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Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma dedicates this book to Dalton Taylor and 
the other advisors whom he �rst worked with at the Hopi Cultural 
Preservation O�ce, including ValJean Joshevama Sr., Frank Mofsi, 
LaVern Siweupmptewa, Owen Numkena, and Bert Puhuyestewa. 
�e cultural knowledge and wisdom shared by these advisors helped 
establish research protocols at the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce 
that protect and bene�t the Hopi people. �e work of the �rst gener-
ation of cultural advisors is now ably carried forward by new members 
of the Hopi Cultural Resources Advisory Task Team. �e Hopi Tribe 
is fortunate to have their advice on cultural and historical matters.
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KUKVENI—FOOTPRINTS—ARE A P OWERFUL historical metaphor that the 
Hopi people use to comprehend their tangible heritage. Hopis say that the 

deity Máasaw instructed their ancestors to leave footprints during their migrations 
from their origin place to their home today as evidence that they had ful�lled a spir-
itual pact to serve as stewards of his land. Today, Hopis understand these footprints 
to be the archaeological remains of former settlements, pottery sherds, stone tools, 
petroglyphs, and other physical evidence of past use and occupation of the land. �e 
fourteen chapters in this book focus on Hopi footprints as understood through a 
variety of research techniques, including archaeology, ethnography, documentary his-
tory, plant genetics, and educational outreach. In summarizing this body of research, 
Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma conceived this book’s title, Footprints of Hopi History: Hopi-
hiniwtiput Kukveni’at.

�e chapters in the book are organized to provide an arc from the Hopi Tribe’s 
philosophy of collaborative research, through the methodology employed in Hopi 
community-based participatory research, to the substantive results of research proj-
ects, and �nally to a re�exive consideration of how collaboration with the Hopi Tribe 
shapes anthropological inquiry. �e book features managerial uses of research, cul-
tural landscape theory, use of geographical information systems in research, archae-
ological interpretations of social identity and immigration, analysis of corn genetics, 
heritage education of youth, and research of oral traditions and documentary history. 
�e volume o�ers a fresh and innovative perspective on Hopi archaeology and history, 
and demonstrates how one tribe has signi�cantly advanced knowledge about its past 
through collaboration with archaeologists and cultural anthropologists.

PREFACE

T.   J .  F E R G U S O N  A N D  C H I P  C O LW E L L
Ferguson and Colwell



All of the work presented in this book was conducted in collaboration with the 
Hopi Tribe under the auspices of the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce directed 
by Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma. Since 1985, the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce has 
worked with archaeologists and cultural anthropologists on a wide range of research 
projects, including academic research, archaeological �eld schools, historic preserva-
tion compliance projects, implementation of the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), and research related to land and water rights. �is 
collaborative research has produced more than 150 scholarly publications, technical 
reports, dissertations and theses, and websites (see appendix). While the Hopi Tribe’s 
program is not unique— more than a dozen tribes in the American Southwest have 
established similar o�ces (Anyon et al. 2000)—the Hopi Tribe has been a leader in 
the breadth, depth, and sustained e�ort necessary to create bridges between tribal 
goals and anthropology.

As Leigh Kuwanwisiwma explains in chapter 1, “the initial impetus for creating the 
Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce was the Hopi Tribe’s interest in participating in 
the environmental review process associated with the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 (NHPA) and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). 
�ese two laws provide the foundation for cultural resources management (CRM) by 
requiring federal agencies to consider the e�ects of their undertakings on the environ-
ment, including the historical and cultural environment. To do this, federal agencies 
must identity historic sites and cultural resources that are important to the Hopi Tribe 
and evaluate them during project planning. Many federal agencies accomplish this by 
funding the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce to identify and evaluate Hopi cultural 
resources using tribal research participants who can explain how historic properties 
are associated with community values and history.

In conducting the research needed to identify Hopi cultural sites and historic prop-
erties, the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce developed a uniquely Hopi protocol for 
cultural preservation, as Chip Colwell and Stewart B. Koyiyumptewa discuss in chap-
ter 2. As this chapter demonstrates, a core element of the Hopi research protocol is 
the involvement of many tribal members in �eldwork and research. Beyond technical 
reports and publications, these research participants share their personal experiences 
about �eld work and their thoughts about Hopi ancestral sites with their families and 
friends, and the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce considers this traditional form of 
oral transmission to be an important means of disseminating project information.

One long-term endeavor of the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce has been a series 
of research projects associated with the adaptive management of the Grand Canyon, 
as Michael Yeatts explains in chapter 3. �e research conducted in the Grand Canyon 
by the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce has greatly increased our understanding of 
Hopi history and cultural resources along the canyons of the Colorado River.
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Under Leigh Kuwanwisiwma’s direction, the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce 
realized that the many small discrete CRM projects in which they were participating 
could be organized into a larger overarching research program directed at document-
ing Hopi migrations and cultural history. While the results of any one project are 
geographically circumscribed, the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce signi�cantly 
advances knowledge about Hopi clan migration in the Southwest. �e Hopi Cultural 
Preservation O�ce has extended its research program by working with university- and 
museum- based scholars on academic research projects that �ll in the geographical 
and topical gaps le� by CRM research. �ese projects make external funding and 
resources available to the Hopi Tribe, and help synthesize information from CRM 
projects. In chapter 4, Saul Hedquist, Maren Hopkins, Stewart Koyiyumptewa, Lee 
Wayne Lomayestewa, and T. J. Ferguson use Hopi place- names and oral traditions to 
investigate Hopitutskwa (Hopi land) as a cultural landscape. A landscape perspective 
is further developed in chapter 5, where Wesley Bernardini uses Hopi insights to ana-
lyze the visual prominence of mountains, commenting on the role of these landforms 
in past and present social landscapes.

On several projects, the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce has made it possible 
for Hopi tribal members interested in the footprints of ancestral villages to work 
with archaeologists exavating or intepreting the sites. In chapter 6, E. Charles Adams 
explains how his long- term collaboration with the Hopi Tribe has bene�tted the 
Homol’ovi archaeological research program. In chapter 7, Patrick D. Lyons draws 
upon his interaction with Hopi cultural advisors in his archaeological interpretaton 
of a fourteenth-century village in the San Pedro Valley of southern Arizona that was 
occupied by Pueblo migrants from the Kayenta area.

�e Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce values long-term collaboration with schol-
ars. For example, Kelley Hays- Gilpin and Dennis Gilpin have worked with Leigh 
Kuwanwisiwma and Hopi cultural experts for more than twenty years on a variety of 
research projects that include CRM investigations, preparation of museum exhibits, 
and repatriation. In chapter 8, Hays-Gilpin and Gilpin re�ect on how Hopi oral tra-
ditons inform archaeological interpretations and how archaeological research helps 
place clan migration in a chronological framework.

One of the research priorities of the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce has been 
studies needed to implement NAGPRA. �is law was passed in 1990 to protect 
Native American graves on federal and Indian land and to create a process for tribes 
to claim ancestral human remains and certain cultural items in museum collections. 
In order to have a claim under this law, the Hopi Tribe must demonstrate cultural 
a�liation—a historically traceable shared identity—with past groups, and this o�en 
requires scholarly study. In chapter 9, Laurie D. Webster uses information collected 
during two cultural a�liation studies sponsored by the Hopi Cultural Preservation 
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O�ce to demonstrate how analysis of textiles provides important information about 
Hopi clan migration.

Because corn and farming are important Hopi cultural and subsistence activities, 
the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce has worked with Crow Canyon Archaeological 
Center in southeastern Colorado to study ancestral Pueblo agriculture. Chapter 10, 
by Mark D. Varien, Shirley Powell, and Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, describes the use of 
DNA analysis to investigate varities of corn and considers how corn varieties relate 
to clan migrations.

Hopi cultural preservation entails the transmission of traditional knowledge and 
practices from one generation to the next. As the twenty- �rst century unfolds, the 
Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce is developing new ways to connect Hopi youth 
with their heritage and language. One successful educational outreach program entails 
a long-term parnership with Northern Arizona University, as discussed in chapter 11
by Joëlle Clark and George Gumerman IV. �is innovative program connects Hopi 
youth and elders during trips to ancestral sites, allowing cultural knowledge about 
Hopi footprints to be shared between generations.

Interaction between outside scholars and the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce 
has shaped the research methods, ethics, and goals of several generations of anthro-
pologists. In chapter 12, �omas E. Sheridan lays out a methodology developed in 
partnership with the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce for using oral traditions to 
improve the interpretation of the documentary record. Gregson Schachner, in chap-
ter 13, re�ects on how work with the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce has positively 
changed the practice of archaeology in the Southwest and the training of new scholars 
entering the �eld. Finally, in chapter 14, Peter M. Whiteley draws upon his ethno-
graphic �eldwork at Hopi to consider how Native thought in�uences the develop-
ment of anthropological explanation. Whiteley concludes that Hopi analytical and 
historical perspectives improve anthropological theory.

In sum, this book highlights research collaboration between the Hopi Tribe and 
scholars who have signi�cantly advanced anthropological understanding of Hopi 
archaeology, history, and heritage. �is body of research directly bene�ts the Hopi 
Tribe by providing it with the information it needs to participate in government-
to- government consultation pursuant to the NHPA, NEPA, NAGPRA, and other 
federal laws. More broadly, Hopi tribal members and the scholarly community both 
bene�t by documenting and illuminating Hopi history and its relationship to the 
landscape.

�is book grew out of a symposium held at the 78th Annual Meeting of the Soci-
ety for American Archaeology (SAA) in Honolulu, Hawaii, in 2013 to honor Leigh 
Kuwanwisiwma’s contributions to the �eld of anthropology. A�er the symposium, 
many of the participants said that, while they had known about their own projects 
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with the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce and the projects of one or two other 
scholars, they had not realized the breadth and depth of the overall research program 
directed by Kuwanwisiwma and the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce. �e partici-
pants in the SAA session all contributed to this book in order to help the Hopi Tribe 
share the insights and successes of the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce’s research 
program. �e research presented in this volume all lies on the spectrum of what have 
been variously called collaborative (Colwell 2016), community-based (Atalay 2012), 
and Indigenous archaeologies (Colwell- Chanthaphonh et al. 2010). �e book aspires 
to be a case study to illustrate how this movement toward inclusiveness and empower-
ment provides important new methodological and theoretical frameworks for anthro-
pology while serving a Native community’s needs and re�ecting its values.

In a short volume like this, it is not possible to include all the anthropological 
and historical research conducted by and for the Hopi Tribe. �is volume focuses on 
research conducted by a network of scholars who participate in meetings of the SAA. 
In conjunction with the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce and its sta�, other scholars 
are pursuing important research not featured in this book. Among other research 
e�orts, Justin Richland (2008) has researched Hopi courts and has worked with Susan 
Secakuku on an Intellectual Properties in Cultural Heritage (IPinCH) project. Wendy 
Holliday has conducted historical research to document the Hopi political prisoners 
incarcerated at Alcatraz in the nineteenth century (https:// www .nps .gov /alca /learn
/historyculture/hopi-prisoners-on-the-rock.htm). Hopi People, a book by Stewart B. 
Koyiyumptewa, Carolyn O’Bagy Davis, and the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce 
(2009), features commentary about historic photographs. �ese works should be con-
sidered alongside the projects discussed in this book to fully appreciate how the Hopi 
Tribe has played a leading role in scholarship since 1989, when Leigh Kuwanwisiwma 
became the director of the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce.

�e Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce continues to dedicate its e�orts to protect-
ing Hopi culture and history. Embracing science and incorporating Hopi traditional 
knowledge, the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce is a model of critical thinking com-
bined with action that respects the Hopi people and shares the results of research with 
them. �e long-term research partnerships that the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce 
has formed with scholars have proven to be mutually bene�cial to the Hopi Tribe and 
the �eld of anthropology.
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I N 1985, FEDER AL AND STATE  agencies sent requests to the Hopi Tribe to 
consult on a range of cultural issues. Recognizing the need for a special tribal 

o�ce to handle such requests, then Vice Chairman Stanley Honanie pursued fund-
ing through Public Law 93- 638, which provides tribal grants for self- determination 
and self-government through the Bureau of Indian A�airs. �e Hopi Tribal Council 
passed a resolution to secure the money and establish a sta� position to be supervised 
by Vice Chairman Honanie. Patrick Lomawaima accepted the position of cultural 
preservationist and the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce began.*

�en the funding for the Cultural Preservation O�ce ran out. A subsequent vice 
chairman, Vernon Masayesva, shared the vision of establishing an o�ce to deal with 
all of the tribe’s cultural issues. He took the initiative to fund this o�ce from his own 
budget and to appoint a director rather than �lling the position through a competitive 
hiring process. When Vice Chairman Masayesva asked me to come work for him, I 
was unsure why I was summoned. At that time, I was the assistant director for the 
Tribal Health Department, primarily responsible for contracts and budgets, but also 
working with the elderly. I’d also served several terms on the board for the Hotvela- 
Paaqavi School when Masayesva was the principal. Additionally, we are �rst cousins.

I hesitated to accept the position because it was a political appointment, and I was 
a regular tenured employee. I worked with Vice Chairman Masayesva to develop a 
position description and had it classi�ed as a competitive position. Vice Chairman 

�is chapter is based on interviews with Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma conducted by T. J. Ferguson on Janu-
ary 7– 8, 2014, and edited by Chip Colwell.

1
THE COLL AB OR ATIVE ROAD

A Personal History of the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce

L E I G H   J.  K U WA N W I S I W M A



Masayesva called me and said that the job was going to be publicly advertised and 
that he expected me to apply. I was hesitant because I didn’t know the extent of the 
job; I didn’t even know enough about heritage preservation to wonder about all the 
federal laws and state laws that a�ect decisions. �ose concerns would all be new to 
me once I started the job.

Growing up in the village of Paaqavi on �ird Mesa, I learned bits and pieces of 
Hopi philosophy. In the 1980s, I began to learn more about formal historical research. 
�is early experience established in my mind the possibility of community- based par-
ticipatory research, which directly involves tribal members and allows the tribe to 
review the production of documentation and reports. My village governing board 
called on me to assist anthropologist Peter Whiteley. For whatever reason, the board 
told Whiteley, “Go see Leigh. He will be the best person to help you.” At that time, 
I didn’t know how essential it was to document Hopi history. When I grew up, the 
oral tradition and teachings were still strong and “commoners” like me— a member 
of the Greasewood Clan without any religious title—didn’t have to worry about doc-
umenting culture in writing. When Whiteley came along, I became fascinated with 
documenting Hopi history.

Previously, my life had been focused on my village of Paaqavi, but through White-
ley’s research I was exposed to the whole history of �ird Mesa—including the history 
of Orayvi, its famous split in 1906, and the subsequent establishment of the villages 
of Kiqötsmovi, Paaqavi, and Hotvela. My eyes were suddenly opened by the many 
interviews of older Hopi people, which I helped conduct and interpret. Together, 
Whiteley and I captured a lot of information. Whiteley proposed to publish a book 
on Paaqavi history and the Board of Governors agreed. �is work— published in 1988 
as Bacavi: Journey to Reed Springs—further motivated me to pursue the position with 
the tribe (Whiteley 1988).

A�er two weeks, no one had applied for the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce 
directorship, including me. Vice Chairman Masayesva called me again and encouraged 
me to apply. He advertised the position for two more weeks and I �nally applied. I was 
the only applicant so we began to work out my transition from the Health Department 
to this position. Nevertheless, I was still hesitant and told the vice chairman that he 
needed more candidates and that there were more quali�ed people. He was unhappy 
with my response, but I was the only applicant. I told him that, if he advertised one 
more time and I was the only applicant, I’d accept the position. It’s a Hopi custom for 
a leader to ask someone multiple times to take on a responsibility. �e job was posted 
again, and again I was the only applicant. �is time Vice Chairman Masayesva was 
serious; he called me into his o�ce and said, “Leigh, you have the job. You know that.” 
By this time, Ivan Sidney had become chairman of the Hopi Tribe, and he supported 
my hire. My �rst day on the job was March 18, 1989. I was thirty-nine years old.
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We have been fortunate that the Cultural Preservation O�ce has not been politi-
cized by changing administrations. All of the seven administrations I’ve worked under 
have provided good support. What motivates all of us is that we are Hopi people. 
Because it has always been clear that the Hopi would face a tough future, cultural pres-
ervation and the integrity of the tribe’s culture have been important. In my years on 
the job, I have come to learn the wisdom of the tribe’s older leadership. Chief Loloma, 
who lived a century ago, declared that the Hopi people have a mission to maintain 
and sustain their culture for as long as possible amidst dramatic change. I admired 
the traditional leadership of my grandfather’s and my father’s generation. I sought to 
learn from them the philosophy of the Hopi— to be who they are in their Southwest 
home and to maintain the integrity of their culture in ceremonies, farming, social and 
kinship systems, and every other part of their lives. It was their philosophy to maintain 
their culture as much as possible so that the future generations of Hopi would bene�t 
from it, learn from it, and hopefully carry it on. I understood my mission to be simple: 
to uphold the Hopi philosophy of unity, reciprocity, cooperation, industriousness, 
respectfulness, and most importantly humility.

D E VE LO PM E N T O F T H E H O PI C ULT UR A L 
PR E SE RVAT I O N O F F I C E

�e Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce quickly undertook an array of projects and 
programs including creating Hopilavayi, a language preservation program; conduct-
ing extensive research to support lawsuits, such as those pertaining to water and land 
rights; and protecting sacred places. �e tribe also became more involved in evaluating 
the potential impacts of development projects on the environment.

One of the �rst and largest environmental protection e�orts began when I attended 
a public meeting in Flagsta�, Arizona, about Glen Canyon, a region north of the 
reservation with deep spiritual and cultural connections to the Hopi. �ere I learned 
that the Bureau of Indian A�airs was representing all of the Arizona tribes as part of 
its trust responsibility to assist tribes with the protection of treaty rights, lands, assets, 
and resources related to the mandates of federal law. I returned home and convinced 
the tribal council and Vernon Masayesva, who by then was tribal chairman, that the 
Hopi Tribe needed to represent Hopi interests. With the assistance of Kurt Dongoske, 
a non-Hopi archaeologist, I developed a proposal, and the Hopi Tribe became the �rst 
tribe to engage in research for the Glen Canyon environmental impact statement as 
part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. �e tribe focused on 
this work until 1997, but even today it remains a member of the Glen Canyon Adaptive 
Management Working Group. �ese were huge responsibilities for the o�ce.
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Another major area of work revolves around assisting the tribe in consultations 
with federal and state agencies, museums, and private institutions. �is involves 
reviewing and commenting on federal compliance activities related to historic pres-
ervation and environmental protection legislation. I developed a rule of thumb that 
the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce would respond to everything that comes to 
the Hopi Tribe. �is, too, represents a big investment of time and energy. Assisted 
by a non-Hopi employee, Terry Morgart, I typically edit, review, and sign about ten 
letters a day.

I did not always have as much help or as many resources. On my �rst day, I walked 
into Vice Chairman Masayesva’s o�ce and said, “I’m reporting to work.” He looked at 
me and said, “I don’t even have a place for you to work yet.” He told me to wait for a 
couple of days while he �gured it out. I talked to my former boss, Leon Nuvayestewa, 
at the Health Department, and he allowed me to stay in my former o�ce and gave 
me the supplies I needed because I didn’t have a budget for supplies. My �rst bud-
get included only salaries. Today, the Hopi Tribe invests about $380,000 each year 
into the o�ce. We once had more than $500,000, but in 2005 with the shutdown of 
the Black Mesa Mine, which supplied coal to the now defunct Mohave Generating 
Station, tribal royalties dwindled and the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce budget 
was reduced. �e Hopi Tribe funds the core sta� and the o�ce receives additional 
funding from a variety of sources for speci�c projects. Project- speci�c funding comes 
from the Bureau of Reclamation to monitor Glen Canyon Dam and for river trips 
in the Grand Canyon. �ere are other grants for the Hopi language program and 
numerous research contracts for historic preservation projects, many of them focusing 
on traditional cultural properties. �e Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce is the only 
program within the Department of Natural Resources that deals with issues outside 
the political boundaries of the Hopi Reservation. It’s a huge responsibility to conduct 
the consultation that informs the tribe’s decisions on various projects—whether to 
support a project or to reject it and whether adverse impacts can be mitigated. We’re 
currently working on several major initiatives, including the Four Corners Power Plant 
environmental impact statement, the Navajo- Gallup Water Supply Project, and the 
Navajo Generating Plant environmental impact statement (including the power grid, 
rail spur, and two coal mines). All of these projects require funding from external 
sources.

In 1989, my sta� consisted of three people: Merwin (Le�y) Kooyahoema (who 
was technically still with the Health Department); Rhonda Kyasyousie, a volunteer 
secretary; and me. Over the years, the sta� size has varied from a handful to more 
than a dozen people, depending on the projects being conducted and their budgets. 
Currently the sta� consists of seven people: Mike Yeatts, senior archaeologist; Sue 
Kuyvaya, administrative manager; Lee Wayne Lomayestewa, research assistant; Terry 
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Morgart, legal researcher; Joel Nicholas, archaeologist; Stewart B. Koyiyumptewa, 
archivist and project manager; and me.

Although this sta� has been central to the success of the Hopi Cultural Preserva-
tion O�ce, I also depend on help from Hopi religious leaders and community elders. 
During the o�ce’s �rst year, I was charged with the reburial of an infant whose remains 
had been excavated from an archaeological site. �is was a traumatic moment for me 
because I had never anticipated having to oversee reburials of ancestral remains and 
I had no idea how to deal with it. I quickly understood that repatriation and reburial 
are not a one-man job; I would have to draw upon the resources of the tribe itself. 
�at’s when I brought in Dalton Taylor, a Sun Clan member from Songòopavi, Sec-
ond Mesa, as one of our �rst advisors.

Early on I realized I needed help— I’m a commoner, not initiated into any major 
Hopi religious societies. �erefore, I formed a core of central advisors, the Cultural 
Resources Advisory Task Team (CRATT), which consists of eighteen men represent-
ing the Hopi clans and villages on the three mesas. Meeting monthly, CRATT includes 
many of the tribal members whom we engage in historic preservation research. For 
�eld and museum research projects, a team of CRATT members joins us to share their 
knowledge of our history. During �eldwork, ideas are passed around among cultural 
advisors, and there are many diverse opinions. Hopis belong to di�erent clans—so that 
clan identity helps to shape CRATT contributions to a project— but no matter which 
clan they belong to, all Hopis share a common way of thinking. I rely on CRATT as 
the �rst sounding board for issues that I need help with. �e team’s cultural advice is 
valuable, even though I ultimately have to make executive decisions.

People have come and gone from CRATT. Some have passed away and some new 
people have joined, but the group has been stable over the years. �e in�ux of newer, 
younger cultural advisors is consistent with the culture; it’s a natural thing to bring in 
younger people and new thinking. As older advisors retire or pass on, we must prepare 
for a transition to the next generation. New, younger advisors can be listeners and 
learners as they start to work on projects.

�ere is a transition on the horizon for my position as well. I’ve been engaged in 
developing a new cadre of young academics. Lyle Balenquah worked for the Hopi 
Cultural Preservation O�ce for a time and received a master’s degree in anthropology 
from Northern Arizona University (NAU) in 2002. Lloyd Masayumptewa received 
his MA from NAU in 2001 and has since worked for the National Park Service. He is 
currently superintendent at Hubble Trading Post. Stewart Koyiyumptewa has a BA in 
anthropology from the University of Arizona and is completing a master’s in anthro-
pology at NAU. Joel Nicholas received his BA in anthropology from the University 
of Arizona. From an academic and technical standpoint, we must prepare. Although 
I had no formal background, I had a lot of help from outside professionals. But one of 
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these days, we must take the reins ourselves. I’m engaging other Hopi sta� members to 
apply their real world experience to tribal and legal responsibilities. �ere is a political 
part of the job for which you have to tough it out and develop a strong skin to survive. 
�at is part of the challenge— to �nd someone who is willing to do that.

C O M PL I A N C E I S SUE S

In terms of compliance, especially with regard to eligibility issues concerning the 
National Register of Historic Places, there is still much work to do. Early on, we 
worked with Kurt Dongoske, who began to understand how the Hopi think and to 
explain that to non- Indians. Part of the technical debate in the compliance process of 
determining eligibility for the National Register concerns whether or not an archae-
ological site is a traditional cultural property. �e site is ��y years old, but regulators 
have argued that archaeological sites are not a living part of our culture today because 
they are ruins. Why are we calling ancestral archaeological sites traditional cultural 
properties? Under the National Register criteria, they are a part of our history, part of 
our “footprints.” We use ancestral sites to teach young Hopis about their history and 
culture. �erefore, to me, they qualify as traditional cultural properties. Nonetheless, 
that issue is still under debate. O�en when we read reports we realize that unfor-
tunately not all archaeologists agree that archaeological sites are traditional cultural 
properties. �erefore, this needs to be further argued in the compliance process.

Similarly, archaeologists considered a cairn documented on a recent Arizona Pub-
lic Service (APS) survey (Ferguson et al. 2015; Hopkins et al. 2014) to be an isolated 
feature; therefore, it’s not eligible for the National Register. If you collaborate with the 
Hopi Tribe, you understand that those cairns are in fact part of a greater landscape, 
part of a living culture, probably associated with ruins nearby. �e Hopi have cultural 
knowledge about some of the clans that came from the Grand Canyon and areas to 
the north as part of the �nal footprints. �ings like this, as well as the designation of 
the law as a “national” historic preservation act are still bothersome. It’s ironic that 
this act caters to development. I have a hard time dealing with how the law encourages 
compliance through mitigation, which for archaeological sites means testing or full 
data recovery. Cultural and spiritual values are intangible and the law cannot accom-
modate that; it deals with the tangible. For example, within a coal mine there may be 
thousands of archaeological sites, and many of those are bulldozed while the mining 
company and federal agencies tell us that they have complied with the law. We’ve 
taken this question to administrative law hearings and had the judge decide that the 
federal agencies have complied and that they are required to notify the Hopi only 
when burial remains need to be recovered—if anyone reports them.
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I still wrestle with compliance issues such as these because the process is simply 
not good for tribes. �at’s the irony of the National Historic Preservation Act. It’s 
bothersome because we lose sites, and once we lose them, either through data recovery, 
which is an adverse impact, or through outright destruction, Hopi culture is dimin-
ished. We just don’t agree that burial sites should be disturbed but legally we can’t do 
much about it.

�e problem with NEPA is that it’s a remandable law; therefore, someone who 
doesn’t agree with the act can sue for noncompliance. If the suit goes to court, the 
judge may decide that the proponents must bring their work into compliance with 
the law and regulations. It’s remandable but that doesn’t mean much for the tribes. 
�e case is remanded to the proponents or the federal agencies, and then it goes back 
to court and the decision is up to one judge. Changing the law is not feasible because 
of the political process, so unfortunately nothing is going to change for a long time.

R E PAT R I AT I O N

�e motivation for some of the research that the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce 
has endorsed is the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAG-
PRA). Under NAGPRA, anything that we can produce to �ght for ancestral history 
is important—anything that will support NAGPRA’s ten lines of evidence, ranging 
from biology to kinship to oral tradition, that are used to establish cultural a�liation 
between the tribe and claimed cultural items or human remains. For example, the 
baseline data on corn DNA being documented by Mark Varien and his colleagues at 
Crow Canyon is important. Crow Canyon funded that research for us, and the Hopi 
Tribe agreed on the research protocols and intellectual property rights issues. As a 
result, Varien and colleagues produced the �rst DNA study on eight Hopi varieties 
of corn compared to the current database of Hopi corn (see chapter 10, this volume). 
�at study will be useful in NAGPRA research because it points to continuities of 
cultural practices and social identities between Hopis and our ancestors over the mil-
lennia. Frances E. Smiley at NAU is ready to do similar work.

With the help of John McClelland at the Arizona State Museum in Tucson, we’ve 
looked at dental morphology in terms of physical anthropology lines of evidence. 
Christy Turner, a physical anthropologist at Arizona State University, held a collec-
tion of 200 Hopi dental casts. No one knew what to do with the casts a�er he passed 
away. When the university o�ered to return the dental casts, I recommended to the 
tribal chairman that the Hopi Tribe should get custody of the dental casts. We’ll have 
to work through the ethical issues if the casts are from living people or if they are from 
deceased people who have descendants. In any case, the dental casts are important for 
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NAGPRA research. �ere’s a lot more work to be done. People who are majoring in 
physical anthropology can talk to the Hopi people about what we want in terms of 
research.

More generally, diet is of interest to the Hopi. We sometimes romanticize about 
the old times of our people, but they struggled to survive. �ey dealt with drought and 
environmental changes, and they didn’t live very long. When they were sixty, they were 
old. Our ancestors foraged for food before they became farmers. �ey were gatherers. 
�ey knew about edible food such as the wild grains and what the Hopis call starva-
tion food, such as the new leaves on greasewood. �e salt from salty clay supplemented 
their diet. �ey knew the environment. We’ve lost some of that knowledge.

�e diet of our ancestors can be determined from their remains. Anomalies in 
bones are important. Once there was an oil leak at Springerville, Arizona, that a�ected 
an ancestral cemetery. In the cemetery were stacked burials of people of all ages, inter-
spersed with brush, like a mass burial. Dalton Taylor and I agreed that these remains 
should be recovered. We told the archaeologists that we needed to know why there 
were stacked burials; we needed to know if there was disease because there are special 
prayer feathers for di�erent kinds of events. We found out that the lack of calcium 
caused a huge epidemic of rickets and these people couldn’t survive. Once we knew 
what had happened, Dalton made the right prayer feather to ask that these health 
problems never come back again.

�e technical and scienti�c sides of research can bene�t the Hopi people. Over 
time, we’ve become more open in our thinking about research and capacity building. 
Working with outside researchers helps train tribal members in research techniques, 
and that bene�ts us. �e Hopi Tribe continues to need more NAGPRA research.

Implementing NAGPRA is di�cult, and since the 1990s we’ve been handling 
reburials all over the Southwest. We didn’t have a tradition of reburial, but Dalton 
Taylor said, “Let’s help our ancestors out.” Later, Wilton Kooyahoema, a Kookopng-
yam (Fire Clan) leader from Hotvela, took over the reburials. When Wilton retires, 
who will come forward? If no one wants to, I’ll do it even if I’m retired. It’s been a 
rollercoaster of decisions. �ere are so many ancestral remains: 600 at Bureau of Land 
Management in Dolores, 800 at Chaco Canyon, 3,000 at Coconino, and 1,500 at 
White River.

At Mesa Verde, a region in southwestern Colorado �lled with Pueblo sites, there 
are remains of 1,500 ancestors. �e cultural advisors and I had seen the spreadsheet 
of data, but when we opened the boxes and the remains were handed to us, we saw 
the cradle boarding— the �at backs of the skulls that had been shaped by continu-
ously placing the children‘s so� heads against the hard wood of a cradle board. We 
had to ask who they were. I don’t dwell on it, but when I talk about it now, it comes 
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back and I visualize it again. So we cleansed ourselves. �ere were twenty mummies. I 
handled those. �ere were four mummi�ed remains of mothers and infants in swad-
dling. Mummi�ed remains are the most challenging visually and emotionally. �ere is 
a personal reaction, an anger that comes with the reburial process. We felt this anger 
and we tried to balance it with what the Hopi Tribe and the Hopi Cultural Preser-
vation O�ce have decided to do, which is to rebury these people, hopefully for the 
last time. �ere is a sort of ledger where you ask why these people were exhumed and 
then you try to balance that emotion by personally accepting that the tribe’s decision 
was the best thing that could be done. A�er every reburial, there are strong emotional 
responses that are balanced by knowing that reburying these people is the right thing 
to do. Even so, it’s tough to do, especially because of the spiritual aspects.

Now we’re turning our attention to Hopi sacred objects. �ere are so many in 
museum collections. In the late nineteenth century, Frank H. Cushing raided our 
shrines to get prayer sticks and J. Walter Fewkes raided our cemeteries to get funerary 
objects. Nancy Parezo at the University of Arizona �nally decoded their notes so that 
we can �gure out how much they got from cemeteries and shrines. �ese are stolen 
material that shouldn’t be subject to NAGPRA. We never released those items to 
anybody, but when NAGPRA was passed, Congress gave property rights to museums 
and federal agencies—“possession and control” as the law calls it—and the Hopi Tribe 
has to beg for them and prove that they belong to the Hopi.

Hopi ceremonial and sacred objects in museums outnumber those of other tribes. 
Repatriating these objects is a long- term project. Consultation and including the right 
people from the Hopi villages to help takes time, not to mention the whole process of 
making a claim. Both the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce and the Flute Clan from 
First Mesa were needed to prove that the Flute Ceremony artifacts in Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, had to be returned (McManamon 1997). �ey opened the medicine 
bundle and altar to prove that the paraphernalia found at Tseigi Canon is the same as 
that found at First Mesa today. �ese struggles are draining.

�e Paris auctions of Hopi sacred artifacts taught me a lot (Hopi Tribe 2015; Mash-
berg 2013). Time was not on our side. When we �nally received legal help from Jim 
Scarborough (legal services are expensive), we learned that French law is di�erent 
from U.S. law in that it requires a certi�cate of rightful possession. �e auction house 
deals with that issue. If stolen items are bought and sold several times, rightful pos-
session is established. A sacred object that is commodi�ed under French law loses its 
sacredness. �at was a problem for us. However, under NAGPRA, sacred objects can’t 
be sold so we wanted a delay to determine if the sale to French citizens occurred a�er 
1990, when NAGPRA was passed. Also there were eagle feathers and we wanted to 
know if there was any French law that applied to endangered species. France and the 
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United States are signatories to the UNESCO treaty that was stimulated by Nazi the� 
of art; because Hopi artifacts were looted, we argued that the treaty should apply to 
the Hopi. We lost the case. Whether there is room for appeal is uncertain. We need a 
new law; it’s frustrating.

Without our knowledge, the Annenberg Foundation (2013) bid on twenty-four 
items at the Paris auction, and those are now being returned to the Hopi Tribe. Unfor-
tunately, someone pro�ted from the sale. Culturally the return of these items is prob-
ably satisfying, but the market for such items remains.

�ere are changes every year. Repatriation is frustrating, but it stimulates your 
thinking; it triggers you to be proactive and to anticipate issues and how you want to 
deal with them. It’s rewarding to learn so much.

C O L L A B O R AT I O N

�e Paaqavi project with Peter Whiteley set the precedent for successful collabora-
tion. Although this project required working with an outside researcher, it produced 
a signi�cant resource for the village and for the entire �ird Mesa. I’m seeing the same 
results today. We control the research and we hire the contractors or we have a key 
role in determining who is hired. Over time we’ve engaged with di�erent consultants 
and now Stewart Koyiyumptewa is getting into �eldwork and acting as lead on some 
of the smaller projects to gain the experience he needs.

It’s the legacy that is important. �e tribe is under a lot of stress, and like the proph-
ets of old, the old leadership teaches you to be a visionary. You must look not only at 
the next twenty years, but at a hundred years from now. You look at your grandchil-
dren and you ask yourself what is their future going to be like in these rapidly changing 
times. Language loss is a huge problem. �e ceremonial way of life is slowly being 
eroded. It bothers me to say that one day we may need to rely on written documenta-
tion for our culture. I hope not, but research preserves Hopi knowledge and will be a 
resource for future generations.

As I re�ect back over the last twenty-�ve years and all the people whom we’ve 
engaged with over the years— from Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce employees to 
the tribal constituency to the highest political levels of the tribe—what stands out 
most in my mind is trust. Trust is what matters with us. In particular, scholars from 
outside the tribe need to understand where the tribe is coming from and where the 
tribe is heading in terms of, in some cases, the legacy of researchers who exploited the 
Hopi people. Today we are in the driver’s seat in controlling research. It’s trust that a 
lot of our villagers, advisory team, and others need to feel about people coming in to 
work with the Cultural Preservation O�ce.
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Over time, I’ve tried to guide the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce to embrace 
research. I’m impressed with the type of research— ethnographic and applied 
collaborations—that we’ve accomplished (see appendix). Consider, for example, the 
curriculum development for several schools that has been accomplished by NAU with 
Hopi teachers and elders (see Clark and Gumerman, this volume). �at’s a direct ben-
e�t to the Hopi constituency. Another example is Wesley Bernardini’s work to map 
a lot of our archaeological sites with state-of-the-art equipment and to train our sta� 
to learn that technology (see Bernardini, this volume; Hedquist et al. 2015). We’ve 
engaged with the APS to build a fence around one of our major petroglyph sites, 
Tutuveni, which was being heavily vandalized (Bernardini 2007). In addition, with 
APS and World Heritage Fund support, we now have cameras to monitor the site. 
Over the last four years, although the site is publicly accessible, we haven’t seen any 
more vandalism. Yet another bene�t is the 1997 language �uency survey completed 
with the University of Arizona and a Hopi linguist (Hopi Cultural Preservation 
O�ce 1998, Hopi Language Assessment Project 1997). We still use these data to help 
guide the Hopi language program.

�ere are bridges that have developed over time. For example, during the initial 
stage of his master’s degree, Wes Bernardini chose to come to the Hopi Reservation. 
When he became a doctoral student he continued to interact with the Hopi Cultural 
Preservation O�ce, and now as a professor he still works with us. �ere is also a bridge 
between the generations of older archaeologists and younger students. Patrick Lyons, 
now the director of the Arizona State Museum, also approached us as a student. He 
had been tutored and mentored by people like Chuck Adams, who has long worked 
with us. Chip Colwell is also someone who has worked with us for a long time, as is 
Wolf Gumerman. �e transition has happened; the bridge has been created.

�is story is about both how the tribe has dealt with research and academia and 
how it has been able to attract a high level of technical support from scholars who 
mean what they say when they say they want to work with the Hopi Tribe. �e current 
generation of students is the bene�ciary of that.

Many students contact the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce through their pro-
fessors who have worked with the Hopi Tribe. �ose students have a way of getting in 
touch with us. Other students come in cold without a referral from their professors. 
Over time we have developed a standard research protocol. If students are interested in 
research, we ask them to look at the research protocol on our website (Hopi Cultural 
Preservation O�ce 2016). If they have something in mind that they want to do, we ask 
them to answer those questions �rst and then see what happens. Eventually we meet 
students one-on-one. �rough reciprocity, we learn from the students.

Students and scholars who want to work with the Hopi are always welcome to 
come to the regular CRATT meetings. We like to hear what they are doing. �ere is 
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always a way to build a relationship with them so that they can help meet tribal needs. 
Some undergraduate students like Tai Johnson, who eventually wrote a master’s thesis 
on diet and nutrition (2007), develop a working relationship with the Hopi Cultural 
Preservation O�ce that carries them forward into their graduate work. We deal with 
all types of interests, and we try to accommodate students. We’ll sit down and talk 
about any research that is of interest to the Hopi.

T H E  F U T UR E O F R E SE A R C H AT H O PI

I hope that this book summarizes the research that the Hopi Cultural Preservation 
O�ce has conducted and sponsored so that it can be used in school curricula and 
public education programs. It must be available in di�erent venues, including schools 
and villages. �is book can be a road map to all the research so that people can read 
the synopses and then seek more detailed information.

What does the future hold for collaborative research between the Hopi Tribe and 
anthropologists (archaeologists and ethnographers)? I can speak only for the Hopi. 
�e tribe, through the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce, has embraced both the 
traditions of the Hopi ancestors and the need to have our culture documented in 
di�erent ways. We now have a large collection of oral history interviews for language 
preservation. From some of the older folks we interviewed, we captured the old style 
of Hopi talking and the dialects. We hope that people can bene�t from that.

I see the tribe’s e�ort to maintain the collaborative road, whereby in many cases 
traditional Hopi history is being corroborated. Science has come in and taken a look 
at some of our traditions and, lo and behold, they do support each other. We are 
discovering new bridges between science and tradition. I think we can do more with 
Wesley Bernardini’s and Kelly Hays-Gilpin’s work in ceramic typing. �at is a research 
area that hasn’t been fully explored to trace the literal footprints of the Hopi people.

�ere is room for even more exciting collaboration between people who want to 
work together. My vision is to also look at capacity building and to encourage our 
Hopis to go through the academic world and come back, as Joel Nicholas and Stewart 
Koyiyumptewa have done. It’s about challenging them to go farther, to develop the 
capacity for the tribe to eventually take full control and leadership in research about 
the Hopi.

�is book can be an outreach to both the Hopi Tribe and the academic world. I 
think the book is also a legacy of all the people who have gone through the last twenty-
�ve years with the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce, including the early cultural 
advisors. �is book, with all its contributions, is something I leave for my family.
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S INCE 1989, THE HOPI CULTUR AL PRESERVATION OFFICE (HCPO) has 
e�ectively used the social sciences as an instrument to serve the Hopi people. 

�rough a broad range of projects, the HCPO provides an important example of 
how a Native American community is eager to use rigorous research to understand its 
own history and culture—as long as the scienti�c process is relevant, respectful, and 
bene�cial to the people it studies. By putting science in the service of its community, 
the Hopi approach to cultural preservation provides a key model of mutual bene�t to 
both scholars and Native peoples.

In its twenty-�ve years, the HCPO has covered an impressive array of topics, such 
as ancient history, social identity, migration, cultural landscapes, plant genetics, eth-
nobotany, heritage management, repatriation, cultural education, and language pres-
ervation. Equally impressive is the number of academic �elds the HCPO has used to 
address these themes: anthropology, archaeology, archival and library sciences, biol-
ogy, botany, ethnohistory, geography, and museology.

Unifying and underlying all of these projects is a method that in recent years has 
been labeled variously as collaborative, community- based, and Indigenous (Colwell 
2016). In a sense, the HCPO bridges these di�erent approaches and practices. Many 
of the projects are collaborative in that they involve non- Hopis and Hopis working 
together toward shared goals, freely sharing information, o�ering stakeholders full 
involvement, giving full voice to descendants, and seeking to meet the needs of all 
parties (Brighton 2011; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008; Kerber 2006; 
Kuwanwisiwma 2002; McAnany and Rowe 2015). Community- based projects are 
similar but fundamentally arise from the community itself and can involve methods 
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that are deeply participatory and action oriented (Atalay 2012; Gumerman et al. 2012; 
Supernant and Warrick 2014; Welch et al. 2011). Indigenous archaeologies are those 
pursued by both Indigenous researchers and their allies who work toward incor-
porating local values, perspectives, and traditions into scienti�c practice (Colwell-
Chanthaphonh et al. 2010; Silliman 2008; Smith and Wobst 2005). Even legally 
mandated consultation has given rise to new and positive forms of interaction and 
collaboration (Ferguson 2009; Fuller 1997; Versaggi 2006). But, for the HCPO, these 
would just be fancy labels to describe a rather straightforward proposition: that research 
on the Hopi people should include Hopi voices, perspectives, needs, and values.

�is chapter will demonstrate how this idea has been put into practice in one key 
area of work for the HCPO: facilitating compliance with historic and environmental 
preservation laws. �e example we will present concerns the e�ort to document Hopi 
traditional places in the path of a new transmission line. Although the research con-
ducted for this project identi�ed numerous cultural and natural resources— ranging 
from water sources to eagle nests to medicinal plants—we focus on three particular 
traditional cultural properties. Our goal is to show how Hopi interests are served 
at the same time as new knowledge is being generated and documented through a 
collaborative process. We will conclude by discussing the ways in which this kind of 
research has created a unique approach to cultural preservation.

C ULT UR A L PR E SE RVAT I O N  
AC R O S S 74 4 K I LO M ET E R S

�e Navajo Transmission Project (NTP) involved the proposed construction of a 
744- kilometer- long 500- kV (500,000- V) alternating current transmission line from 
the Shiprock Substation in northwestern New Mexico to the Marketplace Sub-
station in southeastern Nevada (�gure 2.1). �e project was proposed by the Diné 
Power Authority, a business enterprise of the Navajo Nation that wanted to link new 
power- generating stations to expanding markets. �e new transmission line included 
numerous construction components: approximately 2,310 towers (26 to 49 meters 
high), four substations, a right- of- way and access roads, and ancillary facilities such as 
equipment storage areas.

�e HCPO sought to be consulted on the NTP because the proposed transmission 
line would go through much of the Hopi ancestral homelands and potentially a�ect 
numerous cultural and natural resources that are important to the Hopi people. Hopis 
are deeply tied to the land, which in turn feeds their identities, cultural practices, and 
spiritual beliefs (Balenquah 2012; Koyiyumptewa and Colwell- Chanthaphonh 2011; 
Whiteley 2011).
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�e �rst federal law that guided this project was the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act (NEPA) of 1969, which established a national policy for the environment to 
“encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; 
to promote e�orts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and 
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man; to enrich the understanding 
of the ecological systems and natural resources important to the Nation” (42 U.S.C. 
§4321). �is act de�nes the environment broadly to include natural, cultural, and 
historic resources so that the United States may “preserve important historic, cul-
tural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, 
an environment which supports diversity, and variety of individual choice” [42 U.S.C. 
§4331(b)(4)]. Unless a federal undertaking is categorically excluded from review, a 
report must be made examining how federal actions will signi�cantly a�ect the quality 
of the human environment.

�e second federal law used in this work was the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) of 1966, which recognized that the spirit and direction of the United 
States are founded upon our historic heritage. �e law thus declared that “the pres-
ervation of this irreplaceable heritage is in the public interest so that its vital legacy 
of cultural, educational, aesthetic, inspirational, economic, and energy bene�ts will 
be maintained and enriched for future generations of Americans” [16 U.S.C. §470(b)
(2)(4)]. Section 106 of the NHPA required the lead federal agency for the NTP to 
consider the e�ects of proposed projects “on any district, site, building, structure, or 
object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register” (16 U.S.C. 
§470f ). Of special importance to Native American tribes is the traditional cultural 
property that is “eligible for inclusion in the National Register because of its associa-
tion with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are rooted in that 
community’s history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural 
identity of the community” (Parker and King 1998:1).

Because the NTP requires federal permits and crosses federal lands it is a federal 
undertaking. Under NEPA and the NHPA, the lead federal agency and project pro-
ponents must consult with Native American tribes [40 C.F.R. §1501.2(d)(2) and 36 
C.F.R. §800.2(c)(2)(ii), respectively]. Participation of the Hopi Tribe in the consul-
tation process was in no way intended to imply implicit or explicit support for the 
proposed project.

�e HCPO secured funding from the project proponents to determine which 
cultural and natural resources the NTP might a�ect. �e HCPO then subcontracted 
with Anthropological Research, LLC, to assist in the documentation of cultural 
resources and with Parametrix to assist in the documentation of natural resources. 
Signi�cantly, this research and the report produced from it (Albert and Colwell- 
Chanthaphonh 2007) did not constitute consultation under federal law. Rather, this 
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work provided the scienti�c basis for the Hopi Tribe to articulate its concerns during 
its government-to-government consultations with the lead federal agency.

In 2006, the HCPO research team was assembled. A vital part of this team was 
the Hopi Cultural Resources Advisory Task Team (CRATT). �is team consists of 
men versed in Hopi religion and culture who are designated representatives of the 
tribe’s twelve autonomous villages (see chapter 1). For this project the HCPO research 
team focused on documenting both general environmental resources and speci�c his-
toric properties in the path of the proposed transmission line. Once any resource or 
property was identi�ed, the team evaluated the potential short- term, long- term, and 
cumulative e�ects of the transmission line—and whether any of these e�ects could be 
mitigated. For three weeks in 2006, a group drawn from CRATT conducted vehic-
ular surveys of the proposed project area (�gure 2.2). �is involved driving along the 
proposed route and stopping at various points to document and discuss resources as 
they were identi�ed. �is e�ort was followed by a week of interviews and one large 
group meeting to review the report’s �ndings. As cultural experts giving their time, 
each CRATT member (like each contracted scientist) was paid a modest stipend. By 
the end of the project, the team had worked with twenty- eight Hopi researchers and 
CRATT members (see table 2.1).

F IGUR E 2.2 One group of CRATT members, with the authors, in the project area (photo 
by T. J. Ferguson, October 11, 2006).
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KIIKIQÖ (RUINS)

Among the most prominent parts of the cultural landscape in the NTP project area 
are scores of archaeological sites. In their own language Hopis call ancient villages 
kiikiqö (singular kiiqö; lit. ruins) and emphasize that these sites give testimony to 
their ancestors’ ancient migrations and their living pledge of land stewardship. Many 
ancestral sites are named, and stories of ancient days recalled. Other sites are actively 
visited and sacred o�erings are le�. At other times, prayers for entire ancestral areas 

TA B L E 2.1 Hopi cultural advisors who participated 
in the Navajo Transmission Project in 2006.

Na m e Age Cl an Vi l l age

Norman Albert 42 Sun Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Kevin Crooke 30 Sun Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Donald Dawahongnewa 49 Water/Corn Songòopavi, Second Mesa
Harold Dawavendewa 66 Sun Upper Munqapi
Jerry Honawa 70 Tobacco/Rabbit Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Wilton Kooyahoema 69 Fire Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Stewart B. Koyiyumptewa 34 Badger Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma 56 Greasewood Paaqavi, �ird Mesa
Marvin Lalo 50 Tobacco/Rabbit Wàlpi, First Mesa
Floyd Lomakuyvaya 57 Bearstrap Songòopavi, Second Mesa
Lee Lomayestewa 47 Bear Songòopavi, Second Mesa
Victor Masayesva Jr. 55 Water Coyote Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Harlyn Monongye 62 Greasewood Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Harlan Nakala 61 Flute Wàlpi, First Mesa
Augustine Mowa Jr. 48 Sun Songòopavi, Second Mesa
�eodore Namingha Sr. 76 Corn Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Gilbert Naseyowma 72 Sun Lower Munqapi
Owen Numkena Jr. 70 Corn/Water Musangnuvi, Second Mesa
Harold Polingyumptewa 71 Sand/Snake Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Raleigh Puhuyaoma Sr. 72 Sun Forehead Supawlavi, Second Mesa
Morgan Sau�ie 71 Bear Songòopavi, Second Mesa
Ferrell Secakuku 68 Snake Supawlavi, Second Mesa
Michael Sockyma 64 Corn Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Sharon Sockyma 47 Corn Hotvela, �ird Mesa
�eodora Sockyma 63 Bear Musangnuvi, Second Mesa
Herschel Talashoma Jr. 43 Greasewood Hotvela, �ird Mesa
Jim Tawyesva Sr. 66 Roadrunner Polacca, First Mesa
Max Taylor 49 Sun Songòopavi, Second Mesa
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are o�ered from the Hopi Mesas. Although each clan once lived in a particular village, 
these “footprints” are important to all Hopis today because each clan is historically, 
ritually, and spiritually interconnected to every other clan, and they collectively con-
tribute to the whole of Hopi society. Kiikiqö are thus an essential part of Hopi history 
and culture. �ey are monuments to the Hopi past and integral features of religious 
practices and beliefs in the present.

