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ABSTRACT

In the last decade there has been a growing First Nations movement that has
challenged trademarks in North America for being disparaging. The most notable litigation
surrounding this issue has come from a long legal dispute between a group of First Nations
people and the Washington Redskins™ football team. The complainants have argued that
the term “redskin” is derogatory and has negative implications because of the potential for
fostering continued racism and stereotyping against Native Americans. In this thesis
imagery opposing “Cowboys and Indians” is examined as being a symptom of a possible
social myth that can negatively impact First Nations people. This is achieved by conducting
image-based research that simultaneously utilizes theories of Roland Barthes, Jean
Baudrillard, and David Harvey. The abundance of trademark images and other imagery
(such as toys) that utilizes this “Cowboy and Indian” opposition is called into question due
to the blatant disregard for actual historical events in favor of a romanticized history that
the makers of these images promote. This thesis focuses on whether or not the abundance
of imagery opposing “Cowboys and Indians” in North America is being read as true by
young adults in Fredericton, New Brunswick, Canada. Two research projects were
conducted in order to evaluate whether or not young adults in Fredericton are critical of
these images or deem them natural. It is assumed that stereotypes must be uncritically
perpetuated in order for images to be harmful. Finally, it is argued that an approach to
image-based research must consider the roles that myth and simulacra play in distorting

reality before gauging whether or not an image is harmful.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

THE “COWBOY AND INDIAN” OPPOSITION

For some time I have been developing a concept that I call the “Cowboy and
Indian” opposition, where it is proposed that two historically incompatible characters
have become inseparable in the minds of present day Canadians. What I mean by
“historically incompatible” is that historically, “Cowboys” and “Indians™ had little to do
with each other. Cowboys, generally, were not involved in warfare with First Nations
people. Instead, First Nations people were engaged in disputes with Union and
Confederate soldiers, Loyalists, desperadoes and other First Nations groups. It is my
suggestion that the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition has more to do with the way that
“Cowboys and Iﬁdians” are depicted in various forms of entertainment such as film,
television, Wild West shows, music, etc., than it does with any historical reality.

I first became concerned with “Cowboys and Indians” when I was writing an
undergraduate thesis about Barbie dolls. When researching toys I came across a problem
that the toy industry has faced for a long time: how can ethnicity be portrayed in an
inoffensive way? Most toys are mass-produced by large multinational corporations, and
it is doubtful that these corporations are as interested in political correctness as they are
with appealing to a wider market and increasing market share. This was probably the
case with Mattel’s attempt at releasing an African-American version of the doll in 1967,
a Barbie friend named “Colored Francie” (Urla and Swedlund 1995:284). Urla and
Swedlund attribute Mattel’s interest in creating “Colored Francie” to a marketing attempt
aimed at capitalizing on a changing social climate, where African Americans were being

viewed as an untapped audience (as opposed to a non-audience) in the post-Martin



Luther King Jr. era (Urla and Swedlund 1995:284). Unfortunately for Mattel, “Colored
Francie” was not commercially successful for reasons that I will not discuss here, as they
are worthy of a thesis in and of themselves. Despite this, the corporate interest in creating
“ethnically correct” toys has continued. Barbie has been African, Hispanic, and Asian
American, as have many of her friends (Rogers 1999:47-57; Urla and Swedlund
1995:284-5). There is, however, one notable exception in the world of Barbie: toys
depicting “Indians™ have not received an “ethnically correct™ treatment. For Lord,
“Indians” are depicted in toys as they have been in other popular culture venues: “...The
Native American Barbie does not copy the uniform of a specific tribe but reflects an
outsider’s interpretation of Native American identity” (Lord 2004:186). Just like the
“Indians” of the movies, the Native American Barbie is dressed in feathers and leather,
with face paint, moccasins, long dark braided hair, and carries a newborn infant.

But toys are only a foil insofar as the “Cowboys and Indian” opposition
transcends a number of products that we North American consumers come face-to-face
with on a regular basis. Other than toys, television, music, and film, (all topics that have
been discussed by Belton (2005) in American Cinema, American Culture and Davis
(2002) in The Circus Age), they also appear in automobile names (Jeep Cherokee), food
(Rustler’s Pepperoni), and tobacco (Big Indian Chewing Tobacco and the Marlboro
Man). [See Brown’s (2003) Who Owns Native Culture? for a variety of examples].
Nevertheless, sports team names, logos, and mascots have received more attention than
any “Cowboy and Indian” depictions because of litigation surrounding the name of a
particular team, the Washington Redskins. This is the focus of a variety of books, most

notably Spindel’s (2000) Dancing at Halftime and the edited volume, Team Spirits (King



and Springwood 2001). I will discuss the litigation surrounding the Washington
Redskins in the next chapter.

The “Cowboy and Indian” opposition is worthy of research for a number of
reasons. First, the fact that the “Indian” remains static, as an unchanging character in an
era of consumer products where other ethnicities are being intentionally depicted in
inoffensive ways is worthy of further consideration. Why is it that the “Indian” remains
an “Indian” when African, Hispanic, Anglo-European (with the exception of the
“Cowboy”) and Asian Americans have all managed to be depicted as citizens of
modernity in the products that we buy? A second consideration is the “Cowboy” itself.
Already I have given examples of how “Indian” products have been discussed in
academic circles. Yet, the “Cowboy” has never received this kind of treatment or
attention. Could this be due to the “Cowboy” being in a dominant role in the “Cowboy
and Indian” opposition? The possibility that descendants of so-called “Cowboys™ have
had the power to define themselves historically, as European immigrants becoming
authoritative figures in the telling of the North America story due to the displacement of
First Nations people, needs to be explored. The “Cowboy” as a research topic has not
received much attention and this may be due to the “Cowboy”, or the people who relate
to “Cowboys” being in an authoritative role, while the “Indian” is in a derogated one.
“Cowboys and Indians” must be understood together holistically because the former
cannot exist (at least for long) without the latter, and this relationship must be explored.
A third consideration is that depictions of “Cowboys and Indians” may be read as
objective truth. This is a problem insofar as the depictions are stereotypes. The word
“stereotype” will be used throughout this thesis to denote the way in which “Cowboys

and Indians” were represented in various media forms throughout the 1950s and 1960s,



specifically television and movie westerns, and how these types of “Cowboys’ and
“Indians” are still being depicted today in a variety of contexts (such as the Washington
Redskins logo). This use of the term “stereotype™ is adapted from Baudrillard’s concept
of the “simulacra” insofar as it distorts a complex history in the abovementioned media
forms through simplified opposition. I will explain the concept of the “simulacra” in
depth in the next chapter. This more specific use of the term differs from a dictionary
definition of “stereotype,” which refers to a preconceived and over-simplified idea of the
characteristics that are thought to typify a person or thing (according to the Compact
Oxford English Dictionary). The “stereotype” I am interested in is a very specific type of
“Cowboy” and “Indian,” one that I feel has led to a totalizing view of both subjects. I
will discuss this “total package” of “Cowboy” and “Indian” towards the end of Chapter

6.

HYPOTHESIS

It is curious that depictions of “Cowboys and Indians” rely so heavily on
stereotypes in an era where depictions of “Indians™ have been challenged legally and
other ethnic stereotypes have been gradually omitted from the visual landscape. There
are two main purposes in this study: first, to examine why and in what way the
opposition still exists in our contemporary society; and second, to determine whether or
not these depictions are being read as objective truth. The first purpose will be
accomplished through a historical evaluation of “Cowboys and Indians” in Chapters 2, 3,
& 4. The second will be tested via two research projects; the first, focus groups (Chapter
5), were used in order to prepare for the larger project of blind testing participants

(Chapter 6).



The main hypothesis of this project is that when faced with the “Cowboy and
Indian” opposition most people will read the opposition as natural or true. This
hypothesis is adapted from a problem noted by Wiber in her study of human origin
illustrations (Wiber 1997). Here, Wiber was searching for a connection between
conventions (both artistic and paleoanthropological) and the narrative aspect of the
images because she feared that popular depiction was being read as objective truth
(Wiber 1997:9). In human origin illustrations, artists and publishers present images as
hard facts, when really they have more to do with Western art conventions than historical
accuracy. Images employing the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition, however, rarely (if
ever) make such a truth claim. Even so, the same fear exists for my project: is the
“Cowboy and Indian” opposition being read as objective truth? If so, why? The concern
here is with what I call a “critical gaze.” By “critical gaze” I mean the ability for
someone to take a critical approach to the subject matter. This is adapted from Critical
Thinking Theory, the examination and testing of propositions of any kind which are
offered for acceptance in order to find out whether they correspond to reality or not. This
is our only guarantee against delusion, deception, superstition, and misapprehension of
ourselves and our earthly circumstances (Sumner 1940:632-3). People with a “critical
gaze” should be able to guard themselves against things such as delusion and deception.
The hypothesis of this thesis is that most people lack a “critical gaze” when they
experience the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition. If, however, a “critical gaze” is
demonstrated among participants when faced with the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition,
what does this mean? I will return to this issue in Chapters 5 and 6 when discussing the
two research projects undertaken in preparation for this thesis, and will discuss the

implications of the research findings in Chapter 7.
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The hypothesis can only be tested once it is established that “Cowboy and Indian’
depictions are abundant and consistent in North America. This is the purpose of Chapters
2, 3, & 4. This can only be achieved through outlining the historical processes that led to
the success of these depictions in North America by examining the history of “Cowboys
and Indians.” Initially, two synchronic examples will be given: the first, in Chapter 2, is
an examination of the litigation surrounding the Washington Redskins through
understanding how trademarks work in North America; the second, in Chapter 3, is an
evaluation of a seemingly harmless toy, “Fort Apache” as produced by Marx Toys. This
will be followed by a diachronic examination of “Cowboy and Indian” entertainment in
Chapter 4. Chapters 2, 3, & 4 will also address the main theoretical stances that this
research will take by addressing semiotics, postmodern ontology (via Baudrillard’s
“simulacra”) and space-time compression (as developed by David Harvey), and how
these theoretical approaches may be most valuable when used simultaneously in image-
based research projects. I will also develop the main theoretical stance of this thesis by
focusing on “myth” and “demystification” as theorized by Barthes.

