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Abstract 

Between 1960 and 1978, an unauthorized collector removed thousands of artifacts from 

the site of this study: Fort Apache and Theodore Roosevelt School National Historic 

Landmark, on White Mountain Apache Tribal lands in east-central Arizona. The physical 

transformation of this site by a single individual caused me to consider his motives, his 

methods, and how heritage professionals and lawmakers define looting and looters. I 

address these issues by considering a series of larger questions: how do different 

stakeholders value heritage, how do these values change sites physically, and how does 

that play out in heritage management goals and practices? 

This study is divided into three major issues: 1) heritage values and how they can 

determine heritage management strategies; 2) current definitions of looting and looters; 

and, 3) transformation processes and how artifact collection physically impacts 

archaeological sites. 

Fort Apache is the physical focus of this study. I combine interview and field data to 

examine the issues above. By exploring how, why, and to what end heritage is managed 

at the individual, community, and state levels, I found that individual and community 

interests are not always represented by federal heritage legislation. I came to 

understand that illicit collecting could represent personal practice, rooted in concern for 

and interest in the artifacts themselves. My study also showed that artifacts that were 

illicitly collected still retained value as research data. Examining the methods and 

motives for, and outcomes of, illicit collecting enables a fuller understanding of the life 

cycle of artifacts, the extent of damage to others’ abilities to value these items, the 

damage done to archaeological sites, and the removal of opportunity for first-person 

telling of the history of a site. In addition, landscapes that have been collected from 

retain characteristics that reflect those collecting activities. I also considered the 

collector’s process as an analytical tool for understanding the meaning and means by 

which collectors collect. Finally, my study presents best practices for representing 

community interests in heritage management programs. 

Keywords:  looting; artifact collectors; critical heritage; transformation processes; 
heritage values  
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Chapter 1. Archaeology and the devaluing of 
“looted” materials 

Between 1960 and 1978, an artifact collector (referred to as “Thomas” in this 

dissertation) removed thousands of archaeological artifacts without permission from the 

Fort Apache and Theodore Roosevelt School National Historic Landmark, located on 

White Mountain Apache Tribal lands in east-central Arizona. So focused was his 

collection of military-era artifacts that when I undertook a surface survey for my doctoral 

research more than three decades later, there was a notable absence of certain types of 

artifacts. After I had met with and interviewed Thomas, I realized that an entire class of 

artifacts—complete objects from the military period—had disappeared from Fort Apache 

almost entirely. The revelation that an individual could so physically transform the 

surface of a major archaeological site raised a series of questions in my mind. What 

were his motives? How did his motives determine his collecting methods? What other 

values embedded in the artifacts and site did Thomas discount? How does “illicit” 

collection of artifacts compare with “licit” collection (i.e., professional archaeology)? And 

the question that would come to form the basis of this dissertation: How do different 

stakeholders value heritage, and how does that play out in heritage management goals 

and practices? 

Archaeological sites and artifacts hold wide-ranging value for different individuals 

and groups in contemporary society (e.g., Atwood 2006; Carmen and Sørensen 

2009:19; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004; Greenville 2007; Hart and Chilton 2009, 2015; 

Hollowell 2004, 2006; Hollowell-Zimmer 2003; Kersel 2007, 2012; LaBelle 2003; 

Matsuda 1998; Welch et al. 2009). These values have always been the reason 

underlying why some things are conserved and others are not (de la Torre and Mason 

2002:3). Often, people value archaeology as a way of “connecting” with the past 

(Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004:578). To others, archaeology can provide financial 

opportunities (Atwood 2006:38; Van Velzen 1996:111–126). For society at large, 
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archaeology and the notion of ethnic or national heritage plays a key role in shaping 

group identity, as determined by a small group of specialists and experts (de la Torre 

and Mason 2002:3). From the late-nineteenth century to the early twenty-first, federal 

policies, legislation, and programs have sought to define the value of archaeological 

sites and artifacts in the United States (US) (Asad 1973:19; Welch et al. 2009:149). The 

value of heritage to the general public was communicated through museums, which 

displayed artifacts collected by professional archaeologists (Cole 1985:146; Colwell-

