, this time frame of the most well known Native
Americans in the United States. SAlI member Chdtkesstman kept a respectable
distance from the organization. His 1915 boidke Indian Todayoffered a critique
of SAl goals. Generally, Indians had not beeaifted” to work in harmony.
Therefore, when progressive Indians struggled ovganizational principles and
projects, the way was unclear. He wondered if3Aéshould focus on fraud cases,
creation of “racial pride and ambition,” Indian ybucongressional lobbying, or
“intensive work among our people, looking espegitdward their moral and social
welfare.” Eastman favored the latter, and this mayvhy he maintained a
respectable distance from the SAI because of ifghasis on “governmental
affairs.”®® Influential members were also his intellectuatnse such as Carlos
Montezuma and Gertrude Bonnin. He was a writegrator, but not a politician.

He was, however, hopeful the journal would prowide foundation for a pan-Indian
movement?

Ideologically, Eastman counted himself a membehefprogressive Indian
movement, with its emphasis on full citizenship fative Americans. His 1915
publication provided a meditation on Indian citigbip, assimilation, and leadership.
The aim of his book, he wrote, was “to set forth fpinesent status and outlook of the
North American Indian,” who was in one sense a isfaing race,” yet in the midst of

transition. The race was also “a thoroughly pregiee one, increasing in numbers

189 EastmanThe Indian To-Day132-133.
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and vitality, and awakening to the demands of a lifew/'** The gradualist approach
to citizenship, once the Burke Act of 1906 modifted allotment process, and
consequently a general path to citizenship, neaddédar, legal process delineated by
Congress. Eastman endorsed Dr. McKenzie’s propasath entailed four phases of
diminishing “paternal control”: first, tribal wardecond, allotted ward; third, citizen
ward; and fourth, full citizer??

The “new Indian” that Eastman envisioned, as hegeed himself to be,
were of “the thinking and advanced class of Indianiso possessed no bitterness or
pessimism. They recognized that Indians had tptadaorder to survive. Inthe U.S.
“absolute distinctions,” that is, a separate Ingahtical identity, was unsustainable
“under the American flag.” However, religion an@c¢ial codes,” which he failed to
explicate, could be retained if compatible with Bpa good.” Finally, entrance into
citizenship should be voluntary instead of compyls¥

Roe Cloud wondered about the future of Indian lestdp too. In a
November article entitled “The North American Indiaf Today,” he classified
contemporary Indians into three categories. Tis¢ group, mostly old Indians, “live
in the old days,” and direct their spiritual lilmtard the maintenance of “the old
spirit worship.” The second, constituting thousanfleducated Indians, were
dissatisfied with the traditionalist approach. Thied group, “the out-and-out
Christian Indians,” worked with missions and otféwistian students. Of these, Roe
Cloud asked, “What group will lead them out of theswildering transition period and

place them as strong men and women among the chossn?” He rejected the
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traditionalists: “We cannot stay the tide of azaltion in order to give the Indian
religion its native atmosphere. To go back todliedays is unthinkable.” Education
alone was also insufficient. Disease, bad legsiatind corruption contained, at
their core, a moral crisis. Regeneration of thaidn race and fulfillment of a
“glorious future” were possible only through “theegcise of a strenuous morality
inspired by faith in God.” Roe Cloud credited Ghianity for the progress Indians
had made. In place of the Great Spirit, Indiargs ten given Christ!

Echoing the theme of citizenship, theurnal carried a reprint of Roe Cloud’s
October address at the Lake Mohonk Conference sptiech, “Education of the
American Indian,” defined Indian citizenship asdshg the responsibilities, as well
as the opportunities, of this great Republic.” ststements contained references to
numerous progressive reform issues such as trovdletibons between labor and
capital, railroad strikes, immigration and city gestion, political power in the hands
of “bosses,” overseas war, and alcoholism. Bugtieatest problem the country faced
was race prejudice. He posed the question, “Isrikadruly to be the ‘melting pot’
of the nations?” Only fair opportunities for aitizens could translate into the
actualization of this national image. For IndiaRege Cloud reiterated that the
Indians’ legal status blocked their opportuniti®ardship and citizenship stood in
direct contradiction?

Parker attempted to explain the necessity of ¢cishg to Chief Joe Moses, a

Native leader among the Yakima on their reservatiGhief Moses must have

% Henry Roe Cloud, “The North American Indian of To-Day, idmber 1913, 491-493, published
article, RFP.

1% Henry Roe Cloud, “Education of the American Indian,” repointake Mohonk address in
Quarterly Journa) July-September 1914, vol. Il, no. 3, 203-205.
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expressed concern over allotment and water rigitause Parker tried to assure him,
“We are still interested in your case,” but nothoauld stop federal plans to divide
the reservations, sell surplus land, and gradumadlite Indians citizens. Expressions
of Indians’ power must come via citizenship. Helaxed, “The Indian has nothing
to say in the matter according to the GovernmehVashington and the Indian will
never have anything to say about his own affaitd hea becomes a citizen and tax
payer and a voter.” “Old times have passed awRgrker counseled more gently,
and “new things must come for you as well as fbraales of people.” Indians must
join or expect to live in the margins of Americanic life. “It is too bad perhaps, to
let the old things go, but just as you and | musamdifferent clothes in winter than
in the hot summer time, so must the old Indians\gkaheir ways and habits when a
different civilization comes to rule the worl&#”Parker, both pragmatic and
sympathetic, had reconciled himself to the ascerydahwhite power in the United
States. He recognized the growing world prominearidbe U.S. and attributed his
personal success to reconciliation with that npalRarker preserved an Indian
identity through his professional work in ethnolagyd political activism, but
increasingly the demands, financial, physical, ambtional, began to wear on him
by 1914.

Less than one month before the fourth annual center in Madison,
Wisconsin, two key members of the SAI resignedar@s Daganett, the highest-
ranking Indian employee in the Indian Bureau, anda&RLaFlesche, departed.
Daganett cited the discrimination against Indianmgavernment service as his reason.

The SAl, afflicted by sectarian disputes, partipatitics, and hostility toward Indian

19% ACP to Chief Jo Moses, December 21, 1914, SAI Papers.
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Bureau employees betrayed the “broad, construtities” of the Indian reform
movement? In a hasty letter to Fayette McKenzie, Arthurkea apprised him of
the latest disasters, including large organizatideat. Parker, unable to attend the
conference, hoped McKenzie would attend. His presgParker hoped, might steer
the program away from a “purposeless program” l&fwathout action or results.
That same day, Parker also wrote Sherman Coolifgbausted, overworked, and
underpaid, he planned to resign, too. “As for nifyske closed, “I feel that my time
has come to retire. It is not best for me to curgi My interest is intense and my
loyalty to our ideals will not waver?®

At the end of the year, the SAI appeared to stahiliParker agreed to stay on
as Secretary-Treasurer and editor of@uarterly Journal He signed a memorial to
President Woodrow Wilson, whose contents were agugen at the fourth annual
conference. Th®uarterly Journalcontained a diversity of perspectives on Native
issues. Both the memorial and the journal calledie immediate remedy to the
Indian’s anomalous legal status. The memorialaioed two requests. First, the
signatories asked that the President and Congoes®ie a three-member
commission to recommend a code of Indian law, thaking it possible for Native
people to have a definitive civic status in coumd @n the nation. Second, the SAl
wanted the Court of Claims to receive jurisdictaxer all Indian claims against the
government. The final resolution regarding theacstatus of Indians and the
settlement of their property disputes with the fatlgovernment meant the end of

barriers to “race development.” The SAl imploredsdh to pressure Congress for
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reform. Remedies in citizenship and property wessential to release us from
enforced wardship, dependence and consequent daggne . . We ask for nothing
which is incompatible with the duties, responsii@ and rights of American
citizenship.™®

Montezuma had been absent from the fourth annudiéoence, just as he had
been the previous year. Parker still recognizeditictor’'s prominence in the Indian
reform movement. In the last issue of the 1914 BAtnal, Montezuma laid out his
complaints in his characteristically uncompromispngse. Still aligned with Pratt,
Montezuma rejected the idea of separate Indiansodsh He loathed the Indian
Bureau and the oppressiveness its policies engethd&ominating government for
our people has reached its climax. It seems tha&tdian cannot speak to or for his
people without being suspicioned.” The Indian Bureepresented everything wrong
with federal Indian policy; it must be destroyedtaad of supported as
“commercialism,” or capitalist interests in collosiwith the Bureau, depleted natural
resources on reservations. Montezuma called updians to act in their own self-
interests. “My Indian friends, it seems that weéhao voice in our affairs. It seems
that all we can do is to sit there like dummies ae€ our property fade away and
wonder what next.” The forests, water for irrigati and minerals dwindled.
Montezuma urgently called for the SAI to act: 6lir Society is going to amount to
anything do you not think we out in some way stapdor our people? As the
Society of American Indians, it is our duty to mctand aid in some way, to stop
these wholesale smuggling away of our people’sgntgp Can you imagine any

other race allowing this without their consent?”

