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CHAPTER ONE 

STUDY OVERVIEW 
 
 

Project History and Purpose 
 

For the purpose of addressing their consultation responsibilities under the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), the National Park Service 
(NPS) contracted with the Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology (BARA) at the 
University of Arizona (UofA) to complete a cultural affiliation study of four national 
monuments in northern Arizona: Navajo National Monument, Sunset Crater Volcano, 
Walnut Canyon, and Wupatki. The study (Toupal and Stoffle 2001), consisting only of a 
review of existing documentation in the National Park Service’s Flagstaff and Regional 
Offices, revealed a need for ethnographic data about the traditional use of natural resources 
by six ethnic groups: the Pai, Southern Paiute, Hopi, Zuni, Navajo, and Western Apache. 

 
Under Cooperative Agreement Number H8601010007, BARA contracted with the 

NPS to amend the document review with primary data from representatives of the tribes that 
were found to be historically and culturally affiliated with Sunset Crater Volcano (SUCR), 
Walnut Canyon (WACA), and Wupatki National Monument (WUPA). Additionally, this 
addendum to the affiliation study includes information about traditional uses of park 
resources as described by tribal representatives. This information is critical to park 
management and for compliance with various laws, regulations, executive orders, and 
policies so that park managers can better address tribal requests for continued access and use 
of park resources.  

 
While the study area focuses on the three parks, it is connected in many ways to many 

people. Three travel corridors come together in the Flagstaff area and reflect long-established 
intertribal relationships. The Indian Claims Commission hearings determined these corridors 
were non-occupied areas illustrating a significant difference between Euro-American and 
Native American interpretations of relationships with the land (Figure 1.1). 

 
 

Research Tasks 
 
The first purpose of this study is to amend the completed literature search with 

primary data collected with tribal representatives of the six ethnic groups. This data will 
provide contemporary validation of the literature search and contribute additional 
information related to tribal affiliation. 

 
The second purpose of this study is to provide primary data about past and present 

tribal uses of park resources. As a Traditional Use Study of park resources, this effort 
contributes information essential to park management as well as to compliance with a myriad 
of laws, regulations, executive orders, and NPS policies.   
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The specific objectives of this study include identification of natural resources at each 

park that are used for traditional purposes, descriptions of the cultural importance of these 
resources, and, where possible, links between contemporary resource use and records of 
historic use. 

 
These objectives are addressed in park-specific and cultural landscape chapters with 

primary data and ethnographic summaries, and appendices. Linking contemporary resource 
use with records of historic use is achieved through appropriate in-text citations. Additional 
historic record ethnobotanic data pertinent to each ethnic group’s traditional use of the 
Flagstaff area is included as appendices to cover those park plants not discussed by 
participants but known to be traditionally used by the groups in other areas. 

 
 

Research Methods 
 
This Traditional Use Study is based on interviews with elders or representatives who 

were selected by their tribal governments to participate in field visits (Table 1.1). The 
Hualapai Tribe, Hopi Tribe, and Navajo Nation were unable to participate in the study, 
however, each of them was given the opportunity to provide written material pertinent to the 
traditional uses of the three parks in order to include them in the report. This material has 
been incorporated in the appropriate ethnic group sections for each park and landscape.  

 
 

 
Figure 1.1. Arizona aboriginal land areas as determined by the Indian Claims Commission. 
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During four three-day study periods spread over two years, our assessment teams 
visited each park with representatives from one of the four participating ethnic groups. In.the 
spring of 2002, our team met with representatives from the Pai and Southern Paiute groups, 
and in the spring of 2003, we met with representatives from the Zuni and Western Apache 
groups (Table 1.2). The Hualapai Tribe was unable to arrange transportation for elders to 
participate in the study, however, they did submit written material pertinent to the study and 
provided site specific and landscape data by telephone. The majority of their contribution 
was concerned with ethnobotanical, spiritual, and legendary use of the three parks and 
resources.  

 
The assessment team spent an average of one day at each park beginning with 

Wupatki and ending with Walnut Canyon. After visiting specific places, quiet locations were 
found where private interviews could take place. At Wupatki, the Wukoki and/or Wupatki 
sites were discussed at Doney Mountain, while the Citadel and Lomaki site discussions 
occurred at those locations. At Sunset Crater, the Crater was discussed as a site at the Lava 
Flow Nature Trail, O’Leary Peak, and the Visitor Center. Walnut Canyon was treated in its 
entirety as a single site, and discussions took place along the Island Trail wherever 
representatives found an enjoyable setting. Discussions were held along the Rim Trail with 
those participants who were unable to take the Island Trail. The Walnut Canyon discussions 
were the most difficult in terms of visitor interruptions. Our preceding work with tribal 
representatives at the other two parks, however, had created a comfortable environment for 
the representatives with our team so the interruptions had little effect. The landscape and map 
discussions took place at either Lomaki or Sunset Crater. A total of 76 formal interviews and 
4 informal on-site interviews were conducted (Table 1.3). 

 
 

Roland Manakaja, Havasupai Pai 
Katherine Marquez, Yavapai-Apache 

 Loretta Jackson, Hualapai 
 Malinda Powskey, Hualapai 

Ila Bullets, Kaibab 
Warren Mayo, Kaibab 
Gevene Savela, Kaibab 
Henry Whiskers, San Juan 

Southern Paiute 

Stanley Whiskers, San Juan 
Leland Kaamasee, Cultural Advisory Team Member 
Octavius Seowtewa, Cultural Advisory Team Member 
Perry Tsadiasi, Cultural Advisory Team Member 

Zuni 

Jerome Zuni, Supervisory Archaeologist 
Rozella Hines, Yavapai-Apache 
Levi DeHose, White Mountain Apache 
Jeanette Cassa, San Carlos Apache 

Western Apache 

Vincent Randall, Camp Verde/Payson 
Table 1.1. Tribal Representatives Participating in the Traditional Use Study. 
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2002 Field Visits  2003 Field Visits 

May 5, 2002 
Arrive Flagstaff 

Kaibab Southern Paiute 
San Juan Southern Paiute 

 May 18, 2003 
Arrive Flagstaff 

Zuni Tribe 

May 6, 2002 
Site visits at Wupatki 

Kaibab Southern Paiute 
San Juan Southern Paiute 

 May 19, 2003 
Site visits at Wupatki 

Zuni Tribe 

May 7, 2002 
Site visits at Sunset 
Crater 

Kaibab Southern Paiute 
San Juan Southern Paiute 

 May 20, 2003 
Site visits at Sunset 
Crater 

Zuni Tribe 

May 8, 2002 
Site visits at Walnut 
Canyon 

Kaibab Southern Paiute 
San Juan Southern Paiute 

 May 21, 2003 
Site visits at Walnut 
Canyon 

Zuni Tribe 

May 9, 2002 
Leave / Arrive 
Flagstaff 

Kaibab Southern Paiute 
San Juan Southern Paiute / 
Havasupai 
Yavapai-Apache 

 May 22, 2003 
Leave Flagstaff 

Zuni Tribe 

May 10, 2002 
Site visits at Sunset 
Crater 

Havasupai  
Yavapai-Apache 

   

May 11, 2002 
Site visits at Walnut 
Canyon 

Havasupai  
Yavapai-Apache 

 June 2, 2003 
Arrive Flagstaff 

Yavapai-Apache 
White Mountain Apache 
San Carlos Apache 
Camp Verde/Payson 

May 12, 2002 
Site visits at Wupatki 
NM 

Havasupai  
Yavapai-Apache 

 June 3, 2003 
Site visits at Sunset 
Crater 

Yavapai-Apache 
White Mountain Apache 
San Carlos Apache 
Camp Verde/Payson 

May 13, 2002 
Leave Flagstaff 

Havasupai  
Yavapai-Apache 

 June 4, 2003 
Leave Flagstaff 

Yavapai-Apache 
White Mountain Apache 
San Carlos Apache 
Camp Verde/Payson 

Table 1.2. Field Schedules for the Traditional Use Study.
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Park 

Ethnic Group 
Site 

Interviews 
Landscape 
Interviews 

Map 
Interviews 

Informal 
Interviews Total 

Sunset Crater  
Pai 2 2 1 3 8 

 
Southern Paiute 5 5 1 0 11 

 
Zuni 4 4 4 1 13 

 
Western Apache 4 4 1 0 9 

SUCR Total 15 15 7 4 41 
 Walnut Canyon  

Pai 2 2 0 0 4 
 

Southern Paiute 4 2 0 0 6 
 

Zuni 4 0 0 0 4 
 

Western Apache 0 0 0 0 0 

WACA Total 10 4 0 0 14 
Wupatki 

Pai 2 2 1 0 5 
 

Southern Paiute 5 5 2 0 12 
 

Zuni 8 0 0 0 8 
 

Western Apache 0 0 0 0 0 
WUPA Total 15 7 3 0 25 

GRAND TOTAL 40 26 10 4 80 
Table 1.3. Traditional Use Interviews by Park, Ethnic Group, and Type. 

 
Each elder or representative was interviewed by a professionally trained ethnographer 

from the UofA who had experience in at least two other ethnographic projects. The UofA 
ethnographers who assisted in recording information for this report are Dr. Richard Stoffle, 
Dr. Rebecca Toupal, Shawn Kelly, Jill Dumbauld, Nathan O’Meara, and Christopher 
Basaldu. The backgrounds for these researchers include: 
 

Dr. Richard W. Stoffle is a senior cultural anthropologist at BARA and has 
more than 25 years of experience with American Indian environmental issues. 
He has worked successfully with more than 80 American Indian tribes and 
many federal agencies to address American Indian environmental concerns in 
land management decisions. His more recent publications include American 
Indian histories with the Nevada Test Site and with Nellis Air Force Base, and 
articles on traditional environmental knowledge in Human Organization, 
American Indian Quarterly, and Current Anthropology. 
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Dr. Rebecca S. Toupal is an assistant research scientist and has over five years 
of research experience with BARA including work with Scandinavian 
fishermen, and 18 American Indian tribes in the southwest and Midwest. She 
has a B.S. in Forestry/Range Management from the University of Montana, a 
Master of Landscape Architecture (MLA) from the University of Arizona 
(UA), and a Ph.D. in Renewable Natural Resource Studies from UA. She 
investigated successful conservation partnerships in the western U.S. for her 
MLA thesis. Her Ph.D. dissertation was an investigation of four cultural 
landscapes that centered on a wilderness area in southern Arizona. 
 
Shawn Kelly is a UA graduate with a B.A.in Anthropology. His research 
interests in native people’s relationships with the land have led him to study 
Mayan traditions in Guatemala. He has participated in ethnographic research 
with local fishermen in the Bahamas, and American Indians in the southwest 
and Midwest. 

 
Jill Dumbauld is a UA graduate with a B.A.in Anthropology. Her research 
interests in American Indian relationships with their traditional areas has led 
her to Peace Corp work in Ecuador. She has participated in ethnographic 
research with local fishermen in the Bahamas, and American Indians in the 
southwest and Midwest. 

 
Nathan O’Meara is a UA graduate with a B.A.in Anthropology. His research 
interests center on native ethnobotany and he has participated in 
ethnobotanical work with local fishermen in the Bahamas, and American 
Indians in the southwest and Midwest. 

 
Fletcher Chmara-Huff is a UA graduate with a BA in Anthropology. He has 
worked with Dr. Stoffle for three years on a Bahama project about people’s 
attachments to the environment, and on cultural resource projects with 
Southern Paiute people. His senior honors thesis focused on the Pahrump 
Band of Southern Paiutes and their relationship with their traditional territory. 
 