Chanthaphonh 2009:66–68; Lynott 2004; McLaughlin 1998:348; Stocking 1992:180; 

Wade 1985:170,175). In their early forms, museums were repositories for collections 

promoting nationalism and reinforcing power relationships and colonialism (Asad 

1973:19). At that time, there was an imbalance in access to, and control and 

management of, archaeological materials. History was told from a Euro-centric 

perspective. Indigenous peoples and their cultural materials were often used as props to 

enhance claims for Europeans as civilized peoples who arrived in the New World to 

enlighten Native Americans (Hinsley 1981:140; see also Turner 1893).  

In recent decades, the idea of “heritage” and the values associated with heritage 

has begun to change (de la Torre and Mason 2002:3). Who qualifies as a specialist is 

evolving, as experts from other fields and representative of their own special interest 

identify their own values within heritage. This change is challenging archaeologists as an 

elite group of heritage specialists, and is widening the options for understanding what 

heritage is, how it should be managed, and by whom. Today, the archaeologist’s voice is 

one of many, which is representative of the increasing democratization of the discipline 

(de la Torre and Mason 2002:3). Values that archaeologists and other heritage experts 

would not have formerly considered when assessing the significance of archaeological 

sites or objects are now being deliberated and weighed. The challenge is that heritage 

values are inherently varied, and sometimes in conflict (Mason 2002:5). 

Mainstream and popularized understandings of “looting”, from the late-nineteenth 

century to the early twenty-first, have focused on its destructive aspect (Brodie 

2010:262; Brodie and Doole 2001:1; Brodie and Renfrew 2005:344; Lynott 2004:19; 

Renfrew 2000:10). Some scholars, however, are recognizing illicit collecting activities as 

expressions of cultural self-determination, ontological security, and community-based 
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heritage resource management (e.g., Atwood 2006; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004; 

Hollowell 2004, 2006; Hart and Chilton 2009, 2015; Kersel 2007, 2012; Leone 2009; 

Matsuda 1998). United States heritage legislation, such as the Archaeological 

Resources Protection Act and the National Historic Preservation Act, are changing to 

include tribal or community heritage interests, alongside those of the state and 

professional archaeologists. “Looters” represent another class of stakeholder, generally 

thought to prioritize the economic value of archaeological objects above all other values. 

These individuals’ actions can result in the large-scale destruction of sites on a global 

scale (e.g., Brodie and Renfrew 2005).  

In the academic world, researchers such as Hart (2009:3) have put forward the 

notion of “poly-communal models of archaeology”. This approach is meant to be 

inclusive, and challenges archaeologists as the primary managers and stewards of 

heritage material. In addition to involving community members and interests within 

archaeological projects, these perspectives have begun to examine the unrealized 

research value in illicitly collected artifacts. As well, these viewpoints have begun to de-

stigmatize non–financially driven collectors. Academics are considering the concept of 

“public values” and how these should be protected (Holtorf 2010:43). They are also 

considering how heritage value can be characterized and realized for diverse and 

sometimes disparate stakeholders.  

Value embodied within a site is lost when the site is destroyed, whether illicitly by 

collectors or under permit by archaeologists. In the case of collectors, scientific and 

cultural value in particular is lost, as they do not record the context or report their 

findings. In an effort to discourage this behaviour, and in recognition of the lost 

contextual value when artifacts are removed without recording context, governments and 

archaeologists have stigmatized both collectors and the materials they have taken. 

