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In the northeast corner of Arizona, located within the extensive

Navaho Reservation, is an area variously referred to as Grazing District

-

6, the Hopi D1strict or the Hopi -Reservation (Fig 1). The purpose of
"~ this paper is to explain the development of the boundaries of this

'reservation and to raise theiﬁuestion as to whether the 1npos1tion of

. boundar1es to protect one cultural group from another actually does SO

-

inean.area~of~cu}tural conf11ct, T ',: PR ENEIUR

4 . - . - J—

The 1970 Census reports ‘that 4, 380 Hopi res1de on the reservation

-

1n contrast to 59‘850 Navaho on-the sufrounding Navaho Reservation

. Prior to,the arrival of thek§pan*’h\jn 1540, the Hop1 lived in seven ' *{\ \_

u vi]lagés, one of which--Oraibe--was located on the top of what is now

@

calded Third Mesa. The other six were located in the basin at the bases

#f fingers extending out from Black Mesa, the southern extension of -the

/// Colorado Plateau. At that t1me, the Navaho were thought to be located

" in an area centered on Governador Canyon, wast of the'ﬁdo Grande near the

present New Mexico-Colorado‘border (Fig. 2). According to Kluckhohn
and Leighton,_the earliest known hogan site in the Governador region has

been dated to be at least Sgpearly as 1540. 1 A

Fol]ow{t:Qa short period of’Spanish control and the Pueblo RerIt

of 1680, - the™Kgpi noved their v1l1ages to the tops of the mesas as a
defensiye measure. For the next century, the Spanish made several

~ attempts to conquer and convert the Hopi but were unsuccessful. Therefore,

, unt1T‘the Treaty of Gudalupe Hidalgo in 1848 the Hop1 were relative]y
‘free of any white secular contro] However, their relat1onships with

other Indians was a different matter.

AN
After the Navaho acquired the horse, they became raiders; the \\\ T
sedentaqy pueb]o peoples were natural targets for their raids.
‘ ¢ >\ - /
: . R
_\?T\\tize . 3 A \




2
J. S. Boyden cites several Jetters from various tnd1an agents about
the re]ationship between the Navaho and thie Hopi. .In one dated °
August 22, 1856, from Fort Defiance, New Mexjco, Agent Kendrick .,
| reconmended-the appointment of an agent for the?ﬁood‘because"f.. the L
Moquis, from their compiete isolation, the1r_t§nigjt¥}on 1gnorance,§i; }1

make them the prey of the rapacious wild tribes which éntirely surroond~“1

them...."2 ‘ .

1 3

o

Probably, the first official contact the Hopi had with the Ang?o-
Americans took pTace in 1850, when.a delegation went to Santa Fe to ‘
" discuss$ Navaho encroachments with the new government in the Territory of
New Hexico. The Hopi were to}d of Anglo efforts to control:the Navaho.

- Throughout the 1850's and 1860*5 the Hop1 were'vis1§ed»by vor1ous
government surveyors and 1nvestIgators for brief _periods of time to

obtain 1n?ormat1on 3

-

Ar1zona n;s\nsdeaa sepanate territory on February 24, 1863. 4 Tha

following year, just as the Navaho raiding was finally stopped the :

Hopi suffered a severe drought; 1t lasted a suffic1ent period of time .

to depleté most of their food stores, Along with the” drought a smallpox

epidemic broke out. 16 the Hopi vi]Tages and many Indians died. Due to

the impossible cond1t1ons in their home villages, many of the Hopi left

to reside at Zuni. when they returned they brought back some cultural

influences--some knowledge of Span1sh, a new style of pottery decoration, .

and some Zuni ceremonia]s 5 ‘ ‘
Aftbr the Navaho were resettled on their treaty reservation in 1868,

the Hopi were promptly inspected by the U. S. Government and an agent -~

was aSS1gned to them in 1869, with agency headquarters at Fort Wingate,

N Mexfco. In 1871, Special Agent Crothers reported that the vi]]agers




¥ ; ‘
' . ',f;,
in Oraibe wanted nothing to do with the government; additionally, -

the relations between Oraibe and'the other six Qillagés viere not .
very friendly either. érotheré recommended the removal of the : . “?

