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Notes on Terminology, Spelling and Glosses, and Transcripts

Terminology and anonymity

I use the term “tribal member” to refer to people who identify as Hopi, without reference
to any individual’s official enrollment status. When Tribe is capitalized, I refer not to the
community of Hopi people in general, but more narrowly to the Hopi government. I capitalize
Hopi, respecting the conventions of tribal members in their official and unofficial written
communication. Likewise, I also capitalize Indigenous. In so doing, I am aware of the potential
for reification. Capitalization of this word is not intended to imply a government-defined legal
status, but a category that is taken up (or not) by different tribal polities and communities.

In anonymize all interlocutors in accordance with their requests. I refer to interlocutors by
their relation to me or their relevant relation in the interaction I am describing (teacher,

colleague, etc.), unless the individual is a public figure.

Spelling and morphological glosses

Most Hopi words and utterances follow the orthography and spellings of the Hopi
Dictionary Hopiikwa Lavaytutuveni: A Hopi-English Dictionary of Third Mesa Dialect (Hopi
Dictionary Project 1998). However, when an utterance has been made by a speaker from First or
Second Mesa, I have adjusted the orthography. Unlike Third Mesa, these dialects do not have
falling tone on long vowels or diphthongs. In the Second Mesa dialect recorded by Whorf
(1946), Mishongnovi, the same sequence involves aspiration, represented with a vowel + 4. |
also hear many First Mesa speakers pronounce such sequences similarly, though to my

knowledge there is not formal documentation of this dialect.



I also abide by the Hopi Dictionary for almost all morphological glosses, with two main
exceptions. I use the dative instead of the destinative for particles or affixes indicating movement
toward something. The destinative is Ekkehart Malotki’s original terminology, but Kenneth
Hill’s (2020) updated dictionary database replaces the destinative with the more cross-
linguistically common dative. I use objective instead of accusative, following Benjamin Lee
Whorf (1946), because this affix is used for more than just objects of transitive verbs. For

instance, it is used on third person possessors. The term objective, as opposed to accusative, is

meant to capture this wider usage.

1 first person NEX nexus

2 second person NOM  nominative
3 third person NMLZR nominalizer
ABL ablative NSG non-singular
AUG augmentative OBJ objective
CAUS  causative PASS  passive

CIRG  circumgressive PAUS  pausal
COMPL completive PCT punctive
CONT  continuous PERF  perfective
DAT dative PL plural

DEM demonstrative POSS  possessive
DISTR  distributive PREG  pregressive
DIF diffusive PROG  progressive
DL dual QNT quantity

DS different subject R realized

DUR durative RDP reduplication
EX extreme REFL  reflexive

EV evidential REL relativizer
FUT future REP repetitive
HAB habitual RSLT  resultative
INDEF  indefinite SG singular
INGR  ingressive SGL singulary suffix (-k-)
INSTR  instrument SS same subject
INTNS intensifier ST stative

NEG negative SUBR  subordinator
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Quotations and transcripts

I use either transcripts or block quotes to represent utterances from interviews and

recordings. In block quotes, I abide by standard orthography and punctuation. I use transcripts to

draw the reader’s attention to the poetics of the text or to place further emphasis on how

something was said. In transcripts, I do not use standard spelling and punctuation, but rather

employ the following conventions:

)
()

italics

underline

bold

Line numbers divide interactional discourses in a phrase-by-phrase
progression.

Ellipsis between line numbers indicates some lines have been omitted.
A dash indicates that speech was suddenly cut off.

A question mark indicates a rising pitch.

An exclamation point indicates emphasis.

Colons indicate the preceding sound is elongated.

A period indicates a falling pitch.

A period in parentheses indicates a short, untimed pause.

Double parentheses indicate extra-linguistic information, like laughter.
Indicates translation of original utterances.

Underlining indicates the portion of the transcript to which the reader
should pay attention.

Bold indicates speaker emphasis.
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Abstract

Broadly speaking, this dissertation explores the politics of circulation that mediate
ongoing forms of settler colonial and Indigenous dialogism. In particular, it focuses on the
circulation of the Hopi language, a Uto-Aztecan language spoken primarily on the Hopi
Reservation in Arizona, or, as many tribal members call this territory, the center of the universe.
Although spoken primarily in this one locale, the language has become a contested object that
draws into relation a wide variety of people who purport to preserve or revitalize it in different
ways. These people are: the staff of the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office; Hopi language
teachers and their students at Hopi; and finally, linguists, anthropologists, and archivists at and
especially beyond Hopi.

Through attention to formal grammatical patterning and denotation, to textual structure,
and to dialogic histories, this dissertation characterizes the different claims these actors make to
the Hopi language, showing how they embed it in different regimes of intertextuality. Such
regimes draw upon and create divergent ideologies about ownership and relationality, language,
and knowledge.

The practices through which some members of collecting and scholarly communities
strive to keep Indigenous languages vital are predicated on the idea of knowledge as a public
good, something ideally available to all and belonging to all. For such persons, the continued
spread and dissemination of the language is a form of positive growth. Yet, this can be
experienced as a form of depletion or even theft by some Hopi tribal members.

Without putting an end to all circulation, tribal members strive keep instantiations of the
language tethered to Hopi as a social formation, so that if and as they circulate, they are never

completely excised from this contextual surround, but always remain indexically connected to it.
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This a semiotics of dynamic connection; less one of pointing back or returning towards an
original source, than one of pointing towards an emergent locus, the here-and-now.

In the face of different kinds of extraction and recontextualization, Hopi tribal members
entail this kind of dynamic connection by making claims upon the language that often involve
imposing a limit. These limits are outward facing, imposed on others, but they are just as often
inward facing, imposed on the very selves making the claims. Perhaps paradoxically, the process
of negotiating limits is productive of an expansive, ever-unfolding social collective.

This dissertation offers a critical approach to Indigenous language revitalization as a
social practice, furthers the linguistic anthropological theorization of intertextuality, and
contributes to theorizing the concepts of recognition and refusal or limits by approaching them

semiotically.
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Chapter One
Introduction: Welcome to Kykotsmovi

On my computer screen, I’'m looking at a recent photograph of a sign that marks the
entrance to Kykotsmovi. It’s the one at the junction of the main village road and Arizona State
Route 264, the highway that winds through the length of the Hopi reservation, from Moenkopi to
Keam’s Canyon. Scrubby green growth is poking out of the sand near its concrete base, which
makes me think the photograph must have been taken in the spring. The sign takes up most of
the frame, but behind it a row of skinny wooden poles is visible. They’re connected here and
there by wire, tracing a line that suggests the presence of a road just out of sight. Further back,
behind the sparse fence, is a house with a porch. Jutting out above its peaked roof, I can just see
the edge of an outcropping of Third Mesa as it rises above Kykotsmovi.

