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A analysis of the spatial organization of Northeastern Arizona
illustrates a great variety of concepts worthy of geographic enquiry.
Some of these are: cultural confrontation, spatial coﬁpetitfon; the
po]itfcs of enclaves and exclaves, the herdef vs. the farmer, cyoes-
cultural pe;ceptions of boundaries and territories, the intrusion qf a ~;F , -

- First World culture, and the struggle for survival of wbat someehave N
. calledsthe Fourth World. §onsideration of each of these topics could RS

time to deal with each in de

"by itself fill at Jeast a vol?m‘: Ciear]y, there is not sufficient
1 as jt applies to the Navaho-Hopi land* {\

dispute, yet we find in thiéiparticular corner of the yorld a microcosm
-which could be used to demonstrate each of these COncepté, as we]l‘as

othere, and provide us with a better understanding of the ﬁor]d as a

.. whole. ' g .

2

This long-time dispute is about to be settléd. The final negotiations

Y

brought about by Public Law 93-531,."An Act to Provide for the fisal
Settlement of the Conflicting Rights and Interests of fﬁe Hopi-and
Navajo Tribes ooy whicg‘ﬁas nacted in December 1974, are currently
in progress and may, by the time of th1s presentation, be.ended " In a‘
prev1ous paper, I d1scussed the development of the Hopi Reservation--°
the establishment of the 1882 Executive Order Reservat1on 1nst1tuted to T'i,

« protect the Hopi pueblos from encroachment by Navahosland~others In ',". .
h1s letter of December 4, 1882, in which Agent J. H. F]em1ng described,‘

the recommended boundaries included in the Executive OrderﬁReservation,

N

he wrote\.




-

. . the Moquis {Hopi) are constantly annoyed by the
encroachments of’the Navajos, who frequent]y take
possession of their springs, & even drive their flocks
over the growing crops of the Moquis. Indeed their
situation has been rendered most tryind from this
cause, . . . With a reservation I cantprotect them £
in their rights & have hopes of advancing them 1n S i
civilization.! N

. ..
bt

This letter had been written in response to a request from the Commissioner
requesting recommended boundaries for a Hopi Reservation, a solution

tn the need for protecting the Hopis which had been sought éftef‘since i//}///

1876. The re;ultant servation encompassed a rectangu]ar shaped

areca in what is Arizona (Figure ). It was de§+ned in an Execti-

/ .
on December 2] 1882& which sa1d

President‘?ssued ordér, dated sixteenth, setting apart land
,for Moquis_recommended by you. y Take steps.at once to remove
1ntruders 3. ‘ \\\\\

et

The te]egram was“further confirmed by a letter which said:

,By telegram of this date, you were advised that a reser-
“'vation has been established, by Order of the President,
. for the use and occupancy of the Moquis.

I now transmit to you a copy of the order, by which you
- . will see that your recommendations, as contained in letter
'+ to this office, dated December 4th (instant), have been
- . followed as regards the.boundaries of the same.

Ay
v

5




’ ~the Interior recommending military intervention. "The

The estabiishment of the reservation wiT] enab]e you here-

after to act intelTigently and authoritatively 1n‘ ealing

with intruders and mischiefmakers, and as instruct d in

telegram before men?ioned ybu will ‘take immediaté sgeps |

to rid the reservation of all obJectionabie persog:. ,
R V Be]t,

Reports of Navaho~encroachments continued In 18

———c-\“\

Chief of the Indian Division, wrote 3 memorandum to t7e Secretary of

/conc]usion of -

‘his memorandum stated: : g N Y

_ The HMoquis reservation was established’hyﬂixecutive Order of
December 16, 1882, for the Moqui and such other Indians as
the” Secretaryjf the Interior may see fit to settle thereon.
It comprises no lands set apart for the Mavajoes (sic) and nb
Havajoes(sic) have been settled thereon by the Department.

=

. o - . o - "r.\$ e
militery action, but they did not succeed. }

1 -

Time.does not permit the recounting of the entire history of the

confaiéts which occurred within the\?oundaries of the Executive Order

Reservation. At some point in time, however, the i terpretation of
ythe term "other Indians" changed ‘drastically. Fpf example, in 1932,
Commissioner Rhoads interpreted it to mean: S i

.+ .to take care of a large number of Navajo Indians who were
then 1i¥ing within the Executive Order area. . . .6

- The establishment_of land management districts in the region had
a great impact on interpretations ‘of rights in the Executive Reservation.
Insofar-as land use was concerned ‘the Navaho Reservation and the 1882
Executive Order Reservations were, considered to be one 1arge administrative
unit. Six of the estab]ished grazing districts extended into the Execu- e
§

tive Order Reservation while one/ District 6 encompassed all of the lands

‘immediatély surrounding the Hopi/ villages. District 6 was designated

" for the exclusive use of the Hopi while-the others were designated as

~ Attempts ‘were made ‘to remove the Navahos and their~fiocks thvéugh . .>

.
d
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- joint-us¢ area. The rights to the joint-use drea were further reiﬁgii ,
?6ré;3>by a decision of the Acting S 1citpf‘of the Depértmenf"of tﬁz' ' |
-Inté%ior, Felix S. Cohen, on June 11, 1946. This decision also sup&brted
the positidh that the Navahos 1iving within the ‘bounds of the Executive
Order Reservation were rightfully thefé>under{the meaning of.the~phrase~
“other Indians.“.:He wrote: . :,.: L .