Unfortunately, a byproduct of this disregard is a poor understanding of the process of 

illicit collecting and the nature of what I refer to as collected landscapes. This term is 

used in this dissertation to refer to archaeological sites and landscapes that are forever 

transformed through collecting. I argue that the damage of illicit collecting on 

archaeological landscapes constitute a poorly understood cultural transformation 

process, or “c-transform” in Schiffer’s (1976) sense of the term. Although stigmatization 
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of both collecting and collectors by governments and by professional archaeologists has 

caused this formation process to be overlooked, it remains worthy of investigation. A 

nuanced understanding of looting/collecting and c-transforms can contribute more 

insight into the “lives” of illicitly collected artifacts and sites. Understanding these 

processes increases artifacts’ research value, adding to understanding of the “lives of 

artifacts” (see Holtorf 2002, Shanks 1998). I suggest that state-based heritage 

management strategies devalue “looted” material, by stigmatizing not only the 

individuals who illicitly collect, but also the material itself. In addition, my study supports 

the notion of a poly-communal model (Hart 2009:3–4) of heritage stakeholders, with 

diverse values and interests, contributes to decolonizing archaeological approaches 

already existing in the discipline (e.g., Atalay 2006, 2012; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and 

Ferguson 2008; Derry and Malloy 2003; Jameson and Baugher 2007; Kerber 2006; 

Martin 1997; Nicholas and Hollowell 2007; Silliman 2006; Welch et al. 2009). 

There are several instances in which “heritage stakeholders” do not include 

descendant communities. For example, in Appropriated Pasts, McNiven and Russell 

(2005:7) discuss how Australian Aboriginal peoples were “disassociated” from their 

cultural material by the suggestion made by settlers that other “races” were responsible 

for the Australian archaeological record. Aboriginal peoples were therefore not 

considered stakeholders or decision-makers regarding to their own cultural heritage. 

McNiven and Russell cite the case of 45,000-year-old Mungo III, a burial from New 

South Wales (2005:241). The DNA analyses from this burial indicate that this individual 

is not biologically related to any living humans, yet Aboriginal peoples first learned of the 

test results in a local newspaper (The Australian, January 9, 2001; McNiven and Russell 

2005:241). As noted later in the same volume, “Archaeologists must lose some of their 

power and drop their vested interests in keeping control of the discipline and the 

country’s historical resources and actively foster Aboriginal involvement on an equal 

basis” (McNiven and Russell 2005:233 citing Allen 1988:88). 

An example in which Native Americans were disregarded by authorities as being 

heritage stakeholders occurred in southeastern Arizona, in Western Apache lands. The 

Mount Graham Observatory was developed in spite of Apache objections, based upon 

their historical and cultural ties to the “big seated mountain” (Welch 1997:75). Though 
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different to the Mungo III example, as the Apache were consulted prior to development, 

Mount Graham is an example in which Native Americans were not regarded as equal to 

other stakeholders, such as project developers. Little time was provided to Indian tribes 

to provide comments on cultural resources, practices, or values associated with the 

project area (Welch 1997:76). The impacts to the sacred mountain, and by extension to 

Apache religion, were seen as being less important than the interests of other 

stakeholders, including the University of Arizona and the Smithsonian. 

In British Columbia, there are similar examples, including the case of Bear 

Mountain, outside of Victoria on Vancouver Island. Archaeologists recorded a cave 

sacred to local First Nations in 2005, along with several other archaeological features 

(McLay 2006:3). The developer, who intended to create a $5-billion dollar residential and 

golf complex, was undeterred by First Nations’ interests in the area, telling the Victoria 

Times Colonist, “You know, if we want to blow up a cave and put up a hotel we will. I 

bought the property, I own it, we have the mining rights, so what?” (May 25, 2006). The 

development went ahead, and included the removal of the roof of the cave. 

Calibrating how and why people value heritage, or particular aspects of heritage, 

can be difficult. Interests can change over time, and social, economic, religious, or 

political associations can affect people’s affiliation with certain materials and places (as 

discussed in Kristiansen 1989, Welch et al. 2009). In this dissertation, I examine the 

values applied to heritage material by four types of heritage stakeholders: the state (in 

this case, the US), professional archaeologists, community-scale groups or 

organizations, and “illicit” artifact collectors. I compare these stakeholders and how their 

interests inform their interactions with and management of heritage material, with other 

settler-state-based frameworks that are self-reflexive and applicable at the community 

level. The Australia International Council on Monuments and Site’s (ICOMOS) Charter 

for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance, also known as the “Burra 