Many Hopi traditionalists emphasize the origin histories that go back to the 
emergence of their ancestors onto the earth, the Fourth World, where they met the 
spirit-being Màasaw, with whom they entered into a covenant whereby they would 
become stewards of the Earth in exchange for its use. “We [Hopis] �rst emerged all 
one people—one language, one culture,” Hopi advisor Ferrell Secakuku told us in an 
interview, “but at the beginning they got into a �ght, and so Màasaw changed the 
language. He spread out the corn and each was a di�erent language, a di�erent des-
tiny. �e Hopi picked up the short corn, which represents endurance, wisdom, and a 
spiritual inclination to survive. �en they migrated.”

�e people set out to �nd their destiny at the center of the universe, the Hopi 
Mesas. In this search, they formed into clans, settling in one village a�er another, 
moving in every direction. �e migrations were not easy; the people were confronted 
by many obstacles. Some clans moved to the far south, su�ering the heat, while oth-
ers moved to the far north, su�ering the bitter cold. Generations passed. At last, the 
clans began to coalesce at the Hopi Mesas, each bringing its own unique rituals, sto-
ries, histories, and knowledge. Hopis believe that Màasaw instructed the Hisatsinom, 
these ancient ancestors, to leave their footprints on the land as proof that they had 
ful�lled the covenant. �ese footprints, in the form of springs, shrines, villages, and 
petroglyphs, give evidence of the Hopi historic pathways (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 
and Ferguson 2006; Dongoske et al. 1993; Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2004). �ese 
oral traditions of Hopi movement tie into numerous archaeological cultures across 
northern New Mexico and Arizona (�gure 2.3) (Welch and Ferguson 2016). From 
Chaco Canyon to the Kayenta region to the Grand Canyon, scholars have found 
myriad lines of evidence that link at least several thousand years of history to the Hopi 
people (Brew 1979:514; Lyons 2003; Reed 2004; Schwartz 1989:67).

Because of limited time and funding, the Hopi research team could visit only a 
sample of the archaeological sites in the NTP right of way. No matter the site’s type 
or period, whether an isolated artifact or a pueblo, Paleoindian or historic, the Hopi 
cultural advisors consistently identi�ed the sites as culturally important. In part this 
is because many Hopis reference ancestral places in their prayers and will visit them 
on religious pilgrimages. As Floyd Lomakuvaya explained, “Every time I make prayer 
feathers, I make them for all the ruins that my ancestors lived in. And I go out to 
Montezuma Well, Walnut Canyon, and those places. �at’s what my uncles told me, 
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the stories. �ey said, ‘Keep coming because your ancestors are still down there.’ �at’s 
why I make the pilgrimages.”

When visiting archaeological sites, advisors frequently made more speci�c connec-
tions to things le� behind. For example, at various sites, they identi�ed such artifacts 
as a paavalwi (a type of stone tool ground down to �t the hand and used to apply 
plaster and whitewash to walls), a mata (metate, or a stone used as the base when 
grinding corn and other botanicals) fragment, a qalap’owa (chipping rock), a yoysiva
(�int arrowhead), and a tsqapta (pottery bowl). At one petroglyph site (AZ J:29:47 
[ASM]) Donald Dawahongnewa identi�ed a white chalky rock called toko’owa that 
is used medicinally (�gure 2.4). Asked the signi�cance of �nding this kind of rock at 
an ancient site, Dawahongnewa responded, “�is rock tells me a long time ago, they 
were sick and collected these. My medicine is here. �ey did this long ago.” He then 
set the rock back down and le� an o�ering of cornmeal.

At another petroglyph site (AZ J:30:35 [ASM]) there is a distinctive panel with 
a procession of human �gures, possibly as many as twenty-four, all in a line. Hopi 
advisors agreed that these dancers very likely represented the Wuwtsim ceremony, and 
more speci�cally, because of the depiction of the hair, the Natnga, a special initiation 

F IGUR E 2.3 Stewart B. Koyiyumptewa holds a complete arrowhead, with extant power 
lines in background, found in northern Arizona (photo by Chip Colwell, October 25, 2006).
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held about every seven years. One particular �gure was thought to depict the Yayat 
ritual, which is conducted at the Second Mesa village of Musangnuvi and includes 
elaborate headdresses decorated with wings and long feathers. Farther up the canyon 
wall at this site, at the end of a staircase etched into the bedrock, advisors located a 
tuwvota (shield symbol) protected by a nook in the bedrock. �e tuwvota, a highly sig-
ni�cant and distinctive Hopi symbol had been pecked into the rock and later carefully 
retraced with white paint (�gure 2.5). “�is is the shield, earth symbol, associated with 
ceremonial leaders because they do ceremonies for all people, all the world,” Leigh J. 
Kuwanwisiwma explained. “It’s land, life, all directions. From the time of creation, 
each dot represents each of the four worlds until humanity destroys it. �e symbol 
honors ceremonial leaders. It’s a purposeful, thoughtful location, facing Hopi, and it 
has the carved stairs leading to it.”

Based on the sample of sites visited and Hopi traditional knowledge of clan migra-
tions, as well as Hopi cultural and religious meanings imbued in ancestral sites as 
footprints, all the recorded archaeological sites in the NTP corridor that were asso-
ciated with the Pueblo and antecedent periods — at least 303 sites— were considered 

F IGUR E 2.4 Donald Dawahongnewa holds a white chalky rock called toko’owa that is 
used medicinally at an ancestral petroglyph site, AZ J:29:47 (ASM) (photo by Chip Colwell, 
October 10, 2006).
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traditional cultural properties. �ese sites were deemed eligible for the National Reg-
ister under criterion A (for their association with events that have made a signi�cant 
contribution to the broad patterns of our history) and criterion D (for their potential 
to yield or be likely to yield information important in prehistory and history).

Hopi advisors are concerned that construction activities associated with the NTP 
will physically harm or destroy documented and undocumented kiikiqö. For scientists 
and non-Hopis, the adverse impacts on historical and scienti�c values of the archae-
ological sites can be mitigated through archaeological research. But the Hopi’s values 
are based on the existence of the kiikiqö standing on the landscape as living monu-
ments; for Hopis, scienti�c study does not constitute mitigation. Advisors emphasize 
that scienti�c study and documentation are preferable to careless destruction, but 
archaeological research cannot lessen the impact of the NTP on these traditional cul-
tural properties. As Ferguson and Koyiyumptewa (2007:83) have emphasized, the 
destruction of each ancestral site and footprint constitutes an incremental and irre-
coverable loss for the Hopi people, resulting in “acute feelings of sadness, depression, 
anxiety, shame, powerlessness, and sleeplessness.”

F IGUR E 2.5 Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma sits next to a pecked and painted tuwvota, a highly 
signi�cant and distinctive Hopi symbol, at AZ J:30:35 (ASM). Note also the tuwvota on 
Kuwanwisiwma’s jacket (photo by Chip Colwell, October 17, 2006).
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KAWESTIMA (SNOWY PLACE)

�irty-two Hopi place-names listed in table 2.2 were sites identi�ed within the view-
shed of the project corridor (see Hedquist et al. 2014). Of these, �ve would be seriously 
a�ected by the transmission line: Yotse’vayu, Kawestima, Nayavuwaltsa, Tokotsmo, 
and Palavayu.

Of these places, Kawestima provides an especially rich example of how Hopis 
imbue named places with historical meanings that they connect to their living tradi-
tions (�gure 2.6). To the Hopi people, Tsegi Canyon in northern Arizona is a layered 
landscape, su�used with di�erent histories, stories, and names. Many Hopis, partic-
ularly those on �ird Mesa, know the area as Kawestima, a word borrowed from the 
Keresan language. However, the exact “geographical referent for Kawestima depends 
on context and dialect” (Ferguson et al. 2007:41). Some speakers refer to the ruin 
of Betatakin and others to the ruin of Keet Seel in the Navajo National Monument 
as Kawestima. Others refer to Betatakin as Talastima. Similarly, First Mesa speakers 
know Betatakin as Talatismayo and Tsegi Canyon as Lenaytupqa (Flute Canyon).

In �eldwork and interviews, most Hopi cultural advisors said that Kawestima 
includes all of Tsegi Canyon and Marsh Pass. Victor Masayesva Jr. emphasized the 
large area encompassed by Kawestima: “Kawestima is more like an ecosystem, it’s 
a system, not so much villages.” Masayesva described the canyon’s waterway not as 
a muuna (a stream), but as a muumuna (literally meaning a continuously �owing 
liquid), a steady stream that is the place’s de�ning characteristic. He added that the 
entire landscape is a traditional cultural property because archaeologists have so clearly 
identi�ed Hopi ancestral sites in the area dating back more than 1,000 years. �e 
canyon is not just in the past; it connects to the living traditions of the Fire Clan, 
Water Coyote Clan, Snake Clan, Spider Clan, and Flute Clan. “�is is who they are,” 
Masayesva said, “this area.”

Ritual paraphernalia, taken by archaeologists in 1915 from Sun�ower Cave in 
Marsh Pass, were repatriated to the Flute Clan of First Mesa (McManamon 1997). 
�ese items date to the Pueblo I period (AD 750– 975) and are still used today by clan 
members. Flute Clan leader Harlan Nakala spoke of the repatriated objects: “�ose 
sun�owers and birds, those are ours. So I believe we did migrate through there. When 
we �rst got those back we used them in a ceremony, but now they’re just stored. �ere 
is still power in those items.”

Hopi advisors emphasized the area’s importance by pointing out additional place-
names in the vicinity— Wunuqa (�e One Standing Up) near Monument Valley, 
Nayavuwaltsa (Clay Gap Place) just to the east of Marsh Pass, and Kiiqöwala (Gap of 
the Ruins) just to the west of Marsh Pass and known as the entry place into and out 
of Kawestima (�gure 2.7). �is area is directly connected to the Hopi Mesas through 
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TA B L E 2.2 A selection of Hopi place-names around 
the study area recorded during NTP research

Hopi 
pl ace - na m e

En gl i sh  equi val en t Top ogr aph ic 
de s cr i p t ion

Kawestima Snowy Place (Keresan language) Tsegi Canyon and Marsh Pass 
(Betatakin or Keet Seel)

Kiiqöwala Gap of the Ruins Long House Valley
Komayusim Koyemshi Place Baby Rocks Mesa
Kuytaqa Peeping Point Distinctive landform on White Mesa
Kwanivi One- Horn Society Mountain Kendrick Mountain
Kyeekeltuy Kiiöam New Fledgling/Initiates House Salt Trail Shrine, south of �e Gap
Lenaytupqa Flute Canyon Tsegi Canyon
Màasaw Spirit- Being Across from Baby Rocks
Maasitsmo Gray Hills Hills around U.S. 89/U.S.160 

intersection
Malatstukwi �umb Point Distinctive landform on White Mesa
Mupiiwa Place of Rocks �at Fold Like 

Waves
Comb Ridge

Na’uyva Hidden Springs Hidden Springs, south of �e Gap
Naasiwam Older Brother- Younger Sister 

Pair
Distinctive landform on White Mesa

Nayavuwaltsa Clay Gap Place Northern edge of Black Mesa
Palavayu Red River Little Colorado River
Qatoya Horned Serpent Place Piute Canyon
Qawingpi Gray Mountain Northern edge of Gray Mesa, near 

Cameron, Arizona
Qötsatuutuyqa White Cli�s White Mesa
So’itsiwpu Star Point Toward the north end of Echo Cli�s
Sowi’ingki Antelope House Shrine Hills north of San Francisco Peaks
Talastima Place of the Tassels Betatakin
Tao’ota Rocks Like a River’s Rapid Comb Ridge
Tokoonavi Black (basalt) Mountain Navajo Mountain
Tokotsmo Bobcat Hill Shadow Mountain northwest of 

Cameron, Arizona
Totolospi Hopi Board Game Salt Trail Shrine, south of �e Gap
Totsiwnamuru Shoe Point Northern tip of Gray Mesa
Tsu’ovi Rattlesnake Place Inscription House
Tuwvota �e Shield Across from Baby Rocks
Wunuqa �e One Standing Up Spire in Monument Valley
Wùukotutkwa Big Wide Land Kayenta to Chinle
Yotse’vayu San Juan River Ute River
Yupqovi �e Place Beyond Toward Shiprock



ancestral villages, pilgrimage trails, and religious practices. Wilton Kooyahoema 
explained to us that the Fire Clan migration route came from Tokoonavi (Navajo 
Mountain) to Kawestima to Orayvi. �is migration route established the Fire Clan’s 
eagle gathering area and directs the ritual practices of the Fire Clan. He continued, 
“In the migration story, they talk about how they got to Orayvi, the footprints. �ey 
talk about which areas they went through and that’s how they got the eagle nesting 
areas. So they gave us the area from Blue Canyon to Kawestima to Munqapi. You’ve 
got your footprints there, so that’s your area.” Kooyahoema has made prayer feathers 
for Betatakin, which were at times le� at the ancient village itself.

Among others, Flute Clan members from First Mesa believe that Lenaytupqa 
(Tsegi Canyon) is a stopping point along the ceremonial route that the katsinam (dei-
�ed ancestral spirits) take from the San Francisco Peaks to the Hopi Mesas. �ese 
stopping points are traditionally recalled through a ceremony in March in which the 
Mudheads go from kiva to kiva— the Hopis’ ceremonial structures— announcing the 
upcoming dances and the coming of the katsinam. During that announcement, they 
list each of the eighteen places that the katsinam will travel through, which includes 
Tsegi Canyon. As Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma explained, “�ere is a continuity of mem-

F IGUR E 2.6 CRATT talks about Hopi history at Kawestima, also known as Marsh Pass in 
Tsegi Canyon, Arizona (photo by Chip Colwell, October 13, 2006).
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ory of these places through stories, of this route from the Peaks to the kivas. And that’s 
what we teach to our kids, these places.”

In 1906, during the Orayvi split, the intention of those who le� was to resettle 
Kawestima (Whiteley 1988:257). Wilton Kooyahoema explained, “A�er they got 
kicked out of Orayvi, they said the footprints are still fresh, so they could go back and 
live there. �ey planned to go, but people started building here at Hotvela, so they 
stayed.” To commemorate the split, in September 2006, a group of Hopis undertook 
a run from Hotvela to Kawestima, which they called piw kuktota (literally making 
feet), reestablishing the spiritual and physical trail between the contemporary village 
and the ancient canyon.

�e research team concluded that Kawestima should be protected under NEPA 
for its environmental value and that it is eligible for the National Register under crite-
rion A because of its associations with events that have made a signi�cant contribution 
to the broad patterns of Hopi history, namely clan migration. It is a highly signi�cant 
place for many reasons, including its ancestral villages, shrines, place in Hopi history, 
and ongoing religious practices.

�e proposed NTP would run to the south of Kawestima, along the northern 
edge of Black Mesa. Although the transmission line would not go directly through 
Kawestima, it would be visible from portions of that site, particularly at Marsh Pass. 

F IGUR E 2.7 Harold Dawavendewa stands north of Nayavuwaltsa, just to the east of Marsh 
Pass, in Arizona (photo by Chip Colwell, October 17, 2006).
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�us, advisors expressed concern that the transmission line would a�ect the area’s 
natural viewshed, its aesthetic qualities, and the feelings of beauty and spiritual power 
it inspires. Advisor Sharon Sockyma added, “�is is where we’re going when we le� 
Orayvi. I was always told to visit Kawestima, that it’s a beautiful spot.” Although 
there is currently construction through Marsh Pass, advisors said that there would be 
a cumulative impact should yet another transmission line transect the pass. Gilbert 
Naseyowma told us, “I’m afraid if they keep building here it will a�ect the beauty. I 
think we need to keep the beauty.” Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma explained that viewsheds 
are particularly important for communities that do not move o�en: “�e viewshed 
is important to sedentary people because they are there a long time.” If the beauty of 
Kawestima is ruined, Hopis cannot simply choose a new place to go.

HOMVÌIKYA (GRAND CANYON SALT PILGRIMAGE TRAIL)

�is trail is a sacred homvìikya (pilgrimage trail, lit. corn meal route) that connects 
the Hopi village of Orayvi on �ird Mesa and a natural salt mine on the Colorado 
River in the Grand Canyon. �e salt mine is situated in a dangerous place so “long 
ago the War Twins had set up shrines and established rules to make the journey safe 
for the Hopi” (Simmons 1942:233). For generations, members of Hopi religious soci-
eties made the arduous journey to gather salt and to conduct various rituals (Hopkins 
2012). Many anthropologists have documented the religious activities associated with 
pilgrimages to the salt mine, and Hopis have consistently told researchers of its con-
temporary importance (Colton 1964; Colton and Colton 1931; Eiseman 1959; Fergu-
son 1998:161– 169; Ferguson and Anyon 2001:43; Ferguson and Dongoske 1994:63; 
Ferguson et al. 2007:22; Titiev 1937).

�e sacredness of the journey is profound because “Hopis believe that the Grand 
Canyon is the abode of the spirits of the dead. Here the unseen spirits are believed 
to live in invisible pueblos and carry on their daily life like living Hopis in the world 
above” (Colton 1946:3). “�e trail is really important,” Ferrell Secakuku told us: “Salt 
is a form of life: it generates. By bringing salt from there it brings life here. �e salt goes 
to the woman, the aunt. It represents that because women give life.”

Along the pilgrimage route is a series of shrines and trail makers, some of which 
are named and evoke ancient events. During �eldwork for this project, we visited six 
of the Salt Pilgrimage Trail shrines. One is called Kyeekeltuy Kiiöam, which means 
“Fledgling House,” referring to both the eaglets ritually gathering each spring and the 
new Wuwtsim initiates (considered �edglings) who are journeying to the salt mine 
for the �rst time. �e next shrine is called Totolospi, which refers to a Hopi gambling 
game. �is is the place, Hopis believe, where long ago Hásòokata (the Gambler) chal-
lenged the Pöqangwhoya (War Twins) to totolospi (�gure 2.8). �ese shrines were 
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speci�cally mentioned in the anthropological literature as early as 1912 (Ellis 1974:219). 
�e point of referencing these other shrines distant from the NTP transmission line is 
that, while to non-Hopis they may seem to be discrete sites on the landscape, to Hopis 
these individual features constitute one extensive feature, the sacred homvìikya. All of 
these parts make the whole, and thus damage to one shrine threatens damage to the 
entire pilgrimage route. As Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma explained, “�e trail is a whole. 
You impact one part, you impact everything. It’s all connected, spiritually and physi-
cally. It’s not just a trail— it’s a pilgrimage trail. It’s the di�erence between a naapvö (a 
foot trail) and a homvìikya.”

�e NTP proponents have planned to construct a new tower less than 100 meters 
from the trail; a planned access road will intersect the trail and several planned stag-
ing areas are located adjacent to it. A shrine is located several hundred meters from a 
proposed staging area. �is shrine, in Hopi is called a tuutuskya (o�ering place) and 
it also serves as a tutukwmola (trail marker) along the Salt Pilgrimage Trail. �e cir-
cular shrine consists of a single course of sandstone blocks, some of which are placed 
vertically into the ground. Perhaps because this shrine is highly visible on the land-
scape, it is o�en dismantled by disrespectful non-Hopis. While such actions are as 

F IGUR E 2.8 Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma kneels next to the Totolospi shrine on the Grand 
Canyon Salt Pilgrimage Trail (photo by Chip Colwell, October 20, 2006).
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o�ensive as they are harmful, ultimately the Hopi believe that the power of the place 
remains. Nearby the shrine is a tsongonongoyakni (smoking circle), a space enclosed by 
sandstone blocks on which Hopis sit to engage in a ritual o�ering of smoked tobacco 
(Simmons 1942:237). Shrines, except in rare cases, are deemed to be immovable (Ellis 
1994:104). �e trail has been a major part of Hopi religious practices, and even when 
it not actively traveled, it remains an important landscape feature used to teach young 
Hopis about their history and culture (see Ferguson et al. 2009; Hedquist et al. 2015).

�e Grand Canyon Salt Pilgrimage Trail is eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places under criteria A and D. As a homvìikya, it is associated with tradi-
tional practices used in the recognition, retention, and transmission of Hopi culture. 
If investigated archaeologically, it has the potential to yield important information 
about Hopi prehistory and history, Hopi land use, and Hopi religious practices. �e 
trail is more than ��y years old, and the property has integrity of location, setting, 
feeling, and association.

Where the NTP will cross the trail, the trail has already been heavily a�ected by 
previous transmission line projects (two extant lines) and the development of dirt 
roads in the area. However, advisors insist that yet another transmission line will lead 
to a cumulative negative e�ect on the trail, which will detract from the homvìikya’s 
feeling of sacredness that is essential to its integrity. Furthermore, more roads in the 
area may have the indirect impact of encouraging non- Hopis to settle in the area, 
further threatening the trail. �e placement of a new tower and staging areas would 
appear to be very close to the trail and its associated parts and therefore could directly 
damage this historic and sacred homvìikya.

T R A D IT I O NA L PL AC E S F O R ,  
BY,  A N D W IT H H O PI PE O PL E

In a review of tribal heritage management programs in the American Southwest, 
Roger Anyon and his colleagues suggested that each tribe has worked to create and 
manage an approach to “�t its own needs, goals, and culture” (2000:130). For example, 
some tribes, like the Pueblo of Zuni and the Navajo Nation, started with a focus on 
historic preservation, rode the �rst wave of contract archaeology projects and even 
developed major archaeological projects o� their reservations. In contrast, the Hopi 
Tribe’s program started with a clear focus on cultural preservation and an approach to 
research that bridges anthropology’s sub�elds (Anyon et al. 2000:130– 131). We would 
suggest that there are at least six ways in which the HCPO provides an important 
model for cultural preservation:
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1. It approaches land, culture, history, and heritage holistically
2. It tackles the impacts on Hopi culture far beyond the reservation boundaries
3. It converts cultural traditions and religious beliefs into political and legal action
4. It studies and manages cultural heritage using interdisciplinary methods
5. It pursues research that is fundamentally collaborative
6. It ensures that academic and applied knowledge are noncompeting goals

What we think is so central to the Hopi model is that the Hopi community’s needs 
are the primary drivers of research. In the case of NHPA and NEPA compliance, the 
Hopi Tribe is empowered by overseeing the research funds and process; by having a 
Hopi administrative sta� and CRATT, the Hopi people can assure that Hopi perspec-
tives and interests are articulated throughout the research process (see Dongoske et al. 
2015). George Nicholas and his colleagues (2008) have suggested that collaborative 
research can be framed as work done for, by, or with descendant communities. In a 
sense, the Hopi Tribe’s approach to traditional cultural property research uniquely 
combines all three of these methods: it is research done for the Hopi people, it is 
research done by Hopi tribal members (such as coauthor Stewart Koyiyumptewa), and 
it is research done with Hopi traditionalists, speci�cally members of CRATT, who 
represent a broad range of mesas, villages, clans, and religious societies and possess the 
kinds of expertise needed to document traditional cultural properties.

Even projects on Hopi culture proposed by academics that require a permit 
through the HCPO are structured in a similar way. For example, the very �rst ques-
tion that prospective researchers must answer in their proposals is about the project’s 
bene�ts to the Hopi Tribe. �e researcher must also convincingly address such issues 
as informed consent (at the individual, family, clan, village, and government levels); 
rights to privacy, con�dentiality, and compensation; Hopi employment and training 
preference; ownership of data; and review and critique of the results by the Hopi 
Tribe before publication. �ese issues are re�ective of broader discussions within the 
�eld about the ethics of anthropological and archaeological practice. For instance, 
informed consent is a vital ethical imperative that can help ensure that participants are 
empowered to enter into research fully understanding its purposes and risks (Colwell 
and Nash 2015; Fluehr- Lobban 2003; Schrag 2009).

�is approach to research has been critiqued as bordering on the methods of a 
“police state” (Mails 1997:130) and causing some people at Hopi to see a researcher 
with a permit as the “HCPO’s pet ‘anthro’” (McCa�ery 2012:251). But we see this 
method mainly ful�lling Leigh Kuwanwisiwma’s (2008) vision of a tribal research 
program that insists upon equality, reciprocity, and respect. Most anthropologists at 
universities must submit their work to the ethical scrutiny of an institutional review 
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board. �e HCPO provides a mechanism for a similar level of scrutiny—but by the 
community.

Although there are obviously many times when con�ict may potentially arise 
between HCPO staff, in its authority to control certain kinds of research, and 
researchers, in their desire for academic freedom, in our experience there are surpris-
ingly few times when this has actually occurred. In practice, we would agree that “this 
tension is di�used by open discussion of the ethical systems of both anthropologists 
and Hopi in an attempt to �nd a middle ground acceptable to all parties” (Dongoske 
et al. 1994:56). Our view is that, if we consider Hopis not just as subjects but also as co-
authors, then they should have involvement in writing their own story (Ferguson et al. 
2015). �e goal is to interrupt the historical imbalance of anthropological research, in 
which the scales of research are tipped away from the Hopi people and instead �nd a 
balance of mutual bene�t.
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The gRAnd CAnyon, defined here as the entire stretch of the Colorado River 
between Glen Canyon Dam and the upper end of Lake Mead, is a place of 

national and international renown. While legislative attempts to protect the Grand 
Canyon began in 1882, it was not until 1908 that Theodore Roosevelt, under the 1906 
Antiquities Act, designated it a national monument. Then, in 1919, it became the fif-
teenth national park in the United States, only three years after the formation of the 
National Park Service (Anderson 2000). In 1979, the Grand Canyon was recognized 
as a World Heritage Site.

Long before its national and international recognition, Öngtupqa (literally, salt 
canyon), as the Grand Canyon is called by the Hopi, was a place uniquely intertwined 
with the Hopi people, their ancestors, and their history. It was here that the original 
Hopi ancestors emerged into this, the Fourth World, and entered into a spiritual cov-
enant with Màasaw, the caretaker of the world, to serve as stewards of the earth. In 
their formative travels, numerous clans that would ultimately coalesce to become the 
Hopi people lived in and passed through the Grand Canyon. The archaeological sites, 
petroglyph panels, trails, cairns, shrines, pottery, human graves, and other cultural 
materials seen on the landscape are viewed by the Hopi as their “footprints,” a phys-
ical manifestation of their ongoing adherence to their covenant with Màasaw. And 
the Grand Canyon has similarly left its mark on the Hopi culture, its presence felt in 
ceremonies, traditional knowledge, and clan histories.

The Hopi relationship to the Grand Canyon is not static, only looking backward in 
time. Instead, it is ongoing and evolving, with stewardship responsibilities as import-
ant as ever. Because the spirits of the Hopi people, past, present, and future, assume 
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their duties in the a�erlife within the Grand Canyon, it is incumbent on each gener-
ation of Hopis to maintain the sanctity of the place. What follows is a discussion of 
a subset of work that has been undertaken by the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce 
(HCPO) in an e�ort to further that stewardship. It speci�cally focuses on activities 
that have been carried out as part of the Hopi Tribe’s participation in federal com-
pliance activities related to the Bureau of Reclamation’s ongoing operations of Glen 
Canyon Dam.

19 91– 19 9 6:  G L E N C A N YO N DA M  
E N VI R O N M E N TA L I M PAC T STAT E M E N T E R A

�e construction of Glen Canyon Dam in the early 1960s fundamentally altered the 
surrounding ecosystem including both the landscape and the Colorado River, which 
was impounded to form Lake Powell. While the Bureau of Reclamation sponsored 
some environmental and archaeological work upstream of the dam, in Glen Canyon 
(Fowler 2011), no one gave much thought to possible e�ects that might occur down-
stream in the Grand Canyon once the dam came online in 1963. By the 1980s, how-
ever, people were beginning to recognize that there were downstream e�ects along the 
Colorado River, through the heart of the Grand Canyon (�gure 3.1).

In 1991, the Hopi Tribe became a cooperating agency for an environmental impact 
statement that was being prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation for the operation of 
Glen Canyon Dam. Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma, who had been hired a couple of years 
earlier as director of the nascent HCPO, was tasked by the Hopi Tribe to oversee the 
tribe’s involvement in the program. He realized that participation in the production 
of the environmental impact statement and the associated technical studies a�orded 
a new venue for the Hopi people to further their stewardship role, albeit in a less 
traditional form than had been practiced for millennia.

�e �rst task undertaken by the Hopi Tribe was to conduct an archaeological sur-
vey of the lower portion of the Little Colorado River (LCR), from Blue Springs to 
its con�uence with the main stem Colorado River (�gure 3.2). From Hopi traditional 
knowledge (some of which had been recorded in various documentary sources), it was 
known that this area contained numerous culturally important locations including 
the Hopi place of emergence (Sipapuni) and places associated with the Hopi salt pil-
grimage. Because the area was going to be the focus of concentrated research activity 
by biologists studying an endangered �sh called the Humpback Chub, the Hopi Tribe 
wanted to ensure that that the researchers would avoid culturally sensitive areas. �is 
inventory was conducted in 1991, just as the concept of a traditional cultural property 
(TCP) was becoming recognized in the historic preservation arena, but before the 
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National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) was amended to include TCPs. Method-
ologically, the survey was approached as a standard archaeological inventory, but the 
vast majority of historic properties recorded were TCPs— places that were important 
foremost for the continuing roles they play in Hopi society rather than as archaeo-
logical sites, which at the time were valued primarily as objects for scienti�c study 
(Yeatts 1991).

As the LCR survey was wrapping up, the HCPO initiated a four- year ethno-
history research e�ort to document the myriad associations of the Hopi people 
with the Grand Canyon (�gure 3.3). �e underlying impetus for this e�ort was the 
need to identify the “a�ected environment” (in National Environmental Policy 
Act [NEPA] jargon) so that the various alternatives being considered for the future 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam could be analyzed and their e�ects on resources 
considered. �is same information was also needed for a programmatic agreement 
that was concurrently being developed to meet the Bureau of Reclamation’s NHPA 
(Section 106) responsibilities. Compliance with Section 106 was needed because 
any changes in Glen Canyon Dam operation as a result of the environmental impact 
statement decision were also considered to be a federal action requiring compliance 
under NHPA.

�e Hopi ethnohistorical study, with T. J. Ferguson serving as principal investi-
gator, continued through the development of the environmental impact statement. 

F IGUR E 3.1 Grand Canyon National Park in relation to the Hopi Reservation.
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Hopi elders took numerous river trips to examine and identify areas and resources of 
cultural signi�cance along the Colorado River in the Grand Canyon. A �nal report, 
completed in 1998 (Ferguson 1998), served as the basis of the Hopi sections in the 
�nal environmental impact statement (Bureau of Reclamation 1995). �is report doc-
umented the essential role that the Grand Canyon has played in Hopi culture, includ-
ing its role in the origin narrative and in events related to the commencement and 
continuation of Hopi ceremonial knowledge and practices, as well as its importance 
as a home for ancestral Hopi clans during their migrations, as an area for resource 
procurement and interaction with other tribal groups, and as the place for residence 
in the next life.

Because there was not a substantial body of cultural or environmental research 
regarding the Grand Canyon ecosystem or the existing and potential e�ects of the 
dam on the environment that could be used in developing the environmental impact 

F IGUR E 3.2 Little Colorado River near its con�uence with the Colorado River.
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statement, this information needed to be collected concurrently with the writing of 
the environmental impact statement. �e need for information in nearly real time, 
coupled with the desire by the Bureau of Reclamation and the cooperating agen-
cies for an open, collaborative approach to the development of the environmental 
impact statement, resulted in far deeper participation by the Hopi Tribe and other 
cooperating entities than was commonly seen in the development of such documents. 
Enhanced participation meant that the Hopi Tribe conducted its own research, par-
ticipated in dra�ing language for inclusion in the environmental impact statement 
and the programmatic agreement, and represented itself at technical and public meet-
ings. �e ability of the Hopi Tribe to speak for itself as a true collaborator in the pro-
cess resulted in progressive and forward- looking documents that fully embraced the 
concept of TCPs and resulted in the tribe’s perspectives being accurately portrayed. 
Again, the environmental impact statement and programmatic agreement were being 
written at the time that the NHPA was being amended to incorporate TCPs, but 
there were no regulations describing how to address the identi�cation and manage-
ment of TCPs in a compliance situation. In lieu of federal regulations that would 
have addressed these issues, the programmatic agreement references National Park 
Service Bulletin 38 as guidance for the undertaking (Bureau of Reclamation 1994:3 
[Stipulation 1.c.]).

F IGUR E 3.3 Hopi team conducting ethnohistorical research in the Grand Canyon.
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19 9 7–2 0 02: A DA P T I VE M A NAG E M E N T 
A N D F URT H E R R E SE A R C H

A Record of Decision, signed by the secretary of the interior in 1996, selected a new 
operational framework for Glen Canyon Dam and brought to a close the environmen-
tal impact statement process. �e new operations at Glen Canyon Dam were antic-
ipated to reduce the impacts of its operations on downstream resources through the 
Grand Canyon. Signi�cantly, in the environmental impact statement, scientists and 
managers recognized that they could not and would probably never be able to fully 
model the intricacies of an ecosystem as complex as the Grand Canyon. �erefore, any 
imposed management action would likely have at least some unforeseen consequences. 
Rather than selecting an alternative, making changes, and walking away, which was the 
standard practice for most environmental impact statements conducted previously, 
the Record of Decision set in place a program to actively monitor the ecosystem, 
continue research to better understand what wasn’t known, and to use this informa-
tion to conduct adaptive management. �e Hopi Tribe, along with twenty- �ve other 
stakeholders, became the Adaptive Management Work Group, a group that would 
make recommendations to the secretary of the interior on how to best manage Glen 
Canyon Dam. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma was named as the Hopi Tribe’s �rst o�cial rep-
resentative to the group.

Among the �rst items identi�ed by the Hopi Tribe as requiring further research 
in order to make informed decisions were the culturally important plant resources in 
the Grand Canyon. �e ethnohistory research had hinted at the range of culturally 
important plants, but this was never a primary focus of the research. �erefore, in 
1998, the Hopi Tribe began a two-year ethnobotany study to identify these plants so 
that their status could be tracked into the future (Lomaomvaya et al. 2001). A total 
of 141 plants were investigated during this research (�gure 3.4). Cultural associations 
included use for clan or ceremonial functions, medicine, food, and other utilitarian 
purposes. Culturally important plants were found in all of the vegetation zones bor-
dering the Colorado River including the perennially wet marsh zones, the occasionally 
watered riparian areas, and the desert habitats beyond the reach of river �ows.

At the same time, mitigation activities called for under the programmatic agree-
ment were begun. Monitoring of archaeological sites along the Colorado River by 
the National Park Service identi�ed numerous locations where erosion was adversely 
a�ecting the integrity of cultural deposits. It was hypothesized that the vast reduction 
in the sediment load of the Colorado River (as sediment was trapped upstream in Lake 
Powell) and the lack of a large spring runo� due to impounded water were resulting 
in a system- wide sediment de�cit that led to exposure and loss of archaeological sites 
that had been buried for hundreds or even thousands of years. Many of these sites 
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are associated with the Hopi ancestors who resided in Öngtupqa during their clan 
migrations. �erefore, when the Park Service proposed testing and limited excavation 
at some of these sites, the Hopi Tribe took an integral role in the work. Hopi Cultural 
Preservation O�ce sta� helped develop excavation strategies and participated in the 
�eld e�orts and documentation of the �ndings (Leap and Yeatts 1998, 1999; Leap et al. 
1999a, 1999b; Yeatts 1998, 2000; Yeatts and Leap 1996, 1997)

In 1996, an experimental, relatively short- term high �ow was released from Glen 
Canyon Dam in an attempt to mimic, in a small way, the high spring runo� that 
occurred before the dam was built. One product of a high spring runo� was the depo-
sition of new sediment along the shorelines of the river. If a similar result could be 
attained with a higher than normal release of water from the dam, it was postulated 
that this might bene�t archaeological site preservation by replacing some of the sed-
iment that was being lost. To the Hopi Tribe, stabilizing the ancestral archaeological 
sites was of the highest priority—preservation of sites in place was viewed as the pre-
ferred management philosophy. When the high- �ow experiment was conducted, the 
Hopi Tribe conducted research to ascertain whether sediment was deposited in prox-
imity to a number of archeological sites (Yeatts 1996). �e results demonstrated that 
sediment could be deposited in proximity to at least some of the archaeological sites 
and that it was retained over the next year (Yeatts 1997). Whether this will lead to bet-
ter long-term preservation of the archaeological sites was and still is an open question.

F IGUR E 3.4 Hopi team conducting ethnobotanical research in the Grand Canyon.
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�e work conducted by the Hopi Tribe during the development of the environ-
mental impact statement and the early years of the Adaptive Management Program 
demonstrates that Hopi cultural interests cover the full range of resources in the 
Grand Canyon ecosystem. For the Hopi Tribe, cultural resources encompass far more 
than archaeological sites and TCPs as they have been de�ned in the NHPA. Cul-
tural resources include all those interacting components of the ecosystem that played 
a part in creating the Hopi culture and still shape it today. �ese include physical 
resources, but perhaps more importantly, there are intangible linkages that tie Hopi 
people to their landscape, reach back into their history, and guide their direction 
into future.

2 0 03–PR E SE N T: D EVE LO PM E N T A N D 
I M PL E M E N TAT I O N O F A H O PI LO N G- T E R M 

M O N ITO R I N G PR O G R A M

In a real sense, monitoring is a key component of any type of sustainable management 
and the backbone of adaptive management. Without some form of feedback, whether 
formal or informal, there is no way of assessing whether stewardship responsibilities 
are being achieved. With this understanding and drawing on the knowledge gained 
from the Hopi ethnohistorical and ethnobotanical work and activities occurring 
under the programmatic agreement (such as testing and excavation at archaeological 
sites), a Hopi long-term monitoring program was designed. �e guiding philosophy 
was to implement an approach that would address the Hopi stewardship responsi-
bilities in a culturally appropriate manner that would accommodate the cultural and 
logistical constraints of working in the Grand Canyon. �is would include acknowl-
edgement of cultural restrictions on entry into the Grand Canyon by Hopi or other 
people who were not initiated, minimization of the impacts of monitoring activi-
ties on the resources, and recognition of the nonuniform distribution of traditional 
knowledge among Hopi tribal members. Further, the monitoring program needed to 
bridge the divide between a Western science-based system of understanding nature 
and the more humanistic and integrative Hopi worldview in which people are part of 
the ecosystem through both physical and spiritual interaction (�gure 3.5). �e initial 
step in this process was to evaluate the monitoring program that was already in place 
at the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center (GCMRC), the federal entity 
designated to lead the monitoring and research aspects of the Adaptive Management 
Program and to identify its relevance to addressing Hopi resource monitoring needs 
(Huisinga and Yeatts 2003). While the monitoring program at the GCMRC was 
robust in its ability to track numbers of certain species and to measure the numerous 
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biological attributes and physical and chemical parameters of the ecosystem, it mostly 
lacked the human component associated with the resources under study and certainly 
did not incorporate the knowledge and values of the Hopi people. To ameliorate this 
shortcoming, the HCPO developed a monitoring approach that drew from both the 
data collected by scientists employing a Western-science based methodology and the 
traditional knowledge of the Hopi people to interpret those data. �e resulting pro-
gram, which was formally adopted in 2007, incorporates the following methodologies 
(Yeatts and Huisinga 2006):

• It utilizes an approach based on social science survey methodology to record 
observations about the health of culturally important resources in the Grand 
Canyon from a Hopi perspective.

• It doesn’t require a large number of Hopis to enter the Grand Canyon. Because 
of the spiritual danger that is present in the Grand Canyon, only certain initiated 
male members of Hopi religious societies are supposed to enter the canyon.

• It incorporates data collected by both Hopi researchers and other researchers.
• It assumes that interpretation of data, rather than data collection, is the most 

appropriate mechanism for incorporating traditional Hopi understanding of 

F IGUR E 3.5 Leigh Kuwanwisiwma leads a discussion about petroglyphs on a boulder in 
the Grand Canyon.
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the ecosystem and determining whether stewardship responsibilities are being 
achieved (that is, whether the system is healthy from a Hopi cultural perspective).

• It includes provisions for the Hopi Tribe’s ownership of cultural information, 
which is reviewed by the Hopi Tribe to ensure that accurate information is pub-
lished and that sensitive esoteric knowledge is utilized appropriately and safe-
guarded when necessary.

As of 2016, more than 250 surveys have been completed under the Hopi Long-
Term Monitoring Program. �e health of culturally important resources (including 
plants, birds, animals, �sh, archaeological sites, springs, sacred sites, and other his-
toric locations), the interactions among these resources, and the ongoing relationship 
between the Grand Canyon and the Hopi have all been assessed from a Hopi perspec-
tive and data have been presented annually to the federal managers of Glen Canyon 
Dam and the National Parks along the Colorado River.

D I S C US SI O N

What has been learned from more than twenty years of participation by the Hopi Tribe 
in the management activities associated with the Grand Canyon and the operation 
of the Glen Canyon Dam, particularly as it relates to cultural resource management?

First, from the perspective of the Hopi people, the Grand Canyon is relatively 
healthy. �is re�ects recognition that the federal management philosophy for the 
Grand Canyon has changed and that natural and biological resources are being more 
highly valued for their own sake. It also is a direct result of the Hopis currently playing 
an active role in management decisions and being able to better exercise their stew-
ardship responsibilities.

With regard to the management of TCPs, unfortunately little has changed in the 
time that the Hopi Tribe has been involved. While there is broader recognition and 
understanding of TCPs, there is no optimum solution for incorporating them into 
a regulatory framework. What is clear is that the Section 106 process, as currently 
de�ned in federal regulations, is a poor �t for adequately managing TCPs. �e attri-
butes that make a TCP important are o�en fundamentally di�erent from those that 
the Section 106 process was established to handle. A quick tally of those items that 
are considered cultural resources by the Hopi Tribe in the Grand Canyon reveals 
that very few �t neatly within the current historic preservation framework. Most are 
de�ned at best by fuzzy boundaries, and their cultural signi�cance is not isolated to 
a single discrete location. Some cultural resources, such as animals, do not remain in 
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one location or, like plant communities, they evolve through time. More challenging is 
that some aspects of cultural resources are intangible. Finally, because these resources 
still serve an integral role within Hopi culture, their signi�cance to the Hopi people 
can and likely will continue to change through time as the Hopi culture itself changes.

Integration of cultural values into the regulatory framework has been most suc-
cessful when it has occurred within the NEPA process. Even then cultural values 
have been successfully integrated only when the tribe has been directly involved in all 
phases of program planning, including development of relevant research questions 
and methodologies, de�nition of culturally signi�cant resources from the unique 
Hopi perspective, and full participation in the outcomes of a decision- making process.

In 2012, a new environmental impact statement was jointly initiated by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the National Park Service to further modify the operations of 
Glen Canyon Dam. �is environmental impact statement drew on the information 
that has been accumulated over more than twenty years of monitoring and research. 
�e Hopi Tribe again served as a cooperating agency to advance its stewardship role 
and to ensure that its traditional knowledge and values are incorporated into the 
overall decision-making process. While direct Hopi involvement was considerably 
less than in the 1995 environmental impact statement, e�ort was once again made 
to recognize and incorporate the unique Hopi relationship to the Grand Canyon. 
Information gained from Hopi research and through the Hopi Long- Term Mon-
itoring Program was used to guide the process. A new programmatic agreement is 
also being developed to address cultural resource compliance needs. Management 
of the environmental impact on TCPs is still of major concern, and the di�culty of 
developing an approach rea�rms the inadequacy of the current historic preservation 
process for these types of resources. �e environmental impact statement process 
was completed in late 2016 and development of a new programmatic agreement was 
completed in 2017. �e Hopi Tribe will continue to be an active participant in the 
Adaptive Management Program that will guide operation of Glen Canyon Dam over 
the next twenty years, in both management and monitoring of its culturally import-
ant resources.
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TUNGWNIWPI NIT WUKWL AVAYI 

(NAMED PL ACES AND OR AL 
TR ADITIONS)

Multivocal Approaches to Hopi Land

S AU L   L .  H E D Q U I S T,  M A R E N   P.  H O P K I N S ,  
S T E WA RT   B .  KOY I Y U M P T E WA ,  L E E  WAY N E  

L O M AY E S T E WA ,  A N D  T.   J .  F E R G U S O N
Hedquist et al.

H OPI CULTURE INTEGRATES varied understandings of Hopitutskwa (Hopi 
land) and its history. Unique connections to di�erent components of the 

Hopitutskwa landscape are shaped, for example, by lived experience; gender; and vil-
lage, clan, and society membership. �ese connections are exempli�ed through the 
many ways Hopis remember, interact with, and honor their land.

Hopi views of the land are not singular or unidimensional; they are the cumula-
tive product of numerous unique clan histories and personal experiences (Bernardini 
2005; Dongoske et al. 1997; Fewkes 1900; Hopkins 2012). As clans with diverse his-
torical trajectories settled on the Hopi Mesas, they brought with them the knowledge 
and rights to use di�erent shrines and resources. Consequently, various perceptions 
and cultural practices regarding Hopitutskwa developed as these groups maintained 
(and continue to maintain) distinct claims to di�erent components of the landscape 
( Jenkins et al. 1994:8; Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2009:90; Whiteley 1989). Dif-
ferential access to knowledge in Hopi society— regulated through social and religious 
protocols such as initiated membership in religious societies—further shapes how the 
Hopi people understand past events and places (Hopkins 2012).

Drawing upon our collaborative research, we will discuss Hopi perspectives of 
the land and its meaning. We will focus on three interrelated sources of variability: 
(1) conceptual understandings of the form and extent of Hopitutskwa; (2) knowl-
edge of and experience with named places on the landscape; and (3) oral historical 
traditions of di�erent clans and religious societies, exempli�ed through varied render-
ings of the Hopi story of Tiyo. �ese examples underscore the complex and dynamic 
nature of Hopi land.



H O PIT U TSKWA

�e concept of Hopitutskwa is embedded in Hopi history and religion ( Jenkins et al. 
1994:1; Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2009:90; Whiteley 1989). At its greatest extent, 
Hopitutskwa encompasses all places where Hopi ancestors once resided and every-
where there is a spiritual attachment associated with religious practices ( Jenkins et al. 
1994; Kuwanwiswma and Ferguson 2014:143). Following their pact with the deity 
Màasaw, Hopi ancestors migrated throughout the Fourth World (present world), 
leaving their metaphorical and physical “footprints” as they journeyed to �nd their 
ultimate destination on the Hopi Mesas (�gure 4.1). Today these footprints— known 
in the Hopi language as itaakuku—are recognized as ancestral villages, artifact scat-
ters, petroglyphs and pictographs, and other archaeological sites. Along with other 
cultural features, Hopi footprints constitute landmarks by which Hopi people verify 
their clan histories and religious beliefs ( Jenkins et al. 1994:2; Kuwanwiswma and Fer-
guson 2014). �ese places are commemorated through ongoing ceremonies, prayers, 
and pilgrimages.

Variation in the histories, oral traditions, and cultural practices among clans, vil-
lages, and religious societies lead to important di�erences in how Hopitutskwa is 
understood (Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2014:142). Today, Hopis living on Sec-
ond and �ird Mesa, for instance, conceptualize Hopi land using di�erent frames of 
reference and regional scales ( Jenkins et al. 1994:8–9). Historical and contemporary 
depictions of Hopitutskwa derive in large part from hand- drawn maps prepared to 
assert or defend Hopi religious and political rights (Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 
2014:135).

One such map, drawn in 1930 by Hopi artist Fred Kabotie and village leaders from 
Second Mesa, accompanied several Hopi petitions to the commissioner of Indian 
a�airs and the U.S. Senate in the 1930s (�gure 4.2). At this time the federal gov-
ernment was establishing new reservation boundaries, notably in the Navajo- Hopi 
Boundary Bill enacted into law in 1934 (48 Stat. 960), and in the establishment of 
grazing districts in 1937, including District Six for exclusive Hopi use. In 1951 a slightly 
modi�ed version of Kabotie’s map of Hopitutskwa was used by the traditional leaders 
of Songòopavi village on Second Mesa to depict its aboriginal land claim presented 
in Docket 210 of the Indian Claims Commission. Songòopavi’s claim was eventually 
withdrawn when village leaders learned that the Indian Claims Commission would 
only award a monetary payment for lands taken by the United States and not actually 
return the land.

Kabotie’s depiction of Hopitutskwa outlines a series of ten linked shrines that are 
described as having “boardered [sic] the Hopi people from every direction, [marking 
and designating] . . . the Hopis’ tribal land boundary lines” for centuries (Komalentewa 
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F IGUR E 4.2 Hand- drawn map of Hopitutskwa prepared by Hopi artist Fred Kabotie and 
others (Komalentewa and others 1930).



et al. 1930; see also Ferguson 1998:61; Jenkins et al. 1994:4; Kuwanwisiwma and 
Ferguson 2014). �is route is traversed in a ceremonial pilgrimage or homvìikya to 
a course of shrines where sacred cornmeal is deposited (Hopi Dictionary Project 
1998:93), conducted periodically by members of the village of Songòopavi (�g-
ure 4.3). �e route includes shrines at Toko’navi (Navajo Mountain), Kòoninhahàwpi 
(Havasupai Descent Trail), Tusaqtsomo (Bill Williams Mountain), Hoonàwpa (Bear 
Springs), Yotse’hawhàwpi (Apache Descent Trail), Tsimòntukwi (Woodru� Butte), 
Namituyqa (Lupton Point), Nayavuwaltsa (Lolomai Point), and Kawestima (Tsegi 
Canyon area) (see Jenkins et al. 1994; Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2014; Page and 
Page 1982; Whiteley 1989, 2011). One of the religious leaders who conducted this 
pilgrimage in the late twentieth century explained that the shrines visited on the hom-
vìikya are used to pay homage to a greater domain of Hopi stewardship ( Jenkins et al. 
1994:8; Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2009:92). In this view, the homvìikya is thought 
to encircle the traditional core or “plaza” of the Hopi homeland ( Jenkins et al. 1994; 
Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2014:143).

