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ABSTRACT

As Athapaskan-speaking people with a lifestyle distinct from other Southwestern
groups, Navajos, upon entering the Southwest in the sixteenth century, are thought to
have begun a process of culture change that persists to this day. The anthropological view
of Navajo culture is that it is a synthesis of Athapaskan and Puebloan culture traits, and
early archaeological studies of Navajo culture reinforced this view. Navajo archaeology
continues to suffer from a general lack of Navajo perspectives on their own history and
archaeological record.

I examine Navajo identity expressed in the built environment and the negotiation
of intrusive federal Indian policies in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
using narratives from a ceremony called the Blessingway and theories of agency, practice,
history, and structuration. Environmental, architectural, dendrochronological, artifactual,
and historical data collected from 393 hogan sites recorded in the Four Corners area
during the Navajo Land Claim Project in the 1950s comprise the basis for my study. Data
analyses indicate that in spite of the imposition of policies designed to alter Navajo
lifeways and relationships with the landscape, American colonial interactions did not
dramatically alter the core of nineteenth and twentieth century Navajo culture. The
dialectic between colonial policy and traditional Diné culture resulted in persistent
architecture, settlement patterning, and decision making about movement over landscapes

in spite of conflicts over land and water.
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Historically, theories and methods arising from the Western tradition have been
the main avenues through which archaeologists interpret and make sense of the
Indigenous past in North America. The growing body of modern literature in Indigenous
archaeology now consciously includes, and often takes as its starting point, Indigenous
perspectives on the past, and the practice of archaeology in America. Practitioners of
Indigenous archaeology seek to strike a balance between Western perspectives and
Indigenous worldviews and to increase the participation of Indigenous people in the
discipline. My study is an attempt to weave together Indigenous and Western

philosophies in a mutually beneficial manner.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The archaeological study of Indigenous people all over the world benefits from
the inclusion of perspectives derived from the study of Indigenous philosophies and
worldviews. The Navajo philosophy and worldview, for example, provides interpretive
tools that can offer archaeologists a more robust understanding of past Navajo lifeways.
The hozhgji, or Blessingway, is a Navajo ceremony with narrative elements that explain
the philosophy of 4dzh¢, which is, put simply, balance and harmony. The Blessingway
also describes and defines a particular Navajo household structure called the hogan as the
symbolic representation of the Navajo cosmos, attendant worldview, and oral history.

Typically, a hogan is a one-room, one-story circular structure with an east-facing
door and central hearth. Interior space in a hogan is traditionally divided by activity,
gender, and age; however, these spatial differentiations are not fixed nor are they
materially manifested. The hogan can be the location of both household and ceremonial
activity. The hogan’s continued use demonstrates the persistence of important aspects of
Navajo identity, and I use this dissertation to explore the archaeological outcomes of
Navajo household practice and Navajo identity during late nineteenth and early twentieth
century American contact.

The Blessingway and theories of agency, practice, history, and structuration pro-

vide theoretical tools with which I interpret structural, artifactual, dendrochronological,
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and ethnographic data. I use a sample of Navajo archaeological sites recorded in the
1950s as part of the Navajo Land Claim (NLC) Project in order to discuss Navajo identity
and the intensifying American presence at regional and local scales in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries.

In analyzing Navajo hogan households, I examine the archaeological traces of
persistent Navajo identity, as expressed in the built environment, in the face of intrusive
federal Indian policies, which resulted in (1) forced removal and return; (2) rapid changes
in economy; and (3) shrinking land availability. Specifically, I focus on the following
research questions:

(1) How can Navajo philosophy and worldview aid in the understanding of the
Navajo archaeological record?

(2) Which nineteenth and twentieth century federal Indian policies that were
applied to the Navajo are archaeologically visible?

(3) What does Navajo hogan architecture reveal about Navajo identity and
relationship to the landscape?

(4) Have the impacts of nineteenth and twentieth century federal Indian policies

significantly altered Navajo household practices?

In archaeological studies of colonialism the assumption has been implicit that
colonialism represented a break between “traditional or authentic” and “acculturated or
assimilated” American Indians (Cusick 1998; Rubertone 2000). This break between

traditional and acculturated Navajos—perceived as Athapaskans who migrated into the
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Southwest in the sixteenth century—comes far earlier in anthropological discourse than
the European and American colonizing endeavors in the Southwest. The perception of
Navajo people as relative newcomers to the Southwest laid the foundation for four
overlapping areas of study on the Navajo: origins, expansion, culture change, and
adaptation (Towner and Dean 1996).

The study of Navajo origins is focused on the arrival and migratory route of
Athapaskan-speaking bands into the Southwest (e.g., Wilcox 1981). Expansion studies
encompass examinations of Navajo settlement shifts to the west and south of Dinétah in
northwestern New Mexico (e.g., Towner 2008). Scholars of Navajo culture change often
investigate Navajo adaptation to the environment and broad cultural patterns of the
Southwest in order to identify the origin of changes to Navajo culture (e.g., Kemrer and
Graybill 1970; Keur 1941).

The general time period investigated in my study encompasses the early years of
Navajo and American interaction beginning just prior to the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo
of 1848 and terminating in 1950. Following Kelley (1982a, 1986), I divide this broad

time period into six smaller periods according to major events and policies (Table 1.1).

Table 1.1. Historic Chronology (Kelley 1982a, 1986).

Dates Historical Time Period

1539-1821 Spanish Period

1821-1848 Mexican Period

1846—1868 American Military Period

1868—1880 Decline of Purely Subsistence Production
1881-1930 The Railroad Era

1930-1950 The Great Depression and Grazing Regulation
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Because of the hogan’s archaeological visibility and its known association with
the more recent periods of Navajo history, I confine my study to sites that contain at least
one hogan in a variety of places on the Navajo landscape, while emphasizing the periods

of American presence in the Southwest.

Diné Geography
The land-based family is the anchor for the Navajo stories about the Navajo past.
These stories cover each family’s use of the land and the places that the family
has used in getting its living. They also cover the origin of the earth and sky,
Navajoland, the Navajo people, their clans, ceremonies, and other customs. The
Navajo way of life involves all the family’s activities in these places to sustain
and reproduce itself [Kelley and Francis 1994:19-20].
Following their travels through three previous worlds (four in some versions), the
Diné emerged into the present world at a place called Dinlltah in northwestern New
Mexico (Matthews 1994 [1897]; Wyman 1970; Zolbrod 1984). The peoples’ departure
from each world was occasioned by misconduct that brought on disasters, forcing them to
leave (Kelley and Francis 1994). After creating the first sweathouse and hogan, A#sé
hastiin (First Man) and A#sé asdzgg (First Woman) placed various landforms on the
earth’s surface (Kelley and Francis1994; Matthews 1994 [1897]; O’Bryan 1956;
Reichard 1977; Wyman 1970; Zolbrod 1984); this gave rise to three sacred mountains in
the center surrounded by four other sacred mountains, which lie in each of the cardinal
directions, giving shape to the Navajo landscape. Dinll oral history is replete with

stories—within the confines of this landscapellof conflict, interaction, resolution, and

learning.
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As described by Matthews (1994) and Zolbrod (1984), the three mountains placed

at the center are these:

Dzit na’ooditii (Huerfano Peak, CO) — This mountain is fastened to the earth with
a sunbeam. Among other things it is decorated with the dark clouds that bring the
male rain. Yodi neidiitsi ashkii (Boy Who Produces Goods) and Yodi neidiitsi
at’¢éed (Girl Who Produces Goods) inhabit this mountain. No bird was placed at

the summit of this mountain in order to enable warriors to fight there.

Ch’o0l’1’1 (Gobernador Knob, NM) — A streak of falling rain fastens this
mountain to the earth. It is decorated with pollen and the dark mist that brings the
female rain. The bullock oriole was placed at its summit and Nitf ‘iz neidiitsi
ashkii (Boy Who Produces Jewels) and Nitf ‘iz neidiitsi at’ééd (Girl Who Produces

Jewels) dwell in this mountain.

Ak’i dah nast’ani (Hosta Butte, NM) — A sacred mirage stone holds this mountain
in place. It is decorated with many different plants and the black clouds that bring
male rain. At its summit was placed the grasshopper. Tséhadahoniye’ ashkii

(Mirage Stone Boy) and Yoo 'tichi’i at’ééd (Carnelian Girl) inhabit this mountain.

The four sacred mountains that lie in each of the cardinal directions are these (Figure

1.1):
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Sisnaajini (Sierra Blanca Peak, CO) — Fastened to the earth with a bolt of lightening in
the east, this is the home of Tséghadi 'nidinii ashkii (Rock Crystal Boy) and
Tseghadi’nidinii at’ééd (Rock Crystal Girl). It is decorated with white shells, white
lightning, white corn, and the dark clouds that produce male rain. The gray dove was

placed at its summit and daylight blankets this mountain.

Tsoodzit (Mount Taylor, NM) — This mountain, which is fastened to the earth
with a stone knife in the south, is the home of Doot! izhii nayoo 'ati ashkii (Boy
Who Is Bringing Back Turquoise) and Naadag’lg i nayoo’ati at’ééd (Girl Who Is
Bringing Back Many Ears of Corn). The mountain is decorated with turquoise,
dark mist, many different animals, and the heavy mist that brings female rain. The

bluebird was placed at its summit and the blue sky blankets this mountain.

Dook’o’oostiid (San Francisco Peak, AZ) — Using a sunbeam this mountain was
fastened to the earth in the West. In addition to being decorated by abalone shell,
animals, and the dark clouds that produce male rain, this mountain is the home of
Naadggltgaii ashkii (White Corn Boy) and Naadgattsoii at’ééd (Yellow Corn
Girl). The yellow warbler was placed at its summit and a yellow cloud blankets

this mountain.

Dibé nitsaa (Mount Hesperus, CO) — A rainbow holds this mountain to the earth

in the north. Decorated with black beads, animals, and the gray mist that brings



21

female rain, this mountain is the home of Tadidiin ashkii (Pollen Boy) and
Nahachagii at’ééd (Grasshopper Girl). The blackbird was placed at its summit

and darkness blankets this mountain.

Traditional Dinll territory overlaps with that of many other tribes, but beginning
in the sixteenth century, it was Spanish, and later Mexican colonists who impinged on all
tribes’ use of the landscape. However, the American military and settlers, with their
federal Indian laws and policies, most greatly interfered with the relationship between the

Diné and their land.

U.S. Federal Indian Law and Policy

In the United States ... rule begins with the Doctrine of Discovery and its

discourse of conquest, which denies fundamental human rights and self-

determination to indigenous tribal peoples ... The Doctrine of Discovery and its
discourse of conquest assert the West’s lawful power to impose its vision of truth
on non-Western peoples through a racist, colonizing rule of law [Williams

1990:325].

Since the eighteenth century, American Indian tribes have been legally
transformed from sovereign nations, with whom treaties could be made (Treaty of
Hopewell 1785), to “domestic dependent nations” (Cherokee Nation v. Georgia 1831)
with severely limited jurisdictional power in their own land (Major Crimes Act 1885;
United States v. Kagama 1886). Tribes were defined as “domestic dependent nations” in

Chief Justice Marshall’s denial of a Cherokee Nation request for an injunction against the

coercive acts that the state of Georgia employed to force the Cherokee to vacate their
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homelands (Cherokee Nation v. Georgia). According to Marshall’s 1831 decision (30
U.S. 1, 8 L. Ed. 25),

it may well be doubted whether those tribes which reside within the

acknowledged boundaries of the United States can, with strict accuracy be

denominated foreign nations. They may, more correctly, perhaps, be denominated
domestic dependent nations ... Their relation to the United States resembles that
of a ward to his guardian.

The Cherokee, with the Creek, Choctaw, Seminole, and Chickasaw, were
eventually forcibly removed from their treaty-guaranteed lands in Georgia to present-day
Oklahoma (Getches et al. 2005:95-98). Until 1871, treaties between the United States
and Indian tribes continued to be the primary mechanism by which the United States
acquired land and Indian reservations were established (Indian Appropriations Act of
1871). Reservation lands are defined as lands held in reserve by tribes who ceded the
remainder of their traditional territory to the United States. Owing to the guardian-ward
relationship defined by Chief Justice Marshall in 1831, these reserved lands were then,
and are now, held in “trust” by the U.S. government for Indian tribes. Tribal trust lands
are those to which American Indian tribes retain the right of occupancy but to which the
United States retains the right of possession. Therefore, these lands are meant for the
exclusive use and occupancy of specific Indian tribes that have been recognized as such
by the U.S. government, but the tribe itself cannot sell them. Except in the case of
allotment, individual tribal members cannot own these lands outright.

American attempts to assimilate Indian people were vigorously pursued beginning

in 1887 through the allotment of the 138 million acres of land then held by various Indian

tribes throughout the country. The goal was to allot tracts of land to individual heads of
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household and sell the “surplus” (General Allotment Act 1887). Between 1887 and the
1934 passage of the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA; a.k.a. the Wheeler-Howard Act),
which halted allotment, Indian tribes were divested of approximately 90 million acres of
land. Through the IRA reorganization, federal support for the self-government of Indian
tribes was formally instituted, ushering in an era of federal Indian law focused on
establishing tribal governing bodies, modeled on the U.S. government structure, on
Indian reservations. Unlike allotment, adoption of the Indian Reorganization Act was
optional for the tribes.

By 1945, however, criticisms of the IRA and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)
sparked a revival of assimilationist policies, culminating in the termination of the federal-
tribal relationship for 61 American Indian tribes and bands. The 1,362,155 acres of land
held by these tribes and bands was removed from trust status (Wilkinson and Biggs
1977:151), and the termination policy was formalized in the 1953 House Concurrent
Resolution 108:

Whereas it is the policy of Congress, as rapidly as possible, to make the Indians

within the territorial limits of the United States subject to the same laws and

entitled to the same privileges and responsibilities as are applicable to other

citizens of the United States, to end their status as wards of the United States, and

to grant them all of the rights and prerogatives pertaining to American citizenship.
Although each tribe had its own plan for termination from federal status, all plans share
the following characteristics: fundamentally altered land ownership patterns, and in many
cases land liquidation, discontinuance of federal programs, termination of exemptions

from state taxing authority, imposition of state legislative and judicial authority, and the

end of the trust relationship and tribal sovereignty (Wilkinson and Biggs 1977:151). To
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address and settle land claims once and for all in this era of termination, the U.S.
government established the Indian Claims Commission (ICC).

Approved on August 13, 1946, the Indian Claims Commission Act created an
avenue of redress for Indian tribes pursuing land claims against the U.S. government.
Although the United States created a court of claims in 1855, Indian tribes after 1863
were required to obtain special jurisdictional acts in order to be heard on treaty claims
before the U.S. Court of Claims (12 STAT. 765). Unsettled claims by Indian tribes had
previously been cited as a barrier to the education and civilization of Indian tribes
(Meriam et al. 1928:805), so to expedite the Indian claims, the ICC was expected to
complete its work within 5 years, and a 1951 deadline was established for all filing of
such claims. Indian land claims cases were complex, however, and they moved slowly,
resulting in continuance of the ICC until 1978 (90 STAT. 1990; Getches et al. 2005:282).

Under the ICC, Indian title “is based among other things on exclusive use,
occupancy, and possession ... from time immemorial or for a long time” (Watkins
1967:204). Tribes were required to demonstrate that they had never voluntarily
abandoned their claimed territory and that the U.S. government took the claimed lands
without just compensation (Watkins 1967:204—-206). Both Indian tribes and the U.S.
government employed anthropologists, historians, and archaeologists to gather evidence
and act as expert witnesses for, or against, Indian claims (Lurie 1957).

In July 1947, the Navajo Tribal Council hired Norman Littell to serve as the
tribe’s attorney. Littell acted as the lead attorney when the Navajo Tribe filed a claim

before the ICC seeking just compensation under the Fifth Amendment for the taking of
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approximately 40,850,000 acres (63,828 sq mi) of land. Because the claim included the
existing Navajo Reservation and Spanish land grants, the claim was reduced to
23,816,000 acres (37,213 sq mi; Navajo Tribe 1960a). The land claim filed by the Navajo

Nation was one of the largest heard by the ICC.

The Navajo Nation

The American government acquired present-day Arizona, California, New
Mexico, and parts of Colorado, Nevada, and Utah from the Mexican government in
exchange for 15 million dollars through the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848.
Interactions between the Americans and the Diné were similar to interactions between
other Indian tribes and the American government; the pattern consisted of moments of
peace followed by moments of hostility. Thus, in 1864, the United States applied its
policy of removal to the Navajo.

Christopher “Kit” Carson led the implementation of General James Carleton’s
plan to move the Navajo Tribe to the Bosque Redondo Indian Reservation in eastern New
Mexico (Iverson 2002). Hwééldi was the first reservation experience for the Navajo.
Many Navajos, and Mescalero Apaches, were incarcerated in a failed experiment to force
a wholly sedentary lifestyle on both tribes. Finally after 4 years, in 1868, the Navajo were
allowed to return to their traditional territory under a treaty negotiated and signed with
Andrew Johnson’s administration (Deloria and DeMallie 1999; Iverson 2002).

Although creation of the Navajo Reservation was meant to restrict the Navajo

population to the territory defined in the Treaty of 1868, the tribe never confined
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themselves to the reservation (Kelley and Francis 1994). The Navajo Reservation was
subsequently enlarged many times by means of Executive Orders (Iverson 2002; Kelley
and Francis 1994; Kelly 1968; Young 1978). The Navajo Reservation now comprises one
large body of land with three smaller outlying reservations totaling approximately
17,280,000 acres (27,000 sq mi; Figure 1.2). The Navajo Nation is one of the largest
American Indian tribes in the United States, and it occupies the largest area of reserved
land in Indian Country. In addition, Navajo Nation land overlaps with three of the Four
Corner States: Arizona, Utah, and New Mexico.

With almost 300,000 members, the Navajo Nation is led by a central government
that was first organized in 1923. A tribal council with a chairman and a vice-chairman
comprised the elected body until the late twentieth century. In 1991, the Navajo Nation
reorganized its governmental structure into a three-branch system with Executive,
Legislative, and Judicial branches, led by a president and a vice-president. The Navajo
Tribe itself is divided into 110 chapters with locally elected leaders. From these 110
chapters, there are 88 elected tribal council delegates who serve as liaisons between the
chapters and the central government in Window Rock, Arizona. Chapters are grouped

into five agencies, and council delegates serve on 12 committees. The outlying
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Canoncito, Alamo, and Ramah Reservations are incorporated as chapters in the

governmental structure (Navajo Nation Department of Information Technology 2005).

The Navajo Land Claim

The Navajo Nation brought a claim against the United States for land in the Four
Corners region (The Navajo Tribe of Indians v. the United States of America) in the early
1950s. The goal of the archaeologists contracted to survey the area of the associated
Navajo Land Claim (NLC) Project (Figure 1.3) was to locate and demonstrate the
extreme boundaries of Navajo land use and occupancy from 1846 to 1868 (Littell
1967:126—127). The claimed area required 8.5 years to survey, resulting in approximately
50,000 miles covered on foot, on horseback, and by vehicle (Navajo Tribe 1960a). The
NLC remains the single largest archaeological project ever undertaken to document the
extent and duration of the Navajo occupation of the Southwest (Towner and Dean
1996:8).

Archaeological information from the land claim has historically been underused
(Towner and Dean 1996), although there have been publications documenting the
testimonies of anthropological expert witnesses (Ellis 1974; Kluckhohn 1974; Reeve
1974). There has never been a complete analysis of the 4,729 recorded sites and
associated features, artifacts, tree-ring dates, or ethnography, but J. Lee Correll (1972)
has published a report on Navajo use and occupancy of the 1882 Hopi Reservation
established by Executive Order. Portions of the NLC archaeological volumes have been

used in studies of Navajo ceramics, adaptation, and settlement (e.g., Brugge 1972a;
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Kemrer 1974; Kemrer and Graybill 1970), and in fact the first typology of Navajo
ceramics was derived from the NLC data (Brugge 1981, originally published in 1963).
Also, scholars of Navajo archaeology frequently cite the NLC sites and the tree-ring data
derived from them (e.g., Begay and Roberts 1996; Gilpin 1996).

The data that form the basis for my dissertation are thus the result of archival
research. The NLC archaeological site forms used in my study comprise plaintiff’s
exhibits 520A-520W for Docket 229, The Navajo Tribe of Indians v. The United States.
They are archived with the general records, case files, and cartographic records of the
Indian Claims Commission at the National Archives in Washington, D.C. The James E.
Rogers College of Law Library at the University of Arizona owns a copy of the court
transcripts (Navajo Tribe 1960a, 1960b), proposed findings of fact (Littell 1967), and
plaintiff’s exhibits 510, 511, and 520A—W (Navajo Tribe 1960b). I used the collections
owned by the James E. Rogers College of Law Library, the University of Arizona Main
Library, and the University of Arizona Special Collections Library. I did not undertake
any new archaeological or ethnographic fieldwork, nor did I attempt to locate previously
recorded NLC sites on Navajo Nation lands.

One comprehensive map showing site types and locations in the total area
surveyed by NLC crews is also on file at the James E. Rogers College of Law Library;
however, I confined my locational analysis to the topographic and vegetation information
recorded on the site forms, and I used the topographic codes and vegetation zones defined

by Kemrer and Graybill (1970).
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To develop an interpretive framework for data derived from the NLC archives, |
used the Papers of Father Berard Haile, 1893—1961, from the University of Arizona
Special Collections Library. The collection includes extensive notes on his study of the
Navajo language, Navajo lifeways, and several Navajo ceremonies. Father Haile’s
Blessingway notes include the transcription of three versions of the ceremony, given to
him by three different hataaltii (ceremonial practitioners). In addition, part of a fourth
version comprises two groups of songs and some notes on Blessingway practices. In its
entirety, this endeavor totaled more than 2,000 pages of handwritten translations,
holograph recordings, and notes.

Wyman (1970) arranged the publication of Father Haile’s work into a book, with
each version presented as a separate section. Version [ was given by Slim Curly from
Crystal, NM; Version Il was given by Frank Mitchell from Chinle, AZ; and Version III
was given by River Junction Curly, also from Chinle. Finally, a man identified as
Informant X from Lukachukai, AZ was responsible for the partial rendering of a fourth
version. Navajo text is omitted, and only free English renderings are given in the final

product.

Organization of Chapters

The following chapters are organized to situate my research within the broader
context of Navajo archaeology. Therefore, Chapter Two presents a summary of the
archaeological literature on Navajo sites, organized according to the themes defined by

Towner and Dean (1996): origins, expansion, adaptation, and culture change. Chapter
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Three is a synthesis of information gleaned from the Blessingway narratives, Navajo
philosophy, and relevant theories of structuration, practice, and history. The historical
background against which my study is situated is presented in Chapter Four. The methods
employed by archaeologists working for the Navajo Land Claim Project, plus my own
methods, comprise Chapter Five. Analyses of data synthesized with discussions of
relevant Navajo archaeological literature, are detailed in Chapter Six. Finally, Chapter
Seven is both a synthesis and an interpretation of my analysis using the theoretical
framework constructed in Chapter Three along with a critical review of Navajo

archaeological literature.
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CHAPTER TWO

NAVAJO ARCHAEOLOGY: A SUMMARY OF THE LITERATURE

The study of Navajo archaeological remains, which is more than 100 years old, has
developed from just brief descriptive treatments in the nineteenth century all the way to
the complex study of Navajo history and lifeways that characterizes the field today. The
archaeological remains of the Navajo past range widely from defensive sites, ceremonial
sites, and rock art panels, to hunting as well as agricultural sites. The most widely
recognized Navajo sites are primarily single family or small community sites of an
ephemeral nature comprising hogan structures and associated features. Studies of Navajo
archaeology include several foci but each uses the hogan as a distinct marker of Navajo
identity. In this chapter I provide a thematic, chronologically organized summation of the
published Navajo archaeological literature in order to situate my research within an
existing historical intellectual background.

Although Shufeldt published a study of Navajo architecture and acculturation at
Fort Wingate in 1892, Cosmos Mindeleff (1897) was the first to document Navajo
archaeological remains. In the process of recording the Anasazi ruins in Canyon de Chelly,
in northeastern Arizona, Mindeleff described the Navajo alteration and reuse of the sites

for storage and sheep herding; in the same publication he also documented the presence of
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Navajo burial cists. Navajo materials were not germane to his study and were therefore
afforded only the briefest description, but Mindeleff’s work is nonetheless generally
interpreted as the beginnings of the study of Navajo archaeology.

Following his documentation of the Canyon de Chelly sites, Mindeleff (1898)
produced a monograph, and later a popular article (Mindeleff 1900) focused primarily on
the Navajo hogan, which has since become central to all themes in Navajo archaeology.
Archaeologists rely upon the hogan as a material marker for the identification of Navajo
habitation sites. More serious study of Navajo architecture and archaeological sites did
not become a research interest until after the turn of the twentieth century.

While tracing archaeological treatments of the hogan to examine the increasing
complexity of research in Navajo archaeology, Brugge (2001) noted that after the 1915
excavation of a hogan at Old Fort (LA 1869) in Dinétah by Earl Morris (Carlson 1965:6),
as well as A. V. Kidder’s description of pueblitos published in 1920, Navajo archaecology
remained a relatively neglected field of study until the 1930s. Then throughout the 1930s
and 1940s, studies steadily emerged about Navajo origins, culture change, and expansion
out of Dinétah (e.g., Hall 1944b; Hurt 1942; Huscher and Huscher 1942; Keur 1941;
Mera 1938). This resurgence of Navajo archaeological studies coincided with the
publication by Redfield et al. (1936) of a method and theory for studying acculturation,
which continued to influence scholars of Navajo culture and archaeology throughout most

of the twentieth century (e.g., Carlson 1965; Brugge 1963, 1964, 1968; Dittert et al. 1961;
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Hester 1962; Keur 1941; Reiter 1938; Tremblay et al. 1954; Warburton 1985). Although
acculturation no longer retains its original currency as an anthropological theory of culture
change, I retain the concept in this chapter, as it was originally used, in order to preserve
the historical continuity of ideas in the Navajo archaeological literature.

World War II briefly interrupted archaeological pursuits, but researchers returned
to the study of Navajo archaeology in the 1950s with salvage archaeology at Navajo
Reservoir in New Mexico (Brugge 2001; Dittert et al. 1961; Eddy 1966). The
construction of 451 miles of pipeline by the El Paso Natural Gas Company in 1956 also
necessitated a large-scale salvage archaeological project (Wendorf et al. 1956). In 1974,
with the passage of the the Moss-Bennett Act, the subsequent rise of the Cultural
Resource Management (CRM) profession further expanded studies in Navajo
archaeology, and by the late 1970s the Navajo Nation itself was producing syntheses of
Navajo archaeological research (Klesert and Downer 1990:116; Towner and Dean 1996).

Most anthropologists and archaeologists who study the Southwest generally
maintain that Navajos had migrated into the Southwest by the sixteenth century. As
Athapaskan-speaking people with a lifestyle distinct from other Southwest groups,
Navajos are thought to have begun an acculturative process upon entering the Southwest.
Adopting and assimilating cultural traits of Puebloan origin, Navajo culture is commonly
viewed as a synthesis of Athapaskan and Puebloan culture traits (e.g., Brugge 1968;

Downs 1972; Keur 1941; Kluckhohn and Leighton 1974; Underhill 1956). In their
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compilation of archaeological studies on Navajo origins, Towner and Dean (1996:13)
identified the four major themes in Navajo archaeology—origins, expansion, adaptation,

and culture change—that I use to structure the following review.

Dinétah: The Beginning

Dinétah is the area of Gobernador and Largo Canyons located in northwestern
New Mexico (Figure 2.1). Dinétah is a place of historical and cultural significance to the
Navajo tribe, and it is also significant to archaeologists because it relates to all models of
Athapaskan entry into the Southwest and is one of just a few areas where a pre-
eighteenth-century Navajo occupation is archaeologically documented (Towner 1997).
The earliest dated Navajo hogan site (A.D. 1541) is in the Upper San Juan west of
Dinétah (Hancock 1997 referenced in Towner 2000a:178). Investigations of Navajo
origins proceed from the linguistic categorization that defines Navajo as a member of the
Athapaskan language family (Turner 1852).

Given the dissimilarity of the Navajo language to surrounding Puebloan languages,
the origins of Navajo people naturally became a focal point for research in Dinétah.
Hibben (1938), Mera (1938), and Hall (1944a, 1944b) were among the first to report on
possible Navajo antecedents through their studies of archaeological sites in the vicinity of
Gobernador and Largo Canyons. Both Mera and Hibben described the same time period

and the same material culture. Mera defined the Largo phase (A.D. 1106-1254) and
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Hibben the Gallina phase, on the basis of a transition from pithouses to above-ground
masonry rooms, storage bins, pointed-bottom pottery, the abundant use of antler,
combed shaft straighteners, and perceived architectural anomalies (Mera 1938:243). Mera
(1938) interpreted the Largo phase as a period of contact between Puebloan people and
Woodland people that may represent Athapaskan introduction to the Southwest. Hibben
(1938) similarly construed the Gallina phase as an indicator of the diverse origins of
Puebloan culture and people. He considered that although Navajo “admixture” should not
be ruled out, the pointed-bottom pottery is an indication of the diversity in Puebloan
people, and may not necessarily reflect Athapaskan presence in the Southwest (Hibben
1938:136).

Subsequent archaeological excavations, undertaken by Hall (1944a) in the
Gobernador area, defined the Rosa phase (A.D. 710-875) as the precursor to the
contemporaneous Largo and Gallina phases. Hall commented that the Largo/Gallina phase
attributes are different enough from the prevailing Anasazi pattern to attract attention to
the identification of antecedents. Hall’s study was conducted on the northeastern
periphery of the greater Anasazi culture area. He chose this area because it seemed best
suited for determining when, and in what form, various aspects of material culture
different from dominant Anasazi patterns of material culture entered the Southwest (Hall

1944a:5).
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In his study of stockaded settlements in the Gobernador area, Hall stated that by
the Basketmaker III period, cultural integrity in the Southwest was established, but it had
began to be impinged upon by outside influences. The Rosa and Largo/Gallina phases,
according to Hall, show eastern influences, and are peripheral to the dominant
manifestations of the Anasazi. He concluded that the Rosa phase shows a logical
continuity with the following Largo/Gallina phases despite the more than 200-year gap
between them. Furthermore, he stated that the Rosa phase has obvious roots in the
Anasazi traditions and is not, therefore, entirely foreign to the Southwest. Like Mera
(1938), Hall interpreted deviations from the Anasazi pattern, including post stockades, as
indicating the presence of an unidentified alien group forcing the Rosa phase people out of
their home territory (Hall 1944a, 1944b). Post stockades, however, are no longer
considered to be a deviation from the general Anasazi pattern (Jeffrey S. Dean, personal
communication 2009).

While Mera, Hibben, and Hall worked out early phase chronologies, other
researchers focused on the question of Navajo migration into the Southwest. Finding the
route and discovering the timing of Navajo migrations into the Southwest became an
important research focus in the early twentieth century. Researchers generally fell into
one of two camps; those that favored an Intermontane route, and entry before A.D. 1500,
and those that favored a High Plains route, and entry after A.D. 1500 (Towner 1997,

2000, 2003; Towner and Dean 1996). Each hypothesis makes use of linguistic,
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archaeological, and historical data in order to explain the timing of the north-to-south
migratory route to the present-day Southwest as well as the Navajo presence in relation
to Coronado’s entrada in A.D. 1540 (Towner 2000:175).

The Intermontane Hypothesis. The Intermontane route hypothesis, as illustrated
in Figure 2.2, proposes that southern Athapaskan migration proceeded primarily via the
mountain and basin region between the mountains of the West Coast and the Rocky
Mountains before A.D. 1500 (Farmer 1942; Hoijer 1971; Huscher and Huscher 1942,
1943; Towner 2000). Of interest to those who favor the Intermontane Route is evidence
of forked stick dwellings in Colorado and Utah, and the Promontory culture in the area of
Great Salt Lake. According to Farmer (1942) this material culture bears some resemblance
to Athapaskan material culture, and he interpreted the forked stick dwellings and
Promontory Ware as a link between the Navajo and the Intermontane region.

In a review of selected data, Huscher and Huscher (1942) argued that a
considerable part of the southern Athapaskan migration was via the Intermontane region
and associated Rocky Mountain foothills. They later augmented their argument with a
study of more than 200 circular, dry-laid masonry structures at 35 sites in Colorado
(Huscher and Huscher 1943). Based on structure type and twelfth-century ceramics, they
concluded that the sites are a record of the southward passage of southern Athapaskans
through the mountain ranges of what is now the western United States (Huscher and

Huscher 1943:83).
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Figure 2.2 Intermontane (red) and High Plans (blue) Routes (after Towner 2003).
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Citing evidence offered by Harrington (1940), Farmer (1942), Hall (1944), Hibben (1938),
and Huscher and Huscher (1943), Harry Hoijer also argued for a southward Athapaskan
migration, focusing on the eastern foothills of the Rocky Mountains (Hoijer 1971). Hoijer
relied primarily upon linguistic relationships and distributions to substantiate an
Intermontane route of entry, whereas others have evaluated climatic and geographical data
in support of the same route (Brugge 1983a; Perry 1980, 1991).

According to Perry (1980, 1991), the end of a cooling trend separated the northern
and southern Athapaskans in the first millennium A.D. As conditions got warmer,
Athapaskan hunters who were following the migratory routes of game animals through
mountain ranges became increasingly distant from the northern bands. The separated
hunters continued southward even after the range of familiar game species tapered off
because constant movement had become an established lifestyle pattern (Perry 1980,
1991). Brugge (1983a) similarly maintains that the Rocky Mountains were ecologically
similar to the originating landscape of Athapaskan emigration, and thus facilitated
movement along the mountain chain. In addition, he points to the similarity of the
artifacts from the caves on Promontory Point to northern Athapaskan material culture as
possible evidence of Athapaskan presence in the area (Brugge 2008).

The High Plains Hypothesis. The High Plains hypothesis posits that Athapaskans
proceeded southeast from the Canadian Athapaskan territories into the Dakotas and then

moved south and west (Figure 2.3; Wilcox 1981:219). Following this model of
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Figure 2.3 Intermontane (red) and High Plames (blue) (after Towner 2003).
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Athapaskan migration, proponents put Navajo entry into the Southwest in the sixteenth
century just prior to Coronado’s entrada (Towner 2000). As with the Intermontane
hypothesis, language is the impetus for archaeological investigation.

Linguistic data led Edward Sapir (1936:235) to conclude that it is likely that the
Navajo migration from the north proceeded via the western Plains. In a consideration of
the northern origin of the Navajo language, and the use of the buffalo in Navajo
ceremonialism, Harrington (1940:525) concluded both migration from the north and
descendency from buffalo Indians. To investigate the language split of the Navajo from
the northern Athapaskans, Aschmann (1970) synthesized Jacobs’ (1937) work on West
Coast Athapaskan populations as well as Hoijer’s (1956) lexicostatistical and
glottochronological calculations. Aschmann contended, based on language differentiation,
that the language split between northern and southern Athapaskans occurred about 500—
600 years ago. Since southern Athapaskan languages are more closely related to northern
Athapaskans east of the Rocky Mountains, Aschmann (1970:85) found the High Plains
migration hypothesis most supported by available evidence.

Using ethnohistorical, archaeological, and historical data, Gunnerson (1956:346),
like Harrington (1940), linked the Navajo and Apache to Indian groups on the Plains.
Specifically, she tied the Navajo and Apache to two groups of Plains people—called
Querechos and Teyas—via language comparisons and behavior. Gunnerson also

interpreted the presence of hide-working tools at Pecos Pueblo, and Navajo knowledge of
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the Plains and buffalos, as evidence of a Navajo connection to the Plains. Her hypothesis
was that Athapaskans from forested areas were lured onto the Plains by the appearance
of bison herds migrating northward, away from drought conditions on the central Plains in
the mid-thirteenth century. Upon termination of the drought conditions the bison herds
migrated south, at which time Athapaskan hunters followed. She concluded that southern
Athapaskans entered into the Southwest around A.D. 1525 via a High Plains route
(Gunnerson 1956; 1974); this was supported by later researchers (e.g., Carlson 1965;
Dittert et al. 1961; Hester 1962; Kehoe 1966; Kehoe and Kehoe 1968; Schaafsma 1981,
1996; Wilcox 1981).

In their survey of the Navajo Reservoir Project area, Dittert et al. (1961:247)
stated that their work supports a High Plains migration route for the Navajo into the
Southwest. In a review of the hypothesis that the Navajo could represent a cultural
continuity with the Largo-Gallina phase (Hall 1944a), Dittert et al. (1961:248) pointed
out that the only similarity shared by both Largo-Gallina and Navajo people is pointed-
bottom pottery, and they also disagreed with Huscher and Huscher’s (1943) conclusion
that the pointed-bottom pottery and circular stone houses at sites in the Intermontane
region represent southward-migrating Athapaskans. Dittert et al. (1961) contended that
pointed-bottom pottery was widespread and indicates Woodland influence, and that one
shared trait does not establish cultural continuity; they also maintained that building

structures from stone was a cultural trait that Athapaskans learned from contact with
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Puebloans, that would therefore not precede Navajo migration into the Southwest (Dittert
et al. 1961:248).

In his 1962 synthesis of the the available data, Hester agreed with the criticism of
Huscher and Huscher’s (1943) study of sites in the Intermontane region published by
Dittert et al. (1961). Hester (1962:72) also argued that subtraction of the cultural traits
that are Puebloan in origin left traits that appear to be of Plains origin. He also disagreed
with Hill’s (1938) characterization that Navajo culture has greater affinity with the Great
Basin and Plains cultures than with Puebloan cultures (Hester 1962:71). Using Hammond
and Rey’s (1940) documentation of the Coronado Expedition and Gunnerson’s (1960)
report on the Dismal River aspect, Hester attempted a functional reconstruction of pre-
Southwest Navajo culture (1962:73). He arrived at an incomplete picture of mobile bison
hunter-gatherers who may have practiced limited agriculture, traded with eastern
Puebloans, and prepared tanned leather (Hester 1962:73—-74).

Researchers in Canada, attempting to address Athapaskan migration from a
northern perspective, suggested that the Avonlea complex, first identified in southern
Saskatchewan, is representative of Athapaskan populations in the northwestern Plains.
The complex comprises conical pointed-bottom pottery, lithic artifacts that suggest bow-
and-arrow technology, tipi rings, and a subsistence strategy based on bison hunting

(Kehoe and McCorquodale 1961).
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The primary feature of the Avonlea complex is a small, triangular, side-notched
projectile point associated with large-scale communal bison hunting in the form of
complex, ritualized, planned bison drives. The Avonlea point, which is also the earliest
point of its type in the northwestern Plains, is a temporal marker for the early Late
Prehistoric period (A.D. 460 to about 700; Kehoe and McCorquodale 1961; Kehoe 1966;
Kehoe and Kehoe 1968). Kehoe (1966:839) suggested that the appearance of the Avonlea
point type coincides with Athapaskan migration into the northwestern Plains; he
indicated that the point type may reflect the movement and adaptation of Athapaskan
caribou hunters to the bison-rich Plains (Kehoe 1966). According to Kehoe and Kehoe
(1968:30), Athapaskans are likely to have been the first to introduce bow-and-arrow
technology into North America from an area in northern Asia where animal drives were
richly elaborated. They proposed that Athapaskans are the originators of both Avonlea
points and ritualistic bison drives (Kehoe and Kehoe 1968:30).

Integrating the work of researchers on the Avonlea complex (Kehoe and Kehoe
1968) with Gunnerson’s (1956) evidence in support of the High Plains hypothesis,
Wilcox (1981) proposed a new model of Athapaskan migration. According to Wilcox it is
likely that Athapaskans entered the northwest Plains 1500 years ago, took up residence
in the Black Hills for many centuries, and extended their range into the central and
southern Plains between A.D. 1450 and 1500. He suggested that trade relationships

between the Puebloans and the Plains allowed some Athapaskan groups to settle
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permanently by arranging with the Puebloans to reside in the nearby mountain hinterland
areas of northern New Mexico (Wilcox 1981, 1988).

Naming Wilcox’s (1981) hypothesis the “Querecho Model,” Schaafsma (1981)
supported the model with information derived from Spanish historical documents. In a
later examination of ethnic affiliation at the Dinétah phase sites in northwestern New
Mexico, Schaafsma (1996) argued that the sites are Ute, rather than Navajo, in origin.
Reassignment of the La Plata Valley sites to a Ute ethnic affiliation not only reaffirms
Schaafsma’s Piedra Lumbre phase definition, but also supports Wilcox’s (1981)
contention that a late High Plains entry presents the best fit for all available evidence
(Schaafsma 1996:46).

Alternatively, Brugge (1981) suggested that the Avonlea point is similar to a small
triangular point with side notches that became prevalent in the Southwest during the
Pueblo II (A.D. 950-1150) period. Therefore, if the Pueblo II triangular point is actually
Athapaskan in origin, a comprehensive study of the small triangular point system would
be necessary. Additionally, he found the implication that Apacheans occupied lands in
the Southwest as tenants of Puebloan groups, rather than as independent entities, to be
disconcerting (Brugge 1981). According to Brugge, Wilcox’s hypothesis is enough to
account for the origin of the Kiowa Apache but not Athapaskans as a whole.

Working at Eagle Lake in British Columbia, Matson and Magne (2007) also agree

that the Intermontane hypothesis is unlikely and they offer another hypothesis of
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Athapaskan migrations into Plateau and Plains regions of the present-day United States.
According to Matson and Magne (2007), there is little evidence that the Avonlea complex
relates directly to Athapaskan speakers, as proposed by Kehoe (1966); however, there is
also little evidence that Avonlea points were not made by Athapaskans. In fact, the
authors maintain that there is little archaeological evidence for Athapaskan material cul-
ture linking Subarctic origins to migration onto the Plains in general, and even less between
the central Plains and the southern Plains specifically (Matson and Magne 2007:145).

Matson and Magne (2007:153) have proposed that major Athapaskan population
displacement occurred after the second White River volcanic eruption, in the Yukon
Territory. A group closely related to the Carrier and Chipewyan was living at the far
southern and eastern ends of the population movement caused by the eruption, and the
group then spread across the northern Rocky Mountains and interior British Columbia.
Due to population pressure, the group split, with one group migrating southward through
the Interior Plateau and on to the Pacific Coast and the other group migrating from the
Plateau along the front range of the Rocky Mountains, extending into northern Wyoming
and continuing south into the Southwest. This hypothesis shares a close relationship with
the High Plains route, but is more specific in its treatment of migratory routes and reasons
for migration.

Athapaskan migration studies continue to interest researchers in both the northern

and southern Athapaskan regions. Regardless of their migratory route, however,



50

Athapaskans are thought to have begun an adaptive process upon their arrival in the
Southwest. Adaptation to the environment of the Southwest then led to culture changes,
which facilitated population expansion out of Dinétah. Navajo expansion is generally
thought to have occurred as an eighteenth-century, southward and westward movement
from the Gobernador and Largo Canyon areas, and to have been concomitant with Navajo

pastoral adaptation (Carrillo 1992).

Leaving Dinétah: Navajo Expansion

The study of Navajo expansion has been the focus of several archaeological
studies since the infancy of the serious study of Navajo archaeology. The Gobernador
phase (A.D. 1700-1775) is an archaeologically and historically well-defined period. For
many researchers it represents a time of increasing Navajo dependence on pastoralism and
movement south and west out of Dinétah. Studies of expansion coincide with studies of
adaptation and culture change because researchers have viewed the processes as
interdependent.

One early study of Navajo populations outside of Dinétah is Malcom’s (1939)
reconnaissance of sites on and near Chacra Mesa in Chaco Canyon. He documented 48
Navajo sites and noted that of these, 31 are circular, coursed-stone structures. Malcom
(1939:9) contended that the Navajo carried this idea of stone construction, learned from

close contact with Puebloans, southward to Chaco. He also argued that the circular, stone
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structures represent an early eighteenth century house type, indicating an even earlier
start in stone construction (Malcom 1939). Keur’s (1941) work at Big Bead Mesa
indicated that the Navajo had migrated south to the area from Dinétah by approximately
A.D. 1750. Her study, discussed below, tied Navajo expansion to Navajo acculturation.
Keur (1941:68) interpreted the ubiquity of Puebloan culture traits examined at Navajo
sites to be an indicator of the intensity of contact and the degree of acculturation as
compared to earlier sites farther north in Dinétah.

In 1942, Hurt began a project on the archaeologically recognizable Navajo
populations in Canyon de Chelly, focusing on the timing of expansion out of Dinétah.
According to his findings, the archaeological material effectively tied the Spider Rock
Navajos of Canyon de Chelly to the broad pattern of culture exhibited at Dinétah and Big
Bead Mesa (Hurt 1942). Twenty-five years later, however, the Laboratory of Tree-Ring
Research’s reanalysis of Hurt’s tree-ring samples (Bannister et al. 1966:33) placed the
occupation in the late nineteenth century, thus negating Hurt’s contention for an early
eighteenth century expansion from Dinétah to Canyon de Chelly (Brugge 1967).