Christopher Basaldu is a Ph.D. candidate in Anthropology at UA. He has a 
B.A. in Religious Studies from Harvard, and an M.A. in American Indian 
Studies from UA. His doctoral research is concerned with gender roles in 
cultural adaptations of the Hopi. He has participated in ethnographic research 
with American Indians in the southwest and Midwest. 

 
In order to facilitate the recording of traditional use information, our team employed 

interview instruments developed by the UofA team during the course of over fifteen years of 
similar ethnographic research. For this study, we used tape recorders, site and cultural 
landscape forms (Appendix B), landscape Geographic Information System maps, notebooks, 
and photography to record cultural data. 
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Knowledge in human societies is always unevenly distributed, usually depending 
upon gender, age, and specializations such as medicine people. Confidence in the findings of 
the research, consequently, depends directly on the number of Indian people who are 
interviewed. Our UofA ethnographers have found that a minimal study requires four people 
per ethnic group in order to begin to have some understanding of the cultural topics under 
investigation. A full understanding of the cultural significance of Southern Paiute plants by 
gender, age, and status, for example, requires as many as 16 people (Stoffle, Halmo, and 
Evans 1999). To meet this requirement for this study, 96 to 128 elders would have to be 
interviewed (16 for each ethnic group1). Even the largest of the ethnographic studies fails to 
meet these requirements. In spite of the low number of representatives in this study, all of 
them were highly knowledgeable about the traditional relationships their tribes had with the 
three parks. The findings, consequently, are reliable and pertinent to management but do not 
provide the full cultural understanding that woud be achieved with the sample size of 16 
representatives per tribe. 

 
Optimal ethnographic studies are achieved over time through tiering in which each 

study builds upon previous studies. Each study report must be viewed, consequently, as 
open-ended since it contributes something to that total body of cultural knowledge being 
sought. As a tiered study, this project builds on the previous cultural affiliation study, and 
provides direction to future studies.  

 
 

Organization of Report 
 
This report begins with a summary of the previous cultural affiliation study, the 

recommendations from that review, and the data gaps this study is intended to address. The 
next three chapters are park-specific beginning with Sunset Crater (SUCR), then Walnut 
Canyon (WACA) and Wupatki (WUPA). Each of these chapters includes descriptions of the 
sites we visited with the consultants, their responses to the questions (paraphrased from tapes 
and/or field notes), and ethnographic summaries. Data for the two groups who were not able 
to participate, the Hopi Tribe and Navajo Nation, come from a literature and document 
review, and are incorporated as separate sections following the site data.  

 
Chapter Six presents cultural landscape data for each participating group and 

ethnographic summaries. Landscape maps for the Hopi and Navajo people from the literature 
are included. A regional landscape description provides a synopsis of the data and presents 
the area of study as a multi-ethnic landscape. The ethnographic summary contextualizes the 
landscape data relative to interpretive changes currently underway. The final chapter includes 
a summary of traditional resources and uses, tribal recommendations, the extent to which this 
study filled data gaps, and those topics needing additional study. Appendices are provided for 
a resource inventory, the data collection instruments, and a list of the documents reviewed for 
the previous cultural affiliation study. 

                                                 
1 The Pai, as an ethnic group, are represented by the Havasupai, Hualapai, and Yavapai. These tribes have more 
differences than what may be found between different Southern Paiute or Western Apache tribes so 16 people 
from each of these tribes would be preferable to 5 or 6 from each tribe. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

SUMMARY OF CULTURAL AFFILIATION REVIEW 
 
 

In this chapter, we present an overview of the 2001 cultural affiliation review and a 
summary of the findings. Data from that report include summaries of the existing evidence of 
affiliation found in the NPS documents, a time matrix of affiliation, and tables for each of the 
three parks that identify the documents containing evidence of affilation to the respective 
park. The document numbers used in the tables are identified in Appendix A. We conclude 
the chapter with a summary of the overall needs for additional evidence as determined from 
the document review. 

 
 

Project Overview 
 

In 2001, the UofA research team completed a cultural affiliation study to aid NPS 
management of the four Flagstaff monuments (Navajo National Monument, Sunset Crater, 
Walnut Canyon, Wupatki) with on-going efforts to comply with the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA). This initial affiliation study was 
confined to a review of NPS documents and provided baseline data for compliance with 
NAGPRA. While this review covered all four Flagstaff monuments, this report is concerned 
only with traditional use of the latter three parks. 
 

Experienced with the Pai and Paiute groups, the UofA team reviewed the documents 
pertinent to those groups’ affiliation. Our team subcontracted with other experts to review the 
documents for data pertaining to Navajo, Apache, Hopi, and Zuni affiliations. Klara Kelley 
and Harris Francis reviewed Apache and Navajo affiliation while T.J. Ferguson and Roger 
Anyon of Heritage Resources Management Consultants reviewed Hopi and Zuni affiliation.  

 
The purpose of the study was to address the adequacy of 60 NPS documents for 

evidence of cultural affiliation for tribes of the six ethnic groups. The resulting report 
provided determinations of adequacy2 with recommendations for additional information and 
future consultation efforts. The affiliation summaries for each ethnic group included 
document description, any evidence that was found, identifiable time frames, a determination 
of adequacy of the evidence, and specific needs for and sources of additional evidence.  

                                                 
2 In the 2001 Scope of Work, adequacy referred to whether the reviewed documents provided sufficient 
evidence to make cultural affiliation determinations. As the term was applied by the three review teams, it came 
to refer to (1) whether each document covered “most of the readily available evidence of the particular type 
needed to assess a possible connection” between contemporary tribes, and past users and occupants of each 
monument (Toupal and Stoffle 2001:9); or (2) sufficiency for determination of cultural affiliation with all four 
monuments. Given this inconsistency and the results of this traditional use study, adequacy now refers to 
whether each type of evidence is clear in it’s implication of each tribe’s cultural affiliation specific to each 
monument. The presence of evidence, then, is not considered adequate until one or more occurrences of it are 
explicit in connecting a tribe to a monument. At that point, adequacy would imply that the tribe should be 
included in consultations for the monument(s). 
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Summary of Review Findings 

 
The three review teams found evidence of affiliation with Sunset Crater Volcano 

National Monument for all six ethnic groups (Table 2.1). The evidence was sparse and 
inadequate for affiliation purposes for Hopi and Zuni people with the exception of 
archaeological evidence for Hopi. While evidence was abundant for Apache, Navajo, Pai, 
and Paiute people, it was found to be inadequate for Apache and Paiute affiliation. The 
evidence for Apache, Navajo, Hopi, and Pai people spanned the four time periods of 
traditional, aboriginal, historic, and contemporary use. The evidence for Zuni people covered 
traditional and aboriginal periods, while the evidence for Paiute people spanned traditional 
and historic periods. Of the 60 review documents, ten contained evidence for Apache people, 
15 had evidence for Navajo people, 13 contained evidence for Hopi people, ten had evidence 
for Zuni people, seven contained evidence for Pai people, and four had evidence for Paiute 
people (Table 2.4).  

 
Existing Evidence of Affiliation 

(Shaded indicates adequate) Time Matrix 

 An Ar B F G H K L Or Ot
Traditional 

(time immemorial)
Aboriginal 

(time of extinguishment) Historic Today
Apache 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 
Hopi 9 9       9  9 9 9 9 
Navajo 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 
Pai 9 9 9 9 9 9 9  9 9 9 9 9 9 
Paiute  9 9 9 9 9   9 9 9  9  
Zuni 9 9   9    9  9 9   

An – Anthropological 
H - Historical 

Ar – Archaeological 
K - Kinship 

B – Biological 
L - Linguistic 

F – Folkloric 
Or - Oral tradition 

G – Geographical 
Ot - Other 

Table 2.1. Type of and time frame for cultural affiliation evidence for Sunset Crater Volcano NM. 
 

The three review teams found evidence of affiliation with Walnut Canyon National 
Monument for all six ethnic groups (Table 2.2). Evidence was sparse for Navajo and Pai 
people, and inadequate for Navajo affiliation but adequate for Pai affiliation. More evidence 
was found for Zuni people but it was inadequate for affiliation purposes. The evidence found 
for Apache, Navajo, and Paiute people was adequate for affiliation purposes. Evidence for all 
four time frames was found for Apache, Navajo, Hopi, and Pai people. The evidence for Zuni 
people covered traditional and aboriginal time periods while the evidence for Paiute people 
was found for only the historic period. Of the 60 review documents, nine contained evidence 
for Apache people, 16 had evidence for Navajo people, 15 contained evidence for Hopi 
people, 11 had evidence for Zuni people, 11 contained evidence for Pai people, and three had 
evidence for Paiute people (Table 2.5). 
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Existing Evidence of Affiliation 
(Shaded indicates adequate) Time Matrix 

 An Ar B F G H K L Or Ot
Traditional 

(time immemorial)
Aboriginal 

(time of extinguishment) Historic Today
Apache 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 
Hopi 9 9 9 9 9 9   9  9 9 9 9 
Navajo 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 
Pai 9 9 9 9 9 9 9   9 9 9 9 9 
Paiute  9 9  9    9 9   9  
Zuni 9 9 9  9    9  9 9   

An – Anthropological 
H - Historical 

Ar – Archaeological 
K - Kinship 

B – Biological 
L - Linguistic 

F – Folkloric 
Or - Oral tradition 

G – Geographical 
Ot - Other 

Table 2.2. Type of and time frame for cultural affiliation evidence for Walnut Canyon NM. 
 
The three review teams found evidence of affiliation with Wupatki National 

Monument for all six ethnic groups (Table 2.3). Evidence was sparse for Navajo and Pai 
people, and inadequate for Navajo affiliation but adequate for Pai affiliation. While more 
evidence was found for Zuni people and an abundance of evidence was found for Apache, 
Navajo, and Paiute people, the evidence for Zuni affiliation was inadeqate. The evidence for 
Apache, Navajo, Hopi, and Pai people spanned all four time periods. The evidence for Zuni 
people covered traditional and aboriginal time periods while the evidence for Paiute people 
covered the traditional and historic periods. Of the 60 review documents, nine contained 
evidence for Apache people, 17 had evidence for Navajo people, 17 contained evidence for 
Hopi people, 13 had evidence for Zuni people, eight contained evidence for Pai people, and 
four had evidence for Paiute people (Table 2.6). 

 
Existing Evidence of Affiliation 

(Shaded indicates adequate) Time Matrix 

 An Ar B F G H K L Or Ot
Traditional 

(time immemorial)
Aboriginal 

(time of extinguishment) Historic Today
Apache 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 
Hopi 9 9 9  9    9 9 9 9 9 9 
Navajo 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 
Pai 9 9 9 9 9 9 9  9 9 9 9 9 9 
Paiute  9 9 9 9 9   9 9 9  9  
Zuni 9 9 9  9    9 9 9 9   

An – Anthropological 
H - Historical 

Ar – Archaeological 
K - Kinship 

B – Biological 
L - Linguistic 

F – Folkloric 
Or - Oral tradition 

G – Geographical 
Ot - Other 

Table 2.3. Type of and time frame for cultural affiliation evidence for Wupatki NM. 
 

