























SEVERING UNION

about accumulating consumer debt and tighter commercial regulation, the full burden
of colonial dependency.®®

Because newspapers felt the full weight of the tax, publishers immediately used their bully pulpit to
express opposition — what Breen calls “remarkable ideological conviction” — to the act. William
Goddard, publisher of the Constitutional Courant first exploited the ambiguity of unity and opposition
in Franklin’s “JOIN, or Die” etching to suggest the colonies unite against the British Empire.** Over the
next year and a half, the image appeared weekly in the mastheads for the New-York Journal, the

1.% While clergymen, lawyers, merchants and planters

Massachusetts Spy, and the Pennsylvania Journa
protested in public debates, Breen writes, “ordinary people made the depth of their own hostility to the

new imperial legislation abundantly clear as well.”® He continues:

They thoroughly intimidated crown officials appointed to distribute the stamped
papers; they rioted in the streets of several American cities, sometimes pulling down
entire houses. As members of a mob, they burned effigies of government agents
associated with the hated duties.”

In the face of this vociferous opposition, Franklin — an agent of the Crown — adamantly
repudiated the “radical appropriation” of his engraving and he had reason to do so. Franklin
produced a new engraving, “MAGNA Britannia: her Colonies REDUC’D” (ca. 1776) to equate
separation from Britain to cutting off the limbs of the empire (Figure 3).® In doing so, he
recognized the opposition was not to the Stamp Act or the authority of the British legislature

Figure 3. Benjamin Franklin, “MAGNA Britannia: her Colonies REDUC’D”, ca. 1776, etching. Image courtesy of
Library Company of Philadelphia.
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alone, but to that of the Crown, as well.” Franklin later wrote if the colonists had agreed to

unify under Parliament a decade earlier — when he first released “JOIN, or Die” — and
therefore had secured their defense in the Seven Years’ War without the imposition of the
British army, the Revolution could have been delayed or prevented altogether.” Yet, without
underplaying the significance of the Stamp Act in fomenting resistance to the British in the
coming decade, the Royal Proclamation of 1763 exasperated extant animosity between the
colonies and Parliament over the issue of western expansion. Through the proclamation, Britain
attempted to reinforce agreements held by the Covenant Chain in order to reestablish its
friendship with the Haudenosaunee, while also attempting to cut off colonists from nations in
the west by insisting all land cessions be negotiated and approved through the British Crown.”
Of course, the colonists continued their encroachments and direct negotiations unabated.
Leading up to the American Revolution, earnest congressmen of the fledgling United States

likewise hoped to use treaties with Haudenosaunee to “ease the continuing pressure of white

settlement” in part to secure Indigenous “friendship or at least ... neutrality” against the
British.”” The Haudenosaunee Confederacy, meanwhile, negotiated with leaders from both
Britain and the colonies. The Grand Council originally urged neutrality, but eventually advised
each member nation to make their own determinations.”

With these complex power relations in mind, “STOP the DAPL” appears to borrow from, rather than
dispute the radical sentiment of the 1765 radical appropriation of “JOIN, or DIE.” It is a queer
Indigenous turn on the colonial logic of separation from the British Empire. Because colonialism acts
through gender and sexuality, heteropatriarchy is “not incidental, but instrumental” to colonialism.”
Morgensen suggests, with queer Indigenous studies scholar Mark Rifkin, decolonization entails “a
changed understanding of the relation between sexuality and sovereignty” and calls for a centering of
queer Indigenous critique and Indigenous feminism in decolonial discourse.” To this point, he offers
two theoretical positions I wish to deploy: first, colonial masculinity was invented through conquest and
violence and became entrenched as methods of settler rule; second, as these logics and methods shifted,
colonial masculinity itself changed.”” Where masculinity, in Morgensen’s formulation, is understood as
“matters of achievement, as scare goods, or as insecure or perishable if debility or certain gendered

”

actions resulted in being ‘unmanned,” Franklin’s resources logic of colonial unification is a form of
colonial masculinity.” In other words, colonial masculinity might be understood as a social relation
connected to the ability to acquire and use resources on Indigenous land, which Judd’s graphic
challenges by debilitating the Black Snake. Thus, the graphic acts an “x-mark,” or sign of Native
modernity, that does not merely assent, but actually reinvents, in Goeman’s words, “the enemy’s
language” to generate “indigenous community belonging and holds back settler transgressors.””® The
text explains where the Dakota Access Pipeline is a tax on Native land, life, and livelihood, #NoDAPL is
a challenge to the authority of the colonial nation-state that supports the pipeline through the law,

police violence, and capitalist orthodoxy as heteropatriarchal violence.