Chapters 5 & 6 will outline the two research projects, the focus groups and the
blind tests. Each chapter will provide the methodology, data, and analysis of each
project. I will defer a detailed discussion of these projects to their respective chapters
because it is necessary to build a theoretical stance and examine the prominent literature
dealing with “Cowboys and Indians” first.

The final chapter will compare the hypothesis and theoretical stance of this paper
with the research findings in the focus groups and blind tests and argue that if the
“Cowboy and Indian” opposition is truly a myth, then the Barthesian conceptualization

of who engages myth must be rethought. This is due to Barthes’ suggestion that the
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people who myths target must necessarily be uncritical in order to engage the myth. 1 will
argue, on the other hand, that myth is akin to language, insofar as it follows a set of rules
(lexicon) that have to be learned, and is a necessary aspect of communication that even
the most critical people perpetuate through participating in this lexicon whenever a
stereotype is discussed. I will argue that since myth is a necessary aspect of
communication, it is only worth studying if a particular myth is suspected of causing
harm for the people, places, or things acting as signifiers. In this chapter I will also
outline what the message behind the myth of the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition is. 1
will defer a discussion of this message to the final chapter because it is necessary to
demonstrate that myth is taking place through demystification (one of the main purposes

of this entire thesis) prior to making comments about the message that the myth contains.



CHAPTER 2: TOWARDS A THEORY OF “COWBOYS AND INDIANS”

INTRODUCTION

This chapter will address complex issues facing two major image-based research
theories: “myth” as defined in the semiotics of Roland Barthes (1972) and “simulacra” as
defined by Jean Baudrillard (1993). Both will be used towards building a theoretical
approach in dealing with “Cowboy and Indian” oppositions as they appear in trademarks
and patents. The first of two synchronic examinations will be evaluated, a discussion of
Washington Redskins related trademarks. This will be followed by a synchronic
examination of a 1958 “Fort Apache” playset as produced by Marx Toys in Chapter 3.
The history of “Cowboy and Indian” entertainment will then be addressed diachronically
in Chapter 4. The Washington Redskins example and a discussion of intellectual property

will be used as a springboard for discussing “myth” and “simulacra.”

WHAT IS INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY?

Intellectual property (IP) is an umbrella term for various legal entitlements to
certain types of information, ideas, or other intangibles in their expressed form. The
holder of this legal entitlement is generally unconstrained in exercising various exclusive
rights, reflecting the idea that what is produced is a product of the mind or intellect,
therefore being protected by law like any other property.

IP laws vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, such that acquisition, registration,
and enforcement must be pursued or obtained separately in each territory of interest.

These laws are continuously changing and amalgamating through international treaties



such as the World Trade Organization (WTO) agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of

Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs) (Richards 2004).

There are four main types of intellectual property, though others can be found in

different areas of the world (Martin 1999):

1.

Copyright: Protection of creative and artistic works (eg. books, movies, music,
paintings, photographs and software), giving a copyright holder the exclusive
right to control reproduction or adaptation of such works for a certain period of
time.

Patent: Protection of an invention that is new, useful and not simply an obvious
advancement over what existed when the application was filed. A patent gives the
holder an exclusive right to commercially exploit the invention for a certain
period of time (typically 20 years from the filing date of a patent application).
Trademark: Pfotection of a distinctive sign that is used to distinguish products
or services of one business from those of another business. This can include logos
(the company’s image), company names, and mascots.

Trade Secret: Protection of confidential information concerning the commercial
practices or proprietary knowledge of a business.

The reason behind focusing on IP is to determine what role IP has in promoting

depictions of “Cowboys and Indians” through various media. In the following sections I

will only discuss trademark law in Canada and the USA. My discussion of trademark law

will only look at sections of acts that have been used by people claiming that the use of

Native Americans as trademarks is dehumanizing and should be against the law. I will
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discuss the example of litigation surrounding Washington Redskins trademarks because

of its prominence in literature focusing on indigenous IP rights.1

SUSAN SHOWN HARJO AND THE WASHINGTON REDSKINS™

An abundance of “Cowboy and Indian” images can be found in North American
media. As noted in Chapter 1, many types of products use interpretations of “Cowboys
and Indians” (mostly “Indians™) as trademarks. Sports trademarks have garnered a great
deal of media attention because of various incidents where First Nations people in the
United States challenged the legality of these trademarks. The Washington Redskins™ of
the National Football League (NFL™) is an excellent example of how sports related
trademarks have been legally challenged. The controversy surrounding the use of the
term “Redskin” culminated in a thirteen-year legal battle that the Native American
complainants would eventually win (Harjo, et al., v. Pro-Football, Inc. 1999; Pro-
Football, Inc. v. Harjo, et al. 2003; 2005). In 1992, activist Suzan Shown Harjo led
seven Native Americans in petitioning the Patent and Trademark Office's (PTO)
Trademark Trial and Appeal Board (TTAB) to cancel six trademark registrations
(including the team’s name, logo, mascot, and cheerleaders, the Redskinettes) used by
the Washington Redskins and owned by Pro-Football, Inc. (Harjo 2001:189). The TTAB
granted the petition, but Pro-Football, Inc., appealed to the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia, which overturned the cancellation on two grounds. The

District Court found that the TTAB lacked substantial evidence to find dispargement, and

! Brown and Spindel both discuss the implications of the Washington Redskins in their books (Brown
2003; Spindel 2000). In the compilation Team Spirits: The Native American Mascots Controversy, various
authors use the Redskins example as a springboard for discussing IP rights, specifically in Harjo’s
“Fighting Name-Calling” and Rosenstein’s “In Whose Honor? Mascots, and the Media” (Harjo 2001:189—
207; Rosenstein 2001:241-56).
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that the petition was barred by laches, an equitable legal theory which prohibits a party

from waiting so long to file a claim that it becomes unfair to the other party (Pro-
Football, Inc. v. Harjo, et al. 2003). The Redskins had registered their marks as early as
1967, when the youngest of the complainants was one year old. The complainants would
appeal this decision in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, which
upheld the decision of the TTAB to cancel the registration of the Washington Redskins
football team, determining that the name is disparging to Native Americans (Football,
Inc. v. Harjo, et al. 2005). The Native Americans claimed that laches should not apply to
a dispargement claim at all because the law specifies that such a claim can be brought "at
any time." The Court rejected this, noting that other language in the same statute
specifically permits equitable defenses, and laches is such a defense. The Court then
considered the applicability of laches to the case at hand; because the defense depended
on the laxity of the plaintiff in pursuing his rights (which cannot effectively be pursued
until the plaintiff has reached the age of majority) the Court found that the defense could
not be applied against a plaintiff who had been a minor until recently, and therefore had

not slept on his rights.

AMERICAN TRADEMARK VS. CANADIAN TRADE-MARK? LAW

In the United States, trademark law is based upon the 1946 Lanham Trademark
Act. For the purposes of this inquiry, I will only look at subsections 1 and 2 of Section 2
of the Act even though there are a total of six subsections in the Act. I will only cite the

first two because they were cited in the juridicial decisions in the Redskins case

2 In Canada there is a hyphen in the word “trade-mark,” while in the United States, “trademark” is a
compound word. The difference is not significant, but I will use the Canadian spelling when talking about
Canadian law and the American spelling similarly in order to differentiate between the two.



12

(Lanham Trademark Act 1946:§1052). Section 2 focuses on how a trademark can be
cancelled. It states that, “No trademark by which the goods of the applicant may be
distinguished from the goods of others shall be refused registration on the principal
register on account of its nature unless it:”

1. Consists of or comprises immoral, deceptive, or scandalous matter; or matter
which may disparage or falsely suggest a connection with persons, living or dead,
institutions, beliefs, or national symbols, or bring them into contempt, or
disrepute; or a geographical indication which, when used on or in connection with
wines or spirits, identifies a place other than the origin of the goods and is first
used on or in connection with wines or spirits by the applicant on or after one
year after the date on which the WTO Agreement (as defined in section 2(9) of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act) enters into force with respect to the United
States.

2. Consists of or comprises the flag or coat of arms or other insignia of the United
States, or of any State or municipality, or of any foreign nation, or any simulation
thereof. (Lanham Trademark Act 1946:§1052)

The Lanham Act is significant for understanding how the TTAB and the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia made their rulings. The initial TTAB
ruling was based on Section 2, subsection 1: the three-judge TTAB panel unanimously
decided to cancel the trademarks “on the grounds that the subject marks may disparage
Native Americans and may bring them into contempt or disrepute” (Harjo 2001:189).
According to Harjo, the only reason why Pro Football Inc. appealed the decision was
because of a recent announcement that the team had been sold for a record-breaking eight
hundred million dollars (Harjo 2001:190). The use of subsection 1 is important because it
reflects that the decision was made by the judges as an attempt to combat racism and not
because of a trademark infringement that deals with insignia in subsection 2, something
that has been used elsewhere by New Mexico’s Zia in order to protect a religious symbol

that has been used so often that it can be found on the New Mexico state flag (Brown

2003:69-83). In Canada there has yet to be a similar trade-mark case despite potentially
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negative trade-marks. The Edmonton Eskimos of the Canadian Football League (CFL)
are one possible example. According to Brown, the main reason for this trend in Canada
is that the Canadian version of the PTO, the Canadian Intellectual Property Office
(CIPO) has shown greater willingness to assist Native communities (Brown 2003:83-7).
This may be true, but the big business implicétions of intellectual property and the fact
that images of “Cowboys and Indians” can be found throughout Canadian trade-marks,
suggests that similar legal challenges are possible in Canada.