The sign itself is large, maybe seven feet tall, and easily seen by visitors who are heading
to a ceremony, stopping by the village store for a snack, or gassing up at the pump. Neat black
letters spell out a greeting, “WELCOME TO KYKOTSMOV]L,” followed by some village rules:

PLEASE RESPECT OUR
VILLAGE AND POLICIES
ABSOLUTELY NO

1. PHOTOGRAPHING

2. AUDIO RECORDING

3. HIKING FOOT TRAILS
4. REMOVAL OF OBJECTS
5. SKETCHING

YOU ARE WELCOME TO
RESPECTFULLY OBSERVE
CERTAIN CEREMONIES.
CONTACT ADMINIS. FOR
FURTHER INFO

BY GOVERNOR



Also in the foreground of the photograph, just to the right of these last lines, is a grayish
translucent stripe that blurs some of the shrubby brush. It’s not an imperfection within the
photograph, nor the trace of a photographer’s shaky hand. Rather, it’s a watermark that has been
overlaid on the photograph, which is the property of gettyimages®.

This watermark introduces another set of prohibitions on top of those announced by the
sign in the photograph. It indicates to viewers that they cannot reproduce this photograph, which
is, of course, itself a reproduction of a sign that quite explicitly prohibits reproductions in the
first place. More specifically, viewers cannot reproduce the photograph unless they buy a license,
for a couple hundred dollars, from Getty.

Just as the digital watermark obscures part of the photographed scene, the Anglo-American
regime of intellectual property (in which Getty Images grounds their right to license a
photograph) eclipses the authority that backs the utterances on the sign. It blots out the intricate
set of privileges and obligations that surround the acquisition and transmission of knowledge at
Hopi, subordinating them to a different constellation of rights and restrictions. Those that exist
between the photographer, Getty Images, and potential licensees. The sign is no longer a vehicle
for the governor’s authority, but the means through which a different regime of proprietary
knowledge is extended.

The contradiction this photograph lays bare is by no means new. Representations of
different aspects of Hopi life, made without the enthusiastic support of Hopi people, and even
sometimes against their express wishes, dates back to at least the turn of the 20" century. The
title of the photograph, “Arizona Scenics,” draws the viewer back to this time, to the era of the
picture-postcard and the growth of the railway system. To the expansion of personal automobile

travel, which brought tourists in droves to different parts of the Southwest. Their visits were



often facilitated by hospitality and tour services like those of the Fred Harvey Company (Snyder
2007; see Lucero, n.d. for history of Hopi hospitality workers).

Hopi in particular was a destination for the curious and the adventurous. “On and on
bumped the cars” D.H. Lawrence (1976 [1924], 134) wrote of his experience of the Snake
Dance, the most sensationalized of Hopi ceremonial practices (Richland 2009; Dilworth 1996).
In addition to tourists were what Don Fowler (2010) has called the “yearners,” artists who
incorporated idealized scenes of Indigeneity into their work, helping to shape an image of the
Southwest as a mystic, enchanted place for their readers and viewers. After the yearners came
the “hippies,” which Hopi Tribal Council Resolution H-9-67 (that is, the 9" resolution from
1967), describes as a “group of California people” who were not allowed on the reservation for
fear of the disruption they would cause. To this day, new age spiritualists continue to arrive at
Hopi, frequently knocking on the door of the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office to offer or
request insight.

But even before D.H. Lawrence and the automobile sightseers, government and museum
anthropologists were visiting Hopi on salvage missions. One of these early anthropologists was
Jesse Walter Fewkes, who eventually became the director of the Smithsonian’s Bureau of
American Ethnology. He came to Hopi in 1891 to lead an archaeological expedition. “But just as
researchers started to collect data, Hopis objected, declaring that not all ceremonies should be
viewed and recorded by non-Hopis. This point became so important that Hopis, today, still
remember how researchers “invaded” the kivas,” Hopi scholar Lomayumtewa Ishii (2001) relays
(74). As a result of Fewkes’s and his contemporaries’ work at Hopi, photographs and
descriptions of intimate personal events along with detailed descriptions of ceremonial practices

were widely circulated, and continue to be, to the ongoing concern of many tribal members.



The anthropological desire to know about Hopi hardly waned over the 20" century. As
Peter Whiteley (1998) writes, “Hopi is substantially represented, both descriptively and
analytically, in virtually every theoretical paradigm since Morganian evolutionism” (7). Over the
20™ century, anthropologists shored up an image of the reservation as a place where Indigenous
ways were still robust and intact, pure even (Eggan 1950; [1949]1974; Thompson 1950; Dozier
1967). This led to a “yearning” of parallel sort to that of the poets’: the resistance to being
documented only fueled the anthropological desire to know more about Hopi (Richland 2009;
2008b). But this desire for knowledge, often couched in the seemingly benign quest of
intercultural understanding or societal betterment, has undermined the complex relationships that
knowledge circulation mediates at Hopi. Researchers have assumed privileges and passed on
inheritances that were not theirs to share, while at the same time shirking their obligations of
reciprocity and return.

But is the Getty Images photograph, which after all just depicts a sign, really on par with
anthropologists pushing their way into kivas, “invading” these sacred spaces, as Ishii relays?
After all, you can’t see the village in the photograph. It doesn’t depict the kinds of powerful
knowledge that most concerned those Hopi tribal members who opposed the presence of
anthropologists at the turn of the century. A sign addressed to the public is a different kind of
thing to document than ceremonial practices taking place in a kiva. This is true. But consider the
kind of recontextualization that the copyrighted and licensed Getty Images photograph enacts.

The photograph is a palimpsest, explicitly displaying for us movement between two
regimes of proprietary knowledge. Although the village sign has been introduced into a
framework of Anglo-American intellectual property, not all the traces of its source regime

of proprietary knowledge have been removed. Elements of this regime are visible on the



sign, which exists in the first place because of the accumulated effects of outsiders taking things
without permission and without reciprocity. The policies set out for visitors are backed by the
authority of the governor, which is a village level authority, and not, as is stated in the caption to
the photograph, a Hopi-wide authority. Although there are indeed Hopi-wide forms of
governance, like the Hopi Tribal Council, each of the twelve villages that comprise Hopi are
autonomous entities with their own leaders. The sign also states that visitors are welcome to
“respectfully observe certain ceremonies.” This means that there are some things that visitors are
welcome to witness, but also that there are other kinds of practices that are not meant for non-
Hopi people to know about. Finally, being welcomed to observe something does not mean that
one has the right to record or document it and then share it as one pleases.

Now consider the kinds of rights Getty Images overlays upon this photograph, as well as
the restrictions imposed upon it. The digital watermark bears the trademarked name
gettyimages® along with the name of the photographer. Generally, under Anglo-American
intellectual property law, the person who takes the photograph is automatically assigned
copyright. Whoever makes the inscription determines how it can be shared. It matters little that
the photograph captures utterances by the village governor. He or she does not enter into the
participation framework (Goffman 1979) of this property regime as a primary rights-holder. The
copyright can be transferred to Getty Images, which negotiates with the copyright holder a
monetary arrangement for the privilege to disseminate it. Getty Images (and by extension the
photographer) will then enter into agreements with anyone who wishes to pay for the use of the
photograph and further disseminate it in ways determined by Getty.