On �ird Mesa, however, Hopitutskwa is not speci�cally conceptualized as an area 
demarcated by boundary shrines. Instead, it is understood as the area encompassing all 
places associated with or visited by clans and religious societies in the maintenance of 
their spiritual responsibilities (Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2014:144). For example, 
as described by Jenkins and colleagues (1994:9),

Toko’navi [Navajo Mountain] .  .  . is a recognized sacred mountain but it is a sacred 
mountain of the Rattlesnake Clan. When the Rattlesnake Clan was accepted into 
Orayvi they supported the Village Chief ’s spiritual stewardship by maintaining their 
shrine on Toko’navi but this shrine is not something that the Orayvi Chief says belongs 
to Orayvi. �is shrine will always be recognized in relation to how the Rattlesnake clan 
contributed their religious sites to the Bear Clan’s spiritual stewardship. Other clans have 
shrines in other areas that are important to them, and thus to their village.

�e �ird Mesa view of Hopitutskwa can be depicted by mapping the spatial 
relationships between villages and associated places (Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma in 
Hedquist et al. 2014). �is is shown schematically in �gure 4.4, where a series of 
radial lines connects the Hopi Reservation with named locations on the Hopi land-
scape. Spokes signify connections between villages and named places associated with 
spiritual responsibilities and historical land use. �ese spokes collectively depict the 
extent of Hopitutskwa, resulting in a di�erent and more expansive rendering than the 
outline connecting the ten pilgrimage shrines that are visited during the Songòopavi 
homvìikya.
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Di�erent conceptions of Hopitutskwa discourage the use of a single static bound-
ary to depict Hopi land (Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2014). �ere are multiple 
ways to represent the Hopi landscape in di�erent cultural contexts and legal settings. 
Nonetheless, in the process of mapping Hopi lands for political petitions and the 
Indian Claims Commission, the symbolic uses of Hopitutskwa associated with the 
Songòopavi homvìikya as a spiritual expression of Hopi ties to the land became con-
�ated with its legal use as a geopolitical boundary ( Jenkins et al. 1994:3; Kuwanwisi-
wma and Ferguson 2014:135). For example, the Indian Claims Commission (1974), 
which rendered its opinion in 1970, used a single cartographic boundary to de�ne 
Hopi aboriginal territory (�gure 4.5). �is area, smaller than that enclosed by the 
outline in Kabotie’s 1930 map, encompasses only the area that the federal government 
determined to be exclusively used and occupied by the Hopi Tribe when the United 
States �rst established the Hopi Reservation in 1882. �e boundary thus denotes 
a snapshot in time, one that con�icts with the expansive and complex temporality 
of the ancestral Hopi landscape. It provides a “singular visual statement” (Colwell-
Chanthaphonh and Hill 2004:177) predicated on Western geographic values favoring 
static de�nable entities that can be measured, described, depicted, and arranged in 
linear time (Ferguson and Colwell- Chanthaphonh 2006:28; Zedeño 1997; Zedeño 
et al. 1997). �is notion di�ers from the Hopi concept of spatial and temporal conti-
nuity that connects Hopi people and places, both past and present (Koyiyumptewa 
and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2011; Kuwanwisiwma 2008:157).

In the United States, geopolitical boundaries have important legal implications 
that in�uence land use patterns and the management of cultural resources (Ferguson 
and Anyon 2001; Jenkins et al. 1994). �e Indian Claims Commission’s depiction of 
Hopi land is o�en used by government o�cials and museum personnel when deter-
mining whether to consult with the Hopi Tribe about archaeological resources and 
other culturally important properties (Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2014:144–145). 
Some o�cials incorrectly assume that the Hopi Tribe does not have legitimate inter-
ests in lands and resources beyond its judicially determined aboriginal territory (Fer-
guson and Anyon 2001:109– 111). As Jenkins and colleagues note, “�e establishment 
of a narrowly circumscribed interpretation of Hopitutskwa diminishes the legitimate 
interests of the Hopi Tribe in the much larger area within which Hopi ancestors set 
their footprints, an area many Hopis also consider to be Hopitutskwa” (1994:9). Today 
the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce (HCPO) is reluctant to inscribe a single car-
tographic boundary denoting the geographic limit of its historical interest (Ferguson 
and Anyon 2001). According to Hopi cultural advisors, religion and faith have no 
boundaries; boundaries and associated legal notions of land ownership are a product 
of federal intervention ( Jenkins et al. 1994:4).
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H O PI PL AC E -NA M E S

Hopi knowledge and use of place-names further demonstrates the complex and vari-
ously perceived nature of Hopi land. Hopitutskwa, in its various conceptualizations, 
includes numerous named locations or salient places that explicate Hopi history 
and culture (Hedquist et al. 2014; Whiteley 2007, 2011). Toponyms (place- names) 
mark sacred locations, landforms associated with deities, historical events, springs, 
trails, and ancestral sites among other features (Ferguson et al. 2009; Ferguson et al. 
1995; Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 2011:147; Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2009:90; 
Whiteley 2011). Names are strongly tied to experiences of place (Ferguson and Koy-
iyumptewa 2007:5). For Hopis, place-names provide important means of localizing, 
commemorating, and transmitting traditional knowledge. Components of the land 
are remembered and honored through a variety of means, including visitation, story, 
song, and ritual, all of which are indexed by place- names (Whiteley 2007, 2011). Top-
onyms provide “metonyms of narrative,” evoking images of the named location, as well 
as associated emotions, moral values, experiences, and stories (Young 1987:4; see also 
Basso 1996; Cruikshank 1990; �ornton 1997, 2008). �e Hopi past and present are 
shaped by the way the land is remembered and discussed (Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 
2011; see also Küchler 1993; Morphy 1995; Young 1987).

In 2010, the HCPO, American Museum of Natural History, and University of Ari-
zona initiated a three-year collaborative project to record Hopi toponyms and docu-
ment the endangered Hopi language (Hedquist et al. 2014). �e Hopi Place Names 
Project involved investigating the linguistic performance of place-names and associated 
narratives using digital audio and video recordings and constructing a geographic infor-
mation systems database of named locations (Hedquist et al. 2015). Interviews with �f-
teen tribal members (twelve men and three women) representing ten clans from seven 
villages on First, Second, and �ird Mesa (including Munqapi) resulted in the docu-
mentation of nearly three hundred place- names within and beyond the Hopi Reserva-
tion (�gure 4.6). Figure 4.6 includes tutskwanawit (landforms), paahu (water), kiikiqö
(ancestral villages), kitsokinawit (contemporary settlements), and other locations such 
as eagle-gathering areas, farms and gardens, grazing areas, and plant and animal collec-
tion areas. For additional discussion, see Hedquist et al. (2014) and Whiteley (2011).

While the project was initiated for the purpose of language preservation, it also 
shows the many ways that Hopis reference and relate to their land. Interviews were 
generally unguided; research participants were simply asked to provide information 
about places and place- names they deemed important in their lives. Resulting narra-
tives involved both general and localized discussions of the landscape and its meaning.

Springs (e.g., Hoonàwpa and Munaqvi), landforms (e.g., Nuvakwewtaqa, Nuva-
tukya’ovi, and Öngtupqa), and ancestral locations were commonly mentioned during 
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interviews (see �gure 4.6 for examples). Ancestral villages were prevalent in narra-
tives of clan migration histories. For Hopis, referencing places such as Homol’ovi, 
Kawestima, Hoo’ovi, and Naasavi recalls and commemorates the ancestral past and 
preserves cultural memory over time (Bradley 1998:85– 100; Ferguson and Colwell- 
Chanthaphonh 2006:30). Multiple interviewees emphasized the importance of learn-
ing the names of ancestral locations; to know hisathiniwtipu— how things happened 
in the past.

Diverse combinations and uses of toponyms during interviews revealed personal 
connections re�ecting unique experiences with or knowledge of the environment 
(Hedquist et al. 2014; see also Colwell- Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2006:159; Rod-
man 1992). Di�erences in the uses of place-names o�en correlated, for example, with 
gender and village, clan, or society membership. As an interviewee from Supawlavi 
explained, “each community knows its own places” (Hedquist et al. 2014).

While individual narratives demonstrate widely varying place- related experiences 
and perceptions, all contribute to a comprehensive community (i.e., Hopi) network 
of person- place relationships. For Hopis, personal experiences with particular compo-
nents of the land are placed in a context of collective place-related knowledge that spans 
many generations. Individuals rely on the experiences and knowledge of others to gain 
and maintain a more holistic understanding of the greater Hopi landscape. Individual 
perspectives, experiences, and histories in turn contribute to a dynamic cumulative 
community understanding of the land and its meaning. In this regard, Hopitutskwa 
comprises a complex amalgam of personal experiences, history, and culture.

STO R I E D L A N D S C A PE S : 
T H E NA R R AT I VE S O F T I YO

Storytelling is another form of mapping and commemorating the land that o�ers 
diverse views of Hopitutskwa. Hopi accounts of Tiyo, the boy from Toko’navi (Navajo 
Mountain), provide an example of how the Hopi people use storied landscapes to 
preserve and perpetuate geographical and historical knowledge. �ese oral narratives 
recount the journey of a young man who traveled from Toko’navi down the Colorado 
River to the Sea of Cortez and beyond, to the land of the Snake People (�gure 4.7). 
�ese stories are important pieces of Hopi spatial discourse that encapsulate elements 
of religious, historical, and folk knowledge, revealing how di�erences in personal 
worldviews and epistemological frameworks in�uence the Hopi people’s relationship 
with the land.

An analysis of thirty- four accounts of Tiyo’s journey, documented since 1894, iden-
ti�ed eighty-seven locations through place-names and descriptive geography that are 
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associated with meaningful cultural information. �ese accounts were derived from 
biographies and autobiographies of Hopi people and from ethnographic and ethno-
historic records (Ferguson 1998; Fewkes 1894; Secakuku 2006; Stephen 1891; Voth 
1903; Yava 1978). Recent collaborative research conducted for federal land manage-
ment purposes at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, Grand Canyon National 
Park, and Barry M. Goldwater Range contributed to the ethnographic literature used 
in the analysis. �is research is important because it situates contemporary Hopi 
knowledge and cognition of land use in tangible locations within the physical envi-
ronment (Anyon 1999; Ferguson 1998; Hopkins et al. 2013, 2017).

�e story of Tiyo is ubiquitous among Hopis. �e authority to hear and retell it, 
however, is structured through the concepts of wiimi, navoti, and tuuwutsi— types 
of traditional knowledge to which access is determined by one’s social and religious 
standing. Wiimi is the knowledge of the priesthoods, navoti is the knowledge of 
initiated clan members, and tuuwutsi is information for all Hopis (Balenquah and 

F IGUR E 4.7 Tiyo’s journey down the Colorado River as depicted by Fred Kabotie. Image 
displayed at Desert View Tower, Grand Canyon National Park. Photograph by T. J. Ferguson, 
August 26, 2005.
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Talaswaima 2011). Abbreviated versions of the Tiyo narratives provide an outline of 
events that includes the boy’s departure from Toko’navi, his arrival at the ocean and 
subsequent encounter with the Snake People, and his return home to Toko’navi with 
a Rattlesnake maiden. �ese narratives recount Hopi values and instill Hopi world-
views, but lack speci�c details. �e most comprehensive accounts of Tiyo’s journey 
were narrated by Rattlesnake Clan members and o�er details about the young man’s 
encounters with various people and deities during his journey to the ocean, places he 
visited on his way back to Toko’navi, and villages Rattlesnake Clan members settled 
during their migrations to the Hopi Mesas a�er leaving Toko’navi. �ese accounts are 
encrypted with information that is still used in the religious practices of the Rattle-
snake Clan. �e relationship between general and speci�c knowledge conveyed by 
the Tiyo narratives represents Hopitutskwa as a shared yet di�erentiated landscape 
that simultaneously binds together and creates important distinctions in Hopi society 
(Ferguson and Colwell- Chanthaphonh 2006:29).

�e area covered by the Tiyo narratives o�ers an additional perspective on what 
Hopitutskwa represents to the Hopi people, an area extending far beyond the bound-
aries of the Hopi Reservation and judicially determined aboriginal lands (�gure 4.8). 
Toko’navi is the northernmost location mentioned in the various accounts and the 
place most frequently cited as a starting point of Tiyo’s journey. In some accounts, 
Wuhkokiekeu, an ancient settlement located at Toko’navi, was named as the residence 
of Tiyo’s family (Courlander 1971:82–95; Yava 1978:55–61). �e people of Toko’navi 
were described as the Puma people, a group who migrated from the north (Fewkes 
1894:107). Another version states that the people arrived from the west, where they 
resided with the Paiutes for some time before journeying to Toko’navi (Courlander 
1971:82; Yava 1978:55). Ferrell Secakuku (2006:38), a Rattlesnake Clan member, 
explained that the people of Toko’navi were reminded by the mountain’s natural red 
cli� faces of their former home, Palatkwapi, and this is the reason why they settled 
there. Alternate departure points for Tiyo’s journey have also been suggested, includ-
ing Wupatki (Walter Hamana in Ferguson 1998:111), Canyon Diablo (Max Taylor in 
Ferguson 1998:111), and a location near Holbrook (Herschel Talashoma in Ferguson 
1998:111–119), all of which are located along the Little Colorado River.

�e southernmost destination for Tiyo’s journey was sometimes interpreted as 
South America; however, most accounts refer to central Mexico or Mesoamerica as 
being the land of the Snake People. An area northwest of the Grand Canyon, possibly 
near today’s Lake Mead, is described as the westernmost geographical point in the sto-
ries. Fewkes (1894:106– 119) and Stephen (1929:35– 50, 1936:636– 7) recount a version 
of the story that lists “So-tcap’-tü-kwi” (a location near Santa Fe) or “Wu-kó-bai-ya” 
(the Rio Grande) as places in the east where the Rattlesnake Clan had social connec-
tions. Hoo’ovi and Yupköyvi (Chaco Canyon) in northwestern New Mexico were the 

TUNGWNIWPI NIT WUKWL AVAYI 65



F IGUR E 4.8  �e core territory represented in the Tiyo narratives extends far beyond the 
Hopi Reservation and judicially determined Hopi aboriginal lands.



easternmost locations listed as part of the Rattlesnake Clan’s migrations. Some of the 
storytellers provided speci�c details of places Tiyo visited during his journey, includ-
ing the types of trees and color of the rocks, indicating familiarity with the terrain.

�e historical details provided in both general and speci�c versions of this story form 
a geographic dictionary of sorts that explains how Hopis perceive their traditional land-
scape; these are the reasons why Hopitutskwa is meaningful to Hopis. Furthermore, 
the events that occurred in the past continue to in�uence the Hopi peoples’ actions in 
the present. As one member of the Butter�y Clan explained, “even though [this story] 
may not be part of one’s clan history, it is still part of Hopi heritage in a broad sense. 
It is shared so that Hopis will appreciate and understand why important places need 
to be protected and preserved, and paid attention to and respected” (Secakuku 2011).

C O N C LUSI O N

Hopitutskwa is a vast and variable concept that expresses polysemic meanings for 
di�erent users, both Hopi and non-Hopi, at multiple geographic scales or frames of 
reference. Hopi relationships with the land are deeply phenomenological and based in 
the lived experience of individual members of the tribe, as modulated by gender and 
social status associated with village, clan, and religious identities. A universal under-
standing of Hopi land cannot be extrapolated from individual perspectives, which 
may be highly localized. A Hopi farmer from the village of Hotvela (�ird Mesa), for 
example, may not be familiar with farming areas around the village of Wàlpi (First 
Mesa), a type of knowledge that is generally village- speci�c.

For Hopis, like other traditional societies, cultural knowledge necessitates a spatial 
context— it becomes super�cial or diluted through secular decontextualized references 
(see Pearce and Louis 2008:109). Place naming and storytelling provide two means 
for localizing, commemorating, and transmitting traditional knowledge (Whiteley 
2007, 2011). Knowledge of places and associated cultural information varies widely 
among Hopis, a product of di�erent experiences, perceptions, and societal positions 
associated with structured systems of knowledge. Relationships between general and 
speci�c place- related references in oral traditions constitute shared yet di�erentiated 
landscapes that simultaneously bind together and create important distinctions in 
Hopi society (Ferguson and Colwell- Chanthaphonh 2006:29). Likewise, place-
names evoke both shared and personal experiences with the land, providing mne-
monic devices or touchstone references for common, clan- speci�c, and autobiograph-
ical narratives (Cruikshank 1990; �ornton 1997).

Discussions of di�erent places provide insights into the many ways Hopis remem-
ber, interact with, and honor their land. While the term Hopi identi�es one group of 
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people, it is the various subcategories within the group, such as clans, religious societ-
ies, and autonomous villages, that embody Hopitutskwa in its own right. Each group, 
as well as individuals within those groups, has unique insights into the meaning and 
history of Hopi land. However, Hopis also maintain a general appreciation for the 
physical environment that re�ects a collective worldview anchored in spiritual beliefs 
and cultural values.

For the Hopi people, understanding and documenting varied views of the land-
scape carry wide- ranging bene�ts, foremost of which is the preservation of historical 
and place-related knowledge for future generations—“itam hapi naap itàa sinmuy nit 
tsaatsakwmuy amungem it naavotit nàasaslalwa” (we are preparing this knowledge for 
our own Hopi people and children). �is knowledge also provides a means of com-
municating the importance of speci�c places to non- Hopi audiences, thus informing 
targeted studies of cultural a�liation and traditional land use, as well as facilitating 
the implementation of culturally sensitive land management strategies (see Chapin 
et al. 2005; Ferguson and Anyon 2001; Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006; 
Mark et al. 2010; Pearce and Louis 2008; �ornton 1997).
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FoR those Who have visited an archaeological site with Leigh Kuwanwisi-
wma and other Hopi Cultural Preservation Office (HCPO) advisors, the scene 

is familiar (figure 5.1). The HCPO group gathers at a high point and begins looking 
at distant landmarks, talking in Hopi and pointing. Unlike archaeologists, whose gaze 
is typically fixed on the ground, HCPO advisors scan the horizon. After a period of 
private conversation, a member of the HCPO group calls over to the archaeologist to 
interpret and summarize the discussion.

On visits to some well- known archaeological sites like Chavez Pass or Homol’ovi II, 
HCPO advisors have recounted well- documented migration stories that match 
accounts given to archaeologists like Fewkes and Mindeleff almost a century ago. 
But some site visits have involved places previously unknown to the HCPO group— 
either because the ancestral village was too small or short- lived for oral traditions 
about it to survive the centuries or because the advisors were not members of the clan 
that held the relevant information. In these cases, the HCPO advisors were still able 
to offer ideas about the clans who once occupied the site, but they candidly noted 
that they were not recounting memorized oral traditions. Instead, they were pool-
ing their cultural knowledge about places on the landscape and comparing it to the 
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visual information available from the vantage point of the ancestral village. Using a 
logical process both inductive and deductive, the group identi�ed socially signi�cant 
landforms—sometimes with e�ort, given that these features were being viewed from 
an unfamiliar angle or from a great distance. �ey then situated their vantage point 
on a mental map crisscrossed with the migration pathways of dozens of di�erent clans, 
oriented the entire map with reference to the Hopi mesas, and �nally inferred the clan 
ancestors who must have moved through that location.

�is chapter will re�ect on the epistemology that enables HCPO advisors to inter-
pret landscapes far removed in time and space from contemporary Hopi villages. In 
particular, the focus will be on a central paradox of Pueblo history and cosmology: 
Pueblo peoples are deeply grounded in their local landscapes, but their histories were 
dominated by movement that constantly shi�ed the de�nition of local.

�e analytical approach applied in this chapter is explicitly that of the Southwest-
ern School of Landscape Archaeology. A fundamental premise of this approach is 
that Native American intellectuals are “interlocutors with distinct epistemological 
stances who have their own contributions to make toward the theorization of cul-
tural landscapes” (Fowles 2010:453). Hopi epistemology is leveraged to guide and 

F IGUR E 5.1 Leigh Kuwanwisiwma and Hopi cultural advisors visiting an archaeological 
site in Arizona. Photograph by T. J. Ferguson, August 23, 2005.
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facilitate interpretation of a geographic information system (GIS) analysis of ancient 
landscapes.

PUE B LO PE R SPE C T I VE S O N T H E L A N D S C A PE

As Alfonso Ortiz (1972:17–25) showed in his analysis of Tewa ritual space, in contem-
porary Pueblo thought the village is o�en considered to be the center of the world 
where the six primary axes (up, down, north, south, east, and west) converge. Each 
village is surrounded by a nested set of landscape features that mark cardinal direc-
tions, sacred places, and boundaries, giving physical de�nition to the notion of cen-
teredness. �e horizon o�en symbolizes the boundary between known and unknown, 
safe and dangerous, familiar and foreign (Tuan 1974), and it organizes the year by the 
movement of the sun (McCluskey 1977; Zeilik 1985). Whiteley (2011) described how 
contemporary Hopi religious practice “draws the powers of life into the center from 
the periphery” by ritually visiting, dramatizing, and singing named localities on the 
landscape. It is in this sense that the Hopi landscape is a “living theater” of Hopi action 
and imagination (Whiteley 2011:91, 105).

Rundstrom (1995; see also Pearce and Louis 2008) used the term process cartogra-
phy to contrast the incorporative, embodied nature of such Indigenous mapping with 
the inscriptive, result-based nature of Western mapping. Interestingly, there is a recent 
movement in Western GIS toward place- based rather than space-based cartography, 
in which a map would emphasize relational links between named places rather than 
Euclidean distances in x y coordinate space (e.g., Goodchild 2011). �e motivation 
for this switch from “spatial to platial” approaches is to avoid the false precision of 
coordinate space and to better operationalize the place- based nature of human way- 
�nding (turn le� at the Ei�el Tower as opposed to turn le� at latitude y, longitude x). 
�at is, Pueblo mental maps are not designed to locate objects in Cartesian space but 
are rather stages upon which action and history occurs. �is contrast matches that 
drawn by Zedeño (2000) between the space- bound landscape approach that typi�es 
archaeology, which de�nes an arbitrary space (a study area or region) and locations 
within it, and Indigenous relational and place- based approaches. Indigenous cognitive 
maps tend to consist of a network of relationships among landforms, each of which is 
understood relative to other landforms.

�is contrast helps to explain a puzzling paradox of Puebloan cosmologies: the 
anchoring of ritual practice to the landscape despite the frequent shi�s in ances-
tral Puebloan village locations. Archaeological evidence suggests that, despite their 
large size and sturdy construction, most ancestral Puebloan villages were occupied 
for little more than a generation or two before populations dispersed to reform new 
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villages (Bernardini 2005). Movement was so common among precontact agricul-
tural Puebloan populations that Fox (1967:24) described them as “urbanized nomads.” 
But locally anchored cosmologies can be reconciled with dynamic movement if we 
allow that the principle of anchoring outweighed the details of any one landscape. In 
fact, Naranjo (1995:249) clari�ed that “speci�c [geographic] boundaries are not the 
important elements because as the people moved, their mountain boundaries also 
moved. �e idea was to have boundaries to create a place—to �x a place—temporarily 
within a larger idea of movement.”

We can further resolve the paradox by recognizing that, while cognitive maps are 
heavily informed by one’s lived bodily experience with the landscape, their range can 
be extended by information transmitted across space (social interaction) and espe-
cially over time (oral tradition). Schachner (2011:435), for example, suggested that we 
might trace a change in the nature of socially signi�cant connections between points 
on the landscape to a shi� in settlement patterns between circa AD 900 and 1300. 
Across that interval, populations in the American Southwest contracted into fewer 
larger villages, leaving behind ever more ancestral places. Whereas previously most 
connections may have been between groups across space (e.g., an outlying great house 
to Chaco Canyon), by the fourteenth century important connections were increas-
ingly being made between points in time—between contemporary and ancestral vil-
lages and landscapes. Physical movement on the landscape was restricted a�er Spanish 
contact, but connections to ancestral places were preserved through oral tradition and 
pilgrimage (Bernardini 2008).

Fowles (2011) encouraged archaeologists to understand ancestral Puebloan migra-
tion speci�cally in relation to Indigenous perceptions of space and place. He argued 
that, from a Puebloan perspective, “movement to and from one’s village or within 
a community’s existing cosmic boundaries was not ‘migration’ nor were temporary 
excursions to foreign lands. Rather, a ‘migration’ was when the center of the world 
shi�ed, when new cosmic landmarks were adopted” (Fowles 2011:note  2). �us, 
we could de�ne migration in Pueblo terms as “a residential move that leads to the 
establishment of a new spiritual center or middle place as well as the rede�nition of a 
group’s major cosmological boundaries” (Fowles 2011:52).

A NA LY Z I N G PR E - H I SPA N I C  
PUE B LOA N VI SUA L L A N D S C A PE S

�is chapter employs a method for operationalizing an Indigenous spatial lens that can 
identify likely cosmological landmarks. With this method, it is possible to suggest the 
boundaries of ancestral Puebloan visual landscapes and identify the migrations that 
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would have been necessary to transcend these boundaries (e.g., Bernardini and Peeples 
2015). A robust literature in spatial cognition suggests that people organize their spatial 
knowledge about an environment through a hierarchy of landmarks (Allen and Kira-
sic 1985; Couclelis et al. 1987; Tversky 1993). �e main methodological challenge in 
ancient landscapes, when actors cannot be queried about their cognitive maps, involves 
the quanti�cation of visual prominence— that is, identi�cation of the landforms that 
would likely have been visual anchors (Golledge 1978) for local cosmologies.

A number of approaches from geographic information science have been suggested, 
but most employ a global measure of prominence: how big a bump does a mountain 
make on the planet’s surface as seen from a planar perspective (e.g., Podobnikar 2012)? 
What is needed, however, is a more local measure—an assessment of the prominence 
of a landform not from the air but from the particular vantage point of a Pueblo 
village. Measuring local prominence is di�cult because the same landform can look 
di�erent depending on which direction one is viewing it from and from what distance.

�e GIS-based method of calculating local prominence employed in this chap-
ter is outlined in greater detail elsewhere (Bernardini et al. 2013) and summarized 
brie�y here (�gure 5.2). For each viewing location, points on the horizon skyline are 
analyzed to determine their relative importance in characterizing the shape of the 
skyline. Points that project farther above a �at horizon and that rise steeply relative to 
their neighbors receive higher prominence values. A horizon skyline is progressively 
simpli�ed until only the most prominent points remain. �e mountains that comprise 
the most prominent vertices would have been the most visually conspicuous parts of 
the local skyline. Prominence values were calculated in this manner for a database of 
1,116 sites consisting of ��y rooms or more across the Southwest dating from AD 1200 
to 1700, resulting in prominence values for about 171,000 total landforms.

�e social signi�cance of a landform is a function of both its visual qualities and the 
number of people who can see it. As with the proverbial tree in the forest, a mountain 
must �rst be seen before it can be interpreted as prominent. To factor the number of 
people who could view a peak at a given point in time into its prominence measure, 
prominence values were multiplied by the number of people living at each site who 
could see a given peak. �ese population prominence values were then summed for each 
peak to obtain the peak’s social prominence within the broader region. �is was done 
for all peaks for each ��y-year interval from AD 1200 to AD 1700.

C A SE ST UDY: PAT K I C L A N M I G R AT I O N

Hopi traditional knowledge about migration is held individually by each Hopi clan, 
which curates songs and stories about the ancestral villages and landscapes it once 
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inhabited (e.g., Fewkes 1900). Migration patterns recounted in Hopi traditional 
knowledge are complex and nonlinear; when plotted together, the movements of 
Hopi clans produce a reticulate or braided stream pattern of connections among sites 
(Bernardini 2005; Terrell 2001). Even the traditions of a single clan are amalgamations 
of the experiences of many composite subclans (Bernardini 2008). Yet the apparent 
disarray of Hopi clan traditions need not be an indication of their inaccuracy. In 
fact, the social units and patterns of movement recorded in Hopi clan migration 
traditions better match the archaeological record than do the geographic regions and 
migration models conventionally used by many archaeologists. For example, while 
archaeologists traditionally use the culture area or the village as the unit of social 
identity or movement, the spatial distribution of totemic petroglyphs and patterns 
of long-distance exchange suggest that small social units, perhaps analogous to con-
temporary clans, acted independently of either of these larger analytical units (e.g., 
Bernardini 2005).

F IGUR E 5.2 Illustration of the line simpli�cation method for calculating prominence:  
(a) a horizon skyline mapped in pro�le; (b) the skyline simpli�ed at a 1° elevation angle; (c) the 
skyline simpli�ed at a 2° elevation angle; (d) the skyline simpli�ed at a 3° elevation angle.
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A case study of Patki (Water) Clan migration traditions (�gure 5.3) is used to 
explore the de�nition of migration as “a residential move that leads to the establish-
ment of a new spiritual center or middle place as well as the rede�nition of a group’s 
major cosmological boundaries” (Fowles 2011:52). �e migration traditions of the 
Patki Clan have been recorded repeatedly over the last one hundred years, creating 
one of the better documented Hopi migration accounts (see Ferguson and Lomaom-
vaya 1999). �e case study will use movements described in Patki Clan traditions to 
consider when and where movements occurred that would have broken a line-of-sight 
connection with a prominent visual anchor and to identify new landforms that may 
have been adopted in their place.

F IGUR E 5.3  �e Patki Clan migration pathway (a�er Ferguson and Lomaomvaya 1999: 
�gure 27).
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Most Patki Clan accounts begin in Palatkwapi, the “Red-Walled City” (Hopi Dic-
tionary Project 1998:383), whose location is uncertain but may have been as far south 
as central Mexico (Waters 1963:68). From Palatkwapi the Patki Clan moved north �rst 
to the Tucson valley, next to Casa Grande in the Phoenix Basin, and then through 
Wukoskyavi, the area near Roosevelt Lake (Ferguson and Lomaomvaya 1999). From 
here some Patki people went toward Payson, Arizona, and then to Chavez Pass, while 
others went to Pasiovi (Elden Pueblo) and Wupatki near Flagsta�, Arizona, before 
rejoining their clan- mates at Chavez Pass (Fewkes 1900; Siweumptewa 1998). From 
Chavez Pass, Patki Clan members moved to Homol’ovi, then to the Hopi Buttes, and 
�nally into villages on First and Second Mesa (Nequatewa 1967:100– 101).

�e Patki Clan migration crossed at least nine major archaeological regions (Chi-
huahua, Tucson Basin, Phoenix Basin, Tonto, Verde, Chavez Pass, Flagsta�, Homol’ovi, 
Hopi Buttes, and Hopi Mesas), each containing villages that were occupied primarily 
between AD 1200 and AD 1400/1450 (Adams and Du� 2004). By AD 1400/1450, 
most of these regions were largely depopulated, with the notable exception of the 
Hopi Mesas. Changes in population density across Arizona between AD 1200 and 
AD 1450 leave little doubt that many people did indeed migrate north and east toward 
destinations in the Hopi and Zuni regions and to points farther east along the Rio 
Grande (Hill et al. 2004).

�e Patki Clan pathway transcends huge environmental and topographic vari-
ability: the Basin and Range Province of southern Arizona, characterized by closely 
spaced north- south trending mountain ridges; the transitional zone of central Ari-
zona, characterized by eroded, low rolling hills; and the Colorado Plateau of north-
ern Arizona, a high �at plain punctuated by tall isolated mountains. �e distinctive 
topographic qualities of each physiographic zone provided di�erent contexts for 
grounding cosmologies in the landscape, including the distance to the horizon, the 
local relief of landforms above the surrounding terrain, and the relative clustering or 
isolation of tall landforms.

Using the GIS method outlined above, population prominence values were calcu-
lated for all points on the horizons of villages along the Patki Clan migration pathway. 
�e analysis identi�ed �ve peaks that would have dominated local horizons along this 
pathway: Wasson Peak, San Tan Mountain, the Superstition Mountains, the Four 
Peaks, and the San Francisco Peaks. �e visual signi�cance of each of these landforms 
will be explored in more detail below.

In the Tucson Basin, the horizon would have been dominated by Wasson Peak, the 
highest point in the Tucson Mountains (�gure 5.4). At 1,400 meters Wasson Peak is 
only half the height of the rolling Santa Catalina and Rincon Mountains to the east, 
but its isolation in the middle of the Tucson Basin makes it a more visually striking 
part of the horizon from the perspective of Tucson Basin villages. All of the large 
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sites in the Tucson Basin between AD 1200 and AD 1400 were located to the north 
of Wasson Peak; therefore, this landform would almost certainly have been assigned 
meanings relating to the southern cardinal direction. �e modest elevation of Wasson 
Peak and the basin and range topography, with closely spaced north-south trending 
mountain ranges, largely limited the range over which Wasson Peak was visible as a 
prominent landform to the Tucson Basin.

Movement to Casa Grande on the eastern side of the Phoenix Basin would have 
caused a signi�cant disruption in the visual landscape of ancestral Paki Clan migrants 
(�gure 5.5). Wasson Peak would no longer have been visible. In its place, two nearby 
peaks and one distant peak (or cluster of peaks) would have dominated the horizon: 

F IGUR E 5.4  �e visual landscape in the Tucson Basin showing Wasson Peak, its viewshed, 
and sites occupied between AD 1250 and AD 1400 with a prominent view of Wasson Peak.
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the local San Tan Mountains and Superstition Mountains and the more distant Four 
Peaks. Although the San Tan Mountains rise only 250 meters above the valley �oor, 
they are tall and steep enough to break the line of sight to the east for sites located 
within the eastern Phoenix Basin. From Casa Grande, the San Tan Mountains would 
have dominated the western horizon, although there were contemporaneous sites 
located on all sides of this landform. �e San Tan Mountains were accessible—low 
and close enough to villages that religious practices could happen on them. �e Super-
stition Mountains to the northeast of the basin are only slightly higher (450 meters), 
but they were still a high point on the western edge of the range that dramatically 
projected into the horizon, possibly marking the summer solstice sunset. �e San Tan 

F IGUR E 5.5 �e visual landscape near Casa Grande showing the Superstition Mountains 
and San Tan Mountain, their viewsheds, and sites occupied between AD 1250 and AD 1400 
with a prominent view of these peaks.
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Mountains and the western prominence of the Superstition Mountains were strictly 
local prominences, visible only from viewpoints in the Phoenix Basin.

�irty kilometers further northeast behind the Superstitions are the Four Peaks, 
a dramatically steep- sided cluster of four prominences. �ese peaks are much higher 
(2,300 meters) and are o�en snowcapped in the winter. �ey are tall enough to project 
into the northeastern skyline of the Phoenix Basin and would have constituted the most 
signi�cant “big mountain” visible from the basin. �e Four Peaks would also have been 
visible to sites to the northeast in the Tonto Basin, making them the �rst landform on 
the Patki Clan migration pathway to have had visual prominence across multiple regions. 
Having visual anchors in common across multiple regions could have meant that spa-
tially separated populations shared common aspects of their cosmology, united in their 
use of a common landform to mark directions and measure time on solar calendars.

�e next step in the Patki Clan migration, to the Lake Roosevelt/Tonto Basin 
area, would have involved both continuity and disruption of previous visual land-
scapes (�gure 5.6). �e movement would have broken visual contact with the peaks 
in the Phoenix Basin (the San Tan Mountains and the western prominence of the 
Superstition Mountains), the previous eastern and northeastern prominences. But the 
movement would have also increased proximity to the Four Peaks— previously visible 
as distant projections on the northeastern horizon but now the dominant landform 
on the western horizon. �is change in proximity and placement on the horizon must 
have involved changes in the social signi�cance attributed to the Four Peaks. �ey 
likely took on new and deeper meanings, made more powerful because the Four Peaks 
cluster was the one part of the horizon that could still be connected to the previous 
visual landscape of the Phoenix Basin.

When a portion of the Patki Clan moved from the Lake Roosevelt region to the 
area around Payson, Arizona, they entered the broken landscape of the transitional 
zone physiographic province. �is rolling terrain provides few distinctive landforms 
on local horizons and inhibits line of sight to larger landforms that lie beyond it. Resi-
dents of this area would have had no signi�cant visual contact with the Four Peaks nor 
could they see larger landforms to the north like the San Francisco Peaks. From a visual 
perspective, this region is isolated from more striking landscapes to the north and 
south. �e impact of movement into the transitional zone on local cosmologies was 
likely signi�cant, involving breaking contact with the Four Peaks landmark that may 
have anchored generations of ancestors. �e local landscape provided no remotely 
comparable landform for substitution.

In contrast, movement of another portion of the Patki Clan from Lake Roosevelt to 
the Flagsta� area brought it into visual contact with the single most prominent landform 
in all of Arizona, the San Francisco Peaks (Nuvatukya’ovi; �gure 5.7). �is is the largest 
landform in the state at 3,850 meters, rising over 1,800 meters from the surrounding 
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plateau, visible up to 150 km away. Snowcapped almost half of the year, Nuvatukya’ovi 
is the most signi�cant peak to the Hopi Tribe. It is the residence of the katsinam, Hopi 
ancestors who travel in the form of clouds and rain to sustain life on the Hopi Mesas.

Movement from the Flagsta� and Payson areas to Chavez Pass brought travelers to 
one of the primary “staging areas” (Bernardini 2005) from which clans would negoti-
ate entrance into a village on the Hopi Mesas. Although Chavez Pass lies at the very 
northeast edge of the transition zone province, from high points near the pass the San 
Francisco Peaks are clearly visible. For migrants from the south, this would be the �rst 
village horizon they had experienced that would have brought them into visual contact 
with the San Francisco Peaks. For migrants moving south from the Flagsta� area, the 

F IGUR E 5.6 �e visual landscape near Lake Roosevelt showing the Four Peaks, their 
viewshed, and sites occupied between AD 1250 and AD 1400 with a prominent view of the 
Four Peaks.
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ability to maintain visual connection to the San Francisco Peaks would have enabled 
some continuity in their social constructions of the landscape. All immigrants arriving 
at Chavez Pass, regardless of di�erences in language, religion, and material culture, 
would have been united in their common visual orientation to the San Francisco Peaks.

�e next step of the migration, from Chavez Pass to the Homol’ovi region, took 
migrants to a �at expanse of the Colorado Plateau from which the distant San Fran-
cisco Peaks were visible from many (though not all) village locations. Some sites, 
like Homol’ovi III, were built on top of small landforms that may have been specif-
ically chosen to enable a view to the peaks (Adams 2002:137). A kiva in the plaza of 
Homol’ovi II contained a mural of the San Francisco Peaks, attesting to its importance 

F IGUR E 5.7 �e visual landscape in northern Arizona showing the San Francisco Peaks, 
their viewshed, and sites occupied between AD 1250 and AD 1400 with a prominent view of 
the San Francisco Peaks.
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to the residents of that village (Adams 2002:161). From the Homol’ovi area the Hopi 
Buttes (a cluster of extinct volcanic cores) would also have been visible to the north-
east. �ese are distinctive points on the horizon, but most rise only a few hundred 
feet above the local terrain and their clustering reduces the visual impact of any one 
landform.

�e �nal steps of the migration, to the area of the Hopi Buttes and then to the 
Hopi Mesas proper, maintained visual contact with the San Francisco Peaks from 
almost all villages occupied between AD 1200 and AD 1400– 1500. In the Hopi Mesas 
region thirty of thirty-four sites (88%) occupied between AD 1250 and AD 1300 had a 
view of the San Francisco Peaks, likely a re�ection of deliberate choices in site location 
to optimize this view.

D I S C US SI O N

Although the Patki Clan migration tradition is likely a composite of experiences by 
multiple small social units, the di�erent visual landscapes experienced along its path 
nevertheless provide an idea of the visual changes that might have been experienced 
by ancestral Puebloan migrants. Routes north through Arizona required movement 
through a number of discrete geologic areas, beginning with the bowl- like landscapes 
of the Tucson and Phoenix Basins. �e horizons of these landscapes were formed by 
relatively low nearby landforms that encircled the basins, creating a relatively small- 
diameter visual landscape. Movement north from these basins into the broken terrain 
of the transitional zone physiographic province quickly severed visual contact with 
most prominent points on these earlier horizons, requiring a nearly total reset of cos-
mological landscape reference points. In Fowles’s de�nition, these were signi�cant 
migrations. Movements among villages in the transitional zone, even if distances were 
not great, were also o�en su�cient to break visual contact with the low landforms of 
the region, suggesting that many of these relocations could also be considered migra-
tions from a visual perspective.

A turning point in the northward migrations of ancestral Puebloan groups would 
have come when they reached Chavez Pass, a place from which, for the �rst time, they 
lived within daily sight of the San Francisco Peaks. �e continuous prominence of 
the San Francisco Peaks for northern Arizona populations for more than eight hun-
dred years and across hundreds of square kilometers must have been a kind of social 
glue for the ancestral Puebloan populations who shared that view. When individu-
als and groups gathered in villages like those in the Chavez Pass or Homol’ovi areas 
or on the Hopi Mesas, many would have brought with them personal visual experi-
ences of the peaks and also the multigenerational knowledge of culture that had been 
generated about the peaks. Although not all of this information would necessarily 
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have been compatible—with di�erent names, di�erent languages, and di�erent rit-
ual associations— the common visual orientation of populations in northern Arizona 
toward the San Francisco Peaks must have helped to unite people when they found 
themselves living together.

�e persistence of the San Francisco Peaks as a visual anchor must have facilitated 
continuity and stability in the cultural construction of the northern Arizona land-
scape. Such stability is in vivid contrast to the short-lived and/or local nature of visual 
anchors in central and southern Arizona from which many residents of the Hopi orig-
inally derived. We might even suggest that the stability of the visual landscape around 
the Hopi Mesas— the fact that populations for 100 kilometers and eight hundred 
years were oriented around the same dominant landform—could have been part of 
what made the Hopi Mesas a successful destination for migrants in the late prehis-
toric period. In contrast to many of the places from which migrants had come, like 
the Arizona Mountains, Upper Little Colorado River, Verde Valley, or Tonto Basin, 
the landscape around the Hopi Mesas provided a common visual framework around 
which diverse village and regional populations could orient themselves.

C O N C LUSI O N

�is chapter began with a re�ection on the epistemology of Hopi cultural advisors 
that enables them to reconcile present and past social landscapes. Puebloan ancestors 
must have engaged in the same practice as migrations carried them beyond sight of 
familiar landmarks and into view of new ones. �e substitution or reinterpretation of 
landmarks within a cosmological framework must have required negotiation among 
co- residents, with the outcomes of these negotiations favoring some groups and his-
tories over others. �e complexity of these changes can only be suggested here, but it 
is hoped that the model outlined in this chapter has provided a method of identifying 
the times and places where such changes must have occurred. Now that we know 
where to look, we may �nd evidence to deepen our understanding of the evolution of 
social landscapes in the archaeological record and in traditional knowledge.
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6
THE HOMOL’OVI 

RESEARCH PROGR AM
Enriching Hopi History Through Collaboration

E .  C H A R L E S  A D A M S

A FoRtUitoUs ConveRgenCe oF circumstances resulted in my exposure 
to Hopi history from its ancient roots to the present. This story follows two 

threads— my work at Homol’ovi and my work with the Hopi. It is framed by my 
awareness that Hopi is a philosophy of life practiced by people occupying the mesas. 
Homol’ovi is a description that Hopi apply to the area that is now Winslow, Ari-
zona, and it translates as “place of hills or small mounds,” describing the many buttes 
that dominate the landscape east and north of Winslow. Occupation of Homol’ovi 
goes back thousands of years and we have radiocarbon dates showing the first use 
of maize in the area at 185 BC, followed by small pit house villages first appearing 
about AD 600 and continuing to past AD 1200. The primary focus of archaeologists 
and Hopi has been the seven large late villages occupied from roughly AD 1260 to 
AD 1400.

H O M O L’OVI : T H E N A N D N OW

In 1856, Lt. A. W. Whipple first documented Homol’ovi villages when he reported 
wood sticking out of the larger pueblos with walls standing higher than a human 
(Whipple:1856). The first published work at the Homol’ovi cluster villages was by 
Jesse Walter Fewkes in 1896, resulting in two reports (Fewkes 1898, 1904). Fewkes was 
hired by John Wesley Powell, director of the Bureau of American Ethnology, to con-
duct archaeology and ethnology in the Southwest and was prolific in his publication 
of Hopi ethnography and archaeology. Fewkes (1898) noted that Mormon settlers, 



who established two forts near Homol’ovi in 1876, used stone from Homol’ovi I to 
build their forts. A century later, in the 1960s and 1970s, vandalism, focused on burial 
areas, reached epidemic levels with heavy equipment destroying kivas, rooms, and 
entire room blocks (Adams 2002). Many of the villages were on state land and local 
ranchers thought they had the right to make decisions about resources on these lands.

Fewkes learned of the existence of villages at Homol’ovi from Hopi at First Mesa 
while excavating Sikyatki Pueblo in 1895. His reports document oral histories of the 
clans who once lived at Homol’ovi and include data from his excavations in cemeteries 
at Homol’ovi I and Chevelon as well as limited testing at Homol’ovi II and III. �e 
only other documented excavations at Homol’ovi I and Chevelon were conducted 
by George Dorsey, J. A. Burt, and Charles L. Owen from 1897 to 1900 for the Field 
Museum of Natural History, Chicago, with no published report.

Fewkes also documented Hopi visits to their ancestral villages to collect water and 
turtles for ceremonies on the mesas. In addition to First Mesa, Second and �ird Mesa 
Hopi also have ancestral clans who once resided at Homol’ovi and brought important 
ceremonies to the villages where they reside today.

Since 1985, Richard C. Lange and I have codirected the Homol’ovi Research Pro-
gram (HRP) at the Arizona State Museum (ASM) with �eldwork ending in 2006. 
During this time excavations were conducted at Homol’ovi I–IV and Chevelon pueb-
los (�gure 6.1). In addition, Lange surveyed thirty square miles and recorded four 
hundred sites. Two �eld house sites and a small outlier pueblo to Homol’ovi I were 
also excavated.

In the mid-1990s, Bruce and Lisa Huckell surveyed two sections west of Cheve-
lon Canyon, documented nine new preceramic sites, and excavated a Basketmaker II 
(early agricultural) pit house site, dated to 750 BC by ASM. In addition, two former 
graduate students on the project conducted research: William H. Walker, New Mex-
ico State University, at Jackrabbit Pueblo in 1997 and Lisa C. Young, University of 
Michigan, at two pre- Homol’ovi village sites in 1998 and 2006– 08.

H O PI : T H E N A N D N OW

In 1975 I completed my doctorate at the University of Colorado, Boulder, and was 
given the unique opportunity by the Museum of Northern Arizona (MNA) to direct 
an ethnoarchaeological project at Wàlpi Pueblo, First Mesa. First Mesa Consolidated 
Villages received a $350,000 grant from the United States Department of Commerce 
to preserve and renovate deteriorating sections of Wàlpi, which included most of the 
village. �e National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 required that any remodeling 
be documented through photographs and drawings. In addition, the grant required 
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archaeological documentation to preserve artifacts that might be recovered as part of 
the restoration. �us, the Walpi Archaeological Project was created at MNA and I 
spent eighteen months in the �eld from November 1975 through April 1977 directing 
excavations at Wàlpi (�gure 6.2).

In addition to holding frequent conversations with the all- Hopi crew about the 
objects I removed from excavations in more than seventy structures dating from the 
1680s to the present, Jenny Adams and I hosted quarterly open house events in the 
First Mesa Community Center featuring a show-and-tell component of the interest-
ing and signi�cant objects we had recovered since the previous gathering. Members 
from all First Mesa villages came to view the objects and tell us their Hopi name and 
purpose. We learned much about the subtleties of objects we thought we knew. As a 
result of this successful collaboration, I received permission to take artifacts o� the 
Hopi Reservation to the MNA for further analysis. which continued until 1982. In 
addition to eight volumes describing the Wàlpi material, a synthetic volume was pro-
duced as well as several articles and monographs (Adams 1982; Adovasio and Andrews 
1985; Ahlstrom et al.1978). However, First Mesa religious leaders ultimately decided 
that the synthetic volume should not be published and that all reports could have 
only limited distribution. �is decision was a result of the change in leadership at 

F IGUR E 6.1 Map of Homol’ovi Pueblos (drawing by Ronald Beckwith).
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First Mesa; individuals party to the original agreement were no longer involved and 
new leaders were reticent to approve an agreement that they didn’t fully understand. I 
wrote of the collaborative process developed during my work on the Hopi Reservation 
in Ethics and Values in Archaeology (Adams 1984). �is chapter outlines the ethos I 
practice to this day in my work with the Hopi People: listen, work cooperatively, and 
share knowledge.

When I worked at Wàlpi, responsibility for matters of archaeology and ethnogra-
phy resided with the vice chairman’s o�ce. As luck would have it, the vice chairman 
was Alvin Dashee from First Mesa. Dashee’s connections with First Mesa village 
leaders and the Hopi Tribe were essential to the success of the project and made my 
life much easier because trust between the villages and tribal government was not 
strong even then. �e vice chairman continued to handle cultural resource matters in 
1978 when Stanley Honanie replaced Dashee as vice chairman, reporting to Abbott 
Sekaquaptewa, who continued as chairman. A�er serving his term as vice chairman, 
Honanie took on the di�cult task of developing land for the Hopi Tribe in the 
newly acquired former Joint- Use Area. In both roles he was a strong advocate for 
the Hopi Tribe, protecting the Homol’ovi villages and ultimately creating Homolovi 
[sic] State Park.

In 1987 the Hopi Tribal Council approved a tribal historic preservation plan call-
ing for the creation of a Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce (HCPO). �is o�ce 
came into being in 1989 with Leigh Jenkins (Kuwanwisiwma) as director. �e pas-
sage of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 
in 1990 transformed the relationship between the Hopi Tribe and the University 
of Arizona. As a result of NAGPRA, similar legislation was passed by the Arizona 
Legislature (ARS 41–844 and 41–865), implementing rules in June 1991 to protect 
human remains on state and private lands from unwarranted disturbance. �is in 
turn resulted in the development of formal agreements between the ASM/HRP 
and the HCPO on the treatment of human remains beginning in 1993.�ese agree-
ments include four elements that Leigh initiated at the HCPO: (1) development of 
procedures for reinterring human remains with which the Hopi asserted a�liation, 
(2) creation of the Cultural Resources Advisory Task Team (CRATT) of elders and 
religious leaders from all three mesas and the upper and lower villages of Mun-
qapi, (3) identi�cation of one or more individuals to conduct interment ceremonies, 
and (4) work with local agencies to identify appropriate areas for reinterring human 
remains and associated objects.

An important part of the burial agreements between ASM and HCPO was to 
develop a plan for the handling and treatment of human remains that were not from 
burials. Beyond the recovery of remains from three burials at Homol’ovi III, no other 
buried human remains were recovered from the excavation of 178 structures during 
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twenty years of �eldwork. However, the ASM did �nd many other varieties of human 
remains that generally fell into four categories:

1. Articulated full or nearly full skeletons (usually small children or neonates), which 
did not have accompanying burial goods and were found on the �oor or in the �ll 
of structures.