Canadian trade-mark law provides protection to marks under the Canadian
Trade-marks Act (Canadian Trade-marks Act 1985). In Canada, trade-mark law provides
protection for distinguishing marks, certification marks, distinguishing guises, and
proposed marks against those who appropriate the goodwill of the mark or create
confusion between different vendors wares or services. A mark can be protected either as
a registered trade-mark under the act or can alternately be protected by a common law
action in passing off. Passing off is a system that has been inherited from the UK case
law. For a successful action in passing off the claimant must first show that the owner of
the wares had goodwill or reputation. Second, the claimant must show that the other
party’s use of the mark constitutes misrepresentation of their wares. Third, the claimant
must show that the misrepresentation could potentially or actually cause harm. Even
though Passing off is something that is not found in many IP Acts, it allows for people or
groups to make a claim on a trade-mark even if it is not registered. Nevertheless, all
marks must be registerable in order to be protected under the Act. Generally, all visual
marks can be registered with the exception of marks that possess certain characteristics
prohibited by the Act. Prohibited characteristics include:

1. A mark cannot be registerable if it is "primarily merely" a family name.
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2. A mark that can produce confusion with another vendors mark.

3. A mark that is "clearly descriptive" or "deceptively misdescriptive."

4. One of an enumerated prohibited marks such as government, royal, or
international marks.

It will be interesting to see if Canada’s trade-mark law is ever tested as was the
Larnham Act, but the emphasis here is not in the laws themselves. The purpose behind
this comparison of IP law in both countries is to demonstrate the differences facing
indigenous peoples depending on where groups like Harjo, et. al.. contest their rights. I
do not believe that the solution to issues of IP facing indigenous peoples world-wide is to
simply make laws better. It seems that another alternative is to expose the internal
contradictions of images depicting characters such as “Cowboys and Indians” and how
this is potentially damaging for both indigenous peoples and non-indigenous peoples
alike.

The way that the TTAB judges handled Harjo, et. al., v Pro Football Inc.,
suggests that depictions of “Cowboys and Indians” are starting to lose their influence in
contemporary North America. The judges made a decision based upon potential harm
posed by discrimination, and not because a particular trademark was infringing on
another. Obviously, depending on the case, both are potential ways to deal with similar
trademark disputes. The fact that the judges made such a decision regarding the term
“Redskin,” and that the term has been legally challenged by First Nations people,
demonstrates that there is resistance to depictions of “Cowboys and Indians” in North
America. The fact that the judges determined that the term “Redskin” (which the NFL

claimed honored Native Americans for their bravery) is disrespectful and always has
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been® demonstrates that First Nations people are not the only people challenging this type

of depiction. Does this mean that “Cowboys and Indians” are losing their appeal? If so,
why do these types of depictions continue to thrive in various trademark images? In order
to address these questions brands and semiotic myths will be discussed as places where

“Cowboy and Indian” depictions are able to thrive.

BRANDING AND SEMIOTICS

In advertising, a brand is the intangible sum of a product's attributes: its name,
packaging, price, history, reputation and the way it is advertisied. Contrary to popular
belief, a brand is not only a mark, logo, or trademark. Marks, logos and trademarks may
be the most easily identifiable attributes of brands, but these signifiers act as simple
visual links that embody the complex emotional attributes contained in any relationship
between entities and their consumers. The brand is the relationship, and the visual cue
that works to represent, evoke and enhance the relationship. According to Naomi Klein
(Klein 2005:5), the brand is the core meaning of the modern corporation; advertising,
logos, mascots, and trademarks are only vehicles that are used to convey this meaning to
the world. For Joel Bakan, author of The Corporation, the success of this meaning is
based on a corporations’ ability to use branding to create unique and attractive
personalities for themselves (Bakan 2004:26). Bakan quotes an interview he conducted
with Clay Timon, chairman of Landor Associates, the world’s largest and oldest

branding firm, to demonstrate that this logic of meaning and personification is fostered

* According to Harjo, the term “Redskin” originated in the days of Indian bounty hunting, especially in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and refers to the practice of bounty hunters scalping Native
Americans to prove a kill in order to collect a bounty without being encumbered by transporting a body
(Harjo 2001:190).
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by corporations themselves. Timon says that the brand identities of corporations are
“personification[s]” of “who they are and where they came from” (Bakan 2004:26).

If brands are the core meaning of the modern corporation (and convey this
meaning to a public that consumes a company’s products), then brands are signs. As
signs, brands must be understood in terms of semiotics. Semiotics is adapted from Swiss
thinker Ferdinand de Saussure’s posthumous work Course in General Linguistics, which
used the term “semiology” instead of “semiotics™ (Saussure 1966). C.S. Pierce coined the
term “semiotics,” and although “semiology” and “semiotics” deal with the same subject
matter (the study of signs) there are some notable theoretical differences (Berger
1999:14). For Pierce, a sign is something “which stands for other things” or “anything
that can be made to stand for something else” (Pierce 1958:228). For Saussure, a sign is
composed of two elements: a sound-image (such as a word or visual representation) and
concept for which the sound-image stands. Saussure says:

I call the combination of a concept and a sound-image a sign, but in

current usage the term generally designates only a sound-image, a word

used for example (arbor, etc.). One tends to forget that the arbor is called

a sign only because it carries the concept “tree,” with the result that the
idea of the sensory part implies the idea of the whole.

Ambiguity would disappear if the three notions involved here were
designated by three names, each suggesting and opposing the others. I
propose to retain the word sign (signe) to designate the whole and to
replace concept and sound-image respectively by signified (signifie) and
signifier (signifiant), the last two terms have the advantage of indicating
the opposition that separates them from each other and from the whole of
which they are parts (Saussure 1966:67).

For Berger, the Saussurean “sign” is important because it assumes that language is
something that is learned, and that the words we use to connote things are not a priori,

but are based on a system of signs, which are dictated by cultural norms. Signs are
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arbitrary insofar as they have no natural connection to the signifier or signified. They are
a matter of chance and convention (Berger 1999:11-2). For Berger, the arbitrary nature
of signs is where the thinking of Saussure and Pierce diverges. For Pierce, signs are
related to objects in three ways: through resembling them (the iconic sign); through being
causally connected to them (the indexical sign); and through being conventionally tied to
them (the symbol) (Berger 1999:14). For Pierce only symbols are arbitrary in nature and
must be learned: iconic signs can be seen (such as a picture of a tree connoting a tree)
and indexical signs can be figured out (smoke connotes fire).

Berger notes four main forms of signs: advertising signs; objects and material
culture; activities and performances; and sound and music (Berger 1999:53-7). The
advertising sign can be a billboard that displays a trademark that signifies the company,
but it can also be a magazine page or a poster for hanging in a window or an image on
television; the object or material culture can be a company’s product; the performed sign
can be a mascot; and the sound and music sign can be a theme song or jingle. Yet these
are only a few examples of a myriad of possibilities. If we consider how Klein (2005)
conceptualizes a brand as the core meaning of the modern corporation, then a brand is an
ultimate type of sign, one that amalgamates the complex interplay of signs and what it is
that they are signifying.

Umberto Eco claims that semiotics should be called the “theory of the lie”
because of the “double valence” of signs and their ability to mislead (Eco 1976:7). A sign
is anything that can stand in for something else and this “something else” does not
necessarily have to exist or be somewhere at the moment in which a sign stands for it. He

says, “If something cannot be used to tell a lie, conversely it cannot be used to tell the
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truth; in fact it cannot be used ‘to tell’ at all” (Eco 1976:7). Eco’s point is that any sign

can be used to mislead as much as it can be used to tell the truth.

MYTH

The capacity for every sign to mislead is an important consideration when
discussing brands and I will use this concept as a springboard for discussing how myth is
defined in semiotics. Roland Barthes (1972) developed myth, as a subject of analysis in
semiotics, in his book Mythologies. According to Coward and Ellis (1977:26), Barthes
found that the systems of signs that are the rituals of eating, dressing, wrestling, going on
holiday, etc., are themselves taken over by another system of signification which he calls
myth. These are forms of representation that naturalize certain meanings and eternalize
the present state of the world in the interests of the bourgeois class (Coward and Ellis
1977:26). Myth serves as a particular process of conceptualizing and sign-ifying the
world, a process that is motivated by the necessity for a dominant order to present itself
as a natural order (Coward and Ellis 1977:29). For Barthes, the process of naturalizing
history into a dominant order is what generates a myth: myth transforms history into
nature (Barthes 1972:129). Yet, this does not mean that myth is hiding the “truth”
inasmuch as it is distorting it (Barthes 1972:121). A myth is capable of misleading (in the
way that Eco claims that signs “lie”’) insofar as its function (the function of every myth)
is to render the knowledge behind the mythical signified as a confused, yielding,
shapeless affiliation that distorts what it claims to represent (Barthes 1972:119).

What differentiates a myth from a sign is that myth is a second-order
semiological system (or metalanguage) that relies on the system of signs. Myth is

metalanguage insofar as that which is a sign (the associative total of a concept and an



19

image) in the first system becomes only a signifier in the second (Barthes 1972:114; see
Figure 1).

In order to demonstrate how this works, Barthes uses the example of a
photograph of a young African man saluting the French flag on the cover of Paris-Match
magazine. As a sign, the photograph is a black soldier giving a salute, but as a signifier
of “Frenchness” and “militariness,” the photograph conveys a different signified: that
“France is a great empire, that all of her sons, without any color discrimination, faithfully
serve under her flag, and that there is no better answer to the detractors of an alleged
colonialism than the zeal shown by this Negro in serving his so-called oppressors™
(Barthes 1972:116). Here, the media (in this case a magazine) distorts historical events
(in this case the entire history of French colonialism) in order to naturalize the myth that
France is a great empire. Since the signified (France is a great empire) can have several
(possibly infinite) signifiers, the major power of myth is its recurrence (Barthes
1972:135). What is meant by recurrence is the abundance of (and potentially infinite

number of) representations of a particular myth that occur simultaneously in various

media.
Language 1. Signifier | 2 Signified
3. 8ign
L. Signifier II. signified
MYTH
II. sign

Figure 1: Barthes' diagram displaying his view of how signs are signifiers in the second-order
semiological system of myth (Barthes 1972: 115).