199 “Memorial to the President of the United States,” DecembetdD4, SAl Papers.
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Montezuma invoked the Progressive Era spirit adnafand faith in the
public’s desire for just and moral government pebdbacked by action. The SAI's
efforts should catalyze public censure, perhapdasino that which Helen Hunt
Jackson’s writing evoked. “If we are progressioedur peoples’ interests, we must
be the first one to voice it; se must first sthd tvave of public sentiment throughout
the breadth and length of the country; we mustugtirighteous indignation and we
must make the first move to abolish the Indian Bur'om the face of the earth; not
until then shall we be perfectly free. [W]e mught out our own salvatior?®

The doctor believed in radical self-help and cessaif dependency upon the
federal government. Indians had to change and foudhderal Indian law to
accommodate that change. “To a great extenotiigault because we have taken no
interest, no thought and no consideration to chamgeto look around to be really
free. We Indians must let loose from these ththgs cause us to be separate from
the laws and rules that other races enjoy. Itdslasion to think that we are free
when we are reservation Indians and governed bintlian Bureau.” The
reservation, symbolic of Indians’ separatenessimfiediority to whites, blocked
advancement of the race. “Being caged up andernmtifted to develop our faculties
has made us a dependent race. We are looked sgmpeless to save and as
hopeless to do anything for ourselves.” Insteaksignation to oblivion,

Montezuma calls for Indians to “get out of it angstie,” just as other races had done

worldwide2*
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Parker found Montezuma’s position dogmatic and jatene. Still on friendly
terms, he wrote to the doctor in April 1915, comedtto maintaining a substantive
connection between the organization and the mdstment critic of the Indian
Bureau beside Pratt. Each SAI annual conferendehaimbrella topic, and for the
upcoming one Montezuma suggested “Freedom of e’ Tentatively, Parker
approved, “[T]he Indian can only become free frasmgresent unhappy environment
through adequate education and through a traihiagwill give those that are now
uneducated the mental and business equipment tpatett He also slipped in a
small reference to the Indian Bureau, “We can ctbeebooks of the Nation and
abolish the Indian Bureau when the government bifiiéd its obligation in the way
of treaties, trust funds and other contracts.”kBarand many other SAl members,
wanted allotment settled, as well as other legdibim matters, through the Court of
Claims. His contact in the Bureau, Assistant Cossmner Merritt supported this
platform. Congressional opposition, not the Burgmsed the obstacle to refofth.

Three days later, Parker composed a three-page tetCommissioner Sells
on the matter. He asked Sells to push Congressdefinitive legal status for Native
Americans. Were “non-competent Indians” eligilbeoecome “potential citizens,” or
destined to remain “permanent wards,” he askedPdr&er, the two conditions were
incompatible. Indian assimilation through congi@sal action would bring Indians
“into complete citizenship and absorption into tioely politic” so that “a definite
goal would be ahead and the ideas of the pastdlotit forever.” Indians then
currently “living as wards and in the tribal stateduld have opportunities as voters

and taxpayers, and their lives in an “ancient ctbmali would prove less appealing.

202 ACP to Carlos Montezuma, April 7, 1915, SAI Papers.
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He submitted a similar request for clarity and aesgional action to Secretary of
Interior, Franklin Lan€® The SAI created a medium for Indian voices, but a
corresponding response backed by action failedatenalize. J. N. B. Hewitt's
criticism proved accurate.

The year 1916 was a turning point for the orgaropat Gertrude Bonnin,
whose self-given Native name was Zitkala-Sa, joittedorganization, along with her
husband, as members. At the annual conferenceahelected Secretary while her
organization nemesis, Mary Baldwin, served as Tneas Their acrimonious rivalry
over duties and finances absorbed Parker’'s eneigibe point of exasperation. He
held the office of President for the first time arehan to publish his editorials in his
Native name. The journal, renamedli&® American Indian Magazinshared the
national Native press with a rival publicatiMiassajaowned and edited by Carlos
Montezuma. Tired of the timidity with which the S&ddressed Indian Bureau
mismanagement of Indian affairs, the doctor taddnes message to one issue, unlike
the SAl's approach, which allowed as many educhtd@dns as possible into the
debate. Montezuma wrote polemics while Megazinestrove for restraint and
moderate reform.

The most active members of the executive committe@ spoke openly
against the use of peyote. This issue would furfidedionalize the organization as
less militant members tolerated and even partiegbat its use, particularly in
Oklahoma when the Native American Church was folgmaiganized in 1918.

Within the span of two years, 1916-1918, the onlgesive binding the SAI together

203 ACP to Honorable Cato Sells, April 10, 1915, SAI PapACP to Hon. Franklin K. Lane, April 14,
1915, SAI Papers.
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was overwhelming support for Indian enlistmenthia military to fight in World War
I. It would surely provide an avenue, they and ynatther prominent Progressives
believed, to full citizenship, especially suffragghts. U.S. entrance into the Great
War altered the Indian reform movement, as wethadarger Progressive reforms
and, significant to the SAI, placed pressure ongtess to redraw the boundaries of

citizenship.
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Chapter Four
“Making Democracy Safe for the Indian”:
World War | and the Demise of the SAI, 1916-1923
‘Il am an Indian; and while | have learned much framilization, for which | am
grateful, | have never lost my Indian sense oftragid justice. | am for development

and progress along social and spiritual lines eratiman those of commerce,
nationalism, or material efficiency.

Nevertheless, as long as | live, | am an American.”
--Charles Eastman, ifrom the Deep Woods to Civilizatiobh91 7%

Throughout 1916 the Society of American Indiansfiaonted challenges
which were the direct result of federal assimilapmlicies. Indians found
themselves trapped in a nebulous civic statusdiatanded reform. The SAI
believed Indians were most vulnerable at the palitand legal levels. Politically
speaking, Indians needed the right to vote anadstll citizens who would both
demonstrate an active allegiance to the natioradiad-reaching commitment to
Native self-help initiatives. In legal terms, fedeindian law continued to be
confusing, rife with problems related mostly todditles and treaty rights. The
Indian Bureau, responsible for administering Indaffiairs, was often the subject of
heated debate from with the Society. From itsptioa the SAl wrangled with how
close it should be aligned with the Indian Bureaihout risking its credibility in the
eyes of Indians who feared political cronyism aadaption.

The organization’s efforts to remain nonpartisaringheir words, “above
politics,” was naive, a reflection of political xgerience and of Progressive idealism.
The SAl leadership also maintained a vision of Watitizenship steeped in

Progressive Era rhetoric and sentiment that definedoundaries of SAl influence.

24 Charles A. Eastmaifrom the Deep Woods to Civilizatioh44-145.
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In other words, the influence of the Progressivereneent underwent a
transformation when the U.S. entered World Warraification in which
prominent white progressives endorsed the war tedfiter bitter in-fighting and
public recriminations. The SAI experienced a conitant struggle over support for
the war effort, peyote use in religious ritualg tutreach of the SAI, and the
existence of the Indian Bureau.

A definitive legal status for Indians remained thest important
organizational goal, and took on greater signifoagaduring America’s participation
in World War I. In 1916, before the United Stag¢etered the war, Arthur C. Parker
detected a political opening to make the casenfdiah citizenship. The tone of the
American Indian Magazineyith Parker as editor, changed to include more
militaristic rhetoric. Playing on the stereotyddraians as warriors, one of his
articles from the January-March edition carriedtttie “Wanneh: The American
Indian as a Warrior.” The article began with d &@ Americans to recognize their
own hypocrisy when they criticized Europeans falafions of treaty and individual
rights. Parker wrote, “What is American to stamgotent and horrified, to talk of
‘scraps of paper’ and the ‘rights of a weaker pe@lWhat an assumption of virtue
for America to condemn Europeans for violationgreéties and for invasion!” As he
had done in a past issue, Parker invoked Chief IPéiehlynn as an example of
successful Native assimilation. He recounted &stant from Pitchlynn which
proclaimed, “Let all men then know the value of ted man as a citizen, as a soldier,

as an American.” In Parker’s view, Indians wouldays exhibit the masculine traits
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of a soldier who fought for both the survival oéttace and of the “land God gave
them.”®®

Parker also used World War | to highlight the Imisareadiness to fight as an
American soldier. He stressed Indian preparedioesgar with the example of
boarding schools. Their use of military drills istregimentation of the day, and
discipline created “the best drilled and best pregdoys in the United States.” In
addition, Parker said, “Every man of them is an smlofficer who may some day be
called upon. The Indians are loyal Americans &y tare prepared.” Parker then
touched upon the stereotype of Indian as “savaffecomparison to Europeans, the
Indian’s ancestor was “at times very mildly a saagHe concluded that the degree
of carnage through use of new “death dealing madiirevealed the contemporary
European as “the real savag®.” Parker’s position on Indian men fighting in Wbrl
War | indicated his deeper belief in their readgs full citizenship. “A potential
citizen ought to manifest a spirit of loyalty araberness since he is to become a
citizen, or he should absolutely refuse that citstep. If the potential Indian Citizen
won't fight for the flag neither will he when higtizenship matures into actuality,” he
concluded®” The magazine also included an excerpt from Sagref the Interior
Lane to the Parker. Lane noted the SAI's supmorhis agenda to preserve in
Indians their self-respect at the same time hesasad their self-confidence.