Gilpin (1996:176) has noted, however, that the presence of Gobernador
Polychrome in Hurt’s (1942) Group I, hogan 1 (Bannister et al. 1966:33) may indicate an
earlier occupation. Tree-ring records at the Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research indicate
that a possible storage feature at the base of Spider Rock dates to A.D. 1780v, and a

Navajo bell-shaped pit excavated into a Pueblo I component of the Schneider site

downstream from Spider Rock has a tree-ring date of A.D. 1773rB. These dates would
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seem to indicate a Navajo presence in Canyon de Chelly at least by the late eighteenth
century (on file at the Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research, accessed in 2009).

According to Hester (1962:75), historic documentation confirms Navajo
population movements to Cebolleta to the south of Dinlltah and Canyon de Chelly to the
west, beginning in the seventeenth century. Major migrations occurred later in the mid-
eighteenth century, leaving the upper Chama and San Juan areas virtually abandoned by
Navajos. By 1750, the population center of the Navajo tribe had shifted significantly
south and west of Dinétah (Hester 1962).

Researchers took the pueblitos and puebloan pottery styles, in particular Jemez
pottery, to represent a Puebloan presence among the Navajos in Dinétah. Therefore, the
occurrence of Jemez Black-on-white pottery in the Navajo Reservoir District earlier than
Ashiwi Polychrome in the more southerly Gobernador area indicated to Hester that there
was some movement south of mixed Navajo and Puebloan groups between the late
seventeenth century and the early eighteenth century. Carlson (1965:100) maintained that
the movement south was in response to Ute and Comanche raiding in the early eighteenth
century, and that Navajos abandoned the Gobernador area between 1750 and 1775 as a
direct result of Ute pressure. Recent work by Towner (2008), however, calls for a
reevaluation of the current expansion model.

Brugge’s (1972a) analysis of sites recorded as evidence in the Navajo Land Claim
comprises a key study of Navajo expansion. According to Brugge (1972a, 1972b),

Spanish historical sources attribute Navajo emigration from Dinétah to increasing
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missionary activity and Ute attacks. Citing the diffusion of Navajo architecture, he stated
that the tribe had come to occupy Chacra Mesa and Big Bead Mesa south of Dinétah by
the first half of the eighteenth century. At sites around Mesa de los Lobos, the Upper Rio
Puerco, the Manuelito-Lupton area, Wide Ruins, Nazlini, and Pueblo, he found that the
Dinétah influence appears, in some respects, stronger than in areas closer to Dinétah.
Brugge (1972a, 1972b) concluded that the sites in his study exhibit more traits that define
them as transitional between the classic Dinétah complex and later Navajo culture,
although some scholars (e.g., Ellis 1974) disagree.

Hester (1962) indicated that some evidence supports Navajo settlement on the
Defiance Plateau and Canyon de Chelly prior to A.D. 1700. He suggested that Navajo
raids on Hopi and Zuni prior to A.D. 1700 imply that some Navajos were living closer to
those villages than to Dinétah (Hester 1962:82). In spite of his statement that Navajo
migrations into the Canyon de Chelly area began in the seventeenth century, Hester’s
proposed de Chelly phase begins in A.D. 1750 for the western Navajo cultural sequence.
The de Chelly phase corresponds temporally with his proposed Cabezon phase (A.D.
1770-1863) for the eastern Navajo cultural sequence (Table 2.1; Hester 1962:66).

James (1976) also placed the Navajo occupation of Canyon de Chelly prior to
A.D. 1800 but not earlier than approximately A.D. 1750 (Table 2.2). Adopting James’s
(1976) revised phase sequence and expanding on his settlement research, Magers (1976)

examined Navajo settlement patterns in Canyon de Chelly both before and after the



Table 2.1. Navajo Reservoir District Phase Chronology (Dittert et al. 1961).

Date Period Phase
1860—-1960 Historic Lucero
1770-1863 Navajo Cabezon*
1700-1775 Gobernador
1550-1700 Dinétah
950-1050 Pueblo Arboles

850-950 Piedra
700-900 Rosa
400-700 Sambrito

1-400 Los Pinos

?7-AD 1 Archaic
*Added by Hester (1962).

Table 2.2. Western Navajo Phase Chronology (James 1976).

Date Period Phase
1965—present Reservation™ Window Rock
1946-1965 Chinle
1900-1946 Wheatfields
1868-1900 Tsaile
18631868 Fort Sumner hiatus
1800-1863 De Chelly**
1750-1800 Del Muerto

*Suggested by Hester (1962).

**Hester’s (1962) De Chelly phase extends from 1750 to 1863.

54
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tribe’s incarceration at Hwééldi (Bosque Redondo). Using survey data gathered by the
National Park Service, she studied the ways in which settlement patterns reflected
changing subsistence, defense, and transportation requirements, findings that prior to the
Hwééldi period, the seasonal Navajo settlement pattern was significantly affected by
defense requirements. Following the tribe’s return from Hwééldi and cessation of
hostilities with the United States, the Navajo settlement pattern favored open areas that
would not have been selected prior to Hwééldi (Magers 1976).

Cessation of hostilities with the United States and neighboring tribes was not the
only factor that affected Navajo settlement. According to Kemrer’s (1974) study of sites
between 1750 and 1900 within the 1882 Executive Order Hopi Reservation, increased
participation in a pastoral economy was also a factor. His analysis of a portion of the
Navajo Land Claim data showed that prior to 1868, Navajo locational strategies precluded
the maximum utilization of pasturage resources because settlement locations were chosen
according to the nature of their defensive attributes. After 1868 there were fewer
constraints on settlement selection, and site locations tended to be in areas with optimum
grazing potential (Kemrer 1974:166).

Navajo expansion into the Grand Canyon area is commonly thought to have been
a mid-nineteenth-century population movement, but Begay and Roberts (1996:210) have

argued that ethnographic and archaeological information indicate a Navajo presence in the
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late eighteenth century. These data are undermined by the lack of clusters of tree-ring
dates and the possibility that the sites might be Havasupai in origin.

Gilpin’s (1996:196) examination of the archaeological documentation of Navajos
west of the Chuska Mountains cites evidence indicating that by 1760 Navajos were
constructing pueblitos, practicing a mixed pastoral and agricultural economy, and
producing rock art identical to that at Dinétah. He concluded that the western Navajo
maintained enough contact with the Dinétah Navajos to have identified strongly with the
eastern Navajo cultural pattern.

In a review of the temporal and spatial data concerning pueblitos, Towner
(1996:164) found that pueblito architecture had extended west to the area of Black Mesa,
Arizona by about A.D. 1760. Although his study focused on the “Refugee Hypothesis”
discussed below, Towner’s work required a reexamination of common interpretations of
the pattern of movement west of Dinétah. Finally, although there is evidence of a Navajo
presence in the area by A.D. 1760, archaeological studies focused on early time periods
are necessary because there is a longer Navajo history west of the Chuskas than is often

recognized (Gilpin 1996).

Making a Living: Navajo Adaptation
Necessarily linked to the study of Navajo migration and expansion, Navajo

adaptation to the environment and changing demographics of the Southwest has been a
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topic of interest for decades. Thomas’s (1932) translation and synthesis of the late
eighteenth century Indian policy implemented by Don Juan Bautista de Anza, Governor
of New Mexico, provides some detail of Navajo adaptation to the Spanish presence in the
Southwest. The documents of the governor indicate that the Navajo were practicing a
mixed agricultural, pastoral, and hunting and gathering economy. In particular, de Anza
detailed an attempt by some members of the tribe to form a government centered on a
single elected chief, or general, similar to those formed by the missionized Pueblo tribes of
the time. Governor Bautista de Anza encouraged baptism, Navajo intermarriage with
Spanish colonists, and the increased contact of Navajos with Christianized Indians. The
governor’s actions toward the Navajo resulted in a peace that lasted until 1796 when the
Navajo realigned themselves with the Gila Apache against the Spanish government
(Thomas 1932:51-56).

A close look at Navajo culture and changing agricultural and hunting practices is
provided by Hill’s (1938) comparison of traditional practices with adaptations born of
contact with the United States and increasing reservation-wide soil erosion. Hill concluded
that practical agricultural practices appeared, in 1938, to have remained consistent
through time with some adoption of American irrigation technology. He stated that the
ceremonial practices related to agriculture are more uniform and widespread than the
practical aspects and show little modification. Hill also noted that hunting decreased as

the Navajo dependence on sheep increased (Hill 1938, 1940), and that Navajo clothing
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had come to resemble the colonial Spanish style of dress for both men and women. Based
on his observations of material culture, Hill concluded that Navajo material and economic
culture is fundamentally Great Basin in type, with a Plains influence and a more recent
pre-European contact adaptation in the form of generalized Puebloan traits (Hill
1938:190). But he noted that Navajos had preserved their cultural integrity while adapting
to changing circumstances (Hill 1940:399).

Dittert (1958) defined the Dinétah phase (AD 1550-1700) while investigating
early Navajo adaptation; he proposed that six sites in the Navajo Reservoir District that
lacked decorated ceramics and pueblo trade ware, but contained lithic artifacts and
Dinétah Utility sherds, represented an early culture phase, defined by subtracting
Gobernador phase traits that were attributed to puebloan influence. Dittert believed that
the sites that initially comprised the Dinétah phase were representative of the period of
early Athapasakan arrival into the Southwest (Dittert 1958; Dittert et al. 1961). Eddy
(1966), however, maintained that the Dinétah phase remained tentative and nebulous; in
his view, Navajo sites in the Navajo Reservoir area could only be classified as either
Gobernador phase or Indeterminate Navajo, and that acceptance of the Dinétah phase
required a thorough test of the concept—preferably in the Gobernador District (Eddy
1966).

In spite of the fact that Dittert originally defined the phase primarily on the basis

of negative data, subsequent work has appeared to support rather than refute the Dinétah
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phase (e.g., Hancock 1992; Hogan 1989; Wharton et al. 1996; Winter and Hogan 1992;
Reed and Hensler 2001; cf. Schaafsma 1996). Working in the La Plata River Valley in
northwestern New Mexico, Hancock et al. (1988) excavated seven sites that produced
considerable support for the Dinétah phase. Based on pottery typing, radiocarbon,
thermoluminescence, and obsidian hydration dates, the authors suggested that Navajos
occupied parts of northwestern New Mexico earlier than previously thought. They
placed Navajos in this part of the greater Southwest by A.D. 1500, with the possibility
that they may have actually been there earlier.

Winter and Hogan (1992) incorporated Hancock et al.’s data with data from other
contract-funded excavations at five sites, resulting in 12 sites that yielded 51 absolute
dates and thermoluminescence dated pottery in support of the Dinétah phase. His
synthesis appears to validate a mid-sixteenth century presence of Athapaskans in the
Southwest, which may be pushed as far back as A.D. 1450. In addition, he found that
pottery making among the Navajo precedes rather than postdates the Pueblo Revolt
(Hogan 1989).

While attempting a fuller sketch of the composition and organization of the
Dinétah phase in northwestern New Mexico, Winter and Hogan (1992) described a
lifestyle comprising both hunting and gathering, based on lithic technology and maize
agriculture, as indicated by the remains of charred corn. Their study found no evidence of

the care or consumption of domestic livestock, and little evidence of contact with
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neighboring Puebloan tribes. The authors postulated that people in the Dinétah phase
were organized into small family groups, but it is unclear if the sites are the remains of
one family or groups of related families traversing the landscape. The sites are at least
evidence of a seasonal segregation of activities with winter camps in protected localities,
and summer camps in more open areas. Finally, the lack of post-eighteenth century open
campsites in the area is evidence that perhaps there was a major settlement pattern shift
with associated subsistence change after the Pueblo Revolt (Winter and Hogan 1992:309—
311).

Brown (1996) has interpreted the traits that define the Dinétah phase as evidence
of local adaptation by Athapaskan-speaking people to the environment of the Southwest.
Indicating a decrease in mobility, the transition led to the development of Navajo culture
as it is known today in the San Juan Basin (Brown 1996). Schaatfsma (1996), however,
proposed that the Dinétah phase sites discussed by Winter and Hogan (1992) and Brown
(1996) are more appropriately assigned to Ute and not Navajo origin, which would mean
that archaeological support for the Dinétah phase amounts to very little (Schaafsma
1996:43).

Looking at Navajo adaptation in the context of ceramic production on post-1750
Navajo sites, Brugge (1963:13) advanced a three-part hypothesis. First, pottery
innovation among the Navajo was the result of an attempt to reconcile cultural conflicts

between Pueblo refugees and their Athapaskan hosts. The decline in pottery production
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and the related decline in pueblito building were related to prohibitions in the Blessingway
(Wyman 1970 cited in Brugge 1963). Second, pressures from Ute warfare, the Spanish
empire, and U.S. military incursions required concealment and mobility, resulting in more
portable types of pottery containers. Third, Navajo dependence on livestock increased as
game animals decreased due to human population pressure, and as the need for high
mobility due to warfare increased. Finally, a marked emphasis on weaving was the result
of a more consistent source of wool and expansion of trade networks that favored Navajo
rugs over Navajo pots (Brugge 1963:15-17).

A later study of Navajo adaptation by Brugge (1964) investigated land use in
relation to changes in the Navajo economy brought on by contact with other peoples. His
analysis of historical and archaeological data indicated that Navajo adaptation occurred as
the tribe moved away from a highly mobile hunting and gathering economy to seasonal
movements between agricultural and hunting areas. Brugge attributed this change in
Navajo land use to pre- and post-Revolt contact with Puebloan peoples, who also
introduced small-scale animal husbandry (Brugge 1964:18). The adaptation to constant
warfare brought on by contact with Spain, Mexico, the United States, and neighboring
tribes necessitated a much more extensive, but not exclusive, emphasis on a pastoral
economy. Navajo mobility and a diverse resource base produced a successful adaptation
to the situation presented by ongoing hostilities. Finally, the post-Hwééldi and early

reservation period resulted in yet another adaptation involving an increased emphasis on
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trade and skills such as weaving, silver smithing, and interpreting. According to Brugge
(1964:22), population increase was a factor in the tribe’s seeking out income that was less
dependent on land-based resources.

Kemrer and Graybill (1970) conducted a study of 329 sites to test Brugge’s
(1963) hypothesis that Navajo adaptation to almost constant warfare between 1750 and
1860 resulted in an increase in pastoralism. Using sites dated by clustered tree-ring dates,
informants, historic goods, or combinations of these three characteristics, the authors
analyzed site location by landform types, categorized by whether they offer the defensive
advantages of seclusion and/or high visibility, and the presence and ubiquity of stock
maintenance structures at sites. Kemrer and Graybill (1970:210) found that the Navajo
transition to pastoralism occurred prior to 1750 and prior to any historically documented
intensive conflict. Based on these data, Kemrer and Graybill postulated a greatly reduced
probability that the Navajo emphasis on pastoralism was an adaptation to constant
warfare.

James and Lindsay (1973) have detailed the adaptive patterning of Navajo
settlements at Canyon de Chelly, in Arizona, to economic pressures and to the Spanish,
Mexican, and U.S. militaries from A.D. 1750 to 1973. Comparing settlement patterning at
the Del Muerto locality with that of the Massacre Cave locality, the authors assert that
between A.D. 1750 and 1800, ecological considerations accounted for the density of

settlements at Del Muerto over Massacre Cave. Then from A.D. 1800 to 1850,
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settlements shifted to the Massacre Cave locality because it provided concealment and
access to defensive sites. The period of A.D. 1850-1900 saw a depopulation of both
localities, and the Canyon de Chelly area in general, due to an increasing number of
military entradas, New Mexican slave raids, and Navajo incarceration at Hwééldi. Finally,
from A.D. 1900 to 1973 there was a marked increase in settlement at the Del Muerto
locality because of its proximity to Chinle and the town’s greater economic opportunities
such as trading and wage labor (James and Lindsay 1973:366-371).

Seeking out the origin of Navajo settlement patterns, Jett (1978a) proposed that
Navajo population dispersal and socioterritorial units derive from the practices of
northern Athapaskan hunters. He found similarities between Navajo homestead groups,
resident lineages, and communities to social structures among Canadian Athapaskans,
which he contrasted sharply with Southwestern Puebloan tribes. Jett maintains that in
spite of Navajo adaptation to the Puebloan Southwest in the form of farming, and the
Spanish Southwest in the form of herding, Navajos maintain socioterritorial and seasonal
migration patterns that are basically Athapaskan. Moreover, as core characteristics of
Navajo culture, these settlement practices illustrate that Navajos were preadapted for
Puebloan/Hispanic farming and sheep herding economies (Jett 1978a:352).

Jett (1978b) has also investigated Navajo seasonal migration patterns; confining
his study to “traditional” land use strategies, he concluded that the Navajo land-use

strategy and associated seasonal migration pattern makes the most efficient use of land
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resources whether the family emphasizes farming or herding practices (Jett 1978b).
However, in his study of the Navajo community of Shonto, Arizona, Adams (1971)
noted that farming is a central feature of the Navajo worldview, and that western more
than eastern Navajo settlement patterns are “intelligible in no other terms except in
relation to a sedentary farming economy” (Adams 1971:79).

In an attempt to “establish empirical links between Navajo behavior and site
features,” Kelley (1982a:45) studied Navajo sites near Black Hat in northwestern New
Mexico. Focusing on Navajo history from 1868 to 1978, Kelley (1982a) examined how
historical changes interact with three ahistorical factors to produce changes in dwellings
and other features at sites in the Black Hat area. Kelley’s (1982a:51) ahistorical factors
include “(1) the physical capabilities and attributes (size, age, and sex) of the site’s human
and animal occupants; (2) the weather; and (3) the length of time during the year that the
site was occupied.” She concluded that historic changes in the Navajo political economy
interacted with the three factors listed above to produce changes in the dimensions and
other feature characteristics of mid-twentieth-century Navajo sites. The influence of the
same factors, however, was eliminated at the end of the twentieth century by political
economic change (Kelley 1982a).

Blomberg (1983) used data gathered by the Black Mesa Archaeological Project
(BMAP) to examine western Navajo settlement practices. She studied changing patterns

of Navajo mobility and sedentism on Black Mesa between 1868 and 1956, with a focus



65

on the material cultural patterning observable on Black Mesa sites, in order to test how
differences in the permanence of site occupation affect site formation processes. She
found that, as Navajos at Black Mesa became less mobile, they increased investments in
certain intrasite facilities such as animal enclosures, storage, refuse dumps, and other
auxiliary features and that these features are the most sensitive to increasing sedentism
over time (Blomberg 1983).

In an ethnoarchaeological study of the Navajo economic accommodation of the
trading-post system, Kelley (1985) suggested that the trading-post system on the Navajo
reservation included more small-scale, and short-lived posts than are recorded by
historians. Her study began to highlight one of the ways in which Navajo and non-Navajo
stockmen may have adapted to fluctuations in the livestock economy by supplementing
their income with small trading outfits (Kelley 1985:20). She further suggested that
archaeology can provide information on trading-post history that does not exist in the
historical record, and that the use of both archaeological and ethnohistorical information
provides a more robust understanding of this aspect of Navajo history.

Kelley (1986) also examined changing patterns of historic period Navajo land use
in relation to the conquest and oppression of the Navajo Tribe by the U.S. capitalist
system at McKinley Mine in New Mexico. She also hypothesized that land use patterns
were affected by decisions made by individual families about production. She employed

archaeological, historical, and ethnographic data to describe changing aspects of land use
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beginning in 1770, focusing on the Railroad Era (1881-1930), the Grazing Regulation Era
(1930-1950), and the Industrial Era (1950—present). One aspect in particular that Kelley
(1986:204) examined was the archaeological manifestation of the class transformation of
individual Navajo households living in the mine lease area. She argued that increased
access to American goods via participation in the wage labor economy was evidenced in
site structure, site refuse, and site cleanliness, and varied depending on the household’s
level of access and was thus reflective of social class (Kelley 1986).

To understand the role of social units in cultural adaptation, Rocek (1995:9) has
analyzed the archaeology of Navajo multihousehold social units on Black Mesa, with a
focus on changes in the composition of, and the interrelations among, social units in a
preindustrial context on Black Mesa. He found that as the population increased, so did
inter-residence group competition while, conversely, increased pastoral production
encouraged inter-residence group cooperation. Finally, he contended that the increasing
market involvement of the Black Mesa Navajo took two forms, based on whether or not
local pastoral production was the base for market involvement. He argues that pastoral
production strengthened inter-resident group cooperation, whereas market involvement
based on other forms of income decreased inter-resident cooperation and encouraged intra-
residence group aggregation and cooperation (Rocek 1995).

As the study of Navajo adaptation developed, researchers continued to investigate

and synthesize data for the eastern Navajo cultural sequence. The archaeological survey
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and excavation project at Abiquiu Reservoir led by Curtis F. Schaafsma (1975) provided
data that enabled him to propose the Piedra Lumbre phase in the Navajo culture
chronology. Primary characteristics of the phase include subcircular, single course, single
room structures, associated corrals or other livestock containment structures, faunal
remains of domestic animals, the predominance of Tewa ceramic wares, and eighteenth-
century dates (Schaafsma 1975). The Piedra Lumbre phase dates were later refined to
between 1640 and 1710 (Schaafsma 1978a, 1978b). Wozniak (1992) and Kemrer (1992),
however, interpret the sites as the result of either a Tewa occupation or a later Hispanic
occupation. Moreover, according to Carrillo (1992:324), since people who adopt pastoral
economies do so for ready access to wool rather than a steady access to protein, studies
of Navajo pastoralism require evidence of weaving. Thus, according to Carrillo (1992),
Schaafsma’s Piedra Lumbre phase needs to be linked to weaving, and the earliest dated
reference to Navajo weaving with wool is not until 1706, which is at the end of the phase.
Finally, the Chama Valley sites used to define the phase are circular stone structures that
not only lack any features associated with weaving, but also lack earlier Dinétah phase
and later Gobernador phase ceramics, which, according to Carrillo (1992), is further

evidence that these sites are not Navajo in origin.
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The Consequences of Adaptation: Navajo Culture Change

After Turner (1852) identified Navajo as an Athapaskan language originating in the
region of present-day Canada, in addition to questions of Navajo origins, scholars became
increasingly interested in Navajo acculturation to the Puebloan Southwest. The prevailing
idea that guided studies of Navajo culture change was that Navajos, upon arriving in the
Southwest, were thought to have experienced several acculturative episodes that wrought
changes in Navajo culture (e.g., Brugge 1969, 1972a, 1972b; Carlson 1965; Dittert et al.
1961; Hester 1962; Keur 1941; Kidder 1920; Sapir 1936).

In 1920, A. V. Kidder published results of a survey of Dinétah in which he
identified the Navajo sites now called pueblitos. In his published examination of the ruins
in Dinétah, he observed that these ruins comprised both “normal pueblo-type rooms” and
“ruined log structures closely resembling modern Navajo hogans™ that were surrounded
by a rock wall. He concluded not only that the pueblo-type structures were built within
the historic period, but that the builders had contact with the Navajo (Kidder 1920:327).
His study was founded upon Bandelier’s historical account of the conflict between the
pueblo of Jemez and the Spaniards after the Spanish reconquest of the Rio Grande in
1692. The conflicts culminated in a final battle after which the people of Jemez are said to
have fled north to Navajo country and they returned to their pueblo 10 years later

(Bandelier 1892:215-216; Reiter 1938).



69

Using Spanish historical records, Reiter (1938) held that his archaeological
investigations of Jemez culture support a close association of Navajo and Pueblo people
during the first half of the eighteenth century. According to Reiter, some of the Jemez
allied with the Navajo, Zuni, and Acoma in a conflict against the Zia, Santa Ana, and San
Felipe Pueblos who had allied with Spain. The Jemez alliance was defeated by a Spanish
detachment and most of the population of Jemez abandoned the area. This exodus of
Jemez people was contemporaneous with the return of the Acoma, Zuni, and Hopi to
their own pueblos, and historians hold that the fleeing Jemez were given refuge by these
tribes and the Navajo. In addition to historical documentation of Jemez people living with
the Navajo in A.D. 1705, Reiter stated that Jemez Black-on-white sherds observed at
sites in the Gobernador and Largo areas confirmed Kidder’s (1920) hypothesis (Reiter
1938:177).

Working at Big Bead Mesa, 100 miles south of Dinétah, Keur (1941) concluded
that the sites she worked on were further evidence that the Navajo were influenced by and
integrated elements of puebloan culture. According to Keur, the Big Bead Mesa
community exhibits a basic Navajo culture pattern with some well-integrated puebloan
traits and this is contrasted with the sites in Dinétah that show a higher degree of
puebloan traits. The contrast indicated to Keur that over time puebloan traits that had
been adopted but were not well integrated into Navajo culture were discarded. She

concluded that the sites represent a mid-stage in the acculturation process when the
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Navajo cultural pattern reasserted itself (Keur 1941:68—71). Later survey and excavation
work in the Gobernador region further supported Keur’s (1941) initial impression of the
relationship between Gobernador and Big Bead Mesa sites and stages in Navajo
acculturation (Keur 1944); she concluded that there is a clear distinction in house types,
evidence of a temporary union of Puebloans and Navajos. The sites could also be,
according to Keur, evidence of the initial impact of Puebloans on Navajos (Keur 1944:85).
Carlson (1965:104), however, interpreted the absence of locally made painted pottery and
the near lack of any Navajo painted ware as an indication that, although the Big Bead
Mesa community was an immediate post-Gobernador phase occupation, the residents
were not migrants from Dinétah. He does not suggest where they came from.

While salvaging cultural resources prior to the creation of Navajo Reservoir,
Dittert et al. (1961) observed that there were many parallels between Navajo Reservoir
sites and those studied at Dinétah and Big Bead Mesa, but that the Navajo Reservoir
remains were slightly earlier in time than those to the south. They believed it possible to
subtract the acquired Puebloan traits from sites to arrive at a culture complex that the
Navajo brought with them to the Southwest (Dittert et al. 1961:238). Researchers
maintained that the main acculturative influence prior to the 1800s stemmed from
Puebloans, which led to elements of Puebloan influence in Navajo culture that were

interpreted as Navajo cultural change (Dittert et al. 1961:250). Subsequent syntheses of
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both survey and excavation data confirmed the initial hypotheses advanced by the Navajo
Reservoir survey and helped to define the Gobernador phase.

Hester (1962) examined Navajo acculturation through the analysis of three
separate culture contact situations: He focused on the Navajo-Pueblo, Navajo-Spanish,
and Navajo-American contact situations known from Navajo culture history. He
suggested that Navajo contact with other cultures can be examined archaeologically using
the concepts of site-unit and trait-unit intrusions as defined by Lathrap (1956). Hester
defined four periods of contact: Navajo-Pueblo initial period, Navajo-Pueblo refugee
period, Navajo-Spanish, and Navajo-American. Initial contact with Puebloans resulted in
trait-unit intrusions in the form of agriculture, trade pottery, and agricultural ritual,
whereas the refugee period is represented by site-unit intrusions. These site-unit
intrusions included architectural forms, pottery, religious paraphernalia, clans, matrilineal
descent, matrilocal residence, and the origin myth. The refugee period is thus
archaeologically defined as a period of more intense and sustained contact with Puebloans
than the preceding initial period.

The periods of contact with the Spanish and the Americans follow a similar
pattern, although both periods are defined as periods of directed change by force whereas
the pueblo periods are not. Navajo-Spanish contact is archaeologically defined as a trait-

unit intrusion in the form of metal tools, glass, horses, and sheep. Navajo-American
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contact was seen as a site-unit intrusion in the form of numerous trait complexes, and the
more directed, forceful nature of change (Hester 1962:96, 1971).

Gobernador phase sites (A.D. 1700-1775) in the Navajo Reservoir area were
interpreted by Hester and Shiner (1963) as representative of Navajo assimilation of
Puebloan culture traits. The authors concluded that the excavated sites confirm both the
hypothesized trait list from the initial survey (Dittert et al. 1961) and that the sites
represent site-unit intrusions as proposed by Hester (1962) indicating a fusion between
an intrusive culture and the resident Puebloan culture. Ancestral Navajo culture, according
to Hester and Shiner (1963), is a result of this fusion and the later dominance of the
intrusive culture over the Puebloan culture.

Work by Earl Morris in the Gobernador District further strengthened the idea that
the Gobernador phase represents a period of intense Navajo-Pueblo contact and cultural
exchange. Carlson (1965) interpreted the Gobernador District work performed by Morris
as representative of a mixed group of Indian people who moved into the Gobernador
District from the San Juan River area. This group was composed of Jemez, Tewa,
Cochiti, and Navajo people fleeing the advancing Ute and Comanche in the first two
decades of the eighteenth century. The pottery types at the sites in the Gobernador
District support the presence of Rio Grande Puebloans among the Navajo at this time. In
addition, changes in settlement patterns and the size of defensive structures further

support the hypothesis of Ute-Comanche pressure.
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Unlike Hester’s (1962) interpretation of the scope of the adoption of Puebloan
trait complexes, Carlson (1965:100) interpreted the absence of kivas as an indication that
Navajo religious patterns, not Puebloan, prevailed during the Gobernador phase. The
prevailing idea that the co-occurrence of pueblito architecture and Navajo hogans
illustrated Navajo assimilation of Puebloan culture traits guided Navajo pueblito, and
general archaeological, research until the late twentieth century.

In 1991, a survey of Dinétah undertaken by Michael P. Marshall identified nine
eighteenth-century pueblito sites. Eight of the nine pueblitos are complexes of associated
sites but the sites themselves remained undocumented until Marshall’s work (1991,
1995). Marshall argued that since Kidder’s first description, the pueblitos have been the
single focus of research in the area, which resulted in the exclusion of many other site
elements, such as forked stick habitations, rock art panels, caches, and other features
(Marshall 1991). Testing Kidder’s (1920) implication of a simultaneous occupation of
Navajos in hogans and Puebloan refugees in pueblitos, Towner (1997) used tree-ring data
to demonstrate the temporal relationship between hogans and masonry structures. He
found that the hogans and masonry structures on these sites were constructed at the same
time, representing a single population that used both structure types. According to
Towner there is reliable evidence that the Navajo occupied the areas around pueblitos
from the mid to late 1600s, with more intense use of the area around 1670. The most

intense use of the area, however, was between 1725 and 1729. He concluded that there is
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no support in the archaeological record for a mass influx of Puebloan refugees after the

Pueblo Revolt or the Reconquista (Towner 1997:331-339).

Navajo Architecture and Culture Change

Brugge (1956) investigated Navajo sweathouses while studying structure types as
exhibits of culture change. He stated that flat-topped, subterranean or semi-subterranean
sweat houses built into slopes were thought to be an adaptation invented by Navajo
railway workers to deal with topographical and other conditions presented by working
away from home and lack of access to more traditional materials (Brugge 1956). However,
he observed similar structures in the region west of the Chuska Mountains, where they
were common, and he cited the lack of mention of this type of sweathouse in early
reports to suggest that it may be of comparatively recent innovation. Rather than
attributing the innovation to railway workers, he suggested instead that this particular
sweathouse type has a slight superficial resemblance to kiva structures, and that the
innovation may be traced back to Puebloan refugees or a later copy of the kiva idea
(Brugge 1956:102-105).

In an analysis of forked pole hogans, Brugge (1968) stated that most Navajos
believed it to be the oldest hogan type. He used ethnographic, historic, and archaeological
information in a comparative approach to support the antiquity of the forked pole hogan

but he noted that the limited direct data indicate that the oldest Navajo structure may
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actually have been a pit house (Brugge 1968). Brugge’s thesis was that the forked pole
hogan represents a fusion of mixed Puebloan and Athapaskan traits. He concluded that
although Navajo culture after the Reconquest may be considered to be “as much a part of
the Anasazi as the Apache, it is entirely new and does not fit fully into either” (Brugge
1968:20).

In the mid-1950s Tremblay et al. (1954) published a small monograph on a
systematic survey of housing in a Navajo community larger than that of Shufeldt’s (1892)
study. This analysis of Navajo housing in Fruitland, New Mexico reported on trends in
architectural change in order to measure culture change. The authors found “significant
relationships between acculturated dwellings and the younger-aged group, high degree of
education, English language skills, and modern means of transportation” (Tremblay et al.
1954:188, 218).

Also studying Navajo adaptation to American culture, Spencer and Jett (1971)
examined structure types and their ubiquity the long and intense Navajo-Anglo contact in
the Black Creek Valley. They observed that 80 percent of the permanent dwellings were
houses and the remaining 20 percent were hogans. However, they found that the
traditional eastward orientation of doorways on all structures continues to be observed.
Their study was only an examination of structures and it provided no data on population,
territoriality, seasonality, kin groupings, or occupational information (Spencer and Jett

1971).
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While looking at the distribution of Navajo permanent dwellings, Jett (1973:185)
found that the leaning-log hogan and palisaded hogan prevailed in the west and northwest
of Navajo Country whereas the cribbed-log hogan was dominant in the center and
southeastern section of the country and the stone hogan was the dominant form in the
eastern portion. He also observed that in all sections of Navajo Country the modern frame
house was becoming the most common permanent structure type (Jett 1973). According
to Jett (1980:102), however, Navajos do not have a “typical” homestead type. Dwelling
and auxiliary structures may constitute the home of a single individual, nuclear family, or
extended family group, but in every case settlement is resource-oriented. A later, cursory
study of “traditional” Navajo homesteads attempted to link Navajo criteria for site
selection and housing practices to northern Athapaskan groups. Jett (1980:117)
concluded that the resource orientation of Navajo settlement, the wide spacing between
structures on Navajo homesteads, and the abandonment and destruction of dwellings after
deaths are ancestral Athapaskan practices that survive in contemporary Navajo
populations.

Jett and Spencer later (1981) extended their 1971 classifications, descriptions, and
geographic distributions of the different forms of hogans occurring on the Navajo
Reservation. They worked from the premise that fully Navajo culture only dates to the
connection made between Athapaskans and Puebloans and they characterized Navajo

culture as an ever-changing cultural system (Jett and Spencer 1981:230). Because the
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hogan was characterized by Vogt (1961) as one characteristic of the institutional core of
Navajo culture, the authors proposed that the study of Navajo architecture could
illuminate Navajo culture change and the attitudes shaping that change. Listing four main
cultural sources for Navajo architecture—Athapaskan, Puebloan, Hispano-American, and
Anglo-American—IJett and Spencer (1981) followed Brugge’s (1968) outline of three
basic hogan types but added one. The male (conical forked pole) hogan and the three
female (corbelled-log, stone, and leaning-log) hogans are determined to be the more
‘traditional’ Navajo forms—all later types incorporate American methods and materials.
Spencer and Jett stated that, in spite of the variety of hogan types and the prevalence of
modern housing, all hogan forms are supportive of Navajo pragmatic and social values.
Moreover, they proposed that the diminishing number of hogans should not be
interpreted as cultural loss, but rather, should be seen as a sign that the security of Navajo
identity does not rest on a single house type (Jett and Spencer 1981:230-231).

Also examining acculturation via architecture, Warburton’s (1985) doctoral
research on the Navajo hogan drew upon data collected at two separate localities on the
Navajo Reservation: Black Mesa and the Defiance Plateau. She contended that the Navajo
response to acculturative pressures in economics and religion manifests itself in the
construction of Navajo hogans. Her hypothesis was that “under conditions of
acculturation, the aspects of Euro-American housing that would be accepted would most

readily be those that did not conflict with ceremonially important features” (Warburton
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1985:148). Using 500 structures from Black Mesa and 200 from the Defiance Plateau,
Warburton concluded that the influences from the dominant American culture were
evident in the late 1800s on the Defiance Plateau whereas at Black Mesa they did not
become evident until the 1970s and 1980s. The explanation for the chronology of change
was proximity to the source of acculturation. The Defiance Plateau had, since the
nineteenth century, been the site of numerous military expeditions, trade endeavors, peace
talks, and the like between Navajos and Americans. In addition, returning from Hwééldi in
1868, many more Navajos settled nearer to the Fort Defiance agency than on the more
secluded Black Mesa.

Expanding beyond hogan architecture, and examining Navajo use of space both in
and around the hogan, Brugge (1983b) found that use of space is loosely patterned and
varies with circumstance. Using the Doll House site, a late eighteenth to early twentieth
century Navajo site on Chacra Mesa, Brugge suggested that most household activity
primarily took place to the northeast and southeast of the hogan structure. Further,
corrals built contiguous to the north wall of a hogan appear to date prior to 1868, likely
reflecting protection of flocks in time of war (Brugge 1983b). Testing two other features
of hogan households in Chaco Canyon, Brugge (1986) found that hogan diameter and ash
pile distance from the hogan appeared to be time sensitive; hogan diameters increased
through time and the distance between the hogan and ash piles also increased through

time.
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Examining the interior of the hogan, Brugge found that hearths are typically
oriented off center toward the entry and that food preparation occurs in the north half of
the hogan. Like Kent (1983), Brugge’s analysis of the interior of the Navajo hogan relies
on ethnographic data. The one room structure is conceptually, not physically, divided.
Navajo society does not traditionally emphasize sexual differences in organizing space.
The result is that while the south half of the hogan is delineated as the male and the north
half as the female, these gender rules are not strictly fixed because the Navajo division of
labor is not strictly fixed along gender lines (Brugge 1983b; Kent 1983).

Russell and Dean (1985) have used ethnoarchaeology (see also Dean and Russell
2002), specifically information about sheep and goat corrals, to address the lack of an
analytical foundation for Navajo archaeology. Using sites in the Shonto, Long House
Valley, and Black Mesa areas of northeastern Arizona, Russell and Dean focused their
investigations on the post-1868 (post-Hw¢é¢€ldi) period. They found that corral location,
morphology, and dendrochronology provide useful information on the seasonality of site
occupation and other variables, and that sheep corrals are the best source of data on
temporal attributes of Navajo sites (Russell and Dean 1985:11). The authors demonstrate
that corrals provide information on site function, site chronology, duration of site use, site
abandonment and reuse, seasonality of site use, herd sizes, movements of residence

groups, and economic behavior of site inhabitants (Russell and Dean 1985:3).
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Elaborating on Russell and Dean’s (1985) approach, Rocek (1988) found that
informant accounts and site layout and composition are good indicators of the season of
site use on Black Mesa. Following Kemrer (1978), Rocek maintained that hogan doorway
orientations reinforce terminal tree-ring conditions and that both attributes are indicators
of the season of site construction (but see Kelley 1982a and Russell and Dean 1985).
Rocek (1988) suggested refinements in the assessment of Navajo site seasonality and
more general information regarding the identification of site season in archaeological
contexts. Data from Rocek’s study indicated a reversal of the expected pattern of
seasonality between the late nineteenth and mid-twentieth centuries. He interpreted the
increase in year-round settlement of Black Mesa as a causative factor in the rising number
of summer structures.

The summer structure increase, however, began to reverse around 1940, at which
time winter structure construction began to rise. According to Roceck (1988) these data
may show an association between construction activities and changes in Navajo economy
in the form of increased participation, particularly by men, in the wage labor economy
beginning around 1940. Because men traditionally provided the heavy labor for structure
construction and most available wage jobs were summer jobs on farms and railways after
1940, their participation in structure building would primarily have been in the winter

rather than the summer (Rocek 1988:535).
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Similarly, Dean and Russell (2002) used a combination of dendrochronology and
ethnoarchaeology to examine a ceremonial site. Using ethnographic information, the
authors defined shared site characteristics of three types of Navajo ceremonial sites: the
Enemy Way, the Night Way, and the Mountaintop Way. These shared characteristics
include (1) types of structures; (2) locations; (3) length of occupation and use; and (4)
reuse (Dean and Russell 2002:148). Investigating a Mountaintop Way site on Black
Mesa, the authors examined wood use behavior, construction and reuse episodes of the
site structures, reuse of the site location itself, and associated tree-ring dates. They found
that the integration of tree-ring data with ethnoarchaeological data provided an avenue
through which behavior-based sampling strategies of Navajo sites may be accomplished

(Dean and Russell 2002:166).

Conclusion

As shown, trends in Navajo archaeology mirror discipline-wide shifts in thinking
about archaeological interpretation and methods. The direct historical approach prevailed
in the late nineteenth century and through the first half of the twentieth century. Studies
undertaken in the 1940s emphasized the study of Navajo acculturation to the Southwest,
and this theme carried through the 1980s. Beginning in the 1970s researchers concentrated

their efforts on hypothesis testing rather than continuing to employ the direct historical
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approach that had characterized the field, thus adding to studies of Navajo adaptation and
expansion.

In the 1980s, researchers started to provide analytical foundations for the study of
individual Navajo sites rather than emphasizing settlement pattern analysis as in the
previous two decades. While the study of Navajo origins and pueblito research continued
to stand out as the highest profile research in Navajo archaeology, it was the study of
settlement patterning, architecture, seasonality, and other aspects of Navajo lifeways that
gave Navajo archaeology its present robustness.

Analytical tools for interpreting seasonality, mobility, and settlement patterning
are found in a variety of ethnoarchaeological studies of site complexes (Table 2.3).
Combined with tree-ring dates and artifact types and frequencies, observations of Navajo
site complexes may provide details about the sensitivity of the Navajo household to (1)

forced removal, and return; (2) rapid changes in the economy; (3) shrinking land

availability; and (4) intrusive federal Indian policies.
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Table 2.3. Important analytical concepts.

Site Element Analytical Potential References

Hogan Temporal Dean and Russell 2002; Haile 1937,
Abandonment Kelley 1982a; Wyman 1970
Social identity

Historic artifacts Temporal Ward et al. 1977
Economic

Sheep & goat corrals
and lamb pens

Windbreak

Ramada

Seasonality of use
Duration of occupation
Herd size

Temporal

Mobility

Seasonality of use

Seasonality of use

Blomberg 1983; Russell and Dean
1985

Dean and Russell 2002; Russell and
Dean 1985; Haley et al. 1983;
Kelley 1982a; Rocek 1988

Russell and Dean 1985; Haley et al.
1983; Kelley 1982a; Rocek 1988

Number of auxiliary, Mobility Blomberg 1983

storage, and refuse

features

Distance between Mobility Kelley 1982a; Blomberg 1983; NLC
hogans and ash piles Temporal site notes
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CHAPTER THREE
THE LONGUE DUREE OF THE BLESSINGWAY AND

ARCHAEOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION

This chapter develops interpretive tools grounded in Navajo philosophy and
worldview in order to analyze archaeological data derived from hogan sites. I use these
interpretive tools to examine the archaeological traces of a persistent Navajo identity, as
it is expressed in the built environment. The use of data collection and analysis as an
archaeological project requires the use of scientific methodology, and thus a combination
of Dinll philosophy and Western theory, to adequately represent both Navajo and
archaeological perspectives in my work.

To explore the archaeological outcomes of Navajo lifeways I have combined
insights from the Blessingway with anthropological theories of agency (e.g., Giddens
1979; Pauketat 2001a), practice (Bourdieu 1977; Pauketat 2001a), history, and
structuration (Beck et al. 2007; Giddens 1979; Sahlins 1981, 1985; Sewell 1992, 1996).
Specifically, my research examines the persistence of distinctly Navajo households,
despite an intensifying American presence at both regional and local scales in the late

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
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Indigenous Research and Positionality

In 1978, Edward W. Said noted that a scholar is not detached from being a
member of a society and that personal beliefs, social position, and class bear on what a
scholar does professionally. Today, a central issue in Indigenous research is positionality
(e.g., Absolon and Willett 2005; Smith 1999); positionality derives from the necessity,
and practice, of positioning oneself in most Indigenous communities by locating or
acknowledging your social, cultural, and political status in relationship to the people
being studied. As stated by Absolon and Willet (2005:98), “location is more than simply
saying that you are of Cree or Anishinabe or British ancestry; from Toronto or Alberta or
Canada; location is about relationships to land, language, spiritual, cosmological,
political, economical, environmental, and social elements in one’s life.”

In the Navajo context, one’s clan, home, and name provide one’s location, or
position, in a complex web of relationships, with attendant obligations, called K’e. As
noted by Austin (2007:117), K’e can be described as being composed of three levels of
relationships:

(1) the human level (e.g., relationships among family members, clan members, and
tribe members through kinship system);

(2) the universal level (e.g., relationships among elements in the universe through
universal laws such as the sun and earth in unison produce life on earth); and

(3) the spiritual level (e.g., relationships between Navajos and Holy Beings through

prayer and ceremony).
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According to Tso (1992:15), K’e comprises “many values that bind the individual to
family, clan, Navajos in general, and all people.” An individual has obligations to the rest
of creation (Austin 2007; Tso 1992). Therefore, because I am Navajo, and because my
work is drawn from both Navajo and Western intellectual traditions, I think it is

important to briefly position myself, in Navajo:

Bilagdanaa (Irish) nishljj, ‘Ashjjhi bashishchiin. Bilagdanaa (German) da’
shichei ‘ado Tsé deeshgishnii da’ shinali. Tolchii kooh dee naasha. Shi éya Kerry

Thompson. yinishye.” Shima do’ shizhe’e ey Rae do’ Johnny K. Thompson

woolye.’ Kot’eego asdzaani nishtjj.

And in English:

I am Irish, born for the Salt clan. My mother’s fathers are German and my father’s
fathers are Rock Gap clan. I am from Leupp, Arizona. My name is Kerry

Thompson, and my parents are Rae and Johnny K. Thompson.