. . . Had there been any intention of disturbing the Navajos
then occupying the area, it would have been a comparatively
simple thing to draft the Executive order so as to create a .
reservation exclusively for the Hopis. But that was not dohe.7

A

He contiqued: . . : . -
S | dg:not mean’ to imply that the Navajos could acquire - o
rights in the reservation through the Secretary's inaction ‘
or through his failure to exercise the -discretion vested :
in him by the Executive order. But the Secretary is not . ' .-
chargeable with neglect in this matter. Throughout the ” / PR
years the Secretary has sought and obtained fands from g "
Congress which have been used for the education of the ‘
children of Hipis and Havajos alike, and the grazing of .
the livestock of both groups has been permitted and requ-
Tated by the Secretary. This, to my mind, is conclusive
evidence that the settlement of the Navajos on the reser-
vation has been sanctioned and confirmed by the Secretary, :
and that their settlement is therefore lawful, resulting
in the necessity of recognition of their rights within"
the area.8

R4

On ‘the basis oflevidenée«such as tﬁis, the court reSFhed three °
4

conclusions *in the case .of Healing v. Jones:

(1) The Hopis could no,longér'aggue that Navahos had inot been

v
.
-

settled on the reservation validly;

A
\, . - . \ , ’
(2) - The Mavahos coyld no Tonger take the position that\they had - ///

N . \
exclusive rights and 1nteres§§ in any part of the Executive Order

N

reservation; and . : .

~
~

(3) There was no longer any doubt as to the boundaries of the area ;

N ' : -
designated for exclusive Hopi use and occupaqcy.?

~
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To discuss rights in the land and opinions about who is the

injured party'at this juncture wonld he fruitless and &rid rhetoric.
Joint surface and mineral rights were established in Taw by Healing v.
Jones 1n'1962; partition of the surface rights was established by the

.. public law cited above. As Senator Domenici of New Mexico said in : ) : 7

s

1974. 7

Trying at this point in time to resolve this dispute based
- on differing perceptions of historical events in my opinion is
an exercise in futility if the true objective is to provide
a final settlement which recognizes the current reality and]0
applies the most equitable principle toward its resolution. ¢

" The key word and concept is ggrcegtion--perceptfzn‘ﬁot\only of

motives, 1ntent ns, and historical events, but of "Indians by\;;?§23““*<1>,e

and~by other Indians. cOnsideration must a]so be given to perceptions

T——

' of land use, territory, and life styles In his book, The Harrowing of

. Eden, subtitied White Attituoes toward Mative ﬁmer1cans J.E. anmoer11n
»,writes that early white arguments stated that:

e,

14

" if the native people were to be expected to transcend their
_ - savdge "state," and to flourish in splendid civility and
{~  righteousness, it might therefore be necessary-that the :
“traditional native environment, including thé habits’which ‘
"~ were. presumably adapted to that environment, would Have - o
to be itself transcended or destroyed. And.the: lan
{as well as the native people) would therefore h . .
_be brought within the orderings of civilized xictence.1 oo

This idea seems to indicate that not onlx;shpulg Indfans be “civilized"
but that their life styles and use of’Ci:o had-td be transformed as
well to fit within the European context fwéiV?thation Perceptions of

the use of property was imp]icit ih\the European idea such as that expressed

‘by the Swiss jurist Emmerich de Vattel 1n the 18th century:-

. possession of property entai]ed an obligation to culti-

vpte such property; and that "nations cannot exclusively

appropriate to themselves more land than they have occas{on P
for,ﬁand which they are unable to settle and cultivate.” A ////




N
The point here is that Ang]o-Saxon policy from the beginning was pointed
towa\\ forcing Indians to assimi]ate to the European ethic--to be -

»
—

'f . entit]ed to own land one must 1ndustr1a11y cultivate the same in the
European manner,’ product1ve1y If the native Ameri can could,not do th1s,
- then the Tand could rigﬂtfully be acquired by whites who would use 1t »
properly ‘Ina phiiosophica] c]1mate of this sort who could under-\
‘stand the Indian perception of territory and Tand use? Indeed, could o
anyone define what an Indian'was? Clearly, not only did a]] Indians
- not Took a]ike,,they&d1d not act a]1ke, lxve alike, nor-perceive their .
’ - varxed environments in the same way. Yet, it appears that offic1a1 " . S -
- policy 4id not/ recognize th4l chfferences and_ needs of the individ,ua'l >
s }; Indxan cultura] groups. The Indian idea of commun1ty property did‘not
. f1t with1n the Western model of 1nd1v1dua1 land ownersh1p and use.
- The apprqaqp to Indian” polwcy in the 19th century was expressed in '
1887 by Indian’ Commiss10ner 3.D.C. Atkins, who wrote ' ‘ S
: It is be]ieved that 4f any- Indian vernacuiar is allowed .
to be ‘taught by missionarigs in schools on Indfan resgrvations T
it will.predjudice the pup11 as vell as his parents against the™ :
English language. . . This language wgich is good enough i
foﬁ/a vhite man-or a b]ack‘man ought to Be good enough.for a ;,,//1
red man. It is also believed that teaching an Indian youth
in his own barbarous dialect is a positive detriment to him.
The impracticability, if not impossibility, ‘of civilizing .