Sounding an optimistic note, Lane found Indiansemessponsive to federal efforts to

205 Gawasa Wanneh (Seneca), “ ‘Wanneh’ The American Indian as Wa#Aioerican Indian
Magazine January-March 1916, 27.

% bid, 26.

297 ACP to Philip Gordon, April 26, 1917, SAI Papers.
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change them from “a class of dependents” duringreo@ of transition. Indians
needed a set Indian policy as the foundation feir thwn progres¥®?

Parker situated Lane’s statements in the pagesdbb&wrote his own
critique of federal Indian policy entitled “Parkefhe Indian and the Government.”
He structured the two articles as if they wereahodjue on an issue, which reflected
his desire for structured and informed debated.aof congressional plenary
power over Indian affairs, Parker called upon Cessgito provide a “careful and
wise” definition of Native Americans’ legal statu¥he confusion made it nearly
impossible for Native Americans to understand tbain political position. Also, the
workings of the Indian Bureau continued withouhsparency. Native Americans
found themselves at the mercy of a bureaucracywssg unable to understand. The
Bureau in particular failed to acknowledge it wasaintable to the people it claimed
to serve. Parker linked this lack of accountaptiit the problem of Native
citizenship. He proclaimed in capital letters: €Timdian Department ought never to
forget that the making of citizens who are intahg men and women and who shall
be responsive to all the necessities and demantie @ige, is its chief function.”
Indians needed full knowledge of federal Indiangoko they could act in their best
interests. Parker saw this as a basic right Irsdgnssessed so the Bureau could
achieve the results it said it desired: “equitiy@ation, and good citizenship.”
Parker attached a footnote stating he believed Gssiomer of Indian Affairs Sells

was working toward these godls.

208 Franklin Lane, “Secretary Lane to the Editokrherican Indian Magazinelan-March 1916, 37.
209 Arthur C. Parker, “Parker: The Indian and the Governrhehmerican Indian Magazindanuary-
March 1916, 41.
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Parker’s colleague, Carlos Montezuma, also expdessefidence in the
ability of Native Americans to adapt to modern.lifiem a transcript of a speech before
the lllinois Woman'’s Press Association, he discds3de Indian of Tomorrow.” He
covered the arc of human civilization and cautiotied Indians should forget the
horrible past, their near annihilation. Using llweguage of evolutionary theory, he
believed Indians were in a process of transformdtiom a “lower and insignificant
plane of existence to a higher and more potentrspifdife.” Indian communities
lacked the “social organization of civilized lifeMe catalogued the list for marks of
civilization missing: schools, churches, courtssgns, hospitals, asylums, saloons,
teachers, judges, lawyers, doctors, books, readinting, and education.
Consequently, the Indian, “though he was an adupipearance, he was mentally a
child.” Montezuma challenged individual Indiansctampete with other men for the
privileges of civilization. “There is no reasonwhe should be housed and nursed.”
He spoke of racial uplift: “Indians must becomeittown emancipators. There is
none to carry the burden for the”"TheAmerican Indian Magazinearried an
optimistic tone and indicated the SAI and fedefitials who shaped Indian policy
were in agreement on assimilation.

Indian self-help had its limits though. An exampfeParker’s position
appeared in his March letter regarding a propodenhiCongress for Indians to elect
their own superintendents. Reservation Indiankjsrview, were incapable of
“knowing the character and ability of” candidatesi de feared the influence of

“local interests” in the selection process. Betiteallow the federal government to

219 carolos Montezuma, “The Indian of Tomorrow,” undated, 3&értrude and Raymond Bonnin
Collection. Harold B. Lee Library. Department of Speciallé€ttions and Manuscripts. Brigham
Young University. Provo, UT (hereafter Bonnin Collecjion
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appoint the superintendents than leave those positiulnerable to Indians’
inexperience with reservation management and lmmalption, particularly if
collusion between “commercial interests” and poitns occurred! One local
Native man held similar concerns about no federalsight of Indian policies.
Nahwats (through his interpreter, Howard Whitewalfpte Henry Roe Cloud that
same month about the vulnerability of Indians. Wats placed himself among
“older Indians” who could not look after their owaffairs nor “compete with the
ways of civilization.” He rejected the bill alscemtioned in Parker’s letter and
implored Roe Cloud and the SAI to look after Indiaterests. Yet Nahwats said he
did not want dependency, but assistance simildraba war veteran might receive
such as a home and advice on business mé&fters.

The Society’s executive officers differed more fregtly about the locus of
its reform efforts. Would they focus on nationabfic opinion at an intellectual
level, as Parker preferred; at the congressional,Isimilar to an interest group
making statements on Indian policy; or at the ldea¢l in Indian communities and
on reservations? Parker’s preference reflectedwisstrengths as a writer, a
consensus-builder, and an educated professiortahefend of March Fayette
McKenzie received a despondent letter from Thontear who, as Vice President
on Legislation for the SAI, recognized the dispargbproaches existed. Feeling
alienated from Parker and Sherman Coolidge, Sloamptained his position was an
empty post. He also believed the leadership irBihkelacked proper guidance from

its members. Contact with Congress appearedalriticsafeguarding the welfare of

?'* ACP to Hon. Moses E. Clapp, March 13, 1916, SAI Papers.
212 Natwats (dictated to Howard Whitewolf) to Henry Roe Cloiarch 27, 1916, SAl Papers.
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Indians and Sloan expressed a desire for moreeactinmunication with various
congressional committees on Native issues. HeQolalidge that his “greatest
delight” would be the abolition of the Indian Buvedut the political realities
indicated to him that the discontent on reservatio@eded addressing. The Indian
Bureau’s obsolescence was a long-term goal thaMesupport, but short-term
remedies also needed tendiffgTwo months later Sloan still hungered for more
activism from the SAl. Whereas Parker’s approachained eschewed
confrontation, Sloan pushed Parker for more actass talk: “We cannot be an
Indian Society and be neutral, we must be eithethi® Indian or the Indian Bureau.
It is past the time for generalities. It is tinog &ction.” Sloan called for a vision for
the SAI, which he believed was missing from theaoigation’*

Parker resisted Sloan’s arguments. He wrote Sheoalidge five days
after receipt of Sloan’s letter, and again rejet¢kedidea that reservation Indians were
entirely capable of managing their own reservatiodPkns for the annual conference
were underway and Parker opposed holding it orear a reservation.
“Unfortunately,” he wrote, “not all of our Indiarepple are thoroughly educated or
thoroughly posted and they are frequently decenanly by unscrupulous white
people but by Indians and mixed bloods lookingtfiasiness and sometimes a
business interest so warps a man’s judgment ifltevireg that he is honest when he
is not.”®** Paternalism permeated federal Indian policy, éadresence in Parker's

philosophy of Indian uplift revealed his own gralistebent.