But what does all of this have to do with branding and “Cowboys and Indians?”

According to economist Douglas B. Holt, particular brands (what he calls “identity
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brands”) rely heavily on mythmaking and even more heavily on markets that thrive on
myths (Holt 2004:39—40). The use of a brand to covey meaning and personify an
otherwise faceless corporation is the mythmaking that Holt refers to. Yet, there are two

- types of myth acting simultaneously in Holt’s analysis. Not only is the brand
mythologizing itself and the company through personification, the brand relies heavily
on cultural myths in order to attract consumers who relate to the myth. The “Cowboy and
Indian” opposition, as myth, is therefore acting in two ways when it is used in brand
identity creation, just like any other branded entity. What is significant about the cultural
myth is that it had to exist prior to its branding in order for the myth to have any
meaning. The Washington Redskins did not create the myth of the “Cowboy and Indian”
but have participated in the recurrence of the myth. The opposition existed before the
“Redskins” trademarks were registered in 1967, and the brand was meaningful because
people already associated certain values (and perhaps themselves) with the mythological
characters in the opposition. Therefore, the Washington Redskins football team was
engaging and exploiting the opposition from its inception. A trademark has no function
outside of brand identity promotion. If the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition is a myth
that some people identify with, then all brands utilizing “Cowboys and Indians” are
identity brands insofar as these brands are targeting a specific type of consumer, one that
identifies with the imagery and symbolism of “Cowboys and Indians.”

The abovementioned example of Harjo v. Pro-Football Inc., suggests that
“Cowboy and Indian” trademarks contain mythic qualities as defined via semiotics. In
order to determine whether or not the “Cowboy and Indian™ opposition is engaging in
metalanguage it is necessary to examine the history behind the narratives that “Cowboy

and Indian” oppositions depict. This will be achieved through a synchronic examination



of “Cowboy and Indian” toys (in Chapter 3) and a diachronic examination of “Cowboy
and Indian” entertainment (in Chapter 4). Since this paper relies heavily on trademarks
and patents for analysis, both of which necessarily contain visual narratives, it is useful

to discuss some issues facing historical inquiry and image-based research in general.

HISTORY
Historical studies face a dilemma: the distinction between what happened and
what is said to have happened is not always clear. This problem does not necessitate

myth (myth only occurs when history becomes naturalized), but since the distortion of
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history is such an important aspect of myth in Barthes’ analysis, a discussion of history is

necessary before providing examples of how the myth of the “Cowboy and Indian” is
distorted and then appears as “natural” in toys and entertainment. For Trouillot, the
meaning of the word “history” has shifted from the sociohistorical process to our
knowledge of that process (Trouillot 1995:2-3). This is an important consideration for
the following study on “Cowboys and Indians™: if the appearance of “Cowboys and
Indians™ in a number of current visual forms constitutes a semiotic myth, then it is
necessary to explore how history has been distorted so that the myth can be challenged
(or as Barthes says, “demystified”). Trouillot uses the Battle of the Alamo, an example

from the frontier, when discussing the complexity facing historical inquiries (Trouillot

1995:1-2). The Americans lost the Battle of the Alamo after being bombarded for twelve

days by Mexican leader Antonio Lopez de Santa Anna. Two weeks later, American Sam

Houston captured Santa Anna, which in turn impacted the way that the geographic
boundaries between Mexico and the United States would be set. Santa Anna would

recover politically from this capture, going on to become leader of Mexico four times.
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For Trouillot, the difficulty in understanding the Battle of the Alamo stems from how

Santa Anna was “doubly defeated.” Houston’s forces, now victorious, then had the
power to redefine history. As actors they captured Santa Anna and neutralized his forces,
defeating him physically. As narrators, they gave the Alamo story new meaning,
defeating him in historical narratives (and thus mythically). These events are not
important in and of themselves. What is important is the difference between what
happened and what our contemporary society believes happened. The Battle of the Alamo
is a semiotic myth, and a frontier myth, but it is not a “Cowboy” or “Indian” story.
Nevertheless, it is an interesting example of how easily historical events can be distorted
via historical records and historical consciousness by the authoritative figures who héve
the power to define. Since this thesis is about “Cowboy and Indian” myths, however, it is
useful here to discuss a well known “Cowboy and Indian” story, the Battle of Little
Bighorn.* There is a second purpose to using this battle as an example (outside of it being
a “Cowboy and Indian” story): the mostly European-American army lost this battle,
leading the authoritative figures to point fingers at the officers in charge of the campaign,
rather than admitting that they had underestimated their adversaries.

The Battle of the Little Bighorn is arguably the most well known of all the battles
that took place during the Indian Wars,® a name generally used in the United States to

describe a series of conflicts between the federal government and Native Americans.

* This is the most common name of the battle. It was also widely referred to as Custer’s Last Stand and The
Custer Massacre by the general public, and as in the parlance of the relevant Native Americans, The Battle
of the Greasy Grass. None of these names are necessarily erroneous. Instead, they should be viewed as
names that have a variety of different meanings based on who had the power to define and redefine history.
Despite the fact that the Sioux army won this battle, the Sioux were not the victors of the Indian Wars, and
thus did not have the power to define this battle. For this reason, use of The Battle of the Greasy Grass is
uncommon.

3 There are an abundance of battles that occurred during the Indian Wars. For the sake of brevity I will not
provide a broad overview of the /ndian Wars in this thesis. It is more useful for the aims of this thesis to
only focus on the Battle of the Little Bighorn for the reasons noted above.
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These wars ranged from 1860 to the “closing of the frontier” in 1890, but also refer to
any Colonial American wars between First Nations people and European immigrants
prior to the creation of the United States (McDermott 1998:2-10).

This battle is significant for this discussion because it is arguably the most
humiliating defeat suffered by the federal government during the Indian Wars. It was
fought between a Sioux army led by Sitting Bull and Crazy Horse and the Seventh U.S.
Cavalry, which was composed of European-American soldiers and Crow scouts led by
Brigadier General George Armstrong Custer. It occurred from June 25-26, 1876 near the
Little Bighorn River in the Eastern Montana Territory (Carroll 1976:xiii). Like most
battles fought during the Indian Wars there were heavy casualties on both sides, but this
battle has come to be defined by the death of Custer himself and the near annihilation of
his cavalry (Carroll 1976:xiii). This is why the battle is also commonly referred to as
Custer’s Last Stand and The Custer Massacre. The campaign against the Sioux did not
end here and Sitting Bull would eventually be assimilated into the post-frontier Wild
West Shows (see Chapter 4 for a detailed discussion of Wild West Shows). What is
important about this example, however, is not the battle itself, but the controversial
legacy and fame that Custer achieved after his death. Custer was already a celebrity of
sorts because of his successes during the American Civil War, and was well known to the
public due to being one of the most photographed of all Civil War officers (Wert 1997).
What is striking about the way that Custer is perceived today as opposed to during the
immediate aftermath of his death at 7he Battle of Little Bighorn is that the public
generally viewed Custer as a tragic military hero who sacrificed his life for his country.
However, when documents that revealed the federal view of what happened at The Battle

of the Little Bighorn became public domain in the 1970s, it became clear that the federal
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government saw Custer as a reckless buffoon who was responsible for both the deaths of
most of his cavalry, and the military loss (see Carroll 1976 for a discuésion of all
documents released to the genéral public that reveal the federal view). Here a number of
distortions reveal themselves due to a lack of compatibility between historical events,
historical documents, and historical consciousness: the public generally associated Custer
with heroism, developing a specific historical consciousness towards the events. A
survey of what actually happened and how the federal government viewed these events
demonstrates that Custer is not necessarily the hero that the public thought he was.
Neither the federal view, nor the public view, takes into account the possibility that the
Seventh U.S. Cavalry was heavily outnumbered and that victory was unlikely. Due to the
public’s interest in The Battle of the Little Bighorn, the posthumous Custer achieved a
level of celebrity that he did not achieve during his lifetime. Yet, even though they made
Custer a scapegoat, the federal government did not attempt to “correct” the viewpoint of
the general public. Instead, it distorted the events in order to maintain itself through the
public’s belief that the federal government was doing a good job and that Custer’s death
was evidence that there was a pressing need for the government to deal with “Indians,”
the enemy of a mostly European-American public. As in the Alamo example, the federal
government had the power to redefine history. The difference is that Houston was
victorious at the Alamo, and Custer was not victorious at Little Bighorn; and the
difference between victory and defeat, at least in this comparison, necessitates very
different approaches to defining and redefining history, as it happened, in order to
maintain the favor of the public.

As myth, “Cowboys and Indians” are presented in our society in a number of

ways, of which most are accessible to us visually. The possibility that Custer would not
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have left an impression of the American public if his face had not become so well known
due to photography suggests that an image-based research position is worthy of further
consideration. Since this thesis relies heavily on a discussion of how this myth is
presented (or simulated, see below) to us in trademarks and patents (both visual forms of

IP), it is necessary to discuss some theoretical issues facing image-based research.