What is understood in my introduction is that a non-Navajo woman married to a
Navajo man raised me on the reservation near the Little Colorado River in northeastern
Arizona. I, obviously, also have a non-Navajo family; however, I was raised with the
Navajo concept of K’e. For brevity and simplicity, I limit the following discussion to

Austin’s (2007:117) first level of K’e, the human level, by providing a basic explication
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of just one of my clans.

In addition to my close family, I am part of a broad network of clan relationships
called K ’ei. Because my father is ‘Ashjjhi, people of this clan are also my relatives.
Further, this clan is related to five other clans—T7sénjikini (Cliff Dwellers People),
Dibétzhini (Black Sheep), Mq’ii deeshgiizhinii (Coyote Pass, or Jemez), Kinfitsonii
(Yellow House People), Dzitna ooditnii (Turning Mountain People)—and my
relationships, and obligations, extend to people of these other clans. For example, a man
born for Tsénjikini is my brother—either shinaai or shitsili depending on our ages—
because his father and my father are considered brothers. A woman who is ‘Ashjjhi born
for some other clan is my aunt—s#ibizhi no matter what our ages—because she and my
father would be considered siblings (Johnny K. Thompson, personal communication
2009). There are age, gender, and maternal/paternal family factors that affect these
relationships as well. These relationships will not be immediately clear to someone who
is unfamiliar with K’ei and the interactions prescribed by K’e.

It is important to note that each clan has a history, and those histories contain the
origins and relationships of each clan. In short, clan histories situate each clan in relation
to all other clans, which in turn situates members of clans in relation to members of all
other clans. Clans determine, among other things, who one’s siblings are, and who one
may or may not marry. The relationships established by clan are unchanging, and as I

discuss below, this Diné context is ever-present.
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Indigenous Theorizing

Writing from the perspective of the colonized, Caribbean scholars Aimé Césaire
and Frantz Fanon, and Tunisian scholar Albert Memmi, used academic discourse to
analyze and critique colonialism, and its effects on those who are colonized. While
addressing the impacts of colonialization on the psyche (Fanon 1967), the construction of
racism (Memmi 1991), and the discourse of colonialism (Césaire 2000), these authors
have illustrated the profound effects of European colonialism on non-European peoples.
Although focused primarily on the colonizing practices of the French, their work has had
wide-reaching influence; in particular, the examination of colonial discourse has been
critical to the development of post-colonial theory in literature and the social sciences.
Because colonizing entities have the power to appropriate knowledge from Indigenous
peoples, and to create knowledge about Indigenous peoples, power is an inherent feature
of colonial discourse (Loomba 1998; Said 1978).

In his widely influential book Orientalism, Said (1978) characterized the
intellectual domination of “the Occident” (Europe) over “the Orient” as stemming from
the study of, and discourses about, the Orient. The European creation of knowledge about
the Orient created power over the Orient. Because this discourse is a self-referencing
body of literature, it reinforces its power to represent and speak for the Orient as it
simultaneously “creates” new knowledge about the Orient (Said 1978). Similarly,
European and Euro-American creation and manipulation of knowledge by the West about
Indigenous peoples occupies a profound space in Indigenous discourses about

decolonization (e.g., Smith 1999).
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Using Diné Epistemology

In developing this framework, several constraints limited my access to traditional
knowledge, so I rely primarily on published anthropological works. First, I am not a
Navajo language speaker. Second, my study is archival and thus required my presence in
Tucson. Finally, I am not a trained ethnographer nor did I have the time or the funds to
undertake an ethnographic endeavor to support my archaeological work. The use of
Navajo ethnography is complicated by problems of translation, which leads to questions
of accuracy, bias, and filtering. For example, Navajo anthropologist Wesley K. Thomas
(n.d.) notes that although male weavers are mentioned in Diné creation stories, they are
not mentioned in the English translations, which supports the misguided notion that men
traditionally did not weave.

Deliberate filtering of cultural information has been addressed by Zolbrod
(1984:10), who suspects that Washington Matthews (1994 [1897]) deliberately left out
overt references to sex in his recording of Navajo oral history. Filtering out passages that
deal with male and female sexuality omits a fundamental aspect of the Navajo
worldview—basically, that there is male and female in everything (Richard M. Begay,
personal communication 2008; Zolbrod 1984). With these problems in mind I sought out
knowledgeable family and friends, and after synthesizing this ethnographically derived
information, I informally discussed pertinent ideas and themes with knowledgeable
people. These discussions helped me to clarify, enhance, and correct my understanding of
the Navajo philosophy and history that I read in publications by non-Navajo scholars. I

also used the published research of Navajo scholars who either refer to some of the



90

ethnographic work by non-Navajos discussed above, or critically discuss this work in
their own dissertations (e.g., Austin 2007; Begay and Maryboy 1998; Denetdale 1999,
2007; Thomas 1997).

I have primarily drawn on Leland C. Wyman’s syntheses of the written and typed
notes of Father Berard Haile (1874—1961), which are housed in Special Collections at the
University of Arizona. This collection was useful in broadening my understanding of
Wyman’s (1970) synthesis of the Blessingway. Haile was a Franciscan Friar who wrote
extensively on the Navajo language and culture between 1900 and 1961, and who lived
on the Navajo Reservation for many years (Bahr 2004). His work is perhaps the most
extensive in studies of Navajo culture; his initial ethnographic recordings and studies
preceded work by other well-known scholars of Navajo life and philosophy (e.g., Farella
1984; Kluckhohn 1974; O’Bryan 1956; Reichard 1977; Underhill 1956; Witherspoon
1977). Other researchers of Navajo culture have since synthesized, published, and added

to Father Haile’s work (e.g., McNeley 1981; Wyman 1970, 1975).

Indigenous Archaeology

Historically, theories and methods arising from the Western tradition have been
the main avenues through which archaeologists interpret and make sense of the
Indigenous past in North America; the discipline of archaeology is founded upon
principles derived from European colonial endeavors (McNiven and Russell 2005).
Indigenous archaeology seeks to strike a balance between Western perspectives and

Indigenous worldviews and to increase the participation of Indigenous people in the
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practice of archaeology. According to Nichols (2008:1660), Indigenous archaeology has
three main endeavors:

[To] (1) make archaeology more representative of, responsible to, and relevant for

Indigenous communities; (2) redress real and perceived inequalities in the practice

of archaeology; and (3) inform and broaden the understanding and interpretation

of the archaeological record through the incorporation of Aboriginal worldviews,
histories, and science.

Although the use of Indigenous knowledge in archaeology is a laudable goal, the
puzzle of how to effectively use both Western and Indigenous epistemologies in the same
project remains an ever-present conundrum in Indigenous archaeology. Indeed, there are
those who doubt it can, or should, be done (McGhee 2008). Attempts to weave together
Indigenous and Western philosophies, however, acknowledge that the present nature of
American archaeological discourse, and Indigenous life, is such that neither group exists
in isolation from the other. There are three primary audiences for Indigenous
archaeology—Indigenous people, archaeologists, and practitioners of Indigenous
archaeology—and each group contributes in different ways. Indigenous people often lend
their perspectives and voices to archaeological endeavors, and archaeologists and
Indigenous archaeologists often act as the principal investigators and facilitators for
archaeological research. Of course, there is considerable overlap between the three
categories.

Modern approaches to Indigenous archaeology derive from a variety of voices in
legal, archaeological, and American Indian Studies literature. Contributing to the current

projects of decolonizing archaeology (e.g., Atalay and Lonetree 2006), increasing

multivocality (e.g., Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006; Swidler et al. 2000), and
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developing Indigenous methods and theories (e.g., Smith and Wobst 2005) are American
Indian perspectives on NAGPRA and the privileging of archaeological claims to
ancestral remains (e.g., Mihesuah 2000; Tsosie 1999; Watkins 2000), attempts to find
common ground (e.g., Swidler et al. 1997), and understanding the relationship between
Native Americans and archaeologists (e.g., Layton 1989; Mihesuah 2000; Watkins 2000).
In addition, a number of collaborative projects (e.g., Colwell-Chanthaphonh and
Ferguson 2007; Silliman 2008), tribal historic preservation initiatives, and tribal cultural
resource management programs and projects (e.g., Carmean 2002; Downer 1989; Klesert
and Downer 1990) have contributed to the growing body of literature that consciously
includes, and often takes as its starting point, Indigenous perspectives on the past, and the
practice of archaeology in America.

To contribute to the development of Indigenous archaeologies, an archaeological
investigation of historic Navajo sites needs to include ideas gleaned from a Navajo
worldview and philosophy. Work by Begay and Roberts (1996), Warburton and Begay
(2005), and Kelley and Francis (2003) has begun to address the need for Navajo
perspectives in Southwestern archaeology; however, Diné perspectives in published
studies of Navajo archaeology remain minimal. Rather than looking for archaeological
evidence in support of oral history (e.g., Bernardini 2005), or rendering oral history to
scientific scrutiny to assess its veracity (e.g., Dongoske 2001), I seek to interpret
archaeological data using a framework built primarily on an exegesis of published works

on Navajo philosophy and ceremonialism.
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A Brief Critique of Navajo Archaeology

Throughout the twentieth century, work in Navajo archaeology has been guided
by the ideas that the Navajo (1) migrated into the Southwest via the High Plains; (2) were
influenced by Puebloan groups; (3) expanded out of Dinétah and west of the Chuska
Mountains after A.D. 1750; and (4) practiced an early subsistence strategy that was
dramatically different from that of the 1800s (Towner 1997:34). These ideas, however,
are “based on historical documents, not archaeological data” and Navajo “archaeological
data are not independently evaluated and are used, instead, to support inferences from
historical analyses” (Towner 1997:34).

The impetus for the study of migratory Navajos was the linguistic identification of
Navajo as an Athapaskan language rather than the totality of Dinll history. Navajo oral
history reflects a complex network of people interacting on the landscape of the
Southwest (Matthews 1994 [1897]; Zolbrod 1984). As I stated previously, the use of oral
histories and ceremonial narratives published by non-Navajo speakers does have
attendant problems. These problems, however, can be mitigated through a critical
dialogue with knowledgeable people. The core of clan histories provided in Matthews’
1994 [1897] work emphasizes a characteristic of Navajo clans well stated by Warburton
and Begay (2005:55):

Each group that became Navajo brought their own knowledge of the land,

ceremonialism, and social and economic life ... The origins of the Navajos are

complex. Navajos all come from various peoples.

The Navajo language, for example, is addressed in the history of the Navajo

Tabagaha, or Water’s Edge, clan. Navajo people spoke a variety of languages until the
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adoption of the Tabgqha clan, “who spoke a language that more closely resembles the
language [Navajos] speak today” (Matthews 1994 [1897]:143; Zolbrod 1984:301). The
clan histories characterize the adoption of the Navajo language as a conscious choice by
leaders of different people who shared similar lifeways but spoke different languages.
Navajo clans derive from a variety of places and people, from both before and after the
arrival of the Tabqqha. The Dzit nd’ ooditnii (Turning Mountain People clan), for
example, are descendents of people from the Dzif nad ooditii (Huerfano Peak, New
Mexico) area, whereas Naasht 'ézhi dine’é and Nooda'’i dine’é are, respectively, clans of
Zuni and Ute origin. Oral history also includes the story of several clans of people,
speaking a language similar to that of Tabgqha, who deliberately set out on an eastward
journey from “a land far to the west bordering a great expanse of water that reached
farther than any man’s eye could see” (Zolbrod 1984:311).

The point I wish to make, following Warburton and Begay (2005), is that it is
certainly plausible that Athapaskans migrated into the Southwest but they merged with
groups who shared similar lifeways already in residence in the Southwest. In addition to
linguistic, archaeological, and anthropological studies, scholars in the fields of genetics
(e.g., Malhi et al. 2008) and rock art research (e.g., Loendorf 2004) have also investigated
the northern origins of the Navajo. Anthropologists have long held that genetics,
language, and culture are not a “package” and do not necessarily always co-occur. For
example, a Spanish speaker does not have to be from Spain, or an English speaker from
England, nor is any ethnic affiliation with Spain or England required. One might be

raised within a complex system of Indigenous worldview, history, belief, and values
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without learning to speak an Indigenous language; many Indigenous cultures survive
today without intact Indigenous languages. Put simply, the origins of the Navajo are
complex, and for more than a century, investigations of Navajo origins have too often
legitimized data derived from Western perspectives over Navajo oral history.

I leave a full critique of the major assumptions and stereotypes of Navajo culture
for later, because further discussion of the Athapaskan language and Navajo oral history
are the relevant in the synthesis and interpretation of my research (see Chapter Seven).
To conclude this brief discussion, I point out that analyzing oral histories to derive
historical renderings (see Vansina 1985) provides both interpretive (e.g., Warburton and
Begay 2005) and hypothesis—generating (e.g., Bernardini 2005) possibilities. In
addition, oral histories emphasize, to those of us who study the material record, that every
culture is complex, characterized by movement and change. Culture is not static. In
particular, if, as Witherspoon (1977:35) stated, the goal of a Navajo life lived by tenets of
the Blessingway is to die of old age “after a long life of beauty, harmony, and happiness,”
then to be Dinll is to be always in the process of learning and applying Dinll philosophy,
throughout one’s life. Navajo oral history therefore provides a story of process, and

Navajo philosophy provides the underpinnings of that process.

Navajo Worldview: Hozhggji
The Dinll worldview is shaped by a philosophy that is articulated in oral history
and ceremonial narrative, including ritual, songs, prayers, and symbols. Navajo history

explains, among other things, the origin of the world, and the origins of Diné and Dinl[l
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clans. This history also provides both an explication of the world around us, and a
prescription for living in it. Many scholars who have studied and interpreted Navajo
philosophy in order to characterize Navajo worldview have found that concepts central to
the Navajo worldview are knowledge, balance, industry, and beauty (e.g., Farella 1984;
Reichard 1977; Witherspoon 1977). For example, in the Dinll worldview progress is
measured intellectually as the acquisition, or awareness, of knowledge through difficulty
and struggle, with the help of Diyin Dine’é, the Holy People (Reichard 1977:14).
According to Witherspoon (1977), however, knowledge is finite and one can expand
one’s awareness of knowledge, but not knowledge itself because the world was made
according to existing knowledge. The finite nature of knowledge does not imply that all
knowledge is currently known. Austin (personal communication 2009) explains that
although all knowledge exists, humans are not aware of all existing knowledge; thus, the
full range of possibility, or potential, is infinite in the sense that it is as yet still unknown.
Life and progress therefore involve the acquisition of knowledge through experience.
The Blessingway is characterized as the core, or “main stalk” of Navajo ceremon-
ialism and philosophy (Austin 2007; Farella 1984; Reichard 1977; Wyman 1970). The
Blessingway is the English translation of #6zh¢¢ji, composed of the root word hozh¢ and
the enclitic -j7, which denotes direction, manner, or way. Put simply, #0zh¢ is a concept
that conveys, among other things, beauty, perfection, harmony, goodness, success,
blessedness, and order (Wyman 1970). Austin (2007:80—84) has stated that although the
single words commonly used by anthropologists to convey the meaning of 4#0zh¢ do fall

within its general meaning, the concept is more complex than the words imply.



97

The state of hozh¢ is a state of balance, where the elements of life are in their
proper places, and functioning in harmony in relation to each other (Witherspoon 1977).
As noted by Witherspoon (1977:25), “the goal of Navajo life in this world is to live to
maturity in the condition described as kozhg, and to die of old age.” Austin (2007:80)
summarizes the place of #6zh¢ in Navajo culture as a “concept [that] pervades everything
in the traditional and contemporary Navajo universe, from everyday domestic life, which
includes the spiritual and secular aspects, to the most advanced philosophical
abstraction.” Although hozh¢ is pervasive, it receives little direct attention in day-to-day
endeavors by Diné, simply because it is so prevalent that it is taken for granted (Austin
2007:84). To seek hozhg is to live one’s life responsibly, as Austin (2007:47-48) has
noted,

Navajos generally view the world with a communal orientation, although within

Navajo culture, there is ample room for individualism. Individual pursuits are

encouraged, but individual freedom must be exercised responsibly. Navajos value

an individualism that is tempered by reciprocal duties and obligations to relatives
and kinfolks.

Central aspects of hozhg are one’s place in the family, clan system, society at
large, and the natural world. One purpose of h0zh¢¢ji is to obtain the blessings necessary
for a long and happy life. Other purposes include “maintaining harmony in the natural
world, continuing seasonal cycles, maintaining connection with Holy Beings, land,
mountains, sacred sites, maintaining spirituality and observing spiritual laws, and

insuring continual growth/prosperity of Navajos as a people/nation” (Raymond D.

Austin, personal communication 2008). Narrative and song in #0zh¢gji deal specifically
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with the post-Emergence time period, which is after Diné emergence from the previous
world into the present one at Dinétah.

The Blessingway, according to the haatali interviewed by Father Haile, predates
all other Navajo ceremonies, which are curing ceremonies. Wyman (1970) noted that a
unique feature of hozhggji is that it is the only ceremony from which other Navajo
ceremonies take songs, and narrative. According to h0zhggji practitioners interviewed by
Father Haile, the Navajo hogan is derived from this ceremony, and a primary element of
hozh¢gji 1s the hogan, and house blessing songs (Wyman 1970). It might therefore be that

from a Navajo perspective, the hogan does not predate 4ozhggyji.

Hozh¢gji and Hooghan: The Navajo Hogan

The household is the arena within which individuals interact and mediate between
themselves and the larger society in which they are situated; changes in the larger system
in which households are embedded ultimately affect household relationships (Kramer
1982:674). Thus, the household can inform us about the society of which it is a part
(Deetz 1982). The material remains of the household group allow archaeologists to read
the changes that happened to the society at large (Deetz 1982:723). The Navajo
household, as a microcosm of Diné society, may therefore reflect changes to the society
brought on by American colonization. The Navajo hogan persists to this day as a key
aspect of Din¢ life. In spite of the forced removal of most members of the tribe to
Hweééldi and their subsequent return as paupers (relative to their pre-1864 wealth), rapid

changes in the economy, shrinking land availability, and intrusive federal Indian policies,
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the Navajo hogan is still an ever-present concept in Navajo life. In order to understand
the hogan through time, we must first understand the Navajo hogan in context.

The word hogan is the Anglicized form of hooghan. Loosely, the definition of
hooghan is “the home.” Both hogan and hooghan refer to the round, earth-covered
structure commonly associated with Navajo people. Hooghan also refers to family, land,
and property (Raymond D. Austin, personal communication 2008). However, today, one
may ask, “hagoish diniya?” (To where are you walking?—i.e. Where are you going?), to
which the reply may be, “hooghango” (I am going home). Although the reply does not
always indicate that the respondent is going home to an actual hogan, “home” may
indeed be a hogan (Johnny K. Thompson, Sr., personal communication 2008). If one
were to ask the same question in English and the respondent replied, in English, that “I
am going to the hogan,” then the obvious destination is the structure of Navajo design,
which may or may not be the person’s “home.”

The first hogan was modeled after the sweathouse, which was the first structure
built by First Man and First Woman. Through spiritual telepathy, the diyin dine’é gave
the idea for the sweathouse to First Man. A sweathouse is a “mini-universe,” and because
the hogan is an expanded version of the sweathouse, it too is a “mini-universe.”
Likewise, the earth, the sky, and the four sacred mountains compose a hogan that
contains within it the Navajo universe (Raymond D. Austin, personal communication
2008; Schwarz 2003). According to Frank Mitchell (in Wyman 1970:361-362), the shape

of the hogan derives from Cho '60l’{’j [Gobernador Knob], which “had a fine tapering
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shape,” and from Dzif na ooditii [Huerfano Mountain], “which was somewhat rounded at

the top.”

There the decision was made that, “In future times the homes of these Navajo will

have these shapes.” The hogan in the shape of the first one we call pointed-

towards-each-other [conical], that is what it is [like]. That [hogan] in the shape of
the second one is what is [now] called under-a-round-top [round-roof hogan]. “In
future times Blessingway ceremonials will be held in the first kind [interlocked
forked pole type]. Nothing to jar it shall be planned within it” [that is, nothing
disrespectful of the Blessingway was said there]. “In that second one [round-roof
type] the several lines of chantway ceremonials will all, without exception, be
conducted as well as all Injuryway ceremonials” [Mitchell quoted in Wyman

1970:361-362].

The hogan of First Man, Aftsé hastiin, was constructed of a white bead pole in the
east, a turquoise pole in the south, an abalone pole in the west, and a jet pole in the north.
Sometimes a red-stone pole in the northeast is mentioned, because two poles are
necessary for the doorway structure. Haile found, however, that it was more common to
refer to the eastern and northeastern poles as one pole rather than two (Haile 1937). In
this first hogan there were shelves of white bead from east to south, turquoise from south
to west, abalone from west to north, and jet from north to east. The floor of the hogan
was covered with a rug of white bead, turquoise, abalone, and jet, oriented in the proper
sequence from east to north. From the doorway hung four curtains of dawn, skyblue,
evening twilight, and darkness. A structure of precious stone, and unobtainable materials,
would be impossible for humans to re-create. Therefore, it is the type that is preserved,
and the surrounding environment provides the materials for its construction (Haile 1937).

A hogan is to be constructed with four main poles set into place in a sunwise, sa

bik’ehgo, manner beginning with the eastern pole. The hogan poles represent Earth in the
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east, Mountain Woman in the south, Water Woman in the west, and Corn Woman in the
north (Wyman 1970:115, 384). As told by Frank Mitchell, each pole is also controlled by
one of four chiefs: Sun, Moon, Talking God, and Calling God (Wyman 1970:384). In the
Navajo worldview the world operates sa bik’ehgo and the hogan represents different
elements of oral history (Schwarz 1997). Changing Woman, Aszdaa Nadleehi, for
example, after having gone to live in the west after the gathering of many clans, followed
the path of Johonaa 'éi, the Sun Carrier, as he traveled in the sky (Matthews 1994 [1897];
Zolbrod 1984:311-312).

She danced on the eastern mountain to create clouds. She danced on the mountain

in the south to obtain adornments such as jewels and clothing. She danced on the

mountain to the west to bring forth all varieties of plants. And she danced on the

northern mountain to summon corn and animals [Zolbrod 1984:312].
Her sunwise journey through the landscape also symbolizes the stages of life from birth
(east) to youth (south) to maturity (west) to death (north). The process of endeavor is also
represented, from thought (east) to planning (south) to action (west) to conclusion (north)
(Figure 3.1; Begay and Maryboy 1998; Schwarz 1997). Moreover, upon entering a hogan
one is to walk sa bik’ehgo. Thus, the orientation and construction of a hogan is more than
an imitation of A#tsé hastiin’s hooghan; it is a structural representation of key tenets of
Diné philosophy and the order of the Navajo world.

Setting the eastern pole, where the entrance is placed, also requires the placement
of two stones, on top of which the entrance poles are set. According to Father Haile,
because stone is impervious to decay, relative to wood timbers, “the stones are set for the

benefit of the entire hogan, they are symbolic for the whole ... [they] symbolize that the
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Sisnaajini
East
Earth
Birth
Thinki
Female Male
Corn Woman ountain Woman
Death Youth
Completion Planzming
North South
Dibe nitsaa ™M
M Tsoodzi€
Water Woman
Marziy
Actica
Test
Dook’o’ocosfiid

Figure 3.1. Conceptual divisions and symbolism in a hogan (after Schwarz 1997).
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hogan type and its songs will continue on indefinitely” (Wyman 1970:14). Each portion
of construction, from start to finish, is done with prayer. Once the poles are in place, the
walls and soil are added. Throughout construction, and after completion, the hogan is
blessed in songs originally sung by Haashch ééttii [ Talking God], which are also sung in
the hozhggji (Wyman 1970).

Generally, there are two hogan types: the male hogan (hooghan bikg’; Figure 3.2),
which gets its shape from Cho ’60l’f’j, and the female hogan (hooghan ba’aad; Figure
3.3), which gets its shape from Dzif na’ooditii. A forked pole hogan is a male hogan, and
a round-roof hogan is a female hogan. In addition, a “home that is characterized by
vertical elements (like the upright logs of a forked stick, or palisaded, hogan) is male, and
likewise any home that exhibits horizontal elements (like a cribbed log hogan) is female”
(Richard M. Begay, personal communication 2008). Stone hogans are slightly more
difficult to categorize because they are made of a male element—stone—which is laid
horizontally.

In Diné philosophy, every individual, and indeed everything, is both male and
female (Richard Begay, personal communication 2008). As Thomas (1997) has
elaborated, unlike Western philosophy, Diné philosophy is not strictly binary because it
actually accommodates four genders. As explained in Navajo oral history, First Woman
bore her husband, First Man, five sets of twins. The first set of twins was neither entirely
male nor entirely female. They were called nadleeh, a term that connotes change or

fluidity (Thomas 1997). The other four sets of twins each comprised one male twin and
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Figure 3.2. Hooghan bﬂm Photo Courtesy of Northern Arizona Univers-ity,
Cline Library, Special Collections and Archives, Navajo Hogan for Winter.

Figure 3.3. Hoo ba’dad. Photo Courtesy of Northern Arizona University,
Cline Library, Special Collections and Archives, Navajo Land.
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one female twin (Zolbrod 1984). The female gender is considered the first gender and the
male the second. Male-bodied women and female-bodied men are the third and fourth
genders respectively (see Thomas 1997). Thus, the gendering of hogans connects them to
both the physical and metaphysical dimensions of Navajo landscape and worldview. As a
concept and structure, the hogan is derived from hozhggji (Wyman 1970) and is a human-
made representation of the Din¢ worldview.

The hogan interior. The north section of the hogan is associated with war and it is
where men keep their weapons. The south section is for food preparation and domestic
activities. In ceremony the women sit in the north and the men sit in the south. This
practice conveys the idea that by sitting in the area of food preparation and domestic
activity, the men are protected by the women. The women therefore, by sitting where
men keep their weapons, are protected by the men (Raymond D. Austin, personal
communication 2009). The importance of this equal protection is underscored by the
male/female duality in Dinll philosophy and oral history. Once, the sexes quarreled and
chose to live separately. After realizing that neither the men nor the women could live
without each other, the people ended their four-year separation. During the separation,
however, both the men and the women engaged in activities that resulted in the birth of
monsters that plagued the people (Zolbrod 1984).

Hozh¢gji “identifies the hogan with woman, the hogan-woman, whose whole
floor space, in and outside should radiate beauty and happiness to its occupants” (Wyman
1970). Every part of the hogan is sacred and its interior and surroundings should be kept

neat. As discussed above, three of the four poles of the hogan represent different women:
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Mountain Woman, Water Woman, and Corn Woman. In addition, in the song below, the
hogan is defined as belonging to a woman, and it is her duty to attend to the maintenance
of its order and cleanliness (Wyman 1970:118).
‘e ne ya ... away from a woman ... away from a woman.
It is my hogan where, from the back corners beauty radiates
it radiates from a woman.
It is my hogan where, from the rear center beauty radiates
it radiates from a woman.
It is my hogan where, from the fireside beauty radiates
it radiates from a woman.
It is my hogan where, from its side corners beauty radiates
it radiates from a woman.
It is my hogan where, from the doorway on and on beauty radiates

it radiates from a woman, it increases its radius of beauty, golghane.
(Wyman 1970:118; Version I, as told by Slim Curly to Berard Haile)

Everyday life is the practice of #0zh¢, and although most Navajos may be
unfamiliar with the details of the ceremony, or have no direct knowledge of the ceremony
at all, hozh¢ is inculcated through the practice of other aspects of Navajo philosophy,
such as one’s observance of K’e, pursuit of knowledge and experience, and practice of
prayer. A hogan is situated in a landscape given meaning and order by four sacred
directions that transcend the physicality of the earthly plane. It is a sacred space in the
sense that it is the physical locus from which one pursues 40zh¢ in everyday life. One
also performs the ceremonies to seek blessings and assistance from diyin dine’é, when the
need arises, in a hogan. The tangible outcomes of the practice of Navajo philosophy that
may be investigated archaeologically therefore include the hogan and its physical

attributes.
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Navajo Traditions and Archaeological Practice

The explication of the Blessingway, its foundational principles and its material
outcomes, provides a framework within which to interpret persistence and change in the
Navajo hogan from a Navajo perspective. An analysis of Navajo archaeological sites and
site complexes, however, requires the integration of Western theory. I still struggle with
the combination of epistemologies in simple terms, such as “hogan site” or “Navajo
archaeology.” I have not gleaned from my research and conversations about the
Blessingway that Navajo philosophy contains a category analogous to “archaeological.”
Just as the hogan—as a uniquely Navajo category of building—requires a Navajo-derived
theoretical framework to understand it in its cultural context, an “archaeological” hogan
requires the integration of theories used by archaeologists. Therefore, I think it is
insufficient to rely solely on one or the other for this study. It is important to note that this
may not be the approach other Indigenous archaeologists would prefer, and indeed many
might discard Western theory altogether.

The archaeological studies most pertinent to my study are process oriented, taking
into account traditions like the Blessingway, and combining theories of history (Braudel
1972), structure (Giddens 1979), agency (Giddens 1979), and practice (Bourdieu 1977)
from a broader social science literature. Unlike Western models of history, the Navajo
perception of history is that it is always present. Oral history is not simply a recounting of
past peoples and events; it provides guidelines and explanations for the manner in which
we should live our lives and is therefore ever-present. Moreover, treatments for the ill are

found in ceremonial narratives that recount the past. As prescriptions for how life should
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be lived, oral history is also always linked to the future; past, present, and future are
always linked (Raymond D. Austin, personal communication 2009). If one is always in
the process of becoming Navajo, and the archaeological record is a Western concept of
the static remains of a past that no longer exists, then an archaeological study that uses a
Navajo perspective requires the use of Western theories that encompass mutability and
history as inherent features of culture.

It is not my intent to subsume Navajo philosophy under, or within, Western
theory. Western theory does provide me with an expedient means to discuss the
archaeological record, and the early American period in Navajo history. In the remainder
of this chapter I provide a thematic review of foundational theories, their archaeological
application, and a discussion of their points of connection with, and departure from,

Navajo philosophy.

History, Structure, and Practice

Developed by historians in France, the Annales’ paradigm emphasizes the importance
of cultural forces in historical explanation. Moving away from histories of great men and
great battles, scholars of the Annales’ school critiqued the traditional historical
paradigmatic focus on singular events and used historical records to discuss and analyze
aspects of life such as class structure, population demography, and patterns of diet and
health (Bintliff 1991:6). Historians who use this paradigm focus their attention on
generalizations and the search for wider insights from the historical record (Bintliff

1991). Much of the Annales scholarship is built upon the foundation of the model of time
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proposed by the historian Fernand Braudel, in his 1949 book The Mediterranean and the
Mediterranean World in the Age of Philip Il (Braudel 1972).

Braudel’s (1972) model of history has three parts: the longue durée, conjonctures,
and événements. The longue durée is the long term, encompassing worldviews, histories
of civilizations and people, persistent technologies, and the enabling and constraining
effects of geography. The conjonctures, called moyenne durée by Hexter (1972:504),
operate over several generations and include economic cycles as well as the rise and fall
of sociopolitical systems. The third part of Braudel’s (1972) model concerns événements,
or events, in history. These are the records of human actions composed of
participant/observer experiences. According to Febvre (1973), événements are directed by
the longue durée and influenced by the conjonctures.

The dynamics of the longue durée and conjunctures form a structure, or framework,
for human action and events (Bintliff 1991). History viewed in this perspective is a
multilayered context for human action created by both the environment and human action
itself. There are many layers of history in this model and the layers simultaneously
intersect and form a foundation for new layers. Events may be products of the interaction
between the longue durée and conjunctures but they can also be viewed as the
conjunctures of a future generation and perhaps as part of the longue durée of an even
farther future generation. History, like culture, is always in process.

While focusing on human society rather than the broad patterns of history, Giddens
(1972:67) used Wittgenstein’s (1972:25) formulation of rules to highlight that rules are

the medium through which social practices are produced and reproduced—they are both
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structure and the product of structure. Rules, however, are dependent upon individual
action, what Bourdieu (1977) calls habitus. Habitus is the process of “becoming,” and the
process of “enacting” enables an agent to act in the world. But, because habitus is created
by social structure, an agent’s actions would be appropriate to his or her cultural world.
Structure and practice, therefore, are mutually dependent (Bourdieu 1977; Giddens
1979). Rules contain within them both structure and the possibility of variation in
enactment (Wittgenstein 1972; Giddens 1979:68).

Bourdieu (1977) emphasized that practices have limited application to like situations,
and the creativity of an agent is limited to parameters defined and reinforced by structure
and practice. Giddens (1979:55), however, explained human action as a “continuous flow
of conduct” derived from the agent’s conception of the world, rather than a combination
of a series of discrete acts. Social activity is constituted in “three intersecting moments of
différance”—time, worldview, and space (for an explanation of différance, see Derrida
1982; Giddens 1979:54). According to Giddens (1979:54), time, worldview, and space
situate social practices, which is similar to Braudel’s (1972) model of history where a
historical event is both informed by, and the product of, the longue durée and
conjonctures. As Sahlins (1981:72) noted, “the historical process unfolds as a continuous
and reciprocal movement between the practices of the structure and the structure of the
practice.”

Viewing the interplay of history, culture, and people, Sahlins (1985:32) posited that
history gives rise to social institutions and outcomes but is itself also culturally

constructed. He also emphasized history as the realization of peoples’ mobilization of
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resources and culture as material practice (Sahlins 1981:7). Although Sahlins (1981:67)
understood that actions are guided by cultural preconceptions, he viewed the challenge to
doing historical anthropology as discovering how culture is reordered in the reproduction
of structure (Sahlins 1981:8), that is, how the reproduction of structure becomes its
transformation (Giddens 1979, 1984).

Bringing historical and social theories together to explain structural change,
Sewell (1996:841) uses the “historical event” as a theoretical category through which to
view change, or transformation, in social structures. The events of interest to Sewell
(1996:842) are those “occurrences that have momentous consequences,” in particular
those events that reshape history and result in the transformation of structures (Sewell
1996:843). A transformative historical event begins with a break with routine practice
that is not isolated, or neutralized by existing structures (Sewell 1996:843). A rupture of
this kind will touch off other ruptures, and “because structures are articulated to other
structures, initially localized ruptures always have the potential of bringing about a
cascading series of further ruptures that will result in structural transformations” (Sewell
1996:844).

To illustrate his approach, Sewell (1996:845) provides a discussion of how the
taking of the Bastille in 1789 led to “cultural creativity that changed the history of the
world,” and made the taking of the Bastille synonymous with the French Revolution. To
understand why the taking of the Bastille was given such heavy symbolic significance,
Sewell (1996:851) examines the concept of “revolution,” and how the events of 1789

changed how it is understood today. Prior to 1789, revolution simply meant a change in
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the governmental structure. After the taking of the Bastille, however, revolution came to
mean a radical transformation of a political system via violent uprisings of the common
people (Sewell 1996:851). This redefinition of revolution came about through an act of
cultural creativity that explained, and justified, popular violence through the political
theory, and language, of popular sovereignty (Sewell 1996:852). Moreover, the taking of
the Bastille reconstructed “the very categories of French political culture and political
action” (Sewell 1996:861). The cultural transformation came about through a shift in
resources, and modes of power, made possible by the initial rupture, and subsequent

rearticulation of existing structures (Sewell 1992:19, 1996:862).

Archaeological Applications

In general, concepts of archaeological traditions tend to organize archaeological
information as a series of transformations between periods of stasis so that the study of
culture change is relegated to the points of separation between one time period and
another (Lightfoot 2001; Plog 1973). Archaeological applications of the theories of
society and history must emphasize the roles of practice and events. In order to
accomplish this, Shennan (1993:55) recommends using the archaeological record as
evidence of two extremes of practice: (1) day-to-day routine activities of individuals, and
(2) events that affect the structure of social space. Everyday practice leaves behind data
better suited to the identification of long-term patterns, and according to Shennan, the
archaeological identification of long-term patterns is more informative than generalized

social abstractions.
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In writing about the importance of structure, agency, and practice, Pauketat has
(2001a) defined the archaeological concept of tradition as a dynamic process. This differs
significantly from the more commonly held definition of tradition, as something from the
past that is persistent and unchanging, a conservative constraint on practices. Pauketat
(2001a:79), similar to Giddens (1979), however, contends that traditions “exist only in
practice.” Traditions in this sense become “the nexus of cultural production” (Pauketat
2001b:10), and because of this the practice of traditions holds the potential for both
culture change and culture persistence (Lightfoot 2001:241). Similar to Giddens’s and
Sahlins’s treatment of structure and agency, Pauketat (2001a:79) theorizes that the
conditions that govern practice are continually created, and the enactment of traditions is
a continual alteration of those traditions because traditions are always in process
(Pauketat 2001a:79). Thus, the notion that tradition is a static baseline from which to
measure “culture change” is false. Archaeological study of the practice of traditions thus
requires examinations of both change and persistence as a continuum (Lightfoot
2001:241).

Beck et al. (2007) used Shennan’s (1993) concept of the second extreme of
practice—that is, events that affect structure of social space—to study the built
environment. The built environment, defined as “any physical alteration of the natural
environment, from hearths to cities, through construction by humans” (Lawrence and
Low 1990:454), is an archaeologically suitable medium through which to undertake the
study of transformative events. A transformative rupture (Sewell 1996) may also be

accompanied by changes in multiple kinds of material resources (Beck et al. 2007:836).
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Specifically, Beck et al. (2007:833) contend that events transform spaces as well as
structures because space is not simply where structural transformations happen. Instead,
structural transformations create novel opportunities for making, inhabiting, and
reshaping space (Beck et al. 2007).

While Beck et al. (2007) illustrate the relationship between changes in the built
environment and specific events (Charles 2007), other researchers challenge this
approach. Gillespie (2007) emphasizes that Beck et al. (2007) do not adequately develop
the link between semiotic practices and the built environment. Joyce (2007) sees a
problematic emphasis on change with an attendant negligence of continuity. Moreover,
like Plog (1973), she questions the relevance of further emphasis on moments of
profound change in lieu of an examination of structuration, or process (Joyce 2007).
Pauketat’s (2001a, 2001b) investigation of traditions as the embodiment of both change
and continuity, Beck et al.’s (2007) study of the second extreme of practice, and the
critiques offered by Gillespie (2007) and Joyce (2007), when combined with the
Blessingway, provide a productive foundation from which to examine Navajo

archaeological material.

Conclusion: Integrating the Blessingway and Archaeology

I use Braudel’s (1972) theory of history to provide a theoretical scaffold for an
interpretive model of historical Navajo archaeological data. Like Navajo philosophy,
Braudel’s model facilitates consideration of a multilayered past. It is important to note

that the following theoretical construction, derived from the Annales school, is my
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conception of my culture’s recent history, and that other Navajo scholars today, in the
past, and in the future might disagree with where I’ve placed my divisions (e.g., my
longue durée might be another’s grouping of conjonctures).

Longue durée. As 1 have explained above, hozhggji is the foundation upon which
all else is built. Hozhggji narrative and song includes descriptions of what an
archaeologist might look for to differentiate archaeological traces of a hogan from other
structures and the philosophical meaning behind the practice of building a hogan and its
place in Navajo culture. The hogan is a material outcome of Diné lifeways underpinned
by Diné philosophy. I also include Spanish and Mexican periods in this category; this
decision is predicated upon the inclusion of material items, words, and clans of Spanish
and Mexican origin, which are now viewed wholly as parts of Navajo culture. Examples
include the najaa’ (crescent) on a squash blossom necklace commonly described as
Moorish in origin brought to the Southwest via Spanish conquistadors and colonists; the
tiered skirt and velveteen shirts worn by Navajo women, which are attributed to
interactions with Mexican colonists; words in the Navajo language such as Gowééh
(Café), Manidagiiya (Mantequilla), and Géeso (Queso); and the Naakai Dine’¢ (Mexican)
Clan. These are things whose origins can be traced to people other than the Navajo but
they are things that I consider irremovable parts of Navajo culture today.

Conjonctures. As described by Braudel (1972), conjonctures include economics
and sociopolitical powers. It is here in the domain of conjonctures that I place Navajo
interactions with American people. These interactions occurred during the period of

American westward expansion and the beginnings of treaty making between the United
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States and the Navajo tribe. Navajo interactions with other tribes in the Southwest had
been in place for generations prior to the American acquisition of the region, so it is the
American interaction that has had the most profound and far-reaching consequences for
the Navajo people.

Evénements. Here, in the area of events, I differ from the Annales’ school in my
presentation. Because so many events are encompassed in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century interactions between the Navajo Tribe and the United States, I organize
them following Kelley (1986). The categories listed in Table 3.1 organize the focus of the
following chapter and provide the historical background for a more detailed discussion of
conjonctures and événements that are specific to the Southwest and certain regions of
Navajo territory.

Braudel’s model (1972) allows me to isolate the history of Navajo interactions
with Americans in order to investigate how the eighteenth and nineteenth century period
is represented in the archaeological record and how Navajo philosophy is retained. I have
located Navajo philosophy in the longue durée as the worldview that informs Navajo
interactions and I use it in the consideration of practice and tradition in the built
environment as described by Pauketat (2001b). Although Navajo philosophy and history
are relevant in conceiving structure, I follow Joyce’s (2007) suggestion to look at
persistence in the built environment in spite of ruptures. I do not ignore changes in the
built environment, of course, but because I am Navajo I am intimately familiar with the

structures contained within my analysis, and I value their cultural significance, continual
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use, and modification. Therefore, I cannot discuss persistence nor change separately but
must consider both together.

The following chapter details the history synopsized here and provides the
historical framework within which my analysis of Navajo hogan sites is situated. I
provide brief discussions of Navajo interactions with the Spanish and Mexican colonists
and missionaries. My discussion of the American period begins with the American
invasion of Santa Fe in 1846, and I detail the character of Navajo and American
interaction up to 1950. As mentioned, I have organized my discussion of the American
period using the time periods defined by Kelley (1986). The historical information given
in Table 3.1 provides the means to both organize the data and examine the variables in

their historical context.
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Table 3.1. Synopsis of Historical Categories.

Evénements 1934 Stock Reduction

1934 Wheeler-Howard Act halts allotment

1934 Indian Reorganization Act

1933 Beginning of the New Deal Era

1928 Meriam Report

1922 First Navajo tribal council established

1921 Oil exploration on the Navajo reservation commences

1898 First Franciscan mission established on the Navajo Reservation
1887 General Allotment Act passed

1881 Building of the Transcontinental Railroad commences

1880 Limited coal mining by Navajo people on the reservation begins
1879 Carlisle Industrial School opens

1817 First trading post on the Navajo Reservation

1868 Establishment of the reservation

1868 Treaty with the United States and return from Hweééldi

1864 Forced removal to Hwééldi

1848 Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo

Conjonctures  Coal, oil, and mineral exploitation on the reservation
Implementation of Western-style education on the reservation
Establishment and expansion of trading posts
Missionary activity on the reservation
Presence of American military on the reservation

American westward expansion

Longue durée  1821-1848 Mexican period
1539-1821 Spanish period
Blessingway
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CHAPTER FOUR

CONJONCTURES AND EVENEMENTS IN NAVAJO HISTORY

Beginning in the mid-sixteenth century, Spanish expeditions from established
colonies in New Spain were launched northward into what is now the American
Southwest. Approximately two and a half centuries later, Spanish colonists declared their
independence from Spain and united as a new sovereign power—Mexico. Mexico’s rule
over the Southwest, however, was short lived, ending in 1848. Having embraced the
ideology of Manifest Destiny, Americans invaded Mexico at present-day Santa Fe, New
Mexico, in 1846. Through an 1848 treaty, Mexico ceded what became the territories of
Arizona, New Mexico, California, Utah, Nevada, and southwestern Colorado to the
United States. This chapter presents the historical background of Navajo interactions with
Spanish, Mexican, and American people. My primary focus is to analyze the interaction
between Navajos and Americans, and specifically the impact of American federal Indian
policy on the Navajo people.

Contact with the United States had far-reaching impacts on the Navajo Tribe.
Westward American expansion precipitated Navajo incarceration at Hwééldi in eastern
New Mexico from 1864 to 1868, which ultimately led to the inclusion of the Navajo
Tribe in the U.S. reservation system. Establishment of the Navajo Reservation, and
imposition of federal Indian policies, in turn, gave rise to a period of rapid economic
change in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Reservation boundary

restrictions and the encroachment of American settlers on Navajo land exacerbated
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historical tensions and led to battles over grazing land and access to water. The creation

of trading posts on reservation land, plus the construction of the Atlantic and Pacific

Railroad, expanded the distribution of Navajo weaving and silver work while fostering

increased Navajo participation in the American capitalist market. Concomitant with a rise

in participation in the wage labor economy was the development of mineral and oil

extraction, facilitating corporate impingement throughout the region. In this

archaeological study of late nineteenth and early twentieth century Navajo households, |

use the time periods defined by Kelley (1982a, 1986) as a structure for discussion (see

Table 4.1).

The Spanish Period, 1539—1821

Inspired by the tales of riches told by Cabeza de Vaca, a survivor of Panfilo de

Narvéez’s expedition to Florida, Spanish conquistadors set their sights on northward

expeditions from New Spain. Viceroy Antonio de Mendoza sent Fray Marcos de Niza

Table 4.1. Historical Chronology (Kelley 1982a, 1986).