Z3Thomas L. Sloan to Henry Roe Cloud, March 13, 191®.RF
Z“Thomas L. Sloan to ACP, May 6, 1916, SAl Papers.
215 ACP to Rev. Sherman Coolidge, May 11, 1916, SAI Papers.
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Yet Parker shared Sloan’s concerns about the ¢ondit the organization,
even if they disagreed on strategy. A month belRyesident Wilson asked Congress
for a declaration of war against Germany, Parkeseaked his disappointment at the
condition of the SAI. Describing himself as discaged and “at low pressure,” he
reached out to his confidant and fellow reformérer@an Coolidge, and expressed
his dismay. Parker concluded that funding no lomyésted to support the magazine,
in many ways his beloved vehicle for intellectusicdurse on Native activism. In
addition, he described the organization as an fustied experiment,” entertaining
the possibility that it was near the end. The &gcihe reflected, had been “too
optimistic and trustful of dangerous elements,”athie did not nam@¢ He
elaborated somewhat on his concerns in a lett@ettrude Bonnin a few days later.
His health was poor and his “brain power” sappeleasat buried under office work.
He alluded to dissention among the organizatiod,varote, “We must be broader
than politics, above suspicion of the treacherguwfindian brothers and sisters in the
service of the government and Christian withouhfehe least sectariaf”

Internal disputes and burnout aside, financiaixrsmained the most
pressing matter within the organization. The SAésources continued to dwindle
under the management of Marie Baldwin, whom Bonhm@thed and Parker feared
was working to actively undermine the Society. Biarwas convinced Marie
Baldwin was in league with the Bureau. She comgldito Parker, “I do not intend,
if I know it, to trust SAl work to Indian Bureauisg and watch dogs, no matter how

small and insignificant they are. | am awake ®ftct that the Indian Bureau

218 ACP to Rev. and Mrs. Sherman Coolidge, March 7, 19A7 Papers.
27 ACP to Gertrude Bonnin, March 12, 1917, SAl Papers.
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begrudges us any recognition or salary or everritamees. They would like to
make us beggars and hinder us from active worker8AI.”*® “All my various
organizations seem to flourish but he S.A.l. whdralbl love most.” Two factions,
one pro-Bureau and the other anti-Bureau, symhblize “millstones” crushing the
Society, he concluded. Carlos Montezuma proved the most vitriolic of -
Bureau millstones.

Montezuma stepped up his attacks on the Indianduire his own
publication,Wassaja The doctor had grown impatient with the SAl'sdemate
stance on Indian reform, and the monthly newsleg&iected his dissatisfaction. The
aptly titled “Arrow Points” column usually contaithérief criticisms of people or
legislation outside of Montezuma’s ideological pasi. The leading paragraph
stated, “Ex-President Coolidge of the Society ofekitan Indians says that he can be
loyal to the Indian race and at the same time sivwéndian Bureau. WASSAJA
wonders if he serves God and the Devil the same”wdpntezuma was uninterested
in investigative journalism or disciplined inteltaal debate. Instead he hinted at
Indian Bureau conspiracies, graft and corruptidnother item from “Arrow Points”
exemplifies his polemical style: “Rottenness amdorality in our government
schools! The facts? Hidden in the dusty filethefIndian Bureau?® There the
column of diatribes ended. The year 1916 endell witesolved fractures in the
organization. U.S. entrance into World War | temgpidy unified the most active

members.

218 Gertrude Bonnin to ACP, June 2, 1917, SAI Papers.
219 ACP to Gertrude Bonnin, March 27, 1917, SAI Papers.
220\WassajaOctober 1916, vol. 1, no. 7, 1-2.
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In the early months of 1917 the Wilson administratprepared for war. One
of its top priorities was to reshape public opininravor of U.S. participation and,
most controversial, a draft. Based upon the rebealrhistorian Cecelia Elizabeth
O’Leary, one of the defining features of increapattiotism in the public discourse
was “Anglo-conformity.” The debate revolved arouhd seeming incompatibility of
a “melting pot” with a single American identity. n@®'s patriotism became linked
with unquestioning support for the Great War. Taemmittee for Public
Information, formed to feed pro-war propagandah@®American public, successfully
intimidated and suppressed dissenters be thegtkefir the liberal members of the
Progressive movement. O’Leary defined the emertpcial patriotic culture” of
the war years as a period in which national powes an the ascendancy, the
language of nationalism emphasized masculinityadial spirit, and “the imposition
of racialized and anti-radical criteria definedAxyglo superiority and political
intolerance.” Racial issues arose throughout the war effodtivié progressives
were keenly aware of racial stereotypes of Indiaartiors” and used them to bolster
their argument for Indian fitness for military see.

Wilson implemented a domestic policy of war molatinn that directly
affected Native Americans. Its rhetoric emphasigedice to the nation, which
appealed to the SAl's agenda. The President asieiié8ongress on April%to
persuade the representatives to “formally accepsthtus of belligerent.” That
course required a “mobilization of all the materedources of the country.” These

resources included manpower, and the Presiderdréeicthat additional men in the

221 Cecilia Elizabeth O’LearyTo Die For: The Paradox of American Patriotis(Rrinceton:
Princeton University Press, 199987, 242-43.
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armed services for the war effort required “unieef@bility to service.” Historian
David M. Kennedy noted that Wilson directly addeskghe issue of loyalty during
the war effort, especially of those men and wome@arman descent or sympathy.
Disloyalty “will be dealt with with a firm hand okpression,” he cautioned.
Congress erupted in applad&eCongress declared war on April 6, 1917. Thetdraf
was controversial for numerous reasons and caughy mericans by surprise.
Wilson had run for re-election on the slogan “HeKés Out of War,” then
seemingly reversed course. The country’s traditibwolunteering for military
service, as opposed to conscription, and thenpgliggg them overseas, aroused
concern and protest throughout the country.

Lessons from the Civil War shaped the thinkinghaf Wilson administration
members who were in charge of the draft. Secretbwar Baker and Judge
Advocate General Enoch Herbert Crowder had stuttieavar and knew the
disastrous consequences of the Union Army draftitavl/ officers had overseen the
conscription, thus creating a sense of naked fégerer poised against civilians. In
addition, draft riots broke out. Baker, with thédstorical facts in mind, placed
civilians in local administrative control of theaf. Crowder explained that this
policy “put the administration of the draft intcethands of friends and neighbors of
the men to be affected, “a testimony to the “traendcratic doctrine of local self-

government.” This policy, according to Kennedsgyed a “brilliant public relations

222 David M. KennedyQver Here: The First World War and American Soc{dtgw York: Oxford
University Press, 1980), 12-13.
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stroke, deepening the illusion of willing individwservice and community control.”
The Wilson administration engaged in an “appediictipn.”?*

Kennedy’s analysis of Wilson’s war rhetoric fouine tuse of the word
“service” significant because it played upon thsideof Americans to see
themselves as “an exceptionally altruistic natiobh€ading Progressives of the day
like Herbert Croly blended the ideal of individdededom with collective
responsibility for the nation. In 1909 Croly’s WwoFhe Promise of American Life
envisioned “service” to be the end of selfish indipalism and the advent of
“cooperative nationalisn?® Executive leaders within the Society embracearalai
view. The SAI could link its platform with an engent national identity during
wartime and endorse the war effort as a sign ofvamerican patriotism.

Arthur Parker wrote directly to Secretary Bakedury to apprise him of the
SAI’s position on drafting Native men. Parker opénvith an assurance: “Itis the
desire of this organization, the Society of Amemitadians, to cooperate with the
Government in every possible way in the matterssfsiing in military activities?®
Henry Roe Cloud also threw his newly founded Indiahool, the Roe Indian
Institute, behind the war effort. The school’s sis, to train native Christian leaders
from all tribes, meshed well with the moral missfresident Wilson articulated for

the U.S. entrance into the war. Roe Cloud pubtishechool pamphlet entitled “The

23 pid., 150-152.

224 |bid., 152-154; in a letter from Baker to Wilson datedyM., 1917, Baker wrote, “I am exceedingly
anxious to have the registration and selection by draft @@dwnder such circumstances as to create
a strong patriotic feeling and relieve as far as possible #jadice which remains to some extent in
the popular mind against the draft by reason of Civil Ydamories. With this end in view, | am using
a vast number of agencies throughout the country to makiathef registration a festival and

patriotic occasion.” (see ff 15, pg. 150); for the lingefifgcts of the Civil War on popular memory
and leading American figures, see pp. 178-179 in Kennedy.
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Indian: His Part in the National Emergency” tolm#s the many ways Indian could
be of service to the country. They could fill noombat jobs at home and generally
create a “spirit of real Christian brotherhood’pt@vent future war&®

Congress passed the Selective Service Act on Mayal, and Wilson
appointed Crowder to the position of provost madrglkeaeral. His new role was to
develop Selective Service policies and overseedbistration and mobilization of
men into military service. The first draft begandme &, which required all men
between ages twenty-one and thirty-one to repdheo local boards. Crowder and
Commissioner of Indian Affairs Cato Sells discusezispecial circumstances the
draft presented for Native Americans because atgbint, more than one-third of
the total Native population lacked U.S. citizensloply Native men with citizenship,
however, were eligible for the drdft. To confound the issue, many Indians lived in
remote locations and others spoke English podrbt, all. Crowder gave the BIA the
task of registering Indian men, reasoning thatrkegmn officials could handle the
unique challenges of communicating and enactingréddgolicy.