2. Skeletons that were products of prehistoric reburial that never had accompanying 
grave goods and were found on the �oor or in the �ll of structures.

3. Articulated elements of human skeletons, o�en feet or hands.
4. Isolated human bone, usually phalanges or teeth.

With this variability in mind, the ASM and HCPO worked closely on wording of the 
agreements for treatment of human remains. �e ASM was allowed to continue work 
in structures where articulated elements and isolated human bone were recovered 
a�er removing the bone. Initially, the agreement required placing human remains in 
paper bags. �ese were stored in a cardboard box and le� at Homolovi State Park. 
�e plan initially called for all recovered remains, which at the time were mostly from 
Homol’ovi II, to be reburied in a designated area within the park with a ceremony to 
be conducted by Dalton Taylor (Hopi elder and member of CRATT). However, the 
reburial never happened, and the remains ultimately were transported to the ASM to 
await a decision from the HCPO

As this scenario was unfolding, the ASM and HCPO shi�ed their policy on the 
treatment of human remains, an agreement which was revised every �ve years. �e 
1998 agreement allowed us to continue to remove isolated and articulated elements 
of human remains from structures to allow for additional excavation; the remains 
were to be placed in a paper bag and le� in a secure location in our �eld trailer before 
being returned to the �ll of the excavation unit when it was back�lled with its original 
�ll. We continued to do basic nondestructive analysis by recording element, condi-
tion, and anomalies of the remains. �e bones were sometimes sketched, but were 
not photographed.

�is procedure illustrates the importance of being �exible and building trust and 
communication among various constituencies to make agreements work while pro-
tecting the interests of both sides. Trust and communication were greatly enhanced 
by inviting Leigh, HCPO sta�, and members of CRATT to visit the excavations and 
witness �rsthand the work we were doing. A�er a tour of the excavations, Hopi visi-
tors were invited to ask questions and a lively discussion ensued, much of it in Hopi 
among the CRATT members and with Leigh and other members of HCPO.

One of our most interesting discussions with Leigh and CRATT concerned burn-
ing of kivas at Homol’ovi II. During our excavations at Homol’ovi II from 1991 to 1995, 
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we noted burned roofs in seven kivas we excavated or tested. �is pattern stood in 
stark contrast to excavations of room block structures, of which only one of thirty- four 
had evidence of burning (Adams 2002). When CRATT visited with Leigh in 1992, 
I was eager to explore the meaning of this pattern. As we visited three kivas we were 
excavating, two of which had complete articulated human skeletal remains, I pointed 
out our evidence of kiva burning and inquired if Hopi history had examples of such a 
pattern or if there was an explanation for the pattern we were observing.

A�er considerable conversation in Hopi among the CRATT members, Leigh sum-
marized their conclusions by stating that, since Hopi never burn their kivas, it is likely 
that they were burned by Apaches. At this point I noted that, although one kiva con-
tained the bodies of three individuals, the bodies were covered with large sandstone 
blocks before the roof was burned. I pointed out that only one domestic structure had 
been burned. Next, I remarked that there was no evidence of Apaches being in this 
part of the Southwest when the kivas were burned. Finally, I pointed out that kivas at 
Homol’ovi III had also been burned and that I knew of others in Arizona that had suf-
fered the same fate. A�er looking at more details of the burned roofs, the Hopi elders 
huddled once again for a much longer discussion. Leigh summarized the discussion as 
follows: “Hopi sometimes burn kivas.” �ey were unwilling to discuss details, which 
I respected, but the message for me was that archaeology could not only challenge 
the knowledge of archaeologists but it could also encourage Hopi religious leaders 
to share information among themselves to deepen the pool of traditional knowledge 
that could be shared.

Leigh has brought professionalism and structure to HCPO during his twenty-eight 
years as director. He knows the state and federal laws and has created a strong voice 
for Native American involvement in all aspects of the federal and state processes for 
handling �eldwork and repatriation issues. He has projected the Hopi voice to every 
corner of Arizona on the basis of the Hopi oral tradition of widespread migration, 
claiming a�liation with nearly every pre- Hispanic group in this state and in bordering 
regions on the east, north, and northeast.

Working at Hopi is always about developing personal relationships and creating 
opportunities for sharing views steeped in Hopi knowledge and value systems. I �rst 
experienced this when I lived at First Mesa during the Wàlpi Project in the mid- 1970s. 
�ese relationships included the First Mesa crew and Hopi tribal o�cials. I built on 
those relationships in the 1980s and 1990s to form a collaboration with Hopi people 
from many villages and stations in Hopi life. With Leigh these relationships deepened 
and strengthened. It is essential to know a person in a Hopi sense before engaging in 
depth. Relationships are built over time, and trust is fostered through experiences, not 
words. I was always deeply honored when Leigh took time to share his accumulated 
knowledge and Hopi philosophy. �ese conversations contributed enormously to my 
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view of archaeology and its societal and cultural value that can be shared and enjoyed 
by all.

As I learned from those who taught me at First Mesa, it is a privilege to receive this 
knowledge and with that privilege comes responsibility for obtaining approval before 
writing or publishing it. �is knowledge a�ects my view of the world, the �eld, and 
the archaeological record. More than most non- Hopi people, I see archaeology as a 
Hopi and the archaeological record and I are better for it.

T H E SPI R IT UA L WO R L D

When I �rst came to Hopi in 1969 with my mentor David A. Breternitz and witnessed 
a katsina dance at Lower Munqapi village, I was presented with the opportunity to 
place people and activities into the context of a living pueblo. As a result, I began to 
animate my perception of all the archaeological sites I have encountered. In addition, 
experiencing the use of Munqapi’s plaza as a sacred space sparked my fascination with 
the liminal aspect of the human experience.

�e next and most signi�cant stage of my journey took place during the eighteen 
months I lived at First Mesa and worked at Wàlpi (Adams 1982). Here I was o�ered 
the opportunity to work with traditional religious and clan leaders who were willing 
to share details about the use history of still-standing rooms in Wàlpi, as well as the 
spaces between rooms. Few of the rooms were still in use, yet nearly all still had active 
roles in the community, either maintained for occasional use or holding religious 
objects requiring weekly if not daily care. Still other rooms, some of which had not 
been in use for more than one hundred years, had deep deposits �lled with objects; 
members of the community maintained knowledge of these places and their contents. 
Some of these rooms had designated ceremonial uses and contained objects much 
di�erent from those in more domestic spaces, including many intact heirloom objects, 
usually rare or unusual and perishable. Many of the objects had distinctive decorative 
styles, o�en depicting maize, water- associated insects, animals, or birds. Finally, the 
closure of these rooms was distinctive. O�en doors had been sealed, sometimes the 
�oors were buried, and in one case an emetic was used to protect the living from 
the powerful ceremonies and ritual that once invoked these objects and were still 
harmful to the uninitiated.

As I moved through the village and documented room use and ownership, I dis-
covered that more than a quarter of the standing structures at Wàlpi, twenty- two of 
eighty-�ve, had direct association with the performance of ceremonies or the stor-
age or disposal of ceremonial objects, excluding kivas (Adams 1978). �e knowledge 
given me by religious practitioners from Wàlpi as I studied and produced reports on 
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the research through 1982 reminded me that most Southwest archaeologists, myself 
included, were not seeing or were misinterpreting a huge portion of the archaeological 
record that we were responsible for recovering and interpreting. �is misconception 
stems from the Western view that, when a structure is no longer used, it is abandoned 
and �lled with trash. In contrast, the Hopi see former homes and their contents as 
preserving history and memory of the family or social group. Rooms at Wàlpi were 
not just depositories for everyday trash from residents in the village. Objects and the 
deposits themselves were frequently selected for placement in speci�c rooms. �is 
means that “trash-�lled” rooms at Wàlpi and in ancient settlements throughout the 
Pueblo Southwest have social meaning.

When I came to the ASM in 1985 to direct the HRP, it was the chance of a life-
time to connect what I had witnessed at Wàlpi with ancestral Hopi settlements o� 
the Hopi Reservation. I began excavations at Homol’ovi III, a forty- to ��y-room 
village, because it seemed manageable logistically and in terms of getting a foothold 
on the vast Homol’ovi archaeological record (�gure 6.3). We found a rich and complex 
history of a small hamlet that at various times during the past one hundred years had 
been used as a year-round community, a �eld house, and a seasonal farming village 
for Homol’ovi I (Adams 2001). We located and excavated four small kivas as well as a 
rectangular great kiva; uncovered evidence of turkey raising; located the �rst remains 
of adobe bricks; and discovered a cemetery containing macaws, turkeys, and neonates. 
�e great kiva and one small kiva plus parts of several rooms had been burned. �ere 
were obvious signs of reuse and remodeling within the rooms and in the small complex 
plaza area.

�ere was abundant evidence of formal closure of structures and features through 
burning and burial. For example, the kiva at Homol’ovi III (structure 31), built about 
AD 1360, was used and decommissioned by the occupants of the farming village. 
When the kiva was no longer used, its roof was removed and whole or nearly whole 
objects sorted by material class were deposited in �at layers in the �ll of this small 
structure. �ere was a layer of locally made pottery, a layer of ground stone, a layer of 
articulated animals, and so forth. �ese artifacts not only represented decisions made 
by people who used this kiva as to the proper way to terminate its use, but they also 
represented biographies of objects as viewed by those who used them.

Although I was now able to recognize these patterns, interpreting their meaning 
was more complicated. Help came from �ve sources: (1) the rich Hopi ethnographic 
record; (2) conversations with fellow anthropologists and archaeologists; (3) conver-
sations with graduate students working at Homol’ovi; (4) frequent Hopi visitors to 
our �eldwork, including CRATT; and (5) conversations with Leigh. Fortunately for 
me, Leigh decided that I was hopelessly naive and needed intervention and a course 
correction and that my desire to go deeper into the religious record of ancient Hopi 
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communities needed mentoring. Wesley Bernardini (2012) has recently shared aspects 
of Leigh’s worldview. My experience with Leigh taught me about the source and pur-
pose of Hopi knowledge, theories about the relationships between people of the past 
and present, ceremonies in the �ird World and this world, and the essential need to 
maintain balance in and among all domains of human existence.

Today the project continues to focus on deposits and the formation of the archae-
ological record. One particularly noteworthy pattern observed at the Homol’ovi 
sites was the infusion of ash into deposits used to �ll structures (Adams 2002, 2016a). 
Cross-culturally—including at Hopi—ash is associated with rituals of puri�cation 
or protection (Parsons 1939; Titiev 1944; Whiteley 1998). For example, during two 
winters working at Wàlpi, I was marked with ash on my forehead to help protect me 
during Wuwtsim (Parsons 1939). Kiva ash and ash from the Hopi New Fire Ceremony 
(Fewkes 1900) at First Mesa were also carefully disposed in appropriate areas. �ese 
patterns indicate that ash was actively used in ritual contexts at Hopi and transformed 
into a sacred element.

In Homol’ovi villages, reminiscent of these Hopi rituals, ash was used to seal depos-
its, with many kivas used for ash disposal. Ash deposits at Homol’ovi are o�en asso-
ciated with planned closure events as evidenced by accumulated ash cones created 
when a structure’s roof was still intact (�gure 6.4). Ash is also used when a structure is 
repurposed rather than closed (Adams 2016b; Adams and Fladd 2017; Fladd 2012). In 
either case, ash marks a change in the nature of the space. Finally, ash was deposited in 
structures in multiple ways. Evidence suggests that these structures were singularized 
due to their long-term roles in the history of the community, making them reposito-
ries of social memory. �e manipulation of ash to form deposits and layers in these 
structures suggests that, as in Hopi practice today, ash was used to purify these spaces 
and to protect living members of the community.

My attempts to interpret Hopi history through the archaeological record, from 
the deep past to the present, have been made possible through the generosity of gen-
erations of Hopi people from all walks of life who have shared and encouraged me 
to attempt comparisons between the past and the present. �eir mentoring reminds 
me of my primary responsibility as a teacher and mentor, which is to encourage all of 
my students to read and incorporate knowledge from ethnographic sources in their 
research at Homol’ovi. Many of my students have worked with Hopi or other descen-
dent groups in their research. �ey are expected to share their publication, thesis, or 
dissertation with the HCPO, ideally in person. However, neither the HCPO nor any 
Hopi individual bears responsibility for the resulting interpretations. Finally, kwak-
wha (thank you) to Leigh, members of HCPO and CRATT, and others for your 
patience in teaching me over these past forty years,
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F IGUR E 6.4 Pro�le view of an ash cone in Kiva 901 from Chevelon (photo by E. Charles 
Adams).
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7
THE DAVIS R ANCH SITE

A Kayenta Immigrant Enclave and  
a Hopi Footprint in Southeastern Arizona

PAT R I C K   D.  LYO N S

ThinKing bACK on my more than twenty years of working with tribal rep-
resentatives, in the contexts of collaborative research and legally mandated 

consultation, one moment stands out as a powerful convergence of oral accounts 
of ancient migrations and the tangible evidence that comprises the archaeological 
record. In May 2002, as a participant in the San Pedro Ethnohistory Project, I 
witnessed the strong emotional response of Hopi research team member Harold 
Polingyumptewa (Sand Clan, Hotvela) to the remains of an excavated fourteenth- 
century kiva at the Davis Ranch Site, some 380 kilometers (236 miles) south of the 
Hopi Mesas (Ferguson and Colwell- Chanthaphonh 2006:125). All of the Hopi 
members of the research team said that they felt a special connection to the site, but 
Harold’s reaction was palpable. He climbed down into the depression that used to 
be the kiva, sat down, and smoked while praying to his ancestors. Before climbing 
out, he sprinkled cornmeal.

Located in the San Pedro River Valley of southeastern Arizona, the Davis Ranch 
Site (AZ BB:11:7[AF]; AZ BB:11:36[ASM]) was excavated by Rex Gerald in 1957 
under the auspices of the Amerind Foundation, and although a draft report was com-
pleted in 1958, the data have never been published. This site, as well as the nearby 
and contemporaneous Reeve Ruin (AZ BB:11:12[AF]; AZ BB:11:26[ASM]), yielded 
abundant and compelling evidence of immigrants from the Kayenta region of north-
eastern Arizona and southeastern Utah. Indeed, the evidence supporting a Kayenta 
presence at the Davis Ranch Site surpasses, both in quantity and quality, that recov-
ered from the Maverick Mountain phase deposits at Point of Pines (the Southwest’s 
classic case study of how to reliably infer ancient migrations; Haury 1958).



In this chapter, I report on a recently completed multiyear reanalysis of the Davis 
Ranch Site data. I also place the Davis Ranch Site— identi�ed by Hopi colleagues as 
a kùuku (ancestral Hopi village; literally, footprint; Hopi Dictionary Project 1998:161, 
820)— in the wider context of late- pre- Hispanic ancestral Hopi migrations and the 
Salado phenomenon (Lyons 2003; Lyons and Clark 2012; Lyons et al. 2011).

R E X G E R A L D A N D H I S E XC AVAT I O NS

Rex Ervin Gerald received his BA in anthropology from the University of Arizona 
in 1951 and his MA in anthropology from the University of Pennsylvania in 1957. He 
attended the University of Arizona Point of Pines Field School in 1946, 1948, 1949, 
and 1956. In 1957, he joined the sta� of the Amerind Foundation, �lling its “�rst and 
only” predoctoral research position (Fenner 1977:325). Gerald was to excavate the 
Davis Ranch Site—located across the San Pedro River from the Reeve Ruin, excavated 
by Charles Di Peso (1958) in 1956— and to publish the results (�gure 7.1).

Gerald (1958b) �nished a 238-page dra� report of his excavations and analyses in 1958. 
Although bits and pieces of the data were disseminated (Burt 1961; Di Peso 1958; Gerald 
1958a, 1975), the manuscript was never completed or published. Di�erences between 
Gerald’s results and interpretations and Di Peso’s expectations regarding the dating and 
cultural a�liation of the Davis Ranch Site (also see Gerald 1968) seemingly contributed 
to Gerald’s departure from the Amerind Foundation in 1958 and his abandonment of 
the site report. In that same year, Gerald became director of the Centennial Museum 
at Texas Western College (now the University of Texas at El Paso). In 1975, Gerald was 
awarded a PhD in anthropology by the University of Chicago, based mainly on analyses 
of pollen and ceramics from the Davis Ranch Site and the Reeve Ruin.

T H E DAVI S R A N C H SIT E R EVI SIT E D

I �rst became aware of Gerald’s manuscript and the collections from the Davis Ranch 
Site in 1999 and visited the Amerind Foundation to examine both. In 2004, along 
with colleagues William J. Robinson and Gloria J. Fenner, I began a reanalysis of 
the collections. �e goal was to complete Gerald’s 1958 manuscript while placing his 
results in the larger context of what was currently known about Kayenta migration 
into the southern Southwest and the role that Kayenta immigrants played in the devel-
opment and spread of Roosevelt Red Ware (Salado Polychrome pottery). In 2006, 
funding to support the reanalysis was generously provided by the Southwestern Foun-
dation for Education and Historical Preservation.
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�e Amerind Foundation curates the following documentary materials relevant 
to the project: a copy of Gerald’s 1958 manuscript, his original �eld notebook, 200 
black and white photographs (many duplicated as color slides), catalog cards for 236 
artifacts, a catalog of 128 stone objects (many not curated), a 4-  x 12- foot chart of sherd 
counts and percentages by type and provenience, the site map dra�ed for publication, 
�les Gerald had in his possession at the time of his death (1990) that had been returned 
by the Centennial Museum, and correspondence relevant to the 1957 excavation and 
the original artifact analyses. �e artifact collection available for study includes one 
hundred boxes of sherds; ��y whole, reconstructible, or partially reconstructible ves-
sels identi�ed by Gerald; �aked and ground stone tools; bone tools; shell; and other 
items. Also present at the Amerind Foundation are complete or partial sets of human 
remains representing twenty- one individuals.

As mentioned above, many items in the stone catalog were not kept, especially 
the larger objects, such as metates. At least one specialist report is missing. Hugh C. 

F IGUR E 7.1 Map of Arizona showing the locations of archaeological sites and other places 
mentioned in the text. Base map drawn by Ronald J. Beckwith.
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Cutler of the Missouri Botanical Garden received ten or more macrobotanical items 
for identi�cation. Correspondence indicates that Cutler examined the material, but a 
�nal report has not been located and the items apparently were not returned. Finally, 
pollen samples collected during the 1957 excavations were submitted to the Geochro-
nology Laboratory at the University of Arizona for analysis and subsequently mis-
placed. As a result, Gerald returned to the site in 1965 to collect pollen from di�erent 
proveniences. Field notes associated with this work have not yet been located. �e 
1965 samples were processed by James Schoenwetter (1965), who submitted a report 
to Gerald. �e 1957 samples eventually resurfaced and were sent to Schoenwetter, but 
he was unable process them due to other commitments and returned them to Gerald 
in El Paso, where they later disappeared.

T H E O C C UPAT I O NA L SE QUE N C E  
A N D A R C H IT E C T UR A L R E M A I NS AT 

T H E DAVI S R A N C H SIT E

�e main occupation of the site occurred during the Hohokam Classic period, 
between ca. AD 1275/1300 and 1390, although evidence of much earlier components 
is present. Two shallow pit structures were most likely built and used during the Early 
Agricultural period (the San Pedro and Cienega phases, ca. 1200 BC–AD 150) and 
four pit structures probably date to the Hohokam Colonial period (AD 750– 950)/
Sedentary period (AD 950–1150) transition. �e Classic period component consists 
primarily of three architectural units listed here in stratigraphic order, from oldest to 
youngest: four pit houses and an associated kiva, a block of nine contiguous rooms, 
and a compound that later enclosed the room block and separated it from the kiva 
(�gure 7.2). �e compound has at least twenty-six rooms appended to its interior.

An isolated group of nine rooms is also present about 100 meters northeast of 
the compound and may represent, at least in part, an aborted attempt at Classic 
period platform mound construction. A three- room and a four- room unit lie within 
a few meters of the exterior of the southern compound wall. �eir locations suggest 
that they postdate the compound wall, and their ephemeral nature, as well as their 
extremely small rooms (compared to those of the room block and the compound), 
suggest that they are not associated with the Classic period occupation.

Gerald excavated the kiva and twenty-one rooms, as well as ten pit houses, in their 
entirety and test- trenched another seventeen rooms and several extramural areas. 
He grouped pit houses based on shape, size, features, stratigraphy, horizontal spatial 
relationships, and ceramic associations, identifying four as Classic period structures 
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and four as dating to the Colonial or Sedentary period. He did not place the last 
two houses, which are round, except to indicate that they predated the accumulation 
of trash rich in Maverick Mountain Series pottery (Lyons 2012, 2013) dating to the 
AD 1200s and 1300s as well as Colonial and Sedentary period Hohokam pottery 
dating from the late AD 700s to the mid- 1100s.

T H E R E A NA LYSI S

Between 2004 and 2013, Fenner, Robinson, and I reexamined all the artifacts from 
the site as well as all the available documentary materials with the goal of adding 
the results of this reanalysis to Gerald’s un�nished manuscript. We focused special 
attention on the decorated pottery from the site, which had been sorted by type, and 
sometimes by vessel part, rather than by provenience. A�er re-sorting the sherds and 

F IGUR E 7.2 Map of the main Classic period component at the Davis Ranch Site. �e 
shape of the pit house with the dashed outline is indeterminate.
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laying them out in trays by context, we embarked on an ambitious search for mends 
and matches in order to identify as many vessels as possible. �e objectives were two-
fold: to produce more meaningful counts than usually result from ceramic studies and 
to obtain as much stylistic information as possible so that intrasite chronological pat-
terns might easily be discerned. Placing the site’s architecture in comparative context 
and updating the typological information applied to �aked and ground stone tools 
were also priorities. �is work continued through 2015 with the assistance of Claire S. 
Barker, Donna P. Cook, Samantha G. Fladd, and Jaye S. Smith.

As a result, it has been possible to make a number of inferences that Gerald could 
or did not. Among these are the presence of an Early Agricultural period occupation, 
the notion that a group of pit houses at the site was built and occupied by Kayenta 
immigrants who later built the pueblo (similar to what is documented at Point of 
Pines; see Haury 1958; Lindsay 1987), and the conclusion that the protohistoric Piman 
speakers of the San Pedro Valley— the Sobaipuri— brie�y visited the site, perhaps on 
more than one occasion. �e ceramic dating of the site’s Classic period occupation has 
also been re�ned. Finally, Patricia Crown’s (1994) seriation of Roosevelt Red Ware, 
based on styles of painted decoration, was tested and this powerful chronological 
tool was found to complement the vessel- form- based seriation that I later developed 
(Lyons 2004, 2013). �ese topics and others are addressed in a book currently under 
review (Lyons 2017).

THE EARLY AGRICULTURAL PERIOD OCCUPATION

Two shallow pit structures at the site were most likely built and used during the Early 
Agricultural period. As early as the 1940s, researchers had begun to recognize shallow, 
round or oval houses associated with the preceramic San Pedro phase (Sayles 1945:1– 
4), but the architecture of the Early Agricultural period (the San Pedro and Cienega 
phases) remained poorly understood until the 1980s and 1990s (Huckell 1995; Mabry 
1998). Gerald’s writings do not indicate whether he considered the possibility that the 
round houses at the Davis Ranch Site were preceramic.

Based on stratigraphic evidence, these houses must predate the deposit he referred 
to as the Northeast Trash and therefore should predate the pit houses occupied by 
those who generated this refuse. �e absence of clearly associated artifacts hinders any 
attempt to assign a precise date to these structures. However, their size and shape, as 
well as the nature of their walls, suggest construction and use during the Early Agri-
cultural period (see Huckell 1995:�gure 3.8; Mabry 1998).

Furthermore, characteristic Early Agricultural period projectile points have been 
recovered from the site. Gerald had not identified them as preceramic or Early 
Ceramic period in age, even though one is an excellent example of the well-known San 
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Pedro Point (Sayles 1941:plate XVIc, d) and others, though not named until the 1980s, 
were known by the 1950s to postdate the San Pedro phase and predate the Hohokam 
and Mogollon sequences (e.g., Haury 1950, 1957; Martin et al. 1952). �ree specimens 
were identi�ed as Cienega Points (�gure 7.3): one Cienega Short, one Cienega Long, 
and one Cienega Stemmed (Huckell 1988; Sliva 2005:95–98, �gure 3.16). Additional 
evidence includes two fragments of knobbed stone trays. One was recovered from 
an intrusive pit in one of the round houses and the other was found near the same 
structure. Such objects are known to occur in Cienega phase contexts in the Tucson 
Basin and the Cienega Valley (Ferg 1998).

KAYENTA PIT HOUSES AND THE K IVA

�e four Classic period pit houses form an arc around the kiva; the two that have 
intact hearths and whose orientation can be determined appear to face the kiva. �ree 
of the four are square or nearly so and lack projecting lateral entryways. �is form is 
dominant among late Kayenta pit houses (e.g., Geib 1985; Geib and Collette 2011; 
Harrill 1986; Schroedl 1989). �e shape of the fourth could not be determined.

F IGUR E 7.3 Top row (le� to right): San Pedro Point (Amerind Foundation catalog 
no. D/93a; 4.5 cm long), Cienega Short Point (D/3b; 2.4 cm long). Bottom row (le� to right): 
Cienega Stemmed Point (D/32; 2.1 cm long), Cienega Long Point (D/154g; 2.2 cm long). 
Drawings by Allen Denoyer.
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One of these pit houses is out�tted with a Kayenta entrybox (Ambler et  al. 
1964:24– 25, �gure 9; Dean 1981[1969]:27– 28; Lindsay et al. 1968:7– 8) and a partly 
slab-lined hearth, and another has a northern style slab-lined hearth. �e third has 
a basin- shaped clay- lined hearth, and the �oor features of the fourth were destroyed 
by subsequent construction activities. �e �oors of two of these structures yielded 
fragments of perforated plates (�gure 7.4), and three had perforated plate fragments in 
their �ll. One of these, however, was excavated in such a way that �ll and �oor contexts 
were not consistently distinguished as artifacts were recovered. Maverick Mountain 
Series pottery was recovered from the �oors of three of these pit houses and was pres-
ent in the �ll deposits of all four. Perforated plates and Maverick Mountain Series 
pottery are telltale markers of Kayenta immigrants (Lindsay 1987; Lyons and Lindsay 
2006). Together, these four pit houses and the kiva appear to represent the initial 
Kayenta occupation at the site.

�e kiva at the Davis Ranch site is subterranean and nearly rectangular, being 
slightly constricted at the southern end (�gure 7.5). It is out�tted with a raised platform 

F IGUR E 7.4 Newly identi�ed, partially reconstructible perforated plate from the kiva at 
the Davis Ranch Site (Perforated Plate Vessel No. 1; 26- cm diameter). Photograph by Pat-
rick D. Lyons, courtesy of the Amerind Foundation.
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on its southern end and benches along the east, north, and west walls. Floor features 
include a ventilator sha� that is L- shaped in cross- section, a de�ector, a hearth, a pit 
that has been interpreted as a combination foot drum/sipapu, ladder holes, and at least 
four sets of loom- anchor holes. Its total area, including �oor, platform, and benches, 
is nearly 50 m2. �is structure is similar in all respects to late pre-Hispanic kivas in the 
Kayenta region, on the Hopi Mesas, and in the Little Colorado River Valley.

�e kiva was decommissioned in the mid AD 1300s. At this point, ritual deposits 
were le� on the �oor, including a concentration of eighty raptor bones representing 
the skulls, wings, legs, and feet of at least three red-tailed hawks and/or Swainson’s 
hawks and one black hawk. �e roof was then partially dismantled and collapsed. 
Later, domestic trash began to accumulate in the depression and eventually the kiva 
was reused as a cemetery. Ten individuals were interred there in six single burials and 
two multiple burials.

A SOBAIPURI PRESENCE

A handful of sherds of Whetstone Plain (Di Peso 1953:154–156; Masse 1980, 1981)—
the pottery characteristic of the Sobaipuri— is present in the Davis Ranch Site assem-
blage, as are three Sobaipuri Points (Brew and Huckell 1987; Justice 2002:272–274; 

F IGUR E 7.5 �e kiva at the Davis Ranch Site. Photograph by Rex E. Gerald, courtesy of 
the Amerind Foundation.
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Mabry 1999; Seymour 2009, 2011). Sobaipuri houses (oval to round, domed, brush 
huts with stone foundations) le� very subtle traces in the archaeological record, but 
Amerind Foundation personnel had become adept at �nding them, as demonstrated 
by Di Peso’s (1953) excavations at Gaybanipitea (AZ EE:8:5[AF]; AZ EE:8:15[ASM], 
identi�ed as Pitaitutgam by Seymour [1989]). Di Peso (1953:54) had been involved in 
the project at the Davis Ranch Site and had inferred that it represented the historic 
Sobaipuri village of Cusac, yet no diagnostic Sobaipuri architecture had been located. 
A later examination of the site by personnel from Archaeology Southwest (then the 
Center for Desert Archaeology) also failed to turn up any protohistoric houses (Clark 
and Lyons 2012).

CLASSIC PERIOD CERAMIC CHRONOLOGY

�e reanalysis of the painted ceramics from the site, including more than 9,000 
sherds and 20 whole, reconstructible, or partially reconstructible vessels of Roosevelt 
Red Ware and nearly 400 sherds and 4 whole vessels of Maverick Mountain Series 
types, has resulted in improved dating of the Classic period occupation. �e pres-
ence of Pinto Polychrome, Pinto Black- on-red, Maverick Mountain Black- on- red, and 
Maverick Mountain Polychrome suggests an occupation beginning in the very late 
AD 1200s or the very early 1300s. �e presence of the entire Roosevelt Red Ware sty-
listic sequence (as de�ned by Crown [1994]) indicates continued occupation through 
the late 1300s. Corroborating evidence is available in the form of recently de�ned 
Roosevelt Red Ware types: Cli� Polychrome, Nine Mile Polychrome, and Phoenix 
Polychrome (Lyons 2004, 2013). Cli� Polychrome initially appeared ca. 1360, whereas 
Nine Mile and Phoenix Polychrome have a start date of 1375. �e apparent absence 
of later types, such as Los Muertos Polychrome, Dinwiddie Polychrome, and Cli� 
White-on-red, suggests that the Classic period occupation ended by about AD 1390.

ROOSEVELT RED WARE T YPOLOGICAL  
AND ST YLISTIC SERIATION

Because the burials within and near the kiva can be placed in stratigraphic sequence, 
and because many were associated with painted pottery vessels, a rare opportunity 
is available to evaluate the seriation of the newly de�ned Roosevelt Red Ware types 
(table 7.1). Burial 9 is the earliest in the kiva area, having been partly disturbed by and 
thus predating the kiva’s construction. Funerary objects associated with this burial 
included two painted vessels: a Gila Polychrome bowl and a Tucson Polychrome jar. 
Burial 8, the second oldest stratigraphically speaking, was associated with two painted 
vessels, both Gila Polychrome bowls. Burial 5, next in the sequence, was interred with a 
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single painted vessel, a Gila Polychrome bowl. �e latest interment in the kiva, Burial 
4, was accompanied by nine painted vessels: four Gila Polychrome bowls, three Cli� 
Polychrome bowls, one Phoenix Polychrome bowl, and one Gila Polychrome jar. �e 
distribution of types just discussed is entirely consistent with the expectations of the 
typological seriation.

Other burials at the site associated with painted vessels provide corroborating 
evidence based on their stratigraphic relationships to architectural units such as the 
compound wall. Furthermore, the Roosevelt Red Ware stylistic seriation presented 
by Crown (1994:79–89) was found to be consistent with the stratigraphic sequence. 
�e earliest interment is associated with a vessel painted in an early style (Roosevelt 
Style: Stage 1), those of medial age are associated with vessels painted in styles from 
the middle of the Roosevelt Red Ware sequence (Gila Style, and Pinedale Style: Stage 
5), and the latest burial is associated with vessels painted in a style at the late end of 
the sequence (Roosevelt Style: Stage 3). �is means that combining typological and 
stylistic data holds great potential for re�ning the chronology of sites throughout the 
southern Southwest with assemblages dominated by Roosevelt Red Ware.

TA B L E 7.1 Painted vessels associated with burials from within 
and near the kiva at the Davis Ranch Site in stratigraphic order  

(top row is most recent) and sorted by style, based on Crown (1994).

Bur i al Catal og  N o. T y pe For m St y l e Stage

4 D/200 Phoenix Polychrome bowl Roosevelt 3
D/203 Gila Polychrome bowl Roosevelt 3
D/192 Gila Polychrome jar Pinedale 5
D/193 Gila Polychrome: 

Salmon Variety
bowl Pinedale 5

D/201 Gila Polychrome bowl Pinedale 5
D/202 Cli� Polychrome bowl Pinedale 5
D/205 Cli� Polychrome bowl Pinedale 5
D/196 Cli� Polychrome bowl Pinedale 4
D/194 Gila Polychrome bowl Gila — 

5 D/207 Gila Polychrome bowl Gila — 
8 D/209 Gila Polychrome bowl Pinedale 5

D/210 Gila Polychrome bowl Pinedale 5
9 D/214 Gila Polychrome bowl Roosevelt 1

D/215 Tucson Polychrome jar — — 
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T H E DAVI S R A N C H SIT E I N T H E 
C O N T E X T O F K AY E N TA M I G R AT I O NS  

A N D T H E S A L A D O PH E N O M E N O N

�e Davis Ranch Site is one of many in central and southern Arizona, as well as south-
western New Mexico, to yield abundant traces of immigrants from the Kayenta region 
and evidence linking these groups to both the origin and the spread of Roosevelt 
Red Ware— the ceramic component of the Salado phenomenon. �is site is unique, 
however, in terms of the number of lines of evidence present. Architectural mark-
ers include the kiva, the occasional use of stacked- stone masonry, room block spatial 
organization, Kayenta entryboxes, slab-lined �reboxes, a mealing bin, and the use of 
high- altitude wood species for roo�ng. Ceramic indicators also abound, including 
perforated plates, Maverick Mountain Series types, a babe-in-cradle �gurine, and pal-
ynological evidence of Rocky Mountain beeweed (presumably used as pottery paint; 
Schoenwetter 1965). Perhaps most important to linking Kayenta immigrants with the 
production of Roosevelt Red Ware is the fact that the site yielded examples of bowls 
combining aspects of the Maverick Mountain Series and Roosevelt Red Ware. Most of 
these exhibit interiors decorated in the manner of Roosevelt Red Ware and exteriors 
decorated in the style of Tucson Polychrome. Such vessels cover an impressive span of 
the Roosevelt Red Ware typological and chronological sequence, including specimens 
classi�able as Pinto Polychrome (early), Gila Polychrome (middle to late), and Cli� 
Polychrome (late).

�e Davis Ranch Site’s ground and �aked stone assemblages also bear witness to 
the origin of its inhabitants. Northern- style slab metates, faceted manos, manos with 
pecked �nger-grips, grooved abraders, and sha� smoothers/straighteners are present, 
as is a Bull Creek Point characteristic of sites in northern Arizona ( Justice 2002:268– 
270). Finally, four of the individuals interred in the kiva were buried in a �exed posi-
tion, as were �ve individuals recovered from other parts of the site. Flexed inhumation 
was the dominant burial practice in the Kayenta region during the thirteenth century, 
immediately before depopulation (Lindsay 1969:386), and Classic period inhuma-
tions in southern Arizona are typically extended.

Excavations and analyses conducted between 1999 and 2012 by Archaeology 
Southwest (then the Center for Desert Archaeology) focused on twenty-nine Classic 
period sites in the Lower San Pedro Valley and provided an opportunity to place 
the Davis Ranch Site in comparative context (Clark and Lyons, 2012). �is entailed 
new �eldwork at both the Davis Ranch Site and Reeve Ruin and illuminated strong 
patterns distinguishing the inhabitants of these sites and other suspected immigrant 
enclaves from local groups.
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First and foremost, the Davis Ranch Site, Reeve Ruin, and nearby sites with archi-
tectural markers of Kayenta immigrants stand out from others in terms of the presence 
and abundance of perforated plates and Maverick Mountain Series types. Indeed, 
94 percent of the perforated plates and more than 80 percent of the Maverick Moun-
tain Series pottery recovered were found at these sites. In addition, the same sand 
tempers locally available to these groups were used to manufacture all of the perforated 
plates in the valley-wide sample, as well as 97 percent of the Maverick Mountain Series 
vessels and more than 80 percent of the Roosevelt Red Ware vessels. �e immigrant 
inhabitants of the Davis Ranch Site produced much of the valley’s Roosevelt Red 
Ware, supplying it to local groups, presumably in some sort of exchange relationship.

Kayenta enclaves in the San Pedro Valley are also distinguished by the presence 
of abundant raptor remains like those recovered from the kiva at the Davis Ranch 
Site, discussed above. �is most likely re�ects a greater need among immigrants 
for feathers, presumably used in the manufacture of prayer sticks and other objects 
used in rituals.

Equally notable is the fact that the Davis Ranch Site boasts by far the highest 
standardized count of obsidian in the valley (except for a site with a very small sherd 
sample). Indeed, use of obsidian in the San Pedro increased nearly twentyfold with 
the arrival of Kayenta groups during the Aravaipa phase (AD 1250/1275–1300/1325). 
Energy dispersive x- ray �uorescence sourcing of this material and regional distribu-
tional data indicate that virtually all of it came into the valley through relationships 
among Kayenta immigrants in the San Pedro and Kayenta immigrants who settled 
near obsidian sources in the Sa�ord Basin and the Mule Creek area (Clark et al. 2012). 
�is, as well as the striking consistency of Roosevelt Red Ware (in terms of shape, tech-
nology, and painted decoration), is evidence of a network linking dispersed enclaves 
of northerners and their descendants— an indication that we can model the dynamics 
of Kayenta migration and the development of Roosevelt Red Ware pottery through 
reference to the process of diaspora (Lyons and Clark 2012).

T H E  DAVI S R A N C H SIT E A S A H O PI F O OT PR I N T

Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma and T. J. Ferguson (2004:26) de�ne footprints as “monuments 
that provide proof of ancestral [Hopi] migration and land stewardship” and include 
among them archaeological sites, petroglyphs and pictographs, pottery, stone tools, 
and other objects le� as o�erings (also see Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2009). �e 
Davis Ranch Site, as a result of having been included in the San Pedro Ethnohis-
tory Project (Ferguson and Colwell- Chanthaphonh 2006), has been identi�ed by 
Hopi research team members as a footprint. Hopi colleagues who visited the site and 
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examined the excavated collections made this identi�cation and placed the pueblo in 
the context of Hopi oral accounts describing ancient migrations, in part through refer-
ence to navoti (historical understandings transmitted from generation to generation).

As discussed above, the Hopi members of the research team perceived a strong rela-
tionship between themselves and the inhabitants of the Davis Ranch Site and Reeve 
Ruin. Our colleagues pointed to the masonry architecture, kivas, and Roosevelt Red 
Ware found at these sites, as well as the large expanses of land available nearby for 
agriculture, as indicators of a connection between themselves and Hopi ancestors who, 
they deduced, once lived there (Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006:123–
146). Paralleling the inferences of archaeologists, and based on navoti, they concluded 
that kivas in southern Arizona are an indication of the presence of Hopi ancestors 
who came to the San Pedro from the north. �is, they reported, was because Hopi 
ancestors lacked kivas during their early migrations in the south; these groups acquired 
kivas in the north. �ey also noted important similarities (in terms of shapes, colors, 
and painted motifs) among Hopi pottery, Kayenta pottery, and Roosevelt Red Ware.

Wiimi (sacred objects and knowledge associated with their use) was also employed 
in the process of identifying the Davis Ranch Site as a footprint. Because of the sensi-
tive nature of many aspects of Hopi sacred knowledge, much could not be shared in 
the context of the ethnohistory study. Nonetheless, pigments and other items from 
the site— some of which had been recovered from the kiva or from burials— were 
identi�ed as examples of substances and objects used in religious practices linking the 
people of the Davis Ranch Site and the Hopi people of the present day.

SUM M A RY A N D C O N C LUSI O N

�e Davis Ranch Site was a “persistent place” utilized by many di�erent groups over 
the centuries, during the Early Agricultural period, the Hohokam Colonial/Sedentary 
transition, the Hohokam Classic period, and the Protohistoric period. Occupation 
and use of this location were likely related to its hydrology— near the con�uence of 
Buehman Canyon, Red�eld Canyon, and the San Pedro River, and downstream from 
“the narrows,” where bedrock forces the water table upward.

Investigation of the main occupation of the site, the Classic period component, 
produced evidence of immigrants from the Kayenta region in the form of architec-
tural traits and features, aspects of ceramic technological style and decorative style, 
�aked and ground stone tools, burial traditions, and patterns of faunal exploitation 
and obsidian procurement quite di�erent from those associated with sites in the val-
ley inhabited by long- time participants in the Hohokam regional system. Pottery 
from the Davis Ranch Site and evidence of its local production clearly tie Kayenta 
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immigrants to the origin and spread of Roosevelt Red Ware. Indeed, if Salado studies 
had begun in southeastern rather than central Arizona— in the context of the record 
from the San Pedro Valley, the Aravaipa Valley, the Sulphur Springs Valley, and the 
Sa�ord Basin, rather than the Globe- Miami area and the Tonto and Phoenix basins—
the Salado phenomenon would not be nearly so puzzling to archaeologists as it has 
been. �ere would have been a notion of a Salado “heartland” south of the Gila rather 
than north of the Salt (Lyons and Lindsay 2006).

�e ceramic assemblage at the Davis Ranch Site is also important on a regional 
scale because it lends strong support to Crown’s (1994) Roosevelt Red Ware stylistic 
seriation. Combining these styles with recent re�nements to Roosevelt Red Ware 
typology holds great promise for increasing temporal resolution in central and south-
ern Arizona, southwestern New Mexico, northern Sonora, and northern Chihuahua. 
Future investigations focused on Crown’s (1994) styles and the regional di�erences 
that developed in the Roosevelt Red Ware tradition just before its end (ca. 1450) 
will likely shed more light on ancestral Hopi migrations and provide better ways for 
researchers to bridge archaeology and Hopi oral tradition.

Finally, recent ethnohistorical research at the site and with its collections has 
resulted in Hopi collaborators identifying the Davis Ranch Site as an ancestral village, 
a place that Hopi ancestors passed through during their migrations before arriving 
at the Hopi Mesas. �e links identi�ed by archaeologists and our Hopi colleagues, 
binding archaeological constructs such as Kayenta Anasazi and Salado to real people 
(groups of Hopi ancestors and the present- day Hopi people), call attention to chal-
lenges and opportunities in research on the Salado phenomenon and ancestral Hopi 
migrations, as well as determinations of cultural a�liation pursuant to the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (Dongoske et al. 1993, 1997; Fer-
guson 2003; Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 1999).
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W E HAVE WORK ED with Leigh Kuwanwisiwma and other Hopi cultural 
experts for more than twenty years on projects ranging from cultural 

resource management to museum exhibits to repatriation. Our collaborative rela-
tionships transformed our archaeological practice and understandings of the past. 
We �nd common ground in studying the distributions of pottery and architectural 
features in the light of traditional Hopi knowledge and clan stories. In this chapter, we 
will focus on three large pueblos excavated in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries: Sikyatki, Awat’ovi, and Kawàyka’a. Taken together, archaeological evidence, 
traditional knowledge, and clan stories reveal diverse and far-�ung geographic and 
cultural origins of Hopi ancestors. Further, Hopi cultural meanings expressed in his-
toric architecture contribute to deeper levels of knowledge about ancient sites and 
buildings.

In the late nineteeth century, Smithsonian anthropologist Jesse Walter Fewkes 
excavated a large pueblo site near First Mesa (Fewkes 1893, 1896, 1898, 1919). He called 
the site and an associated pottery style Sikyatki (cut canyon). �e “cuts” are erosional 
features in the edge and side of First Mesa, which towers above the ancient village. 
Like most Southwestern archaeologists, we had read Fewkes’s reports and had seen 
hundreds of examples of Sikyatki Polychrome pottery long before we saw the site 
itself. One Sunday morning in 1994, Leigh Kuwanwisiwma asked, “Do you want to 
go to Sikyatki? I have a group visiting from Crow Canyon Archaeology Center and 
am meeting them in a couple of hours.” We eagerly accepted Leigh’s invitation and 
hurried to First Mesa. Touring Sikyatki with Leigh, we gained a perspective that we 
have tried to incorporate into our collaborative work in archaeology and museology.

8
BECOMING HOPI

Exploring Hopi Ethnogenesis through Architecture,  
Pottery, and Cultural Knowledge

K E L L E Y  H AYS -  G I L P I N  A N D  D E N N I S  G I L P I N
Hays-Gilpin and Gilpin



We kept collaboration in mind when, more than ��een years ago, we began work-
ing with records and artifacts from another historic archaeological project on Hopi 
land—the Harvard Peabody Museum’s Awat’ovi Expedition of the 1930s (Brew 1937, 
1939, 1941, 1942, 1949, 1952, 1971, 1980, 1994). Around 2000, the Harvard Peabody 
Museum, Museum of Northern Arizona (MNA), and the Hopi Tribe began working 
on what was meant to be a comprehensive study of kiva mural paintings in the South-
west, with a focus on the original mural fragments and �eld reproductions from the 
Awat’ovi Expedition that have been shared by the two museums for many decades but 
rarely studied or displayed.

Leigh and his sta� at the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce said that Hopi inter-
ests lay in studying cultural a�liation and clan migrations and in �nding out more 
about Hopi collections in non- Hopi museums for the purposes of future repatria-
tion. �e Peabody was interested in scholarly publications, and the MNA at that time 
wanted a blockbuster international traveling exhibit. Kelley Hays- Gilpin joined the 
project to study associated painted ceramics, and Dennis Gilpin joined as an archi-
tecture specialist. �e museum exhibit never materialized, but mural fragments at the 
Peabody and the MNA received conservation treatment, several publications were 
produced (Hays- Gilpin and Schaafsma 2010; Sekaquaptewa and Washburn 2004, 
2009), and the project continues as the Hopi Iconography Project. Operating under 
a memorandum of understanding between the Hopi Tribe and the MNA, the Hopi 
Iconography Project focuses on research about cultural a�liation and migrations; 
Hopi ethnogenesis; and explanation of Hopi history, values, and aesthetics to broad 
audiences through exhibits and popular publications such as Plateau (Hays-Gilpin 
2006). �e Peabody is still pursuing scholarly publications, including Gilpin’s (2014) 
dra� monograph on the indigenous architecture of Awat’ovi.

Hopi oral traditions explain how people from di�erent geographic regions, who 
spoke di�erent languages, came together to become Hopi by submitting to a covenant 
to live by certain values, including Earth stewardship, hard work, and humility, as 
explored in detail by Bernardini (2005, 2009). Anthropologists call this process of 
becoming an ethic group ethnogenesis, de�ned as the way social groups establish dis-
tinctiveness (Ferguson et al. 2016:109; Sturtevant 1971). In exploring the relationship 
between present- day Hopi and the ancient Hohokam of southern Arizona, Ferguson 
and colleagues show that the Hopi trace their shared identity with all of the archaeo-
logical cultures in which their ancestors participated before migrating to Hopi. �us, 
the Hopi conform to a reticulated model of ethnogenesis, which they illustrate as 
a braided stream of development as opposed to a branching development: “In this 
[reticulated] model, local traditions are linked together by crosscutting ties of contact, 
di�usion, borrowing, and human movement. In the reticulated model, ethnic groups 
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reorganize themselves so that each new group is rooted in several antecedent societies” 
(Ferguson et al. 2016:110).

In this chapter we will describe archaeological and historical information about 
three speci�c ancestral Hopi sites (�gure 8.1) and discuss evidence of Hopi roots in 
several antecedent cultures including New Mexico Pueblos. We will then explore how 
some key Hopi values are expressed in architecture and discuss how submitting to a 
set of common values is key to “becoming Hopi,” that is, ethnogenesis.

SI KYAT K I

What archaeologists see on approaching Sikyatki is a high rubble mound that appears 
to have been a multistoried masonry pueblo located on a natural rise, overlooking a 
broad plaza completely enclosed by continuous room blocks (�gure 8.2). Rock align-
ments in the plaza appear on Fewkes’s map (1896:plate 49, 1898:plate 116) as historic 
garden features. Apparently, nineteenth- century farmers took advantage of moisture 
retained in the bowl-shaped plaza. In our 1994 inspection of the site, we observed coal-
�red yellow ware pottery, including Sikyatki Polychrome, all in a style that dates to the 
��eenth century. We did not see any fourteenth-century yellow ware pottery like that 
we know well from Homol’ovi. We did not see any Mission period (AD 1629– 1680) 
pottery like that we see at Awat’ovi. We did see Little Colorado White Ware sherds, 
especially Walnut Black- on- white. When Leigh Kuwanwisiwma asked us what we saw, 
we replied that “the pottery here suggests that people lived here in the late AD 1100s 
through mid- 1200s, and had connections to the south. We do not see any evidence of 
people living here in the 1300s. Sometime in the 1400s, the big pueblo was built, and 
probably was occupied only about a century.”

Leigh said that our assessment was correct and named the clans who had migrated 
north from the Hopi Buttes to the Hopi Mesas to settle at Sikyatki, where they lived 
for a few generations. �en they were admitted to the village of Wàlpi, only a short 
distance to the south. A�er moving to Wàlpi, they retained farming and water rights 
at Sikyatki. A�er a while, some migrating Kokop and Coyote clan people from some-
where to the east settled at Sikyatki and built the large pueblo. Due to Wàlpi’s previous 
claims on the site, tensions built between Sikyatki and Wàlpi until armed con�ict 
erupted. Wàlpi prevailed and Sikyatki’s inhabitants moved on, probably joining other 
villages.

�e Wàlpi people used the plaza for gardens and sometimes as a cemetery. �en 
Fewkes came along, with permission from the federal government to excavate for 
pottery and other artifacts to �ll the Smithsonian museum. Fewkes recorded some 
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minimal oral history about the site: “�e founders of Sikyatki are said in very cir-
cumstantial migration legends, to have belonged to a [Keres?] clan called the Kokop, 
or Firewood, which previously lived in a pueblo near Jemez, New Mexico” (Fewkes 
1919:218; brackets and question mark in the original).