Both of these regimes depend on different configurations of obligation, reciprocity,

privilege, and exclusion. It is remarkable that Hopi claims to control information from within the



Tribe’s own vastly reduced territory appear to be going unheeded by the very kinds of actors, a
photographer and a digital image licensing company, who fundamentally depend upon others
respecting parallel kinds of claims'. But Getty Images’ claims have been plastered over the
Kykotsmovi governor’s, visually and ideologically.
skeksk

The opposing claims to proprietary knowledge that the watermarked photograph so
expediently displays is just the kind of confrontation that I explore in this dissertation. [ am
especially interested in the confrontations that occur around the Hopi language, how they are
negotiated, and the kinds of consequential social transformations that emerge as a result. But in
exploring these claims, in writing about them for an academic audience and recontextualizing
different utterances, I am necessarily entering into the fray myself. I am making my own claims
upon different Hopi knowledges, such that I cannot stand apart from the very relationships that I
describe and analyze.

When I see this photograph with the Getty watermark, what most occupies my mind is
the way in which my dissertation is similar to it.

Just like the watermarked photograph, this dissertation will be copyrighted in my name.
At some point, it will be available on the internet. It will re-present the kind of information about
Hopi that the photograph does, information that is not esoteric but that also would not have been
so widely available without my intervention. Just as there are numerous corporations that have
profited from Hopi imagery, I am one part of a long line of anthropologists who have come to

Hopi with the desire to understand something and through attempting to do so have gained

1 can find no record of a permit, no evidence of a relationship to the village, nor any mode of
reciprocity between the photographer of Getty and tribal members.



personally and professionally. Like the Getty photograph, I too am broadcasting what can and
cannot be known, producing value and property, authorship and authority by reproducing
representations of knowledge.

I understand myself to be working from within an Anglo-American regime of proprietary
knowledge and a legacy of previous anthropological research. At the same time I am accountable
to interlocutors at Hopi and to what I understand to be the norms of sharing and reproducing
knowledge. This bind is an ongoing condition of my research and is not something from which I
seek to extricate myself nor something which I seek to wholly reconcile. However, it is worth
noting that binds can be managed in different ways. My approach is to make the entanglement of
these different regimes of proprietary knowledge visible so as to understand how Hopi claims
have been and continue to be subordinated, and how they can, by contrast, be amplified. Further,
I strive to enact conceptual negative of this photograph, bringing Hopi claims to the foreground
and privileging their authority.

Can this be enacted within a document such as this one? The sign calls upon its viewer to
recognize it and heed it. It takes its effect because it makes limits known. But how can they be

made known? On what and whose terms?

You can’t have it your way

The relationships that gave rise to this dissertation have been formed in the six or so
years that I have been traveling to Hopi as a visitor. In this time, I have passed the Welcome to
Kykotsmovi sign many times. There is, in fact, a new sign up now, although what it says has not
changed. At first, without understanding what was at stake in such a sign (this attitude itself a

sign of my outsider Anglo epistemology perhaps) I was inclined to read it as evidence that it



would not be possible to develop a research project. More than once in the late 1990s, “the end
of anthropology at Hopi” was proclaimed (Whiteley 1998; Fredericks Masayesva 1995). Driving
past the sign, into the village, and up the short hill to the Tribal government complex, a similar
feeling of anxiety and doubt passed over me as I was confronted with another sign. In the Hopi
Cultural Preservation Office (HCPO), a piece of paper taped up on the wall outside the director’s
office read: “This isn’t Burger King. You can’t have it your way.” The HCPO staff had printed
out a Burger King logo and written an X across it in red marker. It was addressed to people like
me, outside researchers with questions, an agenda, and a timeline. It made its point. I felt duly
interpellated. As of my last visit, in February 2020, a new sign is up. “CONSULTATION IS
NOT CONSENT.”

During the first summer I visited Hopi, I was able to do an (unpaid) internship with The
Nakwatsvewat Institute, a Hopi non-profit organization. My task was to gather information on
different language learning projects that had been developed at Hopi. When I told my internship
supervisor about my enthusiastic plans for interviews, she suggested I meet with the staff of the
HCPO first and helped arrange a meeting for me.

A few weeks later, I met with Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, then the director of the HCPO,
Stewart Koyiyumptewa, then the archivist and now the director, and Terry Morgart, still the legal
researcher. We met at the Cultural Center for lunch. The Cultural Center is attached to a hotel,
where a cluster of shops and vendors are also located. It is not, to the confusion of many hungry
visitors, the Cultural Preservation Office. Thankfully I had been at Hopi long enough to know this.
Not long enough, however, to know how to properly present myself.

At the table, I proffered my CV, which provoked a chuckle from Terry and was promptly

put aside, face down. These were not the kind of credentials that mattered. Then, off to a shaky



start, I explained my interest in learning about the HCPO’s efforts to claim the Hopi language as
a kind of intellectual property. I said that I was skeptical of the way that some people claimed
Indigenous languages as the heritage of all humankind and was interested in learning more about
how the office conceptualized the Hopi language. Leigh told me he was interested in having
someone do some background research on intellectual property law, but it wasn’t up to him to
decide whether I could do my project. He invited me to talk to the office’s advisory team, the
Cultural Resources Advisory Task Team (CRATT) at their next monthly meeting.

The meeting with this advisory team of elder mean took place days before I had planned
to drive back to Chicago. Terry let me know that they had managed to squeeze me in. Since I was
slotted to present right before the lunch break, I figured that the best thing to do would be to
explain, as quickly as I possibly could, that I was interested in the relationship between intellectual
property and language. After I offered my condensed pitch, I was met with a round of confusion,
furrowed eyebrows, and not-so-furtively exchanged glances. Leigh took over from me, explaining
something I did not understand in Hopi. I watched a few heads nod and he told me that the team
thought my project would be fine. He invited me to join them for lunch, even buying me a Hopi
taco. I later told my dissertation co-supervisor, Justin Richland, how kind it was of Leigh to treat
me to lunch. He replied with a laugh: “he felt that bad for you, huh?”

Leigh told me that Terry would provide me a copy of my permit and an agreement that I
would sign. As part of the agreement, the HCPO reserved the right to rescind my permit, at any
time, for any reason. This remains the case.

The first permit I received expired in December, about three months after it was issued. I
would be in Chicago finishing up coursework during the entire period the permit covered. So,

when December arrived, I emailed to ask if it could possibly be extended to the end of the next



summer. I didn’t hear back over email, but a few weeks later, I received an envelope addressed in
Terry’s miniscule print with an approved extension. I planned to do another internship at Hopi the
following summer, this time at the HCPO. In the months leading up to the internship, I worried
over how my consent process would work, since I was planning to do my first interviews during
the summer, if all went well. After reading the research protocol from the HCPO, I decided upon
a two-part consent process. I separated the consent to record an interview from consent to quote
from the interview in published or otherwise circulated work. After each interview, I transcribed
the discussion and met for a second time with my interlocutor. My interlocutors went over the
transcripts, with me, or on their own, and struck anything they did not wish for me to use in my
dissertation or other work.

After the summer, I proposed returning to continue on with the HCPO as a volunteer
researcher from January 2017—June 2018. It was during this time that I carried out the bulk of the
fieldwork that I discuss in this dissertation.

I also began to present my work to colleagues in a variety of venues. In accordance with
the conditions of my permit, I submitted to the HCPO anything that I hoped to share more widely,
so it could be vetted, and so that anything that was not appropriate for wider circulation could be
changed or removed. I alone remain responsible for any errors or misrepresentations.