Hopi to 01d Fort Yingate bécguée of the poor qﬁi1ﬁxy‘of agricultural
] .
land and scarcity of water.5 ., .

A

In 1872, Crothers re;o}ted that some of ‘the ‘opposition to the
government had abated. Meanwhile, thevgovernmept'had turned downt . f
'his recommendation of the previous yearvto remove the Hopi, there-
fore, he suggested the building of schools aﬁd an agency among
the Hopi because of the remoteness of théir,Villages.7 Any chance
of thé Hopi recéiving a‘treaty‘reservatibn at this junctqfe was . !

eliminated when Congress formally abolished the Indian t%eaty . ! ‘>

PR

system on ilarch 3, ]871.8

Tﬁe rqunrendation of Agent Defrees ‘in }873 to mdve the Hopi
P S ) ;
to more sﬁﬁtablgiland, was folloved by a statement of the

L -
Commissioner in 1874, to the effect that:

< Efforts have beep made to induce them (Hopi)’to remove
to a reservatigﬁ\gn the Chiquita River, where ‘abundant -
agricultural lands are offered them..., if they could
be induced to remove to a country capableébf their o |
suppart they would soon come to be a thriving people.

In 1876, Agent Truax attempted to get tbé Hopi to agree to
. move to Indian Territory. The Indians refu%éd to leave their

ancestral homes. Truax wrote: L

AR A ,
They have no reservatjon or title toéthe country they i
) are nov occupying, “consequently they are virtually » ‘
. without homess... The Mavajo Indiahs, jmmediately on
the east, have for some time manifésted a disposition - |
to .encrdach-upon their best grazing lands.... On the . ‘ :
- .. west and southwest..,-about four.hundred emigrants haxs 1
settled not far_frofi'the lands claimed by this tribe.




He reéommended a reservation be Lstab]ished before the Hopi were
“pushed off their land.12 T#uax did not idenfi%y the_emigrants
further, however, in 1877, Agent Irvine said that they were
Mormons. 13
In 1878, Agent William Mateer strongly recommended the Hopi
be moved to a segment of the Little Colorado River, primarily
be;ause of the poor natural environment in whi;h they lived, apd
also ‘because he felt it would be much éasier to Americanize them
if they came into almost daily contact with white men,14 On
August 14, 1879, the Comnissioner clearly showed that he vas
interesteg in thé establishment of a reservation for the Hopi
in order to protect them against the Mormons and the Navahé.
He wrote a letter to Mateer, saying:

With a view of establishing a suitable reservation )
for the Moquis Indian, and to prevent further encroach- > )

ments upon the land yhich they occupy and cultivate, I
have to request thaft you will, at the earliest date 4
practicable, report by letter to this officg.15 o

He had twelve specific questions which Mateer was to answer
concerning the land occupied by the Hob}: Agricu]tura]'poteﬂtia],
land use, resources, grazing; recommended size:of the reserJgfﬁon
and location; “character aﬁd value of the buj]dings‘and other
improvements belonging. to the Indians," capability to become self-
supporting, and encroabhménts o% the Navahos.]6 He continued:

In your annual report dated August 24, 1878, you
state that "after a dareful survey of the country, you
have recommended the removal of &he Moquis Pueblo Indians
and agency to some point on the Little Colorado River
between Meridians 110 and 111 for reasons therein
specified.” You will designate more definitely by streams,
mountains, meridians, and other natural and artificial
monuments, the exact location of the lands last above
referred to, and give the estimated area. You will also

4

-~ ., 3

, :
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report the character of the soil; the amount of -agricultural - ° ‘ «
land, whether supplied with tigber and water sufficient far - o
the wantstof the Indians, and whether the !loquis are willing T
to remove\to the location des1?9ated, should it be set

aside for )

em in reservation.
Although there 1s no wr1tten recor& of Agent Mateer's response,

I have found this map of a pfoposed reservation jin the flational-
Archiyes (Fig: 3), which is signed by Mateer. Themap is not
very }iiﬁyate when compared to modern-day maps of the area--the
Litfle Colorado River appears to be misplaced and the parallels
seem to be in error. It appears that ifateer's intention was to
include territory to the confluence of Hoenkopi Yash and the -
Little Colorado River within the reservation. This was not done
uhen the Executive Order Reservation was established, thereby
isolating Moenkopi from the other Pdpi towns.

