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Two Pueblo Fistories of Moverment

WESLEY BERNARDINI AND SEVERIN FOWLES

In the Rio Grande Gorge is a large boulder on which have been pecked two parallel
rows of dots extending roughly two meters across the rock face. Itis a simple design, cas-
ily ser to the side by archaeologists as semantically impenetrable and aniconic. Recently,
however, a Pueblo consulrant offered 2 more careful reading, suggesting that such petro-
glyphs are reminiscent of the rows of corn kernels laid on kiva floors in the recitation
of group histories. With the placement of each kernel, he noted, a step in the group’s

- travels through time and space is narrated (cf. Cushing 1979), so one might reasonably

conclude that whoever pecked the rows of dots in the past was employing a similar
mnemonic device to aid in the rerelling of history. In this reading, the paraliel rows of
dots become an icon of historical movement or, more accurately, of £ movements, the
histories of two social groups that traveled along a common path.

In chis chaprer we lay out our own series of parallel dots as we trace two specific

. histories of immigration, assimilation, and social transformation in the northern

Southwest. The histories we consider—one Ancestral Hopi, the other Ancestral Taos—

lie o1 opposite ends of the greater Pueblo world { Figure 16.1}, and we therefore entered
 into this comparative exercise assuming that our primary task would be to account
for the many divergences in their individual erajectories. Afrer ali, twentieth-century

ethnographic wisdom concluded that Western and Eastern Pueblo social orgatization
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16.1. Hopi and Nevthern Tiwa regions in the context of the Greater Southwest, Dashed line indi-
cates Chacoan sphere of influence at AD 1100, Arrows incicate major post-Chacoan population
movenments.

developed in rather different directions.! In the West, a strong clan system came to dom-
inate on the Hopi Mesas {Eggan 1950). In the East, communities along the Rio Grande,
such as Taos Pueblo, came to be governed by an overriding ceremonial organization of
non-kin-based moieties and kiva sodalities (Dozier 1970; Ortiz 1969}. Without deny-
ing these broad structural rendencies, we came instead to be impressed by the surprising
number of parallelisms not only in the social organizations at Hopi and Taos but also
in the histories of group movement char appear to have led to this organizational con-
vergence. The Hopi and Taos communities, much more than we previously realized,
traveled along similar paths.

We make three main points in chis chaprer. The first, quite simply, is that twencieth-
century ethnographers may have overstated the case for opposed Western (Hopi and
Zuni) and Eastern {Tewa and Tiwa) forms of social organizarion (with the “Keresan
Bridge” as a sort of muddie in the middle). As we emphasize later, the structures of
both the Hopi villages and Tzos Pueblo have emerged through the interplay of kin-
based groups and supra-kin dual organizations and ritual sodalities. Matrilineal Hopi
clans are paralleled at Taos by a complex organization of pazrilineal “People” groups
long overlooked in the ethnographic licerature. And the ceremonial division of Taos
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Pueblo into north-winter and south-summer halves is paralleled on the Hopi Mesas by
the division of clans into Jocal and late-arriving components, the Motisinom and the
Nimrungkwisinom.

Our second point, building from the first, is that neicher the kin-based groups
(Hopi clans and Taos Peoples} nor the supra-kin groups {dual divisions or other ritual
sodalities) can be properly understood outside the complex histories of immigration
and assimilation that have strongly influenced the social organization of both regions.
In each case, the successive immigration of groups with different lingnistic, cultural,
and geographic backgrounds introduced multiple lines of division that were preserved
in the newly aggregated villages. But both the Hopi and ‘Taos appear to have overfaid
their particular histories of immigration with a broader contrast between the refatively
autochthonous groups {the Hopi Motisinom and the Taos Winter People) and those
who arrived more recenely (the Hopi Ntmrungkwisinom and the Taos Summer People).
Dualism may be more pronounced at Taos (and even more so among the neighboring
Tewa villages); however, in each case the dual divisions seem to have sprung from the
process of immigration itself.

Because of the nature of the immigration process in both the Hopi and Taos cases,
this broad division of society into autochthons and newcomers also appears to have
institutionalized a particular configuration of social power, and this is our third poins.
Intuitively (and often anthropologically; see Eggan 1966:124—125; McGuire and Saitta
1996), one might imagine that the earliest arrivals in a region held a certain advantage:
first comers would have gotten the first shot at monopolizing key resources, building
local eraditions, and inscribing their ideologies into the landscape. But such was not
the case in our examples. Both Hopi and Taos histories indicate that it was a group of
immigrants or latecomers from the south (the Hopi Nimtungkwisinom and the Taos
Summer People) who more or less took control of ritual life on the receiving end. The
processes of “cakeover” may have varied, bur a combination of ceremonial clout and -
physical force provided the means.

We review each case study in rurn and conclude with a generat discussion in which
we offer a few more systemaric statemenss on the relationship among immigration, his-
tory, and social organization in the pre-Columbian Sourhwest.