I continue to volunteer for the HCPO from afar, primarily as a grant writer, and have
committed to returning each year to visit friends and keep up relationships. Since my extended
visit, January 2017—June 2018, I have been able to visit for the months of April 2019 and February
2020. On my most recent trip back, sick of my continual requests for renewal, Terry issued me an
extended permit, one that is longer than the usual calendar-year permit which I began to receive

after my first summer with the HCPO. The multi-year time frame does not mean that I can simply
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carry on without checking in for the next several years, but rather that I am expected to return for
at least as long as my permit is valid. It is a document that expresses an expectation more than it
grants permission.

I lay this all out in more detail than the average reader might care to know for two reasons.
The first is to welcome criticism of my approach so that it might be improved down the line. The
second reason is because this experience says something about knowledge circulation at Hopi. At
many points the HCPO could have rescinded my permit, deciding that our relationship had run its
course. The tribal members who agreed to be my interlocutors could have asked that nothing they
told me be shared more widely. In fact, the HCPO need not have a permitting or vetting process
for researchers at all. They could simply ban all research by non-Hopi people, refusing to meet
with outsiders and advising tribal members not to give interviews or meet with researchers either.
For that matter, the sign at the entrance to the village could simply say “Stay Out” instead of
“Welcome.”

And who could fault this? The history of anthropological research at Hopi is largely, but
of course not exclusively, characterized by the unidirectional movement of information out and
away from Hopi. It is in many ways a history of relationships that have been made and abandoned.
A history of undermining the ties of obligation that bind those who share what they know with
those who are privileged to hear it. So it is perhaps remarkable that there exists even a narrow
window of openness to outside interlopers, a category in which I include myself. That there is such
a window, however constrained, is telling in two ways.

Firstly, it suggests an openness to allowing people to enter into to relationships, but of a
certain kind: of responsibility and obligation. There are plenty of things that I will never learn

about because, for instance, as a non-Hopi person I will never belong to a clan. It could never be
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my responsibility to pass on clan knowledge, nor would it be my privilege to inherit it. As a
returning visitor, however, there are other things that have been shared with me but that I cannot,
in turn, share with you. I do not have the authority to pass them on to an unknown audience.
Finally, there are other things that I can and will write about that I have been given permission to
share widely.

Secondly, the process through which my research is mediated by different tribal members
suggests that how information is made matters as much as what the information is (Smith 2012;
Kovach 2009). The “what” of the Getty Images photograph, a sign by the side of the road, is not
esoteric. In that way, it seems truly different than an anthropologist noting down everything that
happens in a kiva. But to ignore the ramifications of such a recontextualization because it does not
involve sacred information misses the subtle but insidious way in which Hopi claims tend to be
undercut and subordinated by outsiders. Although in this case the juxtaposition explicitly displays
the way Hopi claims are being papered over. This process is just as often unrecognized or ignored.
It is for this very reason that this juxtaposition demands our critical attention; the intertextual

relationships matter as much as the text.

Language at the center of the universe

Broadly speaking, this dissertation is about the kinds of intertextuality that mediate ongoing
forms of settler and Indigenous dialogism, and the social transformation that occur within this
field of uneven power relations. In particular, I focus on the competing claims made to the Hopi
language as a form of proprietary knowledge. What is produced when people with divergent
epistemological commitments are drawn into relation over their shared attention to a contested
object, the Hopi language? How to different instantiations of the Hopi language become

embedded in different modes of circulation? What forms of relationality and ownership,
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ideologies about language, and concepts of knowledge emerge in this process and how do they
become articulated with each other in different ways?

To answer this question, I trace interactions among three primary sets of people: the staff of
the HCPO; Hopi language teachers and their students at Hopi; and finally, linguists,
anthropologists, and archivists at and especially beyond Hopi. These people are all drawn
together in efforts to preserve or revitalize the Hopi language, and have created a universe of
intersecting claims, relationships, and interests around this contested object. Each of these
different actors treats the language as a kind of knowledge with certain proprietary dimensions, a
form of valuable information or insight that belongs to a certain group of people. But there is not
consensus about who it rightfully belongs to or what kind of knowledge it is. This also means
that there is not consensus over what it means to keep it vital. Or even about what “it,” is.

Through unpacking different nodes within this universe, I show that the practices through
which some members of collecting and scholarly communities strive to keep Indigenous
languages vital are predicated on the idea of knowledge as a public good, something ideally
available to all and even belonging to all. For such persons, the continued spread and
dissemination of the language is a form of positive growth. Yet, this can be experienced as a
form of depletion or even theft by Hopi tribal members.

For many tribal members, keeping the language vital involves carefully managing its
intertextuality, not in an effort to ensure it spreads expansively outwards, but instead to canalize
the ways in which the language circulates within Hopi and sometimes far beyond the mesas. In
managing this intertextual organization, tribal members strive to keep Hopi the gravitational
center of the universe of varied claims, interests, and relationships that the language brings into

being. This means keeping different instantiations of the language tethered to Hopi as a social

13



formation, so that if and as they circulate. They are never completely excised from this originary
surround, but always remain indexically connected to it, always reference it. This is a semiotics
of return, or better put, of dynamic connection. For the connection sought is less one of pointing
back or returning towards an original source, than one of pointing towards an emergent locus, the
here-and-now.

In the face of different kinds of extraction and recontextualization, tribal members entail
this kind of connection by making claims upon the language that often involve imposing a limit.
These limits are outward facing, imposed on others, but they are just as often inward facing,
imposed on the very selves making the claims. Perhaps paradoxically, the process of negotiating
limits is generative and entailing of an expansive, ever unfolding social collective.

Although from the outside, Hopi is often taken to be a unified Tribal-level unit,
distinctions between clans, villages, and even between individuals are valued aspects of
relationality among tribal members (Ishii 2001; Richland 2008a; 2008b; 2009; Whiteley 1988;
1998). Finding and expressing one’s own limits is a way of joining the longstanding negotiation
of different dimensions of relationality at Hopi, finding one’s place in a larger collective.
Likewise, imposing limits on other people, say outside researchers or tourists, might also be seen
as folding them into Hopi world, showing them where and how they fit, just like the sign at the

Kykotsmovi junction does.

Sites
Before I move on to discuss in more detail my conceptual framework and situate this
project within existing scholarship, I introduce the key sites within this universe that is created

through claims to the Hopi language.
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There are many ways to refer to the region around the Kykotsmovi village sign. One
might call it the Hopi Reservation, 2500 square miles of tribal land in northeastern Arizona with
a population of just over 7,000 people, as reported in the 2010 Census (Arizona Rural Policy
Institute n.d.)?. One could also refer to the area as Black Mesa, a landform with three projections:
First Mesa, Second Mesa, and Third Mesa. The twelve Hopi villages are located atop and at the
bases of these projections. One could also refer to this area, as many tribal members do, as the
center of the universe. This is my preferred designation and one that I take seriously, as my title
and framing above suggest.

The majority of the research for this project took place at Hopi, at the center of the
universe, and in particular at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office (HCPO). The HCPO is an
office of the Hopi Tribe, housed within the Department of Natural Resources. It was created in
the mid 1980s, around which time the Tribe began to receive requests from state and federal
agencies to consult on a variety of different issues, from environmental concerns to compliance
with the National Historic Preservation Act, to eventually, repatriation when the National Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act was established in 1990 (L. J. Kuwanwisiwma 2018). Of course,
the office now also responds to a variety of researchers developing projects about different
aspects of Hopi life, both contemporary and historical.

