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Chapter One 

Deconstructing Historigraphy, Opening up Erasures 

 

Stone Heart is a compelling narrative interweaving two journeys: Lewis and 

Clark’s extrenal and Sacajawea’s personal. With such a juxtaposition, the lost voice of  

a woman previously merely remembered in myth is sought and remembered in 

Glancy’s representation. In discussing the novel, I maintain what is important is not 

that the novel provides a true history, but what epistemology is looked behind the 

representation. The novel juxtaposes the personal memory against the anthropologist 

history, which obscures the distinction between reality and imagination, “history” and 

the historical representation, thus creating a postmodern “simulacra” text.  

In this chapter, I would like to examine why Glancy rewrites the story of 

Sacajawea. I argue it is crucial for us to deepen our understanding of representation 

and how it works and how the others are constructed, invented, and marginalized. 

Since I attempt to discuss the issue of “representation” in Stone Heart, I will, first of 

all, look at the definition and funtion of representation by drawing on works of Stuart 

Hall, Edward Said and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak. Secondly, in order to better 

approach Glancy’s representation of Sacajawea, I would critically examine the 

popular images of Native Americans and explore the self-representations in Native 

American texts in order to observe how Native American writers cope with the 

stereotype imposed on them, and how Native American writers alternatively construct 

narratives in fiction and history. I hope the discussions will shed light on our the 

understanding of Glancy’s attempt to rewrite the Sacajawea’s legend. Finally, I will    

give a plot summary of Stone Heart: A Novel of Sacajawea. This chapter will serve as 

the transiton to Chapter Two, which studies the strategies of representation. My 

discussion will engage with the politics of representation in postcolonial and minority 
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discourses in hopes to argue for the agency of the marginal. 

In the beginning, I belive it is necessary for us to know something about the 

representation of history. The representation of history has been qusetioned and 

debated for a long time, Keith Jenkins in his Rethinking History (1991) addresses the 

question of what history is, reminding the reader that “’history’ is really ‘histories’” 

and that “there is a multiplicity of types of history whose only common feature is that 

their ostensible object of enquiry is ‘the past’” (3). I belive Glancy provides an 

alternative, one among the mutiple interpretions of Lewis and Clark’s expedition, 

through the voice of Sacajawea. It proves that the same object of enquiry is capable of 

being read differently by different investigators. We see through Sacajawea, an 

interpreter who stands between the past and our readings of it through her agency. 

Such retelling invites the reader to participate in the movements of the speaker’s 

consciousness, which creates an intimacy in the relationship between the narrator and 

the reader. I believe such an alternative interpretation of Sacajawea is beneficial to 

and important for the the voices of minority groups, the “subaltern” in Spivak’s terms. 

It not only reconfirms the revisionism of the past, but, most important of all, helps 

those who are marginalized or even erased from history to have thir voices of 

enunciation. Hopefully, they are empowered to find their cultural identity, rather than 

being incorporated into dominant discourse. 

 

1.1 Representation & Cultural Representation of Others 

The issue of cultural representation has been of crucial importance to an 

understanding of postcolonial and minority literatures. As we know, representation 

can be the act of representing or the state of being represented. According to the 

wikipedia, it is a topic in visual arts, music and literature, concerning “the depiction 

and ethical and political concerns of image construction and narrativity.” Hereby, the 
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dicussion will begin with the literary depiction and its ethical and political concerns of 

image construction and narrativity. 

According to Stuart Hall, representation connects meaning and language to 

cultures. He suggests one common use of the term as follows: “representation means 

using language to say something meaningful about, or represent the world 

meaningfully, to other people” (15). It is an “essential part of the process by which 

meaning is produced and exchanged between members of a culture,” involving “the 

use of language, of signs and images which stand for or represent things” (15). In 

Hall’s theories of representation, he contrasts three different approaches to explain 

how representation of meaning through language works, inclusive of the reflective or 

mimetic approach, the intentional approach, and the constructionist or constructivist 

approach. In the first approach, he observes, “meaning is thought to lie in the object, 

person or ideas or event in the real world, and language functions like a mirror” (24), 

simply reflecting the meaning or the truth that already exists in the world. Such an 

approach proposed “a direct and transparent relationship between imitation or 

reflection between words (signs) and things” (35); that is, representation is kind of 

“re-presentation.”  