BECOMING HOPI
Scales of Identity

The current anthropological understanding of Hopi social organization, derived
primarily from che ethnographic work of Mischa Titiev (1944) and Fred Eggan (1950),
emphasizes three primary scales of identity: clan, village, and tibe. The clan—a totemi-
cally named, exogamous matrilineal descent gronp—-is “the outstanding feature of
social life, in Hopi eyes” {Eggan 1950:62)}, the primary mediam through which identity
is expressed in the communiry. Each clan has a unique migration history that recounts
its origins and legitimizes ivs control over a particular ceremony.? Villages grew through
the aggregation of clans, each of which (according to Hopi traditional knowledge)
was required to demonstrate the efficacy of its ceremony before gaining entrance to

255



WESLEY BERNARDINI AND SEVERIN FOWLES

the village {Eggan 1950:64; Fewkes 1900:585). Today, each village is 2 largely aurono-
mous political, ritual, and subsistence unit, although “danghrer” villages, which lack the
full complement of ceremonies, are ritually dependent on “mother™villages {Connelly
1979). Above the level of the village, the Hopi population is united by a common clan
and ceremonial system and a common language.? With a few notable exceptions (e.g.,
the Pueblo Revolr and the destruction of Awat'ovi), however, there is lictle evidence of
coordinated activity at the level of the “tribe” (what Titiev [1944:59] referred o as “the
amorphous Hopi state”) ourside the federally organized tribal government system.

The ethnographic focus on Hopi clans has obscured 2 dual division in FHopi society
that constitutes a fourth scale of identity. While each Hopi clan has a unique migration
history, in Hopi traditional knowledge clans are grouped into two major categories:
Motisinom and Nimcungkwisinom--literally, first people and last people, respectively
(Anyon 1999:41; Dongoske ex al, 1997:603; Ferguson 2003:63). Thus the Motisinom-
Nimtungkwisinom distinction is in part chronclogical, wich the Motisinom the clans
that have always resided on the Colorade Plateau and the Ninstunglowisinom the clans
that joined them at a later date. Together, the Motisinom and Ntutungkwisinom com-
prise the Hisatsinom, or “people of long ago” {Kuwanwisiwma 2002), with contem-
porary Hopi society the result of the merging of these two groups and their respective
ideologies. _

Embedded in the chronological difference berween Motisinom and Nuutung-
kwisinom is a difference in origin. Although all Hopis share a generalized origin story
that describes che emergence of all peoples into the current Fourth World from a com-
mon Sipapuni in Ongrupga, the Grand Canyon (e.g., Eggan 197 Lix; Ferguson et al
1993:27; Fewkes 1907:566), each clan also has a more specific origin place cited in ies
clan-specific migration traditions. Motisinom clans trace their origins to emergence
points close to the Hopi Mesas such as Kishyw'ba, 2 mounzain spring of the Karsina
chirty miles northwest of Walpi (Stephen 1936:1072n4, 1158), or the San Francisco
Peaks in Flagstaff, Arizona, about seventy-five miles southwest of the Hopi Mesas
(Stephen 1936:539-540). Motisinom traditions mention local movements bur do
not emphasize stories of long, chain-like migrations {e.g., Stephen 1936:860n1). In
contrast, Ninttungkwisinom clans trace their emergence o Palatkwapi (“red—waﬂfrd
city” {Hill et al. 1998:383]), believed by many Hopis to be far to the south, perhaps in
Central America (Ferguson and Lomaomvaya 1999:78). Niwtungkwisinom clans have
elaborate migration traditions, often derailing dozens of named, sequentially occupied
villages (e.g., Fewkes 1900).

The Motisinom-Nbutungkwisinom division in concemporary Hopi society is most
visible in the structure of the annual ritual cycle. At each Hopi viilage, clan ceremonies

are organized into a calendrical cycle, with “a fixed time of year during which a society
is expected to celebrate the observances entrusted to its care” (Titiev 1944:103). The
rituzl cycle, however, does not simply comprise unrelated, clan-specific ceremonies.
Instead, the Hopi ceremonial calendar is divided into two distinct halves: katsina and
non-katsina ceremonies (Wright 1973:258, 1977:7). The katsina season is controlled
by two Motisinom clans, Badger and Katsina. The non-katsina season is controlled by a
series of Nlutungkwisinom clans.
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Historical Processes

The Motisinom and Nimwungkwisinom were geographically distinct populations,
with different culeural craditions, religious practices, and Janguages. What was the histori-
cal process by which these groups entered the area of interest? Oral histories provide criti-
cal insight, buz to what extent are these histories visible in the archaeological record?

The Motisinom were the autochthonous inhabitants of the Colorado Plateau. The
archaeology of northeastern Arizona records shifting populations of hunters and gath-
erers in the Paleoindian and Archaic periods, transitioning to a widely—if thinly—dis-
persed Basketmaker pithouse occupation exhibiting a relatively stable and homoge-
neous material culture beginning ca. 1300 BC (Adams 1989; Colton 1974; Eliis 1974a;
Plog 1986). A shift to aboveground masonry architecture and small-scale aggregation
of the population into small {ca. fifty-room) pueblos in the AD 900-1250 period can
be artributed largely o local population dynamics. The Motisinom can thus be equated
to at least the Basketmaker and pre-Basketmaker populations on and around the Hopi
Mesas, potentially extending to ca. AD 1250,