Each review team completed their evaluation of the documents by identifying the 
types of evidence that were lacking for each group at each park, and sources for that 
information. They made recommendations for filling those data gaps (Table 2.7) and 
identified literature and other documents to consult as well (Table 2.8). Their reviews also 
included suggestions for future consultation efforts that could further inform managers about 
the groups’ cultural affiliation with and traditional use of the Flagstaff monuments. 
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Table 2.4. Sunset Crater National Monument – Evidence of Affiliation by Document 
(bold numbers reflect adequate evidence) 

 
 Apache* Navajo Hopi Zuni Pai Paiute 
Anthropological 8, 19, 24, 29 8, 13, 20, 24, 29 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 

7, 8, 13, 17, 26 
2, 3, 5, 7, 8 14 ----- 

Archaeological 3, 8, 12, 24, 
25, 26, 27 

3, 6, 8, 12, 13, 
24, 25, 26, 27 

1, 2, 4, 8, 13, 
17, 26 

5, 13, 17 2 2 

Biological 27, 24, 25 20, 22, 24, 25, 
27 

----- ----- 8 8 

Folkloric 8, 12, 24, 25, 
27 

6, 8, 12, 20, 24, 
25, 27 

----- ----- 8 8 

Geographical 3, 7, 8, 12, 24, 
27 

1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 
12, 13, 20, 24, 
27 

----- 8 8 8 

Historical 25, 3, 8, 12, 
24, 29 

3, 8, 12, 13, 24, 
25, 29 

----- ----- 8, 59, 60 8 

Kinship 8, 24, 25, 27 6, 8, 13, 20, 22, 
24, 25, 27 

----- ----- 8 ----- 

Linguistic 12, 24, 26 6, 12, 24, 26 ----- ----- ----- ----- 
Oral tradition 24, 8, 12, 25, 

27 
1, 2, 6, 8, 12, 
13, 20, 24, 25, 
27 

2, 4, 8, 17, 18, 
26 

1, 2, 5, 8, 17, 
26 

8 8 

Other expert opiñon 3, 19, 24, 25 3, 6, 13, 22, 24, 
25 

----- ----- 8, 22 22 

 
* Based on implications associated with data pertinent to Apache affiliation with WACA. 
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Table 2.5. Walnut Canyon National Monument – Evidence of Affiliation by Document 
(bold numbers reflect adequate evidence) 

 
 Apache Navajo Hopi Zuni Pai Paiute 
Anthropological 8, 19, 24, 29 8, 13, 20, 24, 29 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 

8, 12, 17, 26 
2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 12 6, 14, 15, 16 ----- 

Archaeological 3, 8, 12, 24, 25, 
26, 27 

3, 6, 8, 12, 13, 
14, 24, 25, 26, 
27 

1, 2, 4, 8, 11, 
12, 14, 16, 17, 
25, 26 

5, 16, 17 2, 13, 14, 16, 23 2 

Biological 24, 25, 27 20, 22, 24, 25, 
27 

12, 25 12, 25 8 8 

Folkloric 8, 27, 25, 24, 12 8, 6, 27, 25, 24, 
20, 12 

8 ----- 8 ----- 

Geographical 3, 8, 12, 24, 27 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 12, 
13, 14, 16, 20, 
24, 27 

12 8, 12 8 8 

Historical 3, 8, 12, 24, 25, 
29 

3, 8, 12, 13, 14, 
24, 25, 29 

16 ----- 8, 59, 60 ----- 

Kinship 8, 24, 25, 27 6, 8, 13, 20, 22, 
24, 25, 27 

----- ----- 8 ----- 

Linguistic 12, 24, 26 6, 12, 24, 26 ----- ----- ----- ----- 
Oral tradition 8, 12, 24, 25, 27 1, 2, 6, 8, 12, 

13, 20, 24, 25, 
27 

2, 4, 8, 11, 17, 
18, 25, 26 

1, 2, 5, 8, 17, 26 ----- 8 

Other expert 
opinion 

3, 19, 24, 25 3, 6, 13, 22, 24, 
25 

----- ----- 22 22 
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Table 2.6. Wupatki National Monument – Evidence of Affiliation by Document 
(bold numbers reflect adequate evidence) 

 
 Apache* Navajo Hopi Zuni Pai Paiute 
Anthropological 8, 19, 24, 29 8, 13, 20, 24, 29 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 

8, 9, 12, 13, 17, 
26 

2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 12 14 ----- 

Archaeological 3, 8, 12, 24, 25, 
26, 27 

3, 6, 8, 12, 13, 
14, 24, 25, 26, 
27 

1, 2, 4, 8, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 14, 
17, 25, 26 

5, 9, 10, 13, 17 9, 13, 14, 23 2, 8, 13 

Biological 24, 25, 27 20, 22, 24, 25, 
27 

12, 25 12, 25 8 8 

Folkloric 8, 12, 24, 25, 27 6, 8, 12, 17, 20, 
24, 25, 27 

----- ----- 8 8 

Geographical 3, 8, 12, 24, 27 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 12, 
13, 14, 20, 24, 
27 

12 8, 12 8 8 

Historical 3, 8, 12, 24, 25, 
29 

3, 8, 12, 13, 14, 
24, 25, 29 

----- ----- 8, 59, 60 8 

Kinship 8, 24, 25, 27 6, 8, 13, 17, 20, 
22, 24, 25, 27 

----- ----- 8 ----- 

Linguistic 12, 24, 26 6, 12, 24, 26 ----- ----- ----- ----- 
Oral tradition 8, 12, 24, 25, 27 1, 2, 6, 8, 10, 

12, 13, 17, 20, 
24, 25, 27 

2, 4, 8, 10, 11, 
17, 18, 25, 26 

1, 2, 5, 8, 10, 
17, 26 

8 8 

Other expert 
opinion 

3, 19, 24, 25 3, 6, 13, 22, 24, 
25 

10 10 8, 22 22 

 
* Based on implications associated with data pertinent to Apache affiliation with WACA. 
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Table 2.7. Overall needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 

Pai SUCR, WACA, WUPA 

Overall • Clarify Pai-Sinagua connection 
• Identify other activities, including burials that could occur with the Yavapai people’s plant and animal 

use of the area 
• Havasupai tribal elders to document stories (geographic) 
• Direct documentation of the traditions and stories 
• Inter-tribal relations and ethnic groups' uses of these areas 
• Clarify the impacts of inter-ethnic marriage and migration on uses and occupation of SUCR and the 

surrounding area 
• More complete account of Hualapai oral history 
• Pai tribal elders for complimentary stories, and review of the stories to clarify the Pai-Zuni relationship 

Anthropological • More complete account of Hualapai oral history 
• Inter-tribal relations and ethnic groups' uses of these areas 
• Clarify the impacts of inter-ethnic marriage and migration on uses and occupation of 

SUCR/WACA/WUPA and the surrounding area 

Oral Tradition • Pai tribal elders for complimentary stories, and review of the stories to clarify the Pai-Zuni relationship 

Paiute SUCR, WACA, WUPA 

Overall • Clarify Hopi-Paiute connections and Paiutes as part of multi-ethnic groups that represent the Sinagua  
• As part of an area of multi-ethnic use, SUCR, WACA, and WUPA likely contain some materials 

associated with Paiute activities 
• More complete account of the oral history and possible foundation for TCP nominations 
• Review of Southern Paiute and Hopi histories 
• Relationship between the Kaibab Paiute and the Hopi tribe regarding treatment of Anasazi remains 

suggests an inter-tribal recognition of Paiute affiliation with the area 
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Table 2.7. Overall needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 

Anthropological • Clarify Hopi-Paiute connections and Paiutes as part of multi-ethnic groups that represent the Sinagua 
• Review of Southern Paiute and Hopi histories 

Kinship • Relationship between the Kaibab Paiute and the Hopi tribe regarding treatment of Anasazi remains 
suggests an inter-tribal recognition of Paiute affiliation with the area 

Hopi SUCR 

Overall • Contemporary use of Bonito Park for religious activities 
• Continued collection of medicinal plants 

Archaeological • In some cultural affiliation studies, Kayenta and Sinagua ceramics are directly associated with Hopi. 
Association of these ceramics with Zuni needs investigation.  

Zuni SUCR, WACA, WUPA 

Archaeological • In some cultural affiliation studies, association of Kayenta and Sinagua ceramics with Zuni needs 
investigation.  

Navajo SUCR, WUPA 

Anthropological • Review reference literature on Navajo material culture, preferably with guidance from Navajo Nation 
Historic Preservation Department (NNHPD) and local traditionalists.  

• Complete inventory of “objects of cultural as described by Navajo Nation (doc. 24) in WUPA 
collections. (an ethnobotany collection put together by the late Clyde Peshlakai is a type of item 
specified by doc. 24). Do any of items that doc. 29 describes in NPS Flagstaff “ethnology collection” 
come from WUPA? If so, consult NNHPD and Navajo traditionalists about those items and also about 
“intellectual property” (cultural patrimony) in collections and interpretive materials.  
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Table 2.7. Overall needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 

Archaeological 
 
• Archaeological inventory of SUCR 
• Review literature on Navajo archaeology of the surrounding region. Consider what ancestral 

Apache/Navajo archaeological sites might look like, including undated or precolumbian small or 
anomalous sites, features on larger precolumbian sites, etc.  

• See Folkloric needs and Oral Tradition below for revising cultural affiliation of Wupatki and for dealing 
with petroglyphs.  

• Consult NNHPD and Navajo traditionalists re items in “archeology collection” at NPS Flagstaff office 
and re “intellectual property” (cultural patrimony) in collections and interpretive materials.  

 WACA 

Anthropological • Complete inventory of “objects of cultural patrimony” as described by Navajo Nation (doc. 24) in 
WACA collections. Do any of items that doc. 29 describes in NPS Flagstaff “ethnology collection” 
come from WUPA? If so, consult NNHPD and Navajo traditionalists about those items and also about 
“intellectual property” (cultural patrimony) in collections and interpretive materials. 

Archaeological • Review literature on Navajo archaeology of the surrounding region.. Consider what ancestral 
Apache/Navajo archaeological sites might look like, including undated or precolumbian small or 
anomalous sites, features on larger precolumbian sites, etc.. Note cluster of late 1800s Navajo sites near 
junction of Walnut Creek and San Francisco Wash, with hints of early 1800s use (wood possibly re-
used from early nearby Navajo dwellings) (Navajo Nation n.d.; Stokes & Smiley 1964, sites W-LLC-
SF-G through L.  

• See Folkloric needs below for dealing with petroglyphs.  
• Consult NNHPD and Navajo traditionalists re items in “archeology collection” at NPS Flagstaff office 

and re “intellectual property” (cultural patrimony) in collections and interpretive materials. 

Folkloric • Comparisons of various Southwest and Mesoamerican oral traditions for clues to processes of oral 
tradition transmission that link present and past groups, including whether ancestral Navajo 
transmission reflects entirely postcolumbian synthesis with Puebloan groups or precolumbian synthesis 
as well. 

• More comparisons of Navajo oral tradition and Anasazi archaeology.  
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Table 2.7. Overall needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 

Geographical • Consulting more Navajo traditionalists would probably reveal more culturally significant locations and 
place names and answer question whether Navajo place name for Walnut Canyon really also applies to 
Oak Creek and, if so, whether a traditional trail connected the two.  

Historical • Flagstaff NPS office should identify any archive materials that relate to Navajos at WACA (presumably 
reviewed for Docs. 14-16 but not inventoried there).  

Kinship • Investigate origin stories of Navajo clans connected to surrounding region (or at least the “original” 
clans for Wupatki Basin and Gray Mountain). Use both literature and consultations with NNHPD and 
local families.  

• Identify similarities among Navajo clan histories and those of other groups.  

Linguistic • Compilation and systematic comparison of place names and clan names associated with WACA and 
surrounding region in Navajo and languages of other neighboring groups might offer clues to links of 
these groups with past users of WACA. Semantic, phonological, and structural convergences of 
languages offer evidence of intergroup contacts, past and present.  

• Look for possible examples of overlapping names (Zuni and Navajo around WACA, Navajo, Hopi, and 
Keresan around NAVA). This kind of work requires consultation with various tribal cultural 
resource/historic preservation offices and knowledgeable traditionalists, to whom comparative study 
may be offensive and therefore not feasible 

Oral Tradition • Compiling information from unpublished ceremonial and clan texts may be beyond the scope of 
research indicated by NAGPRA regs.  