The whole enterprise confused both Native peopiédsiae local draft boards.
Historian David Britten’s research on Native Amans and World War | revealed
the problem was one of citizenship. Local boatdsygled to determine, case by
case, whether Indians who registered were U.Zetit. Over the next year, Sells
instructed local boards to determine whether thiodiens with citizenship claimed it

under the Dawes Act or Burke Act, or if he voluiiyalived apart from his in a

226 Jason Michael Tetzloff, “To Do Some Good Among the Irstiadenry Roe Cloud and Twentieth
Century Native American Advocacy” (Ph.D. diss., Purdue Unityers996), 104-106.
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University of New Mexico Press, 199B)1.

149



“civilized” manner, or if he received citizenshipdause his parents were. Noncitizen
Indians could claim exemption from the draft, boine requested a waiver for
enlistment. However, legislation did not exisattmw such waivers until May 1918.
If there were any doubt about the citizenship stafua registrant, Sells further
instructed local boards to classify the individaala noncitizen. Crowder added that
designated noncitizen Indians were to be placedarClass V category of
exemptions, the one for men with special vocatiafisn enemies, and resident
aliens. The draft process also contained a qystam for the induction of black and
white registrants. Racial classifications furtherddled the process, in light of
Crowder’s order that Native Americans were to lzessified as whit&?

Local administration of draft boards proved vulteeao partisanship and
prejudice given the immense discretionary powdrsazrd members. For example,
the draft functioned on a quota system which resguregistration be proportional,
based upon total population. The problem, howewnas, the presence of two and
half million “non-declared” alien men, that is, ingrant men with preliminary
citizenship documents who were exempted from thé&.dBritten found that 11, 803
Native men registered for the draft before Septertib&8. Of that number, 6,509
entered the service while 228 (less than 2 percodaithed deferment. After
September 1918 5,500 Native men registered, butuh#er inducted remains
unknown. The number of Native enlistments is alsdear with estimates ranging

from 8,000 to 15,008&°

228|bid., 51-58.
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Some Native men refused to comply with conscriptibmaft resistance
erupted among the Eastern Cherokee on the Qualladaoy reservation in North
Carolina, on the Goshute reservation on the Nel#da-border, with the tribes of
the Iroquois Confederacy in New York, and amongGheek in Oklahoma. These
exceptions proved the rule; most Native men paigid willingly in the draft®
Incidents of draft resistance emerged in two caspdrted by th&lew York Times
First in June 1917 some members of the Navajo dad kkld “war dances” and
threatened arson in Ignacio, Colorado, during wgistration. The next year
approximately two hundred Creeks were reportedatee Hired shots when their sons
were drafted. The Indian Office believed the utvess the result of pro-German
subversion within the tribes, and superintendegteived instructions to discreetly
warn Indians the dangers of treagdn.

A further problem was race-based: the segregaftitZmoops. African
American progressives also viewed the war as aortymity to press for the end of
Jim Crow laws and ubiquitous racial segregatiotheUnited States. Military
service offered men an opportunity for patrioti¢ydand sacrifice, and ideally, would
prove Black men’s fitness for full citizenship. &hcould demonstrate their
commitment to becoming Americans, a process Na@aple and immigrants
experienced as assimilation.

Advocates of “Americanization” pressured the Armyshift policy. In
response, it created “development battalions” taadiae recruits instruction, usually

from a YMCA volunteer, in the English language ahdted States history and

2 bid., 67-71.
1 Russel Lawrence Barsh, “American Indians in the Great Viinpiohistory 38: 3 (Summer 1991),
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government. Concurrently, the Army formed ethryjcakgregated troops for Slavs
and Italians. Race-based segregation of troopsnuad and enlistment suspended
once four Regular Army and eight National Guardsiachieved full strength in
April. On August 28, racial violence in Houston, Texas involving bl&&gulars of
the 24" Infantry’s 3% Battalion spurred debate within the War Departnadmtut the
training and stationing of blacks in American campsack troops were scattered
throughout the country. One exception, an excklgiblack camp for training
officers, appeared in at Fort Des Moines, due ¢éankistence of the NAACP officials
Joel Spingarn and W. E. B. du Bois. None of theteen officer-training camps
opened after the declaration of war admitted blasttisa segregated program
appeared better than none at all. The program gtadwne class of 639 officers, all
below field rank, and once assigned to th& @Rvision, retained all-white superior
officers. Reflective of discrimination in employnidyack in the States, African
American soldiers received fewer combat assignmamddarger menial tasks such as
stevedores and cooKs.

On April 30" Representative Julius Kahn (CA), member of House@ittee
on Military Affairs, introduced a bill that callddr ten or more regiments of Indian to
be called the “North American Indian Cavalry.” Upenlistment these men would
receive citizenship without compromising their #lilstatus, land or annuities. Close
ally of the SAI and Oklahoma representative Chatlager and Senator Boies
Penrose (PA) also introduced like-minded legistati®upporters of these bills
included Secretary of the Interior Franklin K. Laared General John J. Pershing,

commander of the American Expeditionary Force, thedBoard of Indian

#2Kennedy, 156-162.
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Commissioners. But Secretary Baker and U.S. Armige{®f Staff Peyton C. March
were against the policy for reasons that includhedcondition of African American
troops. Intelligence from within the Army indicdtgrowing unrest among black
soldiers, Baker warned the President, so anotle@&l reegregation policy could have
acted as an accelerant to racial violefite.

Firmly against segregated troops, Commissionds 8elieved that Indian
soldiers would benefit from the environment of ¢pine and respect that
characterized white military units. Such experenhbelped Native men prepare for
citizenship.In a letter to the superintendent of Pine RidgsdReation, he explained,
“I want the Indian to go into this conflict as tequal and comrade of every man who
assails autocracy and ancient might.” He hopedisdwould return “with a new
light in his face and a clearer conception of tleridcracy in which he may
participate and prosper.” Fighting “shoulder towlder” with white men would
expose them to the obligations, discipline, angeesthat whites experienced.
Further, Sells hoped Indians would experience sorafhination in the military and
find themselves progressing further away from dtitelations and towards
civilization.” Indian soldiers, then, as “hyphesdeAmericans,” found an opportunity
through military service, to prove themselves “vagrof his noble ancestry®

Gertrude Bonnin opposed segregated troops for dl@timericans because
she wanted them in close proximity to “recognizedens” and distinct from Negro
soldiers who were segregated. “It hardly seents fighe wrote Arthur Parker, “that

these Negroes be sent in a separate regiment, amgythan it would be for the

233 Britten, 38-43
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Indian; still they offer the inducement of makirngein Officers.” She concluded that
the black population had increased to the poirittthey could sustain casualties the
Indian troops could not. She even entertainegdssibility that deployment of
separate Indian regiments to the front lines of wauld be interpreted as “an
intended annihilation of the Red Man.” Then sheficied, “Secretly, | wonder if it is
not a cute idea to reduce the Negro populationis 3tunds like treason; so you
better not quote me, unless you want me hdfiglii an ironic twist, the SAI found
itself supporting the Bureau of Indian Affairs oative men’s participation in the
war. Both agreed that segregated troops were ropgpte because such an
approach would hinder assimilation and block Nathen from learning an Anglo
work ethic?® The war would prove Native Americans were advagan the process
of civilization.

One Society member expressed dissatisfaction with the Wilson
administration and the SAI. Ever the gadfly, Cafldontezuma found hypocrisy in
the Wilson’s public rationale for U.S. participation World War |, especially when
Native men were drafted. MWassajaVlontezuma fired his first volley, “We hear on
all sides that America must maintain her true spirdemocracy, we must see that all
men are treated on an equal footing, equality amdam rights must be upheld.”
However, Indians found little freedom under the adstration of the Indian Bureau.
Instead he drew a parallel with Germany: “Indiamrd&auism is the Kaiserism of

America toward the Indians. It enslaves and dotemthe Indans without giving

235 Gertrude Bonnin to ACP, June 20, 1917, SAI Papers.
23 Britten, 38.
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them their rights.” How could such a “liberty-logg country” deny justice to Native
Americans at homé?

