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ANGELA PARKER

Photographing the Places of Citizenship:
The 1922 Crow Industrial Survey

CROW TRIBAL MEMBERS Hazel Red Wolf and her husband, Three Foretops, received a
visitor on July 12, 1922 at their log house in the Little Horn Valley, a mile above
the town of Lodge Grass, Montana. Crow Agency Superintendent Calvin As-
bury came to visit them, their three children, and one grandchild—equipped
with a camera and a survey to complete. Asbury intended to photograph their
house as a supplement to a narrative survey form requested by the Office
of Indian Affairs (OIA), as part of their massive Industrial Survey project
(1922—29).

The OIA initiated the Industrial Survey—an attempt to photograph and
narrate every household on every federally recognized Indian reservation
across the country—two years before the 1924 Indian Citizenship Act, “to as-
certain their condition, needs, and resources, with the view to organizing the
work of the reservation service so that each family will make the best use
of its resources.”! Asbury’s survey sought information ranging from demo-
graphics to qualitative data on the “industry” and “health” of tribal members,
and their household’s “general condition.” The photographs he took, how-
ever, made the 1922 Crow Industrial Survey unique within the context of the
dozens of surveys commissioned by the OIA of the reservation era (1880s—
1934). For this represented the OIA’s first and last unified, national attempt
to connect its data to a vast visual archive of Indian households under gov-
ernment “guardianship”—which during this time period included even “citi-
zen Indians” nominally, but not actually, free of government supervision.

We do not know what Three Foretops and his wife thought when Asbury
arrived at their home. Asbury’s impressions, however, constitute the re-
maining archival record of the visit. Asbury wrote of the family’s home, “Fair
house, fairly kept.”? His overall assessment reads, “The conditions are only
fair. They live at home most of the time and have this year some very good
crop. ... [Three Foretops] says that he is getting too old for work and has to go
slow, but he does considerable farming.” Supplementing Asbury’s assessment
was this photograph.

Three Foretops’s log cabin dominates the center of the image; the sky
above the house is clear, and in the distance rambles a low line of trees to the
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FIGURE 1. Three Foretops and Hazel Red Wolf home, Crow Industrial Survey.
Photograph by Charles Asbury; courtesy of the National Archives and Records
Administration, Washington, D.C.

left and foothills to the right. Three Foretops and Hazel Red Wolf, two tiny
figures in front of their log cabin, remain mysterious. We cannot see their
faces, even though the photograph exposes their bodies, their house, and a
portion of their lands to Asbury, to the impersonal and assessing gazes of the
OIA bureaucracy members who received and filed the survey documents, and
to our own gaze.?

This photograph—along with the blizzard of similar images produced as
part of the Crow Industrial Survey and the larger Industrial Survey project
completed across the country—represents a valuable source base for histo-
rians of Native America. The survey and its photographs provide a literal and
discursive snapshot of Native American life in the late reservation era, on
the eve of the Indian Reorganization Act. And although the national Indian
Affairs bureaucracy planned the survey, local Indian agents and their agency
employees—“boss farmers,” clerks, and the like—saturate the narratives
and photographs with their own voice and framings. Thus, interrogating the
Crow Survey—a survey of a “small place,” distinctive and specific—reveals
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not only Native lives, but also the lives of reservation Indian Agency bureau-
cracies and the priorities and intentions of the national Indian Affairs bu-
reaucracy itself. The Crow Survey lends itself to this analysis not only due
to its manageable size (photographs and narratives of approximately 250
households), but also because of the well-developed historical work on the
reservation-era Crow.

This essay explores the sources that make the OIA’s Industrial Survey
truly unique: its photographs. To do so, I read the images using the context
of their accompanying narratives, photographic genres that influenced their
visual syntax, other photographs of Crow lives and places taken in the late
reservation era, and their historical context. I do not care to assess the pho-
tographs or their accompanying narrative as true or false, hateful or fair. But
I do assume that the process of surveying and its eventual photographic and
written contents contributed to a powerful epistemology with concrete con-
sequences in the lives of Indigenous people.* The following section provides
a historical context for place, citizenship, and the Industrial Survey itself
during the reservation era. The final three sections explore land, homes, and
bodies as three categories of place that frame the contestation over control
between the Indian Affairs bureaucracy (both local and national) and the
tribal community on the Crow Indian Reservation in southeastern Montana.
These explorations expose a key realization: that the key places® of Indian
life—the intimate, lived physicality of Native bodies, homes, and lands—
served as crucial sites of citizenship.

Place and Citizenship in the Reservation Era

In early 1922 the OIA issued Circular 1774 to each of its Indian agents and
superintendents: an order to compile and produce Industrial Survey Reports
for every federally recognized Indian reservation in the United States. The
OIA’s directive included a sample of how each survey form and photograph
should look. Labeled “John Doe,” the sample survey photograph shows the
front view of a house that dominates its frame. A broad, flat plain with small
trees constitutes the background, and two small human figures sit in the
graphic center of the house.

The sample survey narrative identifies John and Mary Doe—and their chil-
dren Susan, Will, and Sam—not only by name, age, and schooling, but also by
whether they hold land allotments, and if allotted, how much land and how it
is being used. This information is not innocent. The aggregation of biopolitical
data served as a step in working to undermine Native family structure and the
tribal unit itself. How else would the partitioning, enclosing, identifying, lo-
cating, supervising, judging, and calculating® take place? Surveys of husbands
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John Doe

Allottee No. Degree Status Family
1625 Full Vard Wife and three
children.

Picture shows John Doe and wife at their home.

