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Abstract

Re-Imagining Community: Political Ecology and Inéiigpus State Formation
in the Cherokee Nation

by
Clinton Roy Carroll
Doctor of Philosophy in Environmental Science, &gland Management
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Nancy L. Peluso, Chair

Tribal environmental governance in the Cherokeaddabday is characterized by a complex
interplay among community, bureaucracy, and knogded he Cherokee Nation is one of the
largest American Indian nations by population, podgsesses a tripartite government that has
operated free of federal oversight since 1971.&Algh the government has its roots in the
historic 1827 Cherokee constitution that in manysvsuccessfully melded “traditional” forms
of governance with a state structure, the Cherdla®n is struggling to reconcile its modern
governance structure with the numerous cohesiveraanties that make up the tribal nation’s
cultural base. This situation is acutely illustchie current tribal environmental projects. Despite
the Cherokee Nation’s sophisticated environmentagiams that have been functioning under
tribal control since the 1990s, only recently hangatives attempted to fill the “culture gap”
that exists between tribal environmental policy &ierokee environmental knowledge and
practices.

This dissertation addresses these issues throegtutly of one such initiative. Using
ethnographic methods, | follow a tribally-fundetir@botany project that began in 2004 and has
developed into a unique and productive collaboratietween a group of Cherokee elders, a
Cherokee community non-profit organization, and@erokee Nation Natural Resources
Department. The formation of this group represarggynificant connection between
government and community, especially because édbaiss on knowledge that is deemed sacred
and rarely discussed openly. The conditions ofitsegroup meeting — held outdoors, around a
fire at a secluded and wooded meeting space (assedpo a stark conference room at the tribal
complex) — speak to its success as an ongoingtingi, and illuminate changing perspectives on
knowledge and authority within the tribal governmémpropose that these changing
perspectives are brought about through a persistérituctuating balancing act between
Cherokee communities and their formal, centralgedernance structures.

Whereas Cherokee society resists centralizatiommnetheless relies on a central government to
present a representative body that can confroetmit political pressures. In tracing Cherokee
political history, along with environmental histesi of resource politics and Cherokee ecological
knowledge, | arrive at conclusions about tribaldawrcracy, state formation, and the
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epistemological and political issues of incorpargtiraditional knowledge into tribal
environmental programs. | assert that tribal emvuimental policy is enhanced when it is
approached through sincere collaborative culturajiegts like the ethnobotany initiative
discussed above. Furthermore, while | acknowletgegtoblems with imposed forms of
political organization in tribal communities, | aigythat Cherokee (and, by extension,
indigenou3 engagement with dominant political structures aditulate new forms that offer
the possibility of undermining the forces of colaiiem while speaking its language — making
use of state structures like bureaucracy, consfitat governments, and environmental policy,
while nurturing community, cultural protocol, arrdditional knowledge. These new
articulations have the potential to transform hogthink about global politics, and to offer
different standards of governance that are notdasthe philosophies of imperial states or
centered on imperial control.



For my daughter, Liliana.
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Noteto the Reader

Throughout the text, | use the terms indigenowsjWd, American Indian, and Native
American to refer to the descendents of the orlgnfebitants of North America in what is now
known as the United States. “Tribe” is used intargdeably with “nation” to describe North
American indigenous nations, and reflects the comosage of the term throughout North
American indigenous contexts (although many wogicka that “nation” is a more accurate term
that also avoids the negative connotations assutwith the word tribe). “Tribal” is also used
as a descriptor in the context of common phrakes‘tribal government,” “tribal environmental
policy.” In certain contexts, | use the term indiges to refer to indigenous peoples worldwide;
more often, | use the term to refer to those indliyes nations that have been subsumed by
settler-states (the U.S., Canada, New ZealandAasttalia), but who nevertheless continue to
maintain their own nationhood and political relasbips with the settler-state.

In my ethnographic anecdotes, | use pseudonyroglir to preserve the anonymity of
my consultants. Although only some consultantsepretl to remain anonymous, | do so across
the board in order to prevent any unforeseen naesaand to maintain the flow of the work.
However, when discussing public figures outsidetbhographic contexts, | use real names. Al
ethnographic material is taken from interviews [bi@iped and hand recorded) and field notes
recorded during my 19 cumulative months of fieldkior the Cherokee Nation between June
2004 and January 2009.