During my time at the office, the core staff consisted of a director, Leigh Kuwanwisiwma,
an archivist and ethnohistorian, Stewart Koyiyumptewa (who became the director when Leigh
retired), two archaeologists, Joel Nicholas and Michael Yeatts, a research assistant working

primarily as a NAGRPA coordinator, Leigh Wayne Lomayestewa, an office manager, Sue

2 The United States Census Bureau reports that in the 2010 Census, 18,327 people identified
themselves as Hopi (“alone or in combination with one or more other races”) (United States
Census Bureau n.d.).
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Kuyvaya, and Terry Morgart, a legal researcher. The majority of the staff has worked for the
office for more than a decade, many for two or more. The office often hires tribal members to
work as research assistants and interns for shorter and longer term projects when funding is
available.

Nearly everyone that works at the HCPO speaks Hopi regularly, and daily activities are
conducted in a mix of Hopi and English. Most older and some middle-aged tribal members are
comfortable speaking in Hopi and it remains an everyday language for them. Younger people
tend to speak more English than Hopi, but many can understand when others address them in
Hopi. There has not been an official survey or attempt to assess fluency levels since 1997, at
which time fluency was reporting to decline in tribal members under 60, with less than 10% of
people aged 2—19 reported speaking Hopi conversationally (Hopi Cultural Preservation Office
1998, 19). I take up these issues in fuller detail in chapter 4.

When the HCPO has its monthly meeting of its advisory board, much more Hopi is
spoken. While all of these advisors, elder men from different villages and clans, can speak
English, they clearly prefer to speak in Hopi. They rarely speak English amongst themselves, but
will address visitors to the meetings, like a researcher proposing a project, or a state government
representative, in English. The advisory board is a vital component of the HCPO. Although the
office is part of the Tribal government, each village is autonomous with its own forms of what
people at Hopi often refer to as “traditional leadership.” As I will elaborate upon in chapter 2, the
HCPO, even from within the Tribe, strives to support these forms of traditional governance,
deferring to the advisory board on questions of clan knowledge. The HCPO strikes a careful
balance between representing Hopi viewpoints outwardly, and respecting the autonomy of clans,

villages, and families inwardly.

16



Beyond the office, I spent time interviewing different members of the Hopi community,
especially different language teachers who work within the reservation schools. In 2017-2018,
during the bulk of my research, there were five elementary schools, one elementary and middle
school and one junior-senior high school operating at Hopi. The schools are tribally-controlled
grant schools, funded, but not managed, by the Bureau of Indian Education. Each school has a
Governing Board of elected members from the local villages. There is also a Hopi Board of
Education as well as the Hopi Deprtment of Education and Workforce Development. The
responsibilities of these entities are currenly in flux as plans for a unified reservation-wide
system are being weighed.

Most of my interactions with teachers occurred in their classrooms in between or after
classes, as I did not seek permission to observe children learning Hopi. I was also invited to
attend several meetings of an unofficial community advisory board that one of the language
teachers had assembled. The board bounced around ideas for the kinds of topics that children
should be learning and coordinated presentations from members of the village about different
topics like Hopi clothing, food, and arts. I also attended a series of evening adult language
classes offered by one of the language teachers at an elementary school.

Beyond the bounds of the current Hopi reservation, although still in fact within Hopi
ancestral territory, I interviewed archivists at museums, universities, and state archives in
Flagstaff and Arizona. I was also able to attend the Arizona Archives Summit in Tempe in 2017,
a conference that draws together archivists from around the state. I spent several days with
HCPO staff at the Cline Library Special Collections at Archives consulting on access issues for
historical ethnographic material, as well as organizing photographs for a collaborative project.

Finally, I also conducted archival work at the Field Museum Archives in Chicago, focusing on
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historical expeditions to Hopi and especially on the categorization of different kinds of collected
material.

Choosing these sites necessarily shapes the kind of interdiscursive connections I can bring
forth, but there are many others that could be traced. The paths I have not taken include the
interactions between Hopi and American governmental institutions like the Bureau of Indian
Affairs and the Smithsonian; relationships between collectors that were not based in museums
and Hopi artists; and, finally, relationships with differing Indigenous polities like Navajo and
Zuni. Of course there are also many more relationships beyond this to be unearthed.

I now move on to discuss the conceptual framework I adopt in this dissertation, which
takes up language as both an object of analysis and the means through which to conduct this
analysis. First, I describe my framing of the Hopi language as an object of proprietary
knowledge, situating this work within the literature on Indigenous language revitalization and
noting where my work parallels and departs from it. Then, I move on to describe my approach to
language as a medium, fleshing out further the semiotic approach I adopt, before finally outlining

the chapters that follow this introduction.

Language Revitalization

In framing the Hopi language as a kind of contested knowledge, this dissertation both
parallels and departs from work on Indigenous language revitalization. Many linguists and
linguistic anthropologists working in this field are involved in efforts to teach the language or
develop pedagogical materials for use in schools or language learning programs. My introduction
to the Hopi language, however, is through a different set of interlocutors. One of my first roles at
Hopi, as an intern at the HCPO, involved researching state and federal intellectual property laws,

news, and issues. This grew out of an interest I expressed to the HCPO in trying to understand
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the debate that surrounded the publication of the Hopi Dictionary, Hopiikwa lavaytutuveni: a
Hopi-English dictionary of the Third Mesa dialect (Hopi Dictionary Project 1998, hereafter
Hopi Dictionary).

The Hopi Dictionary is the culmination of more than ten years of work from Hopi and
non-Hopi collaborators who included Emory Sekaquaptewa, a Hopi jurist and anthropologist,
Kenneth Hill, a linguist specializing in Uto-Aztecan languages, Ekkehart Malotki, a linguist
known for his work on the grammar of Hopi temporal constructions, and Mary Black, a librarian
and longtime collaborator of Sekaquaptewa’s. In addition to these collaborators, who were
primarily based in Flagstaff and Tucson, a group of speakers living at Hopi provided much of the
material from which the dictionary was developed. For instance, the dictionary richly
exemplifies every entry with different example sentences, something that would not have been
possible without the input of these speakers. The dictionary is incredibly comprehensive, and is a
product of the work of many different kinds of experts.

However, in 1997, when the dictionary was going to press, a problem arose. The HCPO
was concerned about who would hold the copyright to the dictionary and also whether or not the
Hopi-based contributors had given their informed consent to have their knowledge widely
disseminated. As Kenneth Hill (2002) details, over the course of the project, there was ongoing
consultation with various offices and entities at Hopi and a panel of older men reviewed the text
to ensure it did not include privileged clan knowledge. But a point of contention arose with the
prospect of opening up the language in this way to a vast public beyond Hopi. The HCPO, Hill
(2002) explains, claimed the that language was the “intellectual property” of the Hopi people,
something that belonged exclusively to them. But, the project had been able to attract funding on

the basis that it would be available to the public, as a resource that would contribute to linguistic
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scholarship. Plus, Hill (2002, 307) explained, the notion of an “intellectual property right” seems
“inappropriate” because “the Hopi language was devised by no individual, living or dead, but
solely by linguistic evolution within a whole community” and, at any rate, copyright would only
pertain to this particular instantiation of the language, its inscription in the dictionary. Copyright
did not mean that the Press owned the language as a whole. Eventually, the dictionary did go to
press, but not before an agreement was made to transfer copyright to the Hopi Tribe after ten
years.