The second approach holds that “it is the speaker, the author, who imposes his 

or her unique meaning on the world through language” (25). Namely, words mean 

what the author intends they should. It “reduces representation to the intention of its 

author or subject” (Hall 35). Nevertheless, Hall emphasizes that we should focus on 

the third approach for it acknowledges that “neither things in themselves nor the 

individual users of language can fix meaning in language” (25). Hall states, 

Representation is the production of meaning through language. In 

representation, constructionists argue, we use signs, organized into 

languages of different kinds, to communicate meaningfully with others. 
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[…] There is no simple relationship of reflection, imitation, or one-to-one 

correspondence between language and the real world. […] Meaning is 

produced within language, in and through various representational 

systems which, for convenience, we call “languages.” Meaning is 

produced by the practice, the “work”, of representation. (28) 

Hall in his discussion of “The Spectacle of the ‘Others’,” proposes that 

“Meaning ‘floats.’ It cannot be finally fixed. However, attempting to ‘fix’ it is the 

work of a representational practice, which intervenes in many potential meanings of 

an image in an attempt to privilege one” (228). Moreover, the practice of trying to 

give a fixed form or meaning of objects, people or events, in a way, is an attempt to 

privilege the image constructed from a particular point of view. Not surprisingly, such 

representational practice is very likely to involve the practice of “stereotyping,” which 

tends to exclude other possibilities of representation, resulting in “misrepresentation” 

or stereotypes.  

 

1.2 Stereotyping and Stereotypes of “Other” 

Stereotyping is an important concept in contemporary cultural analysis. Michael 

Pickering in Stereotyping: the Politics of Representation (2001) provides us with a 

critical assessment of the concept and critically examines its close linkage to the 

concept of the “Other.” The play of ideological forces, he suggests, is set in motion by 

the process of stereotyping, which falsely leads to “direct, unilinear connection 

between stereotypical images, social roles and relations, and patterns of enculturation” 

(14). According to Pickering,  

Stereotypes are one-sided characterizations of others, and as a general 

process, stereotyping is a unilinear mode of representing them. While 

they occur in all sorts of discourse, and can draw on various ideological 
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assumptions, stereotypes operate as a means of evaluative placing, and 

attempting to fix in place, other people or other culture from a particular 

and privileged perspective. (47) 

As Pickering states, stereotypes, as means of ideological forces, place and fix the 

“Other” in place from a particular and privileged perspective. Such an idea is also 

reflected in what Hall proposes in his discussion in “The Spectacle of the ‘Other.’” 

Hall persuasively maintains that “stereotyping reduces, essentializes, and naturalizes 

and fixes ‘difference’” (258), which intervenes in the many potential meanings of an 

image in an attempt to privilege a particular perspective over another. It involves 

“gross inequalities of power” along with “the practice of ‘closure’ and exclusion” 

(258). Likewise, Elizabeth Bronfen observes the connection between stereotyping and 

power, writing that “[the] stereotype of the other is used to control the ambivalent and 

to create boundaries. Stereotypes are a way of dealing with the instabilities arising 

from the division between self and non-self by preserving the illusion of control and 

order” (182). Acknowledging the processes of stereotyping, we need to be aware of 

the nature of power in “representation” and most important of all, probe how such 

power to “mark, assign, and classify” (Hall 259) exercises. 

  

1.3 Deconstructing Historiography as a Way to Subvert the Stereotypes 

In his study of how Europe constructed a stereotypical image of ‘the Orient,’ 

the influential literary critic and theorist Edward W. Said claims that it needs to be 

made clear about “cultural discourse and exchange within a culture that what is 

commonly circulated by it is not ‘truth’ but representations” (21). Said, in his analysis 

of the Orientalist text, contends that far from simply reflecting the Orient, the written 

statement about the Orient does not rely much on the Orient itself but is “a presence to 

the reader by virtue of its having excluded, displaced, made supererogatory any such 
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real thing as ‘the Orient’” (21). Thus, these representations rely mainly upon 

“institutions, traditions, conventions, agreed-upon codes of understanding for their 

effects, not upon a distant and amorphous Orient” (22). Said argues that “such 

representations as representations,” can never really be actual or “natural” depictions 

of the Orient (21) but are contrusted images by the hegemonic West, which need to be 

interrogated for their ideological content.  