Charter” (2013; created in 1979, revised in 1988, 1999, 2013), provides a “best practice 

standard for managing cultural heritage places” and assessing their heritage value, and 

is considered a reference point in promoting community inclusion in heritage 

conservation (Waterton et al. 2006:340). The Burra Charter Process suggests a 

sequence of investigations, decisions, and actions, in relation to sites and places of 
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cultural significance: identify cultural significance, develop policy, and manage in 

accordance to policy (Burra Charter 2013, Article 6.1). Of importance to this study, the 

Burra Charter considers the fabric of a site as contributing to the site’s significance. 

Individual artifacts and historical documents, for example, are considered when applying 

cultural value and developing relevant policies to protect all aspects of the site (Burra 

Charter 2013, Article 1). By evaluating the aesthetic, historic, scientific, and social and 

spiritual values of place, the Charter demonstrates how to establish an appropriate 

management framework with the ultimate goal of preservation: “maintaining the fabric of 

a place in its existing state and retarding deterioration” (Burra Charter 2013, Article 1). 

The Burra Charter presents values that can be found at a federal and local level, and be 

used to assess significance of sites on a small or large scale.  

The Burra Charter is appropriate to this study of a single collector at Fort Apache. 

This Charter accommodates the importance individual artifacts hold in relation to an 

entire site is significant for both the research value applied to the site by archaeologists, 

as well as the cultural value applied to the site by the beneficial owners of the site, the 

White Mountain Apache Tribe (John Welch, pers. comm., December 9, 2016). As a 

state-based management framework applied according to local-level interests, the Burra 

Charter enables this study to examine the strengths and shortfalls in US legislation in 

managing heritage according to community wishes. The Burra Charter also notes that 

the categorizations of value applied to a place and its fabric may change over time, as 

“understanding of a particular place increases” (Burra Charter 2013, Article 2.6). The 

Charter supplies categories of values that I build upon to understand the values applied 

to heritage by professional archaeologists and collectors, as well as the White Mountain 

Apache Tribe. Using the Burra Charter Process as an analytical and organizational tool, 

this study considers the reasons why people value heritage, how collectors develop a 

collection policy based upon their values, and how they enact this policy by collecting 

from archaeological sites.  

This study covers many subtopics: postcolonialism, Indigenous archaeology and 

other community-based and decolonizing approaches, material qualities and objects of 

heritage and site formation processes, and heritage legislation and management. I 

discuss each of these aspects through a single unifying lens—how the values in heritage 
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are determined. I then look at how these values inform management of heritage by the 

state, by community members, by professional archaeologists, and by illicit collectors. 

Applying these aspects to one site and one collector further sharpens this focus. The 

field of “heritage studies” (as discussed in Carman and Sørensen 2009, Hart 2009; 

Harvey 2001; Waterton et al. 2006) provides a means to organize the theoretical 

approaches referenced in this paper, and to discuss the methods through which heritage 

has been controlled. As an element of this focus, archaeologists and other professional 

heritage managers have justified their access to archaeological and cultural material by 

defining many others who access it as simply “destructive”. All collectors are destructive 

in practice, but while archaeologists are permitted to destroy portions of the 

archaeological record in the name of science, other types of collectors are not widely 

considered justified in their means. Given that collection of artifacts is inherently 

destructive, whether permitted or illicit, this study includes a discussion of formation 

processes, and the overlapping but unique ways licit and illicit collecting impacts 

archaeological sites.  

This dissertation is a rare example of a detailed case study of looting as it played 

out at a single archaeological site, with a single collector who was active at that site. 

There are other studies that examine the damage inflicted by looting at a single site at a 

time (see Atwood 2006; Matsuda 1998), or by a particular group of people (see Atwood 

2006; Hollowell 2004, 2006; Kersel 2007, 2012), or as an expression of broadening who 

can access heritage (Hart and Chilton 2009, 2015). This study, however, focuses on one 

individual at one site, in his own words as a self-professed community member. This 

study also provides the combined views of an illicit collector responsible for damaging 

the site, and witnesses of these actions.  