�us, oral traditions that recount arrival of clans from the Hopi Buttes are mani-
fested in the archaeological record by Little Colorado White Ware pottery dating to 
the late 1100s–1200s. Later occupants came from near Jemez, which archaeologists 
might take to mean a Towa- speaking group or practitioners of a ceremonial complex 
with northern Rio Grande origins. Alternately, as Fewkes indicated, these later set-
tlers might have been Keresan speakers from the Rio Grande. Sikyatki’s mound and 
enclosed plaza suggest connections to the east as well. Sikyatki-style pottery is dis-
tinctive and probably developed locally at Hopi with in�uences from the upper Little 
Colorado and possibly Rio Grande areas. Technology is distinctively local (yellow, 
coal- �red, characteristic shapes; see Hays- Gilpin 2013 for details), but its iconography 
(imagery) re�ects concepts throughout the ��eenth-century Pueblo world—birds, 
feathers, �owers, clouds, game animals, and katsinas (Hays- Gilpin and LeBlanc 2007).

K AWÀY K A’A

Kawàyka’a (a Keresan word meaning lake people) is a large pueblo located on Ante-
lope Mesa, on the eastern edge of the Hopi reservation. Its name refers today to 
Laguna Pueblo, and Hopi oral traditions suggest that Keresan was spoken there. �e 
Harvard Peabody Awatovi Expedition excavated painted kiva murals here, and many 
Hopi consultants have identi�ed the mural styles as eastern Pueblo. Kawàyka’a has a 
foundational pottery complex that dates to the AD 1200s. �is complex comes from 
both Kayenta traditions (Tusayan White Ware, Tsegi Orange Ware, and Tusayan Gray 
Ware) and varieties of White Mountain Red Ware (Kintiel- Klagetoh Polychrome) 
and Cibola White Ware (Klagetoh Black-on-white) produced in the Ganado area to 
the southeast in sites such as Wide Ruins (Kintiel). Kawàyka’a was apparently depop-
ulated in or before AD 1540 or as a result of con�ict with a party of Spaniards from 
the Coronado expedition (Brew 1949:5– 7; Hammond and Rey 1929:footnote 101; 
Hammond and Rey 1966: footnote 76; Hargrave 1935; Reed 1942).

�e earliest building at Kawàyka’a (�gure 8.3), in the southern quarter of the site, 
is a large rectangular building measuring 100 m by 65 m with a completely enclosed 
plaza, much like Sikyatki as well as earlier sites to the east of the Hopi Mesas such as 
Bear Springs (Gilpin 1989), Pine Springs Wash (Gilpin 1989), Many Farms (Gilpin 
1989), Wide Reed Ruin (Mount et al. 1993), Atsinna (Bradford 2013:�gure 39), North 
Atsinna (Bradford 2013:�gure 35), one of the Salina Springs room blocks (Gilpin 
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1989), and one of the Corn�elds room blocks (Gilpin 1989). �ese earlier sites all have 
certain architectural attributes that seem to derive from Chacoan architecture. Fol-
lowing the Manuelito Model of post-Chacoan architectural development proposed 
by Fowler and colleagues (1987; Fowler and Stein 1992) Chacoan great houses were 
superseded by post-Chacoan buildings with plazas fully enclosed by a row of rooms, 
which in turn were superseded by pueblos with plazas fully enclosed by room blocks.

Among the Chacoan architectural attributes are the completely enclosed plaza 
plan, which required planning the building as a whole, and the ladder (or spine) 
construction of the building. Ladder (or spine) construction entailed building long 
continuous parallel walls to enclose long corridors that were subdivided into rooms 
by short walls across the corridors. �is type of construction allowed large buildings 
to be constructed quickly by having large construction teams build the overall out-
line while smaller groups �nished the interior rooms. �e kivas were in front of the 
highest section of the early Kawàyka’a site. Later development of Kawàyka’a was of 
the accretional type that has been better studied during the excavations of Awat’ovi. 
�e earlier pattern of ladder construction at Kawàyka’a is consistent with an already 
socially cohesive group migrating and founding a new village, just as the clan migra-
tion traditions describe. Later, smaller family groups joined them, and communities 
grew as new generations were born there.

AWAT ’OVI

Awat’ovi lies about 5 km (3 mi.) southwest of Kawàyka’a. It was occupied from about 
AD 1200 to 1700. It covers about 9.3 hectares (23 acres) and contains an estimated 
5,000 ground- �oor rooms, although probably no more than 1,500 rooms were in use 
at any given time. Its most recognizable features (�gure 8.4) are the Western Mound 
in the southwestern quadrant of the site (the earliest part of Awat’ovi), the Eastern 
Mound in the northeastern quadrant of the site (which was the native village during 
the Mission period, AD 1629– 1680), and the mission complex in the southeastern 
quadrant of the site.

Awat’ovi was probably established about AD 1200 by people manufacturing black-
on-white and corrugated pottery. Several small room blocks were probably built at 
about that time, but we know little about them because they were deeply buried in the 
Western Mound and in a room block east of the Western Mound.

Beginning about AD 1275, people of Awat’ovi began constructing buildings on top 
of the early black-on-white room blocks of the Western Mound (�gure 8.5). Between 
about 1275 and 1300/1325, people arrived who manufactured orange ware pottery 
and imported or brought with them pottery from both the Kayenta and Ganado 
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areas. �ey constructed a room block approximately 40 m long (east-west) and 10 m 
wide (north- south) containing approximately 45 rooms with two kivas in front of it. 
Probably about AD 1300 or 1325, people who manufactured black-on-yellow pottery 
constructed a room block much like the orange ware room block and immediately to 
the east of it. �e building with the black-on-yellow pottery was approximately 30 m 
long (east- west) and 20 m wide (north- south) containing approximately 45 rooms 
with one kiva in front of it. �e builders started both of these room blocks by con-
structing a ladder or spine unit with living rooms in front and storage rooms in back. 
�ey then added rooms to the front (south) of the buildings. Both of these buildings 
looked much like Homol’ovi III in the Little Colorado River valley south of Awat’ovi 
(Adams 2001; Adams 2002:�gure 2.2).

By about AD 1325– 1350, construction of additional buildings in the Western 
Mound resulted in a square building measuring 75 m by 75 m with a small plaza or 
courtyard in the center. At about that time, the people of Awat’ovi at least partly 
enclosed a plaza north of the square building by constructing room blocks in an 
L- shaped or U- shaped con�guration. At this point, the Western Mound of Awat’ovi 
looked much like Homol’ovi I (Adams 2002:�gure 2.6) or Four Mile (Plog 1981:�g-
ures 31 and 49), and somewhat like Bidahochi (Gilpin 1988; Hays- Gilpin and Gilpin 
1998:462; Hough 1903:plate 66) and Chevelon (Adams 2002:186–187), all pueblos to 

F IGUR E 8.5 Photograph of excavations in the Western Mound, with orange ware rooms 
and two kivas on the right and yellow ware rooms and one kiva on the le�. View to the south. 
© President and Fellows of Harvard University, Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Eth-
nology. Peabody ID # 2014.1.11.13.1 digital �le #99090081.
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the south of Awat’ovi. A cluster of kivas was east of the Western Mound and another 
yellow ware room block was east of these kivas.

Between about AD 1350 and 1375, the residents of Awat’ovi vacated the Western 
Mound and �lled it with refuse. At about the same time, coincident with the devel-
opment of Sikyatki Polychrome (ca. AD 1375), they constructed new buildings to the 
east and northeast of the Western Mound. Some of these room blocks looked much 
like those that formed the Western Mound, running east-west with living rooms in 
the front (southern) row, storage rooms in the back (northern) row, and kivas in front 
(south) of the room block. Other room blocks constructed at Awat’ovi during the 
1400s and 1500s are strikingly di�erent. Perhaps the largest building constructed at 
Awat’ovi during this period, in what would become the center of the site, was approx-
imately 80 m north- south by 40 m east- west and contained approximately 250 to 350 
ground-�oor rooms. �ese rooms were long and narrow with the long axis running 
north- south, whereas the long axis of earlier rooms ran east- west. Unlike the earlier 
pattern, in which there was a row of living rooms in front and a row of storerooms 
in back, few of these rooms contained any �oor features. Excavations in the large 
AD 1350–1375 building identi�ed no kivas

By the time the Spaniards arrived in the AD mid- 1500s Awat’ovi was a large square 
building measuring 130 m east-west by 120 m north-south with a large central plaza. 
�e highest portion of the village was the room block that formed the north side of 
the plaza (the Eastern Mound). Some kivas were in the plaza, and some were in room 
blocks. Kiva murals include images of spiritual beings, priests or katsinas, �owers, 
animals, colored corn, prayer feathers, and other images still signi�cant to Hopi and 
other Pueblo people today. Many Hopis identify these murals as Eastern Pueblo in 
style, similar to those at Kawàyka’a. Hopi oral traditions say that “many languages were 
spoken” at Awat’ovi and lots of di�erent ceremonies were performed there. Albert 
Yava, a Hopi-Tewa, wrote, “Awatovi was originally a Hopi village, according to what 
the old people told us, but they must have taken in a lot of Kawaikas [Keresans], 
Payupkis and other Eastern Pueblos, because the ceremonies we inherited from them 
have a good many songs that are not in the Hopi language” (1978:88).

�e Sikyatki period room block that lined the southern side of the plaza was where 
the Spanish missionaries built their mission complex beginning in AD 1629. What 
happened then is emotionally fraught for Hopi descendants of those who were abused 
by the priests, those who took part in the AD 1680 Pueblo Revolt, and those who 
took part in and were displaced by the con�ict of AD 1700 in which Awat’ovi was 
destroyed and its survivors dispersed to other Hopi villages. Both oral traditions and 
Spanish records explain con�ict and depopulation of Awat’ovi. Many key Hopi cer-
emonies were carried by survivors from Awat’ovi and “replanted” at Wàlpi and other 
Hopi villages. �e depopulation of Awat’ovi and redistribution of its survivors thus 
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contributed to the coalescence of the Hopi ceremonial calendar as it was described 
by observers of European descent in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

K E R E S A NS A N D OT H E R I M M I G R A N TS

All three sites discussed here became Hopi villages by taking in migrants from other 
communities to the east and south. Each has a di�erent history. Sikyatki’s history 
is one of sequential occupation. It was initially founded by people from the Hopi 
Buttes to the south in the AD 1200s; then, following a hiatus, it was refounded by 
migrants from the east. Its architecture is eastern post-Chacoan, which is consistent 
with Fewkes’s speculation that clans coming from the Rio Grande to settle here might 
have spoken Keresan. Kawàyka’a’s initial construction also conforms to an eastern 
post- Chacoan pattern. It began as a formal planned unit and then grew by accretion. 
Oral traditions indicate that villagers spoke Keresan; in fact, the village’s name is a 
Keresan word for the present- day village of Laguna in New Mexico.

Awat’ovi’s initial construction (the Western Mound) conforms to a southern pat-
tern of small Pueblo villages aggregating together, side by side. At about the same time 
as distinctively Hopi yellow ware pottery appeared in the AD 1300s, Awat’ovi’s villag-
ers added a plaza to the original buildings. We see the same pattern of constructing 
a square pyramidal building and then a plaza at other pueblos in the Little Colorado 
River valley. A�er about AD 1375, the village grew through construction of new room 
blocks. A new pottery style, Sikyatki style, appeared along with elaborate kiva murals 
in the 1400s. Oral traditions indicate that many languages were spoken, including 
Keresan, and many ceremonies were performed at Awat’ovi. �e architectural and oral 
histories demonstrate that there were multiple ways of becoming Hopi, incorporating 
the traditions and ceremonies from many contributing Pueblo traditions (and likely 
non- Pueblo traditions that are not as evident). Hopi values integrated immigrants and 
their architectural traditions into a functioning whole.

B E C O M I N G H O PI

Becoming Hopi is not only about people with di�erent migration histories joining 
to build shared communities, learning to speak a common language, or becoming a 
federally recognized tribe. Many Hopi people say they are still becoming Hopi in the 
sense that Hopi is a set of values to which people aspire: humility, hard work by hand, 
generosity, living in balance and harmony, and respect for others. Because all humans 
are �awed and can never fully live up to these high aspirations, one has to work hard 
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to become Hopi. �erefore, in addition to recognizing the multiple origins of Hopi, 
archaeologists should attend to the common Hopi (and other Pueblo) values and 
shared material expressions of those values. In several MNA publications, Hopi and 
non- Hopi authors explain how Hopi values are expressed in mural and pottery paint-
ing (Hays-Gilpin 2006; Hays-Gilpin and Schaafsma 2010).

Leigh Kuwanwisiwma has shared with us his insights about the expression of Hopi 
values in architecture. �ese enrich archaeologists’ understanding of architectural 
data and contribute to culturally appropriate site management and interpretation. 
�e most important concept for archaeologists to understand is that houses are liv-
ing beings that nurture Hopi families. In a consultation between Hopi community 
members and MNA archaeologists working on Puebloan sites in the Grand Canyon, 
several Hopi consultants asked whether the archaeologists found seeds in the walls 
of the house structures they had excavated �ey explained that “a house is alive. You 
feed it for strength, like you feed yourself. �e home itself is a person. �at’s why they 
put a box for prayer feathers in each home. �ey also put prayer feathers in the sheep 
corral, and in the center of �elds.” At the eleventh- century site in Furnace Flats, at the 
bottom of the Canyon, the archaeologists found a slab-lined box with two possible 
pahos (prayer sticks) and a Hopi yellow ware sherd in the upper �ll (Ne� et al. 2016). 
�is suggested to Hopi consultants that the site was remembered and revisited and 
given prayer sticks. �eir interpretation was much more speci�c than the usual archae-
ological practice of simply labeling the feature as an unspeci�ed shrine.

Likewise, knowing that houses are living beings and that plazas are the center 
places that gather houses into communities helps us to understand Pueblo villages 
like Sikyatki, Kawàyka’a, and Awat’ovi— what they looked like and what they meant. 
For Hopis, the home is the caretaker of the family. Children are born there; life begins 
there. �e house is like a womb, nurturing its inhabitants. Historically, home interiors 
were whitewashed “for purity, for everything good,” Leigh told us.

Archaeologists o�en �nd grinding stones and bins in ancient pueblo rooms, and 
they are one of the criteria we use to label a structure as a house. In the Hopi world, 
the grinding stone (mata) and piki stone (tuma) are seen as female. �ey go through 
a birthing ceremony and are secluded like a newborn baby and its mother. “Grinding 
stones are family members, females,” Leigh’s mother said, “don’t abandon your sisters” 
(the grinding stones). �e term for grinding bin is mataki’at (literally, the grinding 
stone, her home.) Values, kinship, and emotion pervade everything in the Hopi world.

Leigh has observed that modern visitors to Chaco and Wupatki see all masonry 
with the stones exposed, but it was not like that in the past. Walls were plastered. 
Plastering was done communally. Men brought the clay and women did the plastering. 
Hattie Kabotie Lomayesva of Second Mesa told Susan Secakuku that villagers would 
get ready for the katsinas to come by cleaning the yard and plastering the house, and 
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washing and dressing themselves nicely. You want to “be presentable,” she said. At the 
Home Dance, in July, they used to replaster and whitewash the houses and literally 
“give it a bath.” �e whitewash means purity. Whitewash is also a prayer for rain. “New 
plaster dares the cloud people to come and wash away all your hard work,” Leigh says. 
Maintenance is now—and was then—meaningful.

All plazas should have four openings (alleyways) because, when the clans were 
migrating, they came from all directions and they still maintain connections to ances-
tral places. �e plaza is the center. At dances, the priests leave in four directions. �e 
clans earned the privilege to petition the clouds in all four directions. �e plaza is 
called kiisonvi (literally, house- inside). It has a ceremonial name too that refers to 
dance, song, and happiness. People who attend dances are clouds; they, too, have life, 
moisture, and breath. Clouds gathering and people gathering are the same. People 
gather with good thoughts. �e whitewashed village looks like a cloud on the mesa 
top and invites clouds and people to gather.

C O N C LUSI O NS

What we have learned from Leigh Kuwanwisiwma is that Hopi oral traditions enrich 
and explain archaeological evidence and that archaeological timeframes and observa-
tional data can supplement Hopi histories by adding calendar dates to historical nar-
ratives and material con�rmation of processes like migration. Dates have not always 
been important to Hopi people, but they are now, especially for land claims, water 
rights, and repatriation.

When archaeologists visit contemporary and ancient Hopi villages today, we hope 
that they can visualize houses as living beings, nurturing families who deliberately 
came together from many di�erent linguistic and geographic origins to develop the 
philosophy, history, and aesthetic expressions that are still called Hopi. We can better 
understand the cycles of movement, construction, renewal, and �nal repose of houses, 
plazas, pottery vessels, and painted plaster, as well as people working for a life of bal-
ance and reciprocity with generations past and future.
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HoPi tR AditionAL te xtiLes are the woven expression of Hopi his-
tory and an integral part of religious observances, rites of passage, and gift 

exchange. They incorporate a wide range of styles and weaving technologies whose 
origins can be traced to different geographical regions and archaeological cultures 
of the Southwest. During the late pre- Hispanic period, these styles and techniques 
amalgamated in the Hopi region to create the historic Hopi textile tradition. After 
European contact, certain Spanish and Euro- American introductions— sheep’s wool, 
new dyes, metal needles, the knitting technique, and probably embroidery— were 
selectively added to the Hopi textile repertoire. In a very real sense, traditional Hopi 
textiles are historical archives, their iconographies, garment styles, and weave struc-
tures documenting the migrations and cultural interactions of Hopi ancestors (Web-
ster and Loma’omvaya 2004).

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, I was invited to participate in two cultural 
affiliation studies initiated by Leigh Kuwanwisiwma and organized by T. J. Fergu-
son to document historical relationships between the Hopi people and the Salado 
and Hohokam archaeological cultures of southern Arizona. My role was to explore 
the textile and basketry evidence for these connections (Webster 1999, 2003). In this 
chapter, I will briefly review some of these findings as well as additional textile data 
that support the view that Hopi ancestors participated in numerous Southwestern 
archaeological cultures before coming together at the Hopi Mesas to become the Hopi 
people. In addition to my own research, I draw from the important contributions 
of textile scholars Kate Peck Kent (1983a, 1983b) and Lynn Teague (1998), as well 
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as my co-researcher for the Hopi-Salado Project, Micah Loma’omvaya (Webster and 
Loma’omvaya 2004).

In his early discussions with Euro-American interviewers about Hopi cultural 
a�liation, Hopi- Tewa elder Albert Yava expressed frustration with the then popular 
viewpoint that Hopi ancestral connections were primarily con�ned to archaeological 
sites in the San Juan or Four Corners region of the Colorado Plateau (Courlander, 
1978:36). Citing Hopi oral traditions, Yava underscored the diverse geographical and 
linguistic origins of the Hopi people, noting for example that the Snake and Horn 
Clans traced their origins to Toko’navi, the Navajo Mountain area of northern Ari-
zona, whereas the Sand, Water, and Tobacco Clans, among others, traced their roots to 
Palatkwa or Palatkwapi far to the south. Some clans moved up and down the Colorado 
and Little Colorado River drainages before settling at Hopi, while others, such as the 
Coyote Clan, came to Hopi from the east. Similar viewpoints re�ecting a reticulated 
model of Hopi ethnogenesis (Ferguson and Schachner 2003:64– 65, �gure 19) were 
recorded more than a century ago by early Euro-American ethnographers such as 
Fewkes (1900), Mindele� (1989 [1891]), and Voth (1905), who worked with Hopi 
consultants, and have been expressed by contemporary Hopi writers (e.g., Nequatewa 
1967) and tribal members interviewed for our Salado and Hohokam cultural a�lia-
tion studies (Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 1999; Ferguson 2003).

B A SK ETM A K E R A N D A N C E ST R A L PUE B LO 
C O N N E C T I O NS TO H I STO R I C H O PI T E X T I L E S

Whereas most archaeologists, museums, and federal land managers readily acknowl-
edge cultural a�liation between the Hopi people and the Ancestral Pueblo archaeo-
logical culture of the Colorado Plateau, few are aware of the stylistic and technolog-
ical continuities that link certain Basketmaker, Ancestral Pueblo, and modern Hopi 
textiles. Here I will highlight just two Hopi garment styles—the braided sash and 
the manta with red and blue twill borders— with antecedents in the rich precontact 
clothing traditions of the Colorado Plateau.

HOPI FRINGED WHITE COTTON BRAIDED SASH

�e Hopi �at braided cotton sash (wuwokwewa), also known as the rain sash, big 
sash, or large belt, is a critical component of Hopi ritual regalia (�gure 9.1c). It forms 
an integral part of a Hopi bride’s wedding trousseau and is also worn by men and 
women in various ceremonies, its long �owing fringe evoking falling rain. Fringed �at 
braided sashes woven in animal or human hair appear in the archaeological record 
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of the northern Southwest during the Basketmaker II period sometime around 
200 BC (e.g., Morris and Burgh 1954:67, �gures 38 and 100b) and persist through 
the Basketmaker III and Pueblo I periods. Sometime during this latter period, the 
southern- introduced �ber of cotton began to replace the animal hair. A directly dated 
sash (�gure 9.1a, top) from Obelisk Cave in northeastern Arizona, half cotton �ber 
and half dog hair, produced a radiocarbon date that suggests manufacture in the late 
AD 700s (Freer and Jacobs 2014; Webster 2012:181, �gure 9.12d). By the AD 1000s, 
cotton had e�ectively replaced animal hair in these sashes, and over time, the fringe 
became shorter (�gure 9.1b). Regardless of the �ber employed, nearly all �at braided 
bands and sashes on the Colorado Plateau made between about 200 BC and AD 1300 
were constructed in a similar manner, incorporating two-ply z-spun S-twist yarns in 
an over- two, under- two (2/2) braiding rhythm, a period of continuity lasting 1,500 
years. Historic Hopi examples di�er from their earlier Colorado Plateau counterparts 
in having a 3/3 braiding rhythm and wrapped cornhusk rings, but the braided garment 
style has been maintained (�gure 9.1c).

HOPI WHITE MANTA WITH RED AND BLUE T WILL B ORDER S

�e Hopi white manta with red and blue borders (atö’ö), the red woven in diagonal 
twill and the blue in diamond twill, is primarily a woman’s shawl that is also worn 
ceremonially by women and male impersonators of female katsinas (�gure 9.2c; Kent 
1983b:61, plate 11). Colloquially, it is o�en referred to as a maiden shawl. Its ances-
try can be directly traced to the loom-woven cotton white, red, and brown or black 
banded twill fabrics (�gure 9.2b) of the late AD 1000– 1300 period (Kent 1983b:61), 
which were also worked primarily in diagonal twill, sometimes combined with dia-
mond or herringbone twill. As Kent (1983a:178) noted, these Ancestral Pueblo twill 
fabrics perpetuate the color palette, layout, texture, and self-patterned designs of 
earlier �nger- woven Basketmaker yucca twined bags (�gure 9.2a), but in a new �ber 
type and weave structure. �e bags are woven in a compact two-strand we�-twining 
technique that conveys a diagonal appearance to the weave and are typically decorated 
with red and brown or black self-patterned designs produced by alternating the col-
ored yarns. Most Pueblo period cotton textiles on the Colorado Plateau incorporate 
the same mineral pigments, organic dyes, and color palettes as their Basketmaker pre-
decessors (Teague 1998:132– 133).

At the Hopi Mesas, the precontact cotton twill tradition persisted into the late 
twentieth century, with Spanish- introduced wool largely replacing cotton and 
Spanish-traded indigo dye o�en replacing the earlier native brown or black ele-
ments. �e Hopi woman’s twill manta with white center and red and blue borders 
(�gure 9.2c), woman’s wool manta dress or shawl with black diagonal-twill center 
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F IGUR E 9.1 Braided sashes. (a) 2/2 braided sashes of dog hair and cotton �ber (upper) 
and dog hair and human hair (lower) from the Prayer Rock District, northeastern Arizona, 
AD 700– 900; (b) cotton 2/2 braided sash from Inscription House in the Kayenta region, ca. 
AD 1250– 1300; (c) modern Hopi 3/3 braided cotton sash.



F IGUR E 9.2 Comparison of Basketmaker yucca twined bag, Ancestral Pueblo cotton banded 
twill blanket, and historic Hopi twill manta with red and blue borders. (a) yucca twined bag, 
southeastern Utah, ca. AD 1– 400; (b) cotton banded 2/2 diagonal- twill blanket, southeastern 
Utah, ca. AD 1250; (c) Hopi woman’s manta with white 2/2 diagonal- twill center, red 2/1 diagonal- 
twill borders, and indigo blue diamond- twill borders, ca.1920s.



and blue diamond-twill borders (Kent 1983b:62–65), and man’s blue or black wool 
diagonal- twill shirt (Kent 1983b:71– 72, �gure 55) all perpetuate Ancestral Pueblo 
twill weave structures and garment styles.

ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE

In addition to these braided sashes and twill-woven garments, several other Hopi 
weaving practices represent the continuation of Ancestral Pueblo weaving traditions 

F IGUR E 9.3 Continuity in use of the Pueblo upright loom. (a) pre- Hispanic upright loom 
used on the Colorado Plateau; (b) Hopi weaver Harold Polingyumptewa weaving a boy’s 
plaid blanket on an upright loom, Hotvela, 2000.
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on the Colorado Plateau. Traditional Hopi weavers still use the same upright loom 
technology and stick- and- whorl spindle as their ancestors, but with a few modern 
adaptations (�gure 9.3). Kivas were the locus of ceremonial textile production at 
Hopi well into the twentieth century, just as they were at late pre- Hispanic sites in 
the Kayenta area and the Little Colorado and Rio Grande drainages, the latter based 
on archaeological loom- hole evidence. �e ubiquitous white cotton blanket found at 
sites on the Colorado Plateau a�er AD 1000 continues to play a central role at Hopi 
as a woman’s wedding robe and burial shroud (oova), and in its embroidered form, a 
ceremonial robe (tuu’ihi) (Kent 1983b:55–60, 73–75).

S O U T H E R N A D D IT I O NS TO  
T H E H O PI T E X T I L E R E PE RTO I R E

In contrast to those styles that show strong continuity with Basketmaker and Ances-
tral Pueblo traditions on the Colorado Plateau, other decorative techniques and styles 
ancestral to the Hopi people—tie-dye, openwork fabrics, warp-faced ties and belts, 
and plain weaves decorated with supplementary we�s (or embroidery)— spread onto 
the Colorado Plateau from the south. Examples of these fabrics are found primarily at 
post AD 1100 Sinagua and Kayenta sites, suggesting an infusion of Hohokam people 
or in�uences into the region. Late pre-Hispanic kiva murals from the ancestral Hopi 
site of Awat’ovi on Jeddito Mesa (Smith 1952) document the presence of most, if not 
all, of these southern styles and weave structures in the Hopi area by AD 1350–1600 
(�gure 9.4).

TIE- DYE FABRICS

Tie- dye originated in Mesoamerica or the Andes, probably as a way to decorate cloth 
with a sacred dot-in-a-square iconography evoking serpent skin and maize (Webster 
et al. 2006). In the Southwest, tie- dye cotton textiles were present in Chaco Canyon 
by AD 1100* and were also recovered from twel�h- and thirteenth-century sites in 
the Verde Valley and Kayenta regions (�gure 9.4b). Tie- dye fabrics with the dot- in- 
a-square motif are not reported from Hohokam sites in southern Arizona, but this 
could be a function of poor textile preservation in the region. A resist- dye textile 
with a dot-in-a-circle motif, another important Mesoamerican symbol, was recovered 

*A�er the Webster, Hays- Gilpin, and Schaafsma article (2006) was published, I came across two unpub-
lished tie- dye fragments (catalog number H/15752) from Pueblo Bonito in Chaco Canyon at the American 
Museum of Natural History in New York. Believed to be part of textile H/4189 from Room 32, the frag-
ments probably date to the eleventh century or earlier.
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F IGUR E 9.4 Southern- in�uenced tie- dye and openwork in the late pre- Hispanic Awat’ovi 
kiva murals and textile examples from the Colorado Plateau. (a) tie- dye tunic in an Awat’ovi 
mural; (b) tie- dye blanket, Lake Canyon, southeastern Utah, ca. AD 1200s; (c) garment 
probably decorated in we�- wrap openwork in an Awat’ovi mural; (d) cotton fabric decorated 
in we�- wrap openwork (Inscription House, northeastern Arizona, ca. AD 1200s).



from the late Hohokam site of Casa Grande (Webster et al. 2006:�gure 1e). Both the 
dot- in- a- square (�gure 9.4a) and dot- in- a- circle occur on depictions of clothing in 
the Awat’ovi murals (e.g., Smith 1952:�gures 24b, 24c, 24f, 24h, 50c, 51c, 52a, 80b, 
and 81b), but the tie- dye technique has not been documented in historic Hopi textile 
collections.

OPENWORK FABRICS

Openwork is another important method of fabric decoration with southern origins. 
Pre- Hispanic loom- woven we�- wrap openwork and gauze weave were practiced in 
northern and southern Mexico and Peru (Kent 1983a:153; Teague 1998:78), and both 
became popular methods of decorating cotton cloth in the Southwest south of the 
Mogollon Rim. We�-wrap openwork was present in southern Arizona by AD 900, and 
gauze weave entered the southern Southwest somewhat later (Kent 1983a:153; Teague 
1998:100). �e non-loom structure of interlinking, which involves twisting of yarns 
wrapped around two stationary bars or beams by the sprang or frame- braiding tech-
nique, was also used south of the Mogollon Rim to create openwork fabrics, including 
the well- known Tonto shirt (Kent 1983a:�gure 34; Teague 1998:cover image). Despite 
the strong popularity of openwork fabrics in the southern Southwest, only a few exam-
ples are known from the Colorado Plateau prior to AD 1300, primarily in the Kayenta 
region (�gure 9.4d). Openwork shirts and kilts are depicted in the late pre-Hispanic 
kiva murals from Awat’ovi (�gure 9.4c) and Kawàyka’a, indicating their presence in 
the Hopi region by that time (Smith 1952:�gures 66c, 67d, and 86a). Although open-
work is rare in historic Hopi textile collections, Fewkes (1903:plate XLI) described 
the use of a netted shirt by a deer hunter katsina, and openwork leggings made by 
the European- introduced techniques of knitting or crochet are occasionally found. 
�e pre-Hispanic interlinking weave structure and sprang technique persisted in the 
manufacture of the historic Hopi �at braided sash.

WARP- FACED AND WARP- FLOAT BELTING

Warp- faced and warp- �oat belting spread from Mesoamerica into southern Ari-
zona and New Mexico a�er AD 1100 and from there into the northern Southwest. 
Pre- Hispanic warp- faced belts are common south of the Mogollon Rim (Kent 
1983a:140–143, 180–183; Teague 1998:184), but rare in pre AD 1300 assemblages from 
the Colorado Plateau. An Awat’ovi mural depiction indicates the presence of warp- 
faced belts in the Hopi area soon a�er that time (Smith 1952:�gure 26u). �e remains 
of several warp- �oat belts, worked in Spanish- introduced sheep wool, were found at 
seventeenth-century Awat’ovi and eighteenth-century Wàlpi (Kent 1979:18; Webster 
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1997:299–301, 2000:table 10.2). Warp-�oat belts (kweewa) are still commonly made 
and used at Hopi and in many other Pueblo communities.

PLAID FABRICS

Plaid fabrics are another southern style that entered the Hopi textile complex some-
time a�er AD 1300 (Kent 1979:8, 1983a:132). At Hopi, black-and-white plaid blankets 
are closely associated with males, the man’s large plaid twill shoulder blanket (kwik-
wilhoya) serving as an important article of Hopi male social identity into the late 
nineteenth century and a smaller plain- weave version (pösaala, tsirohoya) still made 
for young boys (Kent 1983b:50–52) (�gure 9.5).

HOPI BRAIDED SASHES

I have already discussed the 2/2 braided sashes found at Basketmaker and Ancestral 
Pueblo sites on the Colorado Plateau and their stylistic similarity to the Hopi cotton 
braided sash with its long pendent fringe (wuwokwewa) (�gure 9.1c). �e historic 
Hopi white cotton braided sash di�ers from these earlier sashes in several important 
ways: its 3/3 braided structure, greater width, cornhusk rings on the fringe, and man-
ufacture by the sprang or frame- braiding technique rather than simple �at braiding. 
�e 3/3 structure, cornhusk rings, and sprang technique appear to have been intro-
duced from the Mogollon region into the upper Little Colorado and Hopi areas a�er 
AD 1300 (Kent 1940; 1957:602; 1983a:60, �gure 24b; 1983b:82–83, �gures 67–69). 
A 3/3 braided cotton sash from a late pre- Hispanic provenience at Awat’ovi indicates 
the presence of this fabric structure in the Hopi area by that time (Webster 1997:292, 
2000:196). Moreover, the recovery of loom blocks at Awat’ovi (Woodbury 1954:153– 
157) suggests that these sashes could have been made there by winding the yarns 
around two beams, as practiced at Hopi today (Kent 1940).

HOPI EMBROIDERED KILTS AND MANTAS

�e Hopi embroidered white cotton kilt (pitkuna) and manta (tuu’ihi) also show 
strong stylistic connections to pre-Hispanic textile traditions south of the Mogollon 
Rim. Whereas the large white cotton manta is a northern style, the kilt apparently 
spread into the southern Southwest from Mexico around AD 1200; kiva mural depic-
tions support its presence at Hopi by the AD 1400s (Webster 2007:170– 171). �e 
triangle-and-hook and serrated triangle designs used to decorate sixteenth-century 
Awat’ovi kilts and modern Hopi kilts and mantas (�gure 9.6) were prominent fea-
tures of Sinagua, Salado, Mogollon, and Hohokam textile design (Kent 1979:9–12, 
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F IGUR E 9.5 Plaid textiles. (a) fragment of plaid fabric, Tonto Cli� Dwellings, ca. AD 1300; 
(b) Hopi man’s plaid blanket, ca.1890– 1910; (c) Hopi male infant in plaid blanket, ca.1900.



F IGUR E 9.6  Triangle- and- hook and serrated- triangle motifs on sixteenth- century Awat’ovi 
kilt depictions and modern Hopi kilts and mantas. (a) triangle- and- hook design on an 
Awat’ovi kilt border; (b) triangle- and- hook design on a Hopi embroidered kilt border, 1890– 
1920; (c) serrated triangle design on an Awat’ovi kilt border; (d) serrated triangle design on a 
Hopi embroidered manta, 1920– 1940.



1983a:�gures 133–134; Smith 1952:�gure 25; Webster 2003:184–193; Webster and 
Loma’omvaya 2004:86– 88). In contrast, these designs played only a minor role in 
the textile design systems of the Ancestral Pueblo of the Colorado Plateau. Hopi 
cultural advisors interviewed during our studies identi�ed these motifs as symbols for 
water, clouds, and �owers. Since the early Historic period, most ceremonial kilts and 
mantas have been embroidered with woolen yarns. �e wool and probably also the 
embroidery technique are Spanish introductions, the latter replacing the precontact 
decorative technique of plain weave patterned by extra- we� �oats (also known as sup-
plementary we�), in which the decorative yarns are added during the weaving process 
(Kent 1983a:175– 178) rather than to the �nished cloth, as in embroidery.

C O N C LUSI O NS

Historic Hopi textiles are an amalgam of weaving techniques and garment styles that 
originated north and south of the Mogollon Rim. Some garments, such as twill- woven 
mantas, have their origins in pre AD 1300 Ancestral Pueblo textile traditions of the 
Colorado Plateau. In historic times, most of these twill- woven garments were made of 
wool and served primarily as articles of daily dress. �e large white cotton plain-weave 
manta of the Colorado Plateau persists as a woman’s wedding robe and burial shroud 
and also serves as the base fabric for the embroidered ceremonial manta.

�e technological and stylistic antecedents of many other historic Hopi ceremo-
nial textiles can be traced to southwestern New Mexico and central and southern 
Arizona during the period AD 1100– 1450. �ey include the 3/3 braiding structure 
and yarn-wrapped �ber rings of the historic Hopi wide braided sash belt; the kilt 
style; and the triangle- and- hook and serrated triangle designs related to clouds, water, 
and �owers. Important elements of the ancient Mesoamerican Flower World icono-
graphic complex (Hays- Gilpin and Hill 1999), these symbols are used as embroidery 
motifs on historic Hopi kilts and mantas. All of these garments are closely associated 
with the katsina religion (Webster 1999:288– 299). �e southern technologies of we�- 
wrap openwork, gauze, and tie-dye appear not to have survived the early centuries of 
Spanish contact, but they too are clearly associated with katsina ceremonialism in 
the Awat’ovi murals. �eir grid-like dyed and openwork patterns probably served as 
referents for serpent skin and maize, important symbols in Mesoamerican and Pueblo 
iconography.

�is association of southern textile and iconographic styles with katsina religious 
practices appears to corroborate Hopi oral traditions that identify clans and societies 
from the southern region of Palatkwapi as the source for the Hopi winter katsina 
ceremonies (Ferguson et al. 2013). �ese oral traditions also help explain the spread 
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of southern clothing styles onto the Colorado Plateau during late pre-Hispanic times. 
In addition to these southern textile technologies, the Hopi bundle- foundation coiled 
plaque of Second Mesa ( poota) appears to have originated in the south, and the wick-
erwork plaque of �ird Mesa ( yungyapu) may have a southern origin as well (Teiwes 
1996:173–187; Webster and Loma’omvaya 2004:87–88). At historic Hopi, these basket 
styles are associated with the Lalkont and O’waqölt women’s religious societies, which 
trace their origins to Palatkwapi in the south (Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 2003:111; 
Parsons 1936:853; Parsons 1939:869– 870; Webster and Loma’omvaya 2004:88). Today, 
these ancient textile and basket styles continue to play a key role in Hopi birth, death, 
initiation, and marriage ceremonies, evoking and maintaining Hopi clan histories and 
cultural identity through their use in ritual practice.
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ONE ASPECT OF LIFE most important to Hopi people is their relationship 
to corn (maize) and corn farming (Wall and Masayesva 2004). According to 

traditional knowledge, this relationship is tied to the origin of Hopi people. When the 
Hopi emerged into the Fourth World, they approached Màasaw, their guardian spirit, 
for guidance. Màasaw presented them with a planting stick, a bag of seeds, a gourd of 
water, and a small ear of blue corn and thereby gave the Hopi the option to pursue this 
new way of life as farmers. �e Hopi accepted this challenge and since then corn has 
been woven into almost every aspect of Hopi traditional life. In addition to providing 
sustenance, corn is woven into Hopi life metaphorically (Washburn 2012). It is also an 
important part of Hopi ceremonial life in which, among other ritual uses, it is inte-
gral to rites that mark childbirth and the naming of babies, initiations that signal the 
transition from childhood to adult life, and the transition that marks the end of life.

Màasaw set the Hopi on a path of life that is not easy: direct precipitation farming 
in the arid lands of the present day southwestern United States. Perhaps even more 
important than the agricultural and ceremonial practices, the corn-farming life o�ered 
by Màasaw taught Hopi people the values that they refer to as hopivötskwani, which 
loosely translates as “the Hopi way” or “the Hopi path.” �ese values include those 
that the Hopi hold most dear: hard work, compassion, cooperation, reciprocity, a 
desire to live in balance and be stewards of the world that sustains all life, and perhaps 
foremost humility.

Given the importance of corn and corn farming to the Hopi, it is not surprising 
that the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce (HCPO) encouraged the Crow Can-
yon Archaeological Center to expand its Goodman Point Archaeological Project 
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(GPAP) research to include more studies of Ancestral Pueblo agriculture. Crow Can-
yon archaeologists, along with members of the National Park Service, presented the 
GPAP research design to the HCPO sta� at their o�ces in Kiqötsmovi, Arizona, in 
September 2004. At the end of a thorough discussion of the research design, Crow 
Canyon archaeologists asked if there were research questions not included in the 
research design that would be of interest to the Hopi. �e sta� quickly answered that 
they would like to see additional studies of Ancestral Pueblo agriculture and that 
they were especially interested in learning whether agricultural practices maintained 
at Hopi today would work in the Mesa Verde region of southwestern Colorado, which 
they view as part of their ancestral homeland.

To move forward on the Hopi request, Crow Canyon sought and obtained fund-
ing for a meeting to discuss how to best pursue studies of Ancestral Pueblo agricultural 
practices in the Mesa Verde region (�gure 10.1). Held in 2005 at Crow Canyon, this 
two- day planning meeting was attended by traditional Pueblo farmers from Hopi, 
Jemez, Ohkay Owingeh, and Tesuque; by anthropologists who study Ancestral 
Pueblo agriculture and modern Pueblo agriculture; and by Crow Canyon sta�. Hopi 

F IGUR E 10.1 Map of the central Mesa Verde region and the Crow Canyon Archaeological 
Center (courtesy Crow Canyon Archaeological Center).
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attendees included members of the HCPO sta� and the Hopi Cultural Resources 
Advisory Task Team (CRATT), a group of cultural advisors who represent the diverse 
villages that comprise the Hopi nation today (�gure 10.2).

At the conclusion of our meeting, the group decided to implement an experimen-
tal farming program. �e group felt it best to focus on direct-precipitation farming, 
or what is commonly known as dry farming, because it is likely that this was the main 
type of farming practiced by Ancestral Pueblo farmers in the Mesa Verde region. �e 
group agreed that the Hopi would take the lead as the traditional farming experts, 
since they still practice direct-precipitation farming. �e experimental farming pro-
gram established at this meeting has come to be known as the Pueblo Farming Project 
(PFP; Bocinsky and Varien 2017b; Varien et al. 2011). �e PFP is one of a growing list 
of experimental studies that examine Indigenous corn in the Southwest and adjacent 
regions (Adams 2015; Adams et al. 1999, 2006; Bellorado 2010; Bellorado and Ander-
son 2013; Dominguez and Kolm 2005).

�e PFP required funding. In addition to �nancial support from Crow Canyon, 
the project has received funding from �e Christensen Fund, the History Colorado 
State Historical Fund, the National Geographic Society Genographic Legacy Fund, 

F IGUR E 10.2  Attendees of the initial meeting that created the Pueblo Farming Project 
(courtesy Crow Canyon Archaeological Center).
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and the National Science Foundation, for which the PFP was one part of a larger 
research and education initiative known as the Village Ecodynamics Project (VEP). 
�e PFP began in 2007, when Hopi farmers came to Crow Canyon to select the 
location for agricultural plots. Our plan was to integrate these gardens into Crow Can-
yon’s education programs; therefore, they needed to be located on the campus of the 
Crow Canyon Archaeological Center. Hopi farmers used their traditional ecological 
knowledge to select the locations for agricultural plots, including identifying native 
plants that indicate good areas for farming and assessing soils, especially in terms of 
their texture and moisture-holding capacity.

Beginning in 2008, Hopi farmers traveled to Crow Canyon’s campus twice a year: 
once in the spring for a planting meeting and again in the fall for a harvest meeting 
(�gure 10.3). Each meeting includes discussion of the project goals, evaluation of the 
project’s progress, and development of a plan for proceeding with current and future 
initiatives. Of course, each meeting also includes work in the agricultural plots.

From the beginning, the PFP was designed to create both research and education 
products. All PFP activities have been documented using numerous techniques—
audio and video recording, still photography, written records, and detailed met-
rics on the plants and their growing environments— producing rich data sets from 
which several research and educational products have been produced (Bocinsky and 
Varien 2017a). For example, one of the PFP research goals was to evaluate the e�ect 
of annual variation in temperature and precipitation on agricultural yields and to use 
this knowledge to evaluate the estimates of agricultural yields produced by the VEP 
computer model (Bocinsky and Varien 2017; Kohler and Varien 2012; Varien et al. 
2011). �ere were also numerous educational goals. Hopi and Crow Canyon educators 
have worked together to produce lesson plans for fourth and eighth grade students on 
Hopi lifeways, the importance of corn to Hopi culture and identity, and the ecology 
and sustainability of Pueblo farming practices. Audio and video recordings have been 
edited into short �lm clips highlighting traditional corn roasting and the production 
of piiki bread, as well as a full-length �lm documenting the PFP from inception to 
DNA analysis. Finally, a website will document the relationship between the experi-
mental garden yields, weather and soil characteristics, will make our ongoing analyses 
available to the public, and will provide an exploratory data analysis tool to students 
and researchers (Bocinsky and Varien 2017b).

H O PI C O R N D NA PR O J E C T H I STO RY

Informal and formal discussions leading to the genetics components of the PFP took 
place at both Crow Canyon and Hopi beginning in 2005. Two initial concerns raised 
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F IGUR E 10.3 Leigh Kuwanwisiwma discussing traditional planting methods during the 
Pueblo Farming Project (courtesy Crow Canyon Archaeological Center).



by the Hopi farmers were maintaining the purity of the traditional corn varieties and 
protecting their intellectual property rights. At our meeting that preceded the �rst 
planting of the Crow Canyon gardens (May 27, 2008), the archaeologists suggested 
mixing several varieties of corn in the same garden and holding growing conditions 
constant to determine if yields varied by variety. �e Hopi farmers objected to this 
strategy, explaining that they separate varieties to maintain their distinctive quali-
ties. �ey countered with a proposal that only one variety of corn should be planted 
in each garden— but that the single variety of corn could be planted with cultigens, 
including beans, squash, and melons, and with wild plants like sun�owers and bee-
weed, as long as those plants were located far enough from the corn that the plants 
didn’t compete with each other for soil moisture.

While the two alternatives were being considered, the Hopi farmers shared infor-
mation about their stewardship of the corn—thousands of years of plant husbandry 
that has produced corn varieties that are morphologically distinct and adapted to very 
speci�c (and harsh) conditions. �ey talked of the many sources of contamination and 
their concerns that cross- pollination would dilute characteristics of the speci�c variet-
ies to the point at which they would lose their ability to survive the varied conditions 
at Hopi. �ey also noted that modern hybrid corn did not produce viable seed and 
worried that this characteristic might be transferred to cross-pollinated corn

Additionally, early discussions highlighted the mutual interest in origins that both 
the Hopi and Crow Canyon Center shared—origins of corn, technology, ritual, and 
people. In particular, we shared interests in people and corn: When did Ancestral 
Pueblo people �rst come to the northern Southwest? What spurred them to come 
to the northern Southwest? Who, if anyone, was here when they arrived? What 
happened socially and culturally once they arrived? We all had stories that proposed 
answers to these questions, but the stories di�ered and they focused on di�erent 
agents of causality.

Our years of discussion, during which we bounced archaeological and Indigenous 
perspectives o� of one another, resulted in a shared belief that a project that analyzed 
the DNA of Hopi corn varieties would provide information useful to both the Hopi 
Tribe and the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center. We decided to pursue the study 
in the hope that the DNA analysis might help prevent future contamination of Hopi 
corn strains, protect Hopi intellectual property rights, help answer questions about 
early Hopi migrations, and provide evidence for determinations of cultural a�liation 
between modern Hopi and the Ancestral Pueblo people pursuant to the Native Amer-
ican Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). �e HCPO believed that 
there was an urgent need to create a DNA baseline of Hopi corn varieties before they 
became further contaminated with non- Hopi corn and that this same baseline could 
contribute to answers to the other questions. �us, the current collaboration was born.
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A D D R E S SI N G H O PI C O N C E R NS

All of our collaborative team, especially the Hopi members, had concerns regarding 
the DNA analysis of Hopi corn. Frank discussion of these concerns was an import-
ant part of designing and implementing this project. Most importantly, the genetic 
material in Hopi corn has developed as a result of the agricultural practices of Hopi 
farmers over a period of millennia. �erefore, the Hopi view the information encoded 
in the DNA of this corn as the intellectual property of all Hopi people— past, present, 
and future. We realized that analyzing the DNA of Hopi corn implies responsibility 
for safeguarding this intellectual property and doing right by the ancestors, the Hopi 
community today, and future generations of Hopi people.

Addressing these concerns remained di�cult for our group because none of us— 
the HCPO sta�, the CRATT members, nor the Crow Canyon sta�—were experts in 
the DNA analysis of corn or the laws that govern intellectual property. With regard 
to the analysis itself, we did not and still do not possess an expert’s understanding of 
the nature of the data produced by these analyses or how those data might be used 
by others. In addition, there were no lawyers at the table so that we could not obtain 
expert opinions about the laws that govern the creation and use of the kinds of infor-
mation that would result from these analyses and whether they could or could not be 
protected as intellectual property. We moved forward by informing ourselves about 
these issues as best we could and we used the information we gathered as we designed 
the project.

We came to believe that a way to address our concerns was to develop a close work-
ing relationship with the scientists who would conduct the analysis. To accomplish 
this goal we contacted Darrell Maddox, who lived in nearby Durango, Colorado, and 
had developed an interest in Crow Canyon’s mission. Darrell had just retired as presi-
dent of Euro�ns STA Laboratories, Inc. (ESTA), an independent laboratory founded 
in 1987 and located in Longmont, Colorado, that conducts DNA analysis of seeds and 
plants. He had since formed his own company, Endless Sky Partners, LLC (ELSP), to 
continue as a consultant in this �eld. Darrell participated in our corn DNA project 
in many ways: he came to a meeting at Crow Canyon and explained the basics of the 
DNA analysis to the HCPO sta�, CRATT members, and Crow Canyon sta� (and 
he helped us harvest the 2009 corn crop!). He also established a connection with his 
former company, ESTA, so that we would have a direct and personal relationship with 
the company that would conduct the DNA analysis. Darrell directly communicated 
our concerns about this project to the ESTA scientists and helped to develop the 
protocols that addressed these concerns.

In the end, we addressed our concerns by developing a written agreement that 
was signed by ELSP and ESTA and submitted to the Hopi Tribe via the HCPO. 
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�is document was modeled a�er formal agreements developed by the Hopi Tribe 
and Crow Canyon when the PFP began. It speci�ed Hopi concerns and de�ned the 
working relationship between Hopi and Crow Canyon. �e corn DNA agreement 
that served as the foundation for this analysis acknowledged that ELSP and ESTA 
recognized the Hopi Tribe’s need to protect its corn seed legally and speci�ed that 
ELSP and ESTA did not have the authority to do any analysis beyond the extraction 
of DNA. Further, the agreement speci�ed that ELSP and ESTA recognized that the 
samples, data, and results that were the subject of these analyses were the sole and 
exclusive property of the Hopi Tribe. Finally, the agreement speci�ed that the genetic 
material would be properly disposed of or returned to the Hopi at their request and 
that the results of the analysis would not be revealed to any third party.