Preface

The formative research for this dissertation bagahe summer of 2004, when | started
work on an internship with the Cherokee Nation €dfof Environmental Programs (OEP).
Having recently completed my baccalaureate stuti@sed to explore some initial questions in
what would become my dissertation field site betmeginning my graduate study at Berkeley.
Though | had expected to spend that summer carpubh¢psks that fit the description of “intern
work” (which | would have been perfectly happy Witthe opportunity turned out to entail much
more. Due in part to my bachelor’s degree in amblagy and American Indian studies, OEP
directors were interested in how | could contribigi¢he development of “cultural” programs
within the department (which were practically notiséent at the time).

We had met earlier that spring to discuss ideathisrproject. As a result of our
conversations, the main idea driving my internshgs that local Cherokee knowledge of plants
and their ecosystems could improve OEP methodsobégting these environments and would
instill the practical application of a “Cheroke@dbethic” in everyday environmental decision-
making. We proposed that the results of this ptajeald include: (1) stricter tribal regulations
for development activities (both tribal and noread), (2) habitat improvement and preservation
for culturally significant plants, and (3) the petypation of Cherokee environmental knowledge
and practices for future generations. The projeatdalso aid in strategic tribal land re-
acquisition by buying formerly non-tribal land wkezulturally significant plants are harvested
SO as to eliminate any restrictions to traditiamslource access. In June 2004, | began work on
what was to be the first policy-oriented projectiaé sort within the Cherokee Nation.

| remember my first day on the job: My supervis@ked into the office with a copy of
Grant Foreman’'3he Cherokee Physicigta857) and suggested that | start by developing an
ethnobotanical database based on my researchakdlany interviews | could conduct with
local Cherokee experts. The book is worth notingange of how it illuminates the situation at
hand. Foreman’s book is a rough sketch of Cherek@@obotanical healing remedies, written
with regard to the Cherokee homelands in what vg adarge part of Tennessee, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, Kentucky, and Alabamah\Vitentury-and-a-half old publication
date, and an ecological setting that far exceeglsplecies diversity of the current location of the
Cherokee Nation in northeastern Oklahoma (duedm#tion’s forced removal by the U.S.
government in 1838-9), this spoke volumes to méerpaucity of published material on
Cherokee ethnobotanical knowledge generally, aed ewre so with regard to “western”
Cherokee ethnobotany. Although through my own mesebafound a few more materials on
Cherokee ethnobotany, they were also dusty pulditathat primarily concerned the eastern
homelands. Detailed ethnobotanical work had nexaity been carried out among Cherokees in
northeastern Oklahoma, despite the fact that teefiwild plants in arts and crafts, medicine,
and for food was still practice among Cherokee comitres (although many of my interviewees
stressed that this was slowly fading).

| was humbled by the task ahead, but neverthelegss excited to lead a project of this
sort. Over the next six weeks, | designed a datalaBlicrosoft Access to hold ethnobotanical
information about culturally-significant plants,cahbegan interviews in the Tahlequah area — a
small town of about 15,000 and the capital of tinei©Gkee Nation. | also gave the project an
unofficial title, theTsalagi-yi Digakohd(“Cherokee Plants”) Ethnobotanical Project. Tovgard
the end of the summer, | coordinated a “river tmpth OEP staff and two highly knowledgeable
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Cherokee men in order to discuss plants growinggatbe banks of the lllinois River. Beginning
early in the morning, we spent a half-day floatitogyvn a stretch of river, stopping frequently to
walk around and listen to the two expert partictpaalk about individual plants and tell stories
about local environmental history. The river tripmethod of applied environmental
anthropology that | borrowed from my former advssat the University of Arizona — was
overall a success. Both participants enjoyed tlamoh to compare knowledge with each other,
as well as with a tribal biologist who also atteshdee trip. For me, the river trip was a validation
that the ethnobotany project was valuable, anditieid the potential to have practical and
positive results for the people. As it came timerfe to travel to Berkeley, my supervisors and |
agreed that | would come back the following sumaret pick up on the project where | left off.
In total, | spent three summers working for the QaRhis project before beginning my
extended dissertation fieldwork in the Cherokeeadisin 2008.