Dates

Historical Time Period

1539-1821
1821-1848
18461868
1868—-1880
1881-1930
1930-1950

Spanish period

Mexican period

American military period

Decline of purely subsistence production
The railroad era

The Great Depression and grazing regulation
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into what is now the American Southwest to verify the tales told by Cabeza de Vaca and
to inform resident Indians of their new masters. Esteban, Cabeza de Vaca’s slave, also
survived the Narvéez expedition, and was purchased to guide Fray Marcos. In 1539,
Esteban reached the Zuni Pueblo of Hawikuh and was purportedly killed. After Esteban’s
death, Fray Marcos returned to Mexico (Flint 2008; Hodge 1937; Kessell 2002; Shepard
1970).

One year later, encouraged by Fray Marcos’ description of vast riches, Francisco
Viézquez de Coronado and his advance party of Spanish cavalry arrived at Hawikuh,
during the high point of Zuni summer ceremonies, in July of 1540. The Zuni response to
the Spanish Requerimiento resulted in a conflict in which Coronado was almost killed.
Coronado, however, was better armed and was supported by hundreds of Aztec and
Tarascan warriors (Flint 2003). In short order, he seized control of the pueblo, causing
the Zuni to temporarily flee to the refuge of a nearby mesa top (Hodge 1937; Kessell
2002).

Coronado and his men found no gold in the Zuni pueblos. Refusing to give up the
dream of riches, however, Coronado sent out exploring parties that ranged west as far as
the Hopi Mesas and the Grand Canyon, and he eventually led his expedition east into the
Rio Grande and onto the plains as far as present-day Kansas. Finding no gold or silver in
any of the regions explored, Coronado’s failed expedition returned to New Spain in 1542.

Though the quest for riches was never wholly abandoned, by 1580 Spanish
entradas had focused more on colonization and religious conversion (Hammond

1979:23-24). Don Juan Ofate’s 1598 expedition marks the beginning of large-scale



122

colonizing efforts in Nuevo Mexico (Riley 1999). Ambitious Spaniards seeking to
dominate the region initially focused on subjugating the Puebloan tribes. In 1680,
Puebloan tribes staged a coordinated revolt against Spanish colonists, and the Spaniards
were driven out of the Pueblo area to El Paso, where they remained for the next 12 years.
In 1692, Spanish authorities launched a successful Reconquista and by 1696 they had
successfully regained control of the region (Kessell 2002; Reeve 1958; Riley 1999).

The nomadic people the Spaniards encountered were initially called Querechos
(Wanderers). The Navajo are not specifically named in Spanish chronicles until about
1625, when Fray Alonso Benavides, acting for Spain, initiated the first serious attempt to
strengthen the relationship between Spain and the Navajos with the ultimate goal of
Navajo religious conversion (Reeve 1957:40). The Spanish military, however, had long
been in the practice of taking Indigenous people as slaves. The capture and enslavement
of Navajo people contributed to a violent cycle of raiding and retaliation that was to
characterize Navajo—Spanish relations for almost two centuries (Brooks 2002; Brugge
1985).

Violent Navajo—Spanish relations continued until approximately 1720. Then
toward the end of a 30-year period of peace, between 1720 and 1750, attempts to convert
the Navajos to Catholicism resumed. The Spanish viceroy ordered the establishment of
four missions in Navajo country in 1746; however, by 1749 only two missions had been
established at Encinal and Cebolleta near Mount Taylor. Situated closer to Acoma and
Laguna populations than to the Navajo, both missions failed, and Navajos either moved

away, causing Spaniards to abandon the missions (Jenkins 1974), or they drove the
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missionaries out, in 1750 (Bancroft 1889)—the same year that the Spanish colonial
government began issuing land grants in Navajo territory to Spanish citizens, ending the
short period of peace. It was not until 1786 that Spanish officials negotiated the first of
three peace treaties with the Navajo Tribe (Table 4.2).

The first treaty was negotiated and signed at Bado del Piedra in present-day New
Mexico, between Governor Don Juan Bautista and Don Carlos, a Navajo leader selected
by the Spanish colonial government (Deloria and DeMallie 1999:143; Wilkins 1999). At
the end of the eighteenth century, Navajos and Spanish colonists had established trade
relationships, and the Camino Real between Santa Fe and Chihuahua brought an increase
in both trade and the number of colonists moving into the region (Bancroft 1889;
Moorehead 1958).

While trade with neighboring peoples prior to the Spanish presence in the region
had been a regular feature of Navajo life, trade with Spanish colonists was regulated by a
central government and was often coercive. In one instance, the Spanish colonial
government attempted to prohibit Navajos from growing tobacco so that they would be

forced to buy it from Spanish traders. Governor Diego de Penalosa also attempted to

Table 4.2. Navajo Treaties with Spain (Deloria and DeMallie 1999).

Year Treaty Spanish Representative

1786 Treaty at Bado del Piedra ~ Governor of New Mexico, Don Juan Bautista

1805 Treaty at Santa Fe Governor of New Mexico, Joaquin del Real
Alencaster

1819 Treaty at Santa Fe Governor of New Mexico, Facundo Melgares
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compel Navajos to trade exclusively with the Spanish by disallowing them to trade with
Puebloan people (Adams 1963; Terrell 1970; Thomas 1932; Van Valkenburgh and
McPhee 1938).

By the beginning of the nineteenth century, in spite of continuing trade, Spanish
and Navajo relations remained primarily hostile, and Spanish military forces led by
Governor Chacon penetrated as far as Canyon de Chelly (Bancroft 1889). The Spanish,
however, did negotiate two more peace treaties with the Navajos in the early nineteenth
century, but these treaties, like the one before, did not endure. In 1818, in an effort to
save his own band from Spanish reprisals, a Navajo headman named Joaquin offered
Alcalde Vergara of Santa Fe the details of war parties, Ute allies, and fortifications. As a
result, other Navajo bands called Joaquin’s band Diné ana’aii, or Enemy Navajo, and
their separation from the tribal body continued into the twentieth century. After their
defection, the Diné ana’aii acted as scouts and soldiers for Spain, Mexico, and the United
States (McNitt 1972; Trafzer 1982). With the exception of the Diné ana’aii, however,
Navajo relations with what would become later an independent Mexico were not any

better than the relationship between Navajos and Spanish colonists.

The Mexican Period, 1821—1848

Following almost 15 years of violence after Padre Miguel Hidalgo called for
Mexican independence in 1810, Agustin de Iturbide led the movement for Mexico’s
independence from Spain in 1821. Iturbide’s move toward independence entailed a

mostly peaceful transition from Spanish to Mexican rule in the Southwest. This
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independence movement was facilitated through the Plan of Iguala, which contained
three guarantees to the Mexican citizens. Iturbide guaranteed that Mexico was
independent of Spain, Catholicism was Mexico’s only religion, and Mexicans were equal
to each other. The second and third guarantees united the social classes of Mexico behind
the first guarantee, independence from Spain (Weber 1982).

The new republic of Mexico had to contend with Russian designs on California as
well as the American expansion westward, and they also inherited Spain’s “Indian
problem” (Richmond 2005; Weber 1982). Although the mission was a key institution for
Spanish expansion and control of many Indian tribes, the mission system as a whole
completely collapsed by 1837 under Mexican independence due to a lack of financial
support. Coincident with the waning of Mexico’s ecclesiastical authority, Mexico’s
military authority over the region also faltered, contributing to the instability of Mexico’s
rule over the region (Richmond 2005; Weber 1982).

Though it was always illegal, the buying and selling of Indian women, men, and
children, begun by Spain, continued under Mexican rule. Retaliation for slaving missions
and livestock acquisition were the primary impetus for Navajo raids on Mexican
settlements (Brooks 2002; Brugge 1985; Weber 1982). Mexico was not economically or
militarily equipped to deal with the constant pressure of Navajo raids, and Indian trade
with the Americans moving west provided access to guns and a market for stolen
property. The balance of power in independent Mexico shifted back to the better-armed
Indian tribes, and hostilities between Navajos and Mexicans increased (McNitt 1972;

Weber 1982).
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The Mexican government, like the Spanish, attempted to negotiate peace treaties
with the Navajo (Brugge and Correll 1971; Deloria and Demallie 1999; Table 4.3). One
factor in treaty failure was the refusal of Mexicans to return Navajo slaves while simul-
taneously demanding that Navajos return Mexicans held in captivity (Richmond 2005).

In August of 1846, beginning with the town of Santa Fe, U.S. General Stephen W.
Kearny invaded and seized the New Mexico Territory. Having heard that U.S. troops
were on their way, many residents of Santa Fe fled and Kearny’s invasion of Santa Fe
thus occurred without bloodshed (McNitt 1972). As Kearny declared his possession of
New Mexico in the name of the United States, he promised the Mexican citizens residing
there that the United States would protect them against Navajo and Apache warriors
(Utley 1984). Through the 1848 Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo and the 1853 Gadsden
Purchase, the United States acquired 354,988,800 (554,670 sq mi) along the U.S.—

Mexico border—the area now known as the American Southwest.

Table 4.3. Navajo Treaties with Mexico.

Year Treaty Mexican Representative

1822 Treaty at Zia Facundo Melgares, Sefiores Alcades of the
Cordillera del Margen

1823 Treaty at Paguate Jose Antonio Vizcarra

1839 Treaty at Jemez Manuel Armijo, Constitutional Governor and

Principal Commander of the Department of
New Mexico

1841 Treaty at Santo Domingo Commander in Chief of Manuel Armijo

1844 Treaty at Santo Domingo Senor Governor Don Mariano Chavez,
Senor Comandante General of the Department
Don Mariano Martinez, and Sefior Prefect of the
Second District Don Francisco Sarrcino
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The American Military Period, 1846—1868

Although Navajos had maintained autonomy in spite of Spanish and Mexican
governance in the Southwest, interactions with the Americans would impact Navajo life
in unanticipated ways. By the same token, the acquisition of the Southwest, with its
rugged landscape and arid environment, presented the United States with a scenario in
Indian affairs different from what they had encountered thus far. Indians in the
Southwest, as on the Plains, were accomplished horsemen and masters of guerrilla
warfare, with encyclopedic knowledge of the landscape (Utley 1984). Coupled with the
environment itself, tribes in the Southwest posed a difficult obstacle to Manifest Destiny,
which included the promise to eliminate the Indian “menace” as the United States
expanded into the West (McNitt 1972; Utley 1984).

About 2 months after Kearny’s invasion, U.S. Captain William N. Grier engaged
U.S. troops under his command in the first armed conflict between the Navajo and the
American people. Soon after Grier’s conflict with the Navajo, Captain John W. Reid
traveled to the Chuska Mountains where he negotiated a meeting to discuss peace with
the Navajo, resulting in the Treaty of Ojo del Oso (McNitt 1972). Navajos who probably
did not participate in the treaty talks later staged a raid, perhaps in retaliation for the
earlier deaths of three Navajo warriors at the hands of Grier. This resulted in the deaths of
two U.S. military personnel by Navajos a month after the treaty signing (Connelley
1907); thus, the peace rendered by the first treaty between the Navajos and the United

States was quickly broken.
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The Treaty of Ojo del Oso was the first of eight treaties (see Table 4.4) negotiated
between the United States and the Navajo, although the U.S. Congress ratified only two
of these treaties (Iverson 2002:39). In February of 1848, the U.S. and Mexico signed the
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, and Mexicans who stayed in the area became U.S. citizens
while the Navajo and other tribes became part of the Americans’ “Indian problem.”

Colonel Edward S. Canby’s hopes for peace with the Navajos were destroyed in
the 1862 massacre of 12 Navajos, and enslavement of 112 more, by the U.S. military at
Fort Fauntleroy, near Grants, New Mexico. On the orders of General Edward R. S.
Canby, in 1863, General James Carleton, commander of federal troops in New Mexico,
dispatched Christopher “Kit” Carson to lead a campaign that would bring the Navajo and
Mescalero Apache people under complete control of the United States. Carleton’s goal
was the complete removal of the Navajo to Fort Sumner at Bosque Redondo, called

Hwéeldi by Navajos, in eastern New Mexico. He envisioned making civilized Christians

Table 4.4. Navajo Treaties with the U.S. (Deloria and Demallie 1999; McNitt 1972)

Year Treaty U.S. Representative

1846 Treaty of Ojo del Oso Colonel Alexander W. Doniphan

1848 Treaty at Monte del Cuyatana ~ Colonel E. W. B. Newby

1849 Treaty at Canyon de Chelly* Colonel John Macrae Washington

1855 Treaty of Laguna Negra New Mexico Governor David Meriwether

1858 Treaty at Ft. Defiance (Nov.) Lieutenant Colonel D. S. Miles

1858 Treaty at Ft. Defiance (Dec.) Colonels B. L. E. Bonneville and J. L. Collins
1861 Treaty at Ft. Fauntleroy General Edward R. S. Canby

1868 The Navajo Treaty* General William T. Sherman and Lewis Tappan

*Indicates treaties ratified by the U.S. Congress.
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out of both tribes. Hwééldi, also called Fair Carletonia, Carleton decided, would be where
Navajos and Mescalero Apaches would become sedentary farmers, in the European sense
(Iverson 2002; Trafzer 1982).

The removal of entire tribes from their ancestral homelands was not without
precedent in the United States. Just 34 years earlier, under the Jackson administration, the
Indian Removal Act of 1830 had legalized the removal of the Cherokee, Chickasaw,
Choctaw, Creek, and Seminole people, called the Five Civilized Tribes, from their
ancestral lands in the southeastern United States to the Indian Territory, now present-day
Oklahoma (Indian Removal Act 1830). Like the Five Civilized Tribes, the U.S. marched
the Navajo and Mescalero Apache to a land with which they were unfamiliar. In 1865 the
people of the Mescalero Apache Tribe who were strong enough to travel escaped, and
eventually, in 1868 and unlike the Five Civilized Tribes, the Navajo were eventually
allowed to return to a portion of their homeland.

Kit Carson attacked scattered bands of Navajos with the assistance of tribes
familiar with the terrain, such as the Ute, Hopi, and Zuni. In 1864, Carson’s troops
initiated a devastating attack on Canyon de Chelly, which had long been a Navajo
stronghold. Following the attack, thousands of Navajo people were starved, driven and
burned out of their homeland. Navajos who were forced to surrender were then marched
to the Bosque Redondo Reservation adjacent to Fort Sumner in east-central New Mexico
(Figure 4.1). Although many Navajos were able to evade capture by taking refuge in the

rugged landscape of the Southwest, the majority of the tribe was forced to march to



130

Utah o~ el \\l Colorado

Arizona 5 . . New Mexico

{ Onpulmn

reservation 1868
?\\ |
\
\ L

WINDOW ROCK

!

]

Figure 4.1 Original treaty reservation (after Kelly 1968:14).



131

Hweée¢ldi. That march is now known as the Long Walk (Bailey 1998; Iverson 2002; Kelly
1970; Thompson 1976; Trafzer 1982).

From the beginning, Carleton drew criticism for his plan to isolate two powerful
tribes on a 40-square-mile reservation, when the alternative of establishing a reservation
inside traditional Navajo territory along the banks of the Little Colorado River seemed
more suitable and financially viable (Dole 1864). The Bosque Redondo Reservation
(Hwééldi) contained only 6,000 acres of arable land, the productivity of which was
seriously diminished by the alkali in the water used for irrigation. For example, in 1866
Navajos and the Mescalero Apaches who had not escaped raised 6,000 bushels of corn on
3,000 acres. The following year, the same 3,000 acres only yielded 3,000 bushels of corn.
In addition, the water was reported to have been black and brackish, contributing to

outbreaks of disease (Mix 1867).

Decline of Purely Subsistence Production, 1868—1880

In 1823, 41 years prior to the beginning of the Long Walk, Justice Marshall had
delivered the first in a series of decisions affecting Indian tribes (Johnson v. Mclntosh, 21
U.S. 543, in 1823; Cherokee Nation v. Georgia, 30 U.S. 1, in 1831; and Worcester v.
Georgia, 31 U.S. 515 in 1832). Indian tribes, according to Marshall, were “domestic
dependent nations” with right of occupancy, not ownership, of their lands. Domestic
dependent nation status also implies diminished tribal sovereignty and a guardian/ward

relationship between Indian tribes and the United States.
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Later, in 1848, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs advocated creating small well-
defined tracts of land on which Indians would live. These tracts of land would protect
them from white contamination while agents of the government taught them to be self-
sufficient farmers (Medill 1848). In the course of approximately 10 years of American
jurisprudence American Indian tribes were legally transformed from sovereign nations,
with whom treaties could be made, to reservation communities with severely limited
jurisdictional power in their own land. Further, in 1871, Congress declared that it would
no longer ratify treaties with Indian tribes and treaty-making came to an end (Cornell
1988; Deloria 1985).

In 1868, the Navajo tribe was permitted to leave Hwééldi to live on a 64,000-acre
reservation comprising, at most, 10 percent of their original homeland in the Arizona—
New Mexico Territory (White [1983:216] gives 4 million acres as the size of the original
reservation; Navajo Treaty 1868; O’Neill 2005:21). Under the terms of the Navajo treaty
with the United States both sides received an agreement of peace and cessation of warfare
(Article I). In addition, under Article IX, the Navajo agreed not to engage in raiding or
slaving nor would they oppose or interfere with the construction of the railroads or other
national infrastructure. The terms of the treaty include an area of land within the
traditional Navajo land base (Figure 4.2) and distribution of goods, clothing, raw
materials, and a 10-dollar annuity to adult members of the tribe for the next 10 years
(Article VIII; Navajo Treaty 1868).

Implementation of the treaty provisions proved to be difficult owing to a number

of factors. The size of the Navajo population, settlers in the Arizona—New Mexico
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Territory, Ute raids, insufficient Congressional appropriations of money, and the general
chaos of establishing a new agency stymied full actualization of the treaty. Navajos
arrived home too late in the year to plant and, as a result, were dependent upon
government rations to ward off starvation. In the following years, lack of rain, early frost,
and the general lack of adequate grazing ranges, coupled with an instable frontier
economy off the reservation, prevented many Navajos from returning to the total self-
reliance of the pre-Hwé¢ldi period (Parker 1869, 1870, 1871).

After the tribe’s return from Hwééldi, Navajo agents working for the Bureau of
Indian Affairs reported that both Navajos and American settlers had resumed a pattern of
raiding and retaliatory raiding for livestock (Walker 1872). One hundred and thirty men
commanded by the headman, Manuelito, formed a company of Navajo cavalry for the
purpose of finding thieves and recovering stolen livestock brought to the reservation.
This first semblance of a police force on the reservation was forced to disband the
following year (Clum 1873).

In addition to the difficulties the tribe faced for basic survival, Navajos held as
slaves by citizens in New Mexican settlements, and descendents of Ute, Apache, Hopi,
and Mexican war captives held as slaves by the Navajo, were still an ever-present issue
(Walker 1872). As late as 1884, Navajo Agent Riordan attempted to address the issue on
both sides to no avail, as neither the Mexican settlers nor the Navajos would stop slave
taking or retaliation. Additionally, the slaves among the Navajo once set free by Riordan
would often immediately return to the Navajo families of which they had become

members (Price 1884).
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An issue of particular vexation to Indian Agents at Fort Defiance was the Navajos
who lived beyond the boundaries of the established, and expanded, reservation lands
(Atkins 1885; Hayt 1877, 1878; Oberly 1887, 1888; Smith 1875). In 1878, the
reservation was expanded by Executive Order in an attempt to encompass the Navajos
who were living off the reservation within newly defined boundaries. One-quarter to one-
third of the Navajo population in 1888, however, was still living off the reservation
(Oberly 1888). Congressional land grants to the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad, and to
non-Navajo stockmen, gave rise to grazing restrictions for Navajo livestock owners and
created obstacles to expanding the eastern side of the reservation. The United States
would, however, continue expanding the reservation until it reached its present size of
approximately 27,000 square miles (Kelly 1968; White 1983).

Trading Posts. Trade expeditions had long been a feature of Navajo interaction
with Americans in the region but fixed trading posts on the reservation did not exist prior
to 1868. In fact, the only known permanent trading post within the boundaries of the
Navajo Reservation was the post run by former army men in 1876 at Fort Defiance,
Arizona. The old fort had been transformed from military outpost to headquarters of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs’ (BIA) Navajo Agency upon the tribe’s return from Hwééldi
(Parker 1869). In an 1876 act of Congress, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs was
vested with the power to appoint traders to Indian tribes and to make the rules and
regulations governing such trade (19 STAT 200; 25 U.S.C. 261). Other trading posts
followed and were established at areas on the reservation’s periphery (Sanders et al.

1953). Former army men and Indian agents established posts at Keams Canyon, Ganado,
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and Fort Wingate (Figure 4.2; Adams 1963; Powers 2001). It was not until 1885,
however, that Navajos became the primary market for trading posts due to the cessation
of government-issued rations of flour, sugar, tobacco, and other staples (O’Neill 2005).

The development of trade on the eastern reservation differed from the western
reservation. In the east, trade grew out of the rations system employed at military forts.
Rations issued to Navajo people prior to the Long Walk were intended to curb raiding
activity. After the tribe’s return from Hwé¢ldi, rations were issued in order to provide
basic necessities and extra rations were traded to Navajos who brought in their surplus
wool. In contrast, trade in the west was an expansion of friendly trade relations with
traveling Mormon traders dating to the mid-nineteenth century. The earliest western
permanent trading posts were established on the reservation’s former periphery at Lee’s
Ferry, Tuba City, and Bluff City (Adams 1963:150-151; Hill 1948; Van Valkenburgh
and McPhee 1938).

Trading posts were established near permanent water supplies or at road junctions
throughout the reservation. They quickly became gathering places and focal points of
Navajo communities and later were used as institutions to implement other policies on
the reservation such as the practice of sheep dipping. The posts, and their operators,
provided more than material goods. Traders were mailmen, interpreters, employment
agents, creditors, purchasers, pawnbrokers, and bankers. Traders are also credited with
saving Navajo weaving from obsolescence (Amsden 1934; Powers 2001); however, this
view is challenged by other researchers (M’Closkey 2002; O’Neill 2005; Thomas n.d.;

Witherspoon 1977).
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The emergence of permanent trading posts is indelibly tied to the construction of
the Transcontinental Railroad in the late nineteenth century (Adams 1963; Federal Trade
Commission 1973; O’Neill 2005; Underhill 1956). Navajos traded wool, rugs, jewelry,
and other goods in exchange for food and material goods that only the trader could offer.
Traders thus quickly became a vital part of the post-Hwééldi Navajo economy.
Expansion of the railroad increased the volume of material goods for trade and allowed
for a mercantile business that supplied trading posts. In addition to staples, items such as
calico cloth, canned goods, and knives were more readily available because of the
railroad, which also opened up eastern U.S. markets for Navajo rugs and silver work.
Increased Navajo participation in the American wage labor economy, discussed below,
was also a feature of railroad construction (M’Closkey 2002; O’Neill 2005; Underhill
1956; White 1983). By 1889, there were nine licensed trading posts on the reservation,
increasing to 80 by 1937. There were many more in the reservation border towns beyond
the reach of federal regulations (O’Neill 2005; Powers 2001).

Education. While the railroads were being built and America was fulfilling its
Manifest Destiny, Native American families were being broken up through the
government practice of taking children away from their homes and sending them to
boarding schools. Under the authority of the BIA, Indian agents were empowered to
kidnap children in order to compel their attendance at the English-only boarding schools
if their parents or tribe did not voluntarily send them. The brainchild of Brigadier General
Richard H. Pratt, the Carlisle Industrial School in Pennsylvania, the first off-reservation

residential Indian school, opened in 1879. The school was organized according to
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American military principles and discipline. Children were not allowed to speak their
Native languages or wear their usual clothing (Witmer 2000). In many cases children did
not return home for two or more years, and many who attended these schools found that
they no longer fit into reservation life when they returned (Benson 2001; McCarty 2002).
Later, boarding schools were established on the larger Indian reservations or in nearby
towns off the reservations.

On the Navajo Reservation, the first school convened at Fort Defiance, the site of
the BIA Navajo agency, in 1870. The school, overseen by Presbyterian missionaries, was
not a residential school, and at its inception it sporadically accommodated 40 children
taught by one teacher (Parker 1870, 1871). In 1873, however, U.S. Agent Arny, upon
acquisition of the Navajo Agency post, found no school in operation. Arny, like Agents
Hall and Keam before him, recommended the establishment of an industrial boarding
school for 200 children at the Navajo Agency in Fort Defiance (Walker 1872; Smith
1873). Permanent educational facilities at Fort Defiance were constructed in 1883 and
later at Keams Canyon in 1887. While boarding schools were not a feature of Navajo
education on the reservation, Navajo children did attend Carlisle and other off-reservation
boarding schools. After the turn of the twentieth century, schools were established at
Tuba City, Arizona in 1901, Shiprock, New Mexico in 1903, Crownpoint, New Mexico
in 1909, and Leupp, Arizona, in 1909 (Young 1978). After boarding schools were in
operation, U.S. government stockmen, farmers, and other employees on the Navajo
Reservation engaged in the same coercive measures practiced nationwide in order to

ensure attendance at the schools (Committee on Indian Affairs 1932:9001-9003).
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The Railroad Era, 1881-1930

The Atlantic and Pacific Railroad, later called the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa
Fe, was built in 1881 on Congressional land grants in the New Mexico and Arizona
territories. In order to finance the construction of the railroad, the Atlantic and Pacific
Railroad company was granted every other section in an area of forty miles on either side
of the railroad. This produced a “checkerboard” of public and private land along the
railroad corridor. Located along the Navajo Reservation’s southern boundary, the railroad
connected many non-Navajo towns that were established along its route with each other,
and vastly improved travel between the eastern U.S. and the Southwest (O’Neill 2005).
Subsequently, there was an influx in the trade of wool and a much larger market for
Navajo weaving and jewelry. The Fred Harvey Company and its tourist business
encouraged Navajos to produce goods for the tourist trade (Bsumek 2008), so although
prior to the tribe’s incarceration at Hwééldi Navajo blankets had been traded as far as the
Great Plains and south to Oaxaca, Mexico, the railroad opened up an expansive American
market (Kelley 1986:24-26).

Allotment. The General Allotment Act of 1887, also known as the Dawes Act,
changed the reservation system in the late nineteenth century. The General Allotment
Act, and subsequent Curtis Act of 1898, divided Indian reservations into individual
allotments of land for individual tribal members. The allotment process, like the BIA
boarding schools, was designed to assimilate Indian people into American culture

(Deloria and Lytle 1983; Getches et al. 2005). Nationwide, allotment broke up tribally
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held lands into 80- and 160-acre parcels assigned to individual Indian men. In many
cases, following a 25-year waiting period, Indian-held allotments could be sold in the
same manner as private land holdings. By 1928, reservation allotments were recognized
as a complete failure (Meriam et al. 1928). Allotted lands, however, were not restored to
the reservation land-base and Indian land holdings continued to decline. By the time
Roosevelt signed the Wheeler-Howard Act in 1934 to stop allotment, Indian tribes had
been dispossessed of 90 million acres of land and nationwide Indian land holdings were
reduced from 138 million acres prior to allotment to 48 million acres after (Deloria and
Lytle 1983).

Navajo lands in toto were not subject to exactly the same rigorous allotment as
other Indian lands. Navajos in the eastern portion of the reservation, however, did have to
contend with railroad land grants and American stockmen in the “checkerboard” area
(Figure 4.3). By the end of the nineteenth century, railroad land grants were under the
control of the New Mexico and Arizona Land Company, the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa
Fe Railroad, and the Aztec Land and Cattle Company. The pattern of alternating railroad
grants with public domain land and Executive Order reservation lands created a
jurisdictional mosaic, and an area rife with tension (Kelley 1986; Kelly 1968; White
1983). In general, the expansion of American stockmen into the area created tensions that
sometimes resulted in bloodshed on both the American and Navajo sides (Atkins 1885,
1886; Price 1882).

For many years, Ute raids had prevented Navajos from settling the northern area

of the reservation bordering the San Juan River. Although part of the Navajo Reservation,
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these lands were restored to the public domain in 1884, and American settlers moved into
the area. Newcomers to the area quickly cut off Navajo access to water in the river. These
lands were restored to the reservation in 1887, but many settlers refused to give up
possession of the land or allow Navajos to access the river, so the government ordered the
removal of the settlers (Oberly1887). The lands, however, went back and forth between
the public domain and the Navajo Tribe until they were permanently restored to the
Navajo reservation in 1933 (Figure 4.4) (Kelly 1968).

Governance. As early as 1870, the Navajo agent F. T. Bennett, assigned to Fort
Defiance, suggested the Navajo Tribe be subdivided into five different subtribes, or
agencies, each with its own agent (Parker 1870). The division of the tribe into separate
agencies, however, was not implemented until after the construction of the boarding
schools in far-flung areas of the Navajo Reservation in the early years of the twentieth
century. In addition to Fort Defiance, the sites of the first boarding schools at Tuba City,
Shiprock, Crownpoint, and Leupp became the locations for BIA agencies. But the tribe as
a whole remained under the control of the Indian agents (Young 1978:50-52).

Catholic missions. A Franciscan mission was established in the vicinity of Fort
Defiance in 1898, under the direction of Father Anselm. Christened St. Michaels, a
Catholic chapel and boarding school were erected and staffed by the Franciscan order.
Following establishment of St. Michaels, missions at Chinle, Lukachukai, and Tohatchi
were built and staffed with resident priests; by 1921, four other missions had also been
built (Trouckur 1948 in Bahr 2004). The Franciscan approach to missionary and

educational work differed from U.S. government endeavors. Upon setting up St.
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Michaels, priests set about learning the Navajo language, culture, and customs in order to
better communicate the benefits of Christianity and education to the Navajo people (Bahr
2004). In addition to acting as educators and advocates, the research and publications of
the Fathers provided observations and details relevant to Navajo land claims, American
and Navajo interactions, and many other facets of Navajo life (see Bahr 2004).

Oil. The Navajo Reservation was viewed as an area in need of exploration for
mineral wealth in spite of a botched 1888 mining expedition on Navajo lands (Oberly
1888). In the early twentieth century, oil was discovered on Navajo Reservation lands
and oil exploitation on the reservation commenced between 1921 and 1923 (Chamberlain
2000). Albert B. Fall, Secretary of the Interior, and advocate for resource exploitation
(Stratton 1957), appointed a Navajo “business” council in 1922. Prior to the development
of the business council, oil leases had required the signature of all adult males in the tribe.
He then placed all Executive Order lands and nontreaty lands, designated after 1871,
under the provisions of the General Leasing Act, which provided access to reservation
lands for oil drilling interests. The Navajo Business Council’s primary responsibility was
to sign, not read or negotiate, oil leases. The U.S. Government reformed the Navajo
Tribal Council in 1923, ostensibly to establish a representative Navajo Tribal Council
that would approve mineral leases. Raising questions of Indian rights to revenues from oil
and gas leases also raised issues of Indian title to the land itself, setting the stage for a

new type of land struggle, particularly in the San Juan area (Chamberlain 2000).
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The Great Depression and Grazing Regulation, 1930-1950

Inaugurated on March 4, 1929, Herbert C. Hoover had been in office less than 8
months when the catalyst for the Great Depression occurred; the stock market crash on
October 29, 1929, also known as Black Tuesday, marked the beginning of the world’s
largest economic depression. Although the stock market crash did not cause the Great
Depression, it did reveal weaknesses in the American and European economies. The
prosperity experienced by the United States in the earlier 1920s declined drastically soon
after the crash, and millions of Americans lost their jobs and homes, banks failed, farmers
lost their farms, factories closed, and investors went bankrupt (Burg 2005; Shlaes 2007).

According to Shlaes (2007:1-14), Herbert Hoover’s emphasis on individualism,
and his hesitancy to act decisively in dealing with the country’s declining economy, cost
him re-election to another presidential term. Franklin D. Roosevelt, a proponent of heavy
government intervention for economic relief, was inaugurated as president of the United
States in 1933 (Shlaes 2007). The programs Roosevelt initiated between 1933 and 1938
became collective known as the New Deal, and these were designed to provide needed
economic relief for the poor, and the recovery of the American economy (Cashman
1998). For the Roosevelt administration, the Navajos represented a promising pilot
project for testing New Deal programs aimed at Indian reorganization and heritage
preservation (Parman 1976).

Stock Reduction. In 1932, citing heavy silt deposition, which would threaten the
usefulness of Boulder Dam on the Colorado River, and by extension, the economy of

southern California, the United States required that Navajos reduce their stock (Philp



146

1977). Scholars, however, have contradicted the U.S. conclusion that the silt deposition
was the direct result of Navajo livestock. While he agreed that overgrazing of livestock
contributed to erosion, Gregory (1917) contended that the erosional patterns of arroyo
cutting and gullying observed on reservation grazing lands were also present in lands that
were not grazed by livestock. He suggested a different root cause and linked the observed
pattern of erosion to increased humidity after high-energy storms in the region.

Tuan (1966), however, attributed arroyo cutting and gullying to the increased
aridity caused by the onset of a regional drought. Both scholars agreed that while
overgrazing on Navajo lands was in fact occurring, it was a secondary cause of the
accelerated erosion that led to the increased silt deposition endangering Boulder Dam.
The United States, however, maintained that the primary cause was Navajo flocks, and
the government thus implemented a coercive stock reduction policy (Committee on
Indian Affairs 1939; White 1983).

For Navajo families, livestock represents an investment in future income,
responsibility, and a means of self-reliance. The government reduction program did not
take into account the social and cultural implications of the policy nor did it include
Navajos in the decision-making process in any meaningful way (Committee on Indian
Affairs 1939; O’Neill 2005:25). Begun in 1932, the Navajo Stock Reduction Program,
spearheaded by John Collier, was aimed at reducing overgrazing on the Navajo
Reservation; Navajo herds were reduced from 107 sheep per household before 1930 to 44
per household in 1949 (Kelley and Whiteley 1989). The average Navajo household

required at least 100 head of sheep and goats, or 25 cattle, for basic survival, and
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reduction severely undermined the Navajo subsistence economy, hitting the poorest
families the hardest (Boyce 1974; O’Neill 2005). Navajo families had to compensate for
restrictions on their land use and livestock holdings by increased participation in the
American wage labor economy and the capitalist market (Francisconi 1998; White 1983).

Indian Reorganization. As Navajo families were contending with stock reduction,
the Roosevelt administration took the position that Indian tribes should be encouraged
and assisted toward political autonomy (Philp 1977). The reorganization and federal
support of self-government for Indian tribes was formally instituted with the Indian
Reorganization Act of 1934 (IRA), overseen by John Collier. This era of federal Indian
law focused on establishing tribal governing bodies on Indian reservations, and for the
first time the program was voluntary for tribes. The Navajo Tribe, like many other tribes
nationwide, elected not to participate in the reorganization program implemented by the
IRA (Committee on Indian Affairs 1939; Deloria 1985).

Wage labor. Navajo men had been earning wages on a small scale for agency
work in the nineteenth century, and had increasingly become a bigger part of the wage
labor economy (O’Neill 2005; Parker 1871; Walker 1872). Expanded wage opportunities
for Navajos were created through the Work Progress Administration (WPA), Public
Works Administration (PWA), and Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC; Francisconi
1998). In addition, Navajo men and women found employment in the defense industry
during World War II. Many Navajos enlisted and served in the military, and many more
took advantage of working in related industries at areas near the reservation, such as the

Navajo Ordnance Depot (Camp Navajo) in Bellemont, Arizona, established in 1942
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(Johnny K. Thompson, Sr., personal communication 2006). Wage work did not require
many families to rely solely on livestock and crops for food. While White (1983) holds
that wage labor and welfare ultimately replaced the traditional Navajo mixed economy,
O’Neill (2005) argues that wage work was incorporated into, rather than replaced, the
Navajo pastoral economy. Additionally, the incorporation of wages also impacted the
power of traders over the household economy because wages could replace the trade of
wool, blankets, and jewelry for trading post credit, if necessary (Kelley 1986).

Coal mining. As early as 1880, Navajo men operated small coal mining
operations at various reservation localities. According to O’Neill (2005:31),
archaeological evidence suggests that coal mining increased in the 1920s, coincident with
the implementation of the livestock reduction policy, which intensified in the 1930s.
Coal-burning stoves, purchased at trading posts, created a domestic market for coal on
the reservation. Coal outcrops were typically located in the northern and eastern sectors
of the reservation. The development of Navajo-controlled coal mines, however, is unique
to the eastern Navajo Reservation because the BIA controlled coal exploitation in the
western reservation. In the east, men with access mined coal for household use and sold
their surplus to neighbors and other customers. The miners created an industry that
allowed them to both engage the capitalist market and retain their autonomy from it.

Navajo coal mines lasted until the BIA and United States Geological Survey
(USGS) implemented a program to ensure the long-range viability of coal resources. Put

into effect in 1936, this program sought to limit the number of independent mines and
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centralize production, replacing wage labor with direct market participation (O’Neill

2005:40-45).

Conclusion

This overview of Navajo interactions with non-Native incursions into the
Southwest provides the necessary context for investigating the material record of the time
periods discussed here. The sites involved in this study date as far back in time as the
eighteenth century, and as recently as the 1940s, so a background encompassing the last
five and a half centuries provides a framework to better identify patterns of material
culture change. Additionally, the historic context makes it possible to assess, or
differentiate between, changes in the material record that may be influenced by specific
events, economic changes, and policy implementation. In the following conclusion, |
consider the archaeological implications of Navajo history.

The Spanish Period, 1539—1821 and the Mexican Period, 1821—1848. The pattern
of Navajo lifeways during the Spanish and Mexican periods entails a mobile lifestyle.
Archaeologically, sites of this time period would not likely contain many artifacts of
European origin. While trade with the Spanish and Mexican colonists was a feature of
Navajo life, it was typically horses and blankets of Navajo manufacture that were being
traded, both of which would require the construction of corrals. Historically, as Russell
and Dean (1985) observed, flocks of sheep and goats required large corrals whereas
larger animals, such as horses and cattle, were contained in smaller corrals. Additionally,

the upright looms that characterize Navajo weaving require the placement of poles either
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inside or outside the hogan. One feature of Navajo settlement leftover from the Spanish
and Mexican periods is the Tohajiilee Chapter, or Canoncito Band, in New Mexico. The
Canoncito band of Navajo is composed of the descendants of the Diné ana’aii who split
from the larger tribal body in 1818. They settled separately from the rest of the tribe after
the tribe’s release from Hwééldi in 1868.

American Military Period, 1846—1868. Although the signing of the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo was an event in the Braudelian (1972) sense, it was an event with
little immediate consequence to the Navajo people. The American acquisition of the
Arizona—New Mexico Territory did precipitate significant changes in Navajo use of the
landscape. Initial Navajo wars with American forces mirrored those of previous wars
with Mexican soldiers and settlers. The Carson campaign and Navajo removal to Hwééldi
impacted the visibility of Navajos in the archaeological record. Many Navajos did,
however, escape removal by fleeing to the far western and northern areas of their
traditional territory. Settlements at this time would likely have been in easily concealed
locations in order to evade military expeditions and would be concentrated in localities to
the far west, south, and north of Canyon De Chelly.

It is also likely that few, if any, American trade goods would be evident in the
archaeological record. When Navajos fled into hiding they took their sheep, so although
settlements might have been concealed, they would have still contained the livestock and
habitation structures of previous time periods. Livestock facilities, however, may have
been located farther from Navajo residences as compared to earlier periods (Jeffrey S.

Dean, personal communication 2009).
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Decline of Purely Subsistence Production, 1868—1880. Berger (1985:51-52)
defined subsistence as “an array of activities and deeply embedded values ... that enables
people to live directly from the land.” Moreover, like the Navajo concept of K’e,
subsistence “involves cultural values and attitudes: mutual respect, sharing,
resourcefulness, and an understanding ... of the intricate interrelationships that link
humans, animals, and the environment” (Berger 1985:52). For Navajos, planting,
hunting, gathering, and raising sheep are all part of complex relationships between the
people, the Sun, the Earth, the Holy People, and the rest of Creation. Western scholars
characterize Navajo subsistence as a mixed hunting-gathering and horticultural economy,
to which pastoral activities were added after the introduction of livestock into the
Southwest by Spaniards. In the American period, participation in the American capitalist
system emphasized goods that could be derived from flocks of sheep and goats. Navajo
people were heavily invested in livestock but continued to practice a mixed economy that
included hunting and gathering, horticulture and trade (O’Neill 2005).

The return from Hwééldi was marked by the reestablishment of Fort Defiance as a
BIA agency. As the location for ration and treaty annuity distribution, we might expect to
find archaeological evidence of dense settlement in the area of the agency, especially
because of the large number of people who returned home without livestock and too late
in the year to plant fields. People dependent on government rations to ward off starvation
could be expected to have clustered around the area of the agency. Reports of the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs in the late nineteenth century, however, indicate that

people traveled distances of 25 to 30 miles in order to collect rations and annuities once a
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month. Good pasturage, access to water, arable land, and season were the principle
factors that affected Navajo settlement choices—not proximity to rations. A typical
Navajo family in the nineteenth century would have used multiple settlements to support
the seasonality of the family’s needs at different times of the year (Dana Oswald,
personal communication 2008). Agency reports from the nineteenth century make it clear
that upon return from Hwééldi, Navajos began to resume their former subsistence pattern.

Settlements from this time period can be expected to show an increase in
American ration and trade goods, which would indicate access to both the agency and the
growing Navajo trade. Ubiquity of trade goods might correlate with the distance
necessary to travel to trading posts. The distance of travel would decrease as more trading
posts were established in different areas of the reservation. In the western reservation,
however, Mormon and Navajo trade both involved significant travel in the mid-
nineteenth century. Therefore, in the western reservation, ubiquity of goods might relate,
instead, to interactions with Mormon traders rather than distance to a trading post. The
presence of trade goods at sites in the west might also be expected to be earlier in time
than in other locations.

The Railroad Era, 1881—-1930. The impact of the railroad and the havoc it created
is evident in the “checkerboard” division of land that still exists. Archaeological evidence
of tensions between Navajos, American stockmen, and Mexican sheepherders might be
expected to manifest in burned and dismantled structures. Also, the necessity of
rebuilding homes that families were chased away from might increase the observed and

ethnographically reported number of structures. The establishment of Franciscan
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missions, at the turn of the twentieth century, might also be viewed as an impetus for
settlement shifts to the vicinity of the missions themselves. Missions provided access to
educational facilities, priests who often acted as advocates for the people, and possibly
wage labor in mission agricultural fields. In 1908, however, Father Anselm Weber made
this observation:

To civilize and Christianize a nomadic people is generally a difficult task. The

nature and condition of the Navajo country is such as to force them to live very

scattered, so that, excepting a few favored localities, one seldom sees two Navajo
huts within hailing distance, or even within sight of each other. For the same
reason they are almost constantly driving their herds and flocks from place to
place ... we should have at least four centers with resident missionaries...in
localities where there are or will be larger agricultural settlements [Weber 1908 in

Bahr 2004:13].

Thus, the Franciscans went to the Navajos, and Franciscan missions were
established in areas of existing, and planned, population density. Moreover, the
Franciscan style of missionization was not coercive and did not initially require the same
significant investment as boarding school institutions.

The Great Depression and Grazing Regulation, 1930-1950. Using Berger’s
(1985) definition of subsistence, O’Neill (2005) has examined how Navajos negotiated
participation in wage labor and capitalist market economies, countering the assumption
that as Indigenous peoples encounter capitalism, there is a coincident decay in cultural
traditions and subsistence economy. Focused on the time period between 1930 and 1950,
O’Neill’s (2005) work highlights strategies employed by Navajo families to “make a

living” in traditional pastoral economic structures, while simultaneously dealing with the

livestock reduction program, and working for wages in the American labor economy. Her
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study demonstrates that increased Navajo involvement in the American markets and
wage labor was not a replacement of the traditional economy but an additional economic
strategy involving survival with less livestock, land, and other natural resources.

The history outlined in this chapter in conjunction with the theoretical discussion
in Chapter Three provides a context within which to interpret Navajo archaeological
remains. The core of Navajo lifeways is embodied in the Blessingway and its underlying
philosophy. Changes in economy, subsistence practices, and settlement patterns are
achieved and integrated into Navajo life through the precepts for living a life of balance
and beauty. Archaeological manifestations of Navajo households in all time periods are
expected to reflect the maintenance of Navajo identity and the use of material culture to
meet the needs presented by events in each time period. The following chapter describes
the methods through which I collected and analyzed data pertinent to understanding this
expression of identity and negotiation of American contact throughout the mid-eighteenth

and early twentieth centuries.
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CHAPTER 5

METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION

To investigate the relationship between the Navajo built environment and the
American westward expansion—to investigate change and continuity expressed in the
built environment—I used Navajo Land Claims data to examine the physical features of
the Navajo hogan. These hogans were dated by archaeologists through
dendrochronology, ethnohistorical documentation, and ceramics. This chapter provides a
discussion of the materials used in my analysis and the methods through which the
Navajo Land Claim (NLC) sites were located and recorded.