G E N ET I C ST UD I E S O F M A I Z E

�e complete genome sequence of Zea mays (cv. B73) was �rst published in 2009 by 
the Maize Genome Sequencing Project (Schnable et al. 2009) funded by the National 
Science Foundation. Among the world’s major cereals, which include rice (Oryza 
sativa), sorghum (Sorghum bicolor), wheat (Triticum spp.), and barley (Hordeum vul-
gare), maize has the most thoroughly researched genetic system (Strable and Scanlon 
2009) thanks to research that can be traced back to Mendel’s 1869 experiments in 
which he used maize to corroborate his renowned experiments on peas (Coe 2001; 
Rhoades 1984).

Many characteristics of the plant make it a model species for genetic research that 
explores a wide range of topics including genome evolution, developmental physiol-
ogy, epigenetics, pest resistance, heterosis, quantitative inheritance, and comparative 
genomics (Strable and Scanlon 2009). It is also useful for studies of plant domesti-
cation; genetic research has played a pivotal role in understanding the evolution of 
maize from its wild progenitor, teosinte, and determining that, of the four species of 
teosinte, Zea mays ssp. parviglumis is the direct ancestor of maize (Doebley 2004). 
Genetic research helped to pin down the location of the domestication process to the 
Rio Balsas region of present- day Mexico (Matsuoka et al. 2002; Piperno and Flannery 
2001; Ranere et al. 2009).

Genetic studies of maize have documented its extraordinary level of genotypic 
diversity. Remarkably, the nucleotide polymorphism observed in the genomes of any 
two modern maize inbreed lines is equivalent to the sequence diversity between chim-
panzees and humans (Buckler et al. 2006). Maize has about two billion bases of DNA, 
and mapping the maize genome has shown that some 32,000 genes are crammed onto 
just 10 chromosomes. Compare this to the human genome, which has about 20,000 
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genes dispersed among 23 chromosomes (Washington University School of Medicine 
2009). At 2.3 Gbp, maize is a relatively large plant genome, although it is much smaller 
than that of plants such as wheat, and its genome is relatively repetitive, with 85 percent 
of the genome consisting of transposons and repetitive elements (Schnable et al. 2009).

M ET H O D S

�e �eld of maize genetic analysis provides the analytical tools used to analyze the 
nine Hopi corn varieties examined in this study. �e seed from the nine varieties of 
Hopi corn were submitted to ESTA for analysis by the HCPO. �e nine varieties were 
blue (sakwapu), white (qötsaqa’ö), red (pala’qa’ö), magenta (wiqw’tö), yellow (takuri), 
purple (kokoma), blue-gray (masiqa’ö), speckled (pintoqaö), and sweet (tawak’tsi). �e 
�rst four were analyzed during a pilot study, and the remaining �ve were analyzed a�er 
this pilot study yielded positive results.

�e genetics of these Hopi varieties were compared to those of two modern corn 
inbreds known to geneticists as B73 and Mo17. Variety B73 is the one analyzed to 
obtain the complete corn genome (Schnable et al. 2009). �e genetic signatures of 
these modern varieties were compared to those of the Hopi varieties to interpret the 
results of this analysis.

Between thirty and sixty seeds of each variety were packaged and submitted for 
analysis. �e seeds from each corn variety were planted and allowed to grow at the 
ESTA laboratory. �e leaf material was the source of DNA analysis. Twenty plants 
of each variety were used for the analysis: plants 1 through 10 were combined for one 
sample, and plants 11 through 20 were combined for a second sample. �erefore, there 
were two analyses of each of the nine varieties of Hopi corn submitted for analysis. 
�e analysis was replicated twice for each variety to verify the analytical procedures; 
drastic di�erences between replicated samples would indicate a possible mistake in 
samples processing and analysis. For this study, there was another reason to replicate 
the analysis of each variety: evaluating twenty seeds in two replications allowed the 
ESTA scientists to document as many alleles as possible in a given variety. �ere were 
slight allelic di�erences between the replicated samples for each of the nine varieties. 
However, the di�erences between replicated samples were so minor that the replica-
tion can be seen to demonstrate that there was no error when samples were analyzed 
and that the two replicated analyses can be interpreted as a single variety that is unique 
in its own way based on the genetic data.

To evaluate the similarity and di�erence among the nine varieties and to compare 
these varieties to the modern controls, ESTA analysts identi�ed eighty microsatellite 
pairs, also known as simple sequence repeats (SSRs). �ese SSRs are short sequences 
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of base pairs of DNA repeated many times. �e number of the repeating nucleo-
tide sequences varies between members of a species, making SSRs extremely useful 
in genetic analyses. Although SSRs are good for overall diversity studies, they do not 
provide enough genomic coverage to map speci�c traits in outbred landraces (local 
cultivars improved by traditional agricultural methods) (Barrett and Cardon 2006).

Each of the eighteen samples (two samples for each of the nine varieties of Hopi 
corn) were screened for these eighty SSRs. Seventy-three of the eighty SSRs were infor-
mative for the four samples submitted for the pilot study, and seventy- seven were infor-
mative for the �ve samples submitted for the expanded study. �e SSRs that were not 
informative— seven in the pilot study and three in the subsequent analysis— were mono-
morphic, meaning that these SSRs expressed the same allele/fragment size across all 
entries. �ese uninformative SSRs were excluded from the subsequent analyses. More 
important, in both analyses, allelic di�erences were detected for almost all SSRs among 
all entries. �ese particular SSRs provide excellent coverage of the entire corn genome.

Genotypic data were generated following established protocols using an ABI3730XL 
capillary sequencer. Included in the documentation provided by ETSA is the list of 
SSRs along with their respective linkage order by chromosome. Reported values in 
respective entry marker cells represent DNA fragment sizes in base pairs. When a 
single value is present, the respective entry is homozygous for the given locus. If sep-
arated by a slash (/) the entry is heterozygous. Di�erent fragment sizes or the length 
polymorphisms among entries for a given marker indicate that those entries are geneti-
cally di�erent. Included in the raw data provided by ESTA were diagrams with colored 
blocks that indicate SSR results for each entry. When two entries have the same color 
for a given marker, they represent the same alleles.

�e values were analyzed using Nei and Li’s (1979) dissimilarity genetic distance 
algorithm, which is a well- accepted method for comparing genetic relationships based 
on DNA markers. Data were organized into a full-rank matrix where the values in the 
respective cells represent percent genetic dissimilarity rounded to whole numbers.

R E SULTS

�e primary goals of this project were to genotype nine varieties of Hopi corn and 
to determine the genetic relationships among each Hopi variety and the relation-
ship of the Hopi corn to two modern inbred lines (control samples) that commonly 
serve as baseline standards in corn genotyping. Figure 10.4 presents the results of the 
DNA analysis as a tree diagram. �e numbers at the bottom of the diagram represent 
percent genetic dissimilarity between entries. Entries that are the most similar are 
arranged closer together. Not included in this chapter is another �gure created as basic 
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documentation for this project. It is a diagram that shows the SSR results for each 
entry as colored blocks. Entries that have the same color for a given marker represent 
the same alleles, while entries that have di�erent colors for the same marker represent 
alleles that produced the dissimilarity between entries.

Two general results are noteworthy. First, the greatest dissimilarity is between the 
Hopi corn as a group and the modern control samples. On average, the Hopi samples 
were 65 percent di�erent when compared to the controls, indicating that Hopi corn 
probably has a distinct genetic background, although comparison to other modern 
varieties is needed. �is is not surprising because B73 and Mo17 are early inbreds 
developed by Pioneer Hybrid. Both are dent corn that was developed by crossing 
a Southern Dent, related to maize from southern Mexico, with a Northern Flint, 
derived from the maize of the Southwest U.S. (Doebley et al. 1986, 1988).

�e second important general result is that there is considerable heterogeneity 
among the Hopi varieties. �is heterogeneity can be measured by quantifying the 

F IGUR E 10.4 Tree diagram based on Nei and Li’s (1979) dissimilarity-genetic-distance 
algorithm, illustrating the results of the DNA analysis of Hopi corn (courtesy Crow Canyon 
Archaeological Center).
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percentage of heterozygous loci for each entry when compared to all other entries. 
Among the eighteen entries for the nine varieties, heterozygous loci ranged from a 
low of 50 percent for Magenta-1 to a high of 68.8 percent for Speckled-1. To put this 
considerable heterogeneity into perspective, the heterozygous loci for the two modern 
controls were 2.5 percent for B73 and 3.75 percent for Mo17. One might think that 
the color di�erences among the Hopi corn varieties are just morphological, but this 
analysis dispels that notion. Instead, it shows that the di�erent Hopi corn varieties, 
visually distinguished by color variations that are sometimes obvious and sometimes 
quite subtle, are in fact genetically distinct. �is result supports the Hopi view and the 
view of other Pueblo groups that varieties of Hopi (and Pueblo) corn, distinguished 
by color, have distinct characteristics that were important to the survival of Pueblo 
people (Ford 1980). Each Hopi variety can be characterized as heterozygous when 
compared to the other varieties but homogenous in terms of the phenotypic similarity 
within each variety. �is contrasts with the modern inbred lines that companies have 
developed to produce commercial hybrids; heterozygous loci on these inbred lines 
are so few (two of eighty for Mo17) that these hybrids could almost be characterized 
as homozygous.

Figure 10.4 shows that the Hopi varieties form two general groups. In one, blue 
and white corn are the most similar. �e next variety to join this group is red. In 
the other group, speckled and yellow are the most similar. �e next variety to join 
this group is purple, followed by blue-gray and then by Hopi sweet. �e two groups 
come together at that point, and then magenta (colloquially known in Hopi as “greasy 
head”), which is the genetically most dissimilar, joins the remaining eight varieties. 
Blue and white are the two varieties that are most similar: 30 percent of their genetic 
makeup is dissimilar. Speckled and magenta are the most di�erent: 50 percent of their 
genetic makeup is dissimilar.

Scientists at ESTA concluded that the Hopi corn varieties are maintained by open-
pollination and that they are grown in areas that are physically isolated from one 
another. �is conforms to Hopi agricultural practices. �e DNA analysis of Hopi 
corn demonstrated the uniqueness of the nine Hopi varieties. Clearly, thousands of 
years of Hopi plant husbandry have created and preserved morphologically and genet-
ically distinct corn varieties that are uniquely suited to the highly variable environ-
mental conditions of the northern Southwest.

D I S C US SI O N

�e DNA analysis demonstrated that all nine varieties sampled in this study were 
genetically distinct and concluded that this was a result of Hopi farmers planting only 
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one variety of corn in a �eld so that the distinctive characteristics of each variety were 
not mixed by cross- pollination. As Hopi and Crow Canyon team members discussed 
the analysis they realized that this result created a new question for consideration: 
if Hopi agricultural practices are designed to perpetuate the distinctiveness of each 
variety, how did new varieties come into existence?

We have discussed three hypotheses that address this question. �e �rst is that new 
varieties developed in di�erent locations and were then brought to Hopi through clan 
migrations. �e second was that new varieties were created at Hopi through Hopi 
cultural and agricultural practices. �e third was that new varieties came to Hopi 
through exchange with other Pueblo groups.

In discussing clan migrations, we realized that archaeologists and Hopi both have 
stories about how the origins of corn farming were related to migrations. �ese stories 
overlap in some respects but also diverge in important ways. Very simply stated, the 
archaeological story focuses on the Archaic, Basketmaker II, and Basketmaker III 
periods. Archaeologists have traced people and corn as they moved north out of 
Mexico into southern Arizona (�gure 10.5) and eventually onto the Colorado Pla-
teau. Once on the Colorado Plateau (�gure 10.6), the corn-bearing immigrants, who 
have become known to archaeologists as Western Basketmaker II people, encoun-
tered Indigenous populations that by most archaeological reckonings were hunter-
gatherers who did not have corn but adopted corn farming a�er it was introduced. 
�is second group likely included at least two groups: hunter-gatherers who lived 
in the Western Basketmaker II area in northeastern Arizona and southeastern Utah 
and a di�erent group of hunter-gatherers who lived in northeastern New Mexico and 
southwestern Colorado. �e New Mexico- Colorado hunter- gatherers who adopted 
corn farming a�er it was introduced have become known to archaeologists as the 
Eastern Basketmaker II people. Western and Eastern Basketmaker II people eventu-
ally coalesced into a more homogenous group during the period archaeologists call 
Basketmaker III (�gure 10.7), and in many ways this marks the beginning of a Pueblo 
tradition that spans the entire Ancestral Pueblo world, a tradition that integrates 
Pueblo people who have di�erent histories and languages, one that has continued 
to the present.

�e Hopi story starts with Hopi clans and their emergence into this, the Fourth 
World. It features the Motisinom—the “�rst people,” who originated in the north—
people who inhabited what is North America today. A distinct group, the Nutungq-
wsinom, arrived later, migrating from the south and moving into the vast area occu-
pied by the Motisinom. Clans from both of these groups eventually made their way to 
the Hopi Mesas, the center place known as Tuuwanasavi (�gure 10.8), where they com-
bined to form a single group that today are called Hopisinom (Bernardini 2011; Judge 
et al. 1991; Kuwanwisiwma 2004). At �rst glance, the Hopi and archaeological stories 

THE GENETIC DIVER SIT Y OF HOPI CORN 169



converge, with one population indigenous to the Colorado Plateau (and perhaps the 
Great Basin) and the second population of later immigrants from points south.

Unlike the archaeological story, however, the Hopi story says that both the Motis-
inom and the Nutungqwsinom had corn. �e Motisinom had blue corn that was well 
adapted to the cold arid conditions of the Colorado Plateau, while southern immi-
grants brought with them red corn that originated in the warmer and wetter climes 
to the south.

�ese two versions of Hopi migration were shared during many discussions over 
several years. As we accumulated a larger picture, we came to wonder whether the 
stories were variations on the same theme. In particular, Leigh Kuwanwisiwma noted 

F IGURE 10.5 Southern Arizona Archaic peoples move north onto the Colorado Plateau and 
encounter an Indigenous Archaic population (courtesy Crow Canyon Archaeological Center).
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that the blue and red corn varieties associated with the Motisinom and the Nutungq-
wsinom corresponded to the colors associated with the di�erent directions recog-
nized by the Hopi, blue with the northwest and red with the southeast. He suggested 
that the corn could be used as a surrogate for the people themselves: blue corn for the 
Motisinom and red corn for the Nutungqwsinom. We reasoned that, if this were true, 
we could use the corn genetics and the distributions of blue and red corn over time 
to reconstruct the migrations of the Motisinom and the Nutungqwsinom. Further, 

F IGUR E 10.6 Western and Eastern Basketmakers (courtesy Crow Canyon Archaeological Center).

F IGUR E 10.7 Western and Eastern Basketmaker II peoples coalesce into Basketmaker III (courtesy 
Crow Canyon Archaeological Center).

THE GENETIC DIVER SIT Y OF HOPI CORN 171



this has led us to wonder to what degree clan migrations were a means by which other 
varieties of corn were �rst introduced to the Hopisinom. We hope to examine this 
question in our future collaborative research.

In our collective discussions we also speculated on whether other Hopi cultural 
practices—cultural dynamics that were internal to Hopi society—could have resulted 
in the development of new varieties of corn. As an example, the HCPO sta� and 
CRATT members shared how at certain times Hopi katsinam distribute bags of seeds 

F IGUR E 10.8 �e migrations of the Nutungqwsinom (people from the south [directional 
color red, bearers of red corn]) and Motisinom (people from the north [directional color 
blue, bearers of blue corn]) (Bernardini 2011:�gure 10.1; courtesy Crow Canyon Archaeolog-
ical Center).
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to Hopi people; these bags include seeds from many di�erent varieties of corn and 
from other cultigens. �ese seeds are planted in a single hole. Of course, this is the 
opposite of typical Hopi corn farming practices because di�erent varieties of corn 
grow together in a single clump. �e di�erent varieties of corn cross- pollinate and 
produce multicolored ears of corn known to Hopi people as Kachina corn. It is possi-
ble that Hopi farmers in the distant past selected the new and unusually colored seed 
from these ears of Kachina corn and propagated them, eventually producing new and 
distinct varieties of corn.

Finally, the Hopi and the other Pueblo groups in the Southwest have detailed 
accounts of interacting over a period that probably spans millennia. It is entirely pos-
sible, even likely, that this interaction included the exchange of di�erent varieties of 
corn. Distinct varieties of corn may have arrived at Hopi through exchanges in the 
distant past and may have been planted again and again in Hopi �elds. Gradually, this 
corn would have become increasingly adapted to the local conditions of the Hopi area 
until it became thought of today as distinct varieties of Hopi corn. One possibility for 
future studies would be to compare the genetics of Hopi varieties in use today with 
the varieties in use at other Pueblos.

C O N C LUSI O NS

�e sta� at Crow Canyon conducts research and education programs about the lives 
of Ancestral Pueblo people and seeks to connect the distant past to the lives of Pueblo 
people living today. We know from a variety of studies that Ancestral Pueblo people 
derived the majority of their calories from corn, and we know that this crop was the 
centerpiece of their agricultural e�orts (Coltrain et al. 2006; Matson 1991, 2016; Mat-
son and Chisholm 1991). Although we were well aware of the importance of corn and 
corn farming to Ancestral Pueblo subsistence, the Crow Canyon sta� had almost no 
practical knowledge of how farming was conducted in the past.

�anks to the Pueblo Farming Project and the knowledge shared by the Hopi farm-
ers, we now have a much better practical understanding of how direct-precipitation 
corn farming was accomplished. Perhaps more importantly, we learned that corn 
farming is much more than an activity that provides food and that instead corn and 
corn farming are central to how Hopi and other Pueblo people think of themselves 
as people and how they view their place in the world. We have also learned how col-
laborative research like the Pueblo Farming Project can lead to new research like the 
corn DNA project.

�e Hopi perspective on the corn DNA project goes back to the mission of the 
HCPO, which has a constitutional and legal mandate to protect Hopi culture for 
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the future. �e HCPO initiated the corn DNA project because, a�er careful delib-
eration, Hopi sta� decided that analyzing the DNA of Hopi corn was vital to that 
cultural preservation e�ort. �e Hopi also have a perspective on this project as col-
laborative research: they view the corn DNA study as an educational project in which 
Hopi and Crow Canyon learn from each other.

Although the Hopi viewed this project as a pioneering and innovative study, they 
entered into it not merely for the sake of using science to create new knowledge. 
Instead, they wanted to create knowledge that was consistent with their mandate 
of protecting Hopi culture for the future. �e use of modern science to document 
the genetic distinctiveness of Hopi corn is seen as a progressive endeavor that is not 
entirely free from risk, but in the words of one CRATT member, “�e DNA is infor-
mation that the corn has to give to us, and we have to trust the corn. Corn has always 
taken care of us, and it will help us save our culture into the future.” In the end, the 
DNA analyses were scienti�c methods that were seen as justi�ed because they could 
help the Hopi to achieve their larger goals. �e baseline genetic data gathered by 
this project are seen as information gathered in order to bene�t future generations 
of Hopi people.

�is study also lays the groundwork for future collaborative research. First, we 
hope to expand the DNA analysis of modern Hopi corn to include all extant Hopi 
varieties and to sample varieties being used by di�erent farmers whose �elds are 
located throughout Hopi lands. Second, we hope to compare the DNA of Hopi corn 
with that of other Pueblo varieties and with that of corn grown by other Indigenous 
groups in the Southwest and adjacent areas. �ird, we hope to conduct DNA analyses 
of ancient Pueblo corn recovered from Ancestral Pueblo archaeological sites and to 
compare this DNA to the DNA from modern Hopi corn. �ese future studies will 
require ongoing collaboration among Crow Canyon, the HCPO, other Indigenous 
groups, the institutions where samples are curated, and the scientists who conduct 
the DNA analysis. We look forward to working together to achieve our shared goals.
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11
HOPI FOOTPRINTS

What Really Matters in Cultural Preservation

J O Ë L L E  C L A R K  A N D  G E O R G E  G U M E R M A N  I V

Our ancestors are here still in the water, in the land, in spirit. We’re all here 
together being happy. �at’s something real precious. . . . It’s what we live for. Back 
then they were living real hard. We’re living easy lives, but we come back and 
recognize what they have done.

( A .   S . ,  H O P I YO U T H I N H O P I F O OT P R I N TS P R O G R A M 20 0 9)

Clark and Gumerman

A S ARCHAEOLOGISTS, WE FREQUENTLY speak about cultural preservation.*

Traditionally, archaeologists refer to preservation in terms of artifacts and sites. 
Are we fully preserving culture when we curate artifacts and our �eld notes and nom-
inate a site to the National Register? We believe it is important to de�ne cultural 
preservation in a broader sense—to encompass current and future language, beliefs, 
traditions, and practices. We therefore applaud the expanded de�nition of cultural 
preservation that includes intangible heritage (United Nations Educational, Scien-
ti�c and Cultural Organization [UNESCO] 2003). We might, however, ask what is 
meant by “intangible” and to whom. We realize that “intangible” refers to nonmaterial 
rather than to immaterial, imperceptible, insubstantial, ethereal, vague, immeasurable, 
or intrinsic culture. As such, intangible cultural heritage includes cultural practices, 
beliefs, language, and knowledge (e.g., Alivizatou 2012; Shepherd 2009; UNESCO 
2003). By broadening cultural preservation to include intangible heritage we have 
come a long way; however, we believe that this has the potential to set up divisive 

�is chapter uses the Hopi Dictionary/Hopìikwa Lavàytutuveni: A Hopi- English Dictionary of the �ird 
Mesa Dialect (Hopi Dictionary Project 1998). While we recognize that there are di�erent dialect variations, 
as non- native Hopi speakers, we opted to use the �ird Mesa dialect presented in the dictionary. �e quotes 
provided by Hopi youth do not include their full names. We decided to use initials instead of full names 
to protect their identities as minors. Permissions to use quotes, photos, and video were obtained by signed 
parental permission when the youth joined the program.



dichotomies—archaeologists and descendant communities, artifacts and beliefs, sites 
and sense of place, for instance. How then do we operationalize cultural preservation 
holistically (e.g., Alivizatou 2012) and in what contexts can this be applied? We believe 
that the answer lies not only in participating in collaborative research as illustrated 
by other chapters in this volume, but more importantly for educational e�orts, in 
facilitating broader e�orts of the people whose culture is being preserved while also 
looking ahead toward the future.

If, as archaeologists, we emphasize the culture in cultural preservation, we begin to 
focus on people—viewing cultural preservation “in relation to its producers and prac-
titioners” (Alivizatou 2012:35)— rather than as researchers. It is not about us as archae-
ologists, but about the people who live the culture and depend on their past to seek 
a better future (see Balenquah 2012). As Shepherd (2009:57) asks, “whose heritage is 
being preserved and managed, by whom, for what purposes?” By incorporating multi-
ple stakeholder values and realizing that various reasons for cultural preservation exist, 
we also delve into the realm of di�ering values and ethics (see Colwell-Chanthaphonh 
and Ferguson 2006; Smith et al. 2010).

We follow Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (2006:150) in viewing the role 
of archaeologists as anthropologists, not just understanding the past “but how people 
use the past to make meaning in their lives today.” Cultural preservation is thus more 
about sustaining and engaging the present and future through the past (Alivizatou 
2012:192; Bauer 2009:87). Intangible heritage is not about “a set of preciously safe-
guarded and unchanging traditions, but [about] . . . knowledge and practice inherited 
from the past and revived in the present . . . [led by] active and ongoing engagement 
of practitioners” (Alivizatou 2012:190). New traditions build upon the past and are 
“recreated and reinterpreted through practice” (Bauer 2009:87). Lyle Balenquah 
(2012:14), Native Hopi archaeologist, con�rms the power of the past to in�uence the 
everyday lives of present-day Hopi by arguing that “the meaning of the past is what it 
contributes to life in the present. �is understanding provides a continual connection 
between modern Hopi people and their predecessors. I believe this connection is the 
bond that Hopi people share in the way they know and feel about their ancestors.” 
As such, the Hopi use the past to inform the present; but importantly also to shape 
the future.

Our twelve-year collaboration with the Hopi Tribe shi�ed our cultural preser-
vation lens to focus on the future for Hopi youth by grounding students in the past 
and the present. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, director of the Hopi Cultural Preservation 
O�ce (HCPO), along with his sta�, elders, and youth, pushed us to use archaeology 
to appropriately connect Hopi youth and elders with their ancestral past. At Leigh’s 
request, the Hopi Footprints program developed as a collaboration between the 
HCPO and Northern Arizona University (NAU).
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�e Hopi Footprints program is an intergenerational partnership that connects 
Hopi youth with elders, cultural specialists, archaeologists, and educators on expe-
riential and collaborative trips to Hopitutskwa (Hopi land), the Hopi cultural land-
scape. �is landscape includes Hisatsinom sites (Hopi ancestral places) and the stories, 
songs, and deep meanings that surround them (Gumerman et al. 2012). Referred to 
as ancestral “footprints,” these places provide a profound context for engaged cultural 
preservation (�gure 11.1). �e Hopi believe that the ancestors did not abandon these 
archaeological sites. Instead, these sites provide physical evidence that both veri�es 
Hopi clan histories and religious beliefs (Bernardini 2005; Kuwanwisiwma 2002) and 
communicates strong emotional messages that are relevant for Hopi people today 
(Balenquah 2008, 2012). Embodied in these messages are instructions for how to live 
the Hopi way. When the Hopi Footprints program participants visit ancestral sites, 
the elders instruct them to respect the presence of the Hisatsinom or Motisinom and 
to ask for permission to visit and learn what they have to communicate. In a way, the 
footprints of the ancestors have provided the path for modern Hopi cultural preser-
vation e�orts.

Many Hopi argue that the survival of Hopi culture and tradition depends on teach-
ing the younger generations to speak and preserve the Hopi language, to maintain 
traditional values and beliefs, and to continue to be caretakers of the land, including 
respecting ancestral sites. Visiting these ancestral places provides opportunities for 

F IGUR E11.1 Hopi Footprints program group photo at Mesa Verde National Park.
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mutual sharing of knowledge about Hopi traditions, culture, language, and history, 
as well as a living context for Hopi cultural preservation into the future. To us, this 
relationship among past, present, and future generations is the essence of cultural 
preservation.

Our program is not what one thinks of as traditional archaeological research. Our 
approach even di�ers from what is thought of as applied archaeology— using archaeo-
logical knowledge and methods to help solve broader societal concerns (Downum and 
Price 1999). Although the Hopi Footprints program does address societal needs, it 
was Leigh Kuwanwisiwma and his team of HCPO sta� and Cultural Resource Advi-
sory Task Team (CRATT) elders who taught us a deeper set of cultural preservation 
values and goals. Indeed, this work changed our understanding of what archaeology 
should be about— honoring and respecting the knowledge ancestors le� for future 
generations along with scienti�c evidence from the past while also giving back to 
living communities in culturally appropriate ways. We learned that archaeology is not 
just about research, cultural history, or processual explanations—what one thinks of 
as the typical goals of archaeology. To the Hopi, archaeology is so much more. �e 
elders and youth with whom we work are interested in cultural historical information. 
�ey wonder about what the Hisatsinom ate and how they lived, what roles men and 
women played, and how Hopi life from the past has changed yet remained the same. 
As archaeologists we share these questions— standard cultural historical types of ques-
tions. However, the elders and youth are not usually interested in the other goals of 
our discipline, at least not in terms of the usual interpretations provided by archaeolo-
gists. �ey have their own explanations and cultural meanings about the past. �ey are 
interested in what archaeologists �nd out, but the most relevant evidence is not buried 
in the ground or in archives; it is found within the speci�c songs, stories, and clan 
histories of the Hopi. Applying cultural preservation then is about making meaning 
of archaeological knowledge along with cultural knowledge to understand the past, 
be grounded in the present, and inform the future.

H O PI C ULT UR A L PR E SE RVAT I O N 
T H R O U G H E D U C AT I O N

Our revised ideas about cultural preservation grew as the Hopi Footprints program 
evolved. �e program began in 2002 during a collaborative planning session about 
archaeology education among the HCPO, the Anthropology Department, and the 
Center for Science Teaching and Learning at NAU. �e HCPO is o�en approached 
by non- Hopi people to conduct research on and about Hopi that they want to share 
in various public venues and publications. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, director of the 
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HCPO, wanted to change the fundamental approach of archaeological education 
about the past to cultural education for Hopi people. Our shi� in focus enabled Hopi 
teachers and elders to design culturally relevant education for Hopi youth about what 
it means to be Hopi and about Hopi history through learning from the Hisatsinom. 
�is type of educational approach in which Indigenous youth incorporate the study 
of ancestral sites and artifacts with their native language and traditions supports their 
mental, spiritual, and physical health and provides them with a stronger self-identity, 
which in turn empowers them to learn and live successfully in both Native and West-
ern worlds (Demmert and Towner 2003).

Hopi blue corn provides a powerful analogy for the culturally relevant educational 
e�orts of our Hopi Footprints program (�gure 11.2). Traditionally, the Hopi are and 
have always been farmers. Upon emergence into this Fourth World, the Hopi chose 
the short blue ear of corn that grows in the high desert. �ese plants thrive only with 
careful attention, respect, and nurturing. Indeed, corn is raised and cared for like chil-
dren. Much like the seeds of the blue corn, the seeds of the program are derived from 
the need to increase the use of Hopi language and understand Hopi traditions. In the 
words of Anita Poleahla, President and Founder, Mesa Media, Inc.,

“Hopilavayi ([Hopi] language) is rooted in our culture as a people, if we lose our lan-
guage, there will no longer be Hopisinom ([Hopi] people). Our language de�nes who 
we are spiritually,” Poleahla said. “If we no longer are able to speak Hopilavayi then we 
will never really understand the full meaning of what our Hopi ceremonies mean, even if 
we participate. �e depth of Hopilavayi cannot be expressed in English; our language is 
unique to our worldview. We hold great responsibility as stewards of this land we live on 
and have yet to ful�ll our covenant to Maasawu [Màasaw]. �is transfer of knowledge is 
usually done through our language and understanding how our cultural reinforces these 
responsibilities. Hopilavayi is just not a language; it is a teaching tool of life, it is our life.” 
(Navajo- Hopi Observer 2013; italics original)

Sadly, there is a growing crisis of language and culture loss among Hopi youth. 
Most Hopi youth are not learning the Hopi language, and elders are �nding it increas-
ingly di�cult to pass on their traditional cultural knowledge. �e Hopi Language 
Assessment Project, conducted in 1997, analyzed �uency and practice of the Hopi 
language in Hopi villages and homes. �e survey found that 100 percent of Hopi 
elders (sixty years or older), 84 percent of adults (forty to ��y-nine years old), 50 per-
cent of young adults (twenty to thirty- nine), and only 5 percent children (age two to 
nineteen) speak and understand the Hopi language (Poleahla 2014). In response, the 
HCPO began the Hopilavayi Project, a tribal initiative to revitalize Hopi culture and 
language in Hopi school communities (HCPO 2009).
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Concurrently with the Hopilavayi project, the Hopi Footprints program evolved 
to create a complementary culturally relevant curriculum for Hopi teachers that 
focused on Hopi cultural history and preservation. Using initial seed money from 
the Society for American Archaeology’s Public Education Committee and funding 
from Arizona’s Improving Teacher Quality program, we created “Hopi Footprints: 
Building Better Teachers with a Community- Based Culture Curriculum” for Hopi 
youth in grades K-6. �e curriculum was developed through collaborative e�orts of 
Hopi teachers, elders, archaeologists, anthropologists, technology specialists, and 
tribal professionals.

As part of our curriculum development process, we traveled to Hisatsinom sites 
across the Southwest, sharing meals, stories, laughter, and cultural information. We vid-
eotaped elder oral history, archaeologists’ interpretations, and conversations between 
members of the group that would later be edited and shared in a CD resource as part 
of the written curriculum. We gathered for numerous hours in teachers’ classrooms at 
Moencopi Day School to discuss critical ideas for what a curriculum for Hopi youth 
should or should not include. �e HCPO professionals and elders selected from 
CRATT were instrumental in ensuring that our materials were culturally and age 

F IGUR E 11.2 Hopi summer corn�eld in Orayvi Wash, August 1, 2005 (photograph by  
T. J. Ferguson).
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appropriate. �e �nal curriculum materials were provided to teachers in Hopi schools 
and are currently being distributed by the HCPO.

Following the dissemination of the curriculum, we saw a need to work directly with 
Hopi youth. �e Hopi Footprints grew, much like the blue corn, into a continued 
partnership that would enact the enduring understandings of the curriculum (e.g., 
Wiggins and McTighe 2005). �e foundation of the program is built upon what it 
means to be Hopi by learning about Hopi culture and history. We explored key ques-
tions for Hopi youth such as who am I, what is my role in Hopi society, where do I 
come from, and where am I going? Hopi elders and youth thus engage in and develop 
their own meanings about the connections among past, present, and future Hopi life.

�e goal of the growing youth program is to promote Hopi cultural preservation 
by collaboratively tracing these footprints of Hopi ancestors, participating in com-
munity service projects, and expressing the impact of learning through educational 
products such as digital media and a museum exhibit. �e current Hopi Footprints 
program includes a summer-camp-style component along with weekend youth work-
shops throughout the school year. We recruit youth from all Hopi communities. �e 
summer camps involve multiple-day journeys to visit Hisatsinom or archaeological 
sites. At the sites, elders share their knowledge about the importance of the place to 
Hopi history, o�en in the Hopi language, and impress upon the youth that the ances-
tors are speaking to them. �e Hisatsinom le� intentional messages to inform them 
what it means to be Hopi and how to live a Hopi life. �e youth, then, are reminded 
of their responsibility to future Hopi generations and to Hopi cultural preservation. 
�ey will be the keepers of language, traditions, prayers, songs, roles, and practices.

Although many of the youth do not fully understand all the information that is 
shared, the elders strongly insist on using Hopilavayi so that nuances of cultural tradi-
tions and language are interwoven. O�en, an elder serves as translator to help all youth 
connect to the crux of what is being taught. If Hopi youth are not �uent, they miss 
some of what the elders are trying to convey. At the same time, archaeologists on the 
summer trips share information about the sites from a Western scienti�c perspective. 
�e students are encouraged to make connections between the two ways of thinking, 
relating that knowledge to their own lives. To support these e�orts, the program pro-
vides additional activities that emphasize themes such as health, food, ethnobotany, 
community, sustainability, Hopi language, and environment. �e youth o�en focus 
their attention on a comparison of Hopi life and culture then and now. �e follow- up 
workshops o�ered during the school year are designed to help youth learn skills to 
create digital media using their own voices and images to share what they have learned 
about the Hisatsinom.

To express their learning, Hopi youth in collaboration with elders created four 
�lms, a museum exhibit, and several digital stories about their journeys to ancestral 

184 CL ARK AND GUMER MAN



places. �e Hopi Footprints program visited Homol’ovi along the Little Colorado 
River in Arizona; Kawestima (Navajo National Monument); Yupköyvi (Chaco Cul-
ture National Historic Park); Mesa Verde National Park, where certain clans have 
a�liations to places like Salapa (Spruce Tree House); and the San Juan River in south-
eastern Utah, where the elders and youth have adopted and now care for the spring at 
River House (�gure 11.3)

�e creation of the museum exhibit provided an opportunity for the youth to 
express their emerging views about the connections among the past, present, and 
future—what we think of as Hopi cultural preservation. In 2009, the Hopi Foot-
prints youth, elders, archaeologists, and educators traveled to Washington, D.C., to 
gather ideas and learn how to develop a museum exhibit. �e Smithsonian’s National 
Museum of the American Indian and Natural History Museum hosted workshops 
about exhibit creation and changes in how Native peoples are portrayed in museums. 
Participants also toured the collection center to view Hopi artifacts. �roughout the 
following year, the Hopi youth gathered once a month to design and create their own 
exhibit, which was on display from July through December 2010 at the Museum of 
Northern Arizona (�gure 11.4). �e museum exhibit focused on the core values of 
Hopi culture as told through the voices of Hopi youth. �e text and images were all 
conceived, written, and produced by the youth. �roughout the exhibit, Hopi youth 
used personal narratives to communicate their ideas, realities, and hopes for the future 
(Gumerman et al. 2012).

�e summer component of the program now provides an annual journey along 
the San Juan River in southeastern Utah with elders, youth, and archaeologists. �e 
Hisatsinom footprints along the river include petroglyphs and dwellings where youth 
learn about Hopi farming and lifeways. �e youth and elders have also adopted and 
are caring for a spring near one of the ancestral sites. Together, they actively practice 
cultural preservation through sharing language, knowledge, and physical work toward 
honoring the past and sustaining the future. �e subsequent workshops involve 
youth and elders creating and narrating digital stories about various Hopi cultural 
topics discussed on the trip. �ese short �lms re�ect the importance of learning the 
Hopi language, how the Hopi idea of kyaptsi (respect) is involved in every aspect of 
Hopi life, the signi�cance and use of native plants for Hopi cooking and medicines, 
what petroglyphs symbolize for Hopi, and why learning about one’s clan’s history is 
important.

It is critical to note that not all that transpires among the Hopi Footprints partici-
pants, especially among the youth and elders, is meant to be published— either in print 
or on �lm. We listen to and respect the elders and HCPO sta� when we are asked 
not to share information or to delete a video recording or to turn o� the camera. Yet 
there are also times when the elders tell us to “grab the camera and get this on �lm” 
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F IGUR E 11.3 Shadow of Hopi youth visiting the Hisatsinom at Chaco Culture National 
Historic Park.



F IGUR E 11.4 Collaboration in preparing the Hopi Footprints Youth Exhibit, Museum of 
Northern Arizona, July– December 2010.



F IGUR E 11.5 Hopi youth �lming elders speaking at Mesa Verde National Park.



(�gure 11.5). �ey want to relate di�erent pieces of culture connecting a place with 
language and meaning for Hopi life. As facilitators of the program, we accommodate 
these requests and take responsibility to help bring people together, garner funding, 
and structure the project. As proponents of Hopi cultural preservation, we recognize 
that the information and experiences generated by the program are really meant for 
Hopisinom— not Pahaana (Anglo- American people).

Like the nurturing of blue corn, the Hopi Footprints program has grown and devel-
oped in speci�c stages with changing emphases and unwavering philosophical ideals. 
From seeds of language to written formal lessons, journeys across the southwestern 
landscape. and development of digital media and a museum exhibit, the program is 
based on the following Hopi core values of kyaptsi:

• Naminangwa is the respect found in taking care of one’s self and helping others 
without being asked. �is type of respect demands accountability for one’s own 
actions and inactions. During the summer programs, the Hopi youth are taught to 
rise in the early morning so as not to burden the sun on its journey across the sky 
each day. �ey eat well and take care of their bodies. �ey listen to and learn from 
the elders as they visit the Hisatsinom at ancestral places. �ey treat each other 
with compassion and humor.

• Pasinangwa is the respect garnered through interactions with others and involves 
treating people as one would want to be treated. It involves being both intentional 
and cautious about what one does. �e youth in the program learn to actively 
listen to the elders. �ey are encouraged to speak Hopi and to ask questions. �ey 
do not gossip or harmfully tease one another.

• Sumínangwa is respect that comes from helping one another for the good of all the 
community. �is type of respect promotes interdependence and a spirit of commu-
nity helpfulness. �e youth and elders become like a family, helping one another 
with camp duties and sharing in the digital media creations. �e following quote 
from one of the participants illustrates this kyaptsi value:

I’d like to thank all the adults for having all of us here, having a good time on the river, 
making jokes. It feels like one big family. It feels real good, it feels so good in the heart 
making new friends. (I. B., Hopi youth in Hopi Footprints program 2009)

�e corn growing in the �eld does not stand alone. It is part of a larger �eld planted 
from seeds born of those who came before. To date, more than 150 Hopi participants 
(including youth, elders, and educators) contributed to this program (�gure 11.6). �e 
program continues without its original grant funding and through continued sup-
port from the HCPO and NAU. It is currently managed “by Hopi for Hopi” (Lyle J. 
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Balenquah, personal communication, 2014). Our goal each year is to raise funds to 
connect Hopi youth with elders and their ancestral heritage in meaningful ways.

IMPACT ON YOUTH AND FAMILIES

We know that this project has deeply a�ected Hopi youth, their families, and com-
munities. Many youth come on the trips not understanding the depth of the Hopi 
cultural learning involved in the program. All are a�ected by the generosity of the 
elders and are grateful for the language and knowledge that are shared. Not all youth 
express their emotions verbally. �ey are encouraged to sing Hopi songs or to write 
their thoughts. �e following quotes provide di�ering examples of how Hopi youth 
have expressed their learning and experiences. �e �rst quote expresses a simple yet 
heartfelt gratitude: “I would like to thank the elders for giving us advice, seeing who 
we truly are” (S. H., Hopi youth in Hopi Footprints program 2009).

It is o�en challenging for youth to fully convey what being on the trips and 
interacting closely with elders means to them. �e following re�ection speaks to a 
participant’s budding recognition of the importance of learning about her ancestral 
traditions.

Well, all the trips I’ve been on have been very interesting for me to see all the plazas and 
houses of our ancestors. When you get there you are the same person but when you stay 
for about a week, and then ready to go home you seem like you’re taking a part of your 
ancestors with you and you have more respect for other people and yourself. Also, you 
meet a lot of di�erent people. �e �rst time I went, I really liked it. It was so peaceful and 
I felt like I was back in time and saw all the people who were there a long time ago. �ere 
were a lot of animals, grass, and clear water that came down the waterfall. �at’s what I 
experienced when I went on my �rst trip. When I kept on going it felt like I was getting 
stronger and stronger. I felt I was understanding why our people were here. �e reason 
why they are here is for respect, happiness, health, and prayers. (K. H., Hopi youth in 
Hopi Footprints program 2009)

For many youth, these experiences embody what it means to be Hopi, what the 
ancestors’ messages are, and how to live a good life:

Water is tied to life. Water is alive
I pray for water
I ask the spirits for water
to feel sorry for me
I do good things and try
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to be a good person
I try to do it with heart
I have always watching
Even when you’re all by yourself
Working, there watching
Water is a message
From the spirits
�ey tell us how they
Feel about us
�ey always test us
�rough rain
We have to live Hopi
which is hard
Water is life
Water is strong
It can be mean
It can be nice
�at’s why it should be respected
In a storm in the ocean
In the desert, everywhere
You have to respect or die 
(R. L., Hopi youth in Hopi Footprints program 2010)

Parents of participating youth also express how important it is to have these types 
of cultural learning opportunities with elders. �ey o�en emphasize how the pro-
gram has helped their children to resist temptations, such as drugs and alcohol. Sev-
eral parents have shared how they think the summer journeys to their ancestral sites 
have changed their sons’ and daughters’ lives. In addition, these gatherings provide an 
important social opportunity. �e youth and elders truly love getting together and 
reconnecting not only with the past but also with each other.

W H AT A B O U T F O OT PR I N TS O F T H E F U T UR E ?

Leigh Kuwanwisiwma’s leadership and his insistence that elders be involved helped make 
the Hopi Footprints program a success for Hopi cultural preservation. �e program 
works because it is about Hopi cultural legacy, language, and heritage in a nonlinear 
path. �e past, present, and future a�ect Hopi people and require an expanded vision 
of cultural preservation and archaeology that promotes Hopi language and traditions.
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�e future of the Hopi depends on their youth. It is imperative that the youth 
carry on the material and nonmaterial messages from the footprints of their ancestors 
by learning their cultural traditions and speaking the Hopi language. Hopi youth 
preserve their culture by connecting to the past and their elders while expressing their 
deepened knowledge in modern ways (i.e., digital media). In essence, the youth are 
planting the seeds for their own futures and those of the next generations.

In reality, today’s Hopi youth face many challenges. �ey must balance living in 
a globalized world with being traditional Hopi (�gure 11.7). On a daily basis, they 
confront increasing pressures on multiple fronts, including gangs, violence, substance 
abuse, media, school, jobs, and changes in subsistence— all with burdens that are o�en 
incompatible with traditional Hopi lifeways (Oetting and Beauvais 1990–1991). �e 
design of the program provides a forum for youth to express and explore these chal-
lenges. One youth spoke of living in two worlds:

We all live normal teenage American lives, so we have to try to balance that with 
being Hopi. It’s pretty stressful, because if there’s something going on in our Hopi 
life, which there always is, we have to bake or cook. If not, we’re helping with clean-
ing. �ere’s a lot of times when we won’t go to sleep until 1 in the morning. �en the 
following day we have to wake up and go to school. At school we learn like everyone 
else in America, it’s tough there too. Usually, we come home at 4:30 in the a�ernoon 
unless we’re in sports; then we won’t get home until it’s really late. Balancing Hopi 
and Pahaana or non- native life is very di�erent and hard. ( J. A., Hopi youth in Hopi 
Footprints program 2010)

C O N C LUSI O N

�e elders speak about the tradition of Hopi people not choosing an easy path 
because, upon emergence into this world, they took the short blue ear of corn. In 
this way, Hopi life has always been di�cult and resilient. Hopi cultural preservation 
is equally complex. We believe that Hopi cultural preservation depends on a holistic 
approach in which elders, youth, archaeologists, and others learn from the ancestors 
within cultural contexts of the present and future. It is vital to involve elders and 
youth in a continuing dialogue about cultural heritage: what it means to them, the 
vital role that language plays in preservation, the importance of visiting and respecting 
ancestral places, what can be learned from scienti�c approaches to studying the past 
and how that relates to ancestral knowledge, and what lessons must be carried forth 
for future generations. Much of this work happens beyond the scope of any individual 
youth, elder, or archaeologist. Programs like Hopi Footprints can provide only initial 
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F IGUR E 11.7 Hopi youth image of living in two worlds.



opportunities for these interactions to occur. Ultimately, it is up to Hopi youth to 
honor and build upon the knowledge of their ancestors as they grow, eventually per-
petuating the cycle by becoming elders themselves and interacting with future youth.

Our intent for this chapter was to illustrate that the Hopi Footprints program 
is one small piece of a bigger picture for Hopi cultural preservation. Preserving and 
sustaining Hopi cultural heritage— both the tangible and intangible— depend on nur-
turing youth as cultural stewards in a manner that supports the dualities of living in 
a modern society while thriving in Hopi traditions. �e youths’ connections to the 
elders and their teachings at ancestral sites, along with language, songs, and stories, 
are all elements of cultural footprints that matter in cultural preservation. It is thus 
most appropriate to conclude with the following quote from a Hopi Footprints’ youth 
participant, written for their museum exhibit in 2010 about the role of Hopi youth 
in cultural preservation:

Today’s generation may be the last hope of saving our Hopi culture, language, and spir-
itual beliefs. We �nd our strength in prayer, kyaptsi, running, singing (especially to our 
plants) and the happiness that comes from being with our families. (R. L., Hopi youth 
in Hopi Footprints program 2010)
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PR O LO GUE: C O M C A AC ( SE R I )  O R A L T R A D IT I O NS

�e Moquis and Kastiilam Hopi History Project began soon a�er I �nished editing 
Empire of Sand: �e Seri Indians and the Struggle for Spanish Sonora, 1645– 1803 (Sher-
idan 1999). �at documentary history chronicled the failure of the Society of Jesus 
to missionize the small independent bands of Comcaac (Seri Indians) who inhabited 
the bone-dry Sonoran coast and Tiburón and San Esteban islands in the Gulf of Cal-
ifornia. �eir failure culminated in a policy of cultural genocide as Spanish o�cials, 
with the support of the Jesuits, attempted to kill or deport the Seris to las islas ultra-
marinas (the outlying islands) of the Caribbean. �is “�nal solution” transformed 
petty raiders into guerrilla �ghters who, in concert with their Lower and Upper Pima 
allies, wreaked havoc on the mines and ranches of central Sonora from 1748 to the 
1770s. It took the largest military expedition in Sonoran colonial history to battle the 
Comcaac to a bloody stando�, and Seris continued to conduct sporadic raids until 
the late nineteenth century (McGee 1971 [1898]).

When I �nally held the volume in my hands, however, I had one major regret: 
that I never investigated whether the Comcaac today have any oral traditions of those 
struggles. A�er reading thousands of pages of handwritten Spanish colonial letters, 
informes, relaciones, diarios, and autos, I was painfully aware of how biased and dis-
torted the documentary record was. Convinced of their cultural and religious supe-
riority, Spaniards and Jesuit missionaries dismissed Native spirituality as superstition 
or the work of the devil.* �ey rarely probed the complexities of either Native ritual 

*Many of the Jesuit missionaries came from other areas of Europe and were not native Spaniards.
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or Native political organization. And they rarely bothered to describe Native society 
in any detail, at least not until the late eighteenth century, when Enlightenment cur-
rents in�uenced some attempts at systematic empirical observation.* Silences as well 
as ethnocentric misrepresentations haunt the Spanish written record.

Luckily, one of my students—Natalia Martínez Tagüeña—has begun collecting 
Comcaac narratives about the Spaniards, whom the Seris call Cazoopin.† When the 
Spanish empire began intruding on their territory in the late 1600s, the Comcaac 
were living in small family groups organized into a number of bands with distinct but 
permeable territories (Martínez Tagüeña 2015; Rentería Valencia 2015; Sheridan 1982). 
At least one band— Heeno Comcaac— lived on Tiburón Island. As con�ict with the 
Spanish empire and the Mexican Republic intensi�ed, band organization broke down 
as Seri territory shrank and Seri population declined. �e population reached its nadir 
of about 130 individuals in the 1920s, when many observers felt that the Seris would 
soon disappear as a people (Felger and Moser 1985). By the 1940s, the Comcaac had 
aggregated themselves into three groups: the largest at Haxöl Iihom (“where there 
are multicolored clams”; Desemboque de los Seris) on the Sonoran coast, another 
at Hajhax (“many waters”; Tecomate) around a major spring on the north end of 
Tahejcö (Tiburón Island), and a third at Zoozni Cmiipla near Punta San Miguel on 
the mainland. Nonetheless, many Seris remember their former band identities even 
though most no longer live in their former homelands (Martínez Tagüeña and Torres 
Cubillas, in Martínez Tagüeña 2015).

According to Martínez Tagüena and her Seri colleagues, Comcaac oral traditions 
follow the three-part temporal framework �rst proposed by anthropologist Jan Van-
sina, a pioneer in the study of oral traditions. �e oldest focuses on a time when giants 
occupied Seri territory, a time Vansina would call “traditions of origin and genesis” 
or a “timeless past” and other scholars would label myth (Vansina 1985:21– 23). �e 
most recent is linear time, composed of personal accounts and group traditions that 
relate events and the actions of individuals— what Western scholars would classify as 
history. In between is Vansina’s famous “�oating gap,” a period of indeterminate length 
between myth and history: “�e gap is best explained by reference to the capacity of 
di�erent social structures to reckon time. Beyond a certain time depth, which di�ers 
for each type of social structure because time is reckoned by reference to generations 
or other social institutions, chronology can no longer be kept.” He continued, “His-
torical consciousness works on only two registers: time of origin and recent times. 