• Consultations with more Navajo traditionalists, especially members of clans and practitioners of 
ceremonies associated with surrounding region. Consultations with practitioners of ceremonies whose 
origin stories include routes of travel through the Flagstaff area might be especially useful. Significance 
of Navajo name for Anderson Mesa and other nearby places (Mormon Lake, etc.) Should be explored, 
along with question of whether one place name covers both Walnut Canyon and Oak Creek and, if so, 
whether the link indicates a traditional trail.  

• Consultations with Navajo traditionalists are also necessary to guide WACA in interpreting traditional 
information like plant uses without infringing on traditional intellectual “property” rights.  



             Affiliation Review Summary  18  

 

Table 2.7. Overall needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 

Apache WACA 

Anthropological • Guided by Western Apache traditionalists through coordinated Western Apache cultural resource 
compliance programs, identify items collected from WACA as well as “intellectual property” (cultural 
patrimony) in collections or interpretive materials.  

Archaeological • Assemble descriptions of archaeological sites conventionally identified as early Western Apache. Such 
descriptions may be rare (Basso 1983:463).  

• Consider what possible early ancestral Apache/Navajo sites might look like, including undated or 
precolumbian small or anomalous sites, features on larger precolumbian sites, etc.  

• Guided by Western Apache traditionalists, reassess WACA archaeological inventory (Doc. 16).  
• Consult Western Apache traditionalists and CRM programs about items in NPS Flagstaff “archeology 

collection.”  

Folkloric • Compile oral tradition from the available literature and from consultations with Western Apache CRM 
programs and traditionalists, most likely through a study of place names in and around WACA (and 
WUPA/SUCR) (see Oral Tradition below).  

• Oral tradition contributes folkloric evidence as defined here when elements of oral tradition are 
analyzed for clues to the past and connections with groups who might have used the Monuments and 
surrounding area. Documents in this collection accomplish neither of these goals.  

Geographical • Consult today’s Western Apache CRM programs and traditionalists by extending current place name 
study to area around WACA (also SUCR/WUPA?). Such evidence can show where Western Apaches 
have links to past users. 

Kinship • Consultations with Western Apache traditionalist 

Linguistic • Extension of current Western Apache place name study to region around WACA 
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Table 2.8. Literature review needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 
(A – anthropological;  AR – archaeological;  B – biological;  F – folkloric;  G – geographical;  H – historic;  K – kinship;  L – linguistic;  OT – oral tradition;  OE – other expert;  O – other) 

GROUP REFERENCE EVIDENCE 

Apache   

SUCR 
WUPA 

Correll, J. Lee 
1979 Through White Men's Eyes (Vol. 1 of 6 vols.) Window Rock, AZ: Navajo Nation Museum.  

H 

 Coues, Elliott 
1900 On the Trail of a Spanish Pioneer, the Diary and Itinerary of Francisco Garces. Vol. II. Francis P. Harper. 

H 

 Espinosa, J. Manuel 
1934 The Legend of Sierra Azul. New Mexico Historical Review 9(2):113-154.  

H 

 Forrestal, Peter P., trans. 
1954 Benavides' Memorial of 1630. Washington, D.C.: Academy of American Franciscan History 

H 

 Goddard, Pliny Earle 
1918 Myths and Tales from the White Mountain Apache. Anthropological Papers of the American Museum of 

Natural History 24(2). New York.  
1919 San Carlos Apache Texts. Anthropological Papers of the American Museum of Natural History 

24(3):141-367. New York.  
1920 White Mountain Apache Texts. Anthropological Papers of the American Museum of Natural History 

24(4):369-527. New York.  

F 

 Goodwin, Grenville 
1994/1939 Myths and Tales of the White Mountain Apache. Tucson: University of Arizona Press. 
1942 The Social Organization of the Western Apache. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.  

 
F 
H 

 Hammond, Goerge P., and Agapito Rey, trans. and ed. 
1927 Expedition into New Mexico by Antonio de Espejo, 1582-1583, as Revealed in the Journal of Diego Perea 

de Luxan, a Member of the Party. Los Angeles: The Quivira Society.  

H 

 Hodge, Frederick W., George P. Hammond, and Agapito Rey 
1945 Fray Alonso de Benavides' Revised Memorial of 1634. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.  

H 

 Tyler, S. Lyman, and H. Darrell Taylor 
1958 The Report of Fray Alonso de Posada in Relation to Quivira and Teguayo. New Mexico Historical 

Review 32(4):285-314.  

H 

WACA Basso, Keith 
1983 Western Apache. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 10: Southwest, ed. by Alfonso Ortiz, 

 
A, O 
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Table 2.8. Literature review needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 
(A – anthropological;  AR – archaeological;  B – biological;  F – folkloric;  G – geographical;  H – historic;  K – kinship;  L – linguistic;  OT – oral tradition;  OE – other expert;  O – other) 

pp. 462-488. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution 
1990 Western Apache Language and Culture: Essays in Linguistic Anthropology. Tucson: University of 

Arizona Press. 

 
F, O 

 Basso, Keith 
1996 Wisdom Sits in Places. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.  

O 

 Brugge, David M.  
1964 Vizcarra's Navajo Campaign of 1823. Arizona and the West 6(3):223-244.  

O 

 Correll, J. Lee 
1979 Through White Men's Eyes (Vol. 1 of 6 vols.) Window Rock, AZ: Navajo Nation Museum.  

H 

 Coues, Elliott 
1900 On the Trail of a Spanish Pioneer, the Diary and Itinerary of Francisco Garces. Vol. II. Francis P. Harper. 

H 

 Espinosa, J. Manuel 
1934 The Legend of Sierra Azul. New Mexico Historical Review 9(2):113-154.  

H 

 Forbes, Jack D. 
1994/1960 Apache, Navaho, and Spaniard (revised ed.) University of Oklahoma Press.  

F 

 Forrestal, Peter P., trans. 
1954 Benavides' Memorial of 1630. Washington, D.C.: Academy of American Franciscan History 

H 

 Goddard, Pliny Earle 
1918 Myths and Tales from the White Mountain Apache. Anthropological Papers of the American Museum of 

Natural History 24(2). New York.  
1919 San Carlos Apache Texts. Anthropological Papers of the American Museum of Natural History 

24(3):141-367. New York.  
1920 White Mountain Apache Texts. Anthropological Papers of the American Museum of Natural History 

24(4):369-527. New York.  

O 

 Goodwin, Grenville 
1994/1939 Myths and Tales of the White Mountain Apache. Tucson: University of Arizona Press. 
1942 The Social Organization of the Western Apache. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.  

 
K, L, O 
A, H, K, L, O 

 Hammond, Goerge P., and Agapito Rey, trans. and ed. 
1927 Expedition into New Mexico by Antonio de Espejo, 1582-1583, as Revealed in the Journal of Diego Perea 

de Luxan, a Member of the Party. Los Angeles: The Quivira Society.  

H 
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Table 2.8. Literature review needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 
(A – anthropological;  AR – archaeological;  B – biological;  F – folkloric;  G – geographical;  H – historic;  K – kinship;  L – linguistic;  OT – oral tradition;  OE – other expert;  O – other) 

 Hodge, Frederick W., George P. Hammond, and Agapito Rey 
1945 Fray Alonso de Benavides' Revised Memorial of 1634. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.  

H 

 Indian Claims Commission 
1969 Before the Indian Claims Commission, The Western Apache and Each Group and Band Thereof, Docket 

22-D, Findings of Fact. Indian Claims Commission Decisions, Vol. 21.  

A, AR, G, H 

 Horr, David Agee, gen. ed. 
1974 Apache Indians volumes. New York: Garland.  

A, AR, G, H 

 Gallagher, Marsha V.L. 
1972 Contemporary Ethnobotany Among the Apache of the Clarkdale, Arizona, Area. Master's Thesis, 

Department of Anthropology. Flagstaff: Northern Arizona University.  

G 

 Mails, Thomas E. 
1974 The People Called Apache. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.  

A 

 Matthews, Washington 
1994/1897 Navajo Legends. Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press.  

K 

 Mierau 1963 O 

 more recent (~1995-2001) CRM literature on file with cultural resource compliance programs of various Western Apache 
groups and with BIA 

AR 

 Smart, Charles 
1967 Notes on the Tonto Apaches. In Report of the Smithsonian Institution, pp. 417-419. Ms. on file. Flagstaff: 

Museum of Northern Arizona.  

A 

 Tyler, S. Lyman, and H. Darrell Taylor 
1958 The Report of Fray Alonso de Posada in Relation to Quivira and Teguayo. New Mexico Historical 

Review 32(4):285-314. 

H 

 Western Apache 
n.d. Proposed Findings of Fact on Behalf of the Western Apache Indians and each group and band thereof in 

area of the overall Western Apache Claim (Docket 22-D) before the Indian Claims Commission. 

A 

Navajo   

 Brugge, David M.  
1964 Vizcarra's Navajo Campaign of 1823. Arizona and the West 6(3):223-244.  

H 
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Table 2.8. Literature review needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 
(A – anthropological;  AR – archaeological;  B – biological;  F – folkloric;  G – geographical;  H – historic;  K – kinship;  L – linguistic;  OT – oral tradition;  OE – other expert;  O – other) 

 Campbell, Lyle 
1997 American Indian Languages: The Historical Linguistics of Native America. New York: Oxford University 

Press.  

L 

 Comfort, Mary Apolline 
1980 Rainbow to Yesterday: The John and Louisa Wetherill Story. New York: Vantage Press.  

K 

 Correll, J. Lee 
1979 Through White Men's Eyes (Vol. 1 of 6 vols.) Window Rock, AZ: Navajo Nation Museum.  

H 

 Coues, Elliott 
1900 On the Trail of a Spanish Pioneer, the Diary and Itinerary of Francisco Garces. Vol. II. Francis P. Harper. 

H 

 Espinosa, J. Manuel 
1934 The Legend of Sierra Azul. New Mexico Historical Review 9(2):113-154.  

H 

 Faris, James 
1990 The Nightway: A History and a History of Documentation of a Navajo Ceremonial. Albuquerque: 

University of New Mexico Press.  

F 

 Fewkes, Jesse Walter 
1900 Tusayan Migration Traditions. 19th Annual Report of the Bureau of American Ethnology, Part 2, pp. 573-

633. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

F 

 Fishler, Stanley A. 
1953 In the Beginning: A Navaho Creation. University of Utah Anthropological Paper 13. Salt Lake City: 

University of Utah Press.  

F, K 

 Forbes, Jack D. 
1994/1960 Apache, Navaho, and Spaniard (revised ed.) University of Oklahoma Press. 

F 

 Forrestal, Peter P., trans. 
1954 Benavides' Memorial of 1630. Washington, D.C.: Academy of American Franciscan History 

H 

 Franciscan Fathers 
1910 An Ethnologic Dictionary of the Navajo Language. St. Michaels, AZ: Franciscan Fathers.  

A, F, K 

SUCR 
WUPA 

Frisbie, Charlotte J. 
1987 Navajo Medicine Bundles or Jish: Acquisition, Transmission, and Disposition in the Past and Present. 

Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.  

A 
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Table 2.8. Literature review needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 
(A – anthropological;  AR – archaeological;  B – biological;  F – folkloric;  G – geographical;  H – historic;  K – kinship;  L – linguistic;  OT – oral tradition;  OE – other expert;  O – other) 

 Goddard, Pliny Earle 
1933 Navajo Texts. New York: American Museum of Natural History.  

K 

 Goodwin, Grenville 
1942 The Social Organization of the Western Apache. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.  
1994 Myths and Tales of the White Mountain Apache. Reprinted from 1939. Tucson: University of Arizona 

Press.  

 
H 
F 

 Haile, Berard  
1981 The Upward Moving and Emergence Way: The Gishin Biye' Version. Lincoln and London: University of 

Nebraska Press.  