The aurochthonous population of the Hopi Mesas apparently did not participare
in the Chaco Phenomenon of the AD 900s to early 1100s (Adams 1996) or in the
post-Chacoan developments of the later 11005 (unlike regions to the south [Herr 2001;
Kintigh, Howell, and Duff 1996}). Many nearby Four Corners populations were active
participants in Chaco; however, some of them joined villages on the Hopi Mesas in
the diasporic migrations following the abandonment of the Four Corners region in
the late thirteenth century. Hopi Mesa villages also appear to have received significant
numbers of immigrants from the Kayenra region to the north—another area that opted
out of Chaco—in the late AD 1200s (Dean 1996). Some late AD 12005 Four Corners
migrants skipped over Hopi and moved further south into central Arizona (Clark
200%; Woodson 1999). It was not until the raid- to Jate AT} 13005 thar a number of
these groups turned back toward Hopi, joined by farge numbers of fellow immigrancs
from the Silver Creek, Homol'ovi, Chavez Pass, Sinagua, Salado, and adjacent regions
{Adams 2004; Adams, LaMotta, and Dongoske 2004; Bernardini 2005; Ferguson and
Lomaomvaya 1999; Lyons 2003) (see Figure 16.1). The arrival of these latest immi-
grants had a substantial demographic impact, at least doubling the population on the
Hopi Mesas by AD 1400 {Adams, LaMotta, and Dongoske 2004; Bernardini 2005).
While our understanding of the Hopi concepts of Motisinom and Niutungkwisinom
is still incomplete, Hopi use of the term “Naurungkwisinom” appears to refer primarily
to the last waves of immigrants from the south beginning in the AD 1300s.

In the wake of these immigrations, the post-AD 1250 period on the Hopi Mesas
witnessed significant changes. Large aggregated settlements of several hundred rooms
began to dominate the landscape, and local potrery traditions incorporated styles from
a variety of areas to the south (Adams 1996; Adams, LaMotta, and Dongoske 2004;
Gilpin and LeBlanc 2007; Lyons 2003). By the early AD 13005 all of the villages ¢hat
would become today’s “mother villages” had been established, and by AD 1450 almost
all residents of the Hopi Mesas weze living in one of these large setclements.

Tension between autochthonous and immigrant groups is recorded in Hopi tra-

-+ ditional knowledge. As Patkingyam informants told Alexander Stephen, “[Wle are
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recent comers here; when we came from Pala'thwapi, the Wal'pitii [people of Walpi]
were already here, and after we came here we had much trouble with them over the
apportionment of land” (1936:943}. The archacological record of the late AD 1200s
and early AD 1300s, when large numbers of immigrants were arriving at Hopi, may
reflect some of this tension. Many sites from this time period are located on defensible
buttes and cliff edges, aithough evidence of actual physical violence has not yet been
documented. A number of Kigdtutuwatsi, or Hopi ruin legends, which recount conflicr
between neighboring villages, also date to this time period {e.g., the stories of Huk'ovi
and Pivanhonkyapi [Malotki 1993]). Hopi consultants emphasize that the conflict
between anceseral groups at this time was ritual in natare rather than physical, as people
scruggled to reconcile different ideologies (Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, personal communi-
cation, 2006}, After AD 1350, sites on the Hopi Mesas no longer exhibit defensive posi-
tioning or layouss, indicaring resolution of high-level tensions (Bernardini 1998).

Social Impact of immigration

What was the social impact of immigration, and to what extent can we read the
existing organization of Hopi society as a partial response to the challenges immigra-
tion once presented? Here, wraditional knowledge and ethnography combine to answer
these questions.

A common theme in Hopi migration accouncs is the ranking of clan status accord-
ing to order of arrival at a village. As Eggan noted:

{Alt the head of the prestige hievarchy is the Bear Clan, the members of which
arrived first in the Hopi region znd made a compact with Masu'y, the god of life and
death, in which he gave the Hopi land and crops in exchange for carrying our the
proper rituals. Late-comexs received portions of this estare in exchange for the perfor-

" mance of ceremontes for rain for the crops, bur the “last” arrivals often possessed no
rituals and offered their services as guards. Their position was marginal, and usually
they were not assigned clan lands, (1966:124~125)

Although the Bear Clan is almost abways listed as the first arrival ar Hopi, in fact the
Motisinom were the original occupants of the Colorado Plateau. The Morisinom clans
were cautious, however, and ceded the responsibility {and prestige) of organizing subse-
quent immigrants to the Bear Clan {Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, personal communication,
2007). Thus despite the Motisinom clans’ primacy of place, the original mother villages
were Nimtunglwisinom villages. The MNitungkwisinom did not simply settle ar Hopi
freely, however, According ro Hopi traditional knowledge, when Palatkwapi people
arrived at Hopi they had o submit to Maasaw, the spiritual leader of the Motisinom.
"Thus, First Mesa informants told Alexander Stephen that “Masau'wu possessed this
land” (1936:676, also 141).

The manner in which Motisinom and Nirzrungkwisinom groups combined to
form contemporary Hopi society is largely a product of their historically informed
ideclogies and cosmologies. The primary contrast is berween the katsina-based rituals
of the Motisinom and the non-katsina rituals of the Niutungkwisinom. Katsina and
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non-katsina ceremonies differ deamatically in their history, membership, content, form,
pawer, and status.

Today, Motisinom ritual is associated with the katsina religion.¢ Contemporary
katsina ritwal is democratic, public, and benign. Katsina culrure emphasizes a life of
humilicy and hard work revolving around cotn agriculture, embodied in the practice of
hopivétskwani, “the Hopi pach of life” (Hill ex al. 1998:101). According to Hopi tra-
ditional knowledge, the Motisinoms’ deliberately simple life did not require elaborate
ceremonies {Ferguson 2003:106). The power of Maasaw, the lord of the Fourth World
and spiritual head of the Motisinom, stems not from any special ceremonial knowledge
but instead from his mastery of simple but essential materials: a planting stick, water,
and seeds. In contemporary Hopi sociery, admission to the Katsina society is universal
for all village members. The compoesition of individual katsina performances inclades
members of many different clans and ceremonial societies, and katsina performances
are public, held in village plazas with large audiences. Few katsina dances are subject to
centralized control; during the bulk of the karsina season, dances can be sponsored by
anyone in the village (Parsons 1939:138), and new katsina songs can be written by any
member of the community, Both parricipants and the audience have open access to the
full ceremonial content of karsina ricual.