A review of the literature on household archaeology provides an archaeological
framework for the social scale of my research. I then provide the definition of the Navajo
household used in this study, and the field and site recordation methods employed by the
Navajo Land Claim (NLC) project archaeologists, affiliated dendrochronologists, artifact
analysts, and ethnographic interviewers, as explained by archaeologist J. Lee Correll in
his testimony before the Indian Claims Commission (ICC; Navajo Tribe 1960a). Finally,
I provide a discussion of the coding methods I used to collect site information from
archaeological site forms, court testimony, and other documents.

Data provided by NLC archaeologists includes structure and feature descriptions
as well as accounts of prehistoric and historic artifacts, although only Navajo pottery was

described in detail. In fact, the first Navajo ceramic typology, published by David M.
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Brugge in 1963, was a direct result of the NLC field study of Navajo pottery. Field crews
took tree-ring specimens for dendrochronological analysis under the direction of Marvin
A. Stokes, resulting in the publication of An Introduction to Tree-Ring Dating (Stokes
and Smiley 1996). Local Navajo guides and community members also played an
important role in the NLC project, as they provided local and site-specific histories in
each research area, and these histories were summarized on the relevant archaeological
site forms. Many Navajo interviewees also traveled to Washington, D.C. to testify before
the ICC, and their testimony was documented in the court transcripts (Navajo Tribe

1960a).

Household Archaeology

Households are the most basic components of communities and societies
(Sullivan 1989). As cultural constructs, households are a medium through which
anthropologists may study changing societal patterns because the household level is
where social groups articulate directly with economic and ecological processes (Wilk and
Netting 1984; Wilk and Rathje 1982). Researchers have, in the past, often failed to
separate the definition of household from the definition of family (Wilk and Netting
1982). Generally, “the referent of family is kinship” and the “referent of the household is
geographical propinquity or common residence” (Yanagisako 1979:162). Often a
researcher’s definition of household is strongly influenced by the “native” category of the
unit in the society under study, which may not be a homogeneously conceived category

in any society (Hammel 1982).



157

Households exist in social contexts and it is within those contexts that they are
best understood. Therefore, if households can only be understood in their social context,
it follows that they embody, in microcosm, many of the dimensions of that context (Deetz
1982:723). Moreover, because the household is at the heart of daily existence it reflects
the shared beliefs and behavior of members of society (Deetz 1982). “Households
perform different functions and therefore differ in their size and organization,” however,
“the kinds of tasks that a household must perform can change radically” and vary cross-
culturally (Wilk and Rathje 1982:621, 623). Hendon (1996) has identified the household
and its organization as one of the most important loci of change. Generally, the household
“respond[s] to changing demographic, economic and environmental conditions” and its
functions “mediate between the wider socioeconomic realm and the nuts and bolts of
household size and composition” (Wilk and Rathje 1982:617).

Archaeologists, however, “do not excavate households; they find the material
remains of dwellings” (Wilk and Rathje 1982:620). The archaeological study of
households takes place through the examination of the remains of structures, spatial
organization, and artifacts. In the archaeological study of households, the systematic
study of both artifactual remains and their social context is important for discerning
patterns of behavioral change. “Archaeologists deal with the preserved material remains
of ... societies and the spatial relations of those remains, from which they may attempt to
infer ideological principles that guided behavior responsible for patterning observed in
the archaeological record” (Kramer 1982:672—673). Therefore, archacologists approach a

building as more than a functional object; the structural remains of a household are an
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expression of the culture in which they are built (Aimers et al. 2000; Dean 1969, 1970;
Lowell 1991).

An all-encompassing, completely correct definition of a Diné household is
difficult, if not impossible to accomplish. Researchers have hypothesized the features of
Navajo households in varying ways. For example, Aberle (1981:1) described Navajo
households as coresident kin groups characterized by residential aggregation,
matrilineage, commonly held and defended territory, division of matrilineage and land,
and corporate management of land.

Rocek (1995:4270) has provided a comprehensive discussion of the literature on
Navajo households and social units. But speaking from experience, a Din¢ household can
include infinite iterations of consanguineous, affinal, and clan relatives. Because this is
an archaeological study, however, my definition of the Navajo household must have a
material referent. The hogan, relative to other Navajo structures, retains the greatest
archaeological visibility and greatest variety in function. Therefore, the hogan is the
aspect of Navajo material culture upon which I base my analysis; I confined my sampling
to sites with one or more hogan structures in randomly chosen subareas of each of the

four NLC sectors.

Navajo Land Claim Archaeological Methods
I devised a data coding system to facilitate structure and artifact counts and
comparisons of architecture and material culture using the NLC data. As detailed below, I

used the tree-ring dates derived by the Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research at the
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University of Arizona whenever possible. My artifact analysis, however, is focused
primarily on Navajo pottery. Although NLC Project personnel recorded other artifacts,
including other non-Navajo ceramic types, Navajo pottery was the focus of artifact
identification and counts. I used ethnographic information from the published
information reviewed in Chapter Three, site histories on the NLC archaeological site
forms, and transcripts of testimony by Navajo people given in Washington, D.C. during
the ICC court hearing. My analysis of ethnographic information is limited to information
pertaining to local histories regarding site dates, site occupations, and the character of
Navajo interactions with non-Navajo people.

While gathering archaeological evidence to support its land claim, the Navajo
Nation employed several archaeologists between 1952 and 1960 to conduct
archaeological reconnaissance with knowledgeable Navajo people in the region.
Organizing their work around major drainages (Figure 5.1), archaeologists located and
recorded approximately 4,729 Navajo archaeological sites of varying types across the
entire area of the claim. Field personnel from the University of Arizona Laboratory of
Tree-Ring Research directed the collection of approximately 3,610 tree-ring specimens,
of which 1,147 yielded tree-ring dates. Artifacts at sites were noted and described but
artifact counts and contexts were recorded inconsistently. Archaeologists also
interviewed Navajo people in each area for information pertaining to both local histories
and the history of specific sites. According to the testimony of J. Lee Correll (Navajo

Tribe 1960a), the NLC archaeological crews followed the following steps in the field:
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1) The head of the field party examined structural and other remains to determine the
site’s origin. The criteria by which a site was identified as Navajo were primarily
hogan remains, Navajo pottery, and other distinctive types of Navajo artifacts. For
example, distinctive Navajo artifacts include a specific type of cradleboard and
home made metal or tin shearing knives. Navajo field guides and local Navajo
community members directed crews to known sites.

2) A site designation was assigned to each site based on Sector/Area/Sub-area/Site
(e.g., E-RP-USJ-W indicates a site in the Eastern sector, Rio Puerco area, Upper
San Jose sub-area, site number 23 (indicated by the letter W).

3) Crews described the environment, major land formations, nearest water supply,
and, if available, they indicated the legal location (i.e., township, range, section,
and quarter section).

4) Archaeologists described each structure, associated features, and artifacts.
5) Field guides were consulted for the history of site.

6) One member of the crew took photographs [only % of photos taken are in the 23
volumes of site data — the other % of photos are on file in Window Rock]

7) Before leaving the site artifact collections were made [collections are supposed to
be on file in Window Rock].

8) If pifion timbers had been used in building, and were sufficiently well preserved,
the head of field party selected which timbers would be cut for tree-ring dating
[Juniper timbers were not purposefully collected due to their presumed erratic
growth]. If possible, tree-ring specimens were taken first from the basic
framework of structures. Each specimen was identified by site, structure, and

position it occupied in the structure (e.g., E-RP-USJ-W, NLC spec no. 569, roof
beam).

In addition to the field methods listed above, archaeologists used separate analytical
methods for collecting dendrochronological, ethnographic, and artifactual data. Because
the immediate goal was to gather evidence to establish the longevity of Navajo

occupation in the land claim area, the primary use of all types of data was chronological.

The robust data set collected during the NLC Project, however, lends itself well to
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investigations of other questions about human behavior and regional interaction. Below |

provide brief discussions of each category of data collected by the NLC.

Dendrochronology

Dendrochronology, which is the analysis of annual growth layers in a tree, called
tree-rings, was developed by A. E. Douglass (1929, 1935, 1939, 1941). The ability to
places sites chronologically in the American Southwest was a major advancement in
twentieth-century archaeology (Haury 1935). In addition to placing a structure, or a site,
in relation to the Gregorian calendar, a dendrochronological analysis also provides
information related to human behavior and climate (Dean 1996a; Fritts 2001).
Established in 1937, the Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research (LTRR) at the University of
Arizona has performed tree-ring analysis for more than 70 years, including the tree-ring
analysis for the Navajo Land Claim Project, which was a major undertaking (Stokes and
Smiley 1996).

Four factors make tree-ring analysis possible, in certain tree species. First, trees
must develop only one ring per year. Second, one growth-limiting environmental factor
must dominate all others (e.g., precipitation in the American Southwest). Third, the
growth-limiting factor must vary from year to year enough to affect the relative width of
annual rings. Finally, the growth-limiting factor must be uniformly effective over a large
geographic area (Stokes and Smiley 1996:3-5).

The variation in annual growth layers results in recognizable patterns of wide and

narrow rings, which make it possible to match ring patterns in one specimen with the ring
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patterns in an established master chronology; this makes possible the dating of specimens
of unknown age. Tree-ring sampling in the American Southwest concentrates on
coniferous evergreens. Pifion trees are particularly attractive for dendrochronology in the
Southwest because of their wide geographic distribution, large population, and regular
growth response to precipitation (Stokes and Smiley 1996:xv, 9).

The most useful tree-ring dates are those that date the death of a tree either from
natural causes or human cutting. These dates aid in reconstructing past climates and
dating the building of structures. Dendrochronologists have devised an array of symbols
that are “informal probability statements that signify the degree to which a date
represents the exact year of death for the tree-ring specimen” (Kemrer 1974:29). To
arrive at a tree-death date, the specimen must have a terminal ring. For example, a date
followed by a B indicates that bark is present on the specimen, which indicates that a
terminal ring is present and therefore the date derived indicates the year of the tree’s
death (Stokes and Smiley 1996:19). Other tree-ring symbols indicate the presence of
beetle galleries, surface patination, continuous outermost rings, incomplete ring growth,
and other qualifying variables (Appendix A).

In addition to its uses in dating and climatic reconstruction, dendrochronology
also furnishes archaeologists with information related to human behavior (Dean 1996a).
Archaeologists have been using dendrochronological analysis to understand peoples’ use
of trees ever since Douglass’s (1929, 1935) first dating of a behavorial event. According

to Dean (1996a:462—-463),



164

it has proved possible to isolate the selection of specific tree species for particular
purposes (Harrill and Breternitz 1976), the seasonal timing of wood procurement
(Dean and Warren 1983), the differential use of freshly cut versus dead wood
(Russell and Dean 1985) and the deformation of living trees to produce
harvestable limbs (Nicholas and Smith 1965).

Archaeological tree-ring data also contribute to understanding sequences of structure

construction and repair, wood artifact manufacture, wood trade, and the transport,

stockpiling, and reuse of wood (Dean 1996a:463).

Dendrochronology and Navajo Wood Use Behavior

Dendrochronology has been prevalent in the archaeology of the American
Southwest since the early twentieth century. Site elements can be dated to the calendar
year using dendrochronology (Bannister and Robinson 1975; Douglass 1929), and well-
developed procedures for tree-ring sample collecting and documentation, coupled with
accepted interpretive principles, can also yield considerable insight into human behavior
(Dean 1969, 1986, 1996a).

Using data from the Black Mesa Archaeological Project (BMAP), Jeffrey S. Dean
and Scott C. Russell (1978:1) undertook an ethnoarchaeological study of Navajo wood
use behavior in order to understand tree-ring date distributions in different types of
structures and sites. Testing ethnographic data against the archaeological record, the
authors found that wood-use behavior varies according to season, hogan, entryway
windbreaks, corral type, and sweathouse construction (Dean 1996b:500-501; Dean and

Russell 1978). Synthesizing this information into a provisional model for the areas of
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Black Mesa, the Defiance Plateau, the Chuska-Lukachukai Mountains, and other upland
areas, Dean (1996b:501) defined the following features of Navajo wood use behavior:
(1) the lack of a need for long, straight timbers favors the use of pinyon and
juniper over larger trees, although other species may be employed when
convenient; (2) small-scale tree felling operations involving few people; (3) little
stockpiling; (4) scant maintenance and repair of structures except sheep corrals;
(5) reuse of beams primarily in structures that are moved in sparsely wooded
areas where wood sources are limited; (6) use of dead-wood elements, especially
in certain types of structure; (7) minimal cycling of wooden elements due to short
site-use spans.
NLC Dendrochronological Samples
Working under the direction of Terah L. Smiley, the NLC crews took 3,610
dendrochronological samples from archaeological sites and also sampled living trees
growing in each subregion in order to establish local chronologies. The living tree-ring
samples established chronologies that are four to five centuries in length and represent
longer spans of tree growth than the archaeologically derived samples (Kemrer 1974:28).
Ninety percent of the 3,610 archaeological tree-ring samples taken were from pinyon.
Though Navajo people made extensive use of juniper wood, the dating potential of
juniper was thought to be significantly lower than that of pifion. As a result, NLC crews
did not sample features—and occasionally whole communities—that were constructed of
juniper (Kemrer 1974:28).
Tree-ring dates are organized into cutting, near-cutting, and noncutting dates
based on the symbols attached to their calendar year. My data include tree-ring specimens

that were reanalyzed and corrected after the publication of the original NLC dates in the

Tree-Ring Bulletin. A near-cutting date with a + is a date corrected by the LTRR and a
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noncutting date with a + is an original NLC date that was not reexamined by the LTRR.
The LTRR provided me with previously unpublished dates, which use the same system of
symbols as depicted in Table 5.1. In addition to the use of tree-ring specimens to date
sites, NLC Project archaeologists recorded the presence of Navajo and other ceramic
types, historic European-American artifacts, and ethnographic data in order to aide in the

chronological placement of sites.

Artifact Association

Artifacts provide archaeologists with information on a wide range of human
behavior, and in concert with other types of archaeological information, artifactual
analyses can address questions of trade, mobility, technology, and many other aspects of
past lifeways (Bettinger and Eerkens 1999; Schiffer 1972). Although NLC Project
archaeologists recorded artifacts of all types, not all artifact types were counted nor was
contextual information given consistently. Louis R. Caywood analyzed some of the
historic artifact assemblages, and occasionally his analysis is noted on the site forms, but
archaeologists did not generally provide details and counts of historic artifacts. Similarly,

Table 5.1. Symbols that denote cutting, near-cutting, and non-cutting dates
(Jeffrey S. Dean, Personal communication 2009; Towner 1997).

Cutting Dates Near-cutting Dates Noncutting Dates
B +B ++
G +G \'a%
Corc +L + (NLC original)

\4 + (LTRR corrected) no symbols (=vv)
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flaked stone artifacts were not counted, nor were raw material types or projectile point
types given. Often the only counts provided were for sherds and groundstone. However,
these artifact counts were recorded inconsistently and also often lack contextual
information. Both historic and prehistoric ceramic artifacts were often counted and
recorded, but project personnel focused on the Navajo ceramic types.

Prehistoric ceramic types were given the general designation “Anasazi,” and any
wares from neighboring Puebloan peoples were assigned a name based on their
originating pueblo (e.g., Zuni, Hopi, Zia, Acoma, Laguna). As mentioned, Brugge (1981)
developed a Navajo ceramic typology from information obtained on the NLC survey, and
I use Brugge’s original Navajo ceramic typology to organize the discussion of Navajo
ceramic types. Although Brugge’s typology was revised at a Southern Athapaskan
Ceramics Conference (Baugh and Eddy 1987), it is based on ceramic artifacts from NLC

archaeological sites and is therefore better suited to understanding the NLC ceramic data.

Site Histories and Other Ethnographic Information

The primary focus of ethnographic interviewing by the NLC crews was to
establish a chronology of Navajo presence in the region. Many people interviewed by the
NLC crews also provided information on local histories and the character of Navajo and
non-Navajo interaction. Some of the people interviewed also gave statements to the ICC
in the course of the tribe’s presentation of evidence. Although this ethnographic
information was primarily focused on the occupation of the land claim area, some of the

interviewees were able to give approximate dates for specific sites, occupational



168

information, and local histories. I use the ethnographic information contained in both the
archaeological site forms and the court testimony to situate sites in time whenever
possible. In addition, I incorporate the snippets of local history that some interviewees
gave in order to round out regional histories and the character of Navajo interactions with

non-Navajos in specific time periods.

Archaeological Site Sampling and Form Coding

The NLC crews recorded Navajo sites, regardless of type (e.g., hunting, hogan,
rock art), in the order they were encountered in the field, resulting in 4,729 sites
organized into 23 volumes of site forms. To create a manageable research project, I did
not include all of the recorded Navajo sites in my study; [ randomly chose subareas in
each major area of survey. Within subareas I analyzed only the sites with one or more
hogan structures. I planned to select 100 hogan sites from each of the NLC sectors, but in
the eastern sector the subareas I chose contained 93 hogan sites and in the northern sector
subareas there were 101 hogan sites, so I adjusted my samples of those areas to
accommodate all the hogan sites. In its entirety, my data set includes 394 hogan sites
containing 1,406 hogan, corral, shade, windbreak, and other structures. I coded site
elements based on the archaeologists’ descriptions, measurements of structures, and
artifact counts at the time of the survey. Ethnographic information is also derived from
the archaeological site forms on file and the NLC court transcript (Navajo Tribe 1960a)

Although I recorded the legal provenience of sites, I rely on codes for topography

and vegetation zones that were devised by Kemrer and Graybill (1970) in their study of
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Navajo warfare and pastoralism. Kemrer and Graybill devised 20 codes for the landforms
recorded on NLC site forms; I added two additional landforms to this variable.
Additionally, Kemrer and Graybill (1970) defined three vegetation zones and four zones
described as transitional between the three major vegetation zones, also based on data
recorded by NLC archaeologists (Appendix A).

The coding system I developed to analyze architectural structures includes 28
types of structures and 2 indeterminate categories. The analysis of architecture takes into
account construction material, construction method, structure measurements, whether or
not the structure was standing at the time of recordation, and the presence or absence of
ethnographic information. Where ethnographic information is present, I recorded it in its
entirety in order to analyze site dates and information pertaining to site occupation and
the character of local Navajo/non-Navajo interaction. The ethnographic information also
includes the name and gender of the interviewee, and the certainty with which dates were
given. The structure types derive primarily from types recorded in the site form
narratives. Therefore, there may be one or more types that could be conflated; however, |
left that decision for the analysis of the data (Appendix A). After reading and
synthesizing the hozhggji narratives and the court testimony, I checked the site forms for
notations of stones placed under the eastern poles of the hogan entryway as described in
Chapter Three.

There were instances where the NLC survey encountered previously recorded and
studied Navajo sites; some of these fell within my random sample of hogan sites in the

NLC site forms. Therefore, my study includes archaeological data derived from
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published sources (Farmer n.d.; Hurt 1942; Keur 1941) and sites recorded by the
Museum of Northern Arizona’s Glen Canyon Salvage Survey (Adams et al. 1961) and
the Transwestern Pipeline Survey (Wendorf et al. 1956). Additionally, the NLC tree-ring
dates are published in the Tree-Ring Bulletin (Stokes and Smiley 1963, 1964, 1966,
1969). In cases where tree-ring dates existed at the time of site form production for the
NLC, I recorded those dates from the site forms. Not every site where tree-ring
specimens were taken yielded dates, however, and in some cases, tree-ring dates were
published in the Tree-Ring Bulletin after the NLC site forms were typed and submitted
into evidence (Stokes and Smiley 1963, 1964, 1966, 1969).

In cases where tree-ring dates were not established during the NLC, or were
revised after the production of site forms and publication of NLC dates in the 7ree-Ring
Bulletin, Dr. Jeffrey S. Dean, at the University of Arizona’s Laboratory of Tree-Ring
Research, generously provided previously unpublished NLC dates. Finally, Robinson and
Towner (1993) have also provided a comprehensive inventory of tree-ring dated sites that
includes dated NLC sites. Dr. Dean and Dr. Towner at the University of Arizona
Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research, and Elizabeth May at the University of Arizona
Department of Anthropology, assisted me with the interpretation of these tree-ring dates.

Table 5.2 represents the variables divided into five tables that I recorded for each site.



Table 5.2. Data Variables.

Table

Variables

Site location and setting

Structures and other features

Artifacts

Tree-ring specimens

Ethnographic information

Library reference number
Site number

Locale

Township

Range

Section

Topography

Vegetation zone

Site number

Field structure designation
Structure type
Construction material
Method of construction
Diameter

Depth

Height

Standing?

Entryway stones

Site number

Artifact type

Artifact context

Dates

Site number

Field structure designation

NLC specimen number

Location of specimen in structure
Tree species

Tree-ring date

Site number

Name

Gender

Structure

Date provided
Certainty

Full-text of narrative
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Using the hogan as a unit of household analysis facilitates my examination of the
negotiation of Navajo worldview with increasing American presence and concomitant
restrictions on settlement and land use. Although the individual expression of practice, in
this case building a hogan, can lend great variability to the archaeological record, the
selection of variables that encompass shared features of practice allows a more
generalized analysis of continuous and changing trends. Site dates derived from
dendrochronology, ceramic distributions, and site histories situate individual sites within
the historical framework provided in Chapter Four. In the following chapter I employ the

variables I have defined here to address the research questions I posed in Chapter One.
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CHAPTER SIX

DATA ANALYSIS

The focus of my analysis of Navajo architecture was to elucidate information
about continuity and change in the Navajo built environment. I used the variables defined
in Chapter Five to analyze 394 hogan sites drawn from the Navajo Land Claim (NLC)
archaeological site forms. Because the hogan comprises an important representation of
Navajo worldview and landscape, (see Chapter Three), I compared architectural styles
and hogan genders across time and space. The historical context explained in Chapter
Four, coupled with dendrochronological, ceramic, and site history data, provides a basis
for identifying which federal Indian policies had the greatest impact on Navajo
households. A synthesis of my analyses thus examines the impacts of federal Indian
policies on the practice of hogan building through time and across the Four Corners. This
chapter presents the results of my data analysis.

The NLC area, encompassing approximately 40,850,000 acres (165,314.1 sq km),
included the Navajo Reservation, competing Hopi, Laguna, and Acoma claims, and
existing Spanish land grants in the region (Navajo Tribe 1960a). The Navajo Reservation
and Spanish land grant areas were subtracted from the total area of the claim, reducing
the claimed acreage to 23,816,000 acres (96,379.9 sq km).

Like other tribes, the Navajo Tribe employed anthropologists and archaeologists

to gather evidence in support of their land claim. In 1952, archaeologists guided by
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Navajo people familiar with the landscape began archaeological reconnaissance to locate
and record Navajo sites in order to identify the extreme boundary of Navajo land use and
occupation prior to 1864 (Navajo Tribe 1960a). Because no systematic pedestrian survey
was undertaken, the work was heavily dependent upon Navajo tribal members’
knowledge of sites in each area (David M. Brugge, personal communication 2009).

To organize the work, archaeologists created a map of the claimed area by
combining parts of four standard USGS maps of Arizona, Utah, Colorado, and New
Mexico and dividing the area into four geographic sectors: eastern, southern, western,
and northern (Figure 6.1). Sectors were defined by cardinal directions and delineated by
major drainage systems and topographic features. Each sector was subdivided into 18
areas and 84 subareas based on principal landmarks (Appendix B). The survey of the four
sectors amounted to 23 volumes of archaeological information when submitted into
evidence (Stokes and Smiley 1963). These volumes comprise site descriptions,
photographs, tree-ring dates, and ethnographically documented site and area histories for
4,729 Navajo sites of varying types. This information is grouped by subarea and then
organized by area and sector. The order of the site forms thus does not represent the order
in which sites were recorded (David M. Brugge, personal communication 2009).

From the four major areas that NLC archaeologists surveyed, I selected a
purposeful sample to ensure that multiple subareas were represented over the broad
geographic area of the claim in order to investigate variability across space (Figure 6.2).

The NLC survey of these subareas identified 394 hogan sites, or approximately 8 percent
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of the total number of sites recorded during the survey. The areas and sub-areas I sampled
are listed in Table 6.1.

Hogans retain the greatest archaeological visibility and, with sweathouses, are the
most prominent structure discussed in Navajo oral history (Wyman 1970). The 394 sites
are distributed among the four NLC sectors with 93 sites in the eastern sector, 100 sites in
both the southern and western sectors, and 101 in the northern sector. The 394 sites in my
sample contain eight sites previously published by Dorothy Keur (1941), two by Wesley
Hurt (1942), and one undated possible pueblito. Keur’s sites were part of the monograph
she wrote on the Navajo pueblito sites at Big Bead Mesa and fall within the eastern
sector. Hurt’s sites are part of a study he did in Canyon de Chelly and are within the
western sector, as is the possible pueblito. Neither Keur’s nor Hurt’s sites were re-
recorded by the NLC archaeologists, with the exception of the notation that Hurt’s sites
each contain one hogan. These 11 sites are included in my overall site counts and the two
hogans from Hurt’s sites are included in my general discussion of structure distribution,
as are the hogans associated with the possible pueblito site. Other than these two uses, the
sites are excluded from other analyses specific to the NLC sites and I discuss the possible
pueblito masonry structure separately. I include a discussion of Keur’s sites with the NLC
sites that date to the Spanish Period, 1539—1821. Neither the possible pueblito nor Hurt’s
(1942) sites contain cutting dates and are therefore excluded from further discussion.

I begin with a general discussion of all sites, with or without dates, in order to
present data characteristics. I analyzed these data in order to present both similarities and

variance across localities. My analysis addresses the topographic and vegetation zones in
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Table 6.1. Distribution of sampled sites across sector, area, and subarea.

Sector Area

Subarea

East Rio Puerco (RP)

Middle Rio Grande (MRG)

South Upper Little Colorado (ULC)

Middle Little Colorado (MLC)

West Lower Little Colorado (LLC)

Navajo Mountain (NM)

Chinle (CH)
Havasu Canyon (HC)

North ~ Lower San Juan (LSJ)

Upper San Jose (USJ)
San Mateo (SM)
Lower Puerco (LP)
Middle Puerco (MP)
Upper Puerco (UP)
Nacienmento

Upper Puerco (UP)

Lower Puerco (UP)

Zuni River (ZR)

Carrizo Wash (CZ)

Escondido Mountain (EM)

Little Colorado (LC)

Leroux-Pueblo and Colorado Washes (LP)

Bodoway (B)

Coconino Plateau (C)
Deadman’s Wash (D)
San Francisco Wash (SF)
Burnt Corn (BC)

Navajo Creek (NC)
Paiute Canyon (PC)
Lower Chinle (LC)
Lower Havasu (LH)

Clay Hills (CH)

White Canyon (WC)

Bear’s Ears (BE)
Cottonwood-Coomb Wash (CC)
Montezuma Creek (MC)
McEImo Creek (MEC)
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which sites are situated, and then the characteristics and distributions of site structures
including specific details on hogan types, building material, and the presence/absence of
entryway stones. I also investigated ceramic, historic, and lithic artifact distributions in
order to obtain information pertinent to household practice.

NLC archaeologists treated Navajo ceramic artifacts with the most depth, so my
presentation of artifacts is focused primarily on these data. Following a general
discussion of all sites in the sample, I present the data for sites for which I have tree-ring,
ceramic, or ethnographic dates. Data analysis for dated sites begins in the same manner as
the general discussion with topographic and vegetation zone characteristics, a discussion
of construction methods as they relate to noncutting dates in dendrochronology, and a
presentation of structure and entryway stone data followed by an analysis of the time

sensitivity of hogan diameter and a discussion of corrals and flock estimates.

Topography and Vegetation

Kemrer and Graybill (1970) used tree-ring-dated NLC sites with corresponding
topographic and vegetation zone data to test Brugge’s (1964) hypothesis that pastoral
adaptation is concomitant with a decrease in warfare. I use the topographic and
vegetation data primarily in lieu of specific locational information. I recorded
topographic and vegetation data for 383 sites using Kemrer and Graybill’s (1970) codes.
The topographic data for each of the four sectors are presented in Figure 6.3, and the
vegetation zones within which sites are situated are presented in Figure 6.4.

Archaeologists did not always record the topographic information, but sites where
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topography is described are evenly distributed among topographic settings with a slight
emphasis on mesa tops and mesa benches. Site distribution by vegetation zone reflects an
emphasis on settlement in pinyon-juniper woodlands, although my exclusion of site types
other than those with hogans perhaps biases my sample with regard to vegetation zone.
Hogans are generally wooden structures and their construction would favor areas where
wood is in good supply. On the other hand, the presence of stone hogans in my sample
indicates either building in different vegetation zones or using another resource in good

supply regardless of vegetation.

Structures and Feature Characteristics

The NLC Project recorded 1,406 individual structures and features within the 383
previously unpublished sites in my sample. I have grouped the structures and features
into three categories defined by approximate usage (Table 6.2). Contained within the
household structure category are all hogans of varying and indeterminate types identified
in the field. These structures do not necessarily represent the totality of Navajo household
structures and there is some blurring between the household and secondary structure
categories. Shades (cha 'oh), for example, may be used as the primary locus of household
activity in the summer, but they do not serve the same ceremonial function as hogans.
Conversely, sweathouses serve a ceremonial function and are, as defined in the Hozhggji,
the template from which hogans were created. Therefore, household structures are those
that may serve both secular and ceremonial functions while secondary structures are

those that serve either ceremonial or secular functions.



Table 6.2. Total number of structures (n = 1406).
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Category Type n %
Household structures Forked stick hogan 224 16.17
Cribbed log hogan 177 12.45
Round piled post hogan 39 2.74
Yadahaashkaani hogan 2 0.28
Dugout hogan 4 0.28
Masonry hogan 185 13.08
Square/rectangular structure 35 2.46
Rockshelter 8 0.63
Indeterminate hogan 319 22.86
Sweathouse 81 5.77
Secondary structures Shade (Cha’oh) 8 0.63
Shelter 18 1.34
Windbreak 56 3.94
Lean-to 1 0.07
Tent site 3 0.35
Storage 4 0.28
Cache 1 0.07
Ancillary structures Field 6 0.42
Irrigation feature 1 0.07
Mescal pits 1 0.07
Corral 153 10.90
Lamb pen 33 2.32
Hunting corral 1 0.07
Game rack 9 0.63
Loom 3 0.14
Fortification 4 0.28
Defensive features Watch pit 1 0.07
Trail 5 0.35
Other Other 11 0.42
Indeterminate feature structure 13 0.77
Total 1406 100.00




184

Ancillary structures are those that support household activity through the
production of food, as in the case of fields and corrals, and goods, as in the case of looms
for weaving. Defensive structures are those that fortify a location or allow observation of
the landscape in anticipation of hostilities. Finally, structures that could not be defined in
the field, natural features such as springs, and areas vaguely defined as workshops or
sandpainting areas are included in the “other” category.

How the structures are distributed over the four NLC sectors is shown in Table
6.3. Household structures comprise the majority of structure types in each sector and
although ancillary structures in general outnumber secondary structures, the difference is
minimal. As Figure 6.5 illustrates, cribbed log and forked stick hogans show the same
distribution across sectors. Masonry hogans are more ubiquitous in the east and north and
there are large numbers of indeterminate hogan types in each sector.

Because hogan types are grouped into male or female depending on the
configuration of structural elements, I combined the forked stick and vertical pole hogans
into a male hogan category and the round piled post and cribbed log hogans into a female
category. Because I am unsure how to classify masonry hogans according to Navajo
categories I left the masonry hogans as a separate category. As discussed in Chapter
Three, they could be both male and female. The remaining hogans were not recorded
with enough structural detail for me to classify them definitively and I placed them in the
indeterminate category. I would venture that the dugout hogans might be female because

the vertical placement of poles in a male hogan might not be structurally sound when
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Table 6.3. Distribution of structures by sector (n = 1406).

East South Western North
Category/Type n % n % n % n %
Household structures
Forked stick hogan 44  10.6 71 223 61 17.2 48 15.1
Cribbed log hogan 28 6.7 60 18.8 48 13.5 41 12.9
Round piled post hogan 1 0.2 5 1.6 26 7.3 7 2.2
Yadahaashkaani hogan 1 0.2 — — 1 0.3 — —
Dugout hogan — — — — 1 0.3 3 0.9
Masonry hogan 102 24.6 39 122 16 4.5 28 8.8
Square/rectangular struct. 6 1.4 9 2.8 5 1.4 15 4.7
Rockshelter 2 0.5 1 0.3 3 0.8 2 0.6
Indeterminate hogan 168  40.5 35 11.0 78 22.0 38 12.0
Secondary structures
Sweathouse 10 24 16 5.0 25 7.0 30 9.5
Shade (Cha’oh) — — 2 0.6 — — 6 1.9
Shelter 1 0.2 5 1.6 4 1.1 8 2.5
Windbreak 8 1.9 19 6.0 13 3.7 16 5.0
Lean-to — — 1 0.3 — — — —
Tent site — — — — 2 0.6 1 0.3

Storage — — — — 2 0.6 2 0.6
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Table 6.3. Distribution of structures by sector (continued).

East South Western North
Category/Type n % n % n % n %
Ancillary structures
Cache — — — — 1 0.3 — —
Field — — — — — — 6 1.9
Irrigation feature — — — — — — 1 0.3
Mescal pits — — — — 1 0.3 — —
Corral 24 5.8 38 119 51 144 40 12.6
Lamb pen 10 24 8 25 8§ 23 7 22
Hunting corral — — — — — — 1 0.3
Game rack 1 0.2 1 0.3 3 0.8 4 1.3
Loom 1 0.2 1 0.3 1 0.3 — —
Defensive features
Fortification 2 0.5 2 0.6 — — — —
Watch pit — — — — 1 0.3 — —
Other
Trail 1 0.2 — — 3 0.8 1 0.3
Other — — 3 0.9 — — 8 25
Indeter. feature struct. 5 0.01.2 3 0.9 1 0.3 4 1.3

Total 415 100.0 319 100.0 355 100.0 317 100.0
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combined with an excavated floor surface. Further, these hogans were often referred to in
the site forms as £eh ho gehd, which is roughly, “earth digging up,” and they may have
been used more for storage (Mary Willie, personal communication 2008).

The yadahaashkaani hogan is difficult to place because the word, according to
Navajo linguist Mary Willie, (personal communication 2008) refers to a protrusion from
the hogan that provides shade and a place for drying food and not to the hogan itself.
David M. Brugge relates that this particular hogan type was supposed to be defined as
“under the domed roof” (personal communication, 2009). The discrepancy between the
Navajo word and the archaeological description of the hogan therefore makes it
impossible to determine whether this hogan type is male or female. Finally, I also placed
square/rectangular structures and rockshelters in the indeterminate category because they
are not hogans per se.

As Figure 6.6 illustrates, reconfiguring the hogan definitions does not
significantly alter their distribution. The distribution of each hogan category remains
about the same except for the western sector, where female hogans outnumber male
hogans. Thus, whether Navajo or archaeological categories are employed the outcome is
approximately the same. This may be in large part because archaeological categories, like
the Navajo language, are descriptive. Because both female and male hogans are described
in the Hozhggji as suitable structures for both domestic and ceremonial activities, the

distribution of these undated hogans is not necessarily significant in and of itself.
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The ubiquity of masonry hogans presents an interesting dilemma. Although the
Hozh¢gji lays out the plan for the hogan, the materials that were used in the first hogan
were precious stone and unearthly materials. Therefore, according to the Hozhggji
narrative, it is the type that is important and the environment will dictate the construction
materials. The masonry hogan as previously noted does not wholly fit into either the male
or the female category and, for some Navajo people, stone hogans are not suitable for
ceremonial purposes (Richard M. Begay, personal communication 2009). At present, |
have neither the data nor the esoteric knowledge required to address the issue of
environmental constraints that might lead to a reliance on stone as a building material and
the practice of the Hozhggji in any way.

In order to clarify the ubiquity of hogans situated in the pinyon and juniper
vegetation zone, and to examine the use of different materials in building, I first removed
features such as fields, irrigation features, trails, and other recorded features for which
building materials were not necessarily always required. Second, I excluded the two
hogans published in Hurt’s (1942) work. Finally, because not every site form specified
building materials, I excluded the category of “unspecified species.” Thus, the total num-
ber of structures represented in Figure 6.7 is 927. The “other wood” category includes
cottonwood, willow, cedar, pine, oak, and unspecified wood. These wood types are rela-
tively little used and are grouped for the sake of brevity. The cross tabulation illustrates
that, in keeping with the focus on pinyon-juniper woodlands for settlement, building ma-

terials reflect an emphasis on pinyon and juniper for household and ancillary structures.
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Stone is more ubiquitous than pinyon and juniper in both household and ancillary
structure categories. Considering that most of the secondary structures are sweathouses,
which are not made from stone, the low number of secondary structures in this building
material category is not surprising. As for ancillary structures, it is not uncommon on the
Navajo Reservation to see corral fences built by stacking stone.

Entryway stones. As explained in Chapter Three, building a hogan according to
Hozh¢gji prescriptions requires the placement of stones on either side of the doorway.
“The stones are set for the benefit of the entire hogan, they are symbolic for the whole ...
[they] symbolize that the hogan type and its songs will continue on indefinitely” (Wyman
1970:14). NLC archaeologists used the Blessingway, as recorded by Father Haile, to
determine which other hogan characteristics to record. As a result they noted the presence
or absence of entryway stones, so | was able to make specific notations on the
archaeologists’ observations about the presence or absence of entryway stones. I also
recorded incidences where an archaeologist was not confident that he had absolutely
identified the entryway stones but thought it possible. Often archaeologists did not record
the presence or absence of the stones and I categorized these instances as indeterminate.

Table 6.4 summarizes my findings with regard to hogan type and the presence,
absence, possibility, and indeterminance of entryway stones by sector. No mention of
either the presence or absence of entryway stones was made for more than two-thirds of
the hogans in my study sample. The hogan itself is evidence of the practice of Hozhggji

and the entryway stones may indicate the builder’s familiarity with all of the Hozhggji



193

Table 6.4. Hogan type and presence of entryway stones (n = 950).

None Possibly Not
identified  Present present  recorded Indet. Total
n % n % n % n % n % n %

Forked stick hogan 50 357 52 477 9 257 112 17.1 1 143 224 23.6
Cribbed log hogan 46 329 28 257 15 429 88 134 0 0 177 18.6
Masonry hogan 23 164 6 55 7 200 148 226 1 143 185 195
Square/rectang. struct. 2 14 3 28 0 0 27 4.1 3 429 35 37
Dugout hogan 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 06 O 0 4 04
Yadahaashkaani hogan 0 0 0 0 1 29 1 02 O 0 2 02
Indeterminate hogan 19 136 20 184 3 86 275 420 2 28.6 319 33.6
140 100.0 109 100.0 35 100.0 655 100.0 7 100.0 950 100.0

prescriptions. Apart from an unfamiliarity with the practice of and reason for placing
entryway stones, absence of the stones can be attributed to other factors such as removal
of the structure to another location, destruction of the building by non-Navajos, and reuse

of structural elements by others.

Artifact Distributions

Studying the artifact distributions of lithic, ceramic, and historic artifacts recorded
by NLC archaeologists provided me with a limited means to investigate the use of
material types in household practice (Appendix C). Many artifacts were simply noted as
“present.” For example, lithic artifacts including groundstone and flaked stone, and all
historic artifact types, were neither counted nor consistently typed. In contrast, Navajo
ceramic types were consistently counted in the field, at all but five sites. Like the lithic

and historic artifacts, neighboring Puebloan ceramic types were noted but often not
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counted. Prehistoric sherds were also noted if present but not counted and not typed and

were simply designated by the term “Anasazi,” and because my study is focused on the

American periods of contact I have excluded them from further study.

Ceramic artifacts. Fifty-six of the site forms that I selected recorded Navajo

ceramic types. Of these, five only listed the presence of Navajo pottery and did not

provide counts. Table 6.5 presents Brugge’s (1981, 1982) typology, which I used to type

and organize the field lists of Navajo pottery. Although the Navajo ceramic typology was

revised at a conference in 1985 (Baugh and Eddy 1987), I chose Brugge’s organization of

ceramic types because he based it on his work with the NLC project (Brugge 1981).

Table 6.5. Navajo ceramic typology (Brugge 1981[1963], 1982).

Time Period Ware Type Variety
Eastern Ware Types
AD 1760-1815 Dinetah Gray
AD 1750—unkn. Filleted
AD 1720-1800 Micaceous
AD 1700-1800 Gobernador
AD 1800—present Navajo Gray
Micaceous
AD 1694-1720 Frances Polychrome
AD 1700-1753 Gobernador Polychrome
Gobernador Black-on-yellow
Gobernador Red-on-yellow
AD 1700-1750 Transitional Gobernador Polychrome
AD 1750—present Navajo Painted
Western Ware Types
AD 1720-1800 Dinetah Gray Western
AD 1800—present Pinyon Gray

Unknown—-1813

Class “A” Polychrome
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Figure 6.8 illustrates the distribution of Navajo ceramic types among sites where
sherds were present and counted (n = 51), and Table 6.6 shows the observed number of
sherds from each ceramic type in each sector. Although the greatest variety in type is
found in the eastern sector, there is no statistical significance to the distribution of utility
wares across the four sectors. Dinetah Gray Ware is only found in the eastern and
southern sectors (x> = 0.500, p = 0.779). Navajo Gray Ware, Navajo/Pinyon Gray Ware,
and Pinyon Gray Ware all exhibit a chi-square value of zero and significance of 1.000.
Finally, Micaceous Dinetah Gray, Micaceous Navajo Gray, and Dinetah/Navajo Gray are
only observed in the eastern sector and therefore cannot be compared across sectors in the

same manner as other types.

Table 6.6. Observed number of sherds by type and sector (n = 2041).

East South West North Total

n % n % n % n % n %
Dinétah Gray 466 0.36 36 0.07 - - - - 502 025
Micaceous Dinétah Gray 60 0.05 - - - - - - 60 0.03
Dinétah/Navajo Gray 3 0.00 - - - - - - 3 0.00
Navajo Gray 454 0.35 13 0.03 61 0.37 - - 528 026
Micaceous Navajo Gray 29 0.02 - - - - - - 29  0.01
Navajo/Pinyon Gray 33  0.03 1 0.00 2 0.01 4 0.07 40 0.02
Pinyon Gray 5 0.00 336 0.65 101 0.62 50 0.82 492 0.24
Transitional Gobernador Polych. 14 0.01 - - - - - - 14 0.01
Navajo Painted 18  0.01 2 0.00 - - - - 20  0.01
Gobernador Polychrome 13 0.01 2 0.00 - - 1 0.02 16 0.01
Indeterminate 205 0.16 126 0.24 - - 6 0.10 337 0.17

Total 1300 100.0 516 100.0 164 100.0 61 100.0 2041 100.0
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Navajo painted wares, Transitional Gobernador Polychrome, Gobernador
Polychrome, and Navajo Painted occur at sites in the eastern, southern, and northern
sectors. The number of sherds by type is less than 20 in the eastern sector, two sherds of
Navajo Painted and Gobernador Polychrome in the southern sector, and only one sherd of
Gobernador Polychrome in the northern sector (Table 6.7). I compared the distribution of
utility types against the distribution of painted types and found no statistical significance
of utility type distribution compared to painted types across sectors (x> = 0.000, p =
1.000). These distributions are perhaps the result of my small sample size, which in turn
could be an outcome of my site sampling strategy. Artifacts of all types, including sherds,
are frequently found at sites without architecture in the Southwest and my focus on hogan
sites certainly limits the distributions of ceramics and other artifacts.

Within my sample, the distribution of the ceramic types across sectors generally
conforms to the typological expectations defined by Brugge (1981), with Dinetah Gray

occurring primarily at eastern sites and Pinyon Gray occurring at primarily western and

Table 6.7. Observed utility and painted wares (n = 1704).

East South West North Total
n % n % n % n % n %
Utility 1050 95.89 386 98.97 164 100.0 54 98.18 1654 97.07
Painted 45 4.11 4 1.03 - 1 1.82 50 2.93

Total 1095 100.0 390 100.0 164 100.0 55 100.0 1704 100.0
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southern sites (see Figure 6.8). Chi-square tests of the distribution of Dinetah Gray,

Navajo Gray, and Pinyon Gray across sectors illustrate no statistically significant pattern

(x*=0.00, p = 1.000).

The presence of historic non-Navajo ceramic types at sites in each of the four

sectors was also recorded. Table 6.8 provides a summary of the ceramic types derived

from field lists on site forms. The distribution of these types by sector is shown in Table

6.9. These ceramic types were often recorded as simply being present. Therefore, other

Table 6.8. Historic Puebloan ceramic types identified at Navajo sites.