K 

 Hale, Kenneth, and David Harris 
1979 Historical Linguistics and Archeology. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 9: Southwest, 

ed. by Alfonso Ortiz, pp. 170-179. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

L 

 Hammond, Goerge P., and Agapito Rey, trans. and ed. 
1927 Expedition into New Mexico by Antonio de Espejo, 1582-1583, as Revealed in the Journal of Diego Perea 

de Luxan, a Member of the Party. Los Angeles: The Quivira Society.  

H 

 Hill, W. W. 
1938 The Agriculture and Hunting Methods of the Navaho Indians. Yale University Publications in 

Anthropology 18. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.  

A 

 Hodge, Frederick W., George P. Hammond, and Agapito Rey 
1945 Fray Alonso de Benavides' Revised Memorial of 1634. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.  

H 

 Hudson, Luanne B. 
1978 A Quantitative Analysis of Prehistoric Exchange in the Southwest United States. Ph.D. dissertation in 

Anthropology, University of California, Los Angeles. Ann Arbor: University Microfilms International.  

F 

 Hudson, Travis, and Ernest Underhay 
1986 Crystals in the Sky: An Intellectual Odyssey Involving Chumash Astronomy, Cosmology, and Rock Art. 

Paper 10. Socorro, NM: Ballena Press Anthropological.  

F 

 Hughes, Richard E., and James A. Bennyhoff 
1986 Early Trade. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 11: Great Basin, ed. by Warren L. 

D'Azevedo, pp. 238-255. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

F 

 Jett, Stephen C., Chauncey M. Neboyia, and William Morgan, Sr. A 
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Table 2.8. Literature review needs determined from 2001 Document Review of Cultural Affiliation. 
(A – anthropological;  AR – archaeological;  B – biological;  F – folkloric;  G – geographical;  H – historic;  K – kinship;  L – linguistic;  OT – oral tradition;  OE – other expert;  O – other) 

1992 Placenames and Trails of the Canyon de Chelly System, Arizona. Manuscript in authors’ possession. 

 Jett, Stephen, and Virginia Spencer 
1981 Navajo Architecture: Forms, History, Distributions. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.  

A 

 Kari, James 
1996 Names as Signs: The Distribution of 'Stream' and 'Mountain' in Alaskan Athabaskan Languages. In 

Athabaskan Language Studies: Essays in Honor of Robert W. Young, ed. by Eloise Jelinek, Sally 
Midgette, Keren Rice, and Leslie Saxon, pp. 443-475. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.  

L 

 Kelley, J. Charles 
1986 The Mobile Merchants of Molino. In Ripples in the Chichimec Sea, ed. by Frances Joan Mathien and 

Randall H. McGuire, pp. 81-104. Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.  

F 

 Kelley, Klara  
1993 The Complexity of Navajo Origins. Appendix B in Across the Colorado Plateau: Anthropological Studies 

for the Transwestern Pipeline Expansion Project, Navajo Country -- Diné Bikéyah, Volume VIII, by 
Joseph C. Winter, Karen Ritts-Benally, and Orit Tamir. Office of Contract Archeology. Albuquerque: 
University of New Mexico.  

F, K 

 Kelley, Klara B., and Harris Francis 
1994 Navajo Sacred Places. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.  
1995 The Turquoise Trail. Paper presented at the Durango Conference in Southwestern Archaeology, Fort 

Lewis College, Sept. 
1998 Navajo (Diné) Ethnography. Chapter 23 in Ethnohistorical Interpretation and Archaeological Data 

Recovery along Navajo Route 9101, Jeddito Road, Navajo County, Arizona, prepared by David C. Eck, 
pp. 681-716. Zuni Cultural Resources Enterprises, Report No. ZCRE-013-96. 

2000 Pearlshell Buffalo People. Paper presented at Sixth Occasional Anasazi Symposium, Farmington, NM, 
Oct. 25-28, 2000. (To appear in a proceedings volume.)  

2001 Canyon de Chelly National Monument: Ethnographic Resources. Cultural Resource Management 
24(5):41-43. 

2001 (in progress) Chézhin Sinil (Rock-that-defends): Navajo Cultural Landscapes and the Petroglyph 
National Monument. In "That Place People Talk about" Ethnographic Landscape Essays, Petroglyph 
National Monument (tentative title), ed. by Kurt Anschuetz. Santa Fe: Rio Grande Foundation for 
Communities and Cultural Landscapes. 

 
F 
F 
 
F, K 
 
 
F 
 
AR 
 
F 

 Klah, Hosteen 
1942 Navajo Creation Myth. Recorded by Mary C. Wheelwright. Santa Fe: Museum of Navajo Ceremonial Art. 

F 
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 Kluckhohn, Clyde, W.W. Hill, and Lucy Wales Kluckhohn 
1971 Navaho Material Culture. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.  

A 

 Luckert, Karl W. 
1977 Navajo Mountain and Rainbow Bridge Religion. Flagstaff: Museum of Northern Arizona Press.  

F 

 Luckert, Karl W., and Johnny C. Cooke 
1979 Coyoteway: A Navajo Holyway Healing Ceremonial. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.  

F 

 Matthews, Washington 
1994 Navajo Legends. Reprinted from 1897. Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press.  

F, K 

 Mitchell, Frank 
1978 Navajo Blessingway Singer: The Autobiography of Frank Mitchell, 1881-1967, ed. by Charlotte J. Frisbie 

and David P. McAllester. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.  

K 

 Navajo Nation 
n.d. Proposed Findings of Fact in Behalf of the Navajo Tribe of Indians in Area of the Overall Navajo Claim 

(Docket 229) before the Indian Claims Commission. Prepared by Norman M. Littell, Attorney at Law, 
Washington, DC.  

A, AR, G, H 

 Nichols, Johanna 
1997 Modeling Ancient Population Structures and Movement in Linguistics. Annual Review of Anthropology 

26:359-384.  

L 

 O'Bryan, Aileen 
1956 The Diné: Origin Myths of the Navaho Indians. Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin 163. Washington, 

D.C.: Government Printing Office. 

K 

 Parsons, Elsie Clews, ed. 
1936 Hopi Journal of Alexander M. Stephen, Part II. Anthropology 23. New York: Columbia University 

Contributions.  

H 

 Preston, Scott 
1954 The Clans. In Navajo Historical Selections, by Robert Young and William Morgan, pp. 23-27. Navajo 

Historical Series 3. Phoenix, AZ: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian School 
Print Shop.  

F, K 

 Reichard, Gladys M.  
1928 Social Life of the Navajo Indians. Columbia Contributions to Anthropology, Vol. 7. New York: Columbia 

 
K 
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University Press.  
1977 Navaho Medicine Man: Sandpaintings and Legends of Miguelito. Reprinted from 1939. New York: 

Dover, (orig. J.J. Augustin, New York).  

 
F 

 Roberts, Alexa, Richard Begay, and Klara Kelley 
1995 Bits'i'i's Nine' e' zii, The River of Never-Ending Life, Glen Canyon Environmental Studies Navajo Cultural 

Resources report. Window Rock, AZ: Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department.  

F, K 

 Schaefer, Stacy B., and Peter T. Furst 
1996 People of the Peyote: Huichol Indian History, Religion, and Survival. Albuquerque: University of New 

Mexico Press.  

F 

 Silver, Shirley, and Wick R. Miller 
1997 American Indian Languages: Cultural and Social Contexts. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.  

L 

 Stokes, M.A., and T.L. Smiley 
1964 Tree-Ring Dates from the Navajo Land Claim: II. The Western Sector. Tree Ring Bulletin 26:13-27.  

AR 

 Tyler, S. Lyman, and H. Darrell Taylor 
1958 The Report of Fray Alonso de Posada in Relation to Quivira and Teguayo. New Mexico Historical 

Review 32(4):285-314.  

H 

 Vannette, Walter M. 
1988 Navajo Religious Use of the 1934 Reservation Area. Expert Witness report. Phoenix: Brown and Bain, 

P.A., and Window Rock, AZ: Navajo Nation Department of Justice. 

G 

 Ward, Albert E. 
1980 Navajo Graves: An Archaeological Reflection of Ethnographic Reality. Ethnohistorical Report Series 2. 

Albuquerque: Center for Anthropological Studies. 

A 

 Wheelwright, Mary C. 
1946 Wind Chant and Feather Chant. Bulletin 4. Santa Fe: Museum of Navajo Ceremonial Art.  

F 

 Wyman, Leland C.  
1952 The Sandpaintings of the Kayenta Navaho: An Analysis of the Louisa Wade Wetherill Collection. 

Anthropology 7. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Publications.  
1970 Blessingway. Tucson: University of Arizona Press. 

F, K 

 Young, Robert W. 
1983 Apachean Languages. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 10: Southwest, ed. by Alfonso 

L 
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Ortiz, pp. 393-400. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.  

WACA Brugge, David M.  
1964 Vizcarra's Navajo Campaign of 1823. Arizona and the West 6(3):223-244.  

H 

 Campbell, Lyle 
1997 American Indian Languages: The Historical Linguistics of Native America. New York: Oxford University 

Press.  

L 

 Comfort, Mary Apolline 
1980 Rainbow to Yesterday: The John and Louisa Wetherill Story. New York: Vantage Press.  

K 

 Correll, J. Lee 
1979 Through White Men's Eyes (Vol. 1 of 6 vols.) Window Rock, AZ: Navajo Nation Museum.  

H 

 Coues, Elliott 
1900 On the Trail of a Spanish Pioneer, the Diary and Itinerary of Francisco Garces. Vol. II. Francis P. Harper. 

H 

 Espinosa, J. Manuel 
1934 The Legend of Sierra Azul. New Mexico Historical Review 9(2):113-154.  

H 

 Fishler, Stanley A. 
1953 In the Beginning: A Navaho Creation. University of Utah Anthropological Paper 13. Salt Lake City: 

University of Utah Press.  

K 

 Forrestal, Peter P., trans. 
1954 Benavides' Memorial of 1630. Washington, D.C.: Academy of American Franciscan History 

H 

 Franciscan Fathers 
1910 An Ethnologic Dictionary of the Navajo Language. St. Michaels, AZ: Franciscan Fathers.  

K 

 Frisbie, Charlotte J. 
1987 Navajo Medicine Bundles or Jish: Acquisition, Transmission, and Disposition in the Past and Present. 

Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.  

A 

 Goddard, Pliny Earle 
1933 Navajo Texts. New York: American Museum of Natural History.  

K 

 Goodwin, Grenville 
1942 The Social Organization of the Western Apache. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.  

H 

 Haile, Berard  K 
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1981 The Upward Moving and Emergence Way: The Gishin Biye' Version. Lincoln and London: University of 
Nebraska Press.  

 Hale, Kenneth, and David Harris 
1979 Historical Linguistics and Archeology. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 9: Southwest, 

ed. by Alfonso Ortiz, pp. 170-179. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

L 

 Hammond, Goerge P., and Agapito Rey, trans. and ed. 
1927 Expedition into New Mexico by Antonio de Espejo, 1582-1583, as Revealed in the Journal of Diego Perea 

de Luxan, a Member of the Party. Los Angeles: The Quivira Society.  

H 

 Hill, W. W. 
1938 The Agriculture and Hunting Methods of the Navaho Indians. Yale University Publications in 

Anthropology 18. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.  

A 

 Hodge, Frederick W., George P. Hammond, and Agapito Rey 
1945 Fray Alonso de Benavides' Revised Memorial of 1634. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.  

H 

 Jett, Stephen, and Virginia Spencer 
1981 Navajo Architecture: Forms, History, Distributions. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.  