When the Society cancelled its annual meetingnsgiy because of the
declaration of war, Montezuma expressed his displeain dVassajaarticle
entitled, “Scalping the S.A.l. Again.” He blamédaetcancellation on the Bureau who,
he speculated, “might have” whispered chargeseafsion for possible criticisms of
the government and the Bureau if the conference weld. He feared “very shallow
motives” lay behind the cancellation, and the SAfisve indicated that “a true
Indian” with “the Indians’ welfare at heart” wouldve held the conferené®.In the
same issue Montezuma spoke against drafting Naterewithout first giving them
citizenship. Wardship prevented Indian from aitagrfull citizenship, so drafting
Native men was “another wrong perpetrated uporrtti@n without FIRST
bestowing his just titte—THE FIRST AMERICAN CITIZEN “It is a sad picture
that hunts America’s conscience, and now worse ¢van we are forced into the
army, as though we were citizens or at least alidite wards are called upon to
protect their Protector! It is damnable to be raidn!*°

The conference cancellation and the organizatidisarray left Parker
craving intellectual discourse on federal Indiatiqyp he found it at another
conference held in January 1918. He and MattheffeBnsecretary of the Indian
Rights Association (IRA), held a joint conferenndPhiladelphia to keep Indian

issues visible. Parker presented a paper on lrmitizenship, “Making Democracy

%37 Carlos Montezuma, “Indians Are Fighting for Their Freedoibetty and Rights,Wassajalune
1917, vol. 2, no. 3, 2.
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Safe for the Indians,” in which he reiterated tleeadh for reform of the Indian Bureau
and preparation for Native veterans return home.qtiestioned whether their “blood
bought privileges” of “liberty, fraternity and editg of opportunity” would be
present in American democraty.Temporarily Parker distanced himself from the
SAI and its newest controversy, peyote use amortiy&Americans.

By 1917 nineteen states had adopted prohibitios;l#re Anti-Saloon League
was ascending in power and pressuring the Contgwessend the Constitution with
federal prohibition. Bowing to such pressure,\fi@ Department ban the sale of
liquor near training camps and forbade men in umférom purchasing liquor. In
1919 the Eighteenth Amendment pas¥ediicoholism and peyote use ran contrary
to BIA prohibition policies. In 1918 Sells endadssongressional legislation against
the sale of illegal liquor on Indian reservatiort$e withheld the disbursement of
annuity payments to the Osage when charges of @lebiuse among the people
surfaced??

The Society’s official platform was anti-peyote pigs some high-ranking
members who endorsed its use in religious ceremmoriarker engaged in a debate
via correspondence with a supporter of peyote ldeary Roman Nose. Parker,
staunchly against peyote, argued, “You can be serg that if peyote was good for
the white man he would have found it out long agd e using it now. If you want
to do the best kind of service to your people,ttedim it is wrong to drink whiskey, it

is wrong to eat peyote and it is wrong to wanteadnorant.** Henry Roe Cloud

20 gjegel, 126-128.

241 Kennedy, 184.
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also shared Parker’s view. A letter from his mottentained her request that he
send an official telegram to an upcoming Mohonk fémmce expressing the official
position of the Institute toward peyote, an “exaegly harmful drug.” In

compliance with her request Roe Cloud sent the agesand quoted its contents to
her, which read in part, “We, the young Indian méthis generation have seen
Peyote undermining the health and moral of our.radee whole country has resorted
to the strong arm of the law for protection agabesteful drugs?*

Gertrude Bonnin fought actively against peyote ars@, while in Utah,
traveled among the Utes to convince peyote usatsegist. She described to Parker in
a November letter, her small group’s efforts to tveieh “peyote men.” According
to Bonnin, “It was a brave talk, frank and earntsting them that the Sioux of Pine
Ridge had taken a vote against peyote and werg @tlithey could to stamp it out. A
man she referred to as Standing Bear, Sr. alscesjpathe men gathered while
Bonnin interpreted his Sioux to English. The sgeakarned against the “evils and
demoralization” that would accompany peyote usextNhe Utes in attendance
requested the speakers meet with their “chief peg@n,” John McCook, whom
Bonnin discovered used peyote to minimize the fraim his rheumatism. Noting
his reluctance to accept the visitors’ interpretratf peyote use, he responded:
“When Washington told us to stop gambling, | tolg people to stop it. When
Washington told us that whiskey was bad, | toldpagple no to use it. . . . As long

as we can get this medicine, | think we will con8irthe use of it**®

244 Henry Roe Cloud to Mrs. Walter C. Roe, October 19%8eY
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In 1918 Congress held hearings on peyote use. iRentrNative leaders, in
contrast to the SAl, spoke in support of peyota Egjitimate part of Native religious
ceremonies. Francis La Flesche and Fred Lookstifieel. La Flesche, an Omaha
working for the Smithsonian Institution as an aafiologist, witnessed the growing
support of the peyote rite and knew many practgrenn Oklahoma. Claiming he
did not participate in peyote use, La Flescheftedtthat he had “numerous
opportunities” to observe peyote use among the §samaha, and Ponca. Already
informed of the alleged immorality and promiscutwat accompanied peyote
meetings, he recounted his observations in the arasfra trained anthropologist,
aware of preconceived notions, sensitive to theucallmeaning the participants gave
to the ceremony and peyote “medicine,” and mindfuhoral judgments. When he
asked the man sitting next to him what he expettesgte, the answer was, “We
expect to see the face of Jesus and the face afeaut relatives. We are worshiping
God and Jesus, the same God that eh white peop#hiwd Based upon his frequent
visits to Native homes, La Flesche found littlederice of alcohol consumption and
no evidence that peyote use in the meetings matians lazy or reluctant to work.

Lookout, an Oklahoma Osage leader whose careemviomgin in 1908 as a
member of the Osage Tribal Council and extendddyfyears, supported the Native
American Church. An active participant in the o$geyote for religious worship of
God, Lookout asserted that the Osage had improvedresult of peyote integration
into tribal Christian services. “Since the us@eyote amongst the Osage Indians,”

he testified, “my young people, or my young menehdeveloped quite a good

24¢ Erederick Hoxie, ed., “Statement of Mr. Francis La Fleschee® of American Ethnology, an
Omaha Indian,” infalking Back to Civilization: Indian Voices from the Bressive ErgBoston:
Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2001), 82-84.
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reputation. They are living a better life and nmakmoney, settling down in their
own homesteads and raising their own cattle ansescaind everything. By using
this peyote they have lived a whole lot better’lifBenjamin Tillman, a
congressional Democrat from South Carolina, chg#enChief Lookout on the
biblical authority upon which he based the useeayfgte: “Then explain to this
committee where you get any authority from the 8itor the use of this bean in
worship?” Unable to cite a specific biblical reface, Lookout replied, “I do not
understand about the Bible. If the Bible gives aathority for the use of this peyote,
| am not familiar with it.” Unconvinced, Tillman @ssed the issue with the question,
“Then where do you get your authority to use it&okout replied that “all [his]
people used peyote; members of his tribe persuaidedb try it?’

Watching a fragile consensus erode over peyoterafighting, Parker had
reached the breaking point with Bonnin and Baldwiie'ud by early 1918. In a letter
to Sherman Coolidge, he once again revealed thi déis dissatisfaction. “I have
already told you of the trouble between Mrs. Baluand Mrs. Bonnin. Both have
been petty and spiteful. | hate to admit it, bu$ 50. As good as they both are they
are killing our work. Personally | believe thatya reorganization will bring a
cure.” He hoped both might resign. As he prep&madeet Bonnin and Charles
Eastman in Washington, he felt “gloomy over thespexts,” a reference to the
direction the SAI may tak®&® Upon his return from the meeting, he reported to

Coolidge that “Dr. Eastman appeared quite out ofloay with what we had done

247 Frederick Hoxie, ed., “Statement of Fred Lookout, ChighefOsage Tribe of Indians, Pawhuska,
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Martin’s, 2001), 85-86.

248 ACP to Rev. and Mrs. Sherman Coolidge, February 6,,19ABPapers.

159



previously” in the SAI. “He intimated that we aich®o high.” Instead of Bonnin’s
resignation she was reassigned as Secretary, a gnastep in Parker’s opinion. He
asserted, “No woman will ever make a good Secrebag as | was in some ways.
Women officers will scrap?”®

Parker also felt ineffective. By June he confitleat he was considering
resigning. Lack of a strong leader to take higg@laeld him back. He described the
SAl as “a defective organization” and himself d&“poorest sort of president.” Any
planning for the annual conference proceeded withon, but he did not intend to
attend anyway due to lack of income. Apparentiyhhéd revealed his desire to step
down to Gertrude Bonnin because he mentioned thdtaal man” to replace him
was Charles Eastmati.