John Doe 45 years old. He attended the reservation
schocl through the 6th grade and had 2 years at Haskell.
He 1s handy with tools and can make repairs sabout the
place. Of his allotment of 160 acres, 40 acres are in
timber and the remainder under cultivation. He takes
great interest in the Kock Creek Chapter of the Reserva-
tion fermers organization, holding the position of Secre-
tery. : ;

Mary Doe, wife, 35 years old. Attended reservation
schodT through 5th grade and mission school 2 years. Under-
stands how to can veretables and frult, sews quite well,
and is a good housekeeper. Her allotment of 160 acres is
lessed for $50 a year. . -

susan Doe, daughter, 15 years old; is in the 5th grade
in the reservation school. Her allotment of 80 acres is not -
leased at present. :

Will Doe, son, 12 years old, is in the 3rd grade in the
reservation school. ‘Not allotted.

sam Loe, son, 10 years old, is in the 1lst grade in the
reservation school. Not allotted.

Thig family is living about two miles from the agency,
on John's allotment. They have a four-room frame house,
shingle roof. It is plainly furnished and fairly well kept.
He is planning to paint it as soon as possible. The family
takes pride in having the surroundings neat and in having
flowers. There is a smoke house, barn, granary, cowshed,
chicken house, cave, orchard and a gcod well on the place.

FIGURE 2. Survey sample page 1, included with Circular 1774, an order to complete
the OIA’s Industrial Survey. Produced by the Office of Indian Affairs; courtesy of
the National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.
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and wives, their children, their allotments, their educational levels, and in-
comes did real work in this contest over Native futures.”

The OIA birthed its Industrial Survey from a half century of attempted
control over Native lands, homes, and bodies. The major federal policies of
its era—allotment, boarding schools, and Indian Office surveillance and dis-
cipline—all labored to supervise the places of Indian life. By the time of the
OIA’s Industrial Surveys, the Dawes Allotment Act had worked for nearly
four decades to assimilate Native people and lands into the U.S. body politic
by shattering communal land holdings. Meanwhile, Indian boarding schools
disciplined tribal communities through the violent control of their children’s
bodies and consciousness. Indian Office bans on and prosecution of Indige-
nous cultural expression, or through its “boss farmers” and field matrons,
also targeted Native bodies, homes, and allotted lands.®? The Indian Affairs
bureaucracy, swollen like a tick after burrowing deep into the Native land
base, struggled with tribal communities over the definition of and control
over their places throughout the entire reservation era.

The OIA sought to measure, define, and control these places because
they represent, hold, and communicate awareness and culture.® Our bodies
shape our awareness, build and curate homes that house our kin, and move
within our landscapes to produce culture.!® Foucault’s revelation that disci-
plinary power targets the body"—to monitor and punish, to train and work,
to rank and observe in order to create docility in individuals and a popula-
tion—means that the state must also exert its discipline on our homes and
landscapes. In its Industrial Survey—as in all survey projects—the Indian
Affairs bureaucracy transformed the living flesh and physicality of Native
bodies, homes, and lands into numbers, aggregates, images, icons, and
photographs.

The photographs of the OIA Industrial Survey worked with the survey
narrative to create an archive that intended to narrate and thus control the
meanings associated with Indian homes and family life. This project asserted
power: the power to define Native people and communities as deviant or re-
spectable using middle-class Euro-American norms. Many bureaucratic insti-
tutions invested in photography both as a technology and as an explanation'?
based on photography’s supposed replication of physical reality. Photo-
graphs, however, can be read multiple ways. To counter the potential multi-
plicity of meanings, the OIA’s project created a “blizzard of photographs”—
achieved through the accumulation of a photographic archive—that erased
the images’ original, contextual meanings. The need to bring order to a cha-
otic visual archive “required” a subjective survey narrative to accompany the
collected “objective” photographs.'* And through the Industrial Survey, the
OIA worked to create a vast “territory of images”® of the places of Native life,
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in order for their bureaucracy to define and measure ever-shrinking Indian
territories. Such representations worked not only to measure an assimila-
tionist project, but also to fix!® or define Native identities into “knowable”
foils' of the larger society. Alternately pure or degenerate, noble or servile,
the eternal other that could also be possessed,'® such images of Native exis-
tence during the reservation era worked to define not only the possibilities
and limits of Native citizenship, but also to consolidate the normativity of
white America."

The OIA intended the photographs and text of the Industrial Survey to
measure Native progress toward assimilation. By requiring descriptions of
education levels, health status, and assets, the surveys gave the local Indian
agent conducting them both a cognitive map of the reservation as well as
a benchmark of how tribal members used and worked on their land. These
benchmarks could then measure the success of—or need for—their assim-
ilationist work. Charles Burke, Commissioner of Indian Affairs, wrote to
his superintendents in 1923, “It is important for Indians to do better every
year. They can not stand still. If they do not move forward they go backward.
All Indians who do not respond will ultimately be left behind in the march
of progress. Impress this thought upon each individual Indian. . . . We want
every Indian to take account of his situation. If now farming, induce him to
farm more and better; if not farming or engaged in some other occupation,
get them busy at something that will add to their comfort and welfare.”?° The
proof of progress Burke sought intended to silence the critiques of aggres-
sive reformers. But it also confirmed OIA accounts of Indian backwardness—
a narrative that justified their position as service providers.

Indian backwardness, lack of progress, and need for further assimilation
linked directly to U.S. citizenship status. The narrative of Indian incompe-
tence and assimilation as progress circulated within the legislation, writings,
and decisions produced by the OIA, Congress, the courts, and even Indige-
nous intellectuals such as those who debated the terms of U.S. citizenship in
the Society of American Indians.? The fallout from the Dawes Allotment Act
fueled much of this discourse. Allotment intended to tie private land own-
ership to a citizen status but instead produced a maze of assessments—the
OIA classified Native individuals as “competent” or “incompetent” depend-
ing on a constellation of race- and culture-based evaluations. Supposedly,
Indians “competent” to manage their own affairs could provide a living for
themselves from their allotment, and dressed and spoke as closely to white
Americans as possible. Once deemed “competent,’ the OIA transferred own-
ership of their allotment in fee simple, their lands then subject to taxation.
The U.S. government viewed “incompetent” Indians as dependent, in need of
guardianship until able to assume the full rights and responsibilities of citi-
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zenship. The paths open to Native people interested in becoming U.S. citizens
included service in the armed forces; renouncing tribal membership or leav-
ing the tribal land base and adopting “the habits of civilized life”; accepting
an allotment; or after amendments modified the Dawes Act, being deemed
“competent” to manage one’s own affairs.??