The non-katsina ceremonies of the Nbwutunghwisinom, in contrast, are restrictive,
esoteric, and dangerously powerful. These ceremonies were imported from Palatkwapi,
which. collapsed in part because of the abuse of ritual power by ceremonial leaders
{Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, personal communication, 2007). So great was the power and
risk of non-katsina ceremonies that Maasaw granted the Ninurunglwisinom permission
to live with him only after they demonstrated that they could Limic their cerernonial
knowledge to the bringing of rain. Membership in many non-katsina ceremonial socier-
ies requires sponsorship by an existing society member, and many performances are pri-
vate, held in proprietary kivas. Access to knowledge is restricted even among initiates,
with the esoteric knowledge required to perform non-katsina ceremonies held closely
by the core maternal household of the controfling clan.

The different ideologies and histories of the Motisinom-Niutungkwisinom map
roughly to a status distinction in contemporary Hopi sociery. As discussed by Peter
Whiteley (1988:65), the cardinal srarus division in Hopi villages is between pavan-
sinom (“raling people”) and séqavangswinom (“common people”) (see also Hill et al.
1998:398, 530). The status of the pavansinom stems from control of gdtual knowledge
and offices, with the highest-ranking pavansinom the Soyal chiefs and the Wuwtsim
chiefs (Tiviev 1944:59~60; Whitcley 1988:68). While there have been pavansinom at
the head of both Motisinom and Nuurungkwisinom clans, high-status village offices
were overwhelmingly held by members of Niwtungkwisinom clans, at least in twenti-
eth-century Orayvi (Table 16.1). Thus Hopi village governance has been largely in the
hands of the Nimrunghkwisinom.

While Motisinom have been underrepresented in formal village offices, they still
conmributed important parts of Hopi society, The principles of humility and hard work
that define Hopi identity to insiders and outsiders alike are rooted in Maasaw and katsina
culture. The ritual submission of all Hopis to Maasaw is also reflected in contemporary
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Tuble 16.1. Clan and dual-division affiliation of village offices at the Third Mesa village of Orayvi,
1906.
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Hopi society in the fact that the first ritual any Hopi learns is Katsina. The Katsina ini-
tiation can be seen a symbolic reaffirmation of all Hopis’ obedience to Maasaw.

BECOMING TIWA

Compared with the Hopi, remarkably few ethnographic records exist for the Tiwa-
speaking pueblo of Taos. True, Taos is one of the most visible pueblos (as 2 World
Heritage Site, the community receives tens of thousands of tourists each year). Ironically,
howevet, it also has the reputation of being among the most secretive. “Mysterious Taos,
Taos out of which the anchropologists have never been able to ger any information” is
how Jaime de Angulo (1985:36) described the pueblo in 1924, and things have changed
lirtle since then. Indeed, despite repeated efforts, no true ethnography of Taos has ever
been written, and the pueblo’s current leadership prefers to keep it that way. That said,
we do know enough about the social organization, oral history, and archaeology of the
region to make certain key comparisons with trends at Hopi.

Scales of ldentity

Taos Pueblo lies in the northeastern corner of the Pueblo world, near the Plains and
far from the Hopi Mesas. Its closest neighbor, geographically and culcurally, is Picuris
Pueblo, although a great many social characreristics are also shared with the Tewa pueb-
los further south~—the most significant of which is a village organization dominated
by 2 dual division. Dualism is powerfully evident in the overall spatiality of Taos: Red
Willow Creek runs through the heart of che pueblo, dividing the roomblocks, kivas,
and middens into mirroring notth-south groups (Figure 16.2). In recent times, this dual
division has been only loosely institutionalized. While Taos’s archicecture is divided
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16.2. Mayp of Tass Pueblo (based on Bodine 1979}, Southside kivas: I = Feather, 2 = Water, 3 =
Old Axe, 7 = “Disused” or Earth Motber. Northside kivas: 4 = Big Earring, § = Day, 6 = Knife.
T = trash pile. R = race course. C = Cathalic Church

explicitly into named North and South houses (Hlauuma and HMlaukwima, respec-
tively), there are no recorded names for north or south religio-political divisions per se;
therefore, individuals do not identify explicitly as members of 2 “moicey”

The situation may have been different in the past. As discussed later in this chapter,
Taos oral histories refer to the early union of the Winter (o Ice) People from the norch
and the Summer People from the south, suggesting that the division once may have
marked a viable cultural or ethnic division. At present, however, the most important
aspect of Taos dualism is the way it divides the six active kivas into north and south
groups, each of which assumes responsibility for cercain seasonal ceremonies and is
led by its own religio-political leader: the Big Earring Man of the north group and the
Cacique (or Water Man} of the south group (Parsons 1936a; Stevenson 1906:£le 3.1).
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These positions provide an informal means of balancing the overall distribution of
power.