Here then, there were at least two different ways of thinking about the Hopi language as a
kind of proprietary knowledge. What did the HCPO director mean when he claimed the language
as Hopi intellectual property? Does this concept, from an Anglo-American property regime, line
up with ideas about knowledge and property at Hopi? What is this term, which seems like an
effort to translate certain dimensions of Hopi epistemology, captioning? On the other hand, what
kinds of claims are made upon the Hopi language by scholars? Even if copyright is limited in the
ways that Hill explains, why did it take so much negotiation for the copyright to be transferred
from the Press to the Tribe? Why would this take place ten years later rather than immediately?
How are these efforts to contribute to scholarship through public dissemination making forms of
property out of information in ways that are objectionable to some Hopi people?

Although I am not centrally involved in conducting documentation, maintenance, or
revitalization work, these activities are prime sites in which issues of ownership, relationality,
and knowledge come to the fore. After all, the Hopi Dictionary was originally envisioned as a
way to help preserve Hopi by serving as a resource for scholars and learners.

In this dissertation, I adopt Wesley Leonard’s (2017) umbrella term “language work” to

refer to a wide range of activities, from the development of curriculum and pedagogical materials
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and the teaching of the language, whether through oral immersion or literacy-based approaches,
to text collection, grammar construction, and dictionary-making. There are many different labels
for these kinds of activities — language preservation, language documentation, language
maintenance, language revitalization — which all have slightly different nuances. Further, new
labels are always being created, like language reclamation. While I touch on these different
paradigms in chapter 5, I often group these activities together, because what is most important
for me is that they bring tribal members and linguists into relation around a by-degrees similar
goal of perpetuating a language.

Just as language revitalization encompasses a wide range of activities, the scholarly work
theorizing revitalization has many different strands. One strand, exemplified by Nettle and
Romaine (2000) and Harrison (2007), raises the alarm about what can be lost for us all when
languages “die.” The discourses of loss and endangerment underpinning this approach have been
roundly critiqued as perpetuating an image of Indigenous people constantly on the brink of
disappearance (Perley 2012; J. Hill 2002). Another strand, exemplified by Grenoble and Whaley
(2006) and Hinton and Hale (2001) is concerned with case studies, methods, and planning for
those who are engaged in transmitting their language to younger generations. These works move
beyond documentation and largely conceptualize language revitalization as a project of
developing new speakers in the sense of code-users. This work corresponds to a shift in linguists’
understanding of their role, from documenting Indigenous languages for scholarly knowledge
and towards documentation for community use (as discussed in chapter 5).

This shift has given rise to a more reflexive stance towards documentation, in which
linguists are grappling with the way that their work affects Indigenous communities and calling

for ever increased attention to the ethics of collaboration (Hinton 2010; Macri 2010; Grenoble
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and Furbee-Losee 2010; Rice 2006; 2009; 2010). This turn is foundational for my project,
because it grapples with the fact that language revitalization brings together a wide range of
actors with different interests.

Along with this shift, in the past decade linguistic anthropologists have approached
revitalization ethnographically, putting aside an interest in measuring whether programs have
been successful or not in producing new proficient speakers to ask instead how language
revitalization activities are generative sites of value, differentiation and power. This strand is
exemplified by Kroskrity (1993; 1998), Meek (2010), Perley (2011), Nevins (2013), Debenport
(2015), Costa (2017), and Davis (2018). Although the sites and situations of each of these works
differ, they all draw attention to tensions, paradoxes, or frictions as characteristic qualities of
language revitalization. In so doing, they situate language revitalization as a generative process
through which relationships between language and Indigeneity are being created anew, within
and against an accumulated history of settler colonial expansion.

This dissertation builds on these more recent ethnographic works, understanding the
confluence of interests and commitments that different parties bring to language work as a
primary, if not the primary, characteristic of this social practice. Centering this, I draw attention
to the way that actors and sites who may seem far removed from Hopi are continually drawn into
interdiscursive relation. From this point of view, the universe of actors involved in language
revitalization includes teachers and students, linguists and anthropologists, but also brands,
missionaries, historical collectors, and contemporary archivists.

Further, by adopting a semiotic approach to interaction, as I detail in the following
section, this dissertation unpacks specific moments of interaction and intertextual relations in

order to show the nature of contemporary settler and Indigenous entanglement. Notably, I
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characterize how ideas about language, knowledge, ownership and relationality are dialogically
co-constituted, albeit in ways that are partial and uneven. This focus also helps clarify some of
the mechanisms of ongoing settler-colonial domination, which can be subtle. I likewise
demonstrate the incomplete nature of this domination, showing the mechanisms through which
Hopi people assert their continued presence within and beyond the constraints imposed by settler
colonial encroachment.

Finally, I seek to bring the concepts of recognition and refusal as they have been
elaborated within critical Indigenous studies to bear on issues of language revitalization.

Elizabeth Povinelli (2002) shows how multicultural state-sponsored forms of recognition
in Australia inspire Indigenous and minoritized people to “identify with the impossible object of
an authentic self-identity” (6). This constrains the possible ways of being Indigenous to those
that are palatable to the multicultural-nation state. This resonates with the ways that changes in
Indigenous language communities are frequently cast as “loss,” projecting an original ideal state
of fluency and wholeness. And yet the manner in which the language has been appropriated by
various brands, museums, archives, and more, is not understood by these same people as fueling
a kind of loss. What kind of constraints have settler ideals of language and indigeneity created?
How are these being met and challenged?

Glen Coulthard (2014) details how the reconciliation projects of another multicultural
nation-state, Canada, cannot but fail if they presuppose that recognition is something to be given
or afforded by the state, as opposed to claimed or demanded by Indigenous polities. This kind of
recognition can never lead to reconciliation in which both sides, the multicultural settler state and
Indigenous polities, transform and transcend the forms of settler domination in which they are

held fast. Reconciliation based on this kind of false recognition only further entrenches settler
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colonial domination. It provokes important questions about revitalization: what is being restored?
and from whom to whom? In what ways is revitalization transformative and in what ways does it
reproduce the settler status quo?

Pointing out that certain state-sponsored attempts to valorize Indigeneity are little more
than acts of misrecognition (Richland n.d.; Coulthard 2014), Indigenous and allied scholars have
put forth refusal (Simpson 2014; Betasamosake Simpson 2017; McGranahan 2016) and the
affirmation of limits (Richland 2009) as generative responses. To say “no,” to refuse, for
instance, the “gift of citizenship” (Simpson 2014), may sever some relationships, but may also
allow for the creation of new kinds of alliance and connection.