A 

 Kari, James 
1996 Names as Signs: The Distribution of 'Stream' and 'Mountain' in Alaskan Athabaskan Languages. In 

Athabaskan Language Studies: Essays in Honor of Robert W. Young, ed. by Eloise Jelinek, Sally 
Midgette, Keren Rice, and Leslie Saxon, pp. 443-475. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.  

L 

 Kelley, Klara  
1993 The Complexity of Navajo Origins. Appendix B in Across the Colorado Plateau: Anthropological Studies 

for the Transwestern Pipeline Expansion Project, Navajo Country -- Diné Bikéyah, Volume VIII, by 
Joseph C. Winter, Karen Ritts-Benally, and Orit Tamir. Office of Contract Archeology. Albuquerque: 
University of New Mexico.  

K 

 Kelley, Klara B., and Harris Francis 
1998 Navajo (Diné) Ethnography. Chapter 23 in Ethnohistorical Interpretation and Archaeological Data 

Recovery along Navajo Route 9101, Jeddito Road, Navajo County, Arizona, prepared by David C. Eck, 
pp. 681-716. Zuni Cultural Resources Enterprises, Report No. ZCRE-013-96.  

2000 Pearlshell Buffalo People. Paper presented at Sixth Occasional Anasazi Symposium, Farmington, NM, 
Oct. 25-28, 2000. (To appear in a proceedings volume.) 

 
K 
 
 
F 

 Klah, Hosteen K 
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1942 Navajo Creation Myth. Recorded by Mary C. Wheelwright. Santa Fe: Museum of Navajo Ceremonial Art. 

 Kluckhohn, Clyde, W.W. Hill, and Lucy Wales Kluckhohn 
1971 Navaho Material Culture. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.  

A 

 Matthews, Washington 
1994/1897 Navajo Legends. Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press.  

K 

 Mitchell, Frank 
1978 Navajo Blessingway Singer: The Autobiography of Frank Mitchell, 1881-1967, ed. by Charlotte J. Frisbie 

and David P. McAllester. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.  

K 

 Navajo Nation 
n.d. Proposed Findings of Fact in Behalf of the Navajo Tribe of Indians in Area of the Overall Navajo Claim 

(Docket 229) before the Indian Claims Commission. Prepared by Norman M. Littell, Attorney at Law, 
Washington, DC.  

A, AR, H 

 Nichols, Johanna 
1997 Modeling Ancient Population Structures and Movement in Linguistics. Annual Review of Anthropology 

26:359-384.  

L 

 O'Bryan, Aileen 
1956 The Diné: Origin Myths of the Navaho Indians. Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin 163. Washington, 

D.C.: Government Printing Office. 

K 

 Parsons, Elsie Clews, ed. 
1936 Hopi Journal of Alexander M. Stephen, Part II. Anthropology 23. New York: Columbia University 

Contributions.  

H 

 Preston, Scott 
1954 The Clans. In Navajo Historical Selections, by Robert Young and William Morgan, pp. 23-27. Navajo 

Historical Series 3. Phoenix, AZ: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian School 
Print Shop.  

K 

 recent (~1995-2001) CRM literature for surrounding region. AR 

 Reichard, Gladys M.  
1928 Social Life of the Navajo Indians. Columbia Contributions to Anthropology, Vol. 7. New York: Columbia 

University Press.  

K 

 Roberts, Alexa, Richard Begay, and Klara Kelley K 
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1995 Bits'i'i's Nine' e' zii, The River of Never-Ending Life, Glen Canyon Environmental Studies Navajo Cultural 
Resources report. Window Rock, AZ: Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department.  

 Silver, Shirley, and Wick R. Miller 
1997 American Indian Languages: Cultural and Social Contexts. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.  

L 

 Stokes, M.A., and T.L. Smiley 
1964 Tree-Ring Dates from the Navajo Land Claim: II. The Western Sector. Tree Ring Bulletin 26:13-27.  

AR 

 Tyler, S. Lyman, and H. Darrell Taylor 
1958 The Report of Fray Alonso de Posada in Relation to Quivira and Teguayo. New Mexico Historical 

Review 32(4):285-314.  

H 

 Ward, Albert E. 
1980 Navajo Graves: An Archaeological Reflection of Ethnographic Reality. Ethnohistorical Report Series 2. 

Albuquerque: Center for Anthropological Studies.  

A 

 Wyman, Leland C.  
1970 Blessingway. Tucson: University of Arizona Press. 

K 

 Young, Robert W. 
1983 Apachean Languages. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 10: Southwest, ed. by Alfonso 

Ortiz, pp. 393-400. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.  

L 

Hopi   

SUCR 
WACA 
WUPA 

Ellis, Florence Hawley 
1974 The Hopi: Their History and Use of Lands. Indian Claims Commission Docket 229. New York: Garland 

Publishing. (Wupatki specifically) 

A 

Zuni   

SUCR 
WACA 
WUPA 

Ferguson, T. J. and E. Richard Hart 
1985 A Zuni Atlas. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press. A 

Pai Also see Stewart’s and Driver’s maps (associated with military notes?) AR, B 

SUCR Colton, Harold S. 
1939 Prehistoric Culture Units and Their Relationships in Northern Arizona. Museum of Northern Arizona 

Bulletin 17. Flagstaff. 

AR, B 
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 Dobyns, Henry F. 
1974 Hualapai Indians, I: Prehistoric Indian Occupation Within the Eastern Area of the Yuman Complex: A 

Study in Applied Archaeology, 3 vols. (American Indian Ethnohistory: Indians of the Southwest) New 
York: Garland. 

AR, B 

 Euler, Robert C. 
1958 Walapai Culture History. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, University of New Mexico, 

Albuquerque.) 

AR, B 

 Gladwin, Winifred and Harold S. Gladwin 
1930 The Western Range of the Red-on-Buff Culture. Gila Pueblo, Medallion Paper 5. Globe, AZ. 

AR, B 

 Johnson, Alfred E. 
1965 The Development of the Western Pueblo Culture. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, 

University of Arizona, Tucson.) 

AR, B 

 Lange, Charles H. 
1979 Relations of the Southwest with the Plains and Great Basin. In Handbook of North American Indians – 

Southwest, Vol. 9. Alfonso Ortiz, ed. Pp. 201-205. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

AR, B 

 Linford, Laurance D. 
1979 Archaeological Investigations in West-central Arizona: The Cyprus-Bagdad Project. With revisions by 

David A. Phillip, Jr. and R.G. Erven. (Archaeological Series 136) Tucson: University of Arizona, Arizona 
State Museum, Cultural Resources Management Series. 

AR, B 

 Plog, Fred 
1979 Prehistory: Western Anasazi. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 9: Southwest, ed. by 

Alfonso Ortiz, pp. 108-130. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

AR, B 

 Reed, Erik K. 
1948 The Western Pueblo Archaeological Complex. El Palacio 55(1):9-15. 
1950 Eastern-central Arizona Archaeology in Relation to the Western Pueblos. Southwestern Journal of 

Anthropology 6(2):120-138. 

AR, B 

 Schroeder, Albert H. 
1957 The Hakataya Cultural Tradition. American Antiquity 23(2):176-178. 
1960 The Hohokam, Sinagua and Hakataya. Society for American Archaeology, Archives of Archaeology 5. 

Madison, WI. 

AR, B 

 Schwartz, Douglas W. AR, B 
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1956 The Havasupai, 600 A.D. – 1955 A.D.: A Short Culture History. Plateau 28(4):77-85. 

WACA Colton, Harold S. 
1939 Prehistoric Culture Units and Their Relationships in Northern Arizona. Museum of Northern Arizona 

Bulletin 17. Flagstaff. 

AR, B, H 

 Dobyns, Henry F. 
1974 Hualapai Indians, I: Prehistoric Indian Occupation Within the Eastern Area of the Yuman Complex: A 

Study in Applied Archaeology, 3 vols. (American Indian Ethnohistory: Indians of the Southwest) New 
York: Garland. 

AR, B, H 

 Euler, Robert C. 
1958 Walapai Culture History. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, University of New Mexico, 

Albuquerque.) 

AR, B, H 

 Gladwin, Winifred and Harold S. Gladwin 
1930 The Western Range of the Red-on-Buff Culture. Gila Pueblo, Medallion Paper 5. Globe, AZ. 

AR, B, H 

 Johnson, Alfred E. 
1965 The Development of the Western Pueblo Culture. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, 

University of Arizona, Tucson.) 

AR, B, H 

 Lange, Charles H. 
1979 Relations of the Southwest with the Plains and Great Basin. In Handbook of North American Indians – 

Southwest, Vol. 9. Alfonso Ortiz, ed. Pp. 201-205. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

AR, B, H 

 Linford, Laurance D. 
1979 Archaeological Investigations in West-central Arizona: The Cyprus-Bagdad Project. With revisions by 

David A. Phillip, Jr. and R.G. Erven. (Archaeological Series 136) Tucson: University of Arizona, Arizona 
State Museum, Cultural Resources Management Series. 

AR, B, H 

 Ortiz, Alfonso, ed. 
1983 Handbook of North American Indians: Southwest. Volume 10. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian 

Institution. 

AR, B, H 

 Plog, Fred 
1979 Prehistory: Western Anasazi. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 9: Southwest, ed. by 

Alfonso Ortiz, pp. 108-130. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

AR, B, H 

 Reed, Erik K. AR, B, H 
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1948 The Western Pueblo Archaeological Complex. El Palacio 55(1):9-15. 
1950 Eastern-central Arizona Archaeology in Relation to the Western Pueblos. Southwestern Journal of 

Anthropology 6(2):120-138. 

 Schroeder, Albert H. 
1957 The Hakataya Cultural Tradition. American Antiquity 23(2):176-178. 
1960 The Hohokam, Sinagua and Hakataya. Society for American Archaeology, Archives of Archaeology 5. 

Madison, WI. 

AR, B, H 

 Schwartz, Douglas W. 
1956 The Havasupai, 600 A.D. – 1955 A.D.: A Short Culture History. Plateau 28(4):77-85. 

AR, B, H 

WUPA Colton, Harold S. 
1939 Prehistoric Culture Units and Their Relationships in Northern Arizona. Museum of Northern Arizona 

Bulletin 17. Flagstaff. 

AR, B, H 

 Dobyns, Henry F. 
1974 Hualapai Indians, I: Prehistoric Indian Occupation Within the Eastern Area of the Yuman Complex: A 

Study in Applied Archaeology, 3 vols. (American Indian Ethnohistory: Indians of the Southwest) New 
York: Garland. 

AR, B, H 

 Euler, Robert C. 
1958 Walapai Culture History. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, University of New Mexico, 

Albuquerque.) 

AR, B, H 

 Gladwin, Winifred and Harold S. Gladwin 
1930 The Western Range of the Red-on-Buff Culture. Gila Pueblo, Medallion Paper 5. Globe, AZ. 

AR, B, H 

 Johnson, Alfred E. 
1965 The Development of the Western Pueblo Culture. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, 

University of Arizona, Tucson.) 

AR, B, H 

 Lange, Charles H. 
1979 Relations of the Southwest with the Plains and Great Basin. In Handbook of North American Indians – 

Southwest, Vol. 9. Alfonso Ortiz, ed. Pp. 201-205. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

AR, B, H 

 Linford, Laurance D. 
1979 Archaeological Investigations in West-central Arizona: The Cyprus-Bagdad Project. With revisions by 

David A. Phillip, Jr. and R.G. Erven. (Archaeological Series 136) Tucson: University of Arizona, Arizona 
State Museum, Cultural Resources Management Series. 

AR, B, H 
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 Ortiz, Alfonso, ed. 
1983 Handbook of North American Indians: Southwest. Volume 10. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian 

Institution. 