The entire Fort Apache property is a National Historic Landmark. At the 

geographic heart of the property there are three buildings that form the TR School, which 

is an on-reservation day and boarding school focused on the needs of White Mountain 

Apache Tribe (WMAT) children (Welch and Brauchli 2010:55). Fort Apache is 

undergoing the process of “decolonization”, as a formerly colonial site that is now 

administered by WMAT, with Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) funding for the TR School 

(Welch and Brauchli 2010:55). Through interviews and field surveys with Thomas (as the 



 

8 

primary collector is referred to throughout this study), I learned how he physically 

transformed Fort Apache through illicit collecting activities over three decades. I also 

learned he believes there is a need for non–financially motivated collectors to be 

stewards of artifacts that may otherwise not receive a level of care. Thomas also 

introduced me to the idea that the level of care for objects a person demonstrates 

determines whether the collector is a looter or not. This became a recurring theme when 

talking to people about how artifacts were being cared for at Fort Apache. 

Thomas spoke openly and candidly about his methods, motives, and the 

collection he has acquired. I investigated the degree to which illicit collecting has 

changed the surface of this site, and seek to understand the values, motives, and 

methods of Thomas and his collecting activities. I relied primarily on my field 

observations, as well as conversations with Thomas. To provide a counter voice to the 

primary collector, I interviewed individuals who bore witness to Thomas’s activities at 

Fort Apache.  

To contrast my observations at Fort Apache, I conducted a small, comparative 

case study at the contemporaneous Fort Grant, now known as the Fort Grant Unit of the 

Arizona State Prison Complex at Safford. Surface survey at Fort Grant provided useful 

information for characterizing Fort Apache, an archaeological site/landscape that has 

been systematically collected from. My brief study at Fort Grant indicated that a more in-

depth survey there would provide additional information regarding impacts of collecting 

(see Chapter 3 and Chapter 8). 

Both Fort Apache and Thomas provide an opportunity to examine programs of 

state-sanctioned heritage in determining who may and may not access cultural heritage 

in the past and present. In contrast to this widely accepted North American set of values, 

I aim to examine how collecting represents the individual values of collectors 

themselves. In order to achieve these aims, I set out three goals for this study:  

1) To understand how individual and institutional values determine 
appropriate (and unauthorised) heritage management strategies;  

2) To critically examine historical and twenty-first century concepts and 
understandings of looting; and,  
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3) To assess the influence of an individual collector’s values (and 
associated actions) on the physical remains of a single archaeological 
site. 

An additional and less explicit goal of this study is to better understand the range 

of motivations and values within archaeology, held by diverse stakeholders. Increased 

conversations between collectors, archaeologists, state representatives, and community 

members, for example, could create opportunities for information sharing. The hope of 

this objective is that increased understanding would lead to better conservation and 

stewardship of the archaeological record and decreased collecting, which ultimately 

benefits all stakeholders and the material itself.  

“Heritage management strategies” implies a formalized or institutional approach 

to controlling cultural material. In this study, this term refers to a spectrum of 

management perspectives, from individuals acting on their own values and perceptions 

of heritage, to top-down, state-based approaches. I identify the laws and legislation that 

have determined control of heritage in the past and present, and responses that 

represent community-level and individual values and interests. I consider the role of a 

single collector in responding to top-down heritage management, and his tangible 

alterations to an archaeological and heritage site. 