*Perhaps the best examples of this Enlightenment empiricism are the famous relaciones written in response 
to Charles III’s demand for a geographical survey of New Spain (West 1972; Sheridan and Naylor 1979). 
See, for example, Padre Fray Joseph Agustín Falcón Mariano’s remarkably detailed 1777 relación of the 
Franciscan mission of Guaguachique (Sheridan and Naylor 1979:102– 117).
†Probably from the Spanish gachupín, which means “Spaniard” or “Spanish- born settler in the Americas.”
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Because the limit one reaches in time reckoning moves with the passage of genera-
tions, I have called the gap a �oating gap” (Vansina 1985:24).

�e problem for ethnohistorians is to determine how far back “recent times” 
go. While previous scholars thought that Comcaac historical memory extends 
only into the 1800s, Martínez Tagüeña and her colleagues argued that it stretches 
back to 1750 or earlier (Martínez Tagüeña et al. 2015:126). Several oral traditions 
narrated by Lorenzo Herrera Casanova from the Comcaac settlement of Socaiix 
(Punta Chueca) may even chronicle events in the 1600s. �ose narratives refer to 
brief and peaceful encounters with Spanish ships by Seris living on Tiburón Island. 
�e Spaniards on these vessels may have been unregistered pearl hunters; at present 
it is not possible to correlate Comcaac accounts with Spanish records of speci�c 
voyages.

At least two oral traditions correspond to major events noted by the Spaniards, 
however. �e �rst concerns Governor Diego Ortiz Parrilla’s invasion of Tiburón 
Island in 1750. In late summer, the only time when monsoon storms would have pro-
vided enough water to sustain a major campaign, Ortiz Parrilla ferried 720 presidial 
soldiers, civilian militia, and O’odham (Upper Pima) allies across the Canal de In�-
ernillo. �ey landed in a place the Comcaac call Hataamt Ihoozla (where the sandals 
come o� ). Seris had poisoned springs and seasonal water holes in the area, and a�er 
two weeks of inconclusive skirmishes, Ortiz Parrilla and his chronicler, Jesuit chaplain 
Padre Francisco Pimentel, declared the expedition a grand success and returned to the 
mainland. But only a handful of Comcaac had been captured or killed, and the Seris 
soon became the greatest threat to Spanish Sonora other than the Apaches. A year 
later, Luis Oacpicagigua, captain general of the O’odham who saved Ortiz Parrilla 
from a mutiny by his heat-crazed soldiers, led his own rebellion across the Pimería 
Alta (Sheridan 1979, 1999).

Herrera heard a Comcaac account of the invasion from Por�rio Diaz, a blind rela-
tive of his father, in 1951. Díaz was the last survivor of the Xiica Hast Ano Coii, the Seri 
band living on San Esteban Island southwest of Tiburón. According to his version, 
it took the Spaniards three days to shuttle their horses from the mainland. Watching 
from Hast Moozaaxo, a hill on Tiburón where Seri warriors had gathered, the Com-
caac saw a group of Spaniards prepare their horses with “riding chairs” and head o� to 
meet them. Enraged by this invasion of their homeland, an older Seri warrior named 
Haliit Cmotiisi Quiiho (the one who could see a hair from a far distance) “attacked, 
shooting like crazy, letting loose his anger against the soldiers. �ey le� only one sol-
dier alive and they let him go.” When the survivor alerted the rest of the expedition, 
“all the soldiers mobilized towards Hast Moozaaxo but no one was there anymore. �e 
Comcaac had le�; only the dead bodies of the soldiers remained” (Martínez Tagüeña 
et al. 2015:146).
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Martínez Tagüeña and her colleagues collected other narratives of Spanish hostil-
ities as well: “�ey all have in common the Spaniards’ betrayal, exempli�ed by armed 
assaults to drastic measures like forcing the Comcaac to eat the �esh of their own 
murdered people. �e commonality clearly indicates the high degree of outrage com-
mitted and felt, which led to strong feelings of resentment and anger” (2015:147). 
�ey also pointed out “the importance of Comcaac historical �gures like the just 
mentioned, Haliit Cmotiisi Quiiho, who had the power to see hair from a far distance. 
His vision and aiming was enhanced; he simply would not miss his target. It was 
through such extraordinary men that the Comcaac were able to defend themselves 
from Spanish attacks.” In a mobile and �uid hunting and gathering society like the 
Seris, individual initiative and individual leadership were highly prized: “Leaders were 
not established through lineage or inheritance but through merit in war and hunt-
ing . . . and through spiritually enhanced power” (Martínez Tagüeña et al. 2015:147).

A second set of oral traditions describes the murder of a missionary at Hax Caail 
(Pozo Carrizal) northeast of modern Bahia de Kino. In all probability, these nar-
ratives describe the killing of Franciscan Padre Fray Crisóstomo Gil de Bernabé in 
1773. Gil was attempting to establish a mission at Carrizal even though he himself 
acknowledged that the site was “completely useless for any kind of farming” (Sheridan 
1999:405). Instead, he envisioned the mission Seris supporting themselves by �shing 
and gathering salt. According to one Comcaac account, narrated by Herrera, “the 
Father had punished and killed a child for killing one of his pigeons and thus deserved 
to die in the same manner, with his mouth �lled with salt” (Martínez Tagüeña et al. 
2015:147–148).

�ese Comcaac narratives do not, on their own, provide information about events 
that can be anchored to a speci�c time in the Western historical record. In that sense, 
they require Spanish accounts to complement them. What they do provide, however, 
are windows into Seri values and beliefs in ways that Spanish narratives o�en ignore or 
misrepresent. “�e invasion of Spaniards at Tiburón island, the Comcaac refuge, was 
considered an unforgettable outrage,” Martínez Tagüeña and her colleagues observed 
(2015:153). Comcaac accounts also can be quite speci�c about individual Seris endowed 
with extraordinary—what Western observers would call supernatural—powers. As we 
pointed out in volume I of Moquis and Kastiilam: Hopis, Spaniards, and the Trauma 
of History, Spanish documents “present the ‘who,’ ‘where,’ ‘when,’ and ‘what’ enshrined 
in Western narrative tradition, at least when those factual touchstones involved prom-
inent Spaniards” (Sheridan et al. 2015:10). But they rarely express the “why” of Native 
actions. Nor do they present cause and e�ect from a Native point of view. When 
ethnohistorians rely entirely on the documentary record, their interpretations remain 
imprisoned by the limitations of their documents. �e documents can be comple-
mented and supplemented by archaeological evidence, climatic reconstructions, and 
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other Western records of the past. But those tools, indispensable though they are, will 
not allow us to comprehend the values, beliefs, and o�en radically di�erent epistemol-
ogies of the so-called “people without history” (Wolf 1982).

T H E H O PI H I STO RY PR O J E C T

In order to move beyond what I only half ironically call the tyranny of the documen-
tary record, I decided that the next project of the O�ce of Ethnohistorical Research 
(OER), which I directed at the time, would gather and analyze Native oral traditions 
as well as Spanish documents. Noted Hopi scholar Emory Sekaquaptewa, a member of 
the Eagle Clan and an appellate court judge of the Hopi court system, was working at 
the Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology at the University of Arizona. He and 
his colleagues had recently completed the monumental Hopi Dictionary/Hopìikwa 
Lavàytutuveni (Hopi Dictionary Project 1998), a major step in Emory’s goal of making 
Hopis literate in their own language. Another Hopi scholar— Hartman Lomawaima, 
a member of the Bear Clan and Wuwtsim Kiva—was associate director of the Arizona 
State Museum, where the OER is located. With their support, I approached Leigh 
Kuwanwisiwma, a member of the Greasewood Clan from Paaqavi and director of the 
Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce, who agreed to collaborate with us. Leigh assigned 
Stewart B. Koyiyumptewa, a member of the Badger Clan from Hotvela who had just 
been hired as tribal archivist, to interview Hopi elders for the project. With the formal 
approval of the Hopi Tribal Council, we began Moquis and Kastiilam: �e Hopi His-
tory Project in 2000 with the �rst of �ve grants from the National Historic Preserva-
tion and Records Commission (NHPRC). We later received a National Endowment 
for the Humanities We the People grant beginning in 2008.

In his magisterial Cycles of Conquest: �e Impact of Spain, Mexico, and the United 
States on the Indians of the Southwest, 1533– 1960, anthropologist and ethnohistorian 
Edward Spicer wrote:

�e expansion of Spain in the New World, like the expansion of other European nations 
in the Americas, Africa, and Asia, is a series of events the record of which will remain 
forever incomplete. . . . It is not that there was any lack of European commentators—
there were many. But the natives of the invaded regions were not literate people, and 
therefore what they thought and said about what was happening to them was never 
adequately recorded. (Spicer 1962:21)

Even though we are always “looking through a glass darkly,” there are methods to 
see beyond at least some of the documentary record’s biases, distortions, and silences. 
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Researchers, including the OER, have long consulted ethnographies of Native Amer-
ican societies written by trained anthropologists. �is technique, known as upstream-
ing, has inherent limitations; nineteenth- and twentieth-century peoples may have 
been living very di�erent lives from their sixteenth-, seventeenth-, and eighteenth-
century ancestors (Sheridan 1988). Nonetheless, the ethnographic record brings a 
much more detailed and sophisticated understanding of Native societies to bear on 
historical encounters between their ancestors and the Europeans and Euroamericans 
who sought to conquer them. But what neither the OER nor many other documen-
tary researchers had done—at least not in a comprehensive fashion—was to draw 
upon the insights and oral traditions of tribal elders and tribal scholars. Archaeol-
ogists of the Southwest now regularly consult with Native experts in interpreting 
their �ndings, yet few scholars have employed this methodology for understanding 
written texts. One exception is Dennis Tedlock’s discussion with a Mayan spiritual 
leader as he read the Popol Vuh; the Maya consultant found humor in sections of the 
myth that scholars had assumed were ponderous (Tedlock 1983:312–320). Moquis 
and Kastiilam: �e Hopi History Project expanded this approach by collaborat-
ing with Hopi consultants in the annotation of documents and the production of 
commentary.

�is is a critical step and one that must be taken if we are ever going to do anything 
more than peer through that dark glass at the interactions of Native peoples with 
imperial Europe. In 1977, David Laird published a bibliography on Hopi history and 
culture consisting of nearly 3,000 items (Laird 1977). �at number has grown by leaps 
and bounds since then. Hopis authored a few of the sources, but ever since Coro-
nado’s soldiers �rst encountered the people they called Moquis in 1540, non- Hopis 
have dominated both the published and archival record. Only a handful, including 
activist Harry James (1974), anthropologist Peter Whiteley (1988, 1998), and archae-
ologists Wesley Bernardini (2005, 2008) and T. J. Ferguson (Ferguson 1998; Ferguson 
and Colwell- Chanthaphonh 2006; Ferguson and Lomaomvaya 1999), have tried to 
understand Hopi history from Hopi points of view. Hopi scholar Lomayumtewa Ishii 
of First Mesa called this neglect historicide— “the mass execution of Hopi intellect, 
agency, and epistemology” (2001:3). He believes that this extensive “cultural archive” 
alienates Hopis from their past by interpreting it in terms of Western concepts rather 
than Hopi themes of cyclical “destruction and renewal” (2001:20).

Despite such historicide, however, Hopis remain far more conscious of their pasts 
than most Western peoples. But their archives are neither paper archives nor codi�ed 
collections of oral traditions like the Bible. Instead, Hopi “texts” include features of 
the landscape, kiva murals, ritual songs, clan migration narratives, former village sites, 
architectural features, and rock art as well as stories: itaakuku (footprints) le� behind 
as small groups of matrilineal kin honored their original covenant with Màasaw, lord 
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of the Fourth World, by setting o� on journeys from their place of emergence (Hopi 
Dictionary Project 1998:219). �ose migrations eventually led them to Tuuwanasavi, 
the Earth Center, on the Hopi Mesas (Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006). 
According to Ferguson and Lomaomvaya (1999:76),

�e Hopi have always considered themselves to be one people. In the ancient past, this 
people separated and traveled widely to discover the world. During these travels, they 
were led by spiritual forces to the promised land of the Hopi Mesas. Hopi traditions 
account for the various peoples who experienced di�erent ecological zones on their 
migrations, and who brought the knowledge they gained to Hopi. Each clan has its 
own history of migration that relates to the places where they traveled, settled, and le� 
for various reasons.

Ferguson and Colwell- Chanthaphonh observed that, because of these travels, 
Hopi clan migration stories are complex and diverse: “Families, portions of clans, 
entire clans, and groups of clans related in phratries are all variously referred to as 
migrating groups in Hopi traditions” (2006:101). Later in their analysis, they stated, 
“Accounts of Hopi migration that attempt to synthesize or homogenize Hopi history 
in simpli�ed linear narratives rather than embrace their marvelous variation fail to 
grasp the subtle but important di�erences in the routes and past experiences of dif-
ferent migrating groups” (2006:103).

Similar diversity distinguishes other Hopi historical narratives as well. Oral tra-
ditions are transmitted from one generation to another in numerous settings. In a 
meeting of the Hopi History Project in Kiqötsmovi in 2008, Donald Dawahongnewa, 
a member of the Water Clan from Sòongopavi, noted that the right time to tell stories 
was in December:

In our Hopi culture, the earth is busy all year, taking care of everybody, growing every-
thing and all that, and then in December, the earth rests. So that’s when everybody keeps 
still to give the earth time to rest. �at one whole moon, the whole month. �at’s when 
everybody stays put and learns about their history and all that, and that’s when all these 
stories are told.*

Di�erent types of stories are also told in di�erent places. “In the houses and vil-
lages, there’s kid’s stories and those stories,” Dawahongnewa continued. “But in the 
kiva there’s more deeper stories that are told. In the kivas. �at’s how we maintain 

*Hopi History Project meeting, Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce (HCPO), Kiqötsmovi, Arizona, Sep-
tember 18, 2008: 1:35. Digital recording on �le with the HCPO.
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our knowledge of the place histories and all that.”* Only initiated members of ritual 
societies can listen to some of those tales, just as only clan members— and sometimes 
only clan leaders—can hear the full versions of their migration stories. Knowledge is 
power in Hopi culture, and only those who have been trained to handle that power 
responsibly are supposed to have access to certain domains.

Knowledge is also proprietary. When new groups of people petitioned to be 
allowed to live in Tuuwanasavi as the clans were gathering, they had to prove that 
they possessed a special talent or ceremony that would enhance hopivötskwani, “the 
Hopi way of life.” �e �rst time the Honanngyam (Badger Clan) requested to settle at 
Orayvi, they were turned down. So they planted corn below �ird Mesa, and the corn 
sprouted and matured overnight. �at so impressed the leaders of Orayvi that they 
invited the Badger Clan to share their Powamuya ceremony with the rest of the Hopis. 
�e Badger Clan owns the ritual, an elaborate event in February that culminates with 
the Bean Dance, which is primarily “a ritual to promote fertility and germination” 
(Titiev 1992 [1944]:120).

�e Badger Clan also selects the head of the Powamu society, who supervises the 
sprouting of bean plants in all the kivas and the initiation ceremonies into both the 
katsina religion in general and the Powamu society in particular. Initiation into the 
Powamu society begins in the Powamu kiva. At least in the past, katsinam lashed initi-
ates of both sexes with yucca whips, and the Powamu chief admonished them to never 
share the secrets that had been revealed to them there, not even with their mothers and 
fathers. Once initiated, boys can participate in katsina dances and eventually become 
‘fathers,’ who lead the katsinam into the plazas and sprinkle them with corn meal. 
�e Powamu initiation also dramatizes the Badger Clan’s ownership of the ceremony, 
its control over the �rst half of the katsina ritual cycle, which lasts roughly from the 
winter to the summer solstice, and its admission into Orayvi. At the same time, it rein-
forces the traditional leadership of Hopi communities such as the kikmongwi (village 
chief ), who comes from the Bear Clan (Titiev 1992 [1944]).

Powamuya is just one example of how crosscutting ties of clan and ritual society 
not only establish the primary social networks of Hopi children but also determine 
what types of knowledge they acquire. In order to evaluate the authority of Hopi 
knowledge, including knowledge about the past, we �rst have to understand where an 
individual �ts into this complex web of kinship ties and ritual training. Such position-
ality in�uences what narratives the individual is privy to and likely to hear.

Anthropologist Jan Vansina devoted much of his career to exploring oral traditions 
and their genres, especially in Africa. “�e truly distinctive characteristic of oral tradi-
tion is its transmission by word of mouth over a period longer than the contemporary 

*Hopi History Project meeting. Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce, September 18, 2008, 1:35.
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generation,” he observed. “�is means that a tradition should be seen as a series of 
successive historical documents all lost except for the last one and usually interpreted 
by every link in the chain of transmission” (1985:29).

Like all records of the past, oral traditions are both selective and interpretive. 
“Selectivity occurs mainly for social reasons,” Vansina explained. “Some topics are 
worthwhile, others are not. Certain individuals or groups of people are interesting, 
others are not. �e e�ects are loss of information and the creation of a pro�le of past 
history which is the historical consciousness of the present” (1985:190; italics original). 
But the same could be said of the documentary record. Even if the original author was 
an eyewitness, he or she emphasized certain details and ignored others. And each gen-
eration of readers brings its own preoccupations to the scrutiny of written documents. 
History is an interpretive discipline, even when carried out by specialists.

Generations of anthropologists from Robert Lowie (1915, 1917) to Fred Eggan 
(1967), T. O. Beidelman (1970), and Ronald Mason (2002) have relegated oral tradi-
tions to the realm of myth. �ey argue that, because such traditions have been trans-
muted by cultural conventions or contemporary concerns, they are not valid records 
of the past. “Selectivity implies discarding certain information one has about the past 
and from that pool of information keeping only what is still signi�cant in the present,” 
Vansina conceded. Nonetheless, he pointed out that “the information that is retained 
still comes from the past. Interpretation means to alter information from the past to 
give it new meaning and as interpretation is more creative than selection it is also more 
dangerous, but not to the point that all is to be rejected. �is is rather like the cleric in 
the seventeenth century who held that there never had been a Roman Empire at all, 
since none of the manuscripts about it were contemporary with the supposed Empire” 
(Vansina 1985:191). Scholars who refuse to consider oral traditions as historical would 
have to argue that “in every generation people invent a brand new past for themselves 
and believe it to be the past” (Vansina 1985:190–191).

Anthropologist Arjun Appadurai argued that all societies, literate and nonliterate, 
have rules about the “debatability of the past.” He criticized widespread assumptions 
that “the past is a limitless and plastic symbolic resource, in�nitely susceptible to 
the whims of contemporary interest and the distortions of contemporary ideology” 
(1981:201). Appadurai acknowledged that societies have di�erent kinds of pasts with 
di�erent durations, including ritual and mundane, similar to Vansina’s “time of origin” 
and “recent times.” He also recognized that “such pasts are subject to disagreement 
and debate,” that “collectively held, publicly expressed and ideologically charged ver-
sions of the past . . . are likely to vary within the groups that form a society.” He pro-
posed that “there is, however, a third kind of past whose essential purpose is to debate
other pasts. It generally partakes of both ritual and everyday kinds of discourse and 
indeed makes it possible for people to pass from one to another” (1981:202; italics 
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original). More to the point, Appadurai insisted that there is a “de�nable cultural
framework with which such debates concerning meaning [about the past] must take 
place” (1981:203; italics original).

In Appadurai’s opinion, there is “a minimal set of formal constraints on all such 
sets of norms” (1981:203; italics original): authority, “some cultural consensus as to the 
kinds of source, origin or guarantor of ‘pasts’ which are required for their credibility”; 
continuity, “some cultural consensus as to the nature of the linkage with the source 
of authority which is required for the minimal credibility of a ‘past’”; depth, “cultural 
consensus as to the relative values of di�erent time-depths in the mutual evaluations 
of ‘pasts’”; and interdependence, “the necessity of some convention about how closely 
any past must be interdependent with other ‘pasts’ to ensure minimal credibility.” As 
anthropologist Michel- Rolph Trouillot (1995:8) noted, “nowhere is history in�nitely 
susceptible to invention.”

Unfortunately, Native North American oral traditions, when they have been col-
lected at all, have rarely been analyzed with the rigorous scrutiny they deserve. For 
example, Harry James’s Pages �om Hopi History (1974) contains four chapters about 
Hopis and Spaniards, the same time period covered by the Hopi history project. But 
James never identi�ed when or where he heard Hopi narratives or who told them 
to him. He justi�ed this omission in his acknowledgments by stating, “It was nearly 
always the desire of these Hopi friends that their names should not be used if I ever 
wrote and published the things they told me. To be singled out from the Hopi com-
munity is contrary to the Hopi way of life. With reluctance I have deferred to their 
wishes, but I am deeply indebted to all of them” ( James 1974:vii). James’s respect 
for his consultants is admirable, but the lack of basic information prevents us from 
evaluating their positionality within the nexus of clan and ritual society described 
above. Positionality is one of the primary characteristics establishing and legitimizing 
authority in Hopi culture.

Moquis and Kastiilam, in contrast, provides that information as long as consul-
tants agree to be identi�ed. At the beginning of the project, however, Stewart Koy-
iyumptewa encountered considerable resistance among many Hopis. “Why are you 
trying to bring up those painful periods in our past?” they asked him. Some Hopi 
elders refused to talk with him.

As word of the project got around, however, other elders consented to be inter-
viewed, usually in Hopi. In October 2008, the project held a three- day workshop on 
the reservation with the Hopi Tribe’s Cultural Resources Advisory Technical Team 
(CRATT), which includes representatives from all Hopi communities there. A�er 
that, Stewart and I were invited to give presentations on the project at numerous Hopi 
villages. �ose presentations o�en developed into passionate conversations among 
the audience about whether or not sensitive topics like missionary abuses, the Pueblo 
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Revolt of 1680, or the destruction of Awat’ovi in 1700 should be confronted. As we 
borrowed a quote from William Faulkner in the introduction to Volume I of Moquis 
and Kastiilam: Hopis, Spaniards, and the Trauma of History, the Hopi past “is never 
dead. It’s not even past” (Sheridan et al. 2015:15). Instead, parts of that past remain 
open wounds more than three centuries a�er they occurred.

None of the oral traditions gathered by the Hopi History Project fall into Vansina’s 
“timeless past.” All are clearly based on recent or linear time (i.e., historical narratives 
passed down over four or �ve centuries). In some cases, such as the destruction of a 
Hopi village on Antelope Mesa by Coronado’s soldiers, we have not only published 
Clark Tenakhongva’s interview with Stewart B. Koyiyumptewa in 2002, but we have 
also analyzed other narratives of the event (Sheridan et al. 2013, 2015). �ose narratives 
evince at least two of the four characteristics outlined by Apparadurai: continuity and 
depth. Chroniclers of both the Francisco de Ibarra expedition in the 1560s and the 
Antonio de Espejo expedition in the 1580s recorded versions of the assault. �e story 
continued to be told to both Harry James and Harold Courlander in the twentieth 
century ( James 1974; Courlander 1971) and to Stewart in 2002, a time span of nearly 
four and a half centuries.

And even though earlier accounts do not always give the names or clan and ritual 
society a�liations of Hopis relating the stories, our research does. Clark Tenakhongva 
comes from Hotvela on �ird Mesa and is a member of the Rabbit and Tobacco 
Clan. �e Rabbit and Tobacco Clan originally settled at Awat’ovi on Antelope Mesa. 
Stories about a Spanish attack on an Antelope Mesa community, perhaps Kawayka’a, 
would more likely have been shared among clans relocated to Wàlpi and Orayvi a�er 
Awat’ovi was destroyed. Moreover, Clark Tenakhongva based his narrative on stories 
he heard from his grandfather, George Sakhongva, who was more than one hundred 
years old when he died. George Sakhongva belonged to the Badger Clan, which in 
Orayvi comes from Awat’ovi. Badger Clan members also maintain close relationships 
with and o�en marry Rabbit and Tobacco Clan members (Whiteley 2002:154). 
Finally, George Sakhongva “held many of the religious priesthoods both in Orayvi and 
Hotvela,” according to his grandson. By clan and ritual society membership, he was 
positioned to hear stories about Awat’ovi and other Antelope Mesa communities like 
Kawayka’a. Hence, both he and Clark Tenakhongva should be considered authorities 
about what happened when Hopis and Spaniards met (Sheridan et al 2015:49).

At present, we have only one version of Leigh Kuwanwisiwma’s narration of the 
torture and death of Sitkoyoma for hosting a Niman ceremony (Home dance) at Tip-
kya, a natural amphitheater in the Katsina Buttes south of Orayvi, also published 
in volume I of Moquis and Kastiilam: Hopis, Spaniards, and the Trauma of History. 
But all the narratives are undoubtedly amalgams of accounts that have been com-
municated from one generation to the next over centuries. Some are what Vansina 
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calls group accounts: “oral memories of groups such as villages, chiefdoms, associ-
ations, and various kinship groups.” In his words, they “embody something which 
expresses the identity of the group in which they are told or substantiate rights over 
land, resources, women, o�ce, and herds” (Vansina 1985:19). Hopi clan migration 
traditions are group accounts not only because they are speci�c to particular clans but 
also because “they are o�en the property of a group” (Vansina 1985:19).

Other historical narratives, in contrast, cut across clans and communities and 
appear to be collective social memories. Two common examples from the Spanish 
colonial period are accounts of missionary abuses of Hopi women and the forced labor 
of Hopi men, especially hauling beams for mission churches from faraway moun-
tains like the San Francisco Peaks. During the three-day workshop with CRATT, 
representatives from both Second and �ird Mesas talked about how missionaries 
would send men o� to get water from distant springs so they could take advantage 
of their wives. When asked if similar stories were told on First Mesa, Elmer Satala Sr. 
replied, “�ey don’t talk to us about that. �ey [the missionaries] weren’t really there 
[at First Mesa]. �ey don’t talk about— [the Spaniards] were mainly at Awat’ovi. 
So the story they talk about are from Awat’ovi, people talking to them” (Sheridan 
et al. 2015:189).

�ese narratives do not refer to missionaries by name, and they may re�ect a gen-
eral portrait of Franciscan sexual abuse. During a discussion at the CRATT workshop, 
however, Marlene Sekaquaptewa of Paaqavi on �ird Mesa said, “there was always one 
individual that wanted this service.” �e discussion continued:

A N TON DAUG HTER S ( UNI VER SIT Y OF A R IZONA ):  One particular priest?
M A R L E N E :  One particular person. And they called him Tota’tsi.
A N TO N:  What was his name again?
M A R L E N E :  Tota’tsi. Because he wanted everything just so. So that’s the Hopi word 

for someone who is so particular now [laughs]. We refer to them as tota’tsi because 
he wanted certain special things for himself. (Sheridan et al. 2015:191)

As noted earlier, Hopi history consists of di�erent genres. Some belong to clans or 
even clan segments. Some narratives are told only to those initiated into religious soci-
eties. �ere are oral traditions about the past that may never be shared, even with other 
Hopis, and there are traditions that are context dependent, requiring an investigator 
to be in the right place at the right time. As I noted in our introduction to volume I, 
“Even a�er more than a decade of work on this project, we believe that the Hopi 
traditions recorded here are nothing more than waves on a vast ocean of knowledge 
about the past passed down through many di�erent lines of transmission from one 
Hopi generation to another” (Sheridan et al. 2015:12).
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Nonetheless, we hope the Moquis and Kastiilam Project will stimulate other schol-
ars, especially Hopi scholars, to collect such oral traditions in a rigorous and systematic 
fashion. Otherwise, they may be lost forever as those elders with the positionality and 
authority to relate them die. �e tragedy of Hopi historicide— a century of dismissal 
and neglect by anthropologists and historians—is that so much knowledge about the 
past has already been forgotten. A uniquely Hopi historical archive needs to be cre-
ated so that future generations of Hopis can learn about the enormous sacri�ces their 
ancestors made to preserve the Hopi way of life. And that archive needs to be interro-
gated so that the narratives within it can be evaluated according to criteria pertinent 
to oral traditions themselves.

Some of those major criteria are as follows:

Who related the narrative and what was his or her positionality and authority?
What was the time and place of the telling, and was the telling restricted to certain 

times and places?
Who was the intended audience? Clan members? Initiates? Hopis in general or the 

general public?
Are there variations of the same narrative, and can those variations be explained? Do 

they vary through time? According to clan, village, or mesa? Can the cultural or 
political motives for the variations be identi�ed?

Over time, are the narratives being transmuted from historical accounts to accounts 
belonging to a “timeless past?”

�ese are but some of the relevant questions that must be asked to determine the 
authority, positionality, continuity, depth, and interdependence of Hopi oral tradi-
tions. But the same criteria apply to the documentary record as well. As ethnohistorian 
Bernard Fontana observed,

What we call “history” is a recitation of events selected from the past, which in its 
most literal sense is all that has preceded the present: a rock that fell, a dog that barked, 
an infant who cried, a woman who coughed, a prince who was enthroned king. All 
historians— and on occasion each of us is a historian— select from this in�nity of events 
those we deem worth telling. �e basis of that selection provides the built-in bias of 
history. History, more than being a debate about the past, is an argument about the 
present and future. It o�en tells us less about what was and more about who we are. It 
is a tool used by all of us either to justify or to condemn the status quo. It is a statement 
of the world either as we now perceive it to be or as we think it ought to be. �e past is 
immutable, but history, a battleground for the public mind, is ever changing. (Fontana 
1994:xi)

210  SHERIDAN



R E F E R E N C E S C IT E D

Appadurai, Arjun. 1981. �e Past as a Scarce Resource. Man 16:201–219.
Beidelman, T. O. 1970. Myth, Legend, and Oral History: A Kaguru Traditional Text. Anthropos

65:74–97.
Bernardini, Wesley. 2005. Hopi Oral Tradition and the Archaeology of Identity. University of 

Arizona Press, Tucson.
———. 2008. Identity as History: Hopi Clans and the Curation of Oral Tradition. Journal of 

Anthropological Research 64(4):483–509.
Courlander, Harold. 1971. �e Fourth World of the Hopis: �e Epic Story of the Hopi Indians as 

Preserved in �eir Legends and Traditions. Crown, New York.
Eggan, Fred. 1967. From History to Myth: A Hopi Example. In Studies in Southwestern Eth-

nolinguistics, edited by Dell Hymes and William E. Bittle, pp. 33–53. Mouton, �e Hague.
Felger, Richard S., and Becky M. Moser. 1985. People of the Desert and Sea: Ethnobotany of the 

Seri Indians. University of Arizona Press, Tucson.
Ferguson, T. J. 1998. Öngtupqa Niqw Pisisvayu (Salt Canyon and the Colorado River): �e Hopi 

People and the Grand Canyon. Manuscript on �le at the Hopi Cultural Preservation O�ce, 
Kiqötsmovi, Arizona

Ferguson, T. J., and Chip Colwell-Chanthaphonh. 2006. History Is in the Land: Multivocal 
Tribal Traditions in Arizona’s San Pedro Valley. University of Arizona Press, Tucson.

Ferguson, T. J., and Micah Lomaomvaya. 1999. Hoopoq’yaqam niqw Wukoskyavi (�ose Who 
Went to the Northeast and Tonto Basin): Hopi- Salado Cultural A�liation Study. Hopi Cul-
tural Preservation O�ce, Kiqötsmovi, Arizona.

Fontana, Bernard L. 1994. Entrada: �e Legacy of Spain & Mexico in the United States. South-
west Parks and Monuments Association, Tucson, Arizona.

Hopi Dictionary Project. 1998. Hopìikwa Lavàytutuveni/Hopi Dictionary: A Hopi- English Dic-
tionary of the �ird Mesa Dialect. University of Arizona Press, Tucson.

Ishii, Lomayumtewa Curtis. 2001. Voices �om Our Ancestors: Hopi Resistance to Scienti�c His-
toricide. PhD dissertation, Department of History, Northern Arizona University, Flagsta�.

James, Harry. 1974. Pages �om Hopi History. University of Arizona Press, Tucson.
Laird, W. David. 1977. Hopi Bibliography. University of Arizona Press, Tucson.
Lowie, Robert. 1915. Oral Traditions and History. American Anthropologist 17:597– 599.
———. 1917. Oral Tradition and History. Journal of American Folklore 30(116):161–167.
Martínez Tagüeña, Natalia. 2015. And the Giants Keep Singing: Comcaac Anthropology of Mean-

ingful Places. PhD dissertation, School of Anthropology, University of Arizona, Tucson.
Martínez Tagüeña, Natalia, Lorenzo Herrera Casanova, and Luz Alicia Torres Cubillas. 2015. 

Blood and Pearls: Cazoopin (Colonial Spaniards) in the Comcaac Region. In And the Giants 
Keep Singing: Comcaac Anthropology of Meaningful Places, by Natalia Martínez Tagüeña, 
pp. 120–163. PhD dissertation, School of Anthropology, University of Arizona, Tucson.

OR AL TR ADITIONS AND THE T YR ANNY OF DOCUMENTARY RECORD 211



Martínez Tagüeña, Natalia, and Luz Alicia Torres Cubillas. 2015. Walking the Desert, Paddling 
the Sea: Comcaac Mobility in Time. In And the Giants Keep Singing: Comcaac Anthropology 
of Meaningful Places, by Natalia Martínez Tagüeña, pp. 83–119. PhD dissertation, School of 
Anthropology, University of Arizona, Tucson.

Mason, Ronald. 2002. Archaeology and Native American Oral Traditions. American Antiquity
65(2):239– 266.

McGee, W. J. 1971 [1898]. �e Seri Indians of Bahia Kino and Sonora, Mexico. Annual Report 
of the Bureau of American Ethnology of the Smithsonian Institution, Vol. 17, 1895– 1896. 
1971 facsimile ed. with Introduction by Bernard Fontana, Rio Grande Press, Glorieta, New 
Mexico.

Rentería Valencia, Rodrigo. 2015. Hunting Cartographies: Neoliberal Conservation among the 
Comcaac. PhD dissertation, School of Anthropology, University of Arizona, Tucson.

Sheridan, �omas E. 1979. Cross or Arrow? �e Breakdown in Spanish-Seri Relations, 1729–
1750. Arizona and the West 21(4):317– 334.

———. 1982. Seri Bands in Cross Cultural Perspective. �e Kiva 47(4):185–213.
———. 1988. How to Tell the Story of the “People without History”: Narrative vs. Ethnohis-

torical Approaches to the Study of the Yaqui Indians through Time. Journal of the Southwest
30(2):168– 89.

———. 1999. Empire of Sand: �e Seri Indians and the Struggle for Spanish Sonora, 1645–1803. 
University of Arizona Press, Tucson.

Sheridan, �omas E., Stewart B. Koyiyumptewa, Anton Daughters, Dale S. Brenneman, 
T. J. Ferguson, Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, and Lee Wayne Lomayestewa. 2015. Moquis and 
Kastiilam: Hopis, Spaniards, and the Trauma of History. Vol. I, 1540–1679. University of 
Arizona Press, Tucson.

Sheridan, �omas E., Stewart B. Koyiyumptewa, Anton T. Daughters, T. J. Ferguson, Leigh 
Kuwanwisiwma, Dale S. Brenneman, and Lee Wayne Lomayestewa. 2013. Moquis and 
Kastiilam: Coronado and the Hopis. Journal of the Southwest 55(4):377–434.

Sheridan, �omas E., and �omas H. Naylor (editors). 1979. Rarámuri: A Tarahumara Colo-
nial Chronicle, 1607–1791. Northland Press, Flagsta�, Arizona.

Spicer, Edward H. 1962. Cycles of Conquest: �e Impact of Spain, Mexico, and the United States 
on the Indians of the Southwest. University of Arizona Press, Tucson.

Tedlock, Dennis. 1983. �e Spoken Word and the Work of Interpretation. University of Pennsyl-
vania Press, Philadelphia.

Titiev, Mischa. 1992 [1944]. Old Oraibi: A Study of the Hopi Indians of �ird Mesa. Papers of the 
Peabody Museum of American Archaeology and Ethnology Vol. XXII(1). Harvard Univer-
sity, Cambridge. 1992 reprint by University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque.

Trouillot, Michel-Rolph. 1995. Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History. Beacon 
Press, Boston.

Vansina, Jan. 1985. Oral Tradition as History. University of Wisconsin Press, Madison.

212  SHERIDAN



West, Robert C. 1972. �e Relaciones Geográ�cas of Mexico and Central America, 1740–
1792. In Handbook of Middle American Indians, Vol. 12, Robert Wauchope, series editor and 
Howard F. Cline, volume editor, pp. 396–449. University of Texas Press, Austin.

Whiteley, Peter M. 1988. Deliberate Acts: Changing Hopi Culture through the Oraibi Split. Uni-
versity of Arizona Press, Tucson.

———. 1998. Rethinking Hopi Ethnography. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.
———. 2002. Re-Imagining Awat’ovi. In Archaeologies of the Pueblo Revolt: Identity, Meaning, 

and Renewal in the Pueblo World, edited by Robert Preucel, pp. 147– 66. University of New 
Mexico Press, Albuquerque.

Wolf, Eric. 1982. Europe and the People without History. University of California Press, Berkeley.

OR AL TR ADITIONS AND THE T YR ANNY OF DOCUMENTARY RECORD 213



OVER THE LAST FEW DECADES, the increasing involvement of American 
Indian archaeologists, elders, and cultural preservation specialists in South-

west archaeology has changed the practice and content of that endeavor. Although 
these changes may not be as far- reaching as some have hoped, they mark a signi�cant 
shi� in the �eld, o�en in�uencing the formulation of research questions, �eld meth-
odologies, and interactions with the wider public in both obvious and unacknowl-
edged ways. One of the most important changes has involved the training of students 
as undergraduate and graduate students increasingly enroll in courses addressing 
archaeological ethics and cultural resource law. Many students now experience direct 
interaction with American Indian colleagues during their training and early on in their 
careers. �ese experiences o�en play a crucial role in shaping both how these individ-
uals practice archaeology and the types of questions they explore in their research.

A number of other authors have pointed out the challenges and bene�ts of increas-
ing American Indian involvement in archaeology in the Southwest and elsewhere in 
North America (e.g, Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2010; Ferguson 1996; Ferguson and 
Colwell- Chanthaphonh 2006; Kristensen and Davis 2015; Liebmann 2012; McGuire 
1992; Watkins 2003; Whiteley 2002; Wilcox 2009; see also Murray 2011 and Nicholas 
2010 for discussions of Indigenous involvement beyond North America). In this chap-
ter, I hope to add to that discussion by examining the changing intellectual genealo-
gies of Southwest archaeologists and how that a�ects the discipline today and going 
forward. Although o�en characterized as consultants or collaborators, many of our 
American Indian colleagues are increasingly teachers, formally and informally shaping 
how Southwest archaeologists study the ancient and recent past of the region. I will 
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explore these developments, brie�y tracing how American Indian people have long 
in�uenced Southwest archaeologists (also see Whiteley, this volume) before turning 
to a more personal exploration of how my own work with members of the Hopi Tribe 
has shaped my intellectual development and research trajectory.

Southwest archaeologists, now and in the future, must more explicitly acknowl-
edge how Native Americans have shaped current practice and research e�orts in order 
to fully understand the current state of Southwest archaeology and its likely trajectory 
going forward. More direct acknowledgment of these links provides a more accurate 
depiction of the connections between American Indian people and the archaeology of 
their ancestors, the complicated partnership of American Indians and the archaeolog-
ical community as advocates of the ancient past, and a more complete understanding 
of how archaeological scholarship is shaped by wider sociopolitical concerns.

I N T E L L E C T UA L G E N E A LO G I E S

Philosophers of science and others interested in the historical development of schol-
arly disciplines have proposed that tracing intellectual genealogies— the educational 
and social ties rather than epistemological and theoretical allegiances—among groups 
of researchers is a more e�ective way to understand the actual practice and develop-
ment of science than explorations of changes in high-level paradigms. In anthropol-
ogy, this approach has been pursued by Regna Darnell (2001) in Invisible Genealo-
gies, a history of Americanist cultural anthropology. More relevant to archaeology, 
Archaeology as Process (2005), by Michael O’Brien, Lee Lyman, and Michael Schi�er, 
provides a history of the development of American archaeology, and in particular, 
processual archaeology, from roughly World War II to the early 2000s. Although one 
may disagree with some of the authors’ interpretations, this volume demonstrates how 
the successes and content of certain schools of thought in archaeology are as much 
a product of the formation of strong social and educational cohorts as the supposed 
superior explanatory power of particular theories.

As scholars, what we study is shaped by who we know in the �eld, in the classroom, 
and in the hallway at conferences. �is is not a particularly novel idea in that these are 
precisely the types of interactions that social scientists study to understand nearly any 
phenomena, but it does emphasize that the content of scholarship is not determined 
by ideas alone. As American Indians assume more central and varied positions in the 
�eld, they are more directly in�uencing the research and practice of archaeology, par-
ticularly in the Southwest. While this in�uence is in some cases informal, it has also 
expanded as more tribal governments formulate cultural resource policies and sup-
port personnel and government entities to carry out those policies. �us, individuals 
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working in many of these formal contexts, such as the Hopi Cultural Preservation 
O�ce (HCPO), are exerting increased in�uence over both the content and prac-
tice of scholarship aimed at exploring the history of the ancient Southwest and have 
become key �gures in the intellectual development and genealogies of archaeologists 
working today.

It is not surprising that an anthropologist may �nd it useful to think about disci-
plinary history in terms of genealogies, as this is a social construction that is under-
stood by a discipline at least traditionally interested in kinship. It also lends itself to 
an inherently personal view of disciplinary history, and here I will, despite the conceit 
of doing so, use my own history to illustrate the e�ects of these ties, in particular 
through my work with Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, the sta� of the HCPO, and other 
members of the Hopi Tribe. While in graduate school, I had the opportunity to work 
on a multiyear project documenting cultural a�liation between the modern Hopi and 
the Hohokam archaeological culture (Ferguson 2003; Ferguson et al. 2013), and sub-
sequently I have collaborated with Wesley Bernardini of the University of Redlands 
and HCPO sta� on �eld projects conducted on the reservation (see Bernardini, this 
volume).

Many aspects of my scholarly work, as well as many of my goals in the training of 
students, have been strongly shaped by my work at Hopi. Importantly, however, this 
work, and in particular the role of Leigh and other individuals, would be underrepre-
sented in traditional tracings of my intellectual genealogy, which would likely focus 
on facts more obvious in the documentary record, such as my dissertation advisors, the 
universities I have attended, or supervisors and members of the �eld projects in which 
I have participated. �e in�uence of any of these individuals and institutions on my 
intellectual development, including the research topics I have chosen to pursue and 
the frameworks within which I have tried to explain past phenomena, would be fairly 
obvious to most scholars of the last few decades of archaeological and anthropological 
thought. Although the impact of my work with Hopi may be less obvious, I would 
argue that this work has been more in�uential in shaping how I have approached my 
archaeological research and teaching over the last ��een years. �e in�uence of Leigh 
and other Hopi individuals on all of the authors in this volume is far-reaching yet may 
still be underplayed unless we make a concerted e�ort to recognize those intellectual 
ties and to illustrate their importance in our work. �e potential for these ties to be 
masked is all too obvious in the histories of archaeology written so far. While the 
structural in�uences of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) and consultation requirements enshrined in other U.S. cultural resource 
laws are important, the personal ties and experiences of individuals working over the 
last few decades with American Indian peoples are no less signi�cant in tracing long- 
term shi�s in archaeological theory and practice.
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T R AC I N G A M E R I C A N I N D I A N 
I N F LUE N C E I N T H E D EVE LO PM E N T  

O F S O U T H W E ST E R N A R C H A E O LO GY

Recent histories of Southwest archaeology o�en focus on major �gures and projects—
Kidder, Hewett, and Haury; Pecos, Pueblo Bonito, and Awat’ovi— but one criticism 
that could be leveled is that a history of the interactions among the largely Anglo 
archaeologists and Native peoples of the Southwest can o�en only be dimly discerned 
by reading between the lines. Native Americans appear as occasional minor characters, 
nameless crew members completing much of the actual physical labor on early proj-
ects, or sometimes relatively well-known �gures such as Nampeyo, but the intellectual 
debt of our archaeologist forebears to these individuals is not always clear. Now this 
criticism is not necessarily fair because the primary sources from the era are o�en 
equally silent and many of the participants in these early projects, both Anglo and 
Native, have long passed on, but it nonetheless stands as an allegory for the engage-
ment between American Indians and Southwest archaeologists over much of the last 
century. �e lack of this history is especially sad since it is clear that Native people 
were o�en the primary sources of the foundational interpretations of the archaeolog-
ical record of the Southwest during its earlier development, as is made perfectly clear, 
for example, by occasional snippets from Bandelier (1890– 1892) in the Rio Grande, 
Fewkes (1898, 1900) in Hopi country, Hodge at Hawikku (Smith et al. 1966), or 
later McGregor (1943) at Ridge Ruin. When discussing the distinctive character of 
Southwest archaeology with students, I point out that it is not just the preservation 
of a desert environment and dendrochronology that make working in the Southwest 
so thought provoking, but also the fact that many early archaeological studies were 
endeavors of interpretation involving descendant peoples, whether those participants 
were willing, interested, or given their own voice or credit. Imagine, if you will, the 
development of Southwest archaeology and where our current interpretations would 
be without these Native insights, which ranged from fairly direct interpretations of 
individual artifacts, to multifaceted interpretations of complex archaeological con-
texts (e.g., McGregor 1943), and to discussions of long-term patterns of the history 
and movement of American Indian people across the Southwest (see Kristensen and 
Davis 2015 for a thought-provoking comparison of archaeology in di�erent parts of 
Canada with varying input from First Nations groups).

Chip Colwell-Chanthaphonh (2010) has attempted to remedy the one-sided his-
toriography of Southwest archaeology in his excellent Living Histories book, but given 
the paucity of the documentary record of relationships between archaeologists and 
American Indians over much of the twentieth century, that history can only reach so 
far. Further exploring the Native perspective on the early development of Southwest 
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archaeology would be useful but di�cult given the lack of voices from that era. Per-
haps a project of this sort is still worth pursuing, however, and if so, it will require 
close collaboration with our Native colleagues to engage the oral and tribal histories 
of this earlier work.

What I found most striking about Colwell-Chanthaphonh’s book is that his his-
tory of American Indian involvement in Southwest archaeology starts out relatively 
richly during the late 1800s and early 1900s, continuing that way up to the use of 
archaeology as a line of evidence for cases brought before the Indian Claims Com-
mission beginning in the 1950s; then the history goes largely silent, picking up again 
in our modern post- NAGPRA era. Interaction between archaeologists and Native 
peoples of the Southwest was not absent during the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s, however. 
Major projects, such as the Grasshopper and Point of Pines �eld schools and the Black 
Mesa Archaeological Project, occurred on modern reservations. �e �rst tribal archae-
ology programs were also initiated during this period. However, with regard to the dis-
ciplinary concerns of that era, it is signi�cant to note that, in the move toward a more 
scienti�c archaeology, the archaeological record was primarily seen as data relevant 
to the study of general cultural processes rather than connected to living traditions 
and histories (McGuire 1992). �is era may be more accessible in a still to be written 
history of Southwest archaeology as many participants are still with us. What exactly 
were the interactions between American Indians and archaeologists of this era? Were 
relationships between archaeologists and Native people as rare as the written histories 
suggest? Or is this a case in which the silence of our received histories is more about 
recent rhetoric and perspectives than about the lived realities of the time? In some 
ways we may be overplaying the novelty of the decades a�er NAGPRA, but it seems 
fair to suggest that the perspectives of American Indian people, if not their personal 
ties with archaeologists of the era, were minimally represented in the scholarship of 
much of the mid-1900s.

A M E R I C A N I N D I A N I N F LUE N C E O N T H E 
C O N T E N T A N D PR AC T I C E O F C UR R E N T 

S O U T H W E ST E R N A R C H A E O LO GY

As with a growing number of archaeologists, albeit o�en trained and led by individ-
uals both Native and non-Native whose experience spans that temporal and practical 
divide, my experience in archaeology is exclusively in a post- NAGPRA world. It is 
probably too simple to use NAGPRA as the marker for a change in attitudes because 
cultural preservation o�ces and tribal cultural resource management organizations 
have a longer history in the Southwest going back to the 1970s (Anyon and Ferguson 
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1995; Anyon et al. 2000; Ferguson 1996). However, the e�ects of NAGPRA and the 
interaction that it mandates are increasingly becoming apparent in the research and 
practice of Southwest archaeology. In this section, I will discuss what I see as some of 
the major trends in Southwest archaeological research that have been strongly shaped 
by the engagement between Native peoples and archaeologists, who are sometimes 
now one and the same, and then turn to changes in training, which I think will move 
those interactions and in�uence even further.

It would be fair to say that mobility, particularly migration, and the study of ancient 
landscapes have been among the dominant subjects of archaeological research in the 
Southwest since the 1990s (e.g., Bernardini 2005; Clark 2001; Cameron 2013; Duwe 
and Anschuetz 2013; Gilman and Whalen 2011; Lyons 2003; Ortman 2012; Schachner 
2012). Southwest archaeology is rife with studies that have transformed our under-
standing of the scale of ancient migrations and their social e�ects, as well as myriad 
new studies that have moved beyond simply documenting settlement patterns and 
their changes to interpreting the meaning of natural places and cultural geographies 
created through movement in the ancient past (Bernardini et al. 2013; Fowles 2010; 
Snead 2008; Van Dyke 2007). In the study of both migration and landscapes, the 
impacts of Leigh Kuwanwisiwma’s publications and teaching and that of many other 
Native colleagues are readily apparent. Although some of this impact is apparent in 
academic literature (e.g., Ferguson, et al. 2009; Kuwanwisiwma 2002; Kuwanwisiwma 
and Ferguson 2009; Naranjo 1995, 2008), much of this in�uence also derives from 
the numerous instances of participation in consultation related to NAGPRA, the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and their state equivalents. A view of this 
era solely through the published record probably underrepresents the extent to which 
American Indian perspectives have shaped scholarly inquiry, as many of these inter-
actions are more likely to be unrecorded or found in the o�en con�dential products 
of the cultural resource process.