Similarly Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, on theoretical and ethical grounds, 

insists that “any system, or discourse, inevitably excludes something” (2207). In her 

important essay, “Can the Subaltern Speak?” however, it remains controversial for her 

assertion that “the subaltern cannot speak” (2202). Nowadays, the theorists and critics 

have frequently undertakes to create counter-discourses that contest the dominant 

discourses—the histories of domination and exploitation, anticipating to connect with 

the oppressed’s own acts of resistance. While Postcolonial writers are always 

endeavoring to give a silenced others a voice, Spivak doubts that even the most 

benevolent effort at last duplicates the silence it intends to contend with. Spivak 

furthers this contention, arguing that “in the contest of colonial production, the 

subaltern has no history and cannot speak, the subaltern as female is even more 

deeply in shadow” (2203).  

Even so, Spivak perceives postcolonial studies as an “attempt to liberate the 

other and to enable that other to experience and articulate those parts of itself that fall 

outside what the dominant discourse has constituted as its subjecthood” (2194). 

Though she remains wary of all representations, she very much wants “the ‘traces’ of 

those exclusions to haunt us” (2196). Therefore, exploring the issue of silence, Spivak 

“urges us to hear the faint whisper of what could not be said” (2196). What is more, 

she asks us to be ready to “change our current discourse for a new one that would get 

closer to what the old one leaves unspoken—although the new discourse will have its 
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own silences” (2196).  

But how can we hear “the faint whisper of what could not be said” and “get 

closer to what the old discourse leaves unspoken”? How can we cope with the 

historical silencing of the subaltern and touch the consciousness of the people? Maybe 

we can find some inspiration from Spivak’s other essay on cultural politics. In 

“Subaltern Studies: Deconstructing Historiography.” she quotes Derrida’s idea in 

Grammatology, 

Operating necessary from the inside, borrowing all the strategic and  

economic resources of subversion from the old structure, borrowing  

them structurally, that is to say, without being able to isolate their  

elements and atoms, the enterprise of deconstruction always in certain  

way falls prey to its own work. (emphasis added, 24) 

Spivak concludes appraising deconstruction for it “question(s) the authority of 

investigating subject without paralyzing him, persistently transforming conditions of 

impossibility into possibility” (In: 201).  

Such strategy to transform conditions of silence into possibility for the 

subaltern group, as Spivak reveals, is to deconstruct historiography, to re-inscribe the 

hegemonic historiography. While exploring what good such a re-inscription does, 

Spivak speaks of it as a strategy in the following way: “It acknowledges that the arena 

of subaltern’s persistence into hegemony must always and by definition remain 

heterogeneous to the efforts of the disciplinary historian” (In: 207). It seems that by 

means of such a strategy, hegemonic historiography will be brought to crisis; at the 

same time, an entire new range of possibilities will be opened up to challenge the 

representations imposed on the silenced. Yet, Spivak reminds her reader that “since a 

‘reading against the grain’ must forever remain strategic, it can never claim to have 

established the authoritative truth of a text, it must forever remain dependent upon 
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practical exigencies, never legitimately led to a theoretical orthodoxy” (In: 215).  

From my own reading, I argue that Stone Heart has exhibited the idea related to 

Derrida’s idea of deconstruction. Through Spivak’s destructive strategy of 

historiography and the “reading against the grain,” Glancy grippingly retells the story 

of American legend Sacajawea. The novel, though presented in Sacajawea's voice in 

the form of a diary, makes a moving and illuminating fiction out of a famed 

documentation. Rather than throwing off excerpts from Lewis and Clark's journals, 

Glancy adds breadth and immediacy to the story by juxtaposing her imagined 

accounts of Sacajawea. Glancy appropriates Lewis and Clark’s journals; attempts to 

have Sacajawea’s voice operate from the inside of the journals and hopefully, to 

certain extent, deconstruct the old hegemonic historiography on Sacajawea. With such 

an endeavor, Sacajawea is brought to life though the “historiography of 

remembrance.” Before I go further to investigate Glancy’s poetics reconstructing a 

voice for Sacajawea, let’s turn to the typical stereotypes of Native Americans and see 

what other Native American writers do with the stereotypes. 