IMAGE-BASED RESEARCH

A survey of recent image-based research publications such as Visual
Anthropology and Visual Sociology reveals an aspect of visual imagery that is mostly
absent from an already marginal area of research. These journals focus mostly on the
theoretical and methodological uses of photography and cinematography in both
disciplines. What is absent in this research is an interest in imagery that is not produced
via film. There is a lack of inquiry into other forms of two-dimensional imagery such as
paintings and comic strips, but most importantly, there is a lack of research considering
trademark images. Another important aspect of image-based research that is overlooked
is three-dimensional imagery such as sculpture.’ By ‘sculpture,’ I am referring to any
three-dimensional object that has been sculpted regardless of whether it is art or not.
Here, ‘sculpture’ connotes something more encompassing than the sculpture of high art,
such as Michelangelo’s David. For this reason, I would like to turn the focus of this

discussion towards a type of sculpture that can be found in the homes of many North

% Even before a discussion of three-dimensional imagery can take place, a serious limitation in discussing
three-dimensional imagery reveals itself: the only way to reproduce images in an essay is through the use
of photography or drawings. Thus, I cannot present a sculpture in an essay three-dimensionally and can
only hope for a two-dimensional representation of the sculpture. This may not seem to be problematic, but
it is akin to taking a picture of a picture and trying to pawn it off as the real thing. The implications of this
paradox are not new to readers of postmodernism and I will touch on it again in terms of Baudrillard’s
“simulacra” below.
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Americans: toys. The category ‘toy’ encompasses more than the category ‘sculpture;’
therefore I will only examine one particular toy in order to discuss possible ways of
dealing with three-dimensional imagery in an anthropological sense. The toy that I am
talking about is a “Fort Apache” playset from 1958 as produced by Marx Toys (see
Figure 2). This is just one of many variations of Fort Apache made by Marx before the
company’s bankruptcy in the early 1980s (Horowitz 1992:2). This “Fort Apache” will be
examined in two ways: as a foil for discussing ways of developing three-dimensional
image-based research; and as a means of analyzing the mythical content of the toy’s
imagery. Before this can happen what is at stake in Baudrillard’s “simulacra” will be
explored in order to suggest a theoretical connection between semiotics, simulacra, and

image-based research.

ax

Figure 2: This image shows the particular "Fort Apache' as produced by Marx Toys that was used
throughout this thesis. Note the stockade, lack of women and children, and the color-coding.
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BAUDRILLARD’S SIMULACRA

The work of Jean Baudrillard and his concept of the simulacra is important for
analyzing how reality is presented to us visually. For Baudrillard simulacra are a priori
relationships between humans and the visual representations that they craft. For
Baudrillard, this relationship has undergone three radical transformations since the
Renaissance, beginning with counterfeit (in the Renaissance), changing into production
during the Industrial Revolution, and becoming simulation proper in the twentieth
century with the development of cinematography (Baudrillard 1993:50). Baudrillard
claims that these three orders are intertwined with (and run parallel to) laws of value
during their successive time periods. Similarly, each successive stage is reliant on
dominant technology (Baudrillard 1993:50). Counterfeit does not connote deliberate
fraud, but instead refers to a common theme in the history of both Western art and
Western philosophy. Here, the artisan creates an imperfect representation of an absolute
original, and more often than not (due to technological limitations), this visual
representation is a sculpture or painting. A second characteristic of counterfeit is that the
counterfeit is paradoxically an original itself, with few (if any) copies. For example, until
the transition to successive stages, there was only one David and only one Mona Lisa.
Production refers to the actual ability to create an infinite number of copies on the
assembly line, blurring the difference between original and copy. Simulation proper
occurs when the original has been so overwhelmed by the copies that the copies take on
the authoritative role of the original in defining what is real. This has occurred because of
the success of television, and photography’s ability to simulate reality infinitely without a

referent of any kind. Simulation simultaneously creates and reinforces stereotypes by



pretending to be the referent, and through reconstituting complex realities into simple
oppositions. For example, Baudrillard says (Baudrillard 1993:63):
Both object and information already results from a selection, an edited
sequence of camera angles, they have already tested ‘reality’ and have
only asked those questions to which it has responded. Reality has been
analyzed into simple elements, which have been recomposed into

scenarios of stable oppositions, just as the photographer imposes his own
contrasts, lighting, and angles onto his subject (emphasis mine).

It is important to note that simulation proper and its creation of stable oppositions is not
the exclusive domain of photography and film. The era of infinite copies is one that
encompasses the previous phases of image production and reproduction. A sculpture, or

counterfeit, easily participates in simulation proper and can do so in a number of ways.

IMPLICATIONS

The compatibility between simulation proper and the mythologies of the
semiotician are hard to ignore: in myth, history becomes naturalized; and simulation
proper, pretending to be an original referent, or natural phenomenon, reinforces
stereotypes. In both cases, history is being distorted. In simulation the distortion occurs
in the production of images, while in myth the distortion occurs in the connoted meaning
that the image contains.

This chapter has laid out the theoretical approach of this thesis as being one that
incorporates semiotics and simulation in order to suggest that images are distorted or
made natural when they are presented to us in a variety of media. The example of “Fort
Apache” as produced by Marx Toys suggests that simulation proper has contributed to
the constitution of the myth of the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition. A toy that contains

“Cowboy” and/or “Indian” connotations is useful for examining the abundance of forms
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that simulations and myths can take. This is not a new approach: Barthes (1972:53-6)

has a chapter called “Toys” in his Mythologies and psychologist Ernest Dichter
(1964:237-58) also has a chapter about toys in his book Handbook of Consumer
Motivations. Both scholars approach toys in a similar way that involves pointing out that
toys (at least as they appeared in mid-twentieth century France) have a function of
presenting children with miniature “adult things™ (such as trains and guns for boys, and
baby dolls and ironing boards for girls). For Dichter, whose emphasis is on marketing,
toys represent a means of “closing the gap” between children and adults (Dichter
1964:254). For Barthes, who addresses the same kinds of toys as Dichter, this type of
“closing the gap” is wrapped up in the transmission of knowledge from adult to child, a
transmission that has more to do with cultural norms than nature: “French toys always
mean something, and this something is always entirely socialized, constituted by the
myths or techniques of modern adult life” (Barthes 1972:53). If toys are necessarily
wrapped up in the transmission of myth, in a way that constitutes a lexicon and
metalanguage, as Barthes suggests, then an examination of “Cowboy and Indian” toys
should reveal a different type of myth from the French toys that Barthes and Dichter
discuss due to the denotations of a different signifier. Chapter 3 will attempt to
demonstrate how and why the myth of “Cowboy and Indian” is taking place in American
toys through the demystification of a synchronic example. Chapter 4 will attempt a
diachronic examination of changes in “Cowboy and Indian” symbolism in entertainment

to further the demystification process.
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CHAPTER 3: THEORIZING “FORT APACHE” AS PRODUCED BY MARX

TOYS

INTRODUCTION

“Fort Apache” as produced by Marx Toys is little more than a rusty, dented toy
that seems out of place in my office. It has missing pieces, it is dusty, and one wonders
how long it has been since a child played with it. It is obvious that the child (probably
male) who acquired this toy in the late 1950s had a completely different relationship to
the toy than any adult would. For a child “Fort Apache” could make or break a Christmas
or birthday; it could generate prestige among playmates as a sign of economic status; but,
most importantly for this discussion, the depiction of Cowboys and Indians contained
within it could have a dramatic affect on how a child understood history, gender roles
and ethnicity. A child who never owned a “Fort Apache” would have a very different
relationship to the toy than a child who owned the toy, but may interpret history, gender
roles and ethnicity similarly or differently. This is a dilemma that faced Mary Rogers
(1999:1-10) when she conducted research on how her students interpreted the Barbie
doll during a study in the 1990s: Barbie had become a “cultural icon” that every person
in the study could identify, despite some people never having owned one. Rogers
recognized that each individual had a different experience with Barbie, self-esteem, and
self-image, suggesting the narrative/icon that is “Barbie” is empowering for some, but
disempowering for others (Rogers 1999:1-10). The signified “Barbie” had different
meanings for different people, and therefore, so did the signifier. The same is true for
“Fort Apache.” While Rogers’ conclusion may seem banal, it is conceptually important

for using Baudrillard’s concept of simulacra because it demonstrates that even though



31

images simulate reality through simulation proper, in turn defining reality, individuals
have a say in how they interpret this reality. Individuals resist simulations and actively
participate in the signification process. For this reason a person of Apache descent should
have a very different relationship to “Fort Apache” than a person of European or African
descent. It should also be noted that “Fort Apache” is not important in and of itself for
understanding how stereotypes are simulated: it is one of a myriad of images that
together constitute the dual stereotypes of “Cowboy” and “Indian.” If it is a myth, then it
must, as Barthes (1972:135) claims, gain its power in its recurrence.

There are two ways to deal with “Fort Apache.” One would be to situate it
diachronically within the history of “Cowboy and Indian” entertainment. This would take
into account the ways that “Cowboys and Indians” have been represented both visually
and textually in comparison to how they appear historically, emphasizing the ways that
these representations have changed over time. I will return to this in Chapter 4. Initially,
however, it is useful to interpret the subject matter synchronically by examining “Fort
Apache” as one possible simulated form of the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition myth, in
order to demonstrate that simulation and myth are taking place simultaneously. This will
be accomplished through comparing the toy “Fort Apache” with the “real” (historic) Fort
Apache. I put “real” into scare-quotes because Baudrillard (and other postmodernists)
would argue that I have no access to the 19™ century outside of my own interpretation of
the interpretations of others. It is also important to note that this discussion does not
attempt to create a total picture of Arizona, Apache peoples, or Fort Apache: all are
subjects that are worthy of research in and of themselves. Nevertheless, some broad

statements about Arizona’s history, people, and military facilities are useful for
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addressing whether or not this particular toy is naturalizing a false reality by distorting

the past.