In-field Formal type Reference

Jeddito Yellow Jeddito Yellow Ware

Hopi Black-on-yellow A.D. 1800-1900; Colton 1956

Hopi A.D. 1780-1910 Adams 1979

Polacca Polychrome

Payupki Polychrome

Acoma Acoma

Zuni and Ashiwii Zuni

Zuni-Acoma Zuni-Acoma

Laguna Laguna

Santa Ana Santa Ana

Zia Zia

Walapai Historic Walapai

Jemez Black-on-white Rio Grande White Ware Wilson 2005
A.D. 1300-1750

Rio Grande Glaze Ware Rio Grande Glaze Ware Wilson 2005
A.D. 1300-1700s

Tewa Polychrome Rio Grande Red Ware Wilson 2005
A.D. 1650-1750

Historic Pueblo Polished Black-on-red Indeterminate

Quemado Utility




Table 6.9. Number of sites with historic Puebloan ceramic types by sector (n = 50).
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East South West North Total
n % n % n % n % n %
Jeddito Yellow 2 5.56 - - 3 75.00 1 100.0 6 12.0
Ware
Acoma 3 8.33 — — — — — — 3 6.0
Zuni 1 278 4 4444 - - - - 5 10.0
Zuni-Acoma 10 27.78 1 1.12 - - - - 11 22.0
Laguna 3 833 - - - - - - 3 6.0
Santa Ana 3 8.33 — — — — — — 3 6.0
Zia g8 222 - - - - - - & 16.0
Walapai — — — — 1 25.00 — — 1 2.0
Rio Grande 2 556 - - - - - - 2 4.0
White Ware
Rio Grande 1 278 - - - - - - 1 2.0
Glaze Ware
Rio Grande 2 556 - - - - - - 2 4.0
Red Ware
Indeterminate 1 2.78 4 4444 - - - - 5 10.0
Total 36 100.0 9 100.0 4 100.0 1 100.0 50 100.0
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than tabulating ceramic type distribution within and between sectors, I have not
undertaken any statistical analysis. The presence of this subset of ceramic artifacts
represents Navajo interaction with other American Indian groups, primarily eastern
Puebloan and Zuni, in the Four Corners area.

Historic artifacts. Historic artifacts were also noted on the NLC site forms. Some
of these were collected, and were analyzed by Louis R. Caywood. When the site forms
were typed and entered into evidence before the Indian Claims Commission, none of the
artifact collections could be located in Window Rock. Therefore, Caywood’s analyses
and the artifacts themselves are unavailable for further study at present. Only 90 of the
384 site forms in the sample, which is almost 24 percent, contained any information on
historic artifacts. Artifacts were not described with any detail that would denote manu-
facturer or specific time periods, although occasionally a nineteenth-century artifact was
described as such. By sector, each group of sites with historic artifacts comprises less
than a quarter of the total number of sites, with the exception of the northern sector where
historic artifacts are present on more than a quarter but less than half of the sites (Table
6.10).

Three primary material types—metal, glass, and ceramic—comprise the historic
artifacts noted on Navajo sites (Table 6.11). Archaeologists’ artifact categories also list

wood, twine, and other infrequently occurring materials. The distribution of metal, glass,



Table 6.10. Number of sites with historic artifacts by sector (n = 90).
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Sector n Total Sites Percent of Total
East 18 85 21.8
South 18 100 18.0
West 15 98 15.31
North 39 101 38.6
Total 90 384 23.4

Table 6.11. Distribution of sites by historic material types (n = 113).

Metal Glass Ceramic Other Total
n % n % n % n % n %
East 14 20.90 6 28.57 2 3333 6 31.58 28 24.78
South 15 22.39 4 19.05 2 3333 1 526 22 1947
West 7 10.45 4 19.05 — — 6 31.58 17 15.04
North 31 46.26 7 33.33 2 3333 6 31.58 46 40.71
Total 67 100.0 21 100.0 6 100.0 19 100.0 113 100.0
Table 6.12. Distribution of sites by historic artifact use categories (n = 112).
Food and Con- Live-
Food Prep struction stock Other Total
n % n % n % n % n %
East 11 20.37 3 42.86 — — 11 2444 25 22.32
South 9 16.67 2 28.57 3 50.0 9 20.00 23 20.54
West 5 9.26 — — 2 3333 9 20.00 16 14.29
North 29 53.70 2 28.57 1 16.67 16 35.56 48 42.86
Total 54 100.0 7 100.0 6 100.0 45 100.00 112 100.0




202

and ceramic material across sectors was statistically insignificant, with respective chi-
square values of 0.000, 0.500, and 1.000. A Chi-square test was not performed for the
“other” material category because, in addition to varying material types, it contains
vaguely defined notations such as “trade material.”

I also tabulated the historic artifacts by the most often cited use categories: food,
food preparation, construction materials, and tools for working with livestock (Table
6.12). In the case of food and food preparation, archaeologists observed tin cans, bowls,
and cooking utensils. Construction materials, in the form of milled lumber, barbed wire,
and nails were also noted, as were livestock-related items such as bridles and shearing
knives. Artifacts that don’t fall within the three primary categories include items like
beads and thimbles, items vaguely labeled as “metal,” and, as in one case, items like the
barrel of a rifle are grouped into an “other use” category. The distribution of use
categories across sectors is similar to that of the material categories (x*=.000, p = 1.000).

Like the “other” material category, distribution of the “other use” category was
not tested because it contains many different kinds of artifacts and vaguely defined
notations such as “Anglo American trash.” Excluding the “other use” category, the most
ubiquitous artifacts in every sector are those relating to food and food preparation.
Construction and livestock-related activities are poorly represented in every sector.
Construction activities are not represented in the western sector and livestock related
activities are not represented in the eastern sector. The size of the “other use” category
affects these other categories in the same way that the “other” material category affects

material type in each sector, thereby making it difficult to ascertain more than the
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ubiquity of foods and food preparation items that may be the result of American contact
through trade or government rations.

Taken together the historic artifacts represent some inclusion of trade items at
recorded Navajo sites but because counts or clear artifact types are not consistently
provided it is difficult to completely interpret what the historic artifacts represent. Since
these sites were recorded in the 1950s in areas of the Four Corners that are still fairly
rural and span the time periods prior to 1950, the small number of sites with historic
artifacts may reflect many factors, including limited contact with non-Navajo traders. The
emphasis on food and utilitarian items in this artifact assemblage indicates an emphasis
on the more practical items of American material culture. The lack of detail in historic
artifact recordation is perhaps also an artifact of the intent of the survey, which was to
document pre-1864 Navajo occupation and use of the area. Although the Santa Fe Trail
was a major trade conduit into and out of the Southwest, American trade with Navajo
populations intensified after 1868 when the tribe was released from Bosque Redondo.

Lithic artifacts. Lithic artifacts were noted but they were generally not counted
unless they were tools, and debitage was described simply as “flakes.” Archaeologists did
not record raw material types, except in the case of basalt metates, for any of the recorded
lithic artifacts. Projectile points and other flaked stone tools were not described nor were
flakes counted. Moreover, except for projectile points, lithic artifacts were not collected
and neither the flaked stone nor the groundstone was analyzed. Lithic artifacts are
represented at 45 sites, or almost 12 percent of the total number of sites in my sample.

The sites with lithic artifacts can be further divided into those with just flaked stone in the
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form of debitage, utilized flakes, and projectile points, and those with just groundstone in
the form of manos, metates, and piki stones (Table 6.13). At three of the sites both
groundstone and flaked stone are represented.

As with the historic material, the limited number of sites with recorded lithic
artifacts could be representative of archaeologists’ bias. Lithic artifacts by themselves are
not easily dated. As discussed above, although projectile point typologies for the
Southwest exist, projectile points and debitage were recorded with no detail other than
that they were present. Additionally, manos, metates, and piki stones are ubiquitous in all
time periods and at a variety of sites in the Southwest. At Navajo sites in particular they
may be objects obtained from Anasazi sites. For example, my family did not manufacture
manos and metates for use, choosing instead to obtain these items from the landscape, but
I do not have a clear idea of how common this practice may be among Navajo families
and therefore I do not discuss it further. I also do not know if Navajo families in the past

made piki bread, so I cannot speak to the identification of piki stones on Navajo sites.

Table 6.13. Number of sites with lithic artifacts by sector (n = 45).

Sector n Total Sites Percent of Total
East 9 85 10.1
South 7 100 7.0
West 15 98 15.3
North 14 101 13.9

Total 45 384 11.7
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Dated Sites

Through an examination of the site histories obtained by archaeologists in the
field, ceramic typing, and analyzed tree-ring specimens, I obtained dates for 77 sites, or
approximately 20 percent of the 384 sites in my sample (Appendix D). Four of the 77
sites have more than one Navajo component. Therefore, my discussion of dates is a
discussion of 77 sites with 79 total components. Tree-ring specimens are divided into
cutting, near-cutting, and noncutting dates; for this analysis I only used sites with cutting
and near-cutting dates. Although clusters of cutting and/or near-cutting dates are optimal
for affirming the age of a structure (Towner 1997), a single cutting or near-cutting date at
least provides a gauge of the minimum time that wood was incorporated into a structure
(Jeffrey S. Dean, personal communication 2009). Therefore, I have included structures
with only one cutting or near-cutting date with structures that have multiple dates.

Ethnographically obtained dates were coded based on the certainty of the

interviewee (Table 6.14); I only used those dates with certainty degrees of one and two.

Table 6.14. Degrees of certainty in ethnographic dates.

Certainty

0 Interviewee cannot recall names of site occupants and does not know the dates of
occupation/use, or the interviewee may know only the names of people who lived
in the area and not the dates of occupation/use

Interviewee has a family relationship to the site
Interviewee knew people who lived at the site
Interviewee knew of the people who lived at the site

A W N =

Interviewee does not know who lived at the site but heard the site history
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Finally, based on the division of ceramic types into the above typology, I include sites
with ceramic distributions that date only to the 1539-1821 time period, which are
Dinetah Gray and the painted wares. I exclude other sites with Navajo ceramics unless
there is a corresponding ethnographic and/or tree-ring date because Navajo and Pinyon
Gray have broad temporal ranges that terminate at the present, and in these data the
“present” is the 1950s. Sites where Dinetah Gray and painted wares occur in conjunction
with Navajo and/or Pinyon Gray sherds, and sherds typed as Dinetah/Navajo Gray, are
also excluded.

Dated sites include 10 from the eastern sector, 16 from the southern sector, 21
from the western sector, and 30 from the northern sector. I have obtained 43 dates by
tree-ring sample, 5 by Navajo ceramic distribution, and 27 by ethnographic interviews. In
addition, the four sites in Table 6.15 have two Navajo components that date to more than
one time period by either tree-ring or ethnographic methods, or both. Figure 6.9 shows
the total number of dated components, and how they are dated, divided into the time
periods defined in Chapter Four, and Figure 6.10 presents the distribution of dated sites
across both sector and time period.

Archaeologists recorded 337 structures in the 79 dated components with three
associated planting fields. Table 6.16 depicts the type and number of each structure in
each sector. The distribution of sites by topographic setting is illustrated in Figure 6.11.
Open areas with high visibility like mesa tops and open flatlands stand out as preferred

locations for hogan building in all sectors. Sites are concentrated in the pinyon-juniper
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Figure-6. 11. Dated sites by topographic setting (n=77).4
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Table 6.15. Sites with multiple dated Navajo components.

Site Time Period Dating Method
W-LLC-C-D AD 1539-1821 Tree-ring
W-LLC-C-D AD 1930-1950 Ethnographic
N-LSJ-MC-II AD 1539-1821 Tree-ring
N-LSJ-MC-II AD 1868-1880 Ethnographic
S-ULC-UP-C (H1) AD 1868-1880 Tree-ring
S-ULC-UP-C (C2) AD 1881-1930 Tree-ring
N-LSJ-BE-D (H1 & S4) AD 1846-1868 Tree-ring
N-LSJ-BE-D (G6 & S4) AD 1930-1950 Tree-ring

woodland vegetation zone (Figure 6.12), which mirrors the broader pattern exhibited
among the entire 384 sites. Figure 6.13 presents the structures divided into the broader
use categories discussed above (see Figure 6.14) in order to illustrate their distribution
across time. Building materials at dated sites (Figure 6.14) mirror the broader distribution
of materials in the whole sample population. Reflecting the preference for building in the
pinyon-juniper woodlands, pinyon and juniper tree species were favored over other wood
types as building materials.

Construction methods and tree-ring dating. Figure 6.15 illustrates construction
method by time period for 68 structures for which construction method was recorded.
Although building methods varied between axe cutting, burning, breaking, and

combinations of all three, axe cutting appears to have been present throughout. NLC



Table 6.16. Structure types by sector (n = 337).
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East South West North Total
Structure Type n % n % n % n % n %
Field — — — — — — 3 0.03 3 0.01
Corral 2 0.03 7 0.08 13 014 16 0.16 38 0.11
Windbreak — — 3 0.03 1 0.01 2 0.02 6 0.02
Sweathouse 2 0035 6 0.07 5 0.05 7 0.07 20 0.06
Forked stick 19 031 39 043 16 018 21 021 95 0.28
hogan
Cribbed log 2 003 10 011 15 016 12 0.12 39 0.11
hogan
Masonry hogan 22 0.36 1 0.01 3 0.03 4 0.04 30 0.09
Square/rectang. 1 0.02 - - - - 5 0.05 6 0.02
hogan
Trail — — — — — — 1 0.01 1 <0.01
Rockshelter 1 0.02 — — 1 0.01 — — 2 0.01
Game rack - - - - 1 0.01 2 0.02 3 0.01
Shade — — 2 0.02 — — 2 0.02 4 0.01
Shelter 1 0.02 3 0.03 2 0.02 4 0.04 10 0.03
Round piled — 1 0.01 14 0.15 4 0.04 19 0.06
post hogan
Hunting corral — — — — — — 1 0.01 1 <0.01
Lamb pen — — 2 0.02 1 0.01 2 0.02 5 0.01
Mescal pits — — 1 0.01 — — 1 <0.01
Loom — — 1 0.01 — — — — 1 <0.01
Yadahaashkaani — — 2 0.02 — — — — 2 0.01
hogan
Fortification — — 2 0.02 — — — — 2 0.01
Vertical pole — — 1 0.01 — — — — 1 <0.01
hogan
Other — — — — — — 4 0.04 4 0.01
Indeter. hogan 11  0.18 7 0.08 18 0.2 8 0.08 44 0.13
Indeter. struct. — — 3 0.03 — — — — 3 0.01
Total 61 1000 90 100.0 91 100.0 98 100.0 340 100.0
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Figure 6.12. Dated sites by vegetation zone (n-77).
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archaeologists, however, did not consistently differentiate between stone axe cutting and
metal axe cutting. Therefore, axe cutting throughout all time periods does not necessarily
indicate metal axe cutting.

I isolated structures that were built from burnt and/or broken elements from which
tree-ring specimens were taken. Of the total number of structures sampled for tree-ring
analysis, 24 were constructed by burning and/or breaking. Sixteen of the structures are
hogans, one is a lamb pen, and seven are windbreaks. Seven of these structures produced
cutting and/or near-cutting dates whereas the remaining 17 produced only noncutting
dates (Appendix E). Noncutting tree-ring dates from burned and broken beams are of
limited use in dating a structure or site; although noncutting dates are not useful for exact
chronological determination, the correlation of noncutting dates with construction method
isolates deadwood elements, which “provides minimal estimates of construction dates.
The latest noncutting date indicates that the last incorporation of wood into a structure
occurred in that year or an unknown number of years later” (Jeffrey S. Dean, personal
communication 2009).

Structure type and entryway stones. As explained in the Blessingway, hogans are
built in the shape of two mountains. The forked stick derives from Cho’60l’j’}
(Gobernador Knob), which “had a fine tapering shape,” and the cribbed log/round piled
post derives from Dzit nd 'ooditii (Huerfano Mountain), “which was somewhat rounded at
the top” (Wyman 1970:361-362). Although the Blessingway mentions both types, Haile

(1937) stated that he thought the forked stick hogan was an older type than the more
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rounded hogan, which he attributed to the addition of the Chiricahua Way to Navajo
ceremonial practice in the mid-nineteenth century.

To test the relationship of the rounded top (cribbed log and round piled post)
hogan to my time periods, I assembled dated hogans of forked stick and rounded top
types across time periods; Figure 6.16 shows that both types are present in all time
periods. It is important to note that the rounded roof type is present in the time period
dating from 1539 to 1821, which places it at least 43 years earlier than the Navajo tribe’s
incarceration at Hwééldi. Thus, the earlier date for this hogan type does not support
Haile’s (n.d.) supposition that this particular hogan is a mid-nineteenth-century structural
adaptation related to the Chiricahua Way.

Table 6.17 summarizes the distribution of hogan types across sectors. There are
approximately twice as many male (forked stick and vertical pole) hogans as female
(cribbed log and round piled post) hogans. Forked stick hogans are more ubiquitous in
the southern and northern sectors whereas masonry hogans are the predominant type in
the east. Cribbed log and round piled post hogans are more prevalent in the western
sector.

Although court testimony indicates that archaeologists investigated the
presence/absence of entryway stones consistently, tabulation of data on entryway stones
indicates that more than 50 percent of the site forms lack any mention of entryway stones

(Table 6.18). The Blessingway narratives explain the presence of entryway stones, but



Table 6.17. Hogan type by sector (n = 236).
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East South West North Total
n % n % n % n % n %
Forked stick 19 0.35 39 0.64 16 0.24 21 0.39 95 040
hogan
Cribbed log 2 0.04 10 0.16 15 0.23 12 0.22 39 0.17
hogan
Masonry 22 0.40 1 0.02 3 0.05 4 0.07 30 0.13
hogan
Square/rectang. 1  0.02 - - - - 5 0.09 6 0.03
hogan
Round piled — — 1 0.02 14 0.21 4 0.07 19 0.08
post hogan
Yadahaashkaani — — 2 0.03 — — — — 2 0.01
hogan
Vertical pole — — 1 0.02 — — — — 1 0.00
hogan
Indeterminate 11  0.20 7 0.11 18 0.27 8 0.15 44  0.19
hogan
Total 55 100.0 61 100.0 66 100.0 54 100.0 236 100.0

Table 6.18. Entryway stones at dated sites (n = 228).

Total n Total %
None identified 45 19.74
Present 48 21.05
Possibly present 6 2.63
Not recorded 129 56.58
Total 228 100.00
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Figure 6.16. Hogan type by time period (n=179).4
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the absence of entryway stones, as noted above, can be attributed to a variety of factors
and should not be inferred as absence of the Blessingway. Regardless of entryway stone
presence or absence, the hogan structure itself represents the Blessingway.

Hogan diameter and the passage of time. During the course of the NLC
fieldwork, J. Lee Correll (1972) postulated that small-diameter hogans might reflect a
pre-Fort Sumner (pre-1868) construction attribute and that hogan diameters increased
over time. Also while in the field, David Brugge observed that the distance of ash piles
from hogans varied and might also be a time-sensitive site attribute. Brugge’s discussions
with Navajo people at the time of fieldwork indicated that ash pile distance might relate
to the increased availability of shovels through time. Prior to increased trade with
Americans, ash was removed from the hogan with pieces of tree bark, resulting in closer
ash refuse piles than would be possible with the use of metal shovels (David M. Brugge,
personal communication 2009). Although untested, these suppositions were applied to
identify pre-1868 sites during the in-field observations of the NLC Project.

Since the completion of the NLC Project, the only test of the time sensitivity of
hogan diameter and ash pile distance has been provided by Brugge (1986). In a study of
Navajo sites in the Chaco Canyon area, Brugge’s (1986:83) data suggest that there is a
correlation between hogan diameter and time (Table 6.19), and ash pile distance from the
hogan and time (Table 6.20). My test of Correll’s (1972) hogan diameter hypothesis
includes data derived from 140 forked stick, cribbed log, masonry, and indeterminate
type hogans for which diameters were recorded at 61 dated sites in localities distributed

along major drainage systems in the Four Corners area (Table 6.21). Ash piles, as more



Table 6.19. Hogan diameter data in Chaco Navajo study (in ft) (n = 130)(Brugge

221

1986:83).

Period n Averages Mode Range
Post-WWII 3 18.3 20 15-20
Post-WWI-WWII 43 15.0 15 11-20
1880-WWI 14 13.4 15 9-20
Post 1868 - WWI 19 13.2 15 8-17
1800-1868 11 11.1 10 9-15
1750-1800 24 11.2 10 & 12 9-18
1700-1750 16 10.7 10 8-14

Table 6.20. Ash pile distances in Chaco Navajo study in feet (n = 81)(Brugge 1986:83).

Period n Averages Mode Range
Post-WWII 3 71.6 75 65-75
Post-WWI-WWII 43 65.0 60 20-200
1880-WWI 6 57.8 65 32-95
Post-1868—WWI 11 43.5 ca. 60 5-105
1800-1868 — — — —
1750-1800 12 11.9 15 5-15
1700-1750 4 20.2 18-20 8-35
Pueblitos 2 47.5 — 40-55
Table 6.21. Localities from which hogan diameters are drawn (n = 140).

Havasu Rio Little Lower Navajo

Chinle Canyon Puerco Colorado San Juan = Mountain Total
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

No. sites 1 1.64 3 492 7 1148 27 4426 21 3443 2 328 61 100.0
No. of structs. 1 0.71 7 5.00 38 27.14 63 4500 29 20.71 1 0.71 140 100.0
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ephemeral features of Navajo sites, were not consistently located nor recorded and are
therefore excluded from my study.

Thirty-seven of the sites in this study are dated by dendrochronology, 17 by
ethnography, five by ceramic distribution, and two by both ethnography and dendro-
chronology. I grouped the hogans into six time periods (Table 6.22). For hogans in my
study area, the relationship between diameter and time period is not significant (F =
1.494, p =.196); I could not provide the same analysis of variance of Brugge’s data for
comparison. To better compare these data to Brugge’s Chaco Canyon data I use a scatter
plot of mean hogan diameter at the midpoint of each time period for each of our studies
(Figure 6.17). The plot of Brugge’s hogan diameters shows an increase in diameter
through time whereas the plot of the diameters in my study illustrates that average hogan
diameters remained more or less constant through time. My data thus do not support
Correll’s original hypothesis. But it should be kept in mind that hogan diameter is not a
primary, or even secondary, focus in Navajo archaeological studies, and that Brugge’s

test and my own constitute the only two tests of this particular hypothesis.

Table 6.22. Hogan diameters from dated sites in all sectors in feet (n = 140).

Time Period n Average Mode Range
1930-1950 3 10.67 - 8-15
1881-1930 28 11.82 10 7-22
1868—1880 20 11.45 10 9-15
18461868 31 10.61 11 8-18
1821-1848 20 10.30 10 7-25

1539-1821 38 10.37 10 7-17
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Corrals. Blomberg’s (1983) study of the archaeological signatures of increasing
sedentism among the Black Mesa Navajo (in Arizona) included counts of corrals and
other auxiliary structures. She reasoned that increasing sedentism was the causative factor
in the increased time investment in auxiliary structures, which led to greater numbers of
corrals over time. Corrals also have the potential to contribute information pertaining to
site function, site chronology, duration of site use, site abandonment and reuse,
seasonality of site use, herd sizes, movements of residence groups, and economic
behavior of the sites’ inhabitants (Russell and Dean 1985:3).

Using a sample of 76 corrals in the Shonto area plus ethnographic information,
Russell and Dean (1985) found a statistically significant correlation between the area of
corrals used year-round and flock size. Russell and Dean’s (1985:15) correlation
indicates an estimate of 100 head of sheep per 200 m? (2,152.8 sq ft) of corral area.
Within my sample of dated sites there are 43 associated corrals. Figure 6.18 depicts the
distribution of corrals by type, sector, and time period. These data, which show a steady
increase in the number of corrals of all types (excluding the one game corral) from the
year the tribe returned from Bosque Redondo through 1930, would appear to support
Blomberg’s (1983) findings.

Because I lack the necessary information to distinguish the time of year that each
corral was in use, [ used Russell and Dean’s year-round correlation to infer patterns of
flock change that might be correlated to time period. As summarized in Table 6.23, these
data indicate a sharp decline in flock size in the 1868—1880 period. Navajo people

incarcerated at Bosque Redondo returned to the area in 1868 and many had lost their
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Table 6.23. Estimated number of sheep per time period.

1539-1821 1821-1846 1848-1868 1868—-1880 1881-1930

Mean corral 421.5 15.7 3410 1363.4 3183.9
size (sq ft)

Estimated no. 19.6 — 158.6 63.4 148.1
of sheep

livestock in the Carson campaign 4 years earlier. My data indicate that flock size
increased markedly in the following period (Figure 6.19), which follows the historical
descriptions of a time characterized by returning to the mixed subsistence economy and
an emphasis on rebuilding lost wealth. I would expect both the number of corrals and
corral size to sharply decline in the 1930-1950 period due to the implementation of

forced stock reduction, but I lack the necessary data to test this expectation.

Discussion

Most of my analysis focuses on the three periods of Navajo contact with
Americans beginning in 1846 and ending in 1950. Nonetheless, I can use sites dating to
the Spanish period to address the area of Navajo expansion out of Dinétah. The small
sample of Mexican period sites and the lack of any mention of this time period in
ethnographic interviews regarding site histories limits discussion of the period between

1822 and 1846.
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The archaeological record of Navajo sites in the eighteenth century in the eastern
sector is characterized by pueblitos and associated hogans in the Dinétah area. Pueblitos
are masonry structures originally thought to be evidence of Puebloan people fleeing
Spanish reprisals during the Spanish Reconquista. One of the earliest studies of the
pueblitos is Dorothy Keur’s (1941) monograph on sites at Big Bead Mesa, which is south
of Dinétah. Sites recorded by NLC archaeologists include eight of the site complexes
investigated by Keur (1941). NLC site forms only indicate which sites are Keur’s. For
example, the form for site E-RP-MP-XX simply says “Keur’s site A” (Table 6.24).

The hogans that Keur recorded retain the same characteristics as those discussed
above including hogan types. The hogan types at the Big Bead sites conform to the
general pattern for the eastern sector. Although forked stick hogans are present, stone

hogans outnumber forked stick hogans by almost two to one. What differentiates Keur’s

Table 6.24. Sites recorded by Dorothy Keur.

Forked Masonry Indeterminate
NLC Site Keur (1941) Stick Hogan Hogan Hogan Total
E-RP-MP-XX A 5 — — 7
E-RP-MP-YY B 2 — — 2
E-RP-MP-ZZ C 3 1 4
E-RP-MP-AAA D — 14 9 23
E-RP-MP-BBB E — 9 23 32
E-RP-MP-CCC F 3 — — 3
E-RP-MP-DDD J — 11 7 18
E-RP-MP-EEE Y 5 — — 5

Total 18 34 42 94
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sites from others I have already discussed is the higher number of fortifications. Of the
sites in my sample only four have fortifications associated with hogan structures. Two of
these are in the same subarea as that listed for Keur’s sites—the Middle Puerco subarea
in the Rio Puerco area (E-RP-UP-L and E-RP-UP-R). Like Keur’s sites, the hogans at
these two sites were constructed primarily of stone. No tree-ring samples were taken from
either of these sites.

The other two sites with fortifications are in the Upper Puerco sub-area of the
Upper Little Colorado area in the southern sector (S-ULC-UP-LL and S-ULC-UP-MM).
Unlike Keur’s and the other two NLC sites, the hogans at the southern sites are all forked
stick constructed primarily of juniper. Pinyon was also used in construction and was
sampled at site S-ULC-UP-LL, yielding noncutting dates that place the minimum age of
activity at the site at 1764vv. There is also a cluster of 10 dates in the 1758vv to 1764vv
range.

In addition to Keur’s sites at Big Bead Mesa, NLC archaeologists recorded a
possible pueblito at Nazlini in the western sector near Chinle, Arizona (W-CH-UC-I).
The site comprises a two-story, five-room structure built of unshaped sandstone blocks
and situated on a sandstone outcrop. The stone structure has two associated hogans of
indeterminate type. Noncutting dates place the minimum age of this site sometime after
1761 and Navajo ceramic types indicate a maximum age of 1800 (Appendix F). The sites
recorded by Hurt in 1942 near Spider Rock in Canyon de Chelly are hogan groups of
forked stick and rounded roof type. The initial tree-ring analysis performed by Gila

Pueblo indicated a minimum noncutting date of 1770 (Hurt 1942). Bannister et al.’s
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(1966) reanalysis of Hurt’s tree-ring dates places the minimum age of the site sometime
after 1864.

The 18 sites from the NLC data include one from the Middle Rio Grand, four
from the Rio Puerco, three from the Lower San Juan, eight from the Little Colorado
River, and one from Havasu Canyon (Appendix D). None of these are pueblito sites but
two do contain defensive features such as watch pits or fortifications. These sites are
primarily located in open upland areas such as mesa and ridge tops and in locations
favoring pinyon-juniper woodlands. All sites contain hogans of forked sticks, cribbed
logs, masonry, or some combination of all three. Ethnographic information for one mesa
top site in the subarea of the Upper Puerco in the Little Colorado area confirms the
defensive advantage of the mesa top. At this particular site, residents were on guard for
Ute, Comanche, and Mexican raids and the mesa top allowed greater fortification and
range of vision.

This time period is not a focus of my dissertation research but the presence of
sites during this time period can address a key area of study in Navajo archaecology. The
timing of Navajo expansion west and southward has interested archaeologists since the
mid-nineteenth century (e.g., Hester 1962; Hurt 1942), and researchers have long held
that Ute raids and drought caused Navajo abandonment of Dinétah (Towner 2008).
Rather than being a reaction to a sudden event that caused the Navajo to leave, the
depopulation of Dinétah should be examined as “a structured movement of a significant

number of people over a broader time span” (Towner 2008:513).
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The farthest dated western site for the NLC data is in Havasu Canyon (W-HC-
LH-DD), with a near-cutting date of 1793Ginc taken from a corral that could be
associated with two round piled post hogans. As previously stated, one date does not
provide the same dating strength as clusters of dates (Towner 1997) and Navajo site reuse
was common. However, site W-LLC-C-B provides a stronger date; cutting and near-
cutting dates from a forked stick hogan at this site in the Upper Basin locale of the
Coconino Plateau subarea yield a range of 1786+G to 1803+G, with a cluster in the
1790s (Appendix E). Also the hogans at W-HC-LH-DD do have entryway stones, as does
the dated hogan at W-LLC-C-B. As I’ve mentioned, entryway stones comprise a
structural detail that identifies the hogans as Navajo and as having been built with all of
the Blessingway prescriptions in mind. A historic Navajo presence therefore appears to
be established as far west as the Upper Basin and Havasu Canyon in the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries.

Fewer sites—two in the eastern sector, one each in the northern and southern
sectors, and three in the western sector—comprise the total number of sites that date to
the Mexican period, 1821-1848. These sites are distributed among the Middle Puerco,
Cottonwood—Coomb Wash, Zuni River, and Coconino Plateau sub-areas. The dates for
these sites range from 1825+LGBcomp to 1843G and none of the sites have date clusters;
all sites have only one cutting or near-cutting date.

The presence or absence of entryway stones was not recorded for dated forked
stick and cribbed log hogans at sites E-RP-MP-E, N-LSJ-CC-D, W-LLC-C-T, W-LLC-

C-CC and S-ULC-ZR-B. Entryway stones for the dated cribbed log hogan at site W-
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LLC-C-0O0 are listed as possible and it was only at the dated forked stick hogan at site E-
RP-MP-F that entryway stones were definitively identified. Hogans in this era thus retain
the architectural features described in the Blessingway but the entryway stone
characteristic is not certain.

Interviewees offered no historical information with regard to the Mexican period
sites. As with the previous time period, this lack of recorded site histories could be a
function of the NLC Project’s focus on occupation and use of the area prior to 1864 but at
the time of American contact in 1846. Mexican independence was not characterized by
major conflict in the Southwest and the autonomy of Navajo settlement in the Spanish
period continued into the Mexican period. Analyses of architecture and site locations do
not indicate that the change in colonial governance impacted Navajo lifeways. Navajo
households and hogan building continued as before with no archaeologically visible
change.

The number of sites in the eastern sector declined following U.S. acquisition of
the Southwest. The record shows an increase in the number of sites in the southern and
western sectors while the number of northern sector sites remained constant from the
preceding time period; however, the overall number of sites is the smallest for this time
period.

Ethnographic interviews indicate a time characterized by conflict in the Zuni
River area between Navajos and Mexicans who allied with the United States in the wars
that preceded Carson’s campaign. In the Navajo Mountain and lower San Juan River

communities interviewees indicated not only that families lived in these areas prior to
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1864, but that many moved to these locales to escape Mexican raids and the U.S.
Calvary. Site histories for the southern sector indicate that some families moved on to the
Escudilla and White Mountain areas in Apache territory to evade capture.

The return of most of the tribe from Bosque Redondo would have necessitated
building new structures, but the dated sites in my sample indicate a decline in household
structures in the 20-year period following the tribe’s release in 1868. Kelley (1986) has
postulated a decline of purely subsistence production during this period, but my
tabulations of ancillary structures from dated sites indicate only a slight decline in corrals
and other structures related to subsistence activities, indicating that Navajos were still
heavily dependent upon and pursuing the mixed subsistence pattern that characterized
pre-1864 Navajo lifeways. Reports of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs (Parker 1869,
1879, 1871) do state that some Navajo people at Fort Defiance and some men working as
Manuelito’s police force in 1872 were compensated for their labor with wages (Walker
1872). The construction of the railroad and the allotment of Navajo lands in the latter part
of the nineteenth century would have intensified the participation of Navajos in the wage
labor and American market economy.

The highest number of dated sites are from the era of railroad building, and most
of these sites are situated in the northern sector in the Montezuma and McEImo Creek
areas. These sites contain the same hogan types as other time periods and there does not
appear to be a significant emphasis of one type over any other. Only five of the dated
sites have historic artifacts (Table 6.25); only the northern sector is not represented in the

number of dated sites with historic artifacts. All of the sites contain material culture
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Table 6.25. Historic artifacts at dated sites.

Time Period Site Historic Artifacts
1881-1930 E-RP-LP-D Thimble
1881-1930 E-RP-LP-E Tin cans
1881-1930 S-ULC-EM-K Tin cans
1821-1846 W-LLC-C-T Tin cans
1539-1821 W-LLC-SF-L Glass jars

unique to Navajo contact with Americans so although the two western sites actually date
to earlier time periods, the presence of tin cans and glass indicates that the sites were
likely reused. Unfortunately, reuse dates for these sites cannot be exactly pinpointed due
to the lack of diagnostic information on the historic artifacts.

Although the record shows no significant shift in architecture, there is an increase
in the number of sites from this time period, which might be explained by the conflict
between Mormon settlers and Navajos living in the San Juan River area. One interviewee
explained that when he was a boy, his family in the Montezuma Creek area was chased
away several times, causing intermittent use of their home site (N-LSJ-MC-CC). At
another site a man who lived at a particular site (N-LSJ-CC-I) in the Cottonwood—Coomb
Wash area said he voluntarily abandoned his home in order to avoid trouble with
Mormon ranchers who were moving into the area in 1907. Similarly, people in the
southern sector related stories of forced relocation due to the allotment of lands for the

railroad. Conflict with stockmen in the western sector was also cited as a cause for forced
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relocation. Stockmen often burned down, or otherwise destroyed hogans, which
continued into the next time period, of the Great Depression and grazing regulation.

The 1930s through the 1950s are poorly represented in these data. There are fewer
sites (n = 3) from this time period than any other, with the fewest structures of all types
represented. This period signified great changes in Navajo subsistence strategies, and the
expectation of a sharp decline in the size and number of corrals is minimally reflected in
these data. Because the focus of the NLC Project was on documenting pre-1864 use and
occupation, the lack of sites in this period is likely an artifact of the intent of the survey.

There is ethnographic evidence of hogan and site reuse and modification
throughout all time periods. Although the practice of reuse was common, Wyman (1970)
describes it as an activity that requires the consent of the original hogan builder. In at
least one instance a man interviewed in the Montezuma Creek area related that he had no
idea who originally built the hogan that he and his wife occupied and used for a
Blessingway. In some cases only certain elements of the structures were reused and,
again, this type of reuse has been described as requiring the consent of the original hogan
builder. Interviews in all of the sectors indicate that while American stockmen and
sheepherders often dismantled structures and carried away the wood, Navajos were
known to do the same (Appendix G).

Conflict also caused prominent impacts to hogan structures. People in several
areas gave accounts of late nineteenth and early twentieth century conflicts with
Mormons in the northern sector, and stockmen and sheepherders in the southern and

western sectors (Appendix G). These conflicts resulted in the burning of an unknown
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number of hogans and the forced relocation of Navajo people from parts of their
traditional territory. In the eastern sector, some conflict is attributed to the allotment of
land for railroad construction and the stockmen who moved into the area and competed
with Navajo families for grazing land and access to potable water.

The household production of goods such as rugs is evident at only two sites in the
entire sample; one site contained the remains of a weaving loom and another site had a
weaving comb, but neither site was dated. Archaeological evidence of pottery production
is also not discernible with these data. The 51 sites with associated sherd scatters only
represent the use of Navajo and other ceramic types. The emphasis on rug weaving in the
Little Colorado—Rio Puerco area that one interviewee says happened in the 1880s
(Appendix G) was coincident, if not correlated, with the completion of the Atlantic and
Pacific Railroad.

Although not all prescriptions set forth in the Blessingway were adhered to in
every case, the hogan structure persisted in form and function throughout all time periods
discussed in this study. In addition to serving as a locus of household activity, according
to site histories, hogans were also constructed for the explicit purpose of ceremonial
practice; interviewees identified hogans built to hold Yeibichei and Mountainway
ceremonies in the early and late nineteenth centuries. Finally, hogans are ritually
abandoned in cases of death, and Ch ’jjndii hogans were often identified as such by local
people (Appendix G). The practice of hogan building, its design, and the functions that it

fulfills continue to link Navajo people through time to the practice of the Blessingway in
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spite of the imposition of American colonizing practices and policy, changes in economy,

and competition for land.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF NAVAJO HOGAN HOUSEHOLDS

I undertook this study in order to examine Navajo household practice through
time in the context of intrusive federal Indian laws and policies that significantly altered
land availability, land use, and Navajo economy. The dialectic between colonial policy
and traditional Din¢ culture resulted in persistent settlement patterns and decision making
about movement over landscapes. Negotiating the increased American presence did not
result in wholesale abandonment of Navajo territory in spite of conflicts over land and
water. Evidence of persistent Din¢é identity through time and across space is expressed in
the continuance of hogan building. A hogan is a material manifestation of the philosophy
through which Diné view the world. The context of Navajo archaeological studies,
however, is such that there is an emphasis on perceived features of culture change and
adaptation resulting, in part, from the perception that Navajo presence in the American
Southwest is the culmination of a southward migration of Athapaskans from present-day
Canada.

The archaeological study of American Indians in general, and Navajos in
particular, benefits from the inclusion of perspectives derived from the study of
Indigenous philosophy and worldview. Therefore, using a theoretical perspective derived
from the Blessingway and Western theories of agency, practice, history, and

structuration, I present certain aspects of Navajo hogan household practice here in the
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context of American westward expansion. While the Blessingway is the medium through
which I interpret the archaeological evidence of persistent Diné identity, the historical
record is the means through which I understand patterns of change in the archaeological
record.

Data analyses indicate that Navajo hogan architecture persisted in form and
function through all time periods encompassed in this study. NLC Project archaeologists
used Haile’s recordings of the Blessingway to determine the identifying characteristics of
Navajo hogans (Navajo Tribe 1960a). Because of the nature of the project, the NLC
archaeologists did not attempt to interpret these data from a Navajo perspective. Navajo
hogan architecture and the presence of entryway stones are material indicators of
household practice informed by the Blessingway. Navajo ethnoarchaeological studies
provide analytical frameworks that have allowed me to interpret certain economic aspects
of Navajo life related to sedentism (Brugge 1986) and livestock wealth (Blomberg 1983;
Russell and Dean 1985) that are not provided in the Blessingway narrative or local and
site histories.

The addition of site and local history narratives lends my analyses a personal
quality that helps explain variations in the archaeological record. For example,
archaeological variability in an area and time period characterized by conflict between
Navajos and non-Navajos is better understood from the perspective of people whose
families experienced the conflict. The analytical methods that I employed enabled the
blending of Navajo philosophy, past ethnoarchaeology, historical records, and personal

narrative in a thorough examination of Navajo identity as it is expressed in the built
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environment and the persistence of that identity in the face of forced changes in the use of
the landscape and economic patterns. Use of the Blessingway to identify hogan
characteristics in the NLC Project fieldwork and in conjunction with Western theories
and methods for interpretive purposes differentiates my study from much of the Navajo

archaeological literature.

Navajo Archaeology: A Critique

Since its inception in the late nineteenth century, Navajo archaeology has sought
to understand Navajo origins, expansion out of Dinétah, adaptation, and culture change.
Primarily, archaeological data are used to support inferences derived from historical and
linguistic studies (Towner 1997). Beginning in the 1970s, however, researchers in Navajo
archaeology have employed ethnoarchaeological method and theory in order to
understand aspects of Navajo life such as land use (e.g., Kelley 1986; Kelley and
Whiteley 1989), settlement practices (e.g., James and Lindsay 1973; Jett 1978b), trading
posts (e.g., Kelley 1985), pastoralism (e.g., Kemrer and Graybill 1970; Russell and Dean
1985), architecture (e.g., Brugge 1968; Jett 1973; Warburton 1987), and the use of hogan
space (e.g., Brugge 1983b; Kent 1982). Navajo households and other social groupings
have also persisted as areas of continuing interest (e.g., Aberle 1981; Rocek 1995).

Contemporary Navajo group identity continues to be conflated with migratory
Athapaskans because language is still the defining characteristic of anthropological
discourse about Navajo people (e.g., Reed et al. 2000:65). Navajo “arrival” in the

Southwest is thought to be heralded by the earliest dated hogans in the Dinétah area
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(Reed et al. 2000; Towner 2000a). As I explained in Chapter Three, Navajo oral history
elucidates the diverse origins of Navajo people and Navajo clans. I do not suggest that
none of the Navajo people are descended from Athapaskan migrants. I do suggest that the
uncritical reliance on language, which is a fluid aspect of culture, has hampered the
development of models for Navajo ethnogenesis that might be more amenable to the
inclusion of Navajo oral history.

In contrast to strict dichotomies I propose that hunter-gatherer and agriculturalist
coexistence with permeable boundaries is currently understudied in the American
Southwest. Exploration of the Pueblo-Plains interaction (e.g., Spielmann et al. 1983),
symbiotic hunter-gatherer/agriculturalist relationships in the Philippines (e.g., Headland
and Reid 1989; Junker 1996), and comparative studies of changing modes of subsistence
(e.g., Layton 2001) have yielded insights into the dynamic nature of interaction and
reliance between groups that practice different modes of subsistence. Moreover,
traditional categorical thinking tends to obscure the investigation of the great variability
in the human past.

Major junctures in Navajo cultural history are generally attributed to external
forces. Expansion out of Dinétah is often attributed to drought and pressure from Ute
raids (Hester 1962; Schroeder 1963). Recent work by Towner (2008), however, counters
this view, as he proposes a gradual emigration from Dinétah that took place over a longer
period of time than originally thought. Data from my study lend support to Begay and
Roberts’ (1996) contention that sites that they studied in the Havasu Canyon area provide

evidence of a late eighteenth century Navajo presence. As Havasu Canyon is beyond the
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sacred mountain, Dook o oostiid, which traditionally defined the western boundary of
Navajo territory, perhaps the nature of Navajo mobility and settlement practices
constitute areas of study that call for reevaluation.

Additionally, the study of the presence of traits thought to be Puebloan in origin
in the Navajo material culture complex is considered evidence of Navajo “acculturation”
to the Puebloan Southwest (e.g., Keur 1941; Kidder 1920). Contemporary critiques of
acculturation theory in anthropology emphasize that too often this concept implies a one-
way process in which smaller groups such as American Indians were passive recipients of
Western culture imposed by larger, more powerful colonial groups (see Cusick 1988).

Although acculturation theory no longer retains the currency in anthropological
discourse that it once enjoyed, it characterized the study of Navajo culture change for
almost a century. Navajos appear to be in a constant state of acculturation as Athapaskans
adopting and assimilating traits of Puebloan, Spanish and Mexican, and American culture
(e.g., Jett 1973, 1978a; Keur 1941; Kidder 1920; Lyon 2003a, 2003b; Sapir 1936;
Wagner and Travis 1979; Warburton 1987).

Continued uncritical use of previous studies lends to the perception of the Navajo
as highly “adaptable” people who are cultural borrowers, which is a stereotype discussed
at length by Bsumek (2004). For example, although Towner (1997) effectively
challenged and exposed the lack of archaeological support for the Pueblo Refugee
Hypothesis, its uncritical acceptance continues to find its way into college textbooks

(e.g., Griffin-Pierce 2000).
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If we accept that the inclusion of Indigenous voices in archaeology is necessary
and overdue, it is incumbent upon us to seek ways in which Indigenous people can
participate in how they are portrayed in anthropological discourse. Where other
researchers have looked for evidence of culture change, I have used the Blessingway as
the basis from which to build an archaeological interpretation of persistence in the face of

great change brought on by colonialist practices.