 

1.4 Native American Representation/Stereotypes/Misrepresentation  

The stereotypes have profoundly influenced the public’s attitude toward Native 

American Indians, their tradition, and their history. We are all familiar with the 

stereotypes of Native Americans for we have been exposed to false perceptions and 

negative images of them through media portrayals for such a long time. The 

Hollywood image of what an "Indian" looks has fostered stereotypes of Native 

Americans with little regard to the cultural context of the people. Whenever we hear 

the words “Indian” or “Native American,” several stereotypical images immediately 

flash across our mind, including Indians in elaborate costumes of feathers and buffalo 
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hide, Indians living in tepees,1 Indians who tap their mouths and makes a “whooping” 

sound, etc.  

However, these images do not accurately portray Native American peoples. 

Native Americans have been misunderstood for some 500 years. When Columbus 

landed in the Bahamas, Columbus mistook the islands for the Indies and named these 

local inhabitants as the “Indians.” Since then, the stereotypes of Indians were 

gradually built up from early historical accounts, captivity narratives and frontier 

romances. Such stereotypical Indians can been observed almost everywhere: from 

advertising, movies, textbooks, cartoons, etc. As Gretchen M. Bataille remarks, “The 

Native American presence moved easily from the printed page and portrait to the 

stage to become a stock figure in drama” (3). She continues, “Woodcuts, paintings, 

explorers’ journals, and missionary accounts provided early images to Europeans, and 

movies, westren novels and cartoons have perpetuated the myths and stereotypes” (4). 

Native Americans have been mythologized by anthropologists and 

ethnographers through art and literature (Bataille 4), among which there were mainly 

two types of Native American portrayal. One was the “Good Indians” or 

simple-minded noble savages, “who were friendly and helpful to settlers and appeared 

to accept the paternalistic religions, educational, and social ministrations of the 

colonizer” (Bruchac 20); the other was the “Bad Indians” or the fearful bloodthirsty 

savages, “who were perceived as depraved sub-beings or Satan’s minions, should be 

killed in self-defiance or to clear away obstacles in the march of civilization” 

(Bruchac 20).  

Anthropological imaginations since the seventeenth century have reproduced 

                                                 
1 Tepee (teepee, tipi) is a conical tent, typical of Plain Indians, having a pole frame 
and covered with buffalo hides. A tepee has 13 to 20 poles, averaging 25 feet in length. 
Three or four main poles hold up the others. Carl Waldman, Word Dance (NY: Facts 
On File, 1994), 232. 
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various images of the white man’s Indian. During the eighteenth century, the Indian 

captive narratives emphasized the savagery of the Indian captors. Similarly, in the late 

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, novels modeled on gothic horror stories cast 

the Indians as the evil and demonic villain (Bruchac 20). Nevertheless, 

nineteenth-century Romantics, “lamenting the negative elements of urbanization and 

industrialization and espousing the restorative powers of nature, celebrated the life of 

these ‘noble savage,’ and mourned his tragic passing” (Bruchac 20). However, in the 

late 19th century, the profusion of Western dime novels and the popularity of “wild 

west shows,” distorting and exaggerating certain facts of Indian wars in the western 

states, “revived and perpetuates the notion of savages standing in the way of progress 

of white civilization” (Bruchac 20). Alan R. Velie, in his introduction to Native 

American Perspectives on Literature and History (1995) writes,  

The concept of Indian as other, the evil shadow who opposed the 

occidental persona in not only popular literature but even the work of 

writers like Mark Twain, and Nathaniel Hawthorn, persisted throughout 

the 19th and early 20th century. When the dime novel gave way to the 

western movie, Indians remained the villains of choice, and it wasn’t 

until the Civil Rights movement brought a measure of sensitivity to 

America that Indians were treated as anything but stereotypes, either 

bloodthirsty villain, or noble savage, the faithful Indian companion, 

Squanto or Tonto. (1) 

Later in the twentieth century, Hollywood began to produce westerns, in which Native 

American Indians have been generally portrayed as bloodthirsty villains or as noble 

savages. Such representations perpetuate the old stereotypes and became virtually the 

sole source of popular information about Indians. 