1.1. The problem and its context 

Presumptive control of heritage by archaeologists working under federal laws has 

defined, and continues to define, who may and may not legally access cultural heritage, 

presumed universal values in North America. At the end of the nineteenth century, these 

values focused on promoting nationalism, maintaining colonial, Western-centric 

perspectives in culture histories, preserving heritage for all of humanity (Asad 1973:19; 

see also Pollock 2016 for examples of archaeology used to justify war-time behaviour, 

dispossession of people from their homes, and so on). No attempts were made to tailor 

heritage legislation to Native American or other minority cultures’ needs, preferences, or 

beliefs. The ethics and perspectives of the day supported these approaches. This reality 

determined the meaning given to and gained from material culture. 
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Mainstream views of history and heritage are changing in North America to 

recognize stakeholders other than publicly funded institutions and archaeologists (Lynott 

1997; Wylie 2004; Zimmerman 2006). Yet, understanding the history and social context 

of this top-down framework remains important for critiquing and improving current ways 

of accessing, managing, and valuing heritage. The evolving interest in heritage by the 

general public, resource developers, heritage managers, Indigenous peoples, and 

professional archaeologists is reflected in established and changing federal laws, tribal 

management plans, and professional codes of ethics. These codes include the Society 

for American Archaeology (SAA 1996), the Register of Professional Archaeologists 

(RPA 1998), and the World Archaeological Congress (WAC 1990). Power relationships 

that once placed archaeologists as the expert and sole users of heritage and heritage 

material are changing, alongside re-working of legal and ethical frameworks regarding 

the management and appropriation of heritage. Now, recognized heritage stakeholders 

and managers—those who assign value to, and construct narratives about history—are 

growing to include Indigenous peoples, vocational historians and archaeologists, and 

members of the general public looking to connect with past events. 

This broadened stakeholder model, however, can be practiced prior to adoption 

of this practice formally by legislation. For example, though the American Indian 

Movement (AIM), which demanded self-determination for Native Americans, was 

founded in 1968, amendments to heritage laws to include tribal consultation were not 

made until the 1990s (see NHPA 1992 [16 U.S. Code 470 et seq.]). Though becoming 

more inclusive in practice, access to these materials and sites from outside of the 

historical model—the archaeologist—is not always supported by current heritage laws 

and legislation. As a result, the diverse values of multiple types of stakeholders are 

sometimes not considered. For example, Native Americans or other stakeholders may 

not value the same things that nineteenth-century laws sought to protect and promote. 

By continuing to enforce laws based upon outdated, nineteenth-century social realities, 

traditional or inherited rights to lands and artifacts are ignored (Wilk 1998:368–369). 

Understanding the framework within which cultural heritage ownership, protection, and 

interpretation exist aids in understanding colonial legacies, native sovereignty, and 

changing public opinion in the US. 
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By grouping all those who access archaeological objects and features outside 

state-sanctioned programs, the state de-values non-archaeological motivations and 

interests. Archaeologists, collectors, and others have preferences towards certain 

archaeological materials that exhibit themselves in collection and research strategies. I 

present some alternative reasons for why people access cultural heritage from outside 

permitted systems, including subsistence diggers and non–financially driven collectors. I 

re-evaluate how the values applied by a primary collector at one site have impacted the 

record at that site. 

Archaeologists are often positioned as stewards of heritage (Zimmerman 

1998:76), and often conceive of heritage as a resource that can be accessed and used. 

However, prior to permit systems requiring the certification of professional 

archaeologists, the discipline was more in the realm of a pastime for the wealthy. For 

archaeologists, professionalization has brought with it an obligation to denounce those 

with values or perceptions of heritage that fall outside the state spectrum. Western legal 

frameworks view “looters” as opponents to the federally mandated and permitted system 

of access to cultural heritage. “Looters” prioritize individual gain over public benefit, 

disregarding heritage laws, controlled excavation, and preservation of archaeological 

context. This legal stigmatization is foundational to the prioritization of state-level values, 

and has also determined that archaeologists consider illicitly collected material as having 

little to no research value. This limitation is a problem for the discipline, as it limits the 

use of archaeological materials without scientific provenience, and for management of 

heritage, as it partitions who can access it and who cannot. One potential result is that 

local people are alienated from their own cultural heritage. An example of this is the 

Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe and the Sanilac Petroglyph site, ezhibiigaadek asin 

(“writings on stone”), in Michigan (Atalay et al. 2016). At this site, more than 100 

petroglyphs are at risk of fading and ongoing vandalism, and the Saginaw Chippewa 

Indian Tribe no longer have control over management of this sacred site as they see fit. 