THE “REAL” ARIZONA

The formation of the state of Arizona resulted from the aftermath of the American
Civil War. In 1861, Confederates léunched a successful campaign into the New Mexico
territory (present day Arizona and New Mexico). Residents in the southern portions of
this territory adopted a secession ordinance and requested that Confederate forces
stationed in nearby Texas assist them in removing Union forces stationed in New
Mexico. The Confederate territory of Arizona was proclaimed by Colonel John Baylor
after victory at the Battle of Mesilla, Mesilla, New Mexico, and the capture of several
Union forces. Baylor’s Proclamation Line of 1861 separated Arizona and New Mexico in
terms of north and south, with Arizona being the southern territory (Wagoner 1970:2-7;
see Figure 3). The Confederates had hoped to use Arizona and New Mexico as a means
of conquering the State of California and also as a means of gaining influence in the
territory that would soon become Colorado. The expulsion of Confederate forces from
Arizona and New Mexico in 1862 led to the abandonment of Baylor’s Proclamation Line
and the new territory was separated from New Mexico, not in terms of north and south,
but in terms of east and west (with Arizona being the western territory) (Wagoner
1970:2-3). President Lincoln signed the bill that recognized Arizona as a Union territory
on February 24, 1863 (Arizona would not become a state until 1912) (Wagoner 1970:2~
3).

Indigenous peoples had inhabited the geographical region that became Arizona

long before European immigrants arrived. Before (and during) the Civil War these
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indigenous peoples had been almost entirely ignored. Neither the Union, nor the
Confederates had any interest in gaining Native support. After Lincoln signed the bill all
of this changed: the Apache became the driving issue of the political career of Arizona’s
first governor, Mr. John Goodwin. Wagoner (1970:34) quotes Goodwin (1864:43) as
saying:

But for [the Apache], mines would be worked, innumerable sheep and
cattle would cover these plains, and some of the bravest and most
energetic men that were ever the pioneers of a new country, and who
now fill bloody and unmarked graves, would be living to see their
brightest anticipations realized. A war must be prosecuted until they are
compelled to submit and go upon a reservation.
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Figure 3: This image shows the two ways that Arizona and New Mexico have been historically
separated Baylor's Proclamation Line divides the territories by north and south at 34°. Today the
states are divided by east and west.

This declaration of war against the Apaches led to a reorganization of Arizona’s military
after the Civil War ended. Goodwin asked Congress for money to pay for rangers to help
establish reservations but was ignored for three years forcing him to do what he could
with limited resources. This resulted in an afmy of five companies that consisted of

eleven officers and three hundred fifty soldiers. It is telling that this army was almost
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entirely composed of Maricopa and Pima Indians. Very few of the soldiers were
European and there were twice as many forts/camps as there were companies (Wagoner
1970:48). Nevertheless, these forts/camps would become the epicenters of government

forces in their war against the Apaches.

THE “REAL” APACHES

Apache is a collective name for several culturally related Native American
peoples who speak a Southern Athabaskan language, excluding the related Navajo
people, who formerly ranged over southeastern Arizona and north-western Mexico. The
chief divisions of the Apaches were the Arivaipa, Chiricahua, Coyotero, Faraone Gileno,
Llanero, Mescalero, Mimbreno, Mogollon, Naisha, Tchikun and Tchishi (Plog 1997).
The final surrender of the Apaches took place in 1886, when the Chiricahuas, led by
Geronimo, were deported to military prisons in Florida and Alabama (Ogle 1970:vii).
The Apaches were the last major body of indigenous peoples to formidably oppose the
advance of European-Americans into the American West (Ogle 1970:vii). For three
hundred years Apache peoples fought with other Native groups, Spaniards, Mexicans,
and European-Americans. They became famous for their intimidating military strategies,
including the act of scalping their enerﬁies and their use of extremely powerful bows, a
legacy that can be traced as far back as Spain’s 1540 Coronado expedition from Mexico
to Kansas (Laubin and Laubin 1980:9). According to Winship (1896:34), Castenada (the
expedition’s leader) once wrote that he witnessed an Apache warrior shoot a bull through
both shoulders with an arrow, “which would have been a good shot for a musket”
(Winship 1896:34). Whether or not we can trust the accuracy of this account is not

important. What is important is that the use of the bow by First Nations populations
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(especially the Apache) quickly became a thing of legend among pioneers and has

become a defining mythologized trait in many “Cowboy and Indian” depictions. Laubin
and Laubin (1980) suggest that there is a certain irony to this trend since archery is no
longer a popular sport among First Nations people. They claim that this is because,
“Indians have been taught to regard [archery] as a mark of savagery, and until recently
most of them would rather be caught dead than with a bow and arrow” (Laubin and
Laubin 1980:9).

In his 1970 introduction to Ogle’s Federal Control of the Westen Apaches, Jones
(1970:ii) claims that the popular American perception of the Apaches is extremely
distorted:

... The public’s distorted views of [Geronimo of the Apaches and Sitting
Bull of the Sioux] and the exaggeration of other facts have created a
mythology about Indian relations with frontiersmen, soldiers, and
government agents. This is partially due to television and to popular
Western writers who often become more interested in telling what they
believe the public wants to hear than in portraying the truth or providing
a complete examination of Indian-white relationships. The public also
contributes to this growing quantity of half-truths and inventions. Like
their forefathers who actually fought the Indians, people today regard all
Indians as one mass, failing to distinguish between one nation or tribe
and another, or failing to see that the most famous Apache leaders
[Geronimo and Cochise] were not all from the same Apache nation.
Furthermore, the public shows little interest in actual history, preferring
to believe in a hero-dominated, romantic account of how a “superior”
people (with whom the public erroneously associates) overcame an
inferior one.

Laubin and Laubin’s discussion of archery, and Jones’s statement about the simultaneous
distortion of Apache peoples by the popular media and the public, highlights the
interconnection of myth and simulation: there is a sharp difference between what actually
happened, and how the relationship between “Cowboys and Indians” has been presented

to the North American public.
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THE “REAL” FORT APACHE

Increasing encroachment by outsiders led to more consistent raiding by the
various Apache nations; by 1866 Goodwin called for, “fair, open, and persistent war until
the savages are exterminated or forced to bow in submission” (Ogle 1970:60). Some
Arizona residents rejected this position. Putnam (known to historians as the “Father of
Arizona”) announced that, “the military authorities assume to be the government” and
elsewhere, the well-known civil servant, Leihy, claimed that the expenditures incurred by
“fruitless [military operations] would have provided comfortable homes for all the
Indians in the territory” (Ogle 1970:59). Many failed to understand that the Apache
would not be as easy to conquer or exterminate as other First Nations people who were
already in their employ (such as the Pima). During the remainder of the 1860s Arizona
was defined by bloodshed on both sides. By the 1870s, Arizona was beginning to receive
more military funding from the federal government and a series of new camps were built.
The most important of these camps was Camp Ord, which was built in Arizona’s White
Mountains in 1870. Over the next few years the camp would change names several times
before becoming Camp Apache and later Fort Apache in 1879 (Ogle 1970:191). This
post has become a defining symbol of Arizona’s history because it was the center of
military bureaucracy. By 1879, the area surrounding the fort was the largest reservation
in the territory. It was here that many Apache groups joined forces with the Arizona
government. This should be considered alongside the abovementioned statement by
Jones (1970:i1i): although “Apache” has come to denote all Apaches in the present day,
there were more than a dozen different factions and nations that were warring against

each other long before Europeans arrived. It is significant that many Apache men would
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become military agents (mostly scouts): the sheer number of Apache scouts would play
an important role in the expulsion of warring Apaches to Florida in 1886.

Another important aspect of Fort Apache was its lack of stockades/palisades.
There was surprisingly little fortification outside of manpower itself, but this seems to
have been an economic choice since wood was scarce in most of the territory. Another
issue must have been the dangers of fire in the arid climate. For this reason, most (if not

all) Arizona forts lacked this type of fortification (Wagoner 1970:376).

MARX'’S “FORT APACHE”

The toy version of “Fort Apache” that I am dealing with was released to the
general public in 1958 and 1s composed entirely of tin and plastic. It is a fold-out
lithographed suitcase that depicts a massive battle between Indians and soldiers at the
fort. When folded out it becomes obvious that this “Fort Apache” has little if anything to
do with the real thing: the fort is surrounded by a stockade and an inspection of the
characters reveals that this “Fort Apache” is based on binary oppositions. The soldiers
are all European-American men, there are no Apache scouts or Maricopa or Pima
Indians, there are no Mexicans or Desperadoes, and there are no women or children
(either Native or non-Native). The European-Americans are garbed in uniforms that seem
to be a mix between American Civil War military uniforms and “Cowboy” gear. The
Indians are similary garbed in a hodge-podge of different symbols that have come to
define all Native Americans: feathers and leather; bows and arrows. There is also a totem
pole, which may have more to do with the public’s perception of “Indian” than any
historical reality, as the Apache peoples did not craft totems. The toys are color-coded:

the soldiers are blue, while the Indians are orange. Color-coding varies from playset to
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playset when dealing with playsets produced by Marx Toys (different toys will be yellow

or red, etc.). Even so, color is always opposed between the two warring factions. Thus,
regardless of whether Marx is depicting Vikings, Cave Men, Cowboys and Indians, or
even Arctic researchers and Inuit peoples, the two opposing parties will never share the
same color. (Horowitz (2002) presents a variety of color-coded examples in playsets
produced by Marx Toys).

Other oppositions are also obvious: the European-American soldiers are always
standing erect (except when depicted in an “action pose,” where the soldier is attempting
to shoot someone). The Indians, however, are in a state of perpetual dancing. The
European-Americans, standing erect, are more robust, radiating seriousness and
superiority. The “savages,” on the other hand, are involved in tomfoolery insofar as they
appear to be dancing, lacking the seriousness of the soldiers. None of the “Indians™ are
standing erect regardless of whether they are in an “action pose” or not. This
representation depicts them as inferior and marginalized.