Settlers frequently referred to Native Americans in the most pejorative terms, as 
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“inhumanly cruel,” “brutish beasts,” “wild savages,” or “moral degenerates." They 

have been commonly depicted as bloodthirsty savages—obstacle to impede the 

progress of white civilization. In the Westerns, especially when the hero chases the 

bad guys out of town, ‘the bad guys’ are mostly Indians. In those movies, the 

“Indians” would attack white settlements, massacre the white, and escape back to 

their mountain camps after having scalped several of their enemies. As Paula Gunn 

Allen remarks in The Sacred Hoop, “The popular media image of Indian peoples as 

savages with no conscience, no compassion, and no sense of value of human life and 

human dignity was hardly true of the tribes—however true it was true of its invaders” 

(192-3). It is by virtue of such misrepresentation that the public become increasingly 

ignorant of the tribal voice and imagination, and that Native Americans are prevented 

from being seen in their true diversity and individuality.  

However, not all attitudes toward Native American peoples are negative. There 

are times that Native Americans are no longer savage scalpers or aggressive warriors, 

but are seen “as nature’s children, existing in a state of purity and innocence, or as 

noble savages, relics from an earlier more heroic age” (Bruchac 19). Instead of being 

bloodthirsty savages, they are portrayed as the “noble savages;” who have aided 

Europeans in the conquest of Native people and their land. The mythic accounts of 

adventures of the Pilgrims, John Smith, and Lewis and Clark have contributed to 

shape and perpetuate the popularization of the image of Indians as the “other.” 

Missing from these portrayals are the voices of Squanto (1585?-1662), Pocahontas 

(1595-1617), and Sacajawea (1790-1812 or 1884), who are said to have made their 

journeys along. In the history of the United States, Squanto, Pocahontas, and 

Sacajawea are popularized as models of "good Indians." It is said that if it weren’t for 

Squanto, a Patuxet Indian, the Pilgrims of Plymouth may not have survived the winter. 

Likewise, Pocahontas and Sacajawea are the most famous Native American women 
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that mainstream Americans know about, thought of as noble Indian “princesses” who 

aided white men in the New World. The two women have been mythologized and 

idealized in the annals of American history and have stirred the imaginations and the 

hearts of white men. Pocahontas, the daughter of Algonquian chief Powhatan, is 

alleged to help Captain John Smith survive execution at the hands of her people. In 

addition, Sacajawea, a Shoshone woman, is believed to interpret for Lewis and Clark 

on their arduous expedition of the unknown American frontier in the Northwest. By 

virtue of their mythic status, Squanto, Pocahontas and Sacajawea have become 

prominent characters of a fictionalized national history and come into the collective 

American consciousness. It should be noted that from bloodthirsty savages to noble 

creatures of nature, Native Americans have never been depicted as ordinary human 

beings. Stereotyping is a form of classifying and labeling others based on inaccurate 

information or assumption rather than on factual knowledge. It involves the power 

that denies Native Americans their own voices. 

As Hartwig Isernhage remarks, “Engagement of the historical patternings of 

Indian hating and glorification of the Indian, of the Daemonic Savage and the Noble 

savage […] largely constitutes their recovery of a viable discourse” (183). Native 

American writers, recognizing the nature of stereotyping and the effects of these 

stereotypical images on their people, attempt to present more accurate and sensitive 

books about Native peoples. In a way, they always acknowledge and distinguish 

imaginative and documentary conceptualizations of Native peoples, and willingly 

dispel misrepresentation and misconception imposed on their people, frequently 

attempting to debunk the wide range of stereotypes, including either the stereotypes of 

bloodthirsty warriors and demure squaws or noble savage, the faithful Indian 

companion.  

Since representational practice always privileges a particular point of view, 
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therefore, it is always crucial for the underprivileged to have their own 

self-representation in order to subvert against the stereotypes which deny their voices. 

Glancy, recognizing the stereotypical images imposed on Sacajawea, attempts to 

refashion the story of Sacajawea.  Her way is deconstruct historiography, to 

re-inscribe the hegemonic historiography in an attempt create a new range of 

possibilities.  