Unsurprisingly, both migrations and Native cultural geographies were last of major 
interest when Southwest scholars were working closely with Native peoples in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth century (e.g., Fewkes 1900); these topics then fell out 
of favor for many years. Now some might contend that these types of studies never 
disappeared. For example, migration has always been a major theme in University of 
Arizona research along the Mogollon Rim (Graves et al. 1982; Reid and Whittlesey 
2007) and is simply an unavoidable fact when examining the depopulation of many 
regions, such as Mesa Verde (Cordell 1995; Glowacki 2015). In addition, the study of 
migrations and landscapes have seen resurgence in archaeology in general, irrespec-
tive of region, time period, or involvement of descendant populations (Kintigh et al. 
2014). However, I think one can make the case that, with the creation of NAGPRA 
and the social and intellectual ties that it has facilitated, the recent move toward these 
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subjects in the Southwest would have occurred regardless of wider disciplinary trends. 
Rather than putting an end to the �eld as some archaeologists feared, NAGPRA and 
the larger push for reevaluation of the ethics and practices of archaeology have sent 
the discipline in many directions di�erent from those that may have been anticipated 
when the law was being debated in the 1980s.

James Snead (2008) and Severin Fowles (2010) have made similar arguments, not-
ing that research in the Southwest has given rise to a distinctive Southwest School of 
Landscape Archaeology that seriously considers the insights of our Native collabo-
rators in thinking about the construction of meaning and place-making in the past. 
As noted by Fowles (2010), studies of Southwest landscapes informed by American 
Indian perspectives provide a foil that can be compared to the phenomenological 
approaches to ancient landscapes common in the archaeology of many other parts of 
the world that have been the subject of much disciplinary hand-wringing (e.g., Barrett 
and Ko 2009).

I clearly see the e�ects of shi�ing disciplinary interests and the in�uence of work-
ing with American Indian colleagues in my own research trajectory over the last two 
decades. My archaeological research began with an interest in social organization and 
its inference from the archaeological record, as well as a deep skepticism of religious 
belief as anything other than a sociopolitical process ripe for manipulation by aspiring 
elites (e.g., Schachner 2001). My interests began to change as I worked closely with 
Leigh, HCPO sta�, and Hopi elders on the Hopi-Hohokam cultural a�liation proj-
ect in the early 2000s. An interest in mobility and how it shapes social organization 
both as practiced and in its ideological underpinnings began to appear in my work 
(Schachner 2008, 2012). And then I began to write about journeys to natural places 
and the role of those travels in shaping the social networks that would have enabled 
migrations and the experience of Pueblo religion (Schachner 2011). My prior under-
standings of social organization were oversimpli�ed, seeing social organization as the 
nesting and competition of largely faceless groups, but over time I began to see the 
importance of the movement of actual people across landscapes of various scales as 
being key to the process through which social groups formed, were de�ned, and even-
tually transformed. �is perspective is more closely grounded in the content of the 
archaeological record, as well as more complete in its explanation of cultural process.

More recently I see the echoes of working in Leigh’s corn�elds and hearing him 
and other Hopi elders discuss the centrality of farming in Hopi life. I have begun to 
think more critically about the role of farming in shaping the cultural processes (social 
organization, leadership, and mobility) studied by my anthropological forebears, but 
o�en without the strength of lived insights that provided a richer illustration of how 
farming was implicated in individual lives, longer term histories, and the organization 
of society. �us, much to the consternation of my students, in recent surveys in the 
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Petri�ed Forest we have paid particularly close attention to ephemeral distributions 
of sherds and stone slabs that provide at least some evidence for thinking about how 
farming shaped ancient people’s travels on the landscape.

Much like farming on the Hopi mesas (Hack 1942), dune farming must have been 
a central facet of agricultural systems in the windswept Petri�ed Forest region, pro-
viding one of the stronger in�uences on patterns of local mobility that in�uenced 
regional settlement. Although rarely studied by Southwest archaeologists, dune farm-
ing is one of the few types of Pueblo agriculture that may leave common physical traces 
accessible to surface survey, as stone windbreaks would have been needed to protect 
young plants and inhibit erosion (Hack 1942:33, 70– 71). Although windbreaks could 
be constructed of brush or other perishable material, in the vegetation-poor Petri-
�ed Forest, stone and sherds would have been less costly resources. �us, detailed 
recording of the locations of sandstone slabs, which derive from spottily distributed 
outcrops, as well as sherds, which have the added bene�t of providing some semblance 
of temporal control, enable the delineation of �elds on the landscape.

Figure 13.1 illustrates AZ Q:2:176 (ASM), a sizeable dune �eld a few hundred 
meters south of the Pueblo IV period village of Stone Axe (AZ Q:2:22 [ASM]), 
most likely the last Ancestral Pueblo village occupied in the Petri�ed Forest prior to 
migrations to Hopi, Zuni, and elsewhere further a�eld ca. AD 1400. Modern surface 
remains consist primarily of broken sandstone slabs and groundstone implements, 
along with numerous (unmapped) large sherds, dating to the Pueblo IV period, that 
represent the remains of features necessary for the success of agriculture in this chal-
lenging environment. Future research in the region employing detailed non-site-based 
surface recording has the potential to yield unprecedented views of the distribution 
and extent of ancient agricultural systems in the Petri�ed Forest, even though they 
have been heavily in�uenced by the impacts of centuries of erosion. Although archae-
ologists are increasingly able to employ high-tech methods to assess the locations of 
ancient �elds, such as geographic information system reconstructions of agricultural 
potential, direct evidence of �elds is o�en rare, providing us an incomplete view of 
this central activity.

Prior to my experiences at Hopi, I had o�en viewed studies of ancient agricultural 
systems as peripheral to my own interests in social organization and change, but I now 
realize that understanding these systems and the social and economic networks cre-
ated through farming is vital to approaching a myriad of questions, including Ancestral 
Pueblo migration and identity. Farming brought people out onto the landscape. Addi-
tionally, the variation in the range of farming strategies within communities and across 
the Southwest may have been an important facet of ancient identities, just as it is in 
many modern ethnographic contexts. Again, the �rsthand experience of farming and 
its centrality in Hopi life and identity had a far more powerful and direct impact on my 
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own interests than more than a decade of academic training, even though many of my 
advisors studied and continue to study Ancestral Pueblo farming. Importantly, expe-
rience of Hopi farming also encouraged me to see agriculture as more than just subsis-
tence and to consider its e�ects on society and ideology (also see Wolverton et al. 2016).

C H A N G I N G H OW W E T R A I N  
A R C H A E O LO GY ST UD E N TS

My experiences working with Hopi people have also shaped my teaching endeavors, 
both in the classroom and beyond. Some of my students have been fortunate enough 
to work on projects at Hopi (�gure 13.2), enabling them to see �rsthand how Native 

F IGUR E 13.1 AZ Q:2:176 (ASM), a probable Pueblo IV period dune �eld near Stone Axe 
Pueblo (AZ Q:2:22 [ASM]), Petri�ed Forest, Arizona.
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people experience and think about archaeology in di�ering and intellectually chal-
lenging ways. A number of �eld projects that incorporate the training of students in 
the Southwest now provide opportunities for close collaboration with Native peo-
ples, enabling students to grapple with many of the ethical challenges of archaeology 
early in their careers (Mills et al. 2008). �ese experiences require them to confront 
important questions about how and why they conduct archaeological research: How 
do I navigate a research career that may con�ict with the values and traditions of 
descendant people? How do I create an archaeology that may be meaningful beyond 
the narrow con�nes of my discipline? �ese are particularly di�cult questions that 
most of us still struggle with, at least if we allow ourselves to think about them. Early 
struggles with these questions prepare students for the realities of an archaeological 
career and will enable them to develop an archaeology that is meaningful and respon-
sive to di�erent audiences.

My work with Hopi people has also led me to regularly teach an undergraduate 
course on archaeological ethics, as well as to incorporate at least one lecture on the 
political and social contexts of archaeological research in every course I teach (see 
Kuwanwisiwma 2008). When I �rst envisioned an archaeological career, I never 
thought that I would be teaching a class in archaeological ethics and helping students 

F IGUR E 13.2 Lee Wayne Lomayestewa (HCPO sta� ) and Reilly Murphy (undergraduate 
at the University of California, Los Angeles [UCLA]), recording a historic period site on the 
Hopi reservation, 2011. Photo by A. J. White, UCLA undergraduate.
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navigate the challenges of studying a record that many believe to be simply of the past, 
but that all of us who practice archaeology also know is clearly of the present. I and 
others who teach these types of classes �nd them to be among the most rewarding of 
our careers, o�en captivating students who thought archaeology had little importance 
in the modern world. In fact, many of the most positive course evaluations I have 
received for these courses come from students interested in cultural anthropology, 
who had long avoided archaeology classes as being irrelevant to their own interests and 
providing little insight into the modern sociopolitical con�icts and cultural endeavors 
that brought them to anthropology. Although some may fear the ever-growing in�u-
ence (or some might say domination) of modern heritage concerns on archaeological 
research, understanding the modern sociopolitical context of archaeology is one of 
the few ways in which anthropological archaeology can productively reach out to its 
most estranged fellow subdiscipline.

I have witnessed the results of these teaching e�orts �rsthand as some of my stu-
dents become involved with and think deeply about the intersection of scienti�c and 
cultural interests in the past, not only as students, but as professional archaeologists. 
�e vast majority of the students in these courses will never pursue archaeology as a 
career, but hopefully realizing that the archaeological record is of interest to modern 
people other than archaeologists and that it is subject to public control and in�uence 
of various sorts will encourage them to be better “archaeological citizens,” a neces-
sity for a profession so dependent on the �nancial support and good will of a wider 
public. �e creation of our intellectual genealogies through links of co- authorship 
and citation, fellow department members, and formal academic advisors will miss the 
in�uence of our American Indian colleagues on our increasingly crucial teaching and 
public outreach e�orts. �e Native in�uence on modern archaeology reaches well 
beyond the acknowledgement of “separate, but equal” intellectual and practical inter-
ests in the archaeological record to an intertwined development of how archaeology is 
practiced and taught. �e recent controversies over the creation of Bears Ears National 
Monument and the development of the Dakota Access Pipeline further illustrate the 
increasing importance of Native voices in shaping the public and governmental view 
of archaeology as well.

C O N C LUSI O N

What I hope is that this chapter will inspire archaeologists to think deeply about 
what we would like future histories of archaeology, some of which our productive 
colleagues are already writing and others that remain to be written, to incorporate as 
the major factors shaping our discipline. Many of us have important teachers among 
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American Indian communities who are less visible in the fairly rigid con�nes of aca-
demia and professional life, but these men and women are no less important in shap-
ing how we think about the past or the conduct of our work in the present than those 
who may be more obviously part of our traditional intellectual genealogies. We should 
acknowledge that debt and ensure that it is no longer lost in our own traditions going 
forward. �is acknowledgment is not a matter of simply paying our debts, but rather a 
key part of the reshaping of our discipline in the present as we respond to the interests 
of scholars and the multiple publics that have an interest in the archaeology.
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14
THE NATIVE SHAPING OF 

ANTHROPOLOGICAL INQUIRY

P E T E R   M .  W H I T E L E Y

This ChAPteR WiLL examine the influence of Native thought on the devel-
opment of anthropological explanation. The main focus is my own ethno-

graphic fieldwork and writing, both of which have been profoundly influenced by 
Leigh Kuwanwisiwma especially, among other Hopi intellectuals. My inquiry here is 
therefore necessarily somewhat autobiographical and autoanalytical. The intent is not 
reflexivist per se, but rather to use scholastic self- scrutiny as a means to the furtherance 
of anthropological knowledge in the tradition of Clifford Geertz’s (1974) classic essay 
“‘From the Native’s Point of View’: On the Nature of Anthropological Understanding.”

Let me begin with an anecdote, originally told by Leigh Kuwanwisiwma near the 
beginning of my fieldwork at the Hopi village of Paaqavi in 1980– 1981:

In the 1970s, the Indian Health Service was installing a water and sewer system at 
Paaqavi, when Leigh’s father, Marshall Jenkins, was governor. A lagoon was built in the 
valley, a quarter mile below. The main sewage pipe ran from the mesa edge to the lagoon, 
dropping down about 220 feet over its course. A high- tech Japanese pump was put in 
to assist passage through the pipe to the lagoon. But the pump quickly broke down. At 
considerable expense, another was installed. But that broke down too, and so another 
was brought in— which broke down. Was someone profiting from these failures per-
haps? Governor Jenkins, a World War II veteran who knew his way around quite a few 
machines (and a few bureaucracies too), was concerned about both the mechanical fail-
ure and the expense. He politely pointed out that, at least according to the Hopi theory 
of gravity, liquids— yes, even those liquids— tend to flow downhill, so why have such a 



fancy pump anyway? Caught with his pants down, the Indian Health Service manager 
furiously retorted: “I’m the engineer: you’re just an Indian!”

Uncomfortable though it is, this anecdote echoes all too closely the practices of 
anthropologists working with native peoples over the last century. Notwithstanding 
welcome moves toward more explicitly collaborative work in recent decades, anthro-
pologists continue to claim authority as the professional experts, whose opinions are 
always superior. Indeed, the latest manifestation of this is the ironic byproduct of the 
move toward collaboration. While indigenous knowledge is suggested to be valuable, 
it somehow cannot be accommodated within the explanatory frameworks of ortho-
dox scienti�c anthropology (cf. Wilcox 2010). �e two perspectives are each valid, 
but they are incommensurable, and it is implied, there is no point in trying to bring 
them into actual dialogue. �is seems to me a dodge, defensible neither on logical nor 
ultimately on ethical grounds.

LO C AT I N G A N T H R O P O LO G I C A L K N OW L E D G E

In a paper �rst published in 1987 (Whiteley 1987:711, 1998:18), I quoted a Fredrik 
Barth passage that resonated then but now seems surpassingly important in the his-
tory of anthropology:

We [anthropologists] should capitalize on our unique advantage [in comparison to 
other human sciences]: that our “object of study” can help us actively to transcend our 
categories by teaching us their own. �is means recognizing that the actors’ categories 
provide a way to understand reality, as well as being part of that reality. In practice, 
probably most of the productivity of the anthropologist derives from this source. Even 
though his arrogance as a professional academic, and his defensiveness when his own 
reality is being threatened by the enchanted world of another culture, both militate 
against such learning. (Barth 1981:9– 10; italics original)

Barth points up one of anthropology’s dirty little secrets: that notwithstanding 
their claims to distinctive professional expertise, anthropologists depend greatly on 
the intellectual positions of their interlocutors in order to generate meaningful cul-
tural explanations. It really could be no other way, of course. Usually inexpert in the 
cultures of their investigation at the outset of �eldwork and typically spending limited 
amounts of time within them, anthropologists seek out those who provide expert 
local knowledge.
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Since Barth wrote, debates over perspectival interests have grown apace (e.g., Has-
trup 1996; Kempny 2012; Ranco 2006; Smith 1999; Tengan and Fonoti 2010). Is there 
a “native point of view” constitutively distinct from or antithetical to “the anthropol-
ogist’s view?” Is the latter “scienti�c” under some description, and is science justi�ed 
in claiming to have cornered the market on objective explanation? Can there genu-
inely be a “native anthropology” or is this a “contradiction in terms” (Hastrup 1996)? 
Is “native anthropology” an essentialized project attached to the personhood of the 
practitioner? Some have argued that a di�erent form of anthropological inquiry can 
emerge from direct engagement by native anthropologists (Ranco 2006). �is may 
be true in certain respects, but we should remember that the history of anthropol-
ogy includes some prominent Native American practitioners like Francis La Flesche, 
J. N. B. Hewitt, Arthur C. Parker, Ella Deloria, D’Arcy McNickle, Edward Dozier, Bea 
Medicine, and Alfonso Ortiz. And, as I shall argue, ethnography is ipso facto a hybrid 
scheme of knowledge whose discursive space is grounded in mediatory encounter 
across di�erence (cf. Whiteley 2004b).

�e key question of this volume, it seems to me, pivots on the epistemological 
conditions and possibilities of anthropological practice and knowledge. I do believe 
scienti�c description and explanation are the hallmarks of a serious comparative 
anthropology. Philosophically, I am uncomfortable with the idea that some cultural 
perspectives are irremediably incommensurable with others (cf. Keane 2013). �is is 
as much as to say that utterances in one language can under no circumstances be 
translated into another, that neurological operations manifest di�erently according to 
cultural context, or that laws of nature (like gravity or physiology) operate selectively 
in di�erent parts of the world. Clearly, beyond a certain postmodern point, such 
arguments are patently absurd. We are all members of the same species, hard-wired 
in the same ways: cultural perspectives are subsidiary and responsive to the objective 
biological conditions and forms of human life. To deny that is to question our com-
mon humanity, and if anthropology is at base about explaining human behavior, this 
is an unacceptable proposition ethically as well as logically.

N AT I VE E X PL A NAT I O N I N T H E 
A N T H R O P O LO G I C A L D I A LO GUE

While not ignoring the connections between knowledge and power (Whiteley 1993) 
and the academic construction of privileged perspectives, my premise here is that 
there needs to be a resituating of epistemological perspectives. Natives have o�en been 
depicted just as informants, who, while they may reliably report experiences and rec-
ollections, are not imagined as engaging in critical analysis, evaluation of competing 
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views, or negotiating interpretations both within and beyond a particular cultural 
framework. We might summarize these prejudices as anthropologists think etically, 
Natives only emically.

In the past, Native explanations were frequently just dismissed, as in Robert Low-
ie’s (1917) infamous denunciation of oral history. Nowadays, when Native knowledge 
is recognized in research, it o�en gets compartmentalized as the “cultural perspective,” 
as distinct from scienti�c explanation and thus—like some epistemological orphan—
permitted a presence at the table, but not one to be taken too seriously. �e e�ect is 
that Native and scienti�c perspectives appear to exist in parallel universes, and while 
pronounced as equally valid, with no attempt to reconcile or address any of their 
epistemological di�erences, this is a false sense of equality.

I do not believe this divide is insurmountable, and if the dialogue is to move for-
ward, we should not permit it to be, for the sake of both explanation and intercultural 
understanding. With the examples that follow from my own work, I will try to demon-
strate how local knowledge directly informs anthropological explanation and o�en 
guides research in practice. Let me here state an article of faith: Native knowledge is 
intrinsic to anthropological thought. �e debates over “native anthropology” (refer-
enced above) are in my view somewhat misconceived in this regard. Hastrup’s denial 
that there could be such a thing as Native anthropology—i.e., arguing that Native 
knowledge occupies one epistemological space forever separated from anthropological 
knowledge—probably represents the views of most professional anthropologists. But 
this misconceives anthropological knowledge as a disciplinary monologue rather than 
as an inherent and implicit re�ection of the conjunctural thought of subjects party 
to both investigation and analysis. To be sure, anthropology has developed multiple 
conceptual schemes for organizing its ethnographically constituted knowledge base. 
But the very constitution of that knowledge base depends on the translation of sys-
tematic ways of thinking cross-culturally. Could there be a theory of “�e Gi�” (i.e., 
Mauss 1925) without the Kula Ring or the Kwakwaka’wakw potlatch? Insofar as those 
ethnographically speci�c customs rest on indigenously conceptualized practices and 
organized actions, they re�ect a detailed ontology of gi� exchange. Similarly, struc-
turalist analysis of mythological, totemic, and other symbolic operations depends on 
the detailed expression and its implicit analytical registers of such ideas in indigenous 
modes of thought. While Lévi-Strauss (1970:12) argued that myths think themselves 
through human minds without the thinkers being conscious of the fact, this seems to 
me myopic. It suggests that native thought is captive to a mindless stream of collec-
tive consciousness without allowing for the possibility of conscious analytical eval-
uation resting on collective critical standards. Surely, for example, there are poor, as 
well as good, myth tellers in indigenous societies who may be corrected when they 
get things wrong, including things that do not conform to “mythologic” principles, in 
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Lévi-Strauss’s sense. In my view, structuralist thought in anthropology could not exist 
without indigenous thinkers who preserved, transmitted, and extended organized con-
ceptual schemes (bricolage or no) encoded in structured narratives and ritual discourse.

Practically speaking, it is a truism that, ever since Lewis Henry Morgan and Ely 
Parker, ethnographic research has been dialogical. Indeed, it could be no other way. 
Consider Franz Boas and George Hunt, Francis La Flesche and Alice Fletcher (and 
colleagues), Elsie Clews Parsons and several named Pueblo interlocutors, Ruth Ben-
edict and Santiago Quintana, Mischa Titiev and Don Talayesva, Alfonso Ortiz and 
Tony Garcia, and so on. Even a Native ethnographer depends on particular mentors, 
who o�en shape the direction and contours of both learning and explanation. Most 
ethnographers emphasize in prefaces that their research would not have succeeded 
without “key informants” in the host community taking a direct interest in their 
project. �is message is frequently e�aced in �nished ethnographic texts, especially 
problem- oriented journal articles, leaving the impression that research conclusions 
derive simply from the ethnographer’s own insights. �at is the case with my own 
work too, in part because at Hopi and other Pueblo communities, consultants have 
typically not wished to be named in ethnographic texts. But whether “professional 
arrogance” (per Barth), local mores prescribing anonymity, or a mixture of both, the 
e�ect is the same, and what are in fact conjuncturally developed ideas appear as the 
products of the ethnographer’s thought alone. By way of setting the record straight, let 
me address some processes of learning and explanation in my own practice.

A H I STO R I C A L A N T H R O P O LO GY O F PA AQAVI

My �rst ethnographic research at Paaqavi in 1980– 1981 focused on history and social 
change. How this came to be typi�es the conjuncture I am trying to describe. As 
a graduate student I was certainly interested in ethnohistory and had chosen it as 
one of three �elds of concentration for doctoral examinations at the University of 
New Mexico. Ethnohistory emerged in the 1950s, a byproduct of research for Indian 
Claims Commission cases and the attendant establishment of a dedicated journal 
(Ethnohistory). As a �eld, however, it was largely untheorized, and while my doctoral 
committee did not object, they were unenthusiastic about it as a legitimately analyt-
ical focus. “Historical anthropology,” a more explicitly theorized approach, had not 
yet entered the anthropological mainstream. (Geertz’s Negara [1980] and Sahlins’s 
Historical Metaphors and Mythical Realities [1981] are plausibly the founding mono-
graphs of this �eld.)

From my perspective, the main interest in reading ethnohistory was methodolog-
ical and ancillary to my prime theoretical focus on symbolic anthropology, especially 
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as mediated in classes with Alfonso Ortiz and as an undergraduate with Edmund 
Leach. Symbolic anthropology was where most of the intellectual action seemed to 
lie in those days (the 1970s), especially with the work of Cli�ord Geertz, Mary Doug-
las, and Victor Turner (as well as Leach and Ortiz). Given the Pueblos’ antipathy to 
research on ritual and religion, it was unclear how my interest could be channeled 
into a �eld problem that would satisfy my committee and at the same time be accept-
able to a Hopi community. Fred Eggan also pointed out that Hopi was not the place 
to launch such an ethnographic interest, as Hopi symbology was just too complex 
(wise advice!). Fred directed me to some initial contacts nonetheless (cf. Whiteley 
1998:22).

So, like not a few graduate students, I was �ummoxed: standing on the edge of 
proposing a plan for doctoral �eldwork without knowing how to frame it or to go 
about the practical arrangement of whatever I might conceive as a proposal. In addi-
tion, I was also skeptical of the logic of creating a problem to be investigated before 
having experience in the �eld. Perhaps this came from my experience in the British 
system, more open in this regard, with doctoral dissertations typically titled “A Con-
tribution to the Ethnography of the [named society].” �ere was no programmatic 
requirement that �eld research should be organized by the identi�cation a priori of 
an analytical research “problem.” �is contrasts of course with American graduate 
schools, where the problem- oriented approach remains the sine qua non of proposals 
for doctoral research. �e wisdom of that still seems to me dubious when compared, 
say, to a �eld like evolutionary biology, where there is a body of unitary theory and 
standard methodologies (contested to be sure) to guide the (o�en collective) devel-
opment of research projects.

In anthropology, ever since Malinowksi, ethnographic research has mostly been 
stipulated as an individual project— indeed this is the necessary rite of passage for 
incorporation into the discipline. Moreover, unlike biology, where the object of 
investigation is readily designated in the natural world, ethnographic research is 
from day one inherently dialogical and negotiated on an ongoing basis: the problem 
itself undergoes transformation as unanticipated information o�en of a radical kind 
enters into the picture. �e �rst premise of ethnography requires engagement with 
interlocutors in a speci�c time and place. I contend that most genuine anthropolog-
ical problems emerge only in and through such dialogue. �ere would be no �eld 
of kinship in anthropology (at least in the way it developed) had Morgan not been 
adopted into the Seneca Hawk Clan and been instructed to classify his new relatives 
according to Iroquois rules. Unless there is extensive real- time knowledge of the �eld 
situation (that some native anthropologists do have beforehand) it is unlikely that an 
outsider could know what a meaningful problem for �eld investigation might be, even 
if directed by an academic mentor with experience of a neighboring society. Neophyte 
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anthropologists who insist on sticking to the terms of initial �eldwork proposals usu-
ally do not produce work of much interest. Ethnography is fundamentally about lis-
tening and attending to what one hears and sees: listening ipso facto requires openness 
to evolving dialogue that may transform the initial terms of inquiry.

In the Hopi case, there was also the practical matter of obtaining permission to 
do �eldwork, which would require demonstrating a commitment not to trespass 
against community norms (by asking detailed questions about religious practices, for 
example). Shortly a�er my �rst visit to Powamuya (the Bean Dance) in spring 1980, 
I was invited to a gathering and fortuitously learned there was interest at Paaqavi in 
recording its history: the older attendees lamented that historical knowledge was no 
longer routinely passed on to younger village members. �is sparked my interest, a 
serendipitous conjunction with my ancillary focus on ethnohistory. Some weeks later 
I cra�ed a proposal for Paaqavi’s governing body to record oral history and combine 
this with a search for documentary records. I half persuaded my doctoral committee 
to allow me to proceed while they deferred presentation of a research colloquium 
out of concern that I did not clearly have a problem- oriented project. A�er surveying 
the community, the village board agreed to my proposal and to allow me to use this 
research for my doctoral dissertation.

Within a few months of residing in the village, a genuine analytical problem 
became manifest. Paaqavi had been founded from the split of its mother village, 
Orayvi, in 1906. My beginning assumption (embryonically problem oriented), build-
ing on some statements in Titiev’s Old Oraibi (1944), was that the villages resulting 
from the split would have sought to reconstitute their social and cultural systems on 
the model of Orayvi. I quickly learned that this view was not shared by Paaqavi elders, 
who regarded the split as a radical, world-changing event—a genuine cultural revo-
lution. �is suggested a new sort of problem and a real one in the collective thought 
of the host community, concerning social structural dynamics in the Orayvi split and 
the reformation of sociocultural order. Happily, over time, I was able to persuade my 
committee and the University of New Mexico Anthropology faculty as a whole that 
this was a genuine analytical problem for �eld investigation (one virtue of choosing a 
�eld site within a �ve-hour drive of one’s graduate school). But my point here is that, 
from the outset, this project was not cra�ed in a vacuum of self- referential theoretical 
imagination; rather it was direct Hopi interests and perspectives that guided not only 
the practical possibilities for research but also the emergence of a genuine anthropo-
logical problem. �ose interests and perspectives played out in particular ways, leading 
to a series of new anthropological understandings about Hopi social and political 
structures. In short, in order to understand the perspectives on historical origins and 
subsequent sociocultural processes over time at Paaqavi, I was required by my hosts to 
engage with their analyses of how Hopi society operates structurally, politically, and 
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diachronically. �us, from the very outset, my research—whether or not I wanted 
it that way— was governed directly by the community’s own intellectual discourse.

Ethnographic �eldwork proceeds in �ts and starts. Weeks pass without any major 
insights; then suddenly, o�en unpredictably, a conversation begins and sheds com-
pletely new light on a subject. A�er some initial contacts with elders and daily discus-
sions with Herschel Talashoma of the Badger Clan, then in his forties, I had begun 
to establish some limited rapport, but something was still missing. One day Leigh 
Kuwanwisiwma came to visit. I had been advised to seek him out, as someone of my 
own generation with a passionate intellectual curiosity and interest in Hopi culture 
and history, but had not yet had the opportunity to do so. He took the initiative and 
thus began a rich conversation that continues to this day. In retrospect, I have o�en 
wondered whether this was just curiosity on his part or perhaps concern too. As a 
neophyte �eldworker, I was rather a pathetic sight. A foreigner on a student visa, I had 
very few resources: no major grant, just two small local awards via the intercession of 
my doctoral committee. Occasionally, as the snow began to fall, I could be spotted 
walking out from the village and returning with a meager bundle of gleaned �rewood. 
�en shortly a�er that �rst meeting, and much to my relief, Leigh again appeared out 
of nowhere, this time with a truckload of coal. So, while his initial motivation may 
have been simple curiosity, there is always the possibility that it was also alarm that a 
British student was going to die on the village’s doorstep!

Over time, Leigh took on an active role in the project. While I had spoken with 
several elders individually, he realized the most e�ective setting would be a group 
meeting of knowledgeable older men. Including only men was culturally constructed: 
Hopi males are charged with responsibility for sociopolitical history, and they felt 
more comfortable meeting to discuss such matters as they would in a kiva setting. 
While over time I spoke with most older women in the village too, my anthropological 
perspective carries a certain gender bias (probably all do), both as a result of gendered 
Hopi constructions of formal discourse as well as my standing as a male outsider in the 
community (cf. Ardener [1975] on women as an anthropologically “muted group”). 
In February 1981, Leigh arranged a meeting at the village’s community building of 
several older men who had been present as children at the founding of the village in 
1909 or who had been born shortly therea�er. It was an extraordinary meeting that 
lasted several hours; each man spoke in succession, beginning with the oldest, with 
the others listening attentively and never interrupting. Hopi discourse is typically 
conducted in that way: you listen until someone has had their say before contributing 
your own view. (In 1985, a�er a two- month period of resident �eld research at Paaqavi, 
I moved to New York, where the norm of interrupted conversations and voices ago-
nistically competing to speak came as a profound culture shock.) �e same emphasis 
on age-graded ordering of speakers, indicating privileged expertise, is re�ected in the 
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arrangement of performers in a sodality ceremony: the oldest men, as chief-priests, 
take the lead, followed in age order by their juniors and �nally by the new initiates at 
the end of the line. �is was graphically demonstrated at the �rst ceremony I witnessed 
in 1978, Hotvela’s Snake Dance; that experience le� a powerful impression and still 
serves as a mnemonic image of the successive continuation of tradition from deep in 
the ancestral past.

Some of the men attending this group meeting spoke at greater length than oth-
ers, but all represented their stories of the village’s founding and early years. �ere 
are obviously other advantages to one-on-one interviews in ethnographic �eldwork, 
but group dialogue can be especially productive. In the �rst place, these men had all 
known each other intimately since birth; none of them was going to say anything the 
others found implausible without being called out for it. You might tell the Pahaana 
(white person) something privately that could be invented or embellished, but you 
would not do that publicly in front of your oldest peers. Secondly, the dialog �lled 
out a multifaceted past; an incident recalled by one would jog the memory of another. 
Historical and philosophical knowledge of this sort— or even traditional ecological 
knowledge—is collective in key respects. If the research object is to learn about a 
system of knowledge, it is clearly advantageous to engage those who understand it sys-
temically. Individual members of a culture have, within limits, separate understandings 
of its premises and practices, and in all cultures certain individuals are more interested 
in and expert about certain topics. In a community like that of the Hopi, people of the 
same gender are all expected to engage in a broad variety of tasks— including farming, 
weaving, hunting, and ritual performances for males and child-rearing, agricultural 
distribution, basketry, and di�erent ritual performances for females. But talents vary 
and individual specialty, as a more focused angle on systemic knowledge, gives more 
comprehensive understanding of the area of interest, especially when it is described for 
an audience consisting primarily of participants experienced in that system.

Individual ability is also emphasized in the Hopi community, and some individuals 
are selected for certain roles early in life, based on a combination of inherited privi-
leges and particular aptitude. But although specialists, no one is a solo practitioner; 
rather some are more expert than others. Speaking to an outsider requires much more 
explanation— as Keith Basso (e.g., 1996) memorably demonstrated with Apache dis-
course using place-names—than speaking publicly to others of the same social cohort. 
Information transacted, while condensed in sometimes unexplicated ways, tends to be 
much richer and more layered. In the face of such expert discourse, the ethnographer’s 
task is to unpack the saliences a�er the fact (or, in this instance, the recording). Leigh 
Kuwanwisiwma was a critical voice in that dimension of the research also.

�is group discussion (and that of a follow- up meeting convened some months 
later) was all in Hopi, and my understanding was very limited. Over days and weeks 
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a�erward Leigh translated and I typed up the recordings. I had heard some of the 
accounts in one- on- one conversations with individuals, but none so richly as in this 
dialogue. For Leigh too there were new insights—indeed, this was partly his interest 
in arranging the colloquy— although he was certainly familiar with the main themes. 
Most striking was the view, pervasive among all participants, that the Orayvi split was 
the intentional product of decision making by village leaders, with speci�c intended 
a�er-e�ects (a view I would later come to index as “deliberate acts”). �is explanation 
was reported as having been only inside knowledge at the time of the split. How-
ever, all participants in this Paaqavi elders’ meeting reported that as youths (i.e., in 
the decades following the split) they had individually heard older relatives reveal this 
explanation. Moreover, these older relatives included both the factional leaders them-
selves and other men who were socially prominent at the time of the split. For the 
meeting participants, naming these sources vouchsafed the validity of their accounts. 
Proximate causes of this critical historical transformation were thus brought to light 
by invoking the knowledge of individuals with direct experience of them who were 
leading protagonists in the events described. As discussed in the following paragraph, 
this orientation toward verisimilitude of reported knowledge and quotative speech is 
a part of Hopi grammar as well. A few of the key individuals invoked by the group as 
sources of knowledge and reports were Lomahongiwma (Spider Clan), Tawakwaptiwa 
(Bear Clan), Kuwannömtiwa (Sand Clan), Nakwave’yma (Eagle Clan), Nasikwap-
tiwa (Badger Clan), Polingyawma (Parrot Clan), Pongyaletstiwa (Coyote Clan), and 
Qötsakwahu (Sand Clan). Naming these men for their speci�c roles in events at the 
time of the split and/or as direct sources of orally transmitted information guaranteed 
the validity of the information reported. �us, Hopi discourse among knowledgeable 
older people has its own system of checks and balances: an account attributed to one 
of these men (for example, by a youngster lying on a pallet pretending to be asleep) 
was in e�ect checked and con�rmed by auditors of the same cohort, each of whom 
had heard part or all of the account independently.

As a general matter, and as I have reported in court testimony for the Hopi Tribe 
on the validity of oral history (in opposition to the legal profession’s stipulated skep-
ticism of hearsay evidence), I have found older Hopis to be very truthful about their 
recollections of important events in the past— when measured, for example, against 
contemporary documentary sources describing the same events. �ere are strong cul-
turally reinforced sanctions to ensure accuracy and faithfulness to experienced events. 
When, for example, a man returns from a distant ceremonial pilgrimage to collect 
spruce boughs, he is o�en asked to give a full accounting in the kiva of the details he 
can recall at each phase of the journey. Because some details may be treated as omens 
or signs of the outcome of the upcoming ceremony, it is important to report fully and 
precisely. �e doctrine of maqastutatvo, literally “fear teaching,” compels truthfulness 
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in important discourse at the risk of supernatural consequences. Schooled since 
childhood to respect and act within this belief system, Hopis are strongly encouraged 
to remember accurately and to value (even magically, perhaps) accurately reported 
knowledge. Valuing the reports of experienced events is framed grammatically in Hopi 
utterances: distinct verbal aspects and other features like quotative particles (e.g., yaw, 
“it is said”) mark reports of events by a third party as opposed to those directly expe-
rienced by the speaker. �is correlates with the cultural emphasis on evaluative epis-
temological distinctions among observation statements and statements about events 
not personally witnessed but described as witnessed by identi�ed sources.

�is sort of background is an essential part of Hopi understandings of historical 
narrative and of the value of oral history of certain kinds. Academic appraisal of oral 
tradition and history frequently neglects or is unaware of such culturally embedded 
codes to ensure the accuracy of reported knowledge. Oral presentation of Hopi his-
torical narratives is not the same as explicit statements of testable hypotheses in sci-
ence, but it contains a parallel form of rigor based on recognized standards of sourced 
authoritative knowledge and measured against inherited and formally transmitted 
sets of accounts within community discourse. It is not the same as bald assertions 
of claims from untestable authority in individualistic Western discourse because the 
truth claims of historical statements in formal Hopi explanations are subjected to 
the appraisal of cohorts who collectively share— again, quite intimately and over a 
lifetime—the terms for this cultural knowledge. Speci�c valued knowledge is navoti, 
sometimes referred to as Hopinavoti, to mark its distinctive cultural status, as opposed 
to other ways of knowing.

R E F I GUR I N G H O PI S O C I A L ST RU C T UR E

As noted, the anthropological side of my research on Paaqavi’s history was emerging 
as a problem of a social order’s reconstitution following major societal �ssion (i.e., the 
Orayvi split of 1906). Orayvi society— its clans, sodalities, and calendrical cycle—
had been well described by Titiev (1944), informed especially by the perspectives 
of Tawakwaptiwa, the kikmongwi (village chief ), and interpreted by Don Talayesva 
(Sun Chief ). My initial line of inquiry to individual Paaqavi interlocutors consid-
ered Titiev’s description of Orayvi social structure as the ideal- typical baseline that I 
expected Paaqavi would have sought to reestablish so far as possible. �us, the assem-
blage of Orayvi’s clans, lineages, households, sodalities, and kiva groups, ritual and eco-
nomic entitlements, arrangement of landholdings by corporate matriclans with joint 
estates, and so on was conceptualized as a received model— a model both of and for in 
Geertz’s (1966) terms—in �ird Mesa’s collective consciousness of its social structure. 
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Consequently, I asked elders repeatedly about the reestablishment of ceremonies and 
sodalities and how long these were maintained. Who were the ceremonial leaders? 
Was there ever a Snake Dance or Flute ceremony? Where were Paaqavi’s clan lands and 
how had these been distributed— by a kikmongwi or by some other instituted system 
of authority? In 1980, Paaqavi had none of the higher order religious societies, practic-
ing only the katsina religion, and periodic women’s society ceremonies (O’waqölö), as 
well as social dances (Butter�y, Bu�alo, etc.) that did not require initiation.

I asked whether Paaqavi ever had Wuwtsim, the manhood society rituals—
regarded as so crucial within the old order that Harry Kewanimptewa, one of the 
elders, referred to them as “the Hopis’ government.” �e answer was that, although 
the individual members of the four societies (Wuwtsim, Aa’alt [Two-Horns], Kwaak-
want [One- Horns], and Taatawkyam [Singers]) did conduct annual public and pri-
vate obligations throughout their lives, no young man had ever been initiated at the 
new village. �is was a mystery (especially when I was told that some of the priests at 
Paaqavi had played an important role in the reestablishment of Wuwtsim at Hotvela 
when relations between the two villages were somewhat antagonistic) and certainly 
counter to expectations deriving from Titiev’s account. Elders both in this �rst and in 
subsequent group meetings, as well as in private conversations, were consistently clear 
that the failure to initiate at Paaqavi was a deliberate decision by the founding leaders. 
Some noted that they too had been perplexed and frustrated about this in their youth; 
they had wanted to be initiated, but had been refused. One said, “We used to ask 
my father and our uncles, ‘why don’t you initiate us into the religious sodalities, like 
Wuwtsim?’ All they would say was, ‘this was what was decided at the Orayvi split.’” 
�is was the case, even though some leading priests from Orayvi’s sodalities had been 
principal founders of the village, as emphasized elsewhere (Whiteley 1988a, 1988b; 
see Whiteley 2008 for the speci�c composition of post- split communities and ritual 
positions held in each).

H O PI ST RU C T UR E A N D AG E N C Y

Although I did not have the theoretical vocabulary to present this perspective at that 
time, this Hopi discourse highlighted the importance of agency in social process—
from a Hopi point of view. In 1981, prevailing models of sociocultural and social 
structural change were lingeringly structural-functionalist, evolutionist, ecologically 
oriented, acculturationist, Marxist, or various combinations. All attributed change to 
abstract social or environmental forces rather than to the intentional decisions and 
actions of social leaders, who collectively imagined and predicted future outcomes on 
the basis of preexisting structures of knowledge and practice. In 1981, “structure and 
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agency” was hardly more than a re�ected gleam from the eye of sociologist Anthony 
Giddens (1979). As a theoretical perspective, it had certainly not penetrated my 
anthropological consciousness.

Here then is a major theoretical conjuncture of Hopi analytical knowledge with 
anthropological explanation. Hopi historical discourse foregrounds agency in rela-
tion to structural change; indeed, I subsequently became a structure- and- agency type 
of anthropologist (viz. Deliberate Acts [1988b]), directly owing to my learning from 
Hopi discourse. Elders delved into some of the speci�c decisions and their modes of 
execution, both private and public, by the factional leaders at Orayvi that resulted in 
the split (e.g., Whiteley 1988a, 1988b). It remains a remarkable fact that, despite the 
intense animosities and con�icts resulting in the deprivation of more than half of 
Orayvi’s population of their property and their (formal, ritualized) expulsion from 
the village, not a single person was killed. (�is is con�rmed in detailed accounts by 
non- Hopi witnesses in the documentary record— see Whiteley 2008, volume 2.) In 
itself this partially corroborates the Paaqavi elders’ reports of deliberate planning. In 
short, the elders’ accounts and interpretations of these historical events— the way they 
unfolded and how speci�c actions were prosecuted—have some objectively testable or 
falsi�able features in the same manner as scienti�c propositions.

As I have been suggesting, if we see this Hopi historical discourse through the lens 
of now established anthropological categories, we can describe it as a Hopi dialectic 
of structure and agency—just as I earlier (Whiteley 1988b) described Hopinavoti as a 
sort of Hopi hermeneutics. Further evidence of its status as a systematic principle of 
social explanation—a model both of and for—was encapsulated in an axiom stated by 
Marshall Jenkins (Musangnuvi/Paaqavi Bear Clan): “Tunatya, pasiwni, okiw antani— 
this is the cornerstone of the Hopi way.” If there was a single moment in my �rst 
�eldwork that was truly epiphanous, this was it (cf. Whiteley 1988b).

Marshall, a lifelong traditional Hopi farmer, went on to explain via the metaphor of 
planting seeds and bringing corn to bear from them. Tunatya is an intention, the germ 
of an idea, so to speak—the “seed of thought.” Pasiwni (planning) refers to bringing all 
the necessary elements together to allow the seed to germinate and grow. �is includes 
the whole intricate array of Hopi technical and ritual measures applied in �oodwater 
and dune agriculture: evaluating soil temperature, planting in su�ciently deep and 
moist ground, building windbreaks, and protecting against myriad crop pests. While 
low- tech and characteristically conservative, Hopi agricultural technology was and is 
immensely varied, thought out, and somewhat open to experimentation for proven 
enhancement. �is illustrates the depth of the metaphor for Hopi analytical thought 
in general. And lastly, okiw antani—literally, “now, let it be this way”— expresses 
a prayerful attitude and committed purposiveness. Finally, this careful deliberative 
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approach to cultivation allows for natwani (the re�ection of one’s character, will, and 
practical e�orts) to be realized in a successful harvest. In the metaphorical context, it 
adumbrates the social mechanics of planning the events of the Orayvi split for what 
the leaders jointly identi�ed as a desired social outcome. And as my ethnographic 
writing has attempted to show, this was what indeed occurred—at a sophisticated 
political and ritual level— at Orayvi.

L E S S O NS F O R T H E E N H A N C E M E N T O F 
A N T H R O P O LO G I C A L E X PL A NAT I O N

Elsewhere (especially, Whiteley 1988b, 1998, 2008) I have suggested how predic-
tions of social structural transformation deriving from the received anthropological 
model (notably Titiev 1944 and Eggan 1950) founder in the face of the quite di�erent 
explanations of social forms and political processes articulated by Hopi elders. First, 
according to Hopi elders, clans were not jurally corporate groups with joint estates in 
material property; neither were they composed by discrete, nested unilineal lineages 
(Whiteley 1985, 1986). Second, in contrast to the then prevailing anthropological 
wisdom, Orayvi society was not egalitarian, but contained an instituted and ritually 
legitimated hierarchy managed by politico- religious leaders (pavansinom or “pow-
erful people”) who engaged in deliberative social decision making (Whiteley 1987, 
1988b; cf. Levy 1992). �ird, there were no clan lands as represented in the ethno-
graphic literature for Orayvi. Attempts by other scholars (Brad�eld 1971, 1995, Levy 
1992) to interpret the split as a direct result of �eld resources diminished by erosion of 
the Oraibi Wash and/or unequal access to (hypothesized) clan lands depend utterly 
on the received structural- functionalist model to the exclusion of Hopi explanations. 
�at model provides a �ctitious lens through which Orayvi landholding was con-
structed anthropologically (see Whiteley 2008:59– 193). Fourth, on the historical 
side of this same argument, Brad�eld’s explanation of the split—which rejected his 
informants’ accounts that down- cutting of the Oraibi Wash followed the split rather 
than preceding it—provides perhaps the starkest object lesson for my main point. 
Brad�eld needlessly perpetuated a misconception of Orayvi’s material environment, 
together with an erroneous representation of the social organization of production. 
Subsequently, both aspects of Brad�eld’s argument guided Levy’s in�uential explana-
tion of the split. Hopi perspectives that falsify both aspects and that manifestly corre-
spond to the contemporary documentary record of hydrogeological events (Whiteley 
2008:90–181) were actively ignored in favor of an externally projected model lacking 
corroboration.
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C O N C LUSI O N

�e Hopi analytical and historical perspectives regarding social, political, economic, 
and adaptive forms are indispensable if we are interested in the furtherance of anthro-
pological explanation. In countless ways, it has become clearer to me that most of my 
interventions have been shaped and guided by Hopi thinkers and Hopi analytical state-
ments. From the poetics and social import of personal names (Whiteley 1992), to the 
collective assault on Awat’ovi in 1700 (Whiteley 2002b), the meaning of a diplomatic 
message to President Fillmore (Whiteley 2004a), and the nature of environmental 
cognition (Whiteley 2011), the great majority of my analyses have been motivated or 
directed by Hopi thought. As discovered by several other scholars engaged in collabo-
rative research at Hopi (e.g., Bernardini 2005; Ferguson and Colwell- Chanthaphonh 
2006; Kuwanwisiwma and Ferguson 2009), the enhancement of anthropological 
explanation by explicit attendance to Hopi explanation is palpable.

Purported incommensurability of knowledge systems should not be accepted (cf. 
Whiteley 2002a). �is is not a philosophically sustainable position in any rigorous 
sense. To be sure, translation—the key anthropological act—is prerequisite to e�ec-
tively situating epistemological conjuncture. �at should be the challenge for explana-
tion, however, not its obstacle. In short, anthropology, to adapt Frederick Maitland’s 
famous dictum, is either Native or it is nothing. �is, it seems to me, is the most 
valuable anthropological lesson of all, especially for all those who would claim to be 
engineers rather than just Indians.
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stewardship: of Grand Canyon, 39– 40, 

46– 48
storytelling, stories: and landscape, 63– 67; 

time and place of, 204– 5

students: and HCPO, 13– 14; training of, 
214, 222– 24

Sun�ower Cave, 26
Superstition Mountains: Patki Clan and, 80, 

82, 83
symbolic anthropology, 234– 35

Talashoma, Herschel, 65, 237
Talastima, Talatismayo (Betatakin), 26, 28, 

62(�g.)
Tawakwaptiwa (Bear Clan), 239, 240
Taylor, Dalton, 7, 10, 95
Taylor, Max, 65
Tenakhongva, Clark, 208
textiles, 141; Ancestral Puebloan, 142– 47; 

decorative techniques, 147– 53; origins, 
153– 54

�ird Mesa, 4, 56, 154, 209
thought: indigenous modes of, 233– 34
Titiev, Mischa: Old Oraibi, 236, 240
Tiyo, 52; journeys of, 63– 67
Tobacco Clan, 142, 208
Tokoonavi; Toko’navi (Navajo Mountain), 

28, 56, 63, 65, 142
toko’owa, 23, 24(�g.)
Tonto Basin/Lake Roosevelt area: Patki 

Clan in, 80, 83
Tota’tsi, 209
totolospi, 30, 31(�g.)
traditional cultural properties (TCPs), 8, 19, 

24– 25, 40– 41, 43, 48
trails: named, 61; pilgrimage, 30- - 32
tribal governments: and cultural resource 

management, 32– 34, 215, 218– 19
Tsegi Canyon (Kawestima; Lenaytupqa), 26, 

28– 29
Tsimòntukwi (Woodru� Butte), 56
Tucson Basin: Patki Clan in, 80– 81
Tusaqtsomo (Bill Williams Mountains), 56
Tutuveni, 13
Tùutukwi (Hopi Buttes), 62(�g.); clan 

migrations from, 125, 128, 134; Patki 
Clan, 80, 86
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tuutuskya, 11, 22; Hopitutskwa boundaries, 
53, 56; on salt pilgrimage trail, 30– 32

Tuuwanasavi, 169, 204, 205
tuwvota: depictions of, 24, 25(�g.)

University of Arizona, 13, 61, 94, 219

values, Hopi. See kyaptsi
Verde Valley: Patki Clan in, 80
viewshed: NTP, 26, 29– 30, 31– 32
Village Ecodynamics Project (VEP), 160
villages, 75, 76. See also kiikiqő
visual anchors: Patki Clan migrations, 79, 

80– 86, 87

Walpi, 95(�g.), 149; archaeology of, 91– 92, 
94; and Sikyatki, 125, 128; structures at, 
97– 98

Wasson Peak: and Patki Clan migration, 80– 81

Water (Patki) Clan, 26, 142; migration 
traditions, 79– 86

weaving traditions: Ancestral Pueblo, 
142– 47

Wukoskyavi (Roosevelt Lake Area), 80
Wupatki, 80, 135
wuwokwewa, 142– 43, 144(�g.), 150, 153
Wuwtsim ceremony, 30, 241; petroglyph 

depiction of, 23– 24

Yava, Albert, 133, 142
Yayat ritual, 24
Yotse’hawhàwpi (Apache Descent Trail), 56
Yotse’vayu, 26
youth, 182; future of, 192– 93, 195; identity, 

179, 180– 81, 194(�g.); program for, 
184– 92

Yupköyvi (Chaco Canyon), 10, 65, 135, 185, 
186(�g.)
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