While | was working within the Cherokee Nation evimental sector, another
ethnobotanical research project was forming atthizersity of Arkansas-Fayetteville.
Professor Justin Nolan in the Department of Antbtogy, along with Cherokee graduate
students Shawna Morton Cain and Roger Cain, havel@jged a similar initiative supported by
the Cherokee Nation Education Department that plapecific emphasis on Cherokee language
use and preservation as it relates to ethnobotatmoaviedge (Nolan et al. n.d.). Dr. Nolan’s
training and expertise in ethnobotanical researethods (see Nolan 2007) have contributed
greatly toward our mutual goal of creating inforroaal stores of knowledge that not only seek
to “preserve” such knowledge, but, by nature ofrésearch design, seek to contribute to its
perpetuation within Cherokee communities. Profeskmdan and the Cains’ research, along with
the ongoing OEP project (which is now formally hedisvithin the Cherokee Nation Natural
Resources Department), show great promise for stateting contemporary Oklahoma
Cherokee ethnobotany and for encouraging its coatirpractice.

Yet while my research began with the ethnobotamyept, the dissertation project
developed into an analysis of broader social aritigad dynamics that | observed in the course
of my work. As such, ethnobotany is not the centehis dissertation. Rather, | use the
ethnobotany project as a springboard to discussakbe Nation environmental politics and
governance. As an initiative conducted throughttitbal government, my discussion of the
project with participants often raised more conggos about the tribal government than it did
about the plants. For example, during the riverittithe summer of 2004, both informants
raised the issue of taking the project out of trdm@vernment. They claimed that many others
would be reluctant to participate if the projectreveontrolled by “the tribe.” As the project is
clearly concerned with cultural preservation, thf@imants wanted to ensure that the project was
available for use by “the people.” Both having lexgherience with working for the tribal
government, they thought that this goal would elared if the project were tied up in a web of
bureaucracy.

| had heard similar comments from other interviesvtgoughout the summer, and my
reaction was admittedly surprised. In the earlgeasaof designing the internship, the OEP
director and | had considered working with fundsrirthe U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. We ultimately decided that, because EPAI$umight have subjected sensitive cultural
knowledge to U.S. Freedom of Information Act (FOBYpulations, the project should be fully
funded by the Cherokee Nation. | saw this as amglight to conduct the work without being
hindered by concerns over the knowledge’s vulnétalbo outside (and potentially exploitative)
interests. But whereas this was technically truthat the project would not be subject to FOIA
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review under tribal control, after hearing the aboemments, full tribal funding did not carry as
much significance.

This experience opened my eyes to the skepticistmtlany Cherokees feel towards the
Cherokee Nation government. Additionally, during fingt year at Berkeley | came across the
work of anthropologist Albert Wahrhatftig (see, e1P68; 1978), who had conducted research
among Oklahoma Cherokee communities in the 196@$:ad written extensively (and often
hyperbolically) about the tense relationship betwegal Cherokee communities and the
Cherokee Nation government. | even contacted Psofé&/ahrhaftig, who teaches at Sonoma
State University (one hour north of Berkeley), &edgraciously invited me to his home to meet
and talk about my research. Our conversation fatusa&nly on the aspects of my work dealing
with Cherokee ecological knowledge, as | had camtake for granted his description of the
political rifts in Cherokee society. But later,ray ethnographic and historical research
progressed, | began to see that there was mohe oid¢ture he had presented in his written
work. While Wahrhaftig had made important contribos in the study of Cherokee cultural
forms and provided a valuable critical assessmie@herokee politics, my own perspective and
observations called into question some of Wahryafassumptions (as | discuss in chapter 1).