the Indians of this gouﬁtry in any other tongue than our own
would seem obvious.!

. « .
‘What then are the Navaho and-Hopi-perceptions of territory?

The Navaho 1livg in dispersed settlements and are prlmarily,herders, )
,_’—-——-""’—""_"_'7"

an enterprtséfwhich began historicaily with the introduction of live-
stook’by the Spanish in the sixteenth centurysﬂfTheuHopieareAtraditiona11y

i

. sedentary farmers who live in nucleated villages .practicing flood/ farming:
*‘ .

.,/ and herding. The two tribes have been competfhg for the same space
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o while operating;ﬁjdé/ disparate lifeﬁfﬁyles Sippson provides a usefui

interpretation 4f the Hopi concept of’ land oW ership

L.
AL,

One of the impcrtant concepts adher ad to by ihe Hopi,

and one which many white people cannot, or do not, under-

stand, is that of land ownership. Funda nta]] » the Hopi .

believe they have a legitimate claim to theentire conti-

nent. However, that claim is .not supported with the fervor

which accompanies the claim to the ancestral lands bounded

by the San Francisco Mountains, the Mogoi]on Rim, the present
~ ‘Arizona-New Mexico boundary, the San Judn and Colorado rivers.

This area is replete with shrines, places of religious and - -

-ancesyral importance, and is, the area from.which the ancestral
traditiona]ly migrated. ;

 Thiree more limited claims are to ownership of the catt]e
- ranges, to ownership of immediate agricu]tura] hemeland,
-« and to ownenship.of -certain rights togthe capture of

;. - Teagless Mo retigious significance is attached to the - oo

rangeland c]aim,\hence those claims pert?Zning to ancestral
and home areas are the most significant .

An examp1e of the Navaho view was presented by William K. \Qilson,
“a member of the Mavaho tribe, at a Senate hearing in ¥inslow, Arizone,

¢
“on March 7 1973

ra
3

The Hopis say that they need our land for the grazing
of their sheep. This is not true. The Hopi do not raise
sheep nor do the live oh the land as/vie do. As you will
see for yourself from your fiight over the Executive order

: land, there are many Navaho homes spread throughout the

’ area. Almost all of the Hopis live/on top of* mesas;,
hardly any of them use the range lands which are within
district 6. I do not understand why the Hop1 lawyer is
‘now «encouragin t?g H0p1S to abandon their way of life.
(gmphasis mine?

7/

The Hopi view was presented by 'Abbot Seki/;aptewa at. the same

hearings - . ' .

‘ /
We are accused by the Navajo of hot using the land.
gpr fathers and grandfathers ranged vast herds of cattle
ar beyond the bound§ now established by thg=jointly owned
_ reservation . fhe cattle began disappearing soon after’
Mavajo squatters begpn sett]ing in this area. ‘Ne are also .
* accused of not usin the,l and because we do not roam about

//////the land 1ike nomgds. v o
) 4 ///

¢ :
4, ;_ 9

g i
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Are we to be recuired to change our lifestyle just to

‘accommodate the Navajo concept of possession? %ﬁy shou

be required to live b épmeone ‘else’s  standards or Tack of
em? (Emphasis mineTy .

Who is right? It seems to me that the disparity of perceptibns
of the three jnvolved cufiural groups Jeads to a "no-win" situation.
The 1mposit10n of- Angld‘law on Ind1an belieftzyétems and'perceptions
of -territorial rights creates a loss of territory by, and resef le-
ment. of, Ngz;hos and a continued distrust of the Federal Government.

of land;

. ~
The Hopi enclavg remains, no matter what the dispositi

~ there is, and will be, no exit from ‘the Hopi reservation without

" 14

passing through the Mavaho reservation.

-~ Competition for spacé has been the root cause of many difficulties -

throuéhout the history of the wor e ‘ett]ement of the New Hor1d 
has been no exception. The Navaho Hopi 1and d1spute ‘points U

clarity the:difficuitfes ‘which have been involved. - What then is the

role of the geographer? He must Mmake strong efforts to analyze the:
cultural and spatial confront tions ‘which occhLEH'xn*our history of

settlement and land acquisv%ion This, I be11eve, is a challenge

which we must meet in thé near future y y i _
S N /
— Ao - :N
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