Tribal norms and concerns, however, controlled Indigenous political iden-
tity just as much as such discourses over U.S. citizenship did. Two years after
the initiation of the Industrial Survey, the Indian Citizenship Act (ICA) of 1924
would blanket Indian Country with the formal designation of U.S. citizenship
for every individual Indian. Some tribes rejected U.S. citizenship outright.
Even in more amenable communities, Native people constructed political
identity not only in relation to U.S. citizenship but also in relation to their
community—distinguishing membership through kinship, clan, and cultural
life. These aspects of community life, while not necessarily political or for-
mally framed through concepts such as “citizenship” or “sovereignty,” shaped
the everyday lives and behaviors of tribal members—including in the political
realm. Before and after the ICA passed, however, Native communities used
existing community structures and employed activist tactics that demanded
the right to survive and build a future.”® Whether accepting or rejecting U.S.
citizenship, Native communities built their political identities—as tribal
members and in relation to U.S. citizenship—from below just as powerfully as
various arms of the U.S. government, or debates among Indian intellectuals,
imposed an identity from above.

Developments in Native political identity were structured not only by
conceptions of U.S. citizenship, or preexisting community norms, but also
by the contestation of control in the places they lived. Native communities
recalibrated the places of their lives**—villages, settlements, hunting terri-
tories, sacred areas—in order to adjust to and at times contest? the spatial
and political order imposed by the OIA. At Crow, despite experiencing a de-
mographic nadir that did not begin to rebound until the 1920s, Crow family
structures and a “locally generated political agenda” continued to structure
and sustain political and social life. Although Crow leadership transitioned
during the first decades of the twentieth century from pre-reservation lead-
ers to a new guard of boarding school—educated Crow men, these leaders
continued to focus on the defense and maintenance of tribal territories. For
example, the tribal government shaped the 1920 Crow Act. Although the leg-
islation further allotted reservation lands, Crow leadership set its terms in
the face of more than a decade of non-Native agitation for allotment; the
Crow version of allotment included the retention of tribal mineral rights and
a tribally directed opening of tribal lands to non-Native homesteaders.?® Al-
though Crow tribal members may not have self-identified as either a Crow
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“citizen” or a U.S. citizen during this period, their politically independent and
self-asserting actions speak louder than words.

By the time Superintendent Asbury received Circular 1774 with its di-
rective to gather visual and narrative data on every Crow household, Crow
notions of place on the reservation held daily power. The five major com-
munities dividing the reservation evolved from the settlements of key,
pre-reservation Crow leaders.?” Crow leadership blunted the final land grab
on Crow by using community-generated priorities to set the terms of the
1920 Crow Act. Asbury held significant financial and political control, but it
was far from complete. When he bemoaned the need at Crow for “more stay-
ing at home, . . . less Indian dances, better homes, more barns, root cellars,
wells, more industry and pride,’?® his list testifies to the primacy of Crow so-
cial organization that took them away from their allotted lands to engage in
tribal social, religious, and political life. The places of Crow reservation life in
the 1920s—Crow lands, homes, and bodies—conformed not to the OIA ver-
sion of Native industry, but to a “multivalent space”? of which Crow social
norms formed the backbone. As Asbury worked to respond to the directives
of Circular 1774 and to fit Crow households into the neat narrative and visual
confines of the circular’s survey sample, Crow tribal members made that task
impossible.

The dynamics introduced in this section—the importance of place as a site
of control, the OIA’s imposition of their conception of U.S. citizenship tied to
assimilative progress, the centrality of Crow norms and concerns, and how
the contestation between these two visions in the smallest places of Crow life
structured a novel version of political life and citizenship—saturate the fol-
lowing sections. By exploring the photographic narratives of Crow Industrial
Survey through the lens of land, homes, and the body, the following sections
reveal the enmeshment of place and citizenship in the late reservation era.

Lands

During the lifetime of tribal members like Three Foretops and Hazel Red
Wolf, Crow land ownership underwent chaotic change. Between 1880 and
1904, the United States took large chunks of the reservation for the Northern
Pacific Railroad, to “open” lands to homesteaders, and for an allotment bill
driven by non-Native citizens and politicians. By 1915, of the over 400,000
acres allotted, Crow tribal members farmed only 6,200 acres. Historian Fred-
erick Hoxie notes that by 1920, a few years before the Industrial Survey, less
than two million acres remained in collective ownership, and non-Native
stockmen leased almost all of them. During the early twentieth century, he
asserts, “reservation lands were gradually being turned into cash.”*® The
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FIGURE 3. Aimsback, Blackfeet Industrial
Survey, 1921. Courtesy of the National
Archives at Denver, Record Group 75,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Blackfeet
Agency, Entry 64, Blackfeet Industrial
Survey, 1921, Box 1, p. 15.

FIGURE 4. Guy Black Hawk home, Fort
Berthold Industrial Survey, circa 1922—
29. Courtesy of the National Archives
and Records Administration, Kansas
City, Missouri.

This content downloaded from 160.94.15.137 on Mon, 26 Mar 2018 14:26:42 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



66

federal government tied allotment and private land ownership to citizen-
ship,* initially conferring it via individual land ownership, later through its
crude assessment of individual Indians as “competent” or “incompetent” to
assume the roles and responsibilities of citizenship.3?