Kiva affiliation, in contrast, is more overtly marked. All members of the Taos com-
munity, both male and female, are “given” or dedicated to a particular kiva by their
parents soon after birth. For boys, association with a kiva also involves a lengthy initia-
tion process at about age eight or ten, duting which they are secluded from the larger
community and schooled in the group’s sacred knowledge and religious prescrip-
tions (Bodine 1979; Parsons 19362:45-46). On the surface, kive membership is not
inherited, although strong parrilineal overtones point to a more complex relationship
between kiva and kinship than past scholarship has acknowledged.

The relationship between kiva and kinship is complicated further by the presence
of numerous named clan-like groups embedded within the more visible kiva system. To
speak of clans or lineages at Taos is to go against ethnographic orthodoxy, although the
assumption of norchern Tiwa clanlessness has always had a shaky foundasion. Irs source
is Elsie Clews Parsons’s brief Taos monograph in which she argued (based on very litde
data) that the pueblo “had no conception . . . of any matrenymic or pasronymic exoga-
mous group” {19362:38). Parsons, it seems, was unaware of Matilda Stevenson’s (1906
file 3.1) earlier research that had clearly documented the existence of multiple patrilineal
groups within each kiva. Stevenson referred to these groups as “gens”; in Tiwa they are
referred to as different tai'a, or “People” (e.g., the Golden Warbler People, the Green
Leaf People, Elk People, ecc.) (sec also Bandelier 1975 [1885-1888]:79; Hodge 1912).

Much could be said abour the People groups at Taos based on Stevenson’s notes,
but lez us underscore three key observations. First, while most Taos Peoples are associ-
ated with 2 given kiva, some are distributed over many kivas and others are the tra-
ditional leaders of kivas whose memberships are diverse. Clearly, then, this kin-based
system is not just a subdivision of the kiva-moiety system but has a pronounced struc-
tura] autonomy. Second, People groups, not the kivas or moieties, appear to own the
ceremonies, songs, and ritual objects {e.g., flutes, fetishes, sacred bundles), even though
the performative aspects of these lincage-based possessions may have come to be associ-
ated with particular kivas over time. Third, each People group has its own migration his-
tory prior to arrivingat Taos and its own ancestral language given to it by Kwathlowtna,
the creator deity (Stevenson 1906:fife 3.1). In all these respects, the Taos People groups
look sarprisingly like Hopi clans.

Individuals at Faos, then, have a complicated set of social identities derived in part
through inheritance (their patrilineal People group, complimented by less formal afhii-
ations with the People group of their mother) and in paet through parental dedication
(their kiva and, indirectly, their moiety affiliations).

Historical Processes

As in the Hopi case, the contemporary social organization of Taos Pueblo promprs
a number of historical questions. What were the processes by which different Peoples
came to reside within the pueblo? How and why did Taos overlay its kin-based system
of Peoples with a more elaborate supra-kin kiva-moiety system? How are we to explain
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in historical rerms the strucrural similaricies and differences between the Taos and Hopi
cases?

In the absence of extenstve Native commentary on the Tiwa past, we must rely on
archaeological evidence to flesh out the handful of recorded oral histories. The archaec-
fogical record of the Taos region extends back to Folsom times, and Pueblo members
have recently indicared that cheir histories explicitly describe an early period charac-
terized by aclatl use, suggesting that cerrain types of knowledge may indeed have been
preserved over very long periods of time. Be that as it may, it is at the start of the second
millennium AD that the resolution of both archaeological and oral historical accounts
increases significantly. This period-—the early Valdez phase, roughly AD 950-1150—
saw the fairly abrupr establishment of the region’s first pithouse setdlements. In most of
the known Taos origin narratives, the Winter People {the Peoples of the Day Kiva) were
the fzst of the Ancestral Northern Tiwa to emerge into the present world, afrer which
they traveled from the Chimney Rock-Piedra district of Colorado to establish a com-
munity just north of Taos (Ellis 1974b:123; Ellis and Brody 1964:326). This area, in
fact, is where the carfiest pithouse settlernents have been recorded (Fowles 2004; Loose
1974}, and there are good reasons for relating the Valdez phase archaeological record to
the early arrival of the Winter People.

The end of the twelfth century witnessed another major wave of immigration, this
time marked archacologically by boch population increase and abrupt seylistic shifts in
unpainted potrery (Fowles 2005). These fater immigrants were commitred agriculvur-
atists living in ight clusters of unit pueblos, and ceramic evidence indicates that their
former home was to the south in the Tewa Basin near Espafiola or Santa Fe (Fowles et al.
2007). Significantly, their appearance is broadly correlated with a pronounced peak in
traumaric deaths at the last of the Valdez phase or Winter People pithouse sertlements,
suggesting that the relationship berween locals and newcomers may have been violent
(Fowles 2004;).