AR, H 

 Plog, Fred 
1979 Prehistory: Western Anasazi. In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 9: Southwest, ed. by 

Alfonso Ortiz, pp. 108-130. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

AR, B, H 

 Reed, Erik K. 
1948 The Western Pueblo Archaeological Complex. El Palacio 55(1):9-15. 
1950 Eastern-central Arizona Archaeology in Relation to the Western Pueblos. Southwestern Journal of 

Anthropology 6(2):120-138. 

AR, B, H 

 Schroeder, Albert H. 
1957 The Hakataya Cultural Tradition. American Antiquity 23(2):176-178. 
1960 The Hohokam, Sinagua and Hakataya. Society for American Archaeology, Archives of Archaeology 5. 

Madison, WI. 

AR, B, H 

 Schwartz, Douglas W. 
1956 The Havasupai, 600 A.D. – 1955 A.D.: A Short Culture History. Plateau 28(4):77-85. 

AR, B, H 

Paiute   

SUCR Dobyns, Henry F. 
1974 Hualapai Indians, I: Prehistoric Indian Occupation Within the Eastern Area of the Yuman Complex: A 

Study in Applied Archaeology, 3 vols. (American Indian Ethnohistory: Indians of the Southwest) New 
York: Garland. 

G, H, OT 

 Euler, Robert C. 
1958 Walapai Culture History. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, University of New Mexico, 

Albuquerque.) 

G, H, OT 

 Zedeño, M. Nieves and Richard W. Stoffle 
1996 Hohokam, Salado, and Sinagua Consultation Meeting: Summary – Final Report. Tucson: Bureau of 

Applied Research in Anthropology/University of Arizona.  

AR 

WACA Dobyns, Henry F. 
1974 Hualapai Indians, I: Prehistoric Indian Occupation Within the Eastern Area of the Yuman Complex: A 

Study in Applied Archaeology, 3 vols. (American Indian Ethnohistory: Indians of the Southwest) New 
York: Garland. 

F 
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 Euler, Robert C. 
1958 Walapai Culture History. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, University of New Mexico, 

Albuquerque.) 

F 

 Zedeño, M. Nieves and Richard W. Stoffle 
1996 Hohokam, Salado, and Sinagua Consultation Meeting: Summary – Final Report. Tucson: Bureau of 

Applied Research in Anthropology/University of Arizona.  

AR 

WUPA Colton, Harold S. 
1939 Prehistoric Culture Units and Their Relationships in Northern Arizona. Museum of Northern Arizona 

Bulletin 17. Flagstaff. 

OE 

 Dobyns, Henry F. 
1974 Hualapai Indians, I: Prehistoric Indian Occupation Within the Eastern Area of the Yuman Complex: A 

Study in Applied Archaeology, 3 vols. (American Indian Ethnohistory: Indians of the Southwest) New 
York: Garland. 

AR, G, H, OT, OE 

 Euler, Robert C. 
1958 Walapai Culture History. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, University of New Mexico, 

Albuquerque.) 

AR, G, H, OT, OE 

 Gladwin, Winifred and Harold S. Gladwin 
1930 The Western Range of the Red-on-Buff Culture. Gila Pueblo, Medallion Paper 5. Globe, AZ. 

OE 

 Johnson, Alfred E. 
1965 The Development of the Western Pueblo Culture. (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation in Anthropology, 

University of Arizona, Tucson.) 

OE 

 Lange, Charles H. 
1979 Relations of the Southwest with the Plains and Great Basin. In Handbook of North American Indians – 

Southwest, Vol. 9. Alfonso Ortiz, ed. Pp. 201-205. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution. 

OE 

 Linford, Laurance D. 
1979 Archaeological Investigations in West-central Arizona: The Cyprus-Bagdad Project. With revisions by 

David A. Phillip, Jr. and R.G. Erven. (Archaeological Series 136) Tucson: University of Arizona, Arizona 
State Museum, Cultural Resources Management Series. 

OE 

 Reed, Erik K. 
1948 The Western Pueblo Archaeological Complex. El Palacio 55(1):9-15. 
1950 Eastern-central Arizona Archaeology in Relation to the Western Pueblos. Southwestern Journal of 

OE 
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Anthropology 6(2):120-138. 

 Schroeder, Albert H. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
SUNSET CRATER VOLCANO NATIONAL MONUMENT  

 
 
One of the 500-600 volcanic cones of the San Francisco Peaks volcanic field, Sunset 

Crater Volcano spread lava, ash, and cinders over 800 square miles of northern Arizona in 
the 11th and 12th centuries (Houk 1995). On May 26, 1930, former President Herbert Hoover 
created Sunset Crater National Monument with Presidential Proclamation No. 1911 (46 Stat. 
3023) to protect the geologic features within the 3,040 acres constituting the park (Figure 
3.1). Former President George Bush authorized a name change to Sunset Crater Volcano 
National Monument on November 16, 1990 as part of the Smith River National Recreation 
Act (P.L. 101-612; 104 Stat. 3222). Predominant features of the park include Sunset Crater, 
the Bonito Lava Flow, the Cinder Hills, Lenox Crater, hornitos, squeezeups, lava tubes, and 
an ice cave (National Park Service - SUCR 2001).  

 
 

 
Figure 3.1. Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument (NPS 2003). 

 
 
Not long after the park was established, Dr. Harold Colton, founder of the Museum of 

Northern Arizona (MNA), identified a connection between Sunset Crater and the many 
pithouse dwellings found within the vicinity of the park. Many of the 41 pithouses dating 
between A.D. 650-1065 were burned and full of cinders from the primary eruption of Sunset 
Crater Volcano. The Sinagua farmers who lived in the area apparently had adequate warning 
of the impending eruption and moved to safe locations since no human remains have been 
found that would suggest otherwise. Archeological research and tree-ring analysis indicated 
that the people who built the pithouses had not only survived but witnessed the birth and 
primary eruption of Sunset Crater Volcano around A.D. 1064. Colton’s interpretation of 
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events was that the farmers found the deep cinder and ash closer to Sunset Crater made 
farming impossible, but further north where the ash was less, the cinders functioned as a 
moisture-retaining mulch that made the new lands arable (National Park Service - SUCR 
2001).  

 
Our field visits to Sunset Crater included the Lava Flow Trail, the Cinder Hills 

Overlook, O’Leary Peak, and the Visitor’s Center. Site discussions were held at all but the 
Cinder Hills location where we conducted landscape discussions. Tribal representatives were 
particularly interested in the ice cave and hornito along the Lava Flow Trail, the Bonito 
Flow, and Sunset Crater. In this chapter, we paraphrase primary resource use data from those 
discussions by site location. All responses from each group’s participants are compiled by 
question with each paragraph reflecting each individual’s responses. The check-box tables 
within the responses are to the immediate right of the questions to which they pertain, and 
summarize the responses that follow. Yes/no and condition responses are listed once if a 
consensus occurred otherwise, the various responses are presented. A summary of the 
representatives’ responses and an ethnographic commentary concludes the chapter. 

  
 

Lava Flow Trail 
 
Located between Sunset Crater Volcano and Lenox Crater, the Lava Flow Nature 

Trail is a self-guided, one-mile loop that runs to the base of Sunset Crater. It encompasses a 
second, paved trail that makes a quarter mile loop at the trailhead. There are 14 numbered 
posts along the trail that mark special features or describe the landscape. Of particular 
interest to the tribal consultants at this location are Sunset Crater, a hornito, and an ice cave. 
While the four participating ethnic groups visited the site, only the Pai and Southern Paiute 
consultants were able to interview at the site as park visitors during the Zuni and Apache 
field trips were too numerous for private consultations.  

 
The Zuni consultants asked for and received access to the ice cave where they spent 

approximately 30 minutes. After they emerged, they granted the UofA team’s request to 
enter the cave. Team members noted other offerings that had been left by previous tribal 
visitors, which they presumed to be Hopi. A couple of the Apache consultants were unable to 
go off the shorter paved trail, so their companions made a partial visit of the unpaved trail 
that included the ice cave and hornito. 

 
Pai 
  

What is the Indian name for this 
place? 

Ba'wanwa, Wi'hagnbajga, meaning ‘snowy mountains;’ the San 
Francisco Peaks 

Please describe this area. The lava rocks, the mountains, all are special and equal. 
The plants are coming back after the eruption. There is evidence 

of water, because there are aspen trees growing. There is lots of 
sage. There are red berries here called wax currant. The lava rocks 
are interesting, so are the mounds of explosions, fissures, tunnels 
and tubes. The lava was like a river, it flushed everything out. The 
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ice cave, the changes in scenery, the hawk that flew over (a 
blessing). The vegetation looks very healthy. 

This is a place for water, animals, plants, knowledge, and power. 
We had names for every area. 

Would Indian people have used 
this place? Yes 
If yes, why or for what purpose? Living Hunting Gathering food Camping Ceremony Other 

 � � � � �  
 They gathered rocks for sweatlodges, they collected firewood; 

this was a ceremonial and vision quest site. This site is too sacred to 
create permanent settlements. 

Gathering piñon, berries, pitch. The Yavapai people planted by 
the stars, and were known as stargazers. There are no particular areas 
to look at stars. Here there were prayer songs and sacrificial 
activities before and after the eruption. There was a 4-day 
preparation done before ceremony and hunting. 

Trading - there was lots of trading, farming, gathering plants, 
collecting salt, camping but we had habitations there and stayed for 
some time. We moved around seasonally; it wasn't our pattern to 
stay somewhere. 

Is this place part of a group of 
connected places? 

 
Yes 

What kinds of places is it 
connected to? 

This place is connected to Walnut Canyon, and to the Hualapai, 
Yavapai and Hopi people. 

All the mountains and springs and villages in northern Arizona. 
How is this place connected to 
the other places? 

Through trade with the Hualapai and Hopi. Through origin 
stories. In ancient times, animals talked. There had to have been 
ceremonies because of the volcanoes. People knew the volcano was 
coming because of an origin story about a fly. 

Is this place an important source 
for Water? Yes 
 The snow is needed for different ceremonies. 

The aspen proves that there is water. Water flows down from the 
crater, snow sinks into the ground. There is underground water, too, 
just like there are air tunnels at Wupatki. 

Springs. 
Is this place an important source 
for Plants? Yes 
 All of them. The saltbush, the cliffrose, pines, etc. The cedar 

wards off evil. Ahwee, berries used for sweat lodges. 
Sage, piñons, wood, cedar, berries. 
Many plants. 

Is this place an important source 
for Animals? Yes 
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 Deer, rabbits, coyotes, eagles, hawks were all used for 
ceremonies. 

Eagles, hawks, Grandfather Bear, raccoons, coyotes, foxes. The 
places where Grandfather Bear lives have power. 

Is this place important for 
Evidence of Previous Use? Yes 
 There is some isolated evidence here and there. 

The place where the lava rock went up and formed a circle 
barrier looks like Yavapai wikkiups. There is no roof. 

Wupatki and Walnut Canyon. 
Is this place important for 
Geological Features? Yes 
 The mountains, the crater, the ice cave, the lava rocks, these are 

our elders. The cinders as well. 
There must have been food storage in the caves, because they 

were cold. The lava rocks were used in sweats, and for medicine. 
They would warm up beds for aches and pains, and they would 
warm up houses. 

Mountains, caves, minerals, salt mines at the Little Colorado 
River, hematite areas on the rim of the Grand Canyon. 

WATER  
Would Indian people have used 
the water? Yes 
When would Indian people have 
used the water? 

Daily Seasonally Annually Calendrically Pre-historically Historically Today 

� �   � � �  
If yes, why or for what purpose? Food, drink Medicine Ceremony Other 

� � � �  
 We used the water and the snow to drink. It was used for tanning 

hides, making baskets. Warriors use snow, and put it under their 
armpits. They would walk barefoot in snow to endure pain. Snow 
was used right after marriage to purify the couple. Both the man and 
the woman would wash themselves naked in the snow. 