Further, it was discouraging to hear from projeatipipants that the ethnobotany project
should be “taken out of government” when the desigime project was so closely tied to the
Cherokee Nation environmental sector. If the comees about the project getting caught up in
bureaucracy, wasn’t there the possibility that tigfoa project of this sort, we could begin to
change the bureaucracy itself? Didn’t the valuprofects like this one lie in opportunities for
structural change? Based on this stubborn detetimmand the hunch that the Cherokee
sociopolitical world was more complex than otheaid made it out to be, | decided to pursue
these issues in the dissertation as an attemggttertunderstand them, and to offer insights that
encourage new approaches to addressing problemisahgovernance.

| discuss the rift between Cherokee governmentcanamunity in terms of indigenous
state formation, the dynamics of which display aelitical process wherein people identify the
sources of incongruence and then find ways to amaté them through dialog and a re-
evaluation of how things get done. My work focusesvhat the Cherokee Nation government,
in the process of developing state-like structuasks of its citizens; and, conversely, what they
expect from it. | ask: What role can state-likaistures play in indigenous liberation from neo-
colonial paternalism, tribal control over tribahtis and resources, and the recognition of tribal
environmental policy? And how is the Cherokee Natlealing with the demands of a form that
many would consider to run counter to indigenougsaat operating? Not all indigenous nations
have states, but in the case of many tribal govems) what are these political structures if not
states? And how can scholars begin study of theme iflon’t try to understand their unique
processes of formation? As such, the dissertasi@emtered on tribal environmental governance
— the process within indigenous societies by whiebtisions get made and how things get done
with regard to natural resource management (thesaccontrol, and conservation of water,
plants, animals, and ecosystems).

My analysis focuses on indigenous nations that haesm subsumed by settler-states,
particularly in the United States. Consequentidlghould state that indigeneity in this context is
more concrete than in other areas of the world.example, Tania Li (2000) has shown that in
Indonesia, the articulation of indigeneity may Isedito the advantage of certain groups, while
at the same time leaving others in the marginthérnUnited States, American Indian nations’
treaty relationships with the federal governmeatthe foundation of American Indian political
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sovereignty (see Wilkins 2007). Despite the faat thany of these treaties have been ignored or
otherwise “abrogated” by the federal governmentlité and Lomawaima 2001: 143-175;
Wilkinson and Volkman 1975), this foundation conts to maintain a distinct political
relationship between the settler-state and indigemations. | explore the dynamics of this
relationship in the context of indigenous (speaeitit Cherokee) state formation, although we
will see that these formations deviate from comroonceptions of the term “state.”
Additionally, throughout the work | approach thadst of the Cherokee Nation state with
attention to structural aspects (e.g., the workifgsibal bureaucracy), as well as from a post-
structural perspective of networks and relatiooairfs of state power. In the course of my
analysis, it became clear that consideration df ltioé¢ structure of Cherokee government, and
the process by which government actors fulfill titkities in relation to ordinary tribal citizens,
is necessary for understanding Cherokee ideolagiesganization and governance.

Theoretically, | hope the dissertation appealsctmkars in a wide array of fields,
including Native American and Indigenous StudiasyiEbnmental Studies, Political Science,
Anthropology, and Geography. Also, more practicdllyope it speaks to American Indian and
other settler-state indigenous nations in thejpeesve initiatives to further assert tribal
sovereignty and maintain strong nations. Whilerthances of the work are specific to the
Cherokee Nation, | hope that viewing the issudbhéncontext of indigenous settler-state politics
at large is of value to others. Furthermore, algfiotine precision of my argument decreases the
further it gets from its contextual origins, | dotrwish to preclude the formation of discussions
outside of this context. For example, while indiges resistance in Latin America may take
different forms than those within settler societie® to disparate political histories, indigenous
engagement with state structures holds interegisgibilities — the most notable of which is the
election of indigenous (Aymara) leader Evo Moratethe Bolivian presidency in 2006. One
recent instance of counter-hegemonic change tlsatasallted from Morales’ leadership is the
passage of “the Law of Mother Earth” in Bolivia2011, which represents one of the world’s
first laws that grants “all [of] nature equal righto [those of] humans” (Vidal 2011). Such an act
is unquestionably a bold assertion of values (rdmiaed or not) that runs counter to the history
of state-sponsored resource exploitation.