Much of the Taos origin narrative recorded by Stevenson {1906:file 2.29) focuses
on an epic battle between a southern group of Summer People (Pilaina) whe traveled
north from the Tewa region to conquer the Winter People (Bidnbriturna) of Taos, and
we consider it likely chat this battle references the late-twelfth-century developments
just noted. “The Taos Indians have a eradition,” wrote David Miller in a late-nineteenth-
century letter to Lewis Hehry Morgan, that when they first migrated to their present
home “they found other Indians ar this place (Taos). ... [ T}hese they ejected after much
fighting, and rook and have continued 1o occupy their place” (Morgan 1965 [ 18811):166;
see also Miller 1898:46-47). In the 19203, Jeancon {1930:7-8) further learned from his
Taos informants that it was the Winter People who originally occupied the region and
were defeated when a group known as the Summer People arrived. Stevenson, how-
ever, recorded the most detailed account. *On reaching the land of the Winter People”
she was told, “the associate to the father of the Summer People was sent to the Winter
People whom he questioned. “What have you to say? Are you friends or enemies? The
representative of the Winter People replied, “We are not your friends” ‘Iv is well] said
the man of the Summer People. “We will fight you'” {as narrated to Stevenson 1906
file 2.29}.
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Following a lengthy bactle, the Winter People retreated to their kiva where the
Summer People subdued them by throwing “medicine” (wald, or ricual substances)
down the kiva entrance. Victory was finally achieved, in other words, not by brure phys-
ical force but by the immigrants’ superior ritual power. The Winter People were then at
the mercy of their aggressors, and as the narrative continues, we learn that this meant
accepting a new social order whose terms were o be set by the Summer People: “Then
the father of the Summer People said, ‘It is well. Now you are my child. Now L have a
good large family (referring to the Winter People). . . . Now we are as one family. If you
desire, come to where 1 live. We will have summer and we will also have wineer’” {as nar-
rated to Stevenson 1906:file 2.29).

Here, then, is indigenous commentary on the birth of the Taos dual division: 2
merger of Summer People and Winter People, of ritually powerful immigrants and less
organized autochthons, of conquerors and conquered, all in the wake of a period of
extraordinary ethnic confrontation.

Social Impact of Immigration

The neat narrative division berween “summer” and “winter” is probably far too neat
and undoubtedly represents a post facto means of conceptually structuring 2 more com-
plicated set of encounters among a diverse array of groups in the highly unstable post-
Chacoan landscape. Stevenson (1906:file 3.1) learned, for instance, that the Wincer,
or Ice, People actuatly represented a composite of the “Sun People,” “Day People” and
“Very Small Olivella Shell People;” alt of whom are today associared wich the Day Kiva.
Similarly, she learned that the Summer People were composed of the “Golden Warbler
People;” the “Macaw People” and the “Eagle People.” whose descendants are now in the
Feather Kiva. These derails are significant, for in the story’s grouping together of lineage
orclan-like Peoples into supsa-kin corporate entities, we gain insight into the long-term
social impacts of late-twelfth- and early-thirteenth-century immigration.

In this regard, we would do well to remember David Stuart and Rory Gauthier's
{1988:51) observation that both site and room counts point to a Zefo/d population
increase across the northern Rio Grande between AD 1150 and 12506, and the Taos
region was indeed part of this increase. The key point is that the Pueblo III period wit-
nessed a punctuated period of immigration in much of the Eastern Pueblo wosld that
would have created bold lines of culcural difference between alocal Rio Grande popula-
tion that had never really been part of the Chacoan sphere during Pueblo Il and a large
aumber of newly arrived immigrants who had,

These new lines of division appear to have beea resolved in structural terms within
individual villages such as the Ancestral northern Tiwa site of T aitna (“People
House” in Tiwa, or “Pot Creek Pueblo” to the archaeological community), located «
short distance south of Taos. T aiténa was established in the mid-thirteenth century
as the region’s first large village, and Fowles {2005) has argued that by the start of the
fourteenth century it already exhibited a spatial structure clearly ancestral to the kiva-
moiety organization of modezn Taos Pueblo. The site is divided into northern and
southern halves distinguished from one another by their overall roomblock morphol-
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16.3. Map of early-thirtegnth-century T aiténa (“People House,” aka Pot Creek Pueblo). Dashed
lines indicate probable walls.

ogy and their different orientations roward the June and December solstice sunrise posi-
tions, respectively (Figure 16.3). Excavations have also revealed three corporace kiva-
roomblock complexes in the southern portion of T%aitdéna (Roemblocks 2, 3 and 6), as
well as two or three® kiva-roomblock complexes in the north {(Roomblocks $ and 8). It
is rempring, therefore, to read T aitdna as the location where the three Summer Peoples
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and the three Winter Peoples banded together—sigaificantly, under the leadership of
the more powerful Summer father—to form “a good large family” To form, in other
words, a new model for Pueblo TV aggregated village life in the segion.

Of course, our archaeological narrative of emergent village dualism at T’aitdna
may be 0o near as well. Late-phase architectural additions at the site partly obscure
the initially clear association of kivas and domestic roomblocks, and this may signal the
growing autonomy of kiva societies from the kinship system as intermarriage berween
immigrants and autochzhons increased. Patricia Crown (1991; Crown and Kohler
1994) has also drawn upon tree ring evidence to suggest chat additional migrants joined
the community in the early fourteench century. This may have been the case; indeed,
Taos oral history specificaily refers to the continued arrival of new Peoples. The most
commented upon of these later arrivals were the Warter People, immigrancs from Santa
Fe who traveled north along the Rio Grande, “up the Taos River, and to the Ranchos
de Taos creek until they arrived near the place where the Fiadaina [Feather or Summer
People] and the Holdaina [Day or Winter People} were living together [presumably
Taiténa)” (Espinosa 1936:133). They traveled as fish:

[M]any of the {Summer] People hutxied to the river 10 learn something of the strang-
ers. They saw many fish and the old men said, “Why these are the Ba taina [Water]
People! .. . It is well, we guess all of the Warer People will come.”... The Summer
People threw much medicine water from large vases over the fish and covered them.
... When the cover was finally removed, men, women, and children were found sie-
ting beneath the vine. Then the Water People thanked the Sumimer People. {Steven-
son 1906:file 2.19)

Thus were the Water People, like the Winter People before them, drawn into Taos
sociery through the power of the Summer People’s “medicine” Unlike the Winter
People, however, the Warer People’s iniriation was encirely nonviclent, pethaps because
they joined what by then was an established kiva-moiety system buile precisely o over-
come the challenges of immigration and cultural assimilarion.