 

1.5 Summary of Stone Heart  

Stone Heart concerns a fictional rewriting of the Corps of Discovery, the 

westward exploration undertaken by Meriwether Lewis and William Clark between 

1804 and 1806. It is revised though the eye of Sacajawea—the young Shoshone 

woman, who accompanied the explorers to the Pacific Ocean and back on a perilous 

journey. Lewis and Clark and other members of the Corps of Discovery kept journals 

to record the plants, animals, mountains, and rivers—literally everything they saw on 

the journey. Historically, the official account is taken from the perspective of Lewis 

and Clark. Glancy’s novel incorporates numerous excerpts from Lewis and Clark in 

the margins, while she imagines Sacajawea musing about the trip, including many 

references to her baby Jean Baptiste, hunted animals, tribal landmarks, ghost horses, 

and various Indian cultures. Throughout the novel, Glancy imagines Sacajawea 

observing Lewis and Clark as they scribble in their journals, drawing things and 

naming mountains and rivers. 

 Sacajawea and her husband Toussaint Charbonneau came to the Mandan 

Village, where Lewis and Clark wintered and prepared for the expedition, in the late 

fall of 1804. The French trader Charbonneau wished to be hired as an interpreter in 

the expedition party; hence, he talked the explorers into hiring him and his wives. 

Sacajawea and one of his other wives—Otter Woman—could speak Shoshoni.  
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Lewis and Clark needed someone to speak Shoshoni to barter for horses to portage the 

mountains beyond the Falls. Consequently, Charbonneau and Sacajawea were hired 

for the expedition. They left Fort Mandan on April 7, 1805; however, none of 

Charbonneau’s other wives were included. 

Sacajawea was abducted from her tribe Lemhi Shoshoni by the Hidatsa in her 

youth. She was then bought as a commodity and a wife by Charbonneau. Two months 

after she gave birth to Jean Baptiste, she sets out on the journey with the explorers and 

Charbonneau. On the journey, Sacajawea was intermittently ill or beaten by her 

husband.   

The journals of Lewis and Clark are generally thought to represent an enduring 

testimony to the genius and courage of the men who made the journey in the West. 

The journals tell of the dangers and wilderness the expedition encountered, including 

the vast mountain ranges, roaring rivers, grizzlies and buffalo, awesome landscapes, 

exhaustion and starvation. But the journals also include the records of the life and 

customs of Native American tribes from the perspectives of the explorers. 

Historically, Sacajawea has been thought to be important as a guide who was 

indispensable in the Lewis and Clark Expedition. However, in the Journals of Lewis 

and Clark, Sacajawea is scantly mentioned, although there are times that Sacajawea is 

memorably documented. She is accounted interpreting for Lewis and Clark at the 

Shoshone Camp, saving supplies from washing overboard, and foraging for roots and 

berries. She helped the explorers communicate with many Native tribes they 

encountered on the journey. It is an irony that she is simply referred to as a squaw in 

the journal.  

 However, in Stone Heart, Glancy dispenses with the myths that depict 

Sacajawea as a heroine, a token of peace, a guide, or an interpreter. On the contrary, 

she is more concerned with telling the journey and harshness of the trip through the 
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eyes of Sacajawea. Glancy ironically portrays Sacajawea as a silenced woman who 

serves as “a tool” and “a protective talisman” for the white explorers. In the novel, 

there is only one time that Sacajawea leads the explorers. Ironically, it is on the return 

trip when the Corps of Discovery breaks into groups to explore different routs (SH 

129). Besides, Lewis and Clark’s intention of communicating with the Flatheads 

cannot be proceeded solely through Sacajawea’s translation. Rather, their 

conversation with the Tushepaws has to be held through several translations (from 

English to French, from French to Minnetaree, from Minnetaree to Shoshone, from 

Shoshoni to Tushepaw); Sacajawea cannot achieve the task of translation without 

others’ help (SH 84).  

In this novel, Glancy aims to “[write] about Sacajawea without the myth of her 

leadership (SH 152)” and it is achieved through her imagined accounts of Sacajawea’s 

story. In the thesis, I argue that Glancy is not interested in Sacajawea’s contribution to 

the Lewis and Clark’s expedition. Instead, I maintain that the novel aims to inform 

Native American cultures and history. Therefore, I will not focus on the plot in the 

thesis; rather, I aim to study the narrative structure of the novel, which reveals 

Glancy’s intent to create an (alter) native narrative of Sacajawea.  