The theorization of recognition and refusal provides a series of provocative questions that
can be turned towards language work, as I have posed above. But similarly, thinking about
recognition and refusal as they operate at Hopi in regards to language can also contribute to the
theorization of these concepts. At Hopi, refusal is not only projected outward, but also arises in
the form of limits imposed inwardly. Just as the concept of generative refusal may seem
paradoxical, at Hopi the imposition of limits is productive of expansive presence. A semiotic
approach can contribute to furthering these concepts, by considering them as historically situated
achievements, accomplished in the course of discursive interaction, in ways that differ by

sociopolitcal context.

Language as medium: semiotic approaches to interaction

Each chapter in this dissertation explores a different set of claims made upon the Hopi
language and related texts (in the sense of structured arrays of signs). These claims are made by
members of collecting and scholarly communities, a wide variety of Hopi tribal members, and

settler interlopers like brands or tourists. Part of my goal in this dissertation is to characterize
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these claims, understanding what the different claims are and, crucially, how they are made and
to what effect. This means approaching them in three ways. A claim has propositional content
and is made in a certain language, a certain grammatical code; it is also made within an
interaction; finally, this interaction is embedded in a dialogic history.

Tacking between these different dimensions, also helps me to see the ways in which
apparently disparate claims may be similar: archives and brands effect parallel kinds of extraction;
and older and younger generations of Hopi people, despite their different positionalities within the
language community, claim a similar kind of recognition from the other. Sometimes this apparent
dissimilarity arises from the fact that people are talking to different addressees, within different
contexts and different institutional histories. Therefore, it is necessary to consider not just what is
said, but ow, and within what interdiscursive histories. At the same time, I do not want to unduly
flatten out these stances: brands and archives are very different kinds of organizations; people at
Hopi have different and conflicting opinions. However, by showing the patterns that do exist, a
firmer sense of the concepts of knowledge, ideologies about language, and forms of ownership
and relationality that are brought to events of interaction and created in events of interaction can

be gained. I discuss each of the three dimensions through which I contextualize claims in turn.

I Grammar and Denotation
As Benjamin Lee Whorf (1956¢) puts it, the “kaleidoscopic flux” of the world is differently
encoded, categorized, and organized by each grammatical system, particularly its morphosyntax
(213). He compares the way that in Hopi, for instance, “validity” (the relationship of the speaker
to the source of information) is obligatorily expressed in every utterance, whereas in English,

temporal relations are necessarily expressed, through tense. Of course, much has been made of this
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distinction between Hopi as a “timeless” language in comparison to English (see Lee 1996 for
historical overview).

Linguist Ekkehart Malotki and cognitive psychologist Steven Pinker have been among the
most ardent opponents of Whorf’s work. Malotki (1983) refutes Whorf’s conclusions about Hopi
by showing there are indeed many ways of expressing temporal relations in the language. Pinker
(1994), in turn, has built upon Malotki’s work to argue for “mentalese,” a basic, universal human
thought-language that precedes different denotational codes. Hinton (1988), among others, has
questioned whether Malotki accurately represents Whort’s concept of “time,” noting the difference
between expressing temporal relations between two events and the “Standard Average European”
concept of time as linear and measurable by calendars and clocks. She explains that to deem Hopi
“timeless™, is not to say that it lacks any grammatical means of expressing temporal relations, but
rather that duration, the quality of becoming later-and-later, is not meted out into spatialized units
that lead to a conception of “time” as something measured by clocks and calendars.

By contrast to Malotki and Pinker, linguistic anthropologists have sought to refine and
empirically mobilize Whorf’s propositions. As John Lucy (1997) writes, a theoretical account of
the so-called linguistic relativity principle “must specify the conditions and mechanisms leading
to relativity effects, that is, give further content to the two key relations of the hypothesis: how
languages interpret reality and how languages influence thought” (305). In this dissertation, I do
not make any claims about the relationship between “language” and “thought” in Lucy’s sense.
A robust psycholinguistic investigation is beyond my scope. However, I am interested in the way

different languages carve up the experienceable and imaginable world, building on a research

3 Quotations in original Whorf (1956¢).
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program developed by Michael Silverstein (1976a; 1976b; 1979; 1998; 2004; see also Lucy
1996).

This carving up of the world can be exemplified by returning briefly to the Kykotsmovi
Village sign. A viewer familiar with English will be able to read the series of words as well-
formed sentences. The propositional content is simple enough. However, one might ask how this
sign would be different, denotationally, if it were written in Hopi.

For instance, would the five prohibited activities be listed in the same way? In Hopi, the
denotational range of peena, ‘mark’, can cover many kinds of inscription, so sketching and
photographing might not be separated into different kinds of activities. Similarly, it is clear that
this sign is stating a polite command issued by the governor: “please respect our village and
policies.” In English, a polite command uses ‘please’ in addition to a present tense verb, but
lacks an explicit subject. In Hopi, how might a polite command be made? One might see, for
instance, a form of the second person pronoun Auvam, which is used only in commands and
invitations, or the more unmarked second person, uma, if a direct form of address were intended
(Shaul 2002, 137). Already, we can see that each language brings to the fore different
delineations of activities and addressees. At the same time, it is possible to calibrate between
these two codes. This also means that claims made in English and in Hopi can be compared and
calibrated, but not without an understanding of their respective grammars and denotational
domains.

In particular, I am interested in the Hopi grammar of possession and knowledge, as well as
semantic domains involving these two concepts. For the purposes of this project, I have focused
on learning about the grammar of possessive constructions and part-whole relations, along with

the argument structure and denotational ranges of different verbs of cognition (‘know’,
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‘understand’, ‘think’) in order to help me—through a conjunction of linguistic, discursive, and
ethnographic analysis—to ultimately arrive at Hopi-specific “cultural concepts” (Silverstein 2004)
of ‘knowledge’ and ‘property’.

To get at this dimension of context, between 2016 and 2019, I held several meetings with
different Hopi speakers. I worked primarily with speakers from Third Mesa and from Second
Mesa, meeting sometimes in a small group or individually. These speakers were primarily
middle-aged and older (approximately 50-80 years old) and grew up speaking Hopi as their first
language. Our meetings took the form of elicitation sessions, as well as discussions about texts.

Because the Hopi language has been amply described, basic grammatical facts about (1)
possessive and part-whole constructions and (2) the argument structure and aspectual affixes of
different verbs of cognition have already been documented. I relied heavily on the
comprehensive Hopi Dictionary (Hopi Dictionary Project 1998), which I have already discussed,
as well as Whorf’s (1946) sketch of a Second Mesa dialect to verify the documented linguistic
structures with speakers. In addition to this, I gained a sense of the denotational ranges of
different verbs and the various ways of expressing relations of belonging (part-whole, ownership,
obligatory and non-obligatory possession). To do so, I created a scenario, in English, and then
suggested a sentence, either in English or Hopi, that a speaker in such a scenario might utter. I
asked speakers to translate these sentences from English into Hopi or evaluate the ones I had
constructed in Hopi. Sometimes this sentence changed with the input of my interlocutor. I

discuss these methods in further detail in chapter 4.
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II. Textual Structure

In addition to the formal structuring of utterances, I also paid attention to denotational
and interactional textual structure. Denotational texts are “the referential and predicational values
that contribute to some coherent message” (Wortham 2003, 194; see Silverstein 1993 for original
formulation). So, in addition to these sentence-focused elicitations, I also asked speakers to
provide me with short narratives about learning experiences. The local tribal radio, KUYTI 88.1,
provided a wealth of conversations in Hopi, which I transcribed and which speakers helped me
translate. Once these texts were transcribed and translated, I discussed them with speakers,
asking how the meanings of an utterance might change with slight modifications to aspectual
affixes and other lexical items.