As Parker’s influence waned, Bonnin’s increaselde @sed the war to push
for Indian citizenship. In the July-September essfitheAmerican Indian Magazine
Bonnin, now editor, wrote a commentary on the 1848ual conference in Pierre,
South Dakota. Held during “trying war times,” tbenference indicated that
progressive Indians were scrutinizing the fedeoglegnment’s conduct. Bonnin’s
prose soared, “The spirit of a great united Amerioeotherhood fighting in a
common cause, the defense of world democracy, gedvthe whole affair.
American Indians are watching democracy, baptindidé and blood oversea&”
The greatest contention among those in attendasmered over the Indian Bureau
system. It defendant was an Indian Bureau offishilma R. Rhodes, who

“repeatedly took to the floor” in the Bureau’s defe. Bonnin described the reaction

249 ACP to Sherman Coolidge, February 20, 1918, SAIl Papers.
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of conference members, fully skeptical of “theffatof paternalism in this particular
brand of ointment?? She even tried unsuccessfully to present a cas®nfierican
Indian citizenship at the Paris Peace Conferesen though her agenda was “a
domestic matter,” she wrote Carlos Montezuma wgtinsism. “The psychological
moment is here,” Bonnin assured him, “and will coné for weeks. . ..” The
“heroic sacrifice in the war for democracy” laicktgroundwork for “securing full
citizenship for the American Indiaf®”

Progressives, according to David Kennedy, hopedvirewvould actualize
their ideals. Bonnin’s optimism mirrored that dher Progressives. One example
was John Dewey, who made the transition toward @t mb the war effort. The
mouthpiece of pro-war progressive factidhe New Republipublished Dewey’s
essays that praised Wilson and proclaimed the patemeliorative effects of the
war. Wilson demonstrated his rhetorical skill suching the war effort in terms
Progressives could embrace: a war to end all aadsa war to spread democracy.
Progressives’ ears were filled with “Dewey’s sisgmg” especially the editors of the
New RepublicHerbert Croly, Walter Lippmann, and Walter Weyl-hawvere
“guided by the lodestar of Wilson’s idealisif?”In November 1918 Lippmann,
writing for the journal, endorsed the war as anaspmity to “stand committed as

never before to the realization of democracy in Agae”’*°

2 pid., 183.
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W. E. B. Du Bois had also supported U.S. entrantee\\Vorld War I. His
biographer, David Levering Lewis, connected Du Bdidy 1918 pro-war essay,
“Close Ranks,” with a military commission he re@x\vn exchange for patriotic
endorsements from the NAACP'’s journ@he Crisis The publication contained
sentiments similar to those of tAenerican Indian MagazineHe explained his
position to the readers: “Let us, while this wast§, forget our special grievances and
close our ranks shoulder to shoulder with our wiatl®w citizens and the allied
nations that are fighting for democracy.” His @da accept a captaincy in Military
Intelligence Branch of the Army rocked the NAACRIancensed most of the
African American press. The appointment never neteed, while the War
Department got what it wanted: public support frome of the highest-profile
African Americans in the count’?

Less than two months before the Armistice, thedestup of the SAI
transferred to Charles Eastman. Both he and GlertBonnin hoped to revitalize the
organization with a campaign for Indian citizensaim a more unified attack on the
Indian Bureau. Hoping to ride a tide of good feg$ toward Native soldiers back
from Europe, Eastman embarked upon a lecture totlrei spring of 1919. The
summer edition of thAmerican Indian Magazineontained Bonnin’s account of
Eastman’s circuit of speaking engagements. “Thi@alnrace is asking release from
the clutches of bureaucracy!” she announced. ravision of colonial history, she
also tried to find parallels between whites anddineent condition of Native

Americans: “The American people still remember hbeir early ancestors fled

%% David Levering LewisW. E. B. du Bois: Biography of a Race, 1868-1gNew York: Henry
Holt and Company, 1993), 555-556, 560.
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from the autocracy of Europe to the open arms®Rbd Man a few centuries ago.
This memory together with the proud record of thdidn in the world war just closed
must move all those whose hearts are not stona¢e@gain the Bureau stood in the
way of progress as Eastman reached out to resematlians. According to Bonnin
the Bureau prohibited Eastman access to the rasmrsa Outraged, Bonnin
expressed disdained for “the riffraff of the whateople from the four corners of the
earth” who could enter reservations and create Bteads, and for daily contact
Indians could have with “the very scum of otheresat Meanwhile, “educated,
refined, and patriotic” Indians were barred fromdieing democratic values to Indian
audiences in desperate need of such instructisstedd of the democracy Native
soldiers fought for, race discrimination emanafirogn the Indian Bureau remained
in place on reservations.

Eastman’s opening address at the 1919 annual emaein Minneapolis,
Minnesota, expressed a desire to revitalize theg®lirefurbish its treasury, which
was empty. “We have become part of civilizatidme’told his audience. “We are
not going to live in teepees all our lives. We aoé going to continue our hunting.
The white man’s hunting is business. We must aonfo this life, this new life, and
we have.” In a direct attack on the Bureau he,stndians have power in their
hands to et citizenship. We must stand on outytméghts. We must stand on our
constitutional rights and force the Bureau to cemsshameless bluffing, put it right
out. So long as we lit it rule, we are playingigmorant Indian.”® Bonnin, as

Secretary-Treasurer, presented an address, taaflealed to those in attendance,
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“We have come from our homes to this national teegped we are talking with one
another in a different language, but we are alugrof our Indian blood, we are glad
we are Indians. We want to teach our childrengt@toud of their Indian blood™
Both had reason to believe their major goal wakiwiteach. Indications from the
federal government were positive, especially fotizéaveterans who wanted U.S.
citizenship.

Material from the Office of Indian Affairs suggedtthat the Great War had
helped civilize Native soldiers; it had altered thearacter” of the servicemen in a
number of ways, a few of which were:

He has lost much of his timidity.

He has greater self-confidence.

He is more courteous and more polite.

He has been made to feel that he is as capabléfithing his obligations

to his country as any other race of people.

He understands more fully his patriotic duty te tountry.

He realizes more than ever that there is a plackim in the community;

that his is a unit of the great Commonwealth.

His contact with the outside world and his asgamig with disciplined

men has meant for him much mental discipline. Assalt of such
discipline he returns to school a better and mesgrdble students,
and to his home a better citiz&h.
Several veterans supported the prevailing intesicet that the war had transformed
Native men and held them assimilate into Americasiedy. They expressed pride in
military service and in their new sense of dutyendy M. Owl of the Eastern
Cherokee found tribalism much less appealing thaarporation into national

citizenship. Basically, their outlook on life hbden expanded by overseas travel and

exposure to military training and discipliffé.A bill originating in the House of
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Representatives granted any Native veteran withoaorable discharge the
opportunity, if he desired, to become a full Unit&tdtes citizen. His status as citizen
did not “impair” individual or tribal property righ?¢*

Beginning in 1920, in the wake of success, the I$&%an to lose key
founding members and their support. Henry Roe €lesigned from the Society in
October 1920 in a letter to Thomas Bishop, the &ary-Treasurer. Roe Cloud
stated that, although he had been with the SAksitscfounding, it had strayed from
its original mission. “I have understood all alahgt the Society was not founded for
partisan purposes, nor to be used for the persalvantage of anyone, but rather that
it should be devoted to general principles andhéohiighest honor of the race.” He
had received a circular letter from the SAI, whighbelieved was “propaganda” that
compromised his name and dragged the Society oiitics.*

In 1921 Montezuma wrote from Washington after nmggtiith the Indian
Committee of the House and Senate. As for the Gtteermembers, he dismissed
them because none had “any knowledge of the Irukaple.” They were dupes of
the Indian Bureau. So deeply entrenched in su@piai the Bureau, Montezuma
confirmed “only an earthquake could move them.”dAaven more insulting, “These
Senators and Congressmen and the Indian Bureathi@akedians as lower in the
human scale than the Negro people.” The Indiaraneed wards while their enemies
encircled them. “When the Indian can dodge thé&kspkeep the white rascals from
robbing them and when they can support themseles,and only then, will it be

safe to abolish the Indian Bureau. That will bewngears to come. We will not live
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to see that day.” Overall, he lamented how pregidoward Indians disturbed him.
“It is so appalling,” he lamented.

In 1922 issue ofWassajaMontezuma criticized the disarray the annual SAl
conference was in. He reviewed the sad conditfots @ffairs. Membership had
fallen off and the financial crisis persisted. Tas Sloan had be re-elected President
for a fifth time, which raised Montezuma’s ire. éflBAI lacked direction after four
previous years under Sloan’s leadership, and th@nazation had missed the
opportunity to find elect new officials who couldve the founding organization that
had lost its prestig&: In less than four months Montezuma was dead.