. Apparently, no action was gver taken on Mateer's recommen- /””

dations because the Comniss1oaer d1spatched a telegram to Agent// ////////

Fleming on Novembnr 27, 1882, 1nsfruct1ng him to "Describe

7

boundar1ga’for reservation that will include Moquis villages and

e

agency, and large enaugh to meet all needful purposes>éhd/hb

Vd 1

larner." Fleming complied, the boundaries being 1qcorporated

into the Executive Order of December 16, 1882: *f;em1ng stated
: .

-

in his letter
The boundaries are the most szﬁ//; that you can be
-~ given to comply with the directions of your- telegram, and
I believe that such a reservatiofi,will meet.'the requirements -
of this people, without 1nfr1ng1n§\upon the rights of
others,_at the same time protect1ng the rights of the
Hoqu1s




The Executive Order read:

. It is hereby ordered that the tract of country in the
territory of Arizona, lying and being within the following-
- _ described boundaries, Viz: beginning on the one hundred
.-and tenth degree’ of longitude vest from Greenwich, at a’
noint 36° 30' north, thence due west to the one hundred
" and eleventh degree of longitude west, thence due south
to a point of longitude 35° 30' north, thence due east
to the one hundred and tenth degree of longitude vest,
thence due north toe$lace of beginning, and the same

the use and occupancy of the Moqui and such other Indians
as the Secretary of the Interior may see fit to settle
thereon. .

- (TtaTics mine)

(signed) CHESTER A. ARTHUR

The 1ast'phra§e of this one-sentence executive order would come

ack to haunt the Hopi in later days.

awing of lines ongrnwp, however, did not prevent

the Navaho from coatinuing to encroach on Hopi lands., Agent

iqg;ed trouble between the two

Bowman's report in 1884 i

-

Indian tribeis “. .. usually caused y\ng\iii:1ess herding of\.

- the young Mavajos, who allow their herds to o

ogt]ying fioki (sic) gardens. The Mavajos are almost 1

the aggrésgoré." 21
L " \ \

In his report of 1838, Ageng Patterson observed that a

" considerable number of Mavahos had been residing on the Hopi

Reservation for a number of ygars;- that they had been making

depredations upon the Hopi crops and stock; and that although '

’ ast along remarkably vell together.” He continued:

The efforts of the agent have been constantly directed
towards keeping the Havajos away from the Hoquis' farms
and watering places; yet when the independent and roving
character of the Mavajo Indian is considered, it is no
_ easy task for one man to accomplish.

v

withdrawn from settlemgnt and sale, and set apart for -

the feeling between the two tribes was not very friendly, "they .




e .
It would be better if the Mavajos could be excluded entirely
from the Moquis reserve, but that would be a more difficult
problem even than the question of. bringing the ogtside Indians
(off reservation llavajos) upon the Reservation.?2

Thus, the friction continued through the end of the 19th century.

Kluckhohn and teighton considered most of the 1882 Executive Order

Reservation to/be an addition to the Navaho Reservation during the

period 1880/to 1890 (Fig. 4).

for Aears, the Treaty of Auadalupe Hidalgo has been used as
the bagic argament for Hopi land rights and citi;ehship. There is 4
qot 'ng if the literature stating sﬁecifica]]y that the Hopi had
been\o{ven either a Spanish or ilexican land grant. 1 would think‘
that the Hopi~wou1d have been excluded by the Spanish because the
Royal ¢ _ggglg.éuthor1z1ng the Viceroy to define land grants to the
‘Ind1ans was issued June 4 1687 23 at which time the Hopi were not
really under Spanish secu]ar administration. American policy toward-
Indians does not seem to have been affected by the provisions of °
. the Treﬁgy of Gua@a]upe'dealgo, or eveﬁ\the Treaiy of Louisiana,
although|both documents infer that.Indians were citizeps and
fhould be trii:ffﬁii;iggﬁtjj\- o
//////////Iggfﬂopf and claim approximates, thg/area formerly octupied