Instead, it is under the control of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 

though the Tribe has a positive working relationship with the DNR and has been given 

permission to host ceremonies at the site. This example is important as it shows that 

existing heritage legislation is failing to meet local concerns for both protection and 

access. 
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As community and tribal organizations assert increasing control over their 

heritage resources, adherence to a state system of heritage management presents an 

additional problem. As the state hands over control of these resources to local-level 

organizations, the state-level values go with them, limiting the breadth of control and 

interests the community can access legally. For example, nationalism and the 

perspective of the “universal museum” will not necessarily be mandates of a community-

based program. Local-level, bottom-up programs are limited by the inherently restrictive 

spectrum of values that the state has historically adhered to. Though, the state has to 

contend with broader concerns, as there are many competing heritage interests at 

different scales (Virginia Butler, pers. comm., July 2017). This could explain, in part, 

community interpretation of state programs as restrictive and biased. 

The context for addressing these problems is the site of Fort Apache in east-

central Arizona, within the 6,734 km2 (1.7 million acres) Fort Apache Indian Reservation. 

More than 2,000 sites, including many from the ancestral Pueblo occupation, have been 

documented on the reservation, and the area is thought to contain as many as 8,000 

more undocumented historical, archaeological, and paleontological sites (Welch 

2000:68). Currently operating as a National Historic Landmark, WMAT Cultural Center, 

and Indian boarding school, Fort Apache was established by the American government 

in 1870 as a military post. Between 1870 and 1922, the site was used for Apache-Army 

negotiations and for recruitment of Apache Scouts (Welch 2004:3). By 1923, the BIA had 

co-opted army facilities as the TR School for Indian boarding and day students (Welch 

and Brauchli 2010:48). By the late 1960s, the WMAT was reasserting sovereignty 

through litigation and implementation of heritage plans (Welch and Brauchli 2010:48). 

There was a change in administrative control from the BIA to the WMAT in the 1980s, 

though the school retained federal funding (Welch and Brauchli 2010:55). Fort Apache 

and the TR School comprise an active landscape, with students, staff, and visitors to the 

site on a daily basis. Several historical buildings remain around the “site proper”, centred 

on the former military parade grounds-turned-athletic field for the school. As a multi-

occupation historical site, Fort Apache is a repository for almost 150 years of federal 

programs of assimilation, manifest archaeologically by metal, ceramic, architectural, and 

other features and artifacts at the site. In Chapter 3, I present a more detailed summary 

of the history and setting of Fort Apache. 
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Countless people have visited the site since it was founded, and it is likely that 

human nature has compelled many opportunistic collectors to help themselves to a 

piece of pottery or a button from the site. Casual collecting and collectors, as well as 

focused collection by one individual, are responsible for the deterioration of 

archaeological material at the site. My study spotlights this individual’s actions at Fort 

Apache.  

 

Figure 1. The entrance to Fort Apache.2 

The primary collector in this study, who removed archaeological material specific 

to the military period at Fort Apache, was active in the 1960s and 1970s. He was a 

federal employee of the BIA during the same period. Thomas, as I refer to him in this 

study, operated outside of the legal frameworks when he collected. According to 

Thomas, he was not driven to collect for financial gain, but by a personal interest in the 

military history and a concern for the mismanagement of the site. Thomas applied 

certain values to the items he collected, including aesthetic, research/scientific, and 

cultural. A primary argument I make in this dissertation is that the current landscape of 

 
2 I took all photos within this dissertation, unless otherwise credited. All map credits are to Clayton 

Crawford, unless otherwise credited. 
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Fort Apache reflects elements of Thomas’s personal values. In Chapter 3, I summarize 

Thomas’s personal history and relationship to Fort Apache.  

Thomas undertook collecting episodes at Fort Apache from 1960 to 1978. 