The Blessingway as Longue Dureé
Is it possible somehow to convey simultaneously both that conspicuous history
which holds our attention by its continual and dramatic changes—and that other,
submerged, history, almost silent and always discreet, virtually unsuspected either
by its observers or its participants, which is little touched by the obstinate erosion
of time? ... History accepts and discovers multidimensional explanations,
reaching, as it were, vertically from one temporal plane to another. And on every
plane there are also horizontal relationships and connections [Braudel 1972:16].
In Navajo philosophy, everyday life is the practice of hozh¢g. This seeking of
balance, harmony, and order is expressed in the Blessingway, and the hogan is a
fundamental element of Navajo life shaped by /4dzh¢. | have structured a research
synthesis using a greatly synopsized Braudelian model of history, as discussed in Chapter
Three. In my study, the Blessingway represents an important aspect of the longue durée.
The Navajo hogan’s cultural context and how it shapes, and is shaped by, practice was
the focus of my Blessingway discussion because it is the material referent for the
conception of the Navajo household used in this study. The conjunctures and événements

are the events in Navajo history that result in the alteration of Navajo household practice

while negotiating the imposition of colonial policies that affect settlement and economics.
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The historical background serves to structure my analysis in a manner consistent with
past ethnoarchaeological studies and enables interpretation of the variability in the
archaeological record according to historical events tied to federal Indian law and policy.

Defining the longue durée as the Navajo worldview in general, and the
Blessingway in particular, in my theoretical scaffold places it at the heart of this study.
The Blessingway is a part of the larger Navajo philosophy and worldview that is
embodied in day-to-day household practice. Pauketat’s (2001a) view that tradition is
dynamic process supports my conception that the practice of building a hogan is a
dynamic tradition.

The Blessingway narratives provide both a structure and evidence of agency and
practice with direct material referents. Focusing on the hogan allows me to explore the
practice of a tradition archaeologically because the hogan is given shape and meaning
through the Blessingway and vice versa. I interpret the continuance of hogan styles
through time as the persistence of Navajo identity through architectural expression. The
dynamic process of practice, however, results in hogan structures that also represent
individual choices within the practice of a specific tradition.

Analysis of the 393 sites in my sample shows continuity in hogan structure type
across all areas in my study. Forked stick, cribbed log, and masonry hogans are the most
ubiquitously identified hogan types in all areas surveyed by NLC Project archaeologists.
As I stated in Chapter Six, masonry hogans are unfortunately beyond my ability to
interpret at present and I leave them unaddressed here. In any hogan type, however, the

presence of entryway stones assists in the archaeological differentiation of similar
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structures built by different people who have overlapping territories; the whole structure
represents a practice informed and guided by the Blessingway. Entryway stones are a part
of the Blessingway practice. Absence of entryway stones, however, is a variation in
practice that does not indicate absence of the Blessingway. Rather, it is a variation that
might be better understood as a “surface” phenomenon, as discussed by Boyer (1990) and
Shennan (1993), wherein social actors are not bound by structure but are instead
variously informed by it.

The subsample of 77 dated sites illustrates the same consistency in structure type
across the 411 years that is represented in my overall sample of sites. Again, in structures
at these sites, the presence of entryway stones is highly variable. The presence of both
forked stick hogans and cribbed log hogans in the 1539-1821 period indicates that the
cribbed log hogan is not a late nineteenth century structural adaptation as previously
thought (Brugge 1968; Haile 1937). Forked stick hogans are male and cribbed log hogans
are female; taken together they represent the inextricable male/female duality present in
Navajo culture. As such I would not expect one type of hogan to antedate the other by
three centuries, as proposed by other researchers.

A cribbed log hogan in the Middle Puerco sub-area of the Rio Puerco area in the
eastern sector also has one cutting date of 1787G. The other tree-ring sample from the
same structure yielded a noncutting date of 1747, indicating a minimum date after which
construction proceeded (E-RP-MP-W in Appendix E). As discussed in Chapter Six, one

cutting date does not have the inferential strength that a cluster of dates does (Towner
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1997), but one cutting date does indicate some human-related activity at the site (Jeffrey
S. Dean, personal communication 2009).

The worldview that hogans represent remains intact in the architectural details
that identify a hogan as a hogan, such as the shape and construction methods.
Additionally, the Blessingway narrative specifically mentions that it is the type and not
the construction materials that are the salient aspect of the hogan. Therefore, Diyin
Dine’e anticipated variation in hogan building because they said that the environment
would dictate building materials (Wyman 1970). Because a Blessingway can only be held
in a hogan and a hogan can only be blessed through prayer and songs from the
Blessingway, the ceremonial practice and the architectural practice support each other
across space and time.

Another hogan practice evident in the ethnographic interviews but not included in
my data variables is that of ritual abandonment. C/ ’jjndi hogans are those where death
has occurred, and these hogans dot the landscape. They are abandoned following a death
and are often marked by a hole in the northern wall of the structure. The practice of
hogan abandonment due to death is referenced in the oral history in the story of the
woman who marries Coyote and learns how to turn herself into a bear and kills 11 of her
12 brothers. The only surviving brother is advised by the wind to abandon the hogan
where he and his brothers lived because it was marked by the brothers’ deaths (Matthews
1994 [1897]; Zolbrod 1984). As with all cultural practices, ritual abandonment is not a
uniform practice across all Navajo families in space and time. But, archaeologically,

these hogans may be identifiable while the structures are still standing because a hole in
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the north wall would identify these hogans as ones to be avoided and never reused. After
hogans collapse, however, the former condition of the hogan walls is difficult, if not
impossible, to determine. The NLC archaeologists were able to obtain information about
Ch’{jndi hogans from people who knew the area and sometimes remembered whose death
was associated with each hogan (Appendix G).

Although I began this research with the idea of looking at the effect of structural
ruptures on the built environment (Beck et al. 2007), the persistence of Navajo
architecture across such a long period of time and space led me to explore continuity in
the built environment in the face of profound change in other areas of Navajo life. A
structural rupture by definition causes structural change (Sewell 1996), which Beck et al.
(2007) contend may be expressed as alterations in the built environment. Joyce (2007),
however, argues that Beck et al. (2007) pay too much attention to change and not enough
to continuity in their study of the built environment.

In Navajo archaeological studies there is evidence for Navajo architectural
continuity spanning approximately 400 years, which persists in the face of three different
colonial governments with intrusive Indian policies. The hogan embodies both
philosophy and the divinely created Navajo landscape and each family’s use of the
landscape becomes a part of the meaning of that landscape (Kelley and Francis 1994). I
suggest that, for the Navajo, continuity in architectural style might additionally be
interpreted as the maintenance of a relationship with the landscape, which has been
drastically altered by federal Indian policies imposed on the Navajo people. Historical

research leads to an understanding of the results of these colonial policies. Ethnographic
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interviews conducted by NLC Project archaeologists also provide a variety of historical
information relating to local events, with the recurring theme of conflict; the histories of
conflict with other tribes, Mexican sheepherders, Mormons, and American stockmen

serve to personalize the following discussion of conjonctures and événements.

Conjonctures and Evénements

Navajo archaeology is differentiated from other archaeologies in the Southwest by
the abundant use of linguistic and historical evidence (Towner 1997). Navajo
chronologies are organized in several ways but they are all organized by the histories of
contact with Spanish, Mexican, and American people (e.g., Hester 1962; James 1976;
Kelley 1986). I employ Kelley’s (1986) chronology throughout my study and I make
abundant use of the historical record, which does not necessarily differentiate my
research from other Navajo archaeological work. Therefore, I am subject to my own
criticism of using external forces (i.e., American federal Indian law and policy) to
structure my analysis and discussion of Navajo archaeology and history. Unlike other
researchers, however, I take the approach that the legacy of colonial interactions did not
alter the core of Navajo culture as dramatically as previously thought. Hogan style and
patterns of life persist in spite of historical events.

As discussed in Chapter Four, the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
were periods characterized by discord in all sectors of my study. In the east and in the
south, Navajo families contended with the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad and the

congressional land grants that opened the area up to American stockmen. At the same
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time in the west and in the north, Mormon and large-scale ranchers frequently drove
Navajo families away from areas with grazing potential and access to water. The
archaeology of this time period would be poorly understood without the integration of the
historical record, but archaeological evidence of specific policies appears to be limited to
those that greatly impacted the landscape.

American colonialism impacted Navajo lifeways most significantly because
westward expansion involved the most significant alteration of tribal landscapes across
the country. The early years of American presence in the Southwest was characterized by
warfare, culminating in the Navajo Tribe’s removal to and return from Bosque Redondo.
As discussed in Chapter Six, a decline in eastern sector sites and an accompanying rise in
the number of sites in the western and southern sectors may reflect movement away from
an intensifying American presence in present-day New Mexico. Ethnographic evidence
indicates that evasion of the U.S. military and its Mexican allies was a primary motive for
moving away from the frontier created by American westward expansion.

Conversely, in the period of railroad building, as expressed in site histories,
American competitors for grazing land and access to water may have contributed to the
rise in Navajo sites in the northern sector due to the destruction of Navajo hogans.
Families who were burned out of their homes and chased away probably left the
immediate area but did not leave the region, and they rebuilt their homes. Thus, increased
site density in the northern sector during the railroad era does not necessarily reflect
increased population density as it does in all sectors of the previous time period. The next

time period, encompassing the Great Depression and government-imposed grazing
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regulation policies, is poorly represented in my data. Through time, however, all aspects
of Navajo sites in all time periods of my study fit the fluidity of economy that would be
necessary as people practiced a mixed hunter-gatherer, pastoral, and agricultural

economy, while negotiating the encroachment of non-Navajo settlements and increasing

conflicts over land and water, thus requiring a semimobile lifestyle.

Variables and Operationalization

My effort to identify variables that would be conducive to interpretation from a
Navajo perspective led me to the Blessingway. As discussed above, because the goal was
to document Navajo presence in the area of the land claim, NLC Project archaeologists
used the Blessingway to identify characteristics of hogans that might prove Navajo
derivation of sites in the survey. Therefore, in order to synthesize and analyze patterns of
persistence and change and operationalize my theoretical perspective, I selected Navajo
site and hogan structure variables present in both the Blessingway and past Navajo
archaeological studies. In particular, the forked stick and round roof hogan types and
entryway stones embody agency and practice as prescribed in the structure of the
Blessingway.

I found archaeological studies that approached Navajo sites from a perspective
that included ethnography to be the most useful in my analysis. Past Navajo
ethnoarchaeological studies provide an analytical framework within which to organize
and discuss other data that are not derived from the Blessingway because they include

Navajo perspectives on the archaeological correlates of Navajo behavior. Therefore, data
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such as artifact assemblages, hogan building material and construction methods, hogan
diameter, and other structures in the Navajo site complex are understood through past
ethnoarchaeological studies (e.g., Brugge 1986; Kelley 1986; Russell and Dean 1985).
Dendrochronological data and information on Navajo wood use behavior (Dean
1996b) provide the temporal identification of some sites in my sample. Agency, practice,
and structure are also affected by historical forces, which necessitate the comprehension
of both the broad patterns of history and the individual expression of lived experience.
Therefore, I recorded ethnographically obtained local histories to better understand the
impact of federal Indian law and policy on Navajo individuals. In sum, definitions of
variables generally followed those material referents articulated in the Blessingway and

past Navajo ethnoarchaeological studies.

Research Questions

Archaeologists use many tools in their study of the past, but until recently the
Indigenous perspective was not one of those tools. Indigenous oral histories are now used
more widely than ever before, but perhaps not widely enough. Situating the hogan, its
origins, and its symbolism in the proper philosophical context provided a means through
which Navajo worldview, as expressed in the practice of hogan building, could be
meaningfully linked to the practice of archaeological interpretation. That hogan building
persists in spite of the pressures brought on by American westward expansion indicates

that key tenets of Navajo philosophy have continued in the practice of everyday life.
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Using the Blessingway opened doors to new areas of research that I might not
have thought of otherwise. The Navajo hogan has been studied architecturally (e.g., Jett
and Spencer 1981), archaeologically (e.g., Warburton 1985), symbolically (e.g. Kent
1982), ceremonially (Schwarz 1997), and poetically (McAllester and McAllester 1980),
but to date, I know of no study where these areas of study intersect significantly with
gendered architecture. In relation to the study of identity and the built environment, the
expression of gender in nineteenth-century Navajo hogan architecture emerged as an area
within which I might pursue further study.

Late nineteenth and early twentieth century federal Indian policies affected
American Indian tribes nationwide differently but always profoundly. The profound
impacts on Navajo people are best understood with regard to how they affected the access
of Navajos to the landscape. The archaeologically visible federal Indian policies are those
that imposed limitations on and introduced new people to traditional Navajo territory.

The forced removal of 1864, the Treaty of 1868, the 1880 Congressional land
grants, and continuing reservation expansion and contraction by Executive Order explain
many of the patterns arising out of my data analysis. Understanding those patterns,
however, requires an understanding of both Navajo and American history in the
American Southwest as well as the incorporation of Navajo voices in the analysis. For
example, the pattern of hogan burning and rebuilding in the San Juan River area is best
understood through the site histories of people who witnessed Navajo conflict over land

and water with American stockmen, sheepherders, and settlers.
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In spite of conflicts with American settler and ranchers, Navajos continued to
build hogans throughout the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Some wealthy
Navajos like Chee Dodge have built cabins but most Navajos continue to build hogans in
much the same manner as the pre-1848 eras. Navajo hogan architecture represents the
Navajo cosmos; it also represents the earthly Navajo landscape. Therefore, occupants of a
hogan reside within a complete representation of the Navajo physical and metaphysical
environments. The sunwise manner in which a hogan is supposed to be built mimics the
natural order of life. Similarly, walking into a hogan and proceeding sa bik’ehgo, and the
equal division of space between male and female, brings to mind both the natural order of
things and the necessity of balance. To understand Navajo hogan architecture from a
perspective derived from the Blessingway is to understand key aspects of Navajo
philosophy, such as the importance of order, balance, and the Navajo landscape.

Navajo hogan practice does not appear to have been significantly altered by the
imposition of federal Indian policies. Historical evidence suggests that many Navajo
families chose to live close to Fort Defiance upon their return from Bosque Redondo, but
overall, the archaeological and historical evidence indicates that just as many or more
returned to resume the lifestyle they had before American contact. Significant alterations
in settlement patterning choices occurred as a result of federal Indian policies. American
acquisition of the Southwest, and construction of the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad,
opened up the Four Corners area to settlement, missionaries, trading, and ranching.

Federal Indian policies thus impacted Navajo households because they created conflict
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but the policies did not significantly impact the structures associated with Navajo
households.

Many aspects of late nineteenth and early twentieth century Navajo life can be
understood through the study of historical and archaeological information. Inclusion of
the Blessingway, however, provides a means through which to understand the hogan’s
significance and purpose in Navajo life. The American acquisition of Navajo traditional
territory resulted in profound restrictions on Navajo lifeways. However, Navajo families
negotiated the increasing American presence in the Southwest from within a symbolic
representation of the entire Navajo world. In spite of restricted access to land and water,
conflict, and other pressures, therefore, the material expression of the Navajo worldview

remained firmly in place well into the twentieth century.
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APPENDIX A
DATA CODES



James E. Rogers College of Law Library
Call Number: IN — 11 Docket 229, Exhibits 520A — 520W
Index to Microfilm (7 reels; ca.5, 225 images)

Reel 1
*  Volume 1 (520A) Northern Sector
o Lower San Juan Area
= list of missing site forms
= (Clay Hills subarea
=  White Canyon subarea
= Grand Gulch subarea
= Bear’s Ears subarea
=  Cottonwood — Coomb Wash subarea
*  Volume 2 (520B) Northern Sector
o Lower San Juan Area
= Montezuma Creek subarea
*  Volume 3 (520C) Northern Sector
o Lower San Juan Area
=  McEImo Creek subarea
*  Volume 4 (520D) Northern Sector
o Middle San Juan Area
= afew BD forms
=  Mancos River subarea
= Barker Dome subarea
= reel ends at N-MSJ-BD-K

Reel 2
*  Volume 5 (520E) Northern Sector
o San Juan Basin Area
=  Upper Animas River subarea
= Lower Animas River subarea
*  Volume 6 (520F) Northern Sector
o Upper San Juan Area
= (Caracus Canyon subarea
= Governador — La Jara Canyon subarea
*  Volume 7 (520G) Eastern Sector
o Canyon Largo Area
=  Upper Largo subarea
= Lower Largo sub area
*  Volume 8 (520H) Eastern Sector
o Gallegos Canyon & Chaco Canyon Areas
= QGallegos Canyon sub area
= Upper Chaco sub area
= Lower Chaco sub area
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Reel 2 (continued)
*  Volume 9 (520I) Eastern Sector
o Rio Puerco Area
= (Cebolleta Mesa sub area
=  Mesa del Oro sub area
=  Upper San Jose sub area
= reel ends at E-RP-USJ-U

Reel 3

*  Volume 9 (520I) Eastern Sector (cont.)
= reel begins with E-RP-USJ-V
= San Mateo sub area
= Lower Puerco sub area

*  Volume 10 (520J) Eastern Sector

o Rio Puerco Area

= Middle Puerco River sub area
= reel ends at E-RP-MP-S

Reel 4
= reel begins at E-RP-MP-T
*  Volume 11 (520K) Eastern Sector
o Rio Puerco Area
= Upper Puerco sub area
= Nacimiento sub area
*  Volume 12 (520L) Southern Sector
o Alamo — Salado Area
= Allegro Mountain sub area
= Datil Mountain sub area
= San Augustin Plains sub area
= @allina — Bear Mountains sub area
= Almocita Creek sub area
= Ladron Mountains sub area
= supplement to 520L
*  Volume 13 (520M) Southern Sector
o Upper Little Colorado River Area
=  Upper Puerco sub area
= Lower Puerco sub area
=  Zuni River sub area
= reel ends at S-ULC-ZR-EE

Reel 5
*  Volume 14 (520N) Southern Sector
o Upper Little Colorado Area
= Carrizo Wash sub area

257



258

= FEscondido Mountain sub area
= [ittle Colorado sub area

Reel 5 (continued)
*  Volume 15 (5200) Southern Sector
o) Mlddle Little Colorado River Area
Leroux-Pueblo and Colorado Washes sub area
=  Cottonwood Wash sub area
= Chevelon Creek sub areca
= Silver Creek sub area
= (Canyon Diablo (east-side) sub area
= (Clear Creek sub area
*  Volume 16 (520P) Western Sector (1882 Executive Order Reservation)
o Lower Little Colorado River Area
= Bodoway sub area
= Coconino Plateau sub area
= Deadman’s Wash sub areca
= San Francisco Wash sub areca
*  Volume 17 (520Q) Western Sector
o Navajo Mountain, Chinle, and Havasu Canyon Areas
= Navajo Creek sub area
= Paiute Canyon sub area
= reel ends at W-NM-PC-T

Reel 6

*  Volume 17 (520Q) Western Sector (cont.)
= reel begins with W-NM-PC-T
= Lower Chinle sub area
= Upper Chinle sub area
=  Upper Havasu sub area
= Lower Havasu sub area

*  Volume 18 (520R) Western Sector

o Lower Little Colorado River Area

=  Burnt Corn sub area
= Doyanescla sub area
= Dzildajinnah sub area
= Howell Mesa sub areca
= Hooshdodiito sub area
= Jeechdazai sub area
= Low Mountain sub area
= Lower Oraibi sub area
= Lower Polacca sub area

¢  Volume 19 (520S) Western Sector

o Lower Little Colorado River Area



=  Moencopi sub area
=  Moencopi Wash sub area

Reel 6 (continued)
*  Volume 20 (520T) Western Sector
o Lower Little Colorado River Area
= Moqui Buttes sub area
= Middle Dinnebito sub area
=  Middle Jeddito sub area

Reel 7
*  Volume 21 (520U) Western Sector
o Lower Little Colorado River Area
= Middle Oraibi sub area
Middle Polacca sub area
North Jeddito sub area
Owl Point sub area
Padilla Mesa sub area
Pinyon sub area
Salinas Mesas sub area
Third Mesa sub area
=  Tse Chizzi sub area
*  Volume 22 (520V) Western Sector
o Lower Little Colorado River Area
=  Upper Dinnebito
*  Volume 23 (520W) Western Sector
o Lower Little Colorado River Area
= Upper Oraibi sub area
=  Wepo Wash sub area
=  Ward Terrace sub area
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Table 1.
Site Number
Locale

Township

Range
Section

Topography (Kemrer and Graybill 1970)
01 Mesa top

02 Canyon bottom

03 Hilltop

04 Ridgetop

05 Hill slope

06 Wash bottom

07 Base of cliff

08 Cliff top

09 Mesa bench

10 Flat heavy woodlands
11 Ridge slope

12 Canyon side

Vegetation (Kemrer and Graybill 1970)
I. Southern Desert Shrub: desertic shrubs,

yucca, cacti, winter annuals

II. Grasslands: grama grasses, tobosa, salt
grass, creosote, saltbushes, weedy plants

III. Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands: blue
grama, sagebrush, weedy plants

IV. Transition between II and 111
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13 Mesa slope

14 Base of hill

15 Valley edge

16 Open flatlands
17 Gently rolling country
18 Valley bottom
19 Valley bench
20 Rincon bottom
21 Canyon rim

22 Mountain slope
98 Not specified

V. Transition between I and 11
VI. Transition between I and 111
VII. Transition between I, II, and 111

98 Not specified



Table 2.

Site Number

Fea/Structure — use field number designations

F — Field

S — Sweathouse

C — Corral

H — Habitation/Hogan
W — Windbreak

T — Trail

Lp — Lamb pen

RS — Rockshelter

G — Game rack

WS — Weaving shelter
SpS — Sandpainting area/stones
Sh — Shelter

D — Dam

WB — Waterbasin

Tnt — Tent site

0 — Field

1 — Corral

2 — Windbreak

3 — Sweathouse

4 — Forked stick hogan

5 — Cribbed log hogan

6 — Semi circle/circle
(masonry/stone)

7 — Square/rectangular

8 — Built Trail

9 — Rockshelter

10 — Game rack

11 — Other
12 — Summer shade
13 — Shelter

14 — Round piled post hogan
15 — Hunting corral
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CER — Ceremonial hogan
ST — Unknown/Unspecified

structure
B — Burial
Ch — Cha’oh

ID — Irrigation ditch

Sto — Storage structure/chamber

MP — Mescal pits

WP — Watch pit (used to watch for
Utes and Mexicans)

RH — Rectangular house

PC — Pottery cache

Fort — Fortification

Leanto
16 — Burial
17 — Lamb pen

18 — Irrigation feature

19 — Leh ho gehd (Dugout hogan)
20 — Storage

21 — Mescal pits

22 — Watch pit

23 — Tent site

24 — Loom

25 — Yadahaashkaani hogan (foyer)
26 — Cache

27 — Fortification

28 —Lean To

98 — Hogan indeterminate

99 — Indeterminate feature/structure



Construction Material

0 —none

1 — Pinyon

2 — Juniper

3 — Cottonwood and/or Willow
4 — Oak

5 — Cedar

6 — Wood, NFS

7 — Pine

10 — Masonry/Stone
99 — Indeterminate/Not specified

Construction Method (as it relates to axe cuttin

0 — Not applicable

1 — Axe cut

2 — Burning

3 — Both axe cutting and burning
4 — Breaking

5 — Burning and breaking

6 — Breaking and axe cutting

7 — Burning, Breaking, and axe
cutting

99 — Not specified/Indeterminate

Diameter — feet

Depth — inches to floor surface
Length — feet

Width — feet

Wall height — feet

Table 3. — Description
Artifact Context
0 — Not stated (assumed to be surface)
1 — Surface (stated in notes as such)

2 — Trash
3 — Ash dump
4 — Floor

5 — Floor fill

6 — Unspecified fill

7 — Hearth

8 — Sherd area

9 — Interior of structure

Standing?
1—Yes

2 —-No

3 — Partially

98 — Not applicable
99 — Not specified
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Table 4. — No codes

Table 5.
Site Number
Name
Gender
Structure
Date Provided
Certainty
0 — no date given
1 — family relationship to site
2 — knew people who lived there
3 — knew of people who lived there

4 — no names, hearsay date
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UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
LABORATORY OF TREE-RING RESEARCH
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

EXPLANATION OF SYMBOLS

The symbols used with the inside date are:

year

p
fp
nc

fc

+p

no pith ring present

pith ring present

the curvature of the inside ring indicates that it is far from the pith

the pith was gone from specimen; inside dated ring is “near center”

pith is gone from specimen; inside dated ring is quite far out from pith
pith ring present; but due to the difficult nature of the ring series near the
center of the specimen, an exact date cannot be assigned to it. The date

is obtained by counting back from the earliest dated ring.

the innermost ring is not the pith ring and an absolute date cannot be
assigned to it. A ring count is involved

The symbols used with the outside date are:

B

G
L

nc

bark present
beetle galleries are present on the surface of the specimen
a characteristic surface patination and smoothness, which develops on

beams stripped of bark, is present

the outermost ring is continuous around the full circumference of the
specimen. This symbol is used only if a full section is present

outermost ring is continuous around the circumference of the specimen
implying that the date is close to the cutting date

less than a full section is present, but the outermost ring is continuous
around available circumference

indicates that the outside ring of a specimen is incomplete in growth
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\% a subjective judgment that, although there is no direct evidence of the
true outside on the specimen, the date is within a very few years of being
a cutting date

\a% there is no way of estimating how far the last ring is from the true outside

The symbols used with the outside date (continued):

+ one or more rings may be missing near the end of the ring series whose
presence or absence cannot be determined because the specimen does not
extend far enough to provide an adequate check

++ a ring count is necessary due to the fact that beyond a certain point the
specimen could not be dated

The symbols, B, G. L, ¢ and r indicate cutting dates in order of decreasing confidence,
unless a + or ++ is also present.

The symbols L, G, and B may be used in any combination with each other or with the
other symbols except v and vv. The r and ¢ symbols are mutually exclusive, but may be
used with L, G, B, + and ++. The v and vv are also mutually exclusive and may be used
with the + and ++. The + and ++ are mutually exclusive but may be used in combination
with all the other symbols.
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APPENDIX B
SITE DATA



Site Number Locale Topography | Vegetation
E-RP-USJ-V Borrego Pass 1 111
E-RP-USJ-W Borrego Pass 17 VII
E-RP-USJ-X Borrego Pass 9 111
E-RP-SM-A San Jose Canyon 11 111
E-RP-SM-B San Jose Canyon 9 111
E-RP-SM-C Seco Canyon 11 VI
E-RP-SM-D Seco Canyon 11 VI
E-RP-SM-E Seco Canyon 9 VI
E-RP-SM-F Seco Canyon 12 111
E-RP-SM-G Cubero Canyon 12 111
E-RP-SM-H Cubero Canyon 12 111
E-RP-SM-I Cubero Canyon 5 111
E-RP-SM-J Cubero Canyon 13 111
E-RP-SM-K Madera Canyon 19 111
E-RP-SM-L Madera Canyon 11 111
E-RP-SM-M Bibo, NM 5 111
E-RP-SM-N Bibo, NM 4 111
E-RP-SM-O Water Canyon 9 111
E-RP-SM-P Water Canyon 9 111
E-RP-SM-S McCarty's, NM 2 IV
E-RP-LP-D Lower Puerco 9 1\
E-RP-LP-E Lower Puerco 12 1\
E-RP-LP-F Lower Puerco 9 VII
E-RP-LP-G Lower Puerco 17 1\
E-RP-LP-H Lower Puerco 12 1\
E-RP-LP-I Lower Puerco 12 VI
E-RP-LP-K South Garcia, NM 20 11
E-RP-LP-L South Garcia, NM 9 1A%
E-RP-MP-A Salado Creek 5 111
E-RP-MP-B Salado Creek 5 111
E-RP-MP-C Salado Creek 5 111
E-RP-MP-D Salado Creek 4/11 111
E-RP-MP-E Mesa Gigante 7 VI
E-RP-MP-F Canoncito 7 VI
E-RP-MP-G Canoncito 5 111
E-RP-MP-H Canoncito 18 111
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E-RP-MP-J Canoncito 9 VII
E-RP-MP-K Canoncito 12 VII
E-RP-MP-L Canoncito 1 111
E-RP-MP-N Marquez Canyon 9 IV
E-RP-MP-O Cebolleta 17 111
E-RP-MP-P Cebolleta 9 111
E-RP-MP-Q Cebolleta 9 111
E-RP-MP-R Marquez 4 111
E-RP-MP-S Marquez 3 111
E-RP-MP-T Marquez 11 111
E-RP-MP-U Marquez 5 111
E-RP-MP-V Cebolleta 11 111
E-RP-MP-W Evans Ranch 7/8 111
E-RP-MP-X Major's Ranch 9 111
E-RP-MP-Z Mesa Prieta 13 111
E-RP-MP-AA Mesa Prieta 13 1\
E-RP-MP-DD Mesa Prieta 9 VII
E-RP-MP-FF Marquez Canyon 9 111
E-RP-MP-GG Big Bead Mesa 98 VII
E-RP-MP-JJ Sandoval Canyon 1 VII
E-RP-MP-KK Sandoval Canyon 1 VII
E-RP-MP-LL Sandoval Canyon 21 VII
E-RP-MP-MM Sandoval Canyon 21 VII
E-RP-MP-NN Sandoval Canyon 21 98
E-RP-MP-OO Sandoval Canyon 1 VII
E-RP-MP-PP Canoncito 9 VII
E-RP-MP-QQ Canoncito 7 1Y
E-RP-MP-RR Tiis Jinte Canyon 1 98
E-RP-MP-SS Tachini Mesa 1 VII
E-RP-MP-UU Canoncito 9 VII
E-RP-MP-VV Canoncito 1 VII
E-RP-MP-WW Rio Puerco 17 VII
E-RP-MP-XX Big Bead Mesa

E-RP-MP-YY Big Bead Mesa

E-RP-MP-ZZ Big Bead Mesa

E-RP-MP-AAA Big Bead Mesa

E-RP-MP-BBB Big Bead Mesa

E-RP-MP-CCC Big Bead Mesa
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E-RP-MP-DDD Big Bead Mesa

E-RP-MP-EEE Big Bead Mesa

E-RP-UP-A Torreon 9 111
E-RP-UP-B Chacra Mesa 9 111
E-RP-UP-C Chacra Mesa 9 111
E-RP-UP-D Chacra Mesa 9 111
E-RP-UP-E Chacra Mesa 9 111
E-RP-UP-F Chacra Mesa 9 111
E-RP-UP-G Chacra Mesa 13 111
E-RP-UP-H Chacra Mesa 9 111
E-RP-UP-L Star Lake 18 VI
E-RP-UP-M Star Lake 2 1\
E-RP-UP-N Torreon, NM 16 vV
E-RP-UP-O Portales Mesa 1 1\
E-RP-UP-Q Portales Mesa 1 1Y
E-RP-UP-R La Ventana 1 IV
E-RP-UP-S La Ventana 9 IV
E-MRG-N-A Ojo de Espiritu Santo 20 111
E-MRG-N-C Bear Spring 4 VI
S-ULC-UP-A Bread Spring 98 III
S-ULC-UP-B Bread Spring 98 v
S-ULC-UP-C Upper Puerco 14 v
S-ULC-UP-D Upper Puerco 4 v
S-ULC-UP-E Upper Puerco 11 v
S-ULC-UP-F Upper Puerco 14 v
S-ULC-UP-G Upper Puerco 98 v
S-ULC-UP-H Upper Puerco 98 v
S-ULC-UP-I Black Creek 4 III
S-ULC-UP-K Houck-Cedar Point 5 v
S-ULC-UP-L Houck-Cedar Point 4 v
S-ULC-UP-M Houck-Cedar Point 98 v
S-ULC-UP-N Hunters Point 10 111
S-ULC-UP-O Manuelito 18 v
S-ULC-UP-T Upper Puerco 4 111
S-ULC-UP-U Lupton Area 7 111
S-ULC-UP-V Fort Defiance 4 \%
S-ULC-UP-X Rock Spring 17 III
S-ULC-UP-Y Rock Spring 17 III
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S-ULC-UP-AA Rock Spring 11 v
S-ULC-UP-BB Rock Spring 11 v
S-ULC-UP-CC Rock Spring 18 v
S-ULC-UP-DD Rock Spring 4 v
S-ULC-UP-EE Rock Spring 14 v
S-ULC-UP-FF Rock Spring 5 v
S-ULC-UP-GG Rock Spring 4 v
S-ULC-UP-HH Mesa de los lobos 9 v
S-ULC-UP-II Mesa de los lobos 9 98
S-ULC-UP-JI Pinedale, NM 13 v
S-ULC-UP-KK Pinedale, NM 1 v
S-ULC-UP-LL Mariano Lake 4 v
S-ULC-UP-MM Mariano Lake 4 v
S-ULC-UP-NN Window Rock 13 111
S-ULC-LP-A Lower Puerco 98 v
S-ULC-LP-B S of Sanders 98 v
S-ULC-LP-C 98 111
S-ULC-LP-F 98 111
S-ULC-LP-G 98 111
S-ULC-LP-H Petrified Forest 13 VI
S-ULC-LP-J Painted Desert 15 I

S-ULC-LP-M Sanders 98 111
S-ULC-LP-N 98 111
S-ULC-LP-P 19 111
S-ULC-LP-S 98 98
S-ULC-LP-T 98 111
S-ULC-ZR-A Ramah area 98 111
S-ULC-ZR-B 98 111
S-ULC-ZR-C 98 98
S-ULC-ZR-D 98 98
S-ULC-ZR-F Ramah-Oak Water 16 111
S-ULC-ZR-G Southern Ramah-Oak Water 98 111
S-ULC-ZR-H Southern Ramah-Oak Water 98 111
S-ULC-ZR-J Zuni 98 \%

S-ULC-ZR-K Zuni 98 \%

S-ULC-ZR-N Zuni 98 VII
S-ULC-ZR-O Upper Zuni 21 98
S-ULC-ZR-S Ramah area 16 v
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S-ULC-ZR-V Las Norias 98 111
S-ULC-ZR-W Las Norias 98 111
S-ULC-ZR-X Las Norias 98 111
S-ULC-ZR-Z Las Norias 18 111
S-ULC-ZR-AA Las Norias 98 111
S-ULC-ZR-DD Ramah Chapter House 9 III
S-ULC-ZR-EE El Morrow 17 111
S-ULC-CZ-A Mariano Lake 20 VII
S-ULC-CZ-B Mariano Mesa 9 v
S-ULC-CZ-C Mariano Mesa 2 111
S-ULC-CZ-D Mesa Santa Rita 1 I

S-ULC-CZ-E Mesa Santa Rita 21 111
S-ULC-EM-B Escondido Mtns 21 111
S-ULC-EM-G Leon Canyon 14 111
S-ULC-EM-H Escondido Mtns 22 111
S-ULC-EM-J Escondido Mtns 2 v
S-ULC-EM-K Escondido Mtns 17 111
S-ULC-EM-L Slaughter Mesa 1 III
S-ULC-EM-N San Francisco River 5 111
S-ULC-EM-R Reserve Area 98 111
S-ULC-EM-S Spur Lake 98 111
S-ULC-EM-T Spur Lake 98 111
S-ULC-EM-U Spur Lake 2 II

S-ULC-EM-V Spur Lake 12 11

S-ULC-EM-Z Escondido Mtns 22 v
S-ULC-EM-AA Escondido Mtns 15 111
S-ULC-EM-EE Mariano Mesa 12 111
S-ULC-LC-B Little Colorado River 1 v
S-ULC-LC-C Little Colorado River 1 v
S-ULC-LC-D Little Colorado River 9 v
S-ULC-LC-F Little Colorado River 9 v
S-ULC-LC-G Mesa Redondo 1 II

S-ULC-LC-H Mesa Redondo 1 II

S-ULC-LC-I Mesa Redondo 1 11

S-ULC-LC-K Escudilla Mountain 98 v
S-ULC-LC-L Escudilla Mountain 5 98
S-ULC-LC-M Eager, AZ 8 II

S-MLC-LP-D Holbrook 16 11
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S-MLC-LP-E Joseph City 16 I
S-MLC-LP-F Joseph City 1 v
S-MLC-LP-G Holbrook 98 98
W-LLC-B-A Bodoway 1/13 111
W-LLC-B-C Bodoway 1 111
W-LLC-B-E Bodoway 2 98
W-LLC-B-H Bodoway 1 111
W-LLC-B-I Bodoway 13 98
W-LLC-B-L Bodoway 1 98
W-LLC-B-N Bodoway 1 98
W-LLC-C-A Upper Basin 10 111
W-LLC-C-B Upper Basin 10 111
W-LLC-C-C Kaibab National Forest 10 111
W-LLC-C-D Kaibab National Forest 10 111
W-LLC-C-E Kaibab National Forest 15 111
W-LLC-C-F Grand Canyon National Park 21 111
W-LLC-C-G Kaibab National Forest 12 111
W-LLC-C-H Upper Basin 4 111
W-LLC-C-1 Gray Mountain-Lockett Tank 12 111
W-LLC-C-K Lockett Tank 10 111
W-LLC-C-N Cedar Ranch 3 111
W-LLC-C-P Gray Mountain 17 111
W-LLC-C-Q Grand Canyon National Park 2 111
W-LLC-C-R Kaibab National Forest 98 98
W-LLC-C-S Kaibab National Forest 10 111
W-LLC-C-T Kaibab National Forest 10 111
W-LLC-C-U Kaibab National Forest 10 111
W-LLC-C-V Kaibab National Forest 10 111
W-LLC-C-W Kaibab National Forest 4 111
W-LLC-C-X Grand Canyon National Park 12 111
W-LLC-C-Z Mesa Butte 1 111
W-LLC-C-AA Cedar Ranch 3 1\
W-LLC-C-CC Gray Mountain 98 111
W-LLC-C-DD Tappan Wash 98 I

W-LLC-C-FF Tappan Wash 18 11
W-LLC-C-GG Tappan Wash 5 11
W-LLC-C-HH Tappan Wash 14 11
W-LLC-C-JJ Gray Mountain 16 111
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W-LLC-C-KK Gray Mountain 18 111
W-LLC-C-LL Gray Mountain 1 111
W-LLC-C-MM Upper Basin 18 111
W-LLC-C-NN Upper Coconino Basin 98 98

W-LLC-C-0O0 Upper Coconino Basin 98 98

W-LLC-C-PP Upper Coconino Basin 98 98

W-LLC-D-A Wupatki National Monument 98 98

W-LLC-D-B Wupatki National Monument 98 98
W-LLC-D-C Waupatki National Monument 98 98
W-LLC-D-D Antelope Prairie 98 98
W-LLC-D-E Antelope Prairie 98 98
W-LLC-D-F Waupatki National Monument 98 98
W-LLC-D-G Antelope Prairie 98 98
W-LLC-D-H Waupatki National Monument 98 98
W-LLC-D-J O'Leary Peak 3 98
W-LLC-SF-B Padre Canyon 4 VII
W-LLC-SF-C Padre Canyon 16 VII
W-LLC-SF-F Turkey Tank 9 111
W-LLC-SF-K Turkey Tank 98 111
W-LLC-SF-L Turkey Tank 5 111
W-LLC-SF-M Upper Diablo 98 98
W-LLC-SF-N 98 111
W-LLC-SF-O Canyon Diablo 98 111
W-NM-NC-A Glen Canyon 98 98
W-NM-NC-B Glen Canyon 98 98
W-NM-NC-C Navajo Canyon 98 98
W-NM-NC-D 98 111
W-NM-NC-E 98 98
W-NM-NC-F 2 IV
W-NM-NC-G 2 111
W-NM-NC-I Glen Canyon 2 11

W-NM-NC-J 12 11

W-NM-NC-K 2 11

W-NM-NC-L Navajo Creek 98 98
W-NM-NC-M Bitter Spring 18 111
W-NM-NC-N Navajo Canyon 1 1\
W-NM-NC-O 21 IV
W-NM-NC-P 21 1%
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W-NM-NC-Q 21 1%
W-NM-NC-V Inscription House 9 111
W-NM-NC-W Gishi Canyon 12 1\
W-NM-NC-X Page, Arizona 18 1\
W-NM-PC-A Hoskenini Mesa 16 98
W-NM-PC-H Glen Canyon 2 11
W-NM-PC-K Navajo Mountain 4 111
W-NM-PC-L Rainbow Lodge 5 11
W-NM-PC-N Paiute Canyon 11 11
W-NM-PC-O Paiute Creek 14 11
W-NM-PC-P Paiute Creek 2 11
W-NM-PC-Q Forbidden Canyon 12 1\
W-NM-PC-U Nakai Canyon 7 1\
W-NM-OC-A Oljeto Creek 16 98
W-CH-LC-A Kayenta 16 98
W-CH-UC-C Canyon de Chelly 98 98
W-CH-UC-D Canyon de Chelly 98 98
W-HC-LH-G Red Butte 17 111
W-HC-LH-P Red Butte 10 111
W-HC-LH-DD Grand Canyon Airport 98 111
W-HC-LH-HH Red Butte 98 111
W-HC-LH-II Lockett Tank 10 111
W-CH-UC-I Nazlini 21 111
Pinyon, Sage, and Grass

W-LLC-BC-A Country 16 IV
W-LLC-BC-B Cottonwood Spring Wash 16 1\
W-LLC-BC-C Burnt Corn Wash 16 v
W-LLC-D-D

N-LSJ-CH-A Castle Creek 2 I

N-LSJ-CH-B Johnnie's Hole 2 I

N-LSJ-CH-D Lake Canyon 4 98
N-LSJ-CH-E Lake Canyon 5 98
N-LSJ-CH-J Castle Creek - Johnnie's Hole 2 1\
N-LSJ-CH-K Castle Creek - Johnnie's Hole 2 1\
N-LSJ-CH-L Castle Creek - Johnnie's Hole 20 111
N-LSJ-CH-M Castle Creek 7 11
N-LSJ-CH-Q W of Nakai Dome 2 111
N-LSJ-CH-R W of Nakai Dome 2 98
N-LSJ-CH-V Lake Canyon 2 111
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N-LSJ-CH-Y Glen Canyon 2 98
N-LSJ-WC-C Nagashi bito (Ram Spring) 12 111
White Canyon/Maverick
N-LSJ-WC-D Spring 16 111
White Canyon/Maverick

N-LSJ-WC-E Spring 98 98
N-LSJ-BE-A Bear's Ears 98 111
N-LSJ-BE-B Bear's Ears 98 I11
N-LSJ-BE-D Bear's Ears 1 111
N-LSJ-CC-C Upper Comb Wash 98 98
N-LSJ-CC-D Upper Comb Wash 98 111
N-LSJ-CC-F S. Cottonwood Wash 1 111
N-LSJ-CC-G Butler Wash 4 111
N-LSJ-CC-I Westwater Creek 2 111
N-LSJ-CC-J Butler Wash 2 111
N-LSJ-CC-L S. Cottonwood Creek 1 111
N-LSJ-CC-M Comb Wash 2 1Y
N-LSJ-CC-N Comb Wash 2 11
N-LSJ-MC-A McCracken Mesa 20 II
N-LSJ-MC-B McCracken Mesa 1 1\%
N-LSJ-MC-C McCracken Mesa

N-LSJ-MC-D McCracken Mesa 1 1\%
N-LSJ-MC-E McCracken Mesa 13 I11
N-LSJ-MC-F McCracken Mesa 1 I11
N-LSJ-MC-1 McCracken Mesa 9 98
N-LSJ-MC-J McCracken Mesa 9 v
N-LSJ-MC-L McCracken Mesa 98 I11
N-LSJ-MC-M McCracken Mesa 21 1\%
N-LSJ-MC-O Alkali Point 98 98
N-LSJ-MC-P Alkali Point 9 VI
N-LSJ-MC-Q Alkali Point 1 111
N-LSJ-MC-R Montezuma Creek 1 I11
N-LSJ-MC-U Cross Canyon 18 VI
N-LSJ-MC-V Cross Canyon 20 111
N-LSJ-MC-X Montezuma Creek 19 I11
N-LSJ-MC-Z Montezuma Creek 5 111
N-LSJ-MC-AA Alkali Wash 98 98
N-LSJ-MC-BB Recapture Creek 9 111
N-LSJ-MC-CC Alkali Wash 98 111
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N-LSJ-MC-DD Montezuma Creek 2 111
N-LSJ-MC-EE Cross Canyon 98 98
N-LSJ-MC-FF Montezuma Creek 14 98
N-LSJ-MC-II Bine' bito' 2 111
N-LSJ-MC-KK McCracken Mesa 1 111
N-LSJ-MC-LL Alkali Point 1 111
N-LSJ-MC-MM Montezuma Creek 98 111
N-LSJ-MC-PP N. of Blue Mtns. 12 111
N-LSJ-MC-RR Montezuma Creek 98 111
N-LSJ-MC-WW Blanding Creek 5 111
N-LSJ-MC-XX Blue Mountains 22 111
N-LSJ-MC-ZZ Montezuma Creek 4 111
N-LSJ-MC-AAA | Montezuma Creek 12 111
N-LSJ-MC-BBB | Recapture Creek 20 111
N-LSJ-MC-FFF Cahone Mesa - Navajo Canyon 1 1\
N-LSJ-MC-GGG | Montezuma Creek 9 98
N-LSJ-MC-HHH | Montezuma Creek 16 II