Both the photography and the narrative of the Industrial Survey refer-
enced and defined tribal members’ allotted lands. The survey narrative du-
plicated the processes of tying citizenship to allotment each time it sought
to assess the success of allotment. The assessment of “competency” and “in-
dustry” intertwined not only with land ownership and assimilation, but also
with the relative readiness for the rights of citizenship. The framing of the
Crow Industrial Survey photographs, which correspond with the OIA circular,
suggest a photographer concerned not only with defining the Crow home, but
also with the allotted lands on which it sat. Lest this interpretation seem a
stretch—because the photographs follow the example set by Circular 1774—
images from other northern Plains reservations show how the photography
for the same survey project differed depending on the photographer.

Powerful U.S. mythologies regarding land, work, and ownership saturate
survey photographs. At times, the photographs of the Crow Industrial Survey
evoke older representations of homesteaders: immigrant families eking out

a living on their prairie homesteads, sometimes with possessions spread in

wle - P4 b3 & & b S PR bt g £

FIGURE 5. Bearsheart (Old Time Dancer) homestead, Standing Rock Industrial
Survey, circa 1922—29. Courtesy of the National Archives and Records
Administration, Kansas City, Missouri.
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front of their sod houses, claiming and working parcels of “free land”—160
or 320 acres—as the right of or progress toward U.S. citizenship. The land
became theirs through work,* a labor that sought to extract agricultural
wealth from the soil for a larger market. Homesteader photographs them-
selves represented a visual marking of the progress of European immigra-
tion across the North American continent, and reflected a visual rhetoric
that, like late nineteenth-century landscape photography in the U.S. West,
“took for granted the right of European-Americans to expropriate the land of
nonwhites and develop it to support exclusively European-American cultural
values.”**

This homesteader trope echoes in the Crow Industrial Survey photo-
graphs. Consider Bear Ground’s photograph. His house, a Euro-American-style
frame house or log cabin, works as a symbol of Indian assimilation to white
norms. The house, the family arrayed in front, the narrative accounting of
their worldly possessions, and the photograph itself—all together, suggest
the larger goals of the project: land reform, a new way of marking space

FIGURE 6. John and Marget Bakken sod house, Milton, North Dakota, circa 1895.
Photograph by Fred Hultstrund; courtesy of the Fred Hultstrund History in

Pictures Collection, North Dakota Institute for Regional Studies—North Dakota
State University.
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FIGURE 7. David Hilton family near Weissert, Nebraska, circa 1887. Photograph by
Solomon D. Butcher; courtesy of Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.

based on the Dawes Allotment Act (itself modeled on the Homestead Act),
and an attempt to conform to a homesteader citizenship through work and
assimilation.

Yet Crow tribal members did not conform to the OIA’s vision of Native yeo-
man farmers who stayed on their allotments taking care of their farms and
producing agricultural goods for consumption. In the survey narrative, Crow
tribal members ride their automobiles around the country. They take off to
Crow Fair, to Fourth of July powwows, and to visit their relatives.*® Asbury’s
survey photographs, exemplified by Figure 8, present a nuclear Crow family
contained within a frame house, the house itself contained within a photo-
graph and within the boundaries of an allotment, the allotments contained
on a reservation. His survey narrative, however, reveals irritation at the com-
munity’s refusal of containment. Asbury often wrote dismissively and sar-
castically of tribal members who possessed a relatively new technology of
mobility: the automobile. Of one family he observed, “They have an automo-
bile, which requires a good deal of money that should be used for providing a
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better home. Their house is poor and rather poorly kept, but they are not able
to sacrifice the use of an automobile for such common things as paint and
paper or better shelter for their horses.”*® His displeasure signals that while
he wished Crow to assimilate to white norms, he did not want them to claim
the equal privileges of automotive mobility.>” The mobility of Crow tribal
members and the foundational role of Crow cultural norms may have spurred
a photographic representation that reflected the deepest wishes of the OIA:
static tribal members contained within Euro-American housing built on their
allotments—all within reservation boundaries. OIA bureaucrats seemed to
believe that containment would engender “industry,” which connoted prog-
ress and assimilation, all of which would produce worthy citizens.

Despite participatory democracy being a cornerstone of U.S. citizenship,
in the survey narrative Asbury portrayed Crow tribal members who spoke up
and had an opinion (and probably made waves in the local agency) as deficient,
in need of assimilative efforts, and decidedly not industrious. He found it dis-
tasteful when Crow tribal members had opinions and shared them. Asbury
wrote dismissively of Ben Spotted Horse: “He is usually too busy with tribal
matters and telling the Indians how the Government should be run to spare
time for an ordinary thing like farming.” Of another tribal member he wrote,
“Arnold Costa is of the smart variety. He knows more about how the govern-
ment should be run than the President or Secretary.” Asbury characterized

FIGURE 8. Bear Ground home, Crow Industrial Survey. Photograph by Charles Asbury;
courtesy of the National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.
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another man as “another one of the very smart advisors and counselors, and
if fluent talk in council or in private, would produce potatoes, he would never
go hungry.” Of another man he first characterized as one of the “champion
beggars” for his relatives’ food, he stated, “He should have been a Senator or
Congressman or Judge, rather than a farmer, because they are both strong on
talk, but do not like the odor of their own perspiration.”3®

Yet these men (and likely women) with opinions were building Crow po-
litical life and citizenship. The massive land thefts of the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries shaped a Crow politics that centered on the defense
of cultural values,*® land use, and land rights. Crow leadership, forged while
shaping the Crow Act, also curbed overgrazing by non-Native lessors, and
opposed “dubious oil leases” approved by Asbury.* In this context, Asbury’s
dismissal of Crow men with political opinions not only conveys his opinion of
Crow leadership but implies his notions about the land base, how it should be
used and owned, who should profit from it—as well as his resentment toward
a Crow body politic and leadership structure that successfully challenged his
ideas about their landscape.