T airéna was vacated shortly after AD 1319, with at least part of the village mov-
ing to Taos Pueblo where additional People groups continued t join (and occasion-
ally leave) the communicy. The social identity of these groups--rooted in a common
genealogy, migravory history, culeural heritage, and set of sacred possessions—has never
been effaced, even though most Taos Peoples have become attached to one of the much
more visible kiva societies and, through their kiva, to the ceremonial moetics. Rather
than standing in opposition to clan organization, then, the kiva-mojety system appeats
to have been a strategy of providing each People group with 2 structured place in the
ceremonial life of the pueblo.

CONCLUSIONS

Our comparison of Hopi and Taos histoties has revealed a number of parailels in both
pre- and posc-contact social organization, complicating simple contrasts between
Fastern and Western Pueblo patterns. Communities formed from distinct immigrant

266

BECOMING HOPI, BECOMING TIWA

groups that curate migration histories and proprietary ceremonies—rthought to be 2
distinctively Hopi pattern—also occur at Taos, Likewise, proncunced dualism in com-
munity ritual organization-—thought to be a distincrively Rio Grande pastern—serves
as an organizing principle of Hopi religion as well. What accounts for these parallels in
community organizacion on either end of the Pueblo world?

Twentieth-century ethnography, recall, tended to link geographic with social dif-
ference, broadly assuming that matrilineal clans gave way to non-kin sodalities as one
moved from west to east. Indeed; in Eggan’s (1950) and Edward Dozier’s (1983} influ-
ential accounts, this east-west patcterning was grafted onto a broad evolutionary model
in which Hopi-style matrilineal clans served as models for Ancestral Pueblo societies,
and the non-kin sodalities of the Eastern Pueblos were presented as recent adaptations
to life in dense aggregates organized arcund irrigation agriculzure. John Ware (2061,
2002} recently revisited this issue, offering the provocative thesis thar the divergence of
Eastern Pueblo sodalities from Western Pueblo clan organization began in the eighth
century AD, five centuries earlier than Eggan and Dozier had proposed. Ware’s thesis is
compelling in many respects—not least for the connections it draws between Tewa and
Chacoan traditions—buy, if accepted, it merely makes the similarities we have noted
berween Hopi and Taos that much more surprising.

The answer, we suggest, lies in setting aside both sweeping evolutionary accounts
of the shift from clan to moiety and our assumptions of a smooth, clinal change in orga-
nizarional forms across the landscape. History has a way of making its own patterns, of
shuffling the deck according to its own logic of contingency. In the case of Hopi and
Taos, history appears to have dealt them similar cards. Both were characeerized by an
initial occapation of relatively small, dispersed populations. Both were at the receiving
end of relatively rapid, large-scale immigrations by diverse post-Chacoan groups with
recent experience in aggregated village life. Both came to be ceremonially dominated
by these immigrants through the creation of dual divisions that bound society rogether
bur also institutionalized hierarchies. All this is to say that Hopi and Taos share aspects
of social organization because they share comparable histories of immigrarion, assimifa-
tion, and social transformation.

We suspect thar an importans variable explaining the nature of host-immigrant
relations has to do with prior experience (or lack thereof ) with aggregated village life,
regional ceremonial systems, or both. Thar is, the autochthonous populations of both
regions were living in a relatively dispersed settlement pattern prior to AD 1250 when
immigrant groups arrived at Hopi and Taos with prior experience in cosmopolitan cen-
ters such as Mesa Verde, Totah, and Chace Canyon, among other places. Differences in
participation in the Chaco Phenomenon may have been especially important in struc-
turing the interaction of autochthonous and immigrant groups. The Taos region, along
with the greater Rio Grande Valley of which it is a part, contains no Chaco era outlier
great houses, and the Hopi Mesas contain only three debated outlier candidates and
no great kivas {Gilpin 1989). In contrast, many of the immigrants to Taos and Hopi
(or their ancestors) had likely participated in the Chaco and post-Chaco phenomena.
"This, we suggest, may have been a source of their influence and power in post-migration
contexts.
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Our conclusions, then, have a broader significance insofar as they cut across the
grain of a common archaeological assumption, namely, that Pueblo social organizadon
was governed by a “first-to-come, first-to-lead” logic in which the order of arrival dic-
tated each group’s social standing. Parcand parcel of being classified as “wribal” perhaps,
the Ancestral Pueblos are rypically presented as strangers to any notion of “conquest”
or “akeover in either a physical or ceremonial sense. Clearly, however, a more com-
plex understanding of immigration and assimilation is needed, particularly when we are
dealing with cases such as the movement of Chacoans or Mesa Verdeans into areas that
formerly stood on the Pueblo periphery. In both our cases, we have found that indig-

 enous histories provide a critical means of envisioning these complexities, bur compara-
tive examples from outside the American Southwest may be instructive as well. Godelier
(1986), for instance, offers the remarkable ethnographic case of Baraya ceremonial hier-
arclies, which emerged when a number of immigrating clans conspired with one clan
in the host communicy to physically overcome the others and institutionalize their {the
immigrants’} sacred objects at the heart of social reproduction for the community as a
whole. Qur point here is not 1o say that the Hopi and Taos were necessarily “like” the
Baruya but merely to open a space for envisioning mich more complex host-immigrant
relations.