Methodological Discussion

Following anthropologist Kirk Dombrowski, | presehis dissertation as an
“ethnography of a problem, as opposed to a ‘pedf2&01: 4). | focus on the ethnobotany
project as a primary area of analysis, viewing ‘$tete,” as Corrigan and Sayer (1985) suggest,
through its manifestations in particular projettsonceptualize my intellectual project as
“insider border work” (Mignolo 2000) that focuses the process of alliance-building between
sectors of a single “subaltern” society, and tisailteng articulations that are produced out of
these coalitions. Studying institutional changéh&sproduct of coalitions allows us to visualize
what Gillian Hart calls “relational comparison,” etteby, “[ijnstead of comparing pre-existing
objects, events, places, or identities, the fosumshowthey are constituted in relation to one
another through power-laden practices in the meltipterconnected arenas of everyday life”
(2006: 996). Thus, the constructions of tribal goweent and community, tribal complex and
rural area, scientific and traditional knowledgecetera, get broken down to a practical level
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where, rather than their distance from each ottrex,can focus more on the connections
between them and the potential to mobilize thesmections to solve problems.

Hart’s concept of “critical ethnography” is alsdwable, as it acknowledges linkages to,
and influence from, external forces (ibid.). Caliethnography moves beyond case studies that
seek to explain deviation or conformity to broadeéeal-typical forms. Rather, critical
ethnography recognizes that “particularities orcdpes arise througimterrelationsbetween
objects, events, places, and identities; andtltrisugh clarifying how these relations are
produced and changed in practice that close stiidyparticular part can generate broader
claims and understandings” (ibid, emphasis in aabi Instead of an ethnography of “what is
there” (taking for granted established social foand relations), following Hart, | will focus on
how social institutions are being formed (lookiigoeocesses) and what they have the potential
to become (see Graeber 2001). As Hart emphasidssnethod allows us to envision
alternatives — “new understandings of the possimslifor social change” (2006: 996).

The work is based on 19 cumulative months of ethaqagc fieldwork in the Cherokee
Nation. In addition to my work during the summef2004-2006, from April 2008-January
2009, | conducted ten months of continuous fieldyarorking with the Cherokee Nation
Natural Resources Department (NRD) staff. Takingh@ensubject of this dissertation has never
been an easy task. The decision to study a topgnigenched in tribal politics resulted from my
inability to ignore it. In many of my conversatiowgh community folks, | sensed ambivalence
toward the tribal government — an uncertain mixufrpride and skepticism — and a feeling that
things could be better. And, in many conversatiwit tribal officials and employees, | sensed
sincere frustration with how relations with ruranemunities were structured, and a desire to
change how things get done. Although | do not clemmrovide any absolute “fix” to this
situation, | view this work as a step toward bettederstanding the sources of the problems, and
as offering insights that might lead to solutions.

This work has been especially personal. | am aolledrCherokee Nation tribal citizen,
although | grew up in Dallas, Texas, away from@erokee Nation land base in northeastern
Oklahoma. My ancestors, who bore the Cherokee mwer&evier, came to the Indian Territory
in 1839 on the Trail of Tears, and first settleavimat would soon be the lllinois district of the
Cherokee Nation (present-day Sequoyah County)mie, tthey moved across the Arkansas River
and settled in the Canadian district at the westest edge of the Ozark foothills. The vicinity
would soon become known as Hogshooter’s Place, @fgegreat-great-great grandfather
Reverend John “Hogshooter” Sevier, although totayatrea is called Brewer’s Bend. The
Seviers (and later, the Carrolls) eventually intebthe nearby towns of McLain and Warner,
and now most of my relatives live in the town of $kogee, Oklahoma at the very perimeter of
the Cherokee Nation border.