They carried water form here to Wupatki. They used it 
conservatively. 

Prayers. Springs are sacred in many ways; they are a life-giving 
force. Some individuals still use the springs in the San Francisco 
Peaks but not so that it's common knowledge. Specific springs 
would be used for medicine, like hot springs. Before you can use the 
water from a spring, you have to say prayers and use it in a proper 
manner. 

How would you evaluate the 
condition of the water? 

Good 
 

Is there anything affecting the 
condition of the water? Yes 



      Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument   41  

 

If yes, what is affecting the 
condition of the water? 

There is no security; there should be more indigenous people on 
site. The parking lots make an impact, but not too much 

It was probably destroyed by people, maybe Indian people 
deliberately so new settlers wouldn't know about it. The NPS should 
leave it alone, and should keep people from throwing their cigarettes 
on the ground. 

PLANTS  
Would Indian people have used 
the plants at this place? Yes 
When would Indian people have 
used the plants? 

Daily Seasonally Annually Calendrically Pre-historically Historically Today 

� �   � � �  
If yes, why or for what purpose? Food Medicine Ceremony Making things Other 

� � � � �  
 Sage and cedar. Some you use daily. If there wasn't much of a 

resource, they would go elsewhere to conserve what was here.  
Sage, cedar were used in every season but winter. Pitch was 

used in sweats, it was also eaten for colds. It worked like 
mentholatum. Cedar was drunk for colds, and both were used for 
cleansing. The century plant was used for shields, ropes, and made 
into a cake for travelling. 

Mescal was a staple. We went to Petrified Forest for wood. 
Some plants were processed for later use. 

How would you evaluate the 
condition of these plants? Good 
Is there anything affecting the 
condition of these plants? Yes 
If yes, what is affecting the 
condition of the plants? 

They are in good condition, except for the larger trees. 
They are blooming now, but they are also dry and vulnerable. 

People who throw their cigarettes and being dangerous. 

ANIMALS  
Would Indian people have used 
the animals at this place? Yes 
When would Indian people have 
used the animals? 

Daily Seasonally Annually Calendrically Pre-historically Historically Today 

� �   � � �  
If yes, why or for what purpose? Food Medicine Ceremony Clothing Tools Trade Other 

� � � � �    
 The deer needs a deer dance for hide and antlers. Hunting 

depends on the ceremonies that are going on. There are certain times 
than people don't hunt, like when the animals are mating. There are 
certain ways to kill the animals. 

The blood of the bear was used for power. It was used to cure 
sickness and before hunting. My brother has used bear blood for 
power. 

We still hunt and fish in the Bill Williams area. 
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How would you evaluate the 
condition of the animals? 

Good 
Fair 

Is there anything affecting the 
condition of the animals? Yes 
If yes, what is affecting the 
condition of the animals? 

All the cars 
People-encroaching. 

EVIDENCE OF PREVIOUS 
OCCUPATION OR USE lava forms, ice cave, round lava "wikkiup" 
Would Indian people have used 
this site and/or artifact? Yes 
When would Indian people have 
used this site and/or artifact? 

Daily Seasonally Annually Calendrically Pre-historically Historically Today 
 � �   � �  

If yes, why or for what purpose? Living Hunting Gathering Camping Ceremony, 
Power Trade Other 

 � � � �  �  
 The lava structure was used as a living space during the warm 
summer months. The Yavapai went through here on trade routes and 
to get food through hunting. The ice cave was probably used for 
storing food in the summertime. 

Today, we hold powwows in August. Different tribes are 
involved. It's part of a meeting. We have memorial cries. 

How would you evaluate the 
condition of this site/artifact? Good 
Is there anything affecting the 
condition of this site/artifact? Yes 

If yes, what is affecting the 
condition of this site/artifact? 

Earthquakes and volcanoes. Someday, the San Francisco Peaks 
will erupt again. 

GEOLOGIC FEATURES lava rocks 
Would Indian people have visited 
or used the geologic features? Yes 
When would Indian people have 
used the geologic features? 

Daily Seasonally Annually Calendrically Pre-historically Historically Today 
 �       

If yes, why or for what purpose? Seek knowledge, 
power 

Communicate with other 
Indians 

Ceremon
y 

Teaching new 
generations 

� � � �  
 Communicate with 

spiritual beings Territorial marker Other 

� � �  
 Sweats, and communicating with spiritual beings through 
prayer. 

 There is astronomy knowledge here, the rocks and volcanos 
have power, the animals and plants have more power because they 
are in a sacred place. You could gain knowledge through tribal 
exchange used mostly by the Hopi and Cohonina 

Going to a sweat is like going to church. It's like going back into 
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the mother's womb. 
Used as needed. We went to Government Mountain for obsidian. 

The mountains and caves are sacred in many ways. The caves may 
have people buried in them. They are also used for storage; the 
medicine men used them to store medicines. Caves are often off 
limits. All minerals are for ceremonial purposes, also the salt and 
lava rocks. The lava rocks are used for sweats and to encourage 
breast milk to flow. We would bury hot rocks and sleep on them for 
warmth. 

How would you evaluate the 
condition of the geologic 
features? Good 
Is there anything affecting the 
condition of the geologic 
features? Yes 
If yes, what is affecting the 
condition of the geologic 
features? 

People going off the established trails. 
The people have no respect for the park. The Park Service 

should put up signs to control people. It is ok to pick up rocks, but 
not to destroy them. 

How would you evaluate the 
OVERALL condition of this 
place? Good to Excellent 
Is there anything affecting the 
OVERALL condition of this 
place? Yes 
If yes, what is affecting the 
OVERALL condition of this 
place? 

The traffic; it is not too congested, maybe some tours. 
People who visit. 

What would be your 
recommendation for protecting 
this place? 

They should have 1-2 people on the trail markers available to 
talk to tourists about indigenous cultures and their relation to the 
land. This would educate tourists. They need to close the park at 
night and have someone to watch the place. 

The bathrooms should be taken care of, and ash trays are needed 
for cigarettes 

What would you recommend for 
protecting the Water?  
What would you recommend for 
protecting the Plants? 

Keep cigarettes out, and put up signs about the respect that is 
needed in this place. 

What would you recommend for 
protecting the Animals? 

Animals are smart, they don't come around here. They can 
protect themselves. People should not feed deer. 

What would you recommend for 
protecting the Evidence of 
Traditional Use? 

The Park Service should inform visitors of uses of this place by 
the Yavapai. 

What would you recommend for 
protecting the Geological 
Features? 

It's ok the way it is. There should be patrolling rangers who are 
sociable and approachable. Maybe volunteer retirees would want to 
be rangers. Also, they should put up signs about respecting the 
rocks. I saw one person banging lava rocks on each other, then 
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throwing them. 
Do you think Indian people 
would want access to this place? Yes 
If yes, why? For prayer, for vision quests, for gathering plants and feathers. 

We already have enough places to hunt. 
This place and San Francisco Peaks; we would want access. 

People would want ceremonies on top of Sunset Crater. They would 
want to make observations. The Pai people and other Indian people 
should also patrol as rangers. 

For ceremonial purposes, harvesting and collecting plants, 
maybe minerals, for hunting, and for teaching tribal people our 
history and traditional ways. 

Are there any special conditions 
that must be met for use? Yes 
If yes, what are these? The Park should develop agreements with tribes that want 

access. Give them permission to go where they want, like for vision 
quests. 

There should be free access to Indian people. On top of the Peak, 
there should be a one-time ceremony. Later, elders should be 
allowed access if the elders think it's appropriate to continue to be at 
the peak. 

For ceremonial purposes, it needs to be kept confidential, and we 
need private access to special areas. For harvesting, it should be 
away from public areas and we need to build fires for 
demonstrations of how to prepare the plants. Same for teaching. We 
may need to camp overnight for some of these activities. 

Are there any traditional 
management practices that would 
improve the condition of this 
place? Yes 
If yes, what are they? There should be revegation projects and projects to bring back 

the wildlife. It would be hard to do because nobody has done it in so 
long. 

There should be controlled burn. The Park Service isn't doing so 
well in this sense. The trees from the burns should be given to Indian 
people. No disease has taken over these plants, which is good. 
Maybe the lava is keeping the trees healthy. 

Burning, pruning or thinning, prepare piñon and banana yucca. 
Other Comments Hwa:l bay is p. pine; it means 'people of the pines', the Hualapai. 

A public day for cultural demonstrations such as cooking and 
making things would be good. 
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Southern Paiute 
  

What is the Indian name for this 
place? Kaiv Pa'kectis, mountain with hole or water bowl on top 
Please describe this area. Not too many things lived around here, because it is too rocky. 
Would Indian people have used 
this place? Yes 
If yes, why or for what purpose? Living Hunting Gathering food Camping Ceremony Other 

 � �     
 We get basket materials, all kinds of medicines, like herbs. We 

came here just to visit these places, just to see them. We like the 
area. 

Is this place part of a group of 
connected places? Yes 
What kinds of places is it 
connected to? It is connected to Wupatki. 
How is this place connected to 
the other places? 

They are close to each other. The people back then were sacred 
of the volcanoes. After it cooled off, they probably came back to 
look at it. 

Is this place an important source 
for Water? Yes 
 This is the source of water for Wupatki. 
Is this place an important source 
for Plants? Yes 
 Herbs, medicines 
Is this place an important source 
for Animals? Yes 
 Squirrels were hunted for food, trout was in the lake. 
Is this place important for 
Evidence of Previous Use? Yes 
 Paiute baskets and bodies. A farmer was found in the caves. 
Is this place important for 
Geological Features? Yes 
 The volcanoes and the ice caves. They are very interesting. 

Maybe people used to eat the ice. 

WATER Melting snow 
Would Indian people have used 
the water here? Yes 
When would Indian people have 
used the water? 

Daily Seasonally Annually Calendrically Pre-historically Historically Today 
  �      

If yes, why or for what purpose? Food, drink Medicine Ceremony Other 

�     
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 The snowmelt flows to lower areas, all the way to the Little 
Colorado River. It went through Deadman's Wash to the Little 
Colorado. In 1993, it flooded. There is a lake up closer to the base of 
the San Francisco Peaks where some of the water comes from. 

How would you evaluate the 
condition of the water? Good 
Is there anything affecting the 
condition of the water? No 
If yes, what is affecting the 
condition of the water?  

PLANTS  
Would Indian people have used 
the plants at this place? Yes 
When would Indian people have 
used the plants? 

Daily Seasonally Annually Calendrically Pre-historically Historically Today 
 �       

If yes, why or for what purpose? Food Medicine Ceremony Making things Other 

� �  �   
 They collected the wood, medicine and food plants. 
How would you evaluate the 
condition of these plants? Good 
Is there anything affecting the 
condition of these plants? Yes 
If yes, what is affecting the 
condition of the plants? 

The location; those plants close to the volcano are in good shape. 
Those that grow in lower elevation are in bad shape. We get wood 
from this area. The rocks do not have enough soil, and there is a 
problem with the rain. 

ANIMALS  
Would Indian people have used 
the animals at this place? Yes 
When would Indian people have 
used the animals? 

Daily Seasonally Annually Calendrically Pre-historically Historically Today 
 �       

If yes, why or for what purpose? Food Medicine Ceremony Clothing Tools Trade Other 

�        
 Used the squirrels and mule deer. They were fat in the grass was 

greener. 
How would you evaluate the 
condition of the animals? Fair 
Is there anything affecting the 
condition of the animals? Yes 
If yes, what is affecting the 
condition of the animals? It's too dry. 
EVIDENCE OF PREVIOUS 
OCCUPATION OR USE  
Would Indian people have used 
this site and/or artifact? Yes 




















































































































