A few things can be suggested about how the lack of women on both sides
appears to feminize the “Indians.” This motif is not surprising when compared with the
way that women are depicted in Western art conventions that requires feminization in
order to make men “masculine.” It is possible that the “Indians” become marginalized,
and feminized through their lack of erect posture insofar as women have been
conventionally depicted as undulating in their postures (see Wiber 1997 for a detailed
discussion of the connection between erect men and undulating women in Western art
conventions). The only thing that the two groups seem to share is horses, which are not

color-coded and do not vary in composition from side-to-side.
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE “FORT APACHE” MYTH: A RADICAL APPROACH

The toy “Fort Apache” has little or nothing to do with the historic Fort Apache,
the history of Arizona, or the various Apache nations that it relies on for similitude.
Many of the visual aspects of “Fort Apache” have no historical basis and attempt to
naturalize a complex situation into simple oppositions. Women and children are missing
and the various motifs used to depict the people, especially the Apaches, rely on pan-
Aborginal interpretations of First Nations people. This is why there is a totem pole, head
dresses, and various other symbolic images that have come to define pan-aboriginal
identity. It can be assumed that the only aspect of the depiction of Apache warriors that is
supported by historical evidence, the strong use of archery, was used because of its pan-
aboriginal symbolism. The depiction of soldiers also misses the nuance of the historical
situation: all of the soldiers are represented as European-American even though a large
portion of historical Fort Apache’s manpower came from recruited Apache scouts, Pima
Indians, and Mexican desperadoes/mercenaries. The nuance that defines Arizona’s
history is ignored to simplify the toy into the opposition of “Cowboys and Indians,” even
though there were no “Cowboys” at Fort Apache! The design of the fort itself is also a
distortion of reality insofar as it is safely guarded by a stockade that never existed in Fort
Apache and was rare in Arizona’s arid climate. This stockade is the most telling aspect of
how First Nations people were viewed by European-American toy makers: the Indians
are beyond the pale, and this separation is not subtle. The wall that separates the
European-Americans and the “Indians” is not invisible and connotes an inside/outside
relationship that conforms to the history of Western philosophy, colonialism, and cultural
theory where the “savage” lives in an impossible relation to civilization, unable to move

out of the state of savagry for whatever reason. The European-American toy makers do
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not allow for a separation between Apaches, Indians, and savages, instead relying on
myth and simulation in order to present reality. The stockade that has no historical basis
creates a physical separation between savagry and civilization; “Cowboys” are inside,
while “Indians” are outside.

The imagery in “Fort Apache” has become naturalized through the “realism” of
the simulation, and thus mythologized. Yet, this sort of simulation would not be as
immediately successful in distorting reality without the success of photography and
cinematography in communicating images so broadly and rapidly. It is the recurrance of
the simulation that gives power to the myth.

Already a radical approach to image-based research is unfolding. The examples
of the litigation surrounding the Washington Redskins and of the “Fort Apache” toy
suggests that a “Cowboy and Indian” myth is taking place in a variety of media. At this
point statements about why this has occurred cannot be made. It is only possible to
suggest that it is happening in a preliminary, symbolic way. A fully developed,
mythologized history has yet to be demonstrated despite the symbolic similarities
between the abovementioned examples. In order to approach the question of why these
symbolic constructs appear to be participating in a myth-building process, this thesis
suggests a radical approach that combines semiotics and Baudrillard’s simulacra. The
shortcoming of relying on a strictly Baudrillardean approach is that simulacra only
involves the ability for an object to be mass-produced to the point where the original
(whether it is a reel of film or the prototype of a new invention) is usurped by the copies.
Baudrillard’s position only takes account of objects and technology, and is ontological in
scope, whereas Barthes’ emphasis on myth is strictly epistemological insofar as it takes

account of ideas. The simulacra is an ontological form of “mimesis,” a concept that has
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been debated by philosophers since Plato first developed it in his Republic (Plato 1997).

Mythology, on the other hand, is an epistemological form of mimesis. Prior to a full
discussion of how I plan to use this approach it is useful to make some statements about
mimesis.

Plato formulated mimesis in his aphorism of the “Divided Line,” his most famous
explanation of the pure “Forms.” Forms are the absolute original of any concept or thing.
Because humans have no access to the original and only access to the idea of the original,
we are in a constant state of being bombarded by images that are interpretations or
representations of the Form. These mimics are always imperfect but there is a hierarchy
to imperfections with the “Good” (the Form of all Forms) being at the top; the Forms are
below the Good; and so on. The lowest category in this hierarchy is an image of a
physical creation. Plato uses the example of a bed to demonstrate this phenomenon in his
Republic: here, an artisan crafts a bed based on his idea (Form) of what a bed is. The bed
is an imperfect representation of the original referent. After the bed is completed a
painter paints a picture of the same bed (Plato 1997:596a—e). This painting is an imitation
of an imitation and is thus of a lower order. The imitation is not false but is the most
deluded form of truth and is akin to Plato’s most famous allegory, “The Cave,” because
this representation of a representation is what captives in “The Cave” experience when
they see shadows dancing on the cave wall. This entire process is what philosophers of
aesthetics have come to call mimesis. Mimesis is the process of making copies that
further distance us from the Good and the Forms.

This short explanation of Plato’s mimesis demonstrates that in and of itself
Baudrillard’s simulacrum does not necessitate myth. Instead, it creates a world of copies.

A copy is not a myth per se, but an inadequate representation of something else.
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Representations are not always myths, but myths are always representations. Simulacra
are useful when dealing with myth because they allow for a mythologist to address myth
diachronically by examining material culture and historical consciousness
simultaneously. This is somewhat lacking in Barthes’ Mythologies (1972). Of the twenty-
eight examples of myth that Barthes provides, all are synchronic. If a myth distorts
history by naturalizing it, it is reasonable to suggest that a diachronic approach that
addresses the historical path of the myth is necessary for demystification. The interplay
of simulation and myth is only the beginning of potential inquiry and we need to move
from looking at examples of simulation and myth to an understanding of why simulation
and myth occur. A diachronic study is needed to gain context, to understand if and why
the “apotheosis” of “Cowboys and Indians” has taken place. Apotheosis is a concept that
has a variety of meanings, but its use throughout the rest of this thesis will rely on one
connotation found in the Compact Oxford English Dictionary: the way in which heroes
undergo apotheosis in order to become gods. This is not explicitly the use that I intend,
but the connotation is similar: in apotheosis a character becomes a god only when he or
she becomes mythologized. I am not suggesting that “Cowboys” or “Indians™ have
become gods in the process of myth-building. Instead, I will use the word as a synonym
for the “process of mythologizing a character” because there is no word for this process
in the English language other than “apotheosis.”

I have two intentions in using an approach that combines semiotics and
simulacra: to describe the various developments in the history of “Cowboy and Indian”
entertainment; and to explain this history in terms of social-political world that produced
it. The following diachronic example is one possible interpretation of the past and should

be viewed only as an interpretation. The historical connections that I point out, however,



are not arbitrary, nor are they coincidental. Instead, they should be viewed as puzzle
pieces that help form a complex whole that is the simulated myth of the “Cowboy and

Indian.”
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CHAPTER 4: A DIACHRONIC EXAMINATION OF “COWBOY AND INDIAN”

ENTERTAINMENT

BUFFALO BILL CODY’S WILD WEST SHOW

After warring Apache factions were dispelled from Arizona in 1886, the
“American Frontier” underwent a transition. As the government pushed for control of the
Mexican border, placed “unruly” Native Americans on reservations, and began to deal
with rampant vigilantism in the American southwest, the frontier lifestyle rapidly
disappeared. The increase of railways in the central and western United States opened up
communications, making travel easier. This led to increased populations in many states
and territories. With the railroad came revitalization of an ancient industry: the circus.’
The standard circus employed acrobats, zoological expeditions, clowns, and sideshows,
but a second type of circus also flourished, the Wild West Show, the most successful of
which was Buffalo Bill’s Wild West Show (Davis 2002).

William Cody’s father, Isaac Cody, a Kansas liberal, actively fought for the
equality of slaves and First Nations people. Kansas was a pro-slavery state and the liberal
attitude of the Cody family led to Isaac Cody being stabbed while giving an anti-slavery
speech. He never recovered from his injuries, dying in 1857 (Cody Wetmore 1903:2).
William Cody would maintain his livelihood as a frontiersman until 1883 when he
created Buffalo Bill’s Wild West Show as a remedy for a lack of frontier work (Davis
2002:21-2). As his Wild West Show toured North America over the next twenty years it

became a moving extravaganza, including as many as 1200 performers at its peak.

7 Ringling Bros. and Barnum and Bailey (RBBB) are credited with being the first company to employ the
use of circus trains and hundreds of other circuses prospered similarly by the 1890s (Davis 2002).
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Visitors to this spectacle could see main events, feats of skill, staged races and
sideshows. Many authentic western personalities were part of the show. Cody used “real”
Cowboys and “real” Native Americans. His best performers were well known in their
own right: people like Annie Oakley and Frank Butler put on shooting exhibitions; and
Sitting Bull and a band of twenty braves appeared in the show. Other well known
contemporaries such as “Calamity” Jane and “Wild Bill” Hickok toured at one time or
another. Even Geronimo would make a rare appearance (Davis 2002:75-77).