The visual and written narratives produced through the OIA’s Industrial
Survey drew from and mirrored powerful U.S. assumptions about land, work,
ownership, and control. These assumptions required that Crow tribal mem-
bers be characterized as deficient stewards, inconvenient within their own
landscape. The same survey, however, shows that Crow tribal members re-
fused to be contained by these ideas—much as they refused to be contained
by allotment or reservation boundaries. Crow social and political life, cen-
tered on defending their lands, served as the meat and sustenance for their
assertion of a Crow political consciousness and citizenship.

Homes

The Industrial Survey’s photographic meat, and ultimate symbol of assim-
ilative progress, was the Indian home. The Crow Industrial Survey—as in
previous and subsequent surveys—counted Crow houses and their families,
noted how many of the households lived in tents, had toilet facilities, or wa-
ter sources.*! In the OIA’s hierarchy of homes, frame houses symbolized the
pinnacle of assimilation and personal industry. Log homes were less accept-
able, and tents or tipis unacceptable. A nuclear family living in a permanent
house structure such as a frame or log house was ideal, but the OIA found it
objectionable when extended or multiple families lived in the same house or
even on the same allotment. The OIA saw these assessments and accountings
as necessary not only to measure progress, but also to account for the popu-
lation as a whole. As Asbury noted in 1927, birth figures on Crow were difficult
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to obtain because “Indians move around so much in the summer and other
times [it is] hard to get an accurate count.”*?

The two photographic entries for Crow tribal member Plenty Buffalo il-
lustrate the use of the Industrial Survey to measure assimilation via housing.
These photographs show two different houses that served as Plenty Buffa-
lo’s homes. Asbury sent the bottom picture, the first home of Plenty Buffalo,
with the original Crow Industrial Survey. Asbury sent the top photograph,
Plenty Buffalo’s second home, as a supplement a few years later. He noted in
his letter accompanying the top photograph what the exact improvements
entailed, closing with the statement, “While Plenty Buffalo has an improved
house, he has not shown much improvement in his agricultural industry.”+
These two photographs, specifically the houses pictured, were intended to
illustrate progress.

Improvement to the physical house referenced a hoped-for improvement
in industry and assimilation. Assistant Commissioner of Indian Affairs E. B.
Merritt replied to Asbury, “Now that he has a comfortable home and a good
well on the place this man will surely take interest in cultivating the land and
raising sufficient crops to fill his barn and insure a good living throughout the
year.”** The bureaucracy that eventually hoped to end its guardianship of (and
fiscal responsibility for) what they deemed their Indian “wards” hungered for
the progress implied in the photographs of Plenty Buffalo’s two houses: Crow
progress not only toward assimilation, but also toward a Progressive Era con-
ception of American citizenship.

States often consider the home a site of reform. After all, we return to
these places every night, to eat and sleep, and they represent a location of
both sustenance and vulnerability. Homes are “an extra skin, carapace or sec-
ond layer of clothes,” serving to “reveal and display as much as it does to hide
and protect.” We make meaning of those home places, imbuing them with
and using them to define notions of kinship, acceptable behavior, love, plea-
sure, and of course identity.** Homes are also associated with notions of do-
mesticity, of women’s work, and of judgments of deviance or respectability,*°
and serve as sites of memory, personal history, and political consciousness.*”
This constellation of ideas overlaps with components of citizenship and the
idea of the nation**—in particular, family, blood, land, work, appropriate be-
havior, history, and identity. The family itself has often been considered the
smallest unit of the nation, a symbol of societal health or endangerment. It
thus follows that reformers, muckrakers, social critics,*® and even the OIA
would use the house—the physical structure embodying the home and hous-
ing the family—to measure social deviance or conformity.

The Crow Industrial Survey documented the exterior of the Crow house
using bureaucratic technologies developed and implemented in the urban
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FIGURE 9. Two homes of Plenty Buffalo, Crow Industrial Survey. Photograph by
Charles Asbury; courtesy of the National Archives and Records Administration,
Washington, D.C.
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East. The survey’s focus on Indian homes mirrored in some ways the 1909
Pittsburgh Survey, undertaken to mark and measure the “social conditions”
of that city’s class structure.>® The Pittsburgh Survey’s same bureaucratic
management and social science methods underlay the bureaucratic aims of
the OIA’s Industrial Survey. But whereas the Pittsburgh Survey created syn-
ecdochic images representing the houses of various classes, the OIA’s Indus-
trial Survey concerned itself with particularity.5' The OIA sought not to find
and exhibit a representative set of Indian homes; rather, they sought to ac-
crue an archive of every Indian home.

In this respect, the Industrial Survey photographs hold more in common
with the older technology of the mug shot in which, as John Tagg describes,
“the bodies—workers, vagrants, criminals, patients, the insane, the poor, the
colonized races—are taken one by one: isolated in a shallow, contained space;
turned full face and subjected to an unreturnable gaze; illuminated, focused,
measured, numbered, and named; forced to yield to the minutest scrutiny of
gestures and features.”*? The standard focal length Asbury followed faithfully
was not new or unusual. This decision, however, coming as it did well after Ber-
tillon’s systematic focal length, lighting, and fixed distance between the cam-
era and a criminalized sitter, resonates with the criminality suggested by such
standardized treatment. Because our viewing culture is accustomed to full
frontal photographs of places—buildings in particular—the effect of the OIA’s
photographic directive may seem innocent. Yet as Susan Sontag asserted, “To
photograph is to frame, and to frame is to exclude.”>® The photograph the OIA
attached to Circular 1774 focused just such a gaze on the house as the site of
the family—a visual framing faithfully reproduced within the Crow Industrial
Survey. The “documentary rhetoric” inherent in the frontality of the photo-
graphs of Indian homes should be seen as one decision among many that “sets
the stage for either critique or celebration, but in either case evaluation.”**