Arthur Parker rejected the SAI’s direction, tom a bitter 1921 letter to
Charles Daganett he proclaimed, “So far as theerente is concerned, | had no
desire to go. | have been spending some timeeimtidical college lately looking
over cadavers. | can stand only so much odormioteand no more.” Thinking of
the current condition of the SAI repulsed Parkahwpoint he excoriated the current
leadership: “That bunch of bolshevists could nénaare started the Society today;
now they are living on the reputation we made 3%

The following year, Arthur Parker, in a more modeyaeflective mood,
summarized the work of the Society of American &mdi. In a letter to the editor of
the Christian Science Monitphe complained about an article the newspaper
published entitled “The American Indian QuestiolRarker found it “neither accurate

nor impartial.” Parker denied any connection betwthe SAl and the Indian
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Bureau. As for Sloan’s leadership, he said, “Thei&y is now in the hands of
Thomas Sloan, a bitter enemy of the Bureau, yetspirant for the office of
Commissioner.” If this is the partisanship thaeR&loud complained of, is
uncertain. Parker also concluded that the SAlgsss=d little of its standing and
influence because “a mistaken policy of bittericisin and destructive action has all
but destroyed it.” The Society, he said, had eraxped Indians to work for their
freedom “through thought and labor, even under esdveircumstances, and that the
world gives full rights to groups of men who prdweir ability to produce valuable
things.”®’

Gertrude Bonnin remained active even after the semi the SAI. She
continued to lecture and publish throughout theD92n an essay on the findings of
the Committee of One Hundred entitled “The Indiaoldkem,” she addressed the
issue of Indian citizenship, a topic that generdtedch loose talk.” The greatest
obstacle to Indian citizenship, Bonnin concludedreMndians who were indifferent
to their own political condition. She explainedhe cold fact is that Indians, as a
whole, are not much concerned about citizenshijebple she labeled “Congress
Indians” invariably opposed legislation for reasshs fails to provid&® That same
year, a pamphlet containing information of the gaafd corruption Oklahoma Indians
were experiencing was printed. Bonnin, workingassearch agent for the Indian
Welfare Committee of the General Federation of Wos€lubs, had helped
investigate conditions in the state. She, MattBawifen, still with the Indian Rights

Association, and Charles Faben, an attorney foAtherican Indian Defense
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Association, privately investigated the probatertuTheir conclusions were
published inOklahoma’s Poor Rich Indiart®

Overall, World War | provided Native men the oppmity to prove
themselves on the battlefield, sacrifice themseloethe nation, and meet the
standards martial patriotism in hopes of earnirigcitizenship. The SAI actively
encouraged Indian men to enlist and those who dthgme to support the war effort
as best they could. They recast stereotypes fenpgople such as warrior and noble
and brave to bolster their argument that Native mere masculine and powerful
enough to fight for the ideals of the nation; thignaled their allegiance and identity
as Americans. However, the SAI platform modifiedier the leadership of Charles
Eastman and Gertrude Bonnin ensured old factiongdixfester and new ones erupt.
The war as a means to citizenship provided oneg/imgjfgoal, one that appeared
attainable.

In addition the federal government had cracked dowdissent. Criticism of
federal Indian policy had to be recast as a califdusion in the war effort. Indian
men were able to prove their fithess for civic usibn, especially since they wanted
integrated troops, not segregated ones as Africaarikans had. This demand
further ingratiated the SAI to legislators at adimhen the New South rose to
national political power in the 1912 elections.L&ary found this political shift a
harbinger that “racism and preparedness for waldvonice again be compatible
allies,” as they had been in the Spanish-Americam &vd the Civil Waf’® The

World War | era ushered in race riots, gross cigihts violations, and nativism. By
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1924 the country made definitive its racial anchettpreferences for immigration and
citizenship. The Native reform movement’s suppartassimilation through full
Indian citizenship found its inverse in the riselté Native American Church, which
used peyote in religious services. Both Nativpoeses to assimilation reveal the

complexity of Indian identity and the contentioasial politics of the age.
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Conclusion:
The Future of Indian Citizenship

Indian cultures have continually adapted to nexauchstances from their first
encounters with Europeans. In the early twentethtury, they were faced with
pressures to assimilate and thus disappear intaidamesociety. The leaders of the
SAI confronted the dilemma of giving Indian comntigs full access to the
perceived advantages of life in American societylevietaining some sense of Indian
identity. The task of the SAI then was to re-edewehites in positions of power to
the reality instead of perpetuating the fallacyhe BAI hoped to better the
circumstances of Indians who were poorly educdieel] in precarious economic
conditions, and alienated from mainstream civie. liTheir tools were citizenship,
allotment, and patriotism, i.e. service in war lhow how Indians were worthy of full
rights and privileges of citizenship.

The leaders of the SAI pursued a long-term gaalrfdian people: for them
to live as Native American citizens--a status thelreved should be grounded in
consent and one that was also incompatible withvédrel-guardian paradigm in
federal Indian policy. They tried many strateggsne much more successful than
others. They challenged the federal governmemfsition of Indians as wards with
the goal of proving that Indians were eager forcoengagement, participatory
democracy, and equal treatment before the law.léNimder Parker’s leadership, the
SAIl encouraged informed debate in the SAI magazhepnferences, and in

correspondence with other Indians. These venuegpryession of Indian popular
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will challenged the power of the Indian Bureau'sittol over the implementation of
federal Indian policy.

Chronic financial problems, recurrent fears ofiamdBureau sabotage, and in-
fighting weakened the SAI until the United Stateteeed World War I. Like many
of their progressive-minded contemporaries, pddity African Americans and
women suffragists, Parker, Eastman, and Bonniredaliehind the war effort and
encouraged Native men to enlist in the militaryableast to demonstrate a visible
and vocal patriotism. If Native Americans werdeitwilling to make “the ultimate
sacrifice” or support that sacrifice at home, thsuld indicate where their loyalties
lay: with the citizens and with the nation. Haoeg the United States functioned as
a democracy with various “degrees” of citizensloipe for privileged white males
and another for people of color, immigrants, ananen. Support of the war and
participation in it moved Congress to grant Natregerans citizenship and women
the right to vote.

Citizenship and political equality, however, act the same, although the
nation’s self-image indicated otherwise. The eigrere of African Americans
provided a useful example. The SAI leadershipgigeed Indians as different, and in
a sense superior to, blacks. Their strategy ldggal definition rather than in racial
identity. In 1924 Congress granted citizenshipltdNative Americans who had yet
to receive it.

Prominent members of the SAI espoused full inclisf Indians into
American society, but they possessed a more circtinesl approach to that goal.

The lofty rhetoric of the Society reflected the ghessive Era’s idealism and, at
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times, an air of superiority. Leaders in reforrfods, such as the SAI, were imbued
with a sense of mission and a desire to guide tlmoseed of proper models of moral
uplift. Sometimes this translated into an elisitsthce, despite how well-intentioned
the motives. What is clear from their writingghgy saw themselves as both Indians
and Americans, a redefinition of Native identityiaihcould be included in the
democratic ideals of the United States.

The history of the SAI and the ideal of Americatizenship and full rights
and participation in American democracy point aaportant themes for study of
changing American Indian identity. Voting righiasnd and tribal court cases,
educational opportunities, health care, employrgpbortunities, and spiritual
matters still need attention. For the first timehe twentieth century, a group of
Native American intellectuals spoke up to demandiee in federal Indian policy.
The SAl leadership wanted respect for Indians @=ecis. This would ensure that
Indians would have a means of giving their consemegistering their dissatisfaction
with the policies that affected their lives. Thexiheave of reform during the New
Deal emerged on the foundation the Society of Acagriindians laid.

That effort to reform Indian identity to suit a devn American context still
exists. In the fall of 2005, the Eastern Band béfkee made a controversial
decision to completely revise one of its most papahd profitable tourist attractions,
the performance of the drama “Unto These Hillsdr 8ecades this fictionalized
account of the Cherokee removal had been a coamerstf the revenue generating
ventures of the tribe, and one of the few meardyaifving non-Indians to the

reservation, besides gaming. The tribe’s plan Elitninate the stereotypical version

172



of the vanishing and vanquished Indian and reptaeéh a historically accurate
representation of Cherokee culture during the rexhpgriod. At the same time, the
tribe recognizes the need to remain financiallplstabut to also avoid perpetuating
stereotypical images of Indians. They are facdd thie dilemma that confronted the
SAI and continues to confront all modern Indiahsw to change and yet retain a

viable Native identity for themselves.
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