Denotational texts, however, are always also part of an “interactional text”: what is
socially accomplished in-and-by discursive interaction. Any utterance is situated within an array
of co-occurring utterances that make up a particular discursive interaction. This array has also
been labelled “co-text” (Urban and Silverstein 1996). Understanding claims as discursive acts
requires investigating not only grammatical structure, but textual structure. So, in addition to
grammatical well-formedness, we can investigate the “poetics” of a text (Jakobson 1960;
Silverstein 1998). Poetic structure is “a pattern of mutually calibrated stances and alignments....
typically played out at several levels of semiotic organization in any interaction” (Agha 2006,
98). Different forms of semiotic organization can be cued through prosody, gaze, repetition,
parallelisms, and overlap, among other possibilities. Attention to this kind of structure leads us to

see an emergent interaction in a way that attention to propositional content alone cannot.
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Through attention to poetics, “an emergent structure of positionalities, stances, and
relationships” comes into view (Agha 2006, 100). This structure depends on the propositional
content but is not reducible to it. Silverstein (1993; 1998) has termed this the “interactional text.”

To understand this dimension of context, I worked with consultants at Hopi to carefully
transcribe interactions that [ was permitted to record, whether they were meetings of the HCPO’s
advisory team or interviews I conducted with language teachers and community members. This
allowed me to see how speakers took up different voices when addressing different audiences;
how speakers brought into being different dimensions of comparison (Hopi/non-Hopi, clan/non-
clan, Indigenous/ non-Indigenous); and how speakers aligned themselves with certain categories
of people or, just as often, distanced themselves. This also allowed me to begin to grasp different
registers, repertoires of signs, which include ways of speaking, that become associated with
certain “types” of people (Agha 2006; 2005). This helped me to see how tribal members took on
different kinds of authority and ownership roles depending on who was being spoken to, fellow

tribal members or outside interlocutors. I draw out these contrasts across chapters 2 and 3.

ITII.  Dialogic histories
The final dimension of context that I have focused on in this dissertation is the
interdiscursive history within which any claim is made. Here, I draw on Bakhtin’s (1981) notion
of dialogism, the idea that any utterance is response, bearing a relation both to utterances that
have come before and, at the same time, to utterances that will follow. Every utterance, in
Bakhtin’s view, is necessarily interactional and necessarily social. There is no truly individual
utterance spoken in isolation from all others. Likewise, all claims are made before others and are

shaped by those others in various ways. So a claim might be proleptically shaped by the kind of

30



addressee towards whom it is addressed, made in such a way as to be legible or to preclude
objections. Similarly, all claims are also responses, shaped by previous claims. Attention to the
dialogic history in which a claim is situated helps explain why claims made by tribal members,
for instance across chapters 2 and 3 may appear contradictory. The difference inheres at the level
of denotation, and perhaps even in terms of the kind of subjectivity or social role inhabited, but
we might nonetheless see these responses as both trying to challenge a form of
recontextualization.

Empirically refining Bakhtinian insights, linguistic anthropologists have finely detailed
the mechanisms through which two events of discourse are related. A shared baseline in this
work is the move away from “text” and “context” as static entities. A text, or an
“entextualization,” is not a naturally-occurring unit, but an interactional achievement. Context, or
“(re)contextualization” is similarly processual; it is not simply a pre-existing background, but it
is created as different aspects of the communicative event are drawn into intersubjective
attention (Bauman and Briggs 1990; Briggs and Bauman 1992; Silverstein and Urban 1996).

Expanding this emphasis on process, the negotiation of “intertextual gaps,” that
unavoidable space between contextualizations, has proven an especially rich site of politics and
power (Briggs and Bauman 1992). Intertextual gaps can be minimized or maximized, Briggs and
Bauman explain. When minimized, each successive entextualization closely replicates a type or
model. When maximized, by contrast, a token departs from the model, while still remaining
recognizable as a token of it. Briggs and Bauman (1992, 149) associate minimizing intertextual
gaps with traditional authority and maximizing intertextual gaps with creative individualism,

even resistance to hegemony. This parallels Bakhtin’s (1981, 270) discussion of centripetal and
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centrifugal forces. The former is unifying, and keeps all tokens closely connected to a type
whereas, the latter is diversifying, breaking up the type into a multiplicity of tokens

These concepts of centripetality/centrifugality and the intertextual gap, however, do not
quite describe the structure of emanation (Silverstein 2013), or regime of interdiscursive
organization, that Hopi tribal members strive to bring into being as they confront different
recontextualizations. It is not a structure in which all instantiations of the language, or all texts,
are tokens of a specific type, nor is it a structure in which they emanate out from and should
return to a unified center point. Rather, it is a kind of interdiscursive organization in which all
texts remain connected to Hopi as a social formation constantly emerging in the here-and-now. 1
term efforts to entail this connection acts of “tethering.” This label is meant to capture the way in
which texts can move and circulate and undergo certain kinds of recontextualizations, but are
always drawn along into the Hopi here-and-now, pointing towards it. This interdiscursive
organization cannot be seen as a whole, as if from a birds-eye-view. However, its different
dimensions emerge across the various claims that I explore across the chapters of this

dissertation.

Chapter outline

Each chapter picks apart different knots in the complex landscape of intersecting
interests, exploring how actors negotiate competing claims to the Hopi language. In each
instance, I show how different actors work to embed instantiations of the Hopi language, and
related Hopi texts, into different regimes of interdiscursive organization, drawing upon and
creatively entailing different forms of ownership and relationality, and ideologies of language
and knowledge. Dimensions of these different regimes emerge within and across each chapter. I

pay particular attention to the unique semiotics of the interdiscursive organization that Hopi

32



members bring into being as well as the ways in which the kinds of limits tribal members impose
on outsiders, on themselves, and even on each other, can contribute to an expansive, emergent
social collective.

Chapter 2, Starting from Here discusses three instances in which interlopers purport to
extract Hopi texts, severing their indexical connections to this social formation. Although the
texts under consideration vary—research broadly construed, a Hopi dog name, and translations of
Hopi sentences—there is something similar about the responses different tribal members make. In
their efforts to keep these objects tethered to Hopi, they each assert only a partial authority over
the texts being recontextualized. This, I show, is not something that attenuates their claims, but is
in fact a robust way of asserting that Hopi is an ever-changing collective, always here-and-now,
not a unified cultural unit that belongs to a mythic past.

Chapter 3, To the Commons and Back? focuses on the way in which advisors to the
HCPO speak back to historical figures who they accuse of stealing the Hopi language. Delving
into a specific historical entextualization of Hopi texts, the making of museological and archival
collections from turn of the century Hopi expeditions at the Field Museum in Chicago, I detail
the kinds of recontextualization that are experienced by some tribal members of theft, and the
ongoing ramifications of these kinds of recontextualizations.

One consequence is that some archivists now insist that Hopi knowle