What is significant about Cody’s circus is that it became a refuge for First
Nations people and “Cowboys” alike at a time when both cultural and economic groups
had become so marginalized that they no longer had any purpose outside of being
spectacles. A once complex situation that consisted of warring factions was now forced
to coexist as travelling entertainment for an increasingly wealthy European-American
audience. It is here that the narrativization of the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition can be
traced: for the first time the frontier was entertainment, not a nasty political situation. As
Cody travelled from town to town via circus trains, he brought the world to masses of
people, albeit a fictional fantasy world that played on nostalgia. For Cody, unlike P.T.
Barnum, there was a great deal at stake: without his Wild West Shows (and copycat
groups) his way of life would dissappear. It is no coincidence that Wild West Shows
faded into oblivion during the 1920s with the appearance of radio serials and Hollywood
cinema: the spectator no longer actively engaged with the spectacle because it could be
experienced at home with the radio or the cinema. During the Depression the Wild West

Shows would disappear.
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DIMESTORE “COWBOYS AND INDIANS”

Despite its success, Buffalo Bill’s Wild West Show did not generate any
(contemporary) toys, though Schoenhut, a company that made wooden dolls and pianos
made a fortune during the first two decades of the 20" Century with its “Humpty
Dumpty’s Circus.” Humpty Dumpty was a celebrity clown from the RBBB, for which
the toy line is named (O’Brien 1990:74--5). In contrast, “Cowboys and Indians” did not
make the transition to toys until the last years of the Depression. During the 1930s, radio
serials and comics strips reached the height of their popularity (as inexpensive forms of
entertainment), with many successful Cowboy characters® such as Red Ryder, The Lone
Ranger, Buck Jones, and Buzz Barton being endorsed by BB Gun companies such as
Daisy,” Hubley, and Kilgore (O’Brien 1990:145, 150). These guns were not profitable
until after the United States joined World War Two, and the representation of “Cowboys
and Indians” was not as explicit as it was in the other popular boy-oriented toys of the
Depression, “Dimestore Soldiers.” During this decade various companies (such as
Auburn, and J. Edward Jones) produced “Dimestore Soldiers.” These toys were
incredibly small and were made from lead (although one company, Bergen Toy and
Novelty Co., produced plastic ones) (O’Brien 1990:125). Toys depicting the opposition
of “Cowboys and Indians” were first mass-marketed at this time, the poorest decade in
the United States in the 20™ Century, when nostalgia for the past developed in children’s

toys. Before then, toys imitated technological achievements and gluttony, with the most

8 With “real” frontier Cowboys and “Wild West” shows virtually extinct, the symbolism of the frontier
continued on, but now as fiction with the “Cowboy” as protagonist and the “Indian” as antagonist. During
the 1930s there was a transition from an emphasis on historical figures to fictional characters.

® These BB Guns were the things that young boys supposedly dreamed about getting for Christmas during
the 1930s and 1940s, and this iconographic characteristic is central to a well know Christmas movie. In the
film A Christmas Story, the plot revolves around a young boy, Ralphie, trying to convince his family to
buy him a "Red Ryder Carbine-Action Two-Hundred-Shot Range Model Air Rifle BB gun with a compass
in the stock and a thing, which tells time" (Clark 1983).
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successful boy-oriented toys of first three decades of the 20™ Century being steel and tin

airplanes and trains (and also the abovementioned Humpty Dumpty Circus) (O’Brien

1990:173-83).

AFTER WORLD WAR TWO

By the 1950s the American economy had recovered and toy manufacturers
returned to more expensive materials (such as tin) with many companies relying heavily
on plastic for the first time. The United States in general was beginning to regain the
affluence that it had at the beginning of the twentieth century and a number of “Cowboy
Entertainers” emerged. Many toy companies attempted to merchandise toys based on
these popular “Cowboy Entertainers,” but the most lucrative contracts always belonged
to Marx Toys, who produced various motorized tin toys based on Howdy Doody,
Hopalong Cassidy, and Roy Rogers (O’Brien 1990:173). It wasn’t until Marx Toys
acquired the licenses to Walt Disney, however, that the “Cowboy and Indian” playset
was developed. By 1955, Marx was releasing complex tin and plastic playsets based on
Zorro, Davy Crockett, Roy Rogers, and Rin Tin Tin (all owned or licensed by Disney)
(Horowitz 1992:64-5; O’Brien 1990:182). As televisions began to proliferate in
American homes (with programs such as Bonanza (Hamilton 1959), Gunsmoke (Meston
1955), and Maverick (Huggins 1957) being very lucrative), the genre was maintained
(O’Brien 1990:198). The success of the Disney playsets led Marx to create “Civil War”
and “Cowboy and Indian” playsets. The first of these, “Fort Apache Stockade with Five
Famous Americans,” was released in 1955 (Hlorowitz 1992:88; Marx Toys Patent #3616
and #3616SD). It is notable that the five “Famous Americans” were Buffalo Bill Cody,

Sitting Bull, Daniel Boone, Kit Carson, and General George Custer, none of whom had
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anything to do with the historical Fort Apache. Thus, in the toy’s first manifestation, the

history of Fort Apache was already being distorted to make room for historical
celebrities. The fact that Sitting Bull, leader of the Hunkpapa Sioux, is included instead
of actual Apache heroes (such as Cochise or Geronimo) is not explained. What can be
inferred from this example is that by the 1950s acutal history had been abandoned for the
sake of an all-encompassing identity that allowed a showman (Buffalo Bill) to be equated
with American Civi/ War campaign leaders (Carson and Custer) and Daniel Boone, who
died long before the others were born. The simple opposition of “Cowboys and Indians”
that was used by Buffalo Bill and his band of entertainers to maintain an obsolete way of
life was now so distorted that a group of historical and fictional characters could come
together in a historical-fictional space. This is an example of the apotheosis of “Cowboy
and Indian” entertainment.

By the late 1960s the toy industry was once again in transition, but now because
plastics were becoming so inexpensive that larger toys could be made. With Hasbro’s
G.I Joe, the “action figure” took shape and other companies scrambled to develop
similar toys. Marx Toys attempted to profit on Hasbro’s success by releasing its own
twelve-inch line of action figures: the Fort Apache Fighters. These toys revolved around
the same location as the other Marx toys, but for the first time fiction and history became
inseparable. The toy line focused on the fictional Johnny West and his family who lived
at the Fort Apache Ranch, and their archenemy, Mexican desperado Sam Cobra. In order
to fight Cobra and maintain his ranch, West would call upon friends such as Geronimo,
Cochise, and General Custer. Even Canadian RCMP officer Sam Steele was introduced

into the line. Along with these historic characters, there was a generic Indian, an Indian
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princess (named Princess Wildflower), and an African American farmhand named Jed

Gibson.

SPACE AND TIME

It is useful here to mention David Harvey’s theorization of space-time as a means
of adding depth to the demystification of the “Cowboy and Indian” opposition. For
Harvey, space and time are social constructs that are fundamentally intertwined (Harvey
1996:110). Even though space and time may be “facts of nature,” we cannot know what
those facts are outside of our own cultural embeddedness in language and belief systems
(Harvey 1996:111). In this way space and time are very similar to the semiotic myth.
Harvey outlines four ways in which time and space are constructed by any society
(Harvey 1996:210-12):

1. Social constructions of space and time are not wrought out of thih air, but shaped
out of the various forms of space and time which human beings encounter in their
struggle for material survival, for example, night and day, the seasons, and
lifecycles in the animal and plant world.

2. Conceptions of space and time depend equally upon cultural, metaphorical, and
intellectual skills. The rise of “deep time,” the idea that there is no sign of a
beginning and no prospect of an end, for example, as described by geologist
James Hutton in 1788 was fueled by metaphor as much as it was by observations
of rocks and outcrops. |

3. Social constructions of space and tiﬁle operate with the full force of objective

facts to which all individuals and institutions necessarily respond. For example, in
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modern societies we accept clock time, even though such time is a social
construct, as an objective fact of daily life.

4. Social definitions of objective space and time are implicated in processes of
social reproduction. Representations of space and time arise out of the world of
social practices but then become a form of regulation of those practices, defining
gender roles, hierarchies, and divisions of labor.

For Harvey, the construction of space and time is nowhere more evident than in the
expansion of capitalism through colonialism (Harvey 1996:224). Harvey uses the
European settlement of North America as an example: the imposition of alien (European)
conceptions of space and time upon indigenous populations altered forever the social
framework within which the reproduction of these people could take place (Harvey
1996:222). In this example, space and time undergo a radical social transformation due to
the imposition of alien concepts in what Harvey calls “external force” (Harvey
1996:222). It is easy to view “external force” as something that can occur in a variety of
contexts. The type of “external force” that Harvey is interested in, however, is one where
space-time constructs undergo a complete transformation due to external domination; the
dominated group no longer has the power to define its space-time reality (Harvey

1996:222).

CAPITALISM AND COMMODITY FETISHISM

Harvey’s theoretical orientation (much like Barthes’) is Marxist in nature and for
this reason he is always addressing capitalism. For Harvey, the material demands of
capitalism are the root of imposed space-time constructions. This conceptualization of

capitalism is complex because of its diachronic emphasis. Here, manufactured products



are not only the result of capitalism, but also the result of colonialism, or “external
force.” This interplay is easy to identify in any product employing the “Cowboy and
Indian” opposition. The Fort Apache-based toy is an excellent example of this interplay:
the toy is not merely the creation of a company (in this case Marx Toys), but also
represents the complex history of European colonization and the implementation of
Western time-space construction. This capitalist direction is important because it implies
that time-space constructions are objective, conscious decisions made by those who have
authority via wealth. This also implies that a consumer’s decision to buy particular
products is wrapped up in a consumer’s relationship to (and acceptance of) the
construction of space and time.

How is it possible to understand the social and objective processes of space-time
construction? Harvey’s solution is to employ a “historical materialist” approach where

the investigator begins with products in order to work backwards in time to find the
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historical bases for capitalist behavior. The idea of “commodity fetishism” is at the heart

of historical materialism. Commodity fetishism is best understood as the way that
markets conceal information and relations (Marx 2004:71-83). Harvey, and elsewhere,
Cronon, have used site-catchments analysis to demonstrate that the most concealed
aspect of any product (from grapes to textiles) is where it is made (Cronon 1991:340;
Harvey 1996:232-3). For this reason, Harvey claims that the most important aspect of
commodity fetishism is geography. But what happens when we know where the product
is made, but a fictional-historical space is simulated in the product? That is, how is it
possible 