However, the inverse of Morgensen’s relational theory is also true: while colonial masculinity changes
through interactions with Indigenous people, Indigeneity changes through the uncertainty of colonial
masculinity. As Hill shows, for instance, the Haudenosaunee took in refugee nations — including
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Mabhican, Huron, Algonquin, Erie, Neutral, and others — throughout British and American wars and
other territorial encroachments.” Refugee nations maintained their political and cultural structures and
gained representation in the host nation, while those with land to do so added to Haudenosaunee
territorial jurisdiction.* The Confederacy also extended to these nations the same protections the
Haudenosaunee received through the Covenant Chain agreements and treaties. The women’s council
encouraged many of these arrangements and Haudenosaunee women also used adoption as a way to
rebuild their communities after reduction incurred during epidemic diseases and warfare.®

In the spirit of these women and the non-normative/anticolonial relations they embodied and
generated, I evoke Driskill’s prerequisites for Two-Spirit critiques, which “challenge heteropatriarchal
dominance and notions, gender binaries, and the policing and control of sexualized and gendered
bodies,” to view “STOP the DAPL” graphic as a queer radical appropriation of Franklin’s call for
colonial union in the original image by countering it with a call for solidarity respectful of the
sovereignty of individual nations.*? It engages tribally specific concerns — the imagery, the prophecy,
and the cause of the Standing Rock Lakota — at the same time that it takes up intertribal investment in
decolonization. The image is, furthermore, accountable to overlapping communities in the implied
mantra of the #NoDAPL movement, Mni Waconi (“Water is Life”), where the water from Lake Oahe
and the Missouri River reach many millions of people. “STOP the DAPL” pulls from and suggests
Native knowledge systems and scholarship, particularly in its work against colonial union, if we
understand, with Povinelli, colonialism continues in the enforcement of heteropatriarchal “love”
structuring the nuclear home, binding it to the state and capitalism, and limiting self-sovereignty.*®
Where the colonial notion of union is inherently heteropatriarchal, the decolonial notion of solidarity
invokes queer Indigenous knowledge to suggest other, less binding and homogenous, ways to love and,
therefore, other (less binding and homogenous) ways to govern. Judd’s image queers Franklin’s, not by
reversing it, but by pushing against the normativity of union.

This foundational work sets up the possibility of a comprehensive Two-Spirit critique from Standing
Rock, where Native women and Two-Spirit people, whose bodies recall “five hundred years of erotic
murder,” Driskill reminds us, have deployed the erotic as a tool of decoloniality simply by standing
between the land/war and capitalism.® Sovereignty at Standing Rock, then, is an embodied experience
and a social relation that resists the capitalist turn from land that has the ability to “possess us,” as
Goeman writes, to capitalist “private property.”® Thus, Judd’s graphic represents the relationship
between land and sovereignty as an embodied experience, performed by people who wear “STOP the
DAPL” on a t-shirt or fly it on a flag, as intended.
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PERFORMANCE OF SOVEREIGNTY

In response to the Stamp Act and the radical appropriation of “JOIN, or DIE,” Franklin admonished the
colonies for failing to unify in advance of British intervention.* He disputed Parliament’s claim to any
right over colonial commerce, but recognized the sovereignty of the British Crown, where sovereignty
passes as the “nature and location of power in government.” In other words, he recognized the
Crown’s power to extract revenue from its colonial subjects, but did not recognize Parliamentary
authority to control commerce to that purpose. As a crown officer and colonial agent, of course,
Franklin benefitted from this notion of split authority that nonetheless represented sovereignty as
“authoritarian power or power-over style of governance.”®

As an attempt to denaturalize the colonial logic of unity, “STOP the DAPL” opposes any definition of
sovereignty constructed by the settler state. The graphic’s implied sense of Indigenous space also
reframes land as a mnemonic device that potentially recalls queer Indigenous forms of possession and
belonging that refuse “the homogenizing and commodifying legal narratives of land”® articulated by
authoritarian power. However, as a graphic that appears on t-shirts and flags, “STOP the DAPL” also
responds to the legacy of colonialism represented in “JOIN, or DIE” and the immediate imposition of
capitalism at Standing Rock with an embodied expression, or performance, of Indigenous sovereignty,
which, in its ephemerality, rejects the hegemonic discourses of colonial power.

Writer and scholar Leanne Betasamosake Simpson (Michi Saagiig Nishnaabeg) defines sovereignty as
“authentic power coming from a generated consensus and respect for dissent.” It entails the freedom to

use one’s bodies as one sees fit, without fear of violence or reprisal.”*

And, it understand physical
sensation and affective relation, Rifkin writes, as means to “address modes of peoplehood and
placemaking ... unintelligible in U.S. legal geographies.”* If sovereignty includes bodies, Simpson writes,
then it includes minds and knowledge systems that “regenerate indigenous languages, philosophies,
legal systems” and form new ones.” Foregrounding embodiment as the “entry point” for sovereignty
also reframes land as “not just a material, but also a construction of social relationships,” which also
makes sovereignty a kind of performance. Diana Taylor understands performances as embodied “acts of
transfer, transmitting social knowledge, memory, and sense of identity through reiterated” behavior.**
She refers to expressive movements as “mnemonic reserves” that, like land are constitutive of but prior
to language, embedded with the hope of challenging the preponderance of writing in Western
epistemologies.” If these written epistemologies construct what we know as the archive of civilization in
the form of documents, maps, literary texts, letters, remains, bones, videos, and more, then
performances represent what Taylor calls the “repertoire,” or embodied memory enacted through
performances, gesture, orality, movement, dance, and song.”® These often ephemeral, non-reproducible
expressions of knowledge allows individual agency and the ability to discover while doing.”

As a protest, #NoDAPL itself is a repertoire. It is a “less mediated and sometimes more disruptive”
approach to sovereignty that seeks to “disrupt, if not entirely block, access to indigenous territories by
state and capital for prolonged periods of time.”*® #NoDAPL sovereignty is an ephemeral state for
Standing Rock Lakota and other participating Indigenous nations that nonetheless decenters, as Taylor
demonstrates in the Latin American context, the historic role of writing introduced by the Conquest,”
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