Having just argued for the common historica! experiences at Hopi and Taos, we are
lefs to account for the differences. Why did the immigrating Taos Peoples shrink from
view rather than develop into true corporate clans, as among the Hopi? Why has Flopi
dualism not become instirutionalized and more explicitly emphasized? Parallel histo-
ries of immigration need not necessarily prompt communities to follow similar post-
migration trajectories, and the emphasis on clans versus non-kin sodalities may simply
represent two viable organizational solutions to the aggregation of different cultural
groups, Nevertheless, the contrast becomes more salient when we note that it is linked
vo different tendencies toward matrilineality versus patrilinealicy within the ceremontal
system.

Contemporary Hopi socicty is strongly matrilineal (Eggan 1950; Titiev 1944),
with group membership tied to residence in the maternal houschold (Parsons 1938by),
a pattern that appears to have considerable time depth in the Hopi area (e.g., James

1994). Because Hopi ritual and domestic authoriry are both vested in the maternal
fine, the sacred physical and intellectnal property of the clan resides in maternal clan
houses. Although ricuals are actually practiced in separate men's houses {kivas) by cer-
emonial societies that can be categorized as either Motisinom or Niutuogkwisinom,
the clear spatial segregation of Hopi ritual in maternal clan houses disguises the over-
arching duality of the ceremonial system. In contrast, while the domestic sphere at
Taos is Tun by women, ritual is organized around largely patrilineal lines (as it is at
Picuris), a pattern. that appears to have been established during the fourteenth or fif-
teenth century AD when kivas were detached from the residential roomblocks with
which they previously had unique relationships (Fowles 2006). When ritual author-
ity came to be more centrally controlled by men, kivas appear to have assumed the
position of both “clan houses” and men’s houses for ceremonial societies, eventually
permitting the latter function to eclipse the former, With the ancestral link between
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ceremontes and Peoples masked, the overarching duality of the Taos ceremonial sys-
tem appears more pronounced.

We conclude with one final cautionary note. As we explore the cumulative history
and hybzidity of Puebloan culrares, it is important not to let our enthusizsm for decon-
structing essentialist identities proceed ar the expense of the modern-day descendants of
populations under study. Many tribes are embroiled in land disputes and cultural parri-
mony conflicts with both other Native American tribes and the federal government, the
outcomes of which depend heavily on perceptions of historical continuiry {e.g., Gosden
2001:258). Modern Pueblo peoples embrace their mulriethnic pasts as central to, not
threatening of, their present identities. As scholars specializing in the study of cultural
identiry, we should strive to help others—espedially those involved in decision mak-

ing about cultural patrimony~become equaily comfortable with these more complex
underseandings of identity.

NOTES

1. This is not to imply isolation of Eastern and Western Pueblo populations, Imporrant and
asyer understudied migrations in both directions characterize the Pueble Revoltand post-Revole
periods {e.g., Dozier 1983; Riley and Manson 1983; Schroeder 1968; Spicer 1962).

2. Not all Hopi <lans control ceremonies.

3. Except for the bilingual Tewa-Hopi speakess of First Mesa (Stanislawski 1979).

4. Current archacological perspectives on the Karsina religion point to its emergence around
AD 1300, along the Lirtle Colorado River and in the Rio Grande {Adams 1991; Schaafsma 1994;
see Lekson and Cameron 1995 regarding possible Katsina ritnal in cleventh- and twelﬁh«-ccntur;f
Mimbres villages). It is unclear how to reconcile archacological evidence for post~AD 1300 emer-
gence of Karsina iconography away from the Hopi Mesas with oral tradition of ritual practice of a
pre~AD 1300 Motisinem population on the mesas. It is reasonable to expect that the nature and
practice of Katsina religion changed over time {Plog and Solomero 1997), and Motisinom rituat
may have been less visible, or visible in different ways, in the archaeological record of the pre~AD
1300 era chan i was afterward {Bernardini 2008},

5. A third northern kiva-roomblock complex likely exists in the untested portion of the sire.
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Movement of varying distances across the landscape has long been recognized as an
adapration to Southwestern environments (Nelson 1999; Varien 1999). Larger-scale,
longer-distance movements are often attributed 1o environmental and ceonemic fac-
tors that exert a “push” or a “pull” (Anthony 1990, 1992; Lipe 1995). In realicy, how-
ever, cach movement invelves complex social processes thet may differ depending on
the nature of information flows along preexisting social networks; whether the migra-
tion stream exzends over a short or a long period; whether people move as individuals,
families, larger groups, or entire communities; the distances involved; eavironmental
and culeural similarities and differences berween the source and host areas; and how
migrants are sociaily integrated into their new homes (Anthony 1990; Burmeister
2000; Clark 2001; Stone 2003) .

To understand the process of migration and the negotiations of identicy that accom-
pany it, we must examine the interplay of numerous factors, including strucrure-agency
interaction, demography, and the social and spatial scales of the movement. Variations
in these factors and their interplay may resulr in very different patterns of behavior and
interaction. For examyple, the interaction berween the indigenous, or hest, population
and the migrants may vary from complete assimilation to the maintenance of separate
enclaves to open conflict (Stone 2003}. The initial period of interaction appears critical
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