While the Industrial Survey narrative comments on the quality and type
of housekeeping and furnishings in each household, it never introduces pho-
tographs of a household interior. Rather than a romantic elegy to the joys of
the domestic sphere, the Crow Industrial Survey presented photographs of
Crow homes as individual examples of a larger, universal archive that could
allow any individual household to be measured as deviant or industrious—
not only by comparing them to one another, but by laying them bare for com-
parison to an idealized version of white domesticity and industry.>® The OIA
and Asbury did not draw a curtain of privacy by excluding the house interior.
After all, the OIA’s investment in their field matron program and the work
done to build the skills of white middle-class domesticity in boarding schools
show a deep investment in regulating the interior spaces of Indian homes.%¢
Rather, the exterior focus disregards Crow women’s work.
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Compare survey photographs with Richard Throssel’s 1910 “Interior of
the Best Indian Kitchen on the Crow Reservation.” The Crow adopted (and
even allotted) Throssel, a Canadian Cree who worked for the Office of Indian
Affairs at Crow Agency and was the chief photographer for a 1910 survey on
health conditions on Indian reservations. He produced “Best Indian Kitchen”
for an OIA project intended to model hygienic practices to prevent trachoma
and tuberculosis, communicable diseases rampant throughout Indian Coun-
try. His photograph presents an Indian family eating at a dining table in their
kitchen. Their surroundings indicate relative wealth for the time and con-
text—wallpaper on the walls, a nice hutch, tablecloth, and elaborate bead-
work on their clothing. The family, stiff in their pose, makes the tableau seem
over-studied. But the Crow woman pictured in her traditional elk tooth dress
sits near the center of the photograph.*

In fact, Throssel’s photograph illuminates a tableau of women’s work. The
staging resonates with Euro-American domesticity. But the beadwork and
Crow dress details are just as important—and not only because the Crows

FIGURE 10. “Interior of the Best Indian Kitchen on the Crow Reservation.” Photograph
by Richard Throssel, circa 1910; courtesy of National Anthropological Archives,
Washington, D.C.
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have a reputation for “distinctive and technically excellent beadwork.”s®
The beadwork expressed public and private meanings—care, love, atten-
tion, respectability, pride, artistic talent, and industry. The elk tooth dress
might have been a gift from the husband to wife, or made in the woman’s few
spare hours in a busy household.*® The creator intended that all the adorned
clothing be “touched, worn, smelled,” and kept close to the bodies of beloved
family members.®° So while the picture signals respectability and reenacts
tropes of Euro-American domesticity, Crow women’s work literally clothes,
sustains, and beautifies the family and the physical structure of the home.
Throssel’s photograph depicts the centrality of the work Crow women un-
dertook to organize the Crow family, homes, kinship networks, and, by ex-
tension, the structures of Crow social and political life. His interior of a Crow
home throws the visual rhetoric of the Crow Industrial Survey into relief—
a photographic project whose exterior focus chronicled Crow women only in
the visual and narrative margins.

Another Throssel photograph, of Crow tribal member Bear Ground, ex-
poses the photographic framing of the Crow Industrial Survey that ren-
dered an emotional distance between Crow men and their families. In Bear
Ground’s survey photo (Figure 8)—posed like many other Crow men in survey
photographs—he stands in front of his house, hands in pockets, noticeably
separate from his children.®* Taken and developed indifferently, the photo-
graph in the Bureau of Indian Affairs archives is washed out, in some places
barely legible. Produced twelve years earlier, Throssel’s composition focuses
on Bear Ground, and the sight lines of all the other people in the picture run
toward him. Throssel’s photograph shows Bear Ground and his family in
front of a tipi, likely camped by a river for the summer, as many Crow still did
well into the 1920s and 1930s. The photograph feels intimate as he carefully
holds his child, and the image framing pulls the viewer’s eyes toward the tipi
in the center—and thus toward the figure of Bear Ground, who stands near
the center of the tipi. In Throssel’s photograph, Bear Ground does not just
have a family; he loves his family.

The erasure of Crow women’s work and of men’s familial ties is especially
notable in “a community rich with intimate relatives,” in which kinship or-
ganized not only community membership but also political structure. Hoxie
states, “Households made up of grandparents, parents, children and other
relatives formed the basis for Crow family life in the reservation era.’s?
Crow family structure went far beyond the nuclear family. The sisters of
one’s mother were also considered mothers, and the father’s brothers were
considered fathers. This pulled an extended kin group into tightly woven re-
lationship ties. The matrilineal Crow clan system further multiplied kinship
ties, since a person was a member of their mother’s clan and treated their
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FIGURE I1. “Bear Ground (Man) Holding Child outside Tipi; and Open Eye Old Lady;
Child.” Photograph by Richard Throssel, circa 1910; National Anthropological
Archives, Washington, D.C.

fellow clan members as “brother” and “sister.” Additionally, one’s father’s
clanmembers would treat that individual as one of their own children.®
Women and men were admired for their ability to fulfill and honor the multi-
ple obligations of this family structure. Asbury, in his Crow Survey narratives,
showed deep antipathy toward the Crow family structure and the extensive
associations necessary to fuel and maintain it. His survey prose reached a
nadir when he wrote that the near-total deafness of one man “may be. .. a
good thing. Possibly it detracts from the pleasure of social groups and thus
results in his staying at home more. If that is the case, it might be advisable
to promote deafness.”®

The deviance of Crow domesticity—a domesticity founded on the intimacy
of Crow family and clan relations, supported by the work of Crow women,
and based largely or perhaps even entirely in Crow social norms—constituted
the foundation of Crow citizenship even as it produced anxiety for the local
OIA bureaucracy. On the eve of the Indian Citizenship Act, the stasis and mea-
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surability implied by the Industrial Survey may have comforted the OIA even
as the nature and practice of Crow citizenship—and Indian citizenship across
the country—remained unresolved in a maze of allotment-generated confu-
sion. But though the visual rhetoric of the Crow Industrial Survey disregarded
both Crow women’s social labor and Crow men’s family intimacy, Crow tribal
members insisted on living full lives steeped in Crow social and cultural con-
cerns. Home places helped structure Crow identity and citizenship.