‘by the ancestors of the clans which now make up the loosely

—

organizéd "Hopi-Tribe." This area is roughly bounded by the '
Colorado-San Juan Rivers to the north _the present Arizona-Hew
Hexico state line-to the east, the Zuni and the HMongollon Rim to
the ‘south, and the San Franciscﬁlpéaks.to the west‘(Eig. 5). The .
H0p1 consider it to be an area of shrines, sacred at ra] features,‘

‘ eagle trapping locations, and regions where sait is obta1nab1e.

Occupance is'not the important thing in this claim; the relative )

— )

9
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'importance of this area -is as a sacred area. The Hopi’priests use

it to perform certain rites at the shrines, to trap eagles, and to

gather the various minerals and herbs necessary to their ceremonies.24

As we have seen, the 1882 Executive Order Reservation was
established "for the use and occupancy of the Moqui and such other
Indians. as the Secretary of the Interior may see fit to settle

thereon." This’ phrase has ‘been variously interpreted at different

times, but the ‘overall effect has been to reduce 51gn1ficant1y the ~ 7

size of the Hopi Reservation per se. For example, sSection 152,

Title 25, Code of.Federal:Regulation;, specifies the scope of

o

Mavaho grazing: oo .
The grazing regulations . . . are . . for the
Havajo Reservation, the area described in. Executive
Order of December 186, 1882\(Hop1), except Land Mana-
gement District No. g . . .(Italics mine)2>

Those portions of ‘the other land management districts located ‘%l ‘,f
within the 1882 Reservation have been designated as- joint-use LL
land particulariy in the area of mineral rights. The decisions
to the aliow the.use of these lands by both Mavaho and Hopi are ‘ -
based, in part, on interpretations of the intent of President ‘.
Arthur and various Secretaries of the Interior: The position -
was stated clearly in a letter written on Decehper 16, 1944, by
Commissioner John Collier:
. . There never was any formal opening of, the Hopi
Reservations to Navojo settlement. The Navajo Indians
simply filtered across the Hopi boundary and were never
challenged by the Government.
It is true, as suggested here, that the Executive \
order did not create an exclusive reservation for the C
Hopi Indians. The language provided ‘that the land should"
be "set apart for the use and occupancy of the Moqui
(Hopi) and such other Indians as the Secretary of the
Interior may see fit to settle thereon." The Secretary

never officially settled any other Indians on the area
but in the absence of any actfon to eject the Mavajo

10 o




- ‘ 9
Indians who had filtered into the area it was in time assumed’
that these Navajo were éhere with the consent of the Secretary.‘z6

+  This position was legally co

rmed in Healing vs. Jones on September .
/ 28, 1962. ~ . o

s

//_ ' It seems obvious, that the oriqinal purpose behind drawing a ”

Q - ~

£

. /
) : boundary in 1882--protecting the Hop1 from encroachment--faf1ed ;/////
miserable. Government action and inact1on oves.the years had resulted‘

in the 1882 Hopi Reservationdpe1ng reduced. to an exclusive land area

~

consi§t1ng~of District 6 only. It appears'tﬁ/t‘at last the controversv e T
f! in %ne‘protess of being solved. Pub]1c Law 93-531, "An Act to «
prov1de for. final seéttlement of the conflicting r1ghts and 1nterests
of the Hopi and NavaJo‘Tr1bes . . .", was enacted on December 22, l97iii
The maJor provision of this law d1rects neqot1at1ons to partition the /}/”1
. 1and in the joint-use area. This settlement was a long-time coming.. -

| ;The century of conflict demonstrates the inherept difficulties of

tricultural. confrontations, particularly when each group has a different

perception of land use and divisione ‘ ' 2
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