My research has been a cherished opportunity tmnrexct with family and to forge
important ties with Cherokee communities and irdlinals. While living in Tahlequah, | was
able to spend time with relatives, study the Cheedlknguage, learn from tribal elders, and
establish connections to place. My work with théc@fof Environmental Programs, and later
the Natural Resources Department, enabled me toug@n the land and better understand the
ecology and geography of northeast Oklahoma. Wgrfanthe Cherokee Nation also exposed
me to numerous cultural revitalization initiatiieging place at the time, including adult
immersion Cherokee language classes. During mgviedk | volunteered for the Cherokee
Nation Self-Help Housing Program, and as a ressgieiht time pouring concrete foundations
with a crew of four other Cherokee men. Out of thiperience came new friendships, two of
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which led to me playing lead guitar in their bamdled Joshua Street — a Christian rock
ensemble associated with Calvary Southern Bapliste€h in Stilwell, Oklahoma. And through
the gracious invitations of friends, | also spemiet at Cherokee stomp grounds, participating in
and learning about older forms of Cherokee worshipof these experiences contributed greatly
to my education both as a Cherokee and an ethnogragnd | am grateful for such an
opportunity.

Writing about one’s own community (and its politicsan be daunting. Doing
ethnography as a Native researcher, while a pesstiatement of change in the relationship
between anthropology and American Indians, podésudi questions (see Medicine 2001). For
instance: How do you enter into a dialog aboutihieire and form of tribal government without
appearing overly critical? How do you discuss facdlism while not letting it define the
community or structure your analysis? These questipeak to issues of accountability. Shawn
Wilson (Cree) argues that Native researchers ddetbdnigher levels of accountability —
something he terms “relational accountability” esdribe the ongoing familial and relational
commitments many Native researchers must maintaimgland after the research process
(2008: 97-125). Furthermore, the work is expecteldenefit the community in practical and
tangible ways. In other words, the research mustcoeuntable in terms of its applicability to
community needs.

Such accountability to the research “subjects’tatorically been disputed by those
who claim that this dynamic compromises the “ohyetyt’ of the data. Yet, recently, a critical
response has flowed from indigenous researchera@demics, who claim that this assertion
only serves to reinforce imperial/colonial perspext that have characterized many social
science research practices. Linda Tuhiwai Smifrésolonizing Methodologig4999) is
acknowledged as a breakthrough work for understanitiie role of research both for and by
indigenous peoples. A Maori scholar, Smith’s warkalves critically understanding the
“assumptions, motivations and values which infoesearch practices” (20). Smith asserts that
while not totally rejecting all theory or reseafcinded in Western knowledge, “decolonizing
methodologies” is about “centering our [indigenocsihcerns and world views and then coming
to know and understand theory and research fronowarperspectives and for our own
purposes” (39). Smith maintains that indigenousaesh “should set out to make a positive
difference for the researched” (191).

As such, | aim to promote healthy dialog aboutdirgpovernance and environmental
policy in the Cherokee Nation while maintaining reational accountability to the people and
to the integrity of the nation. This is a fine ljifmit one that I think is possible in light of Robe
Warrior's commentary on Native research (Warriod@0 | believe one can maintain relational
accountability without compromising “a critical dmurse that is willing and able to stand
against the tide, calling into question the moral athical basis of the assumed authority of
every and any claim to power” (216). Most wouldesgthat healthy dialog that engages with the
tough issues of indigenous governance in a progeigiay is essential to the well-being of
indigenous nations. Ultimately, the work is invekie helping to build a strong Cherokee
Nation, as | am invested in positively contributiegt as a tribal citizen.

| view this contribution both in terms of applieadtk and in theory. On an applied level,
my work engages tribal environmental policy andwrall revitalization through the ongoing
ethnobotanical project. This is a lifetime endeaand | view the current stage as just the
beginning of an enduring initiative. | also thirflete is value to generating theory, and that such
theory, in the case of Native American Studies, eagage with the mainstream while drawing



on tradition to produce something new. Stuart idedlvides a valuable outlook on the act of
theorizing:

The purpose of theorizing is not to enhance omg&dlectual or academic reputation but to
enable us to grasp, understand, and explain -ottupe more adequate knowledge of — the
historical world and its processes; and therelbgftrm our practice so that we may
transform it (Hall 1988: 36).

My hope is that this work contributes to, and emagas what Hall describes as “going on
theorizing,” or the continuation of theory in a wimat takes a stance but leaves space for future
contributions (Hall 1986: 60).