Bodies

The photograph that began this essay, of Hazel Red Wolf and her husband,
Three Foretops, illustrates the centrality of strategies of the body in con-
structing Native citizenship identity. Although the photograph replicates the
visual syntax of the Industrial Survey, Hazel Red Wolf disrupted the process.
Asbury wrote, “When 1 suggested to them that they get in the picture, that
I was taking, there was some delay while she [Hazel Red Wolf] went to put
on her Indian elk tooth dress, which was rather a waste of energy since the
photograph does not give her the benefit of that attention.”®® Asbury was
correct to assert that the details of the elk tooth dress were lost within the
photograph—had the narrative not presented the fact, it would be difficult to
know what the woman in the image is wearing.

Regardless, Red Wolf’s attempt to turn an instrument of measurement
and classification into a portrait reveals the corporeal foundations of citi-
zenship identity. Hazel Red Wolf’s determination to wear her elk tooth dress
suggests a claim of respectability, or perhaps the fondness she felt for her
marriage bonds. It may have been an assertion of wealth or status.®® It may
have simply been her favorite dress—the one in which she felt most beautiful
or accomplished. Many families use portraits—of themselves and their fami-
lies—not only to display in their homes for enjoyment or to mark status, but
potentially also to “construct identity, to mark an occasion for posterity, and
to stabilize family relationships in the face of complexity and change.”®” And
just as Lakota leader Red Cloud claimed the position of photographic subject,
seeking control over his image in a “larger struggle for cultural survival,’®®
Hazel Red Wolf also claimed a subject position.

Assimilation begins with the body, the same place a subject position begins.
Assimilationist policy permeated the United States during the early twenti-
eth century. Legislators and judges pondered, debated, and created policy on
how to define the subjects of U.S. imperialist territorial claims in Puerto Rico
and the Pacific. Corporations, philanthropists, tenement workers, and ma-
ternalist thinkers attempted to treat the immigrant, the impoverished body,
by targeting what they perceived as the illness: cultural difference.®® Native
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bodies, however, represented a source of cultural difference that could not be
legislated away or contained through immigration quotas.

Thus Native bodies and their clothes assumed a citizenship valence.” For
example, the OIA’s Last Arrow ceremonies, practiced until 1924, required
that tribal members receiving citizenship and fee-simple title to their allot-
ment lands perform a corporeal assimilation in order to claim the rights and
status of citizenship. Men, dressed in traditional clothing, shot their “last ar-
row””" before an assembled crowd of tribal members, after which they en-
tered a dwelling and changed into Euro-American-style clothes—their “cit-
izen clothes.” After the new “citizen Indian” emerged, the local Indian agent
placed their hands on the handle of a plow, explaining that “this act means
that you have chosen to live the life of a white man—and the white man lives
by work. ... Only by work do we gain a right to the land or to the enjoyment of
life.””? Women underwent a similar ceremony, minus the shooting of the last
arrow, and the Indian agent instead gave her a workbag and purse, stating,
“The white woman loves her home. The family and the home are the founda-
tion of our civilization. Upon the character and industry of the mother and
homemaker largely depends the future of our Nation.” A 1917 newspaper
describing the ceremony stated, “The general effect of the ceremonial has
proved most happy, and the honor of participating in it has served as a stim-
ulus to many of the Indians to work harder for the privileges of citizenship.””?

In this context, Hazel Red Wolf’s elk tooth dress signifies more than beauty
oraccomplishment. It signifies identity, even a citizenship identity. Red Wolf’s
elk tooth dress not only indicated the nexus of the work Crow women’s and
men’s bodies performed—elk teeth, gained two at a time per each elk hunted
by men, elaborately ornamented the distinctively Crow-style woman’s dress
hand sewn, beaded, and decorated by women. It also marked a distinctively
Crow body. In a time period in which women’s bodies and clothing—and
their appropriation or rejection—could become an index of state or even na-
tional identity,™ to insist on wearing the dress for this survey of Crow house-
holds hints at an assertion of self-preservation and self-determination.” In
Hazel Red Wolf’s world, and in the portrait she attempted to curate—a Crow
woman wearing a beautiful elk tooth dress, her husband at her side, in front
of their well-kept log cabin—“Indians aren’t weird, heartbroken exiles, or zoo
animals for the exposition, endangered species preserved forever in photo-
graphic gelatin. ... They are changed but in control.”” Just as Sauk women de-
scribed by Jane Simonsen used images originally produced for white viewers
to “unfix and remake them in ways that tell different stories,’”” Red Wolf did
not concern herself with the aims of Superintendent Asbury or the larger OIA
bureaucracy. Her concern: to wear her favorite elk tooth dress. If the OIA in-
deed attempted to measure progress toward citizenship (read: assimilation)
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through survey photographs, in at least this case their measurement would
include an elk tooth dress.”

The Crow Survey and many of the other northern Plains Industrial Sur-
veys sidelined women and their bodies, deeming them irrelevant unless found
wanting. Asbury’s liberties with the structure of the Industrial Survey at Crow
erased the substantive importance of women. For example, while the sample
survey sent with Circular 1774 detailed the household individual by individual
down to the youngest child, the Crow Industrial Survey condenses much of
the detailed household information under a general heading “Remarks.” This
flattens the household information, naming only the male “head of house-
hold” and rendering every other family member nameless and ageless. In the
survey narrative describing Asbury’s interaction with Hazel Red Wolf, Asbury
never recorded or alluded to her name. He referred to her only as the “wife” of
Three Foretops, and I had to track her name through other sources. The orig-
inal survey modeled in Circular 1774 imposes a Euro-American family system
and gender norms—assuming that only men are heads of households, and
assuming that Native families do (or should) conform to the nuclear family
model. But the Crow Survey pushes this dynamic further. Women and chil-
dren, nameless and ageless, are barely counted or noted as individuals.