N-LSJ-MC-III Hovenweep Area 98 11

N-LSJ-MC-1JJ Aneth 20 98
N-LSJ-MC-KKK | Montezuma Creek 5 II

N-LSJ-MC-O00O | Alkali Ridge 2 111
N-LSJ-MC-PPP Cross Creek 19 98
N-LSJ-MC-UUU | Squaw Creek 5 98
N-LSJ-MC-XXX | Squaw Creek 17 1Y
N-LSJ-MC-BBBB | Montezuma Creek 17 0%
N-LSJ-MC-CCCC | Montezuma Creek 16 111
N-LSJ-MEC-C Cortez 12 111
N-LSJ-MEC-D Ute Rez 2 111
N-LSJ-MEC-E Ute Rez 2 111
N-LSJ-MEC-F McEImo Canyon 5 111
N-LSJ-MEC-G McEImo Canyon 5 111
N-LSJ-MEC-H McEImo Canyon 5 111
N-LSJ-MEC-I McEImo-Bowdish Canyons 1 111
N-LSJ-MEC-K Bowdish Canyon 2 111
N-LSJ-MEC-L McEImo-Bowdish Canyons 2 111
N-LSJ-MEC-M Dolores River 12 111
N-LSJ-MEC-N Hovenweep Canyon 12 111
N-LSJ-MEC-O Hovenweep Canyon 2 111
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N-LSJ-MEC-Q McEImo Creek 15 1Y
N-LSJ-MEC-S Hovenweep Ruin Canyon 17 11
N-LSJ-MEC-T Yellowjacket Creek 21 111
N-LSJ-MEC-V Cahone Mesa 20 11
N-LSJ-MEC-X McEImo Creek 14 11
N-LSJ-MEC-Y Aneth 20 98
N-LSJ-MEC-Z Tohaadli Spring 2 111
N-LSJ-MEC-AA | Aneth 9 |

N-LSJ-MEC-BB | Aneth 9 I

N-LSJ-MEC-CC | Aneth 13 VI
N-LSJ-MEC-DD | Aneth 1 VI
N-LSJ-MEC-EE Aneth 1 VI
N-LSJ-MEC-FF Aneth 1 VI
N-LSJ-MEC-GG | Skunk Wash 1 VI
N-LSJ-MEC-HH | McElmo Creek 18 VI
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W-LLC- Forked stick

SF-K HI hogan 3 1826 +
W-LLC- Forked stick

SF-K H2 hogan 99 1875 +G

W-LLC-

SFE-L HI Cribbed log hogan 99 [ 1807 G

W-LLC-

SF-L H2 Cribbed log hogan 99 1813 +G

W-LLC-

SF-M HI Masonry hogan 1 1893 +G

W-LLC- Forked stick

SF-O H2 hogan 99 1854 +
W-NM- Indeterminate

NC-C H1 hogan 99 1877 +G

W-NM- Indeterminate

NC-C Hl hogan 99 1874
W-NM- Indeterminate

NC-C H1 hogan 99 1885 +G

W-NM-

NC-C C2 Corral 99 1881 +
W-NM- Indeterminate

NC-D H2 hogan 99 [ 1892 G

W-NM- Indeterminate

NC-D H2 hogan 99 1884 +
W-NM- Indeterminate

NC-D H2 hogan 99 [ 1894 G

W-NM- Indeterminate

NC-D H2 hogan 99 | 1895 G

W-NM-

NC-D S3 Sweathouse 99| 1887 G

W-NM-

NC-D S3 Sweathouse 9911895 G

W-NM-

NC-D S3 Sweathouse 9911894 G

W-NM- Forked stick

NC-F Hl hogan 1 1878 +
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-N* | HI hogan 5 1762++vv
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-N* | H5 hogan 4 1804 ++vv
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-N* | H5 hogan 4 1731++vv
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W-NM- Forked stick

NC-N* | HS hogan 4 1788 ++vv
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-N* | H5 hogan 4 1776 ++vv
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-N* | H5 hogan 4 1788 ++vv
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-N* | H5 hogan 4 1815 inc G
W-NM- Forked stick 1807 +inc
NC-N* | H5 hogan 4 G

W-NM- Yadahaashkaani

NC-O Hl hogan 5 1818 ++vv
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-P Hl hogan 5 1862 + inc
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-V Hl hogan 1 1819 inc G
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-V H1 hogan 1 1884 inc G
W-NM- Forked stick 1879
NC-V HI hogan 1 +incG
W-NM- Forked stick

NC-V HI hogan 1 1883 inc G
W-NM- Forked stick

PC-A HI hogan 99 1883 +¢

W-NM- Forked stick

PC-A HI hogan 99 1885 +
W-NM- Indeterminate

PC-K* HI hogan 1 1882 ++vv
W-NM- 1782

PC-N Hl Masonry hogan 6 +incG
W-NM- 1848

PC-N Hl Masonry hogan 6 +incG
W-NM- Indeterminate 1799

PC-O H4 hogan 6 +incG
W-NM- Forked stick

PC-P* HI hogan 6 1864 vv
W-NM- Forked stick

PC-P* HI hogan 6 1863 vv
W-NM- Forked stick 1845 inc ¢
PC-U H1 hogan 7 G
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W-NM- Forked stick 1829 +inc
PC-U H1 hogan 7 G
W-NM- Forked stick 1860 inc
PC-U H1 hogan 7 GB
W-NM- Forked stick 1830 +inc
PC-U H1 hogan 7 G
W-NM- Forked stick

PC-U H1 hogan 7 1859 inc G
W-NM- Forked stick 1851 +inc
PC-U H1 hogan 7 G
W-NM- Forked stick

PC-U Hl hogan 7 1860 inc G
W-CH- Indeterminate

LC-A HI hogan 711921 G

W-CH- Forked stick

UC-C hogan

W-CH- Forked stick

UC-D hogan

W-HC-

LH-P Cl Corral 99 1909
W-HC- Forked stick

LH-P HI hogan 99 1918
W-HC-

LH-DD | C Corral 99 1881 +
W-HC- 1793 G

LH-DD | H3 99 inc

W-HC- Forked stick

LH-1I HI hogan 99 1862 +
W-HC-

LH-II S Sweathouse 99 1858 +B

W-HC-

LH-II C Corral 99 1844 +
W-LLC- Round piled post

BC-B H3 hogan 99 1868
W-LLC- Forked stick

BC-B H4 hogan 99 [ 1868 G

W-LLC-

BC-B C5 Corral 99 1869
W-LLC- Forked stick

BC-C HI hogan 99 [ 1868 G

W-LLC- | H2 Forked stick 99 | 1868 G
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BC-C hogan

W-LLC-

BC-C C3 Corral 99 1848 +
N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-D H1 | hogan 9911812 G

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-D H1 | hogan 99 | 1869 G

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-D H1 | hogan 99 1800 -

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-D H1 | hogan 99 [ 1855 C

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-D H1 | hogan 99 1873 -G

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-D H1 | hogan 99 [ 1789 C

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-D H1 | hogan 99 1830 -

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-E H?2 | hogan 99 1775
N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-E H?2 | hogan 99 1783 -

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-E H2 | hogan 99 1620 -

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-E H2 | hogan 99 1702 -

N-LSJ- Forked stick

WC-E H2 | hogan 99 1747 -

N-LSJ- Forked stick

BE-A H1 | hogan 99 1824 +
N-LSJ- Forked stick

BE-B H1 | hogan 99 1715
N-LSJ- Forked stick

BE-D H3 | hogan 1 1816
N-LSJ- Forked stick

BE-D H3 | hogan 1 1826
N-LSJ-

BE-D H 1 | Cribbed log hogan 99 1906
N-LSJ-

BE-D H 1 | Cribbed log hogan 99 1833 +
N-LSJ-

BE-D H 1 | Cribbed log hogan 99 1833+CG
N-LSJ- |H1 | Cribbed log hogan 99 | 1840 B
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BE-D

N-LSJ-

BE-D G 6 | Game rack 99 1923 +G

N-LSJ-

BE-D H 1 | Cribbed log hogan 99 1804
N-LSJ-

BE-D S4 Sweathouse 99 1794 +B

N-LSJ-

BE-D S4 Sweathouse 9911940 B

N-LSJ-

BE-D W 5 | Windbreak 99 1824 +G

N-LSJ-

BE-D S4 Sweathouse 99 1832 +G

N-LSJ-

BE-D S4 Sweathouse 99 | 1868 G

N-LSJ-

BE-D S4 Sweathouse 99 1836 +C

N-LSJ-

CC-C HI Cribbed log hogan 99 1801
N-LSJ-

CC-C H1 | Cribbed log hogan 99 1812 G+

N-LSJ- Field notes on

CC-C H 4 | structure lost 99 1790 +
N-LSJ-

CC-D H1 | Cribbed log hogan 1 1816 +
N-LSJ-

CC-D H1 | Cribbed log hogan 1 1749 +
N-LSJ-

CC-D H1 | Cribbed log hogan 1 1802 +
N-LSJ-

CC-D H1 | Cribbed log hogan 1 1849 +
N-LSJ-

CC-D H1 | Cribbed log hogan 11843 G

N-LSJ-

CC-D Cl1 Corral 99 1802 +
N-LSJ-

CC-D Cl Corral 99 1789 +G

N-LSJ- Indeterminate

MC-II HI hogan 99 1760 +
N-LSJ- Indeterminate

MC-II Hl hogan 99 1838
N-LSJ- Sh4 | Sweathouse 99 1837
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MC-1I

N-LSJ- Indeterminate

MC-II HI hogan 99 1780 +
N-LSJ-

MC-1I W3 | Windbreak 99 1835
N-LSJ-

MC-II S2 Sweathouse 1 1809 +
N-LSJ-

MC-II S2 Sweathouse 1 1838
N-LSJ- | W3

MC-II (W4) | Windbreak 99 1701 +
N-LSJ- Indeterminate

MC-II HI hogan 99 1720 +
N-LSJ-

MC-II S2 Sweathouse 99 11812 C

N-LSJ-

MC- Indeterminate

AAA Hl1 hogan 99 1937 inc G
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APPENDIX E
SITE HISTORY INTERVIEWS



Site Number | Structure | Date Provided | Certainty Notes

E-RP-USJ-V site 0 | possibly preFS based on size & nearness of ash
heaps to str

E-RP-USJ-W possibly preFS based on size & nearness of ash
heaps to str

E-RP-USJ-X possibly preFS based on size & nearness of ash
heaps to str

E-RP-SM-A They list people who have lived in the area

E-RP-SM-B

E-RP-SM-C

E-RP-SM-D probably postFS based on trade materials

E-RP-SM-E possibly preFS based on size & nearness of ash
heaps to str

E-RP-SM-F

E-RP-SM-G lists people living in the area

E-RP-SM-H

E-RP-SM-I

E-RP-SM-J C. states that when people were living here 3
generations back (from 1954) lots of people died
from the sickness that made sores on the face
(smallpox)

E-RP-SM-K

E-RP-SM-L

E-RP-SM-M

Names see site N
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E-RP-SM-N According to C. the principal men here were Pino,
Da'a'ishl (Wants To Go), and N'dest'e (Together
Connected). W.P. from Canoncito states that a
Yeibichei was held here before Fort Sumner at
Kish'inti (Paguate Canyon) the singer being
Jisnelohe (*slash L)

E-RP-SM-O probably 18th/19th C based on pottery

E-RP-SM-P probably 18th C post FS based on pottery and trade
material

E-RP-SM-S Transwestern Pipeline Survey

E-RP-LP-D

E-RP-LP-E

E-RP-LP-F

E-RP-LP-G

E-RP-LP-H

E-RP-LP-I

E-RP-LP-K Site located by reconnaissance. Contiguous hogans
and corrals indicate preFS but trade material is post
FS -- maybe 1 long or 2 different occupations.

E-RP-LP-L This country used by Navajos until white cowboys
and railroad came into the area.

E-RP-MP-A

E-RP-MP-B People here were same as the ones at Tazhilke' (NW

of Marquez) and at Niik'iiztsedziz (Evans Ranch).
This camp was temporarily abandoned due to threat
of Jemez attack
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E-RP-MP-C Game corral ceremony held in big hogan by
Kayeego Tso (Big Gallegos); Kayeego Yazhi (Little
Gallegos); Kastiin Chzin (Dark Man); Xash T1'ishi
Tsoh (Big Mud?)

E-RP-MP-D

E-RP-MP-E H2 built for Yeibichei held for Hastiin Chini.
Singers were Ye'inant'i and Bitagi litso

E-RP-MP-F

E-RP-MP-G

E-RP-MP-H

E-RP-MP-J This forked pole hogan was eventually removed in
its entirety for the 1957 Navajo Land Claim exhibit
at the Navajo Tribal Fair

E-RP-MP-K probably late 18th/early 19th C potter

E-RP-MP-L probably preFS because no trade material and small
diameter of hogans

E-RP-MP-N

E-RP-MP-O

E-RP-MP-P probably preFS based on contiguous corral

E-RP-MP-Q

E-RP-MP-R Saboya (Onion) was headman here before FS
(To'Tsoni Clan) and Dine lichii (Red Man) was also
headman here (Tachii'ni Clan)

E-RP-MP-S

E-RP-MP-T

E-RP-MP-U

E-RP-MP-V

E-RP-MP-W
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E-RP-MP-X probably preFS based on small size

E-RP-MP-Z Site does not appear to be too old

E-RP-MP-AA Probably preFS

E-RP-MP-DD

E-RP-MP-FF

E-RP-MP-GG See Keur's work

E-RP-MP-JJ

E-RP-MP-KK

E-RP-MP-LL

E-RP-MP-MM

E-RP-MP-NN

E-RP-MP-O0O | site homesite of Dinesh Clan

E-RP-MP-PP probably preFS based on small diameter of hogans

E-RP-MP-QQ

E-RP-MP-RR

E-RP-MP-SS An old sick man (name not remembered) lived here
and shot himself because he could not get well. J.H.
(Mexican trader at Canoncito) hauled wood away
from structures

E-RP-MP-UU

E-RP-MP-VV

E-RP-MP-WW taken to site by Ronald Kurtz

E-RP-MP-XX

E-RP-MP-YY

E-RP-MP-ZZ

E-RP-MP-

AAA

E-RP-MP-BBB
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E-RP-MP-CCC

E-RP-MP-
DDD

E-RP-MP-EEE

E-RP-UP-A

E-RP-UP-B

E-RP-UP-C

E-RP-UP-D

E-RP-UP-E

E-RP-UP-F

E-RP-UP-G

E-RP-UP-H

E-RP-UP-L

E-RP-UP-M

E-RP-UP-N

This was the place the Torreon Navajos moved back
to after living for a short time at Jemez, following
their release from FS when land became too dry to
farm they moved down to present Torreon location.

E-RP-UP-O

E-RP-UP-Q

E-RP-UP-R

steps in rock above made by Yei (see Van
Valkenburgh's "Dine Bikeyah" under Jemez Mtns)

E-RP-UP-S

cousin, F.C. born here just after return from FS

E-MRG-N-A

E-MRG-N-C

S-ULC-UP-A

Whole
site

Brother Hat enlisted from here during Apache
campaign
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S-ULC-UP-B Whole Hastiin Adzana lived here
site
S-ULC-UP-C | Whole
site
S-ULC-UP-D | Whole
site
S-ULC-UP-E Whole
site
S-ULC-UP-F Whole ca. 1868 P. B. (87 years old) was born in H1
site
S-ULC-UP-G | Whole probably pre FS based on preservation
site
S-ULC-UP-H | Whole
site
S-ULC-UP-1 Possibly pre FS based on contiguous hogan and
corral
S-ULC-UP-K
S-ULC-UP-L
S-ULC-UP-M Is said to have been pre FS
S-ULC-UP-N | H1 pre FS Hogan was built by Naa Yi Shi Shi (Stabbed in the
Eye) who was the father of Old Man Deaf who died
ca. 1908. Hogan was built before FS for holding a
Mountain Chant. Tree-ring dates and traditon do no
agree. May be due to a later (post FS) re-occupation
or guide has site confused with some other site.
S-ULC-UP-O | Whole no date Born in H1 built by his mother's grandfather
site

S-ULC-UP-T
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S-ULC-UP-U | Whole pre FS 2 | Hastiin Binaahadin lived in H2 and was a medicine
site man before FS

S-ULC-UP-V probably post FS

S-ULC-UP-X 0 | H1 (preFS?) H2 and H3 (postFS?)

S-ULC-UP-Y 0

S-ULC-UP-AA 0 | A ch'indi cribbed log hogan 500" north of site is a
burial of an old man who went to FS and returned
and died in 1910-1920. Older hogans predate this.
Pottery was made in this are until 80 years ago when
women began to use all their time to make rugs.

S-ULC-UP-BB 0 | No known history

S-ULC-UP-CC 0 | No known history

S-ULC-UP-DD 0 | No known history

S-ULC-UP-EE 0 | No known history

S-ULC-UP-FF 0 | Wife told him about site but was deserted a long
time ago

S-ULC-UP-GG post FS 0 | Copper bucket dates site

S-ULC-UP-HH 0 | This site was occupied when the Navajos were at
war with the Utes. Smoke signals were sent from
here. The Utes attacked and the people fled this site,
leaving a bowl of turquoise which one man later
returned and buried.

S-ULC-UP-II 0

S-ULC-UP-JJ

S-ULC-UP-KK probably pre FS (archaeologist determination)
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S-ULC-UP-LL

Whole
site

He was told the story of the site by his uncle, Hastiin
Shorty (or Bit'ahnii Begay) who died in 1950 at the
age of 96. The site was already abandoned and
decaying with Hastiin Shorty was a young boy.
Mesa top was occupied before FS and fortified
against Ute, Mexican, and Comanche raids. When
this mesa (and another to the SE) were occupied,
Navajos were banded together in small groups and
not the large tribe they are today. Utes, Comanches,
and Mexicans kidnapped young Navajo women in
raids so the women were kept at the tops of the
mesas. Only old women w/protection of men would
go out to gather seeds, nuts, wild potatoes, wild
onions, and firewood. Wild barley and some cor
were planted between the 2 mesas. Most of the
poeple lived on the larger mesa but the headman and
his family and a guard lived on the small mesa to the
SE. These people had horses but no sheep. Large
mesa was occupied for a short time by refugees from
FS. Now mesa is considered Ch'indii and is
avoided, especially at night.

S-ULC-UP-
MM

S-ULC-UP-NN

Pipeline Survey (Site #WRF-9)

S-ULC-LP-A

S-ULC-LP-B

S-ULC-LP-C

S-ULC-LP-F

S-ULC-LP-G

S-ULC-LP-H

Site

probably Antelope Hunting party hogans
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S-ULC-LP-J site predates an early 1900s trading post established
by Charlie Jacobs

S-ULC-LP-M No history known

S-ULC-LP-N Site was occupied by Shina'ha besh'nii of Tsi'naajinii
clan and Hastiin ts'osi of Kiyaa'aanii clan. Site was
occupied several years ago after Ft. Sumner up until
occupants were driven out by White stockmen.

S-ULC-LP-P

S-ULC-LP-S info gathered in 1953 w/Loren Bell - lost

S-ULC-LP-T info gathered in 1953 w/Loren Bell - lost

S-ULC-ZR-A was 7' high sweathouse but no rockpile or other
features

S-ULC-ZR-B preFS b/c hogan type and TR date

S-ULC-ZR-C

S-ULC-ZR-D J. C.'s camp but no date

S-ULC-ZR-Ea No info. (PreFS based on tradition and TR dates
with some indic. Of earlier occup.

S-ULC-ZR-Eb | Whole See Bidaga statement under S. Sector ULC

site Statements.

S-ULC-ZR-F

S-ULC-ZR-G

S-ULC-ZR-H

S-ULC-ZR-J

S-ULC-ZR-K

S-ULC-ZR-N

S-ULC-ZR-O said to have been used by Navajos

S-ULC-ZR-S possibly pre and post FS based on construction

423



S-ULC-ZR-V

A.N. taken to site by father and uncle when he was a
boy and the hogan was a pile of burned logs at the
time. His father told him that the Navajos who lived
here were burned out by some Mexicans who alled
themselves with the U.S. during the wars that
preceded Fort Sumner

S-ULC-ZR-W

Zunis attacked some Navajos at this site and they
were forced to flee to the far side of the valley where
a battle took place and casualties were inflicted on
both sides. He took archaeological crew to the battle
site and where he had seen bones when he was
young but there is no trace left.

S-ULC-ZR-X

The Navajos who lived here were driven out by U.S.
troops during the preFS wars. A.N.'s father,
(To'aheedliini Clan) knew these sites as he lived in
this area before FS, he was 5 years old when he and
his family made the Long Walk.

S-ULC-ZR-Z

S-ULC-ZR-AA

S-ULC-ZR-DD

S-ULC-ZR-EE
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S-ULC-CZ-A S.N., 45 years old (in 1960) saw this site while
hunting deer. According to Navajo tradition - per
C.P. - the Spring, Zaaghi (throat) was named for a
Zolthk'aii keh'he "Wounded in the Throat" who was
shot in the throat by a Ute arrow in the Crownpoint
area, and thereafter he had to hold his finger over
the healed wound when he talked. According to the
Navajo tradition - per S.N. - he was supposed to
have occupied this general area before FS and used
the Spring --it was for him the Spring was named.

S-ULC-CZ-B

S-ULC-CZ-C probably preFS

S-ULC-CZ-D

S-ULC-CZ-E Hogan on steep slope is evidence for a date within a
period of warfare?

S-ULC-EM-B

S-ULC-EM-G

S-ULC-EM-H probably preFS

S-ULC-EM-J probably preFS

S-ULC-EM-K probably late 19th/early 20th century

S-ULC-EM-L probably preFS

S-ULC-EM-N

S-ULC-EM-R

S-ULC-EM-S probably preFS; Manual Armijo - 1939 walls were 4'
high and he hauled them away for wood

S-ULC-EM-T

S-ULC-EM-U

S-ULC-EM-V
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S-ULC-EM-Z probably preFS

S-ULC-EM- Found by reconnaissance following a lead given by

AA F.A. of Quemado, NM. Could not locate all hogans
he referred to. J.Y. of Rocky Pt., NM says that
Manuelito camped in this vicinity, probably during
the Carson campaign. Ths site is not definitely
identifiable as Manuelito's camp but age appears
about right on basis of site preservation. This area
still used by Navajo hunters. J.Y. used to hunt here
with C.W. who is now dead and was Toosani's
grandfather. C.W. knew where Manuelito's hogans
were and pointed out the approximate location ot
J.Y. but never took him to the site. Possible that the
site has been re-used by Navajo hunters

S-ULC-EM-EE

S-ULC-LC-B Watch pit indicates defense

S-ULC-LC-C Watch pit indicates defense

S-ULC-LC-D

S-ULC-LC-F

S-ULC-LC-G | Site pre FS his father told him Navajos retreated to this mesa pre
FS

S-ULC-LC-H | Site pre FS his father told him Navajos retreated to this mesa pre
FS

S-ULC-LC-I Site pre FS his father told him Navajos retreated to this mesa pre

FS
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S-ULC-LC-K

Area

pre FS

C.P. says that some years before the Navajo went to
FS a party of Navajos headed by Star Gazer moved
SE from the Gray Mtn area to settle at Escudilla Mtn
and the White Mtns near the Apaches. They farmed
in the valley where there was running water and
found good grazing for the few sheep that they had.
They heard from refugees of the Carson campaign
and the exile to FS, but they did not go there. They
lived there until the Navajos returned from FS.

S-ULC-LC-L

Area

pre FS

S-ULC-LC-M

S-MLC-LP-D

Site

post FS

Two hogans belonged to H.N. (Ashiihi clan) who
was H.J.'s zhe'e yazhi. H.J.'s family were called the
Yellow Horse People. Hastiin Nakai spoke some
Spanish and was called Tomas by the white people.

S-MLC-LP-E

Site

post FS

Used before Joseph City was founded in 1876/also
had a fence and a large cornfield. Site occupied for
6 years during which time a group of Mormons
settled in Joseph City. Hastiin Ligaii (Totsohnii
Clan) and Gray Mountain and California John (both
Ta'neeszahnii Clan) also used spring and occuped
area at the same time as H.J.'s family.

S-MLC-LP-F

Site

post FS

Hogan belonged to Gray Mountain who lived here
the same summer that H.J.'s family moved here.
Gray Mountain stayed here until forced to move
north after lands were surveyed and allotted out.

S-MLC-LP-G

Site

post FS

Hogan belonged to Todiichinii of Todiichinii Clan
who came from the Sand Springs area. Lived here
in the 1870s. Later he moved back to Sand Springs
where he died.
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Whole Hogans contiguous w/corral suggest pre F.S.
W-LLC-B-A site
pre, during and defensive position of Goma'aa
post FS
Whole
W-LLC-B-C site
Whole Camp of Hastiin Go Ma'a
W-LLC-B-E site
W-LLC-B-H
pre F.S. based on state of preservation & absence of trade
W-LLC-B-I goods
W-LLC-B-L No date, No history recorded
W-LLC-B-N No history on form
T.R. Date 1833
W-LLC-C-A
Small hogan diameters, burning and breaking off of
timbers and use of tree in hogans as a modification
is compatible with late 18th and early 19th century
W-LLC-C-B tree-ring dates.
W-LLC-C-C Same notes as W-LLC-C-B
W-LLC-C-D Same notes as W-LLC-C-B
Same notes as W-LLC-C-B; tree ring dates indicate
long usage, reuse or repair. Small hogan diameter is
W-LLC-C-E compatible with tree-ring dates
Same notes as W-LLC-C-B; Small diameters,
contiguous corrals, absence of European goods and
W-LLC-C-F metal axe cutes are compatible with tree-ring dates.

W-LLC-C-G
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W-LLC-C-H Same notes as W-LLC-C-F
W-LLC-C-1
1863 C.Y.'s father and other people lived up here before
they went to Fort Sumner in 1863. Inside the
reservation line about a mile east. When people
were driven off the Mountain in 1897 they had a
Whole reservoir. They were ordered to leave, hogans were
W-LLC-C-K site burned in 1927 by stockmen.
W-LLC-C-N
Recorded by Four Corners Pipeline Salvage
W-LLC-C-P Archaeology Project.
W-LLC-C-Q Probably recent pinyon gathering camp
W-LLC-C-R
W-LLC-C-S
W-LLC-C-T Site reuse indicated
W-LLC-C-U Structure types suggest preFS
W-LLC-C-V preFS based on site preservation
PreF.S. on basis of use of tree to modify forked-pole
W-LLC-C-W structure and small diameter.
PreF.S. on basis of use of tree as west fork in H3,
W-LLC-C-X small diameter and no trade items.
defensive structure and other features are compatible
W-LLC-C-Z with tree-ring date
W-LLC-C-AA preFS based on features
W-LLC-C-CC
W-LLC-C-DD
W-LLC-C-FF NA 6615
W-LLC-C-GG NA 6616
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W-LLC-C-HH NA 6617
W-LLC-C-1J Pre FS based on construction technique.
W-LLC-C-KK | Hogan preF.S. Mother's father's (Chei's) brother died in hogan
W-LLC-C-LL
W-LLC-C-MM
W-LLC-C-NN
W-LLC-C-00
W-LLC-C-PP
W-LLC-D-A
W-LLC-D-B
W-LLC-D-C

Beshlak'ai'atsidi a lagi begai (Calvin Peshlakai and
W-LLC-D-D his family) had a hogan here in 1936
W-LLC-D-E See Peshlakai's statement (?7?)

pre/post F.S. Beshlak'ai 'atsidi until 1939
W-LLC-D-F
pre FS Hogans destroyed by stockmen; dam built before

W-LLC-D-G 1960
W-LLC-D-H pre FS based on feature/construction

Incorporation of tree in forked pole structure

indicates pre FS. C.P. says this place used by
W-LLC-D-J Biwoo'aden (No Teeth)
W-LLC-SF-B Not diagnostically Navajo - pinyon camp
W-LLC-SF-C Not diagnostically Navajo - pinyon camp
W-LLC-SF-F

W-LLC-SF-K

Says site is very old. Tree ring dates suggest long
occupation, or reuse, living tree in forked pole hogan
suggest pre-F.S.
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W-LLC-SF-L

W-LLC-SF-M

W-LLC-SF-N Probably post FS.

W-LLC-SF-O
MNA NA 6426; extremely weathered pecked steps
(horse trail) mark the place where Father Escalante

W-NM-NC-A and party left the river on the 1776 crossing

W-NM-NC-B

W-NM-NC-C

W-NM-NC-D

W-NM-NC-E

W-NM-NC-F

W-NM-NC-G Modified forked pole = pre FS

W-NM-NC-I NA 6490 - Glen Canyon Salvage Survey

W-NM-NC-J Glen Canyon Salvage Survey

W-NM-NC-K Glen Canyon Salvage Survey

W-NM-NC-L post 1800 based on pottery

W-NM-NC-M probably pre F.S.

Navajo/Ute My mother's grandmother, Asdzaan Bilizi (Goat
Wars Woman) told me that this area was occupied by
Navajos during the time of the Navajo-Ute wars.
She was first called "Red Goat Woman" because she
had red goats but they later cut the Lichii (Red) off
and called her only Goat Woman. She was a young
Whole grown woman during the Navajo-Ute Wars and
W-NM-NC-N | site when the Navajos lived here.
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W-NM-NC-O

Whole
site

pre/during FS

Tallman stated that this was one of the hogans of the
Navajos who farmed this canyon before and during
F.S. The canyon takes its name from the Navajo
farms formerly in the canyon.

W-NM-NC-P

Whole
site

preFS

Tallman said that his great-grandma Abeh'saani (Old
Milk) told that this site was occupied when she lived
over in "Many Peaches Canyon" before FS. See W-
NM-NC-W

W-NM-NC-Q

Whole
site

preFS

Abeh Saani's home (great nali). She told him that
she moved back and forth between this camp and
one to the south near Many Peaches Canyon. He
does not know how long before FS she lived here.
He was a pretty good sized boy when she died of old
age down near Cow Springs. She lived in Gishi
Canyon to the south when he was a boy.

W-NM-NC-V

W-NM-NC-W

Whole
site

pre/post F.S.

Pre/during FS. Abeh Saani's home. H1 was built
sometime before FS-she stayed here during FS and
when the Navajos returned, H1 was rebuilt and W52
was constructed. N.B. is T.A.'s wife and Hastiin
A.N.'s half sister-their father is Abeh Saani's
grandson.

W-NM-NC-X

Whole
site

pre FS

Wife of M.Y.. M.Y. says that Biiaghaanii (of
Kiiya'aanii Clan) lived here before FS and spent
most of his life in this area before FS and went to FS
2 years after the main body of Navajos went there.

W-NM-PC-A

W-NM-PC-H
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W-NM-PC-K

Whole
site

pre/post F.S.

His Nali, Daaghaa'l Sani (Old Mustache) lived here
and did not go to FS.

W-NM-PC-L

Whole
site

preFS

Not sure but he thinks pre FS (site not re-occupied)

W-NM-PC-N

Whole
site

1863

Daagaa Sakaad told me he lived here one year
before the Navajos were being rounded up to be
taken to FS. He then moved to Tloh tsoosi tah' (A
kind of grass) where he lived for 4 years - there were
6 families there.

W-NM-PC-O

Whole
site

preFS

T.Y.B. says that he was told by his father that these
hogans were occupied before FS, and that the people
who occupied the site originally lived up near the La
Plata Mountains where they probably obtained the
metal axe. Tseginit Yazhi Biye' (Old Man Small
Canyon Biye') further says that his father told him
that this site was occupied by Abeh Saani of the
Tsinajini clan and that Navajos of the Tsinajini,
Bit'aani, Tabaha, Tach'iini, Tlizilani, and Lokaadine
clans lived in the Navajo Mountain area before and
during FS. Daagha Dah Sakaad (Dab of Whiskers)
clan grandfather of Old Man Small Canyon also
lived in the area before FS.

W-NM-PC-P

Whole
site

Looked the same 64-65 years ago (which would be
about 1896)

W-NM-PC-Q

W-NM-PC-U

W-NM-OC-A

W-CH-LC-A

W-CH-UC-C

See Hurt 1942
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W-CH-UC-D See Hurt 1942
Whole pre/post F.S. This country south of Red Butte was the territory of
site Santeel'in (Star Gazer) and Bigani who moved

through this vicinity and built corrals and hogans
here prior to FS - then they moved to Mt. Elden to
live. Star Gazer was Todichini Clan and Bighani was
Kiyani clan. Dineh Yazzie was a clan relative of Star
Gazer and lived around Castle Butte, later moved to
Mt. Elden. The bedrock mortars were used as water

W-HC-LH-G 2 | sources by the Navajos.
Use of tree in forked pole and small diameter
indicates preFS and 1918 tree-ring may indicate re-

W-HC-LH-P use

1881-reuse? preFS based on small diameter, contiguous corral,

W-HC-LH-DD nearness of ash heaps.

W-HC-LH-HH H1 destroyed by road work.

W-HC-LH-II

W-CH-UC-I need field forms

W-LLC-BC-A

W-LLC-BC-B

W-LLC-BC-C
Site first settled by BH's great-grandfather, Bich'aa

N-LSJ-CH-A whole site | pre&post FS 1 | Libai Sani (mother's-mother's father)

N-LSJ-CH-B whole site 1895 1 | Site built by BH's father; U of U Site No. 42 Sa 484

N-LSJ-CH-D 0 0

N-LSJ-CH-E 0 0 | See statement of N.D. on Navajo occupation of area
Bich'aa Libai Sani lived here and grew corn, squash,

N-LSJ-CH-J whole site | pre&post FS 1 | and melons
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N-LSJ-CH-K whole site | pre&post FS Tleshtsozii lived here
N-LSJ-CH-L whole site 1893 Site belonged to T.H., BH's father
N-LSJ-CH-M | Hogan 2 0 Bich'aa Libai Sani built H 2 but no mention of when
Hogan belonged to T.H.; was built, occupied, and
N-LSJ-CH-Q Hogan 2 0 abandoned before BH was born.
N-LSJ-CH-R Hogan 2 0 Winter hogan built by T.H. before BH was born.
Bich'aa Libai Sani came here to escape raids of
Whole Mexicans and other enemies and lived here during
N-LSJ-CH-V site during FS FS times.
site found by U of U field crew during Arch survey
N-LSJ-CH-Y of Glen Canyon during summer of 1959
Hogan is inside rockshelter; there are photos of it but
no specific information in field forms (it is
N-LSJ-WC-C subsumed under the description of the rock shelter)
N-LSJ-WC-D same Navajo witnesses as N-LSJ-BE-A
This was one of At'iini's (Hashkeniinii's son) camps
(see group N-LSJ-BE-A for list of Navajo
N-LSJ-WC-E whole site 0 witnesses); possible reuse
N-LSJ-BE-A
N-LSJ-BE-B
N-LSJ-BE-D
N-LSJ-CC-C
N-LSJ-CC-D
Merritt's chei told him that Nahanilth Kah'di (the
herder) lived there during Ft Sumner. Merritt's Chei
and the Herder were both Tabaha Clan. Site was
N-LSJ-CC-F whole site | during FS collapsed in 1928/The Herder died in 1914.
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N-LSJ-CC-G whole site Belonged to Nahanilth Kah'di mentioned in CC-F
Hastiin Dibe Ligai lived here and abandoned site in
1907 to avoid trouble with mormon ranchers moving
N-LSJ-CC-I whole site 1907 into the area.
May have belonged to the Herder; Archaeologists
assume non-Navajo because door of hogan is
oriented to NW and flat roof for cribbed log hogan is
early for Navajos. If site dates after 1870 it may be
N-LSJ-CC-J H1 0 Ute or Paiute.
Hastiin White sheep's maternal grandfather's hogan
N-LSJ-CC-L HI & H2 | c.1888-1896 is H1 and H2 is his parents' hogan
N-LSJ-CC-M Hl c.1869 His parents built this hogan
N-LSJ-CC-N Hl 0 Adza litsoi of Taabaha clan lived here
Mormons hauled logs away and burnt other logs ca.
Whole 1937 and chased out Todichini 19 years agoa (ca.
N-LSJ-MC-A | site preFS 1934)
Mormons burnt hogans and told Navahos to stay out
about 50-60 years ago (ca. 1893-1903). Kayelli lived
Whole there 60-80 years prior to 1953 in the under rock
N-LSJ-MC-B site hogan. C.R. herded sheep for Kayelli as a girl
N-LSJ-MC-C
Whole Winter camp-Mormons cleaned out and burned logs
N-LSJ-MC-D | site c.1890 in 1935
Whole
N-LSJ-MC-E site c.1883 Summer camp
N-LSJ-MC-F whole site | postFS abandoned (Chindi hogan)

436



abandoned (Chindi hogan); Mormons took logs of
H2 in 1943. Hashka'an lived here w/son-in-law
Nakai Dine Begay at that time Hashka'an was the

Whole son-in-law of White Whiskers. Site occupied from
N-LSJ-MC-I site postFS postFS until someone died.
Whole Yanil'an and 'Asdzaa Tseech'iih lived here after FS.
N-LSJ-MC-J site post FS Navajos pushed out by Mormons in 1932.
Whole
N-LSJ-MC-L site pre&post FS Hogans were old when he was a boy
Near Jelley camp which was abandoned 40 years
N-LSJ-MC-M ago
Whole Kitseili left voluntarily and gave place to Little
N-LSJ-MC-O | site Wagon who used it until 1952
Asdzaa Tanazani lived here 50 years ago and site
Whole was used until 1932 when Navajos were chased out
N-LSJ-MC-P site c.1903 by white stockmen. Recent home of F.J., Navajo.
C.R. lived here. Area used before FS and after.
N-LSJ-MC-Q pre&post FS White stockmen chased away Navajos in 1932.
Whole Great-grandparent of Warren and wife lived here
N-LSJ-MC-R site c.1890s "The Loser" and Hasta Hijoji about 60 years ago.
Whole
N-LSJ-MC-U | site preFS "White Sock" lived here and is J.H.'s grandfather
Whole Bili bitsolakai and Bili bitsi'ch'ii (2 brothers) lived
N-LSJ-MC-V | site preFS here. They did not go to FS.
Whole C.R.'s mother in H1; Hastiin Tsi ligai in H2; Ke'wosi
N-LSJ-MC-X | site c. 1863-1903 in H3
Whole
N-LSJ-MC-Z site c. 1867-1938
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Whole
N-LSJ-MC-AA | site 0
Whole
N-LSJ-MC-BB | site preFS "see statements of Hastiin Hashk'aan #5"
Mormons chased Navahos away when Tse'kizzi was
Whole a boy. Site used intermittently. Intermittent use is
N-LSJ-MC-CC | site c.1883 because Navajos were chased off the site frequently.
C.B. and Old Man Tomas lived here 40 years ago.
Whole C.B.'s mother made pottery. B.H. also lived here.
N-LSJ-MC-DD | site c.1913 Navajos forced out by white stockmen in 1932.
N-LSJ-MC-EE None recorded
Whole
N-LSJ-MC-FF | site c. 1877 birthplace of Hastiin Tse'kizzi
birthplace of B.A.. His mother C.R. lived here
Whole before 1863 Site is also a famed watering place of
N-LSJ-MC-II site c.1877 Navajos before and after FS.
Whole
N-LSJ-MC-JJ | site preFS Yo'iini "Man Who Sees" used this site
Whole
N-LSJ-MC-KK | site 1923-1942 Belonged to T.B. - mentions White Stockmen
Whole
N-LSJ-MC-LL | site 1948 Hogan built 15 years ago, corral too
N-LSJ-MC- Whole People who lived at N-LSJ-MC-Z. Hogan burnt by
MM site postFS Mexican sheepherders in approximately 1937
N-LSJ-MC-NN
N-LSJ-MC-00

N-LSJ-MC-PP
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Whole Burial of Kayelli (a head man) who was the brother

N-LSJ-MC-QQ | site 1894 of Tsekizzi's mother
B2 is the burial of Adzaan bikin di litle (Burnt
House woman) who was younger sister of Kayelli
and Bagodi. She died in a forked pole hogan and
hogan was burned. Three small cottonwoods are in
vicinity of grave. Bago'di (wounded knee) died in
H1 (he was Kayelli's older brother) sometime after

Whole 1894. Timbers from hogan removed and burned by

N-LSJ-MC-RR | site post 1894 Mexican sheepherder.

N-LSJ-MC-SS 0

N-LSJ-MC-TT 0 Appears to have been rebuilt

N-LSJ-MC-VV postFS

N-LSJ-MC-

WW Depth of fill may indicate burial ?

N-LSJ-MC-XX First saw this site in 1955

N-LSJ-MC-ZZ

N-LSJ-MC-

AAA Hogan appears to have been re-used

N-LSJ-MC-

BBB postFS

N-LSJ-MC-

FFF pre/post FS Abandoned by Dishface ca. 1908
Born in H10; Tsekizzi knew occupants of rest of site

N-LSJ-MC- structures when he was a boy (in 1958 Tsekizzi was

GGG postFS 1/2 75 years old).

N-LSJ-MC-

HHH pre/post 1900 Son of occupants

N-LSJ-MC-III pre 1883 Bagodi's area
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Original construction; reoccupied by Tsekizzi and
his wife. Tsekizzi and his first wife re-used site in
1916 and a Blessingway was held for her here in
1932. Tsekizzi doesn't know who originally built

N-LSJ-MC-J1J post 1900 and occupied the hogan.

N-LSJ-MC- occupied by Tsekizzi's uncle, man of Deer Water

KKK prel883 Clan

N-LSJ-MC-

000 possibly preFS but not certain

N-LSJ-MC-

PPP preFS date based on structure types and preservation

N-LSJ-MC- postFS/pre date based on trade material; R.L. first saw site in

UuUuU 1926 1926 and it was already abandoned.

N-LSJ-MC-

XXX postFS date based on trade goods

N-LSJ-MC-

BBBB post1900 based on condition
Knew Dene' Tsosie. H.T. says H.D.S. built site when
Tsekizzi was 15 and still afraid of girls. H2 is Chindi

N-LSJ-MC- because a child died there and is buried north of

CCCC whole site 1898 hogan beneath a cliff.
Home of Hastiin Biigani (Mr. Backbone), a
blacksmith who made bridle bits for a white man in
Cortez after FS. Also Hastiin Bit'aani (Skin Man),
who was a silversmith, also Atsidi Bahi (Little
Silversmith) is grandfather of H.N.B.H. who first
visited site in 1898 and says was occupied before

N-LSJ-MEC-C | whole site | pre/post FS FS.
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Hastiin T'aahi lived here before Handy was born.

N-LSJ-MEC-D | whole site | postFS/pre1900 1 | Two hogans are winter hogans
late
1850s/early
N-LSJ-MEC-E 1860s 1
N-LSJ-MEC-F 0 | condition of sweathouse suggests postFS
N-LSJ-MEC-G | whole site 0 | Blackhorse lived here year round
N-LSJ-MEC-H | whole site 0 | No knowledge
N-LSJ-MEC-I postFS 3 | Naakii Naa'aashii lived here
N-LSJ-MEC-K | whole site | preFS 2 | Jooletii lived here
Chiisko, Tsekizzi's uncle, lived here and was very
poor. He dressed all in black but sometimes had to
N-LSJ-MEC-L | whole site 0 | wear his wife's clothes.
N-LSJ-MEC-M | whole site | preFS 4 | No knowledge
Hovenweep National Monument Park Ranger "Too
N-LSJ-MEC-N | whole site crude to be Anasazi"
Hovenweep National Monument Park Ranger "Too
N-LSJ-MEC-O | whole site crude to be Anasazi"
N-LSJ-MEC-Q | whole site | preFS 4
N-LSJ-MEC-S | whole site
N-LSJ-MEC-T | whole site | post1900 Saw site 20 years ago (he is Handy's son-in-law)
N-LSJ-MEC-V | whole site | postFS 3 | Home of "White Shirt"
Maternal grandmother's husband died in hogan,
Bitani biyii aden (Bitani with harsh voice) is the man
who died and his horse was shot and hogan burned
down. Grandma's name, T'ahn dez bah - Retreating
War Woman). She lived in hogan in 1898 when J.H.
N-LSJ-MEC-X 1898 1 | was 10 years old.
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N-LSJ-MEC-Y 1880-1890s Father-in-law's site
N-LSJ-MEC-Z prel878 F.C.'s homes/winter camps
N-LSJ-MEC-
AA 1888 M.B. was born here
N-LSJ-MEC- M.B. mother and uncle lived here. Site also occupied
BB 1890s by Mancisco and Hosteen Tabaha.
J.R. lived here when he was 10 years old (he was 71
N-LSJ-MEC- in 1958). His father was smothered to death when he
CC 1897 fell asleep in the sweathouse.
J.R.'s father built this site before the N-LSJ-MEC-
CC one. His elder sister, Bah, lived in H2 with her
N-LSJ-MEC- husband Deschene. Later Deschene married J.R.'s
DD prel897 other elder sister, Chee (red) who lived in H3.
Bai Lilli occupied site in 1898. Hogan is chindi
because Natani Nez and Hosteen T'ahe (Mr. Flat or
Skinny) died of measles within 5 days of each other
N-LSJ-MEC- 45 years before (ca. 1913). Kesh Mish, son of
EE whole site 1898 Hosteen T'ahe also lived here).
N-LSJ-MEC-
FF whole site 1898 Natani Nez built (he is JH's father-in-law)
N-LSJ-MEC-
GG whole site 1878 T.J. (Take it Easy), F.C.'s father, built site
N-LSJ-MEC-
HH whole site | pre1900 Summer camp of B.Y.
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