Setting of the Dissertation

The Cherokee Nation is the largest in populatmm{bering just under 300,000 tribal
citizens) of three federally recognized Cherokdees, including the Eastern Band of Cherokee
Indians in North Carolina, and the United Keetoowgamd of Cherokee Indians also
headquartered in Tahlequaf.omprising most of 14 counties in northeasterra®&ima, the
historical Cherokee Nation boundary is now knowthasCherokee Nation Tribal Jurisdictional
Service Area (TJSA), and is represented in Figuté Because Cherokee Nation lands were
deeded in fee simple by the U.S. government asudtref the forced relocation of the nation in
the late 1830s, and subsequently annexed by tleedlegbvernment during the Allotment Era of
the late 18 century, the Cherokee Nation TJSA is neither arkegion nor a contiguous land
base. In fact, tribal trust lands within the TISA gparse (totaling roughly 45,000 acres), and are
concentrated mostly in Adair and Delaware Courtiesmnants of the “undesirable” hill
country that was not annexed by the Dawes Comnmishioing Allotment: The remaining
pattern of land ownership within the TISA is a &eeboard of federal, state, private (Cherokee
and non-Cherokee), and “restricted” individual tfasids® A rough estimate of such restricted

| thank my colleague, Noer Fauzi Rachman, fooiiticing me to Hall's quote on this topic and fdiedhg this
perspective of theory.

2 Fromwww.cherokee.orgThe most recent U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs Airen Indian Population and Labor
Force Report (2005) lists the Cherokee Nation patpn as 257,824. In the same report, the Eastand Bumbers
13,562, and the United Keetoowah Band 11,58@2p{//www.bia.gov/WhatWeDo/Knowledge/Reports/inder)).
The total number of Cherokee Nation citizens inekidt-large citizens living outside Cherokee Natéritory.

3 «Jurisdictional area” refers to the varying levefsivil, criminal, and environmental jurisdictiahpowers held by
the Cherokee Nation within these borders.

* “Tribal trust land” is land that was not allottbgl the Dawes Commission or was otherwise acquiyetthd
Cherokee Nation through purchase since the Indeordinization Act of 1934. This land is owned bg th
Cherokee Nation, but held “in trust” by the fedegalernment. Trust status means that certain céstis apply on
what can be done with the land (overseen by the&uof Indian Affairs), including resource extraotand
development. Property taxes on trust land do nplyapnd the actual title to the land is held by tederal
government. (Anderson and Lueck 1992)

> The term “restricted land” refers to individualoinents whose owners or heirs have maintaineda@dbdjuantum
of one-half or more. The Dawes Commission enadtidpolicy under the notion that the more biolofiicendian a
person was, the less economically competent, thiergirohibiting the individual from alienating ttend.
Restricted land that did not fall out of trust e&fvia blood quantum) still remains restricted and-taxable today,
either as “restricted fee” or “trust allotted,” tb#ference being who holds the title (the indivadland the BIA,
respectively). Collectively, these two terms afemed to as “individual trust.” (Anderson and Lkek992)
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Figure0.1. The current Cherokee Nation 14-county tribalgdigtional service area (TISA) showing waiays,
county lines, and major towns. Courtesy of Cherdkation (left), and Dr. Justin Nolan, Department of
Anthropology, University ofArkansas-Fayetteville (right).

lands in the Cherokee Nation is also 45,000 aémesther 10,000 acres of tribal land has been
retained along the Arkansas riverbed due to reaegdtions with the state of Oklahoma. In sum,
tribal land in the Cherokee Nation numbers abo@a@0 acres, only a small fraction of what
was once owned in full by the nation.

Within the five-county area of Cherokee, Sequoyedgir, Delaware, and Mayes
Counties exists a network of rural, tight-knit Chleze settlements that have maintained degrees
of historical and cultural continuity since arrivalthe area after Removal (see Figures 0.2 and
0.3) (Wahrhaftig 1968). It is in these settlement®w mostly referred to as communities —
where the cultural, linguistic, and religious agpaaf Oklahoma Cherokee peoplehood are lived
and grounded. Although outnumbered by whites irettea, Cherokees make up the largest

minority in these counties. Economic conditions@eaerally poor for all demographic groups
throughout the region; nevertheless, Cherokee iesanften fall below those of their white
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