Although less than half (approximately 40 percent) of survey photographs
contain human figures at all—making Crow bodies more an afterthought or
accident than an intention—in the narrative Asbury constantly assesses
Crow men’s bodies. Asbury tied the age, wellness, and abilities of Crow men’s
bodies to their “industry,” or ability and success in providing for themselves
and their family through farm or wage labor. For example, “He is poorly, but
he could at least stay at home and attend to a garden and some chickens and
a cow and contribute something to the support of his family. I regard him as
a hopeless case and explained to him that in my opinion he would very soon
starve to death and the sooner the better.””® Asbury also pointedly noted pey-
ote use. The Crow Industrial Survey, and many other Industrial Surveys, as-
sociated peyote use not only with addiction but also with a man’s lack of in-
dustry and inability to support himself and his family. The overweight Indian
body evoked disgust, as when Asbury wrote about one man, “This party says
himself that he is a good worker, but the condition of his place and his general
attitude does not confirm his admission. He appears to weigh somewhere
around 300 Ibs.” Asbury also assessed the heaviness of his wife (unnamed),
and concluded, “It seems to be a sort of rendezvous here for those that have
a sort of chronic fatigue.” Asbury racialized the Indian male body, tying blood
quantum to industry and business acumen: “He is practically white and has
some education in reservation and non-reservation schools. . . . His tendency,
like many of the mixed-bloods, is to want to do things on a big scale and if they

NAIS 2:2 2015 Photographing the Places of Citizenship

This content downloaded from 160.94.15.137 on Mon, 26 Mar 2018 14:26:42 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

I£]



can secure the credit, they go in debt too much and are presently broken.”
Finally, the able-bodied Crow male also came in for his own round of assess-
ment—always through the lens of deficiency and inability to “make a good
living” doing farmwork and ranching. Asbury’s narrative created a nexus be-
tween assessment of the Indian body, productivity, work, and the Crow land-
scape and allotted lands, as when he wrote, “The land where they live is very
good land and should make him a good living, but they do not work. There are
not particular tears to be shed in this case. He is an able-bodied young man.
His wife is able-bodied. They could make a good living on the land where they
live and if they go hungry, it is their own fault.”®° Asbury often used the idea
of hunger to comfort himself as he made particularly nasty assessments of
Crow tribal members, imagining it as a form of bodily discipline that would
teach the deficient Crow agricultural worker the error of idleness. In Asbury’s
hands, the Crow Industrial Survey assessed Crow bodies largely to dismiss
them as wanting.

But Crow tribal members possessed different concerns regarding their
bodies, as revealed by Asbury’s dismissive comments. Crow bodies—at times
infirm, overweight, or racialized—moved. They traversed the Crow, crossing
allotment and reservation boundaries to visit relatives, where their family
members likely sustained their bodies with delicious food and conversation
and laughter. They dressed their bodies as they saw fit, consciously or uncon-
sciously projecting an identity that had little to do with Last Arrow ceremo-
nies and everything to do with their own notions of beauty and accomplish-
ment. In other words, while the OIA might assess Indian bodies as forever
deficient regarding the productivity and “industry” necessary to contribute
as full citizens, Crow people lived fully in their bodies—the place that houses
consciousness and identity—more concerned with Crow norms of commu-
nity and citizenship than those the OIA attempted to impose. Such commit-
ment to Crow bodily truths surely shaped their political identities as tribal
members and, eventually, citizens.

Conclusion

Historians of the late reservation era have developed sophisticated analyses
of federal Indian policy, well-known Native writers and cultural brokers, and
the complex interaction between nascent culture industries and Native im-
agery and performances. Through this work, historians now understand the
early twentieth century as a time of intense government control, but also one
of creative negotiations and advocacy on the part of Native people. Histori-
ans of the late reservation era possess an invaluable historical source in the
OIA’s Industrial Survey, as the survey created literal, statistical, and narrative
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snapshots of the end of the era through its documentation and accounting of
every Indian household on every reservation in the country. The source is rich
and compelling, particularly because it weds narrative and statistical data to
a vast archive of photographs of the intimate places of Indigenous life.

Examining the valences of the Crow Industrial Survey though the lens of
place and citizenship shows, however, that the data and images of the survey
must not be taken at face value. Rather, the survey produced visual and writ-
ten narratives fraught with the anxieties of the OIA’s local and national con-
cerns. In reaction to those anxieties, OIA officials attempted to survey, anno-
tate, and define Native bodies, homes, and lands—or what this essay terms
the “places” of Indian life. By reading against the grain of the OIA’s visual and
written narratives—and inserting a tribal historical context—those same
flattening and eliding survey photographs and narratives also, perhaps un-
willingly, reveal a rich and vibrant community life. Crow political and social
values structured this community life, and even the totalizing documents of
the OIA’s survey cannot hide a Crow body politic that lived and asserted con-
trol over their own bodies, homes, and lands in ways that contributed to a
Crow-centered citizenship practice.

This analysis—and the contestation it examines between the OIA and
tribal members—reminds us that before citizenship is theorized, it is em-
bodied and placed. Citizenship happens through the work and performance
of our bodies, in the way our bodies curate and develop our homes, and in
the way we move through and use our landscapes. Indigenous citizenship—
within a tribe or the United States—should contend with the places in which
it is forged.

ANGELA PARKER (Mandan, Hidatsa, Cree) received her PhD in U.S. history from
the University of Michigan.
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