However, this study is examining his actions in the present, from a twenty-first century 

standpoint. Instead of casting his activities against a 1978 setting, I am making a point of 

examining his actions against a twenty-first century institutional and theoretical 

backdrop. The reason for this choice is that mainstream 1978 institutional and theoretical 

frameworks did not have space for this discussion of changing power relationships within 

archaeology from the perspective of non-expert users (after Hart and Chilton 2015:329). 

United States heritage legislation (such as the Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

and the National Historic Preservation Act) was not yet amended to include consultation 

with Native American tribes, and remained rooted in the positive valuation of scientific-

oriented investigations. Changes in academic and legislative perspectives that make 

room for additional ways of managing heritage, at both the tribal and community levels, 

create opportunities for more nuanced understandings of what values heritage holds for 

a broader population, how “looting” is understood, and how collaborations with non-

expert users can aid archaeologists and archaeology. These more nuanced recognitions 

of multiple values give rise, in turn, to more refined and community-driven management 

goals and strategies. 

In addition to the increased opportunities afforded to tribes by broadened 

academic and legislative perspectives, the WMAT has, since the 1990s, been 

developing their own heritage program and Heritage Code, both of which are discussed 

in detail in Chapters 2 and 3. This study can aid in understanding what the fabric of Fort 

Apache means to different people. In other words, this information can be harnessed to 

both protect the site from illicit collectors and to create opportunities for people to 

engage with the site according to their values in a legal, non-destructive way. 

1.2. Research methods 

Over five years of research (2010–2014), I completed four field seasons (2010–

2013) and four interview programs (2011–2014). I collected almost 50 hours of interview 
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data, approximately 40 hours of which were with Thomas. Although the study focused on 

Fort Apache and Thomas, I carried out an additional case study at a nearby site and 

contextual interviews with other participants. 

My choice to overlay interview data over field data was inspired by studies with 

similarly combined datasets, such as Morag Kersel’s (2007) and Julie Hollowell’s (2004) 

studies of the multivocality of collectors, as well as Chip Colwell-Chanthaphonh’s 

ethnographic study of small-scale, “intimate” collecting (2004:573). Combining local 

knowledge to understand transformation processes at archaeological sites is becoming 

more frequent in archaeology. I combined these datasets based upon my experience as 

a professional consulting archaeologist in British Columbia, where I frequently work with 

local Indigenous peoples to understand landscapes through traditional knowledge. 

Likewise, few archaeological studies of military forts or Indian boarding schools in the 

US are available for review (but see Barton and James 1991; Dielissen 2012; Hart 2009; 

Jelinek 2013; Laluk 2006; Lightfoot et al. 1991; Lindauer 1997, 2009; McKenna 1981; 

Trennert 1988). In the absence of other direct comparisons for modelling fieldwork after, 

my professional position in cultural resource management provided me with the 

guidelines to undertake fieldwork at Fort Apache. This approach seemed to be the most 

effective for answering my research questions, as it was primarily inductive in the use of 

data collection and interpretation. This approach also provided me the opportunity to 

fulfill the Fort Apache Heritage Foundation’s (FAHF) needs for a basic inventory and 

assessment of the Fort Apache property. I present a more detailed accounting of the 

methods I used in my field and interview programs in Chapter 4.  

1.3. Methods for assessing heritage values: the Burra 
Charter 

In heritage conservation, determining the methods and model of conservation 

relies upon a primary step in which the significance of the building, site, or object is 

established, by weighing sometimes disparate values (Mason 2002:5). The Burra 

Charter, created after Australia ICOMOS’ review of the Venice Charter (1964), aimed to 

relate the Venice Charter’s principles guiding preservation and restoration of ancient 

buildings to Australian practice (Heritage Perth 2011a:n.p.). According to Heritage Perth 
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(2011b:n.p.), the Charter “provides a guiding philosophy for the care of our heritage and 

has been widely adopted as the standard guidelines for heritage conservation practice 

not only in this country, but also in other parts of the world”. I have chosen the Burra 

Charter as a tool for analysing Thomas’s actions in collecting illicitly from Fort Apache, 

and understanding the values these objects embodied for him, as determined by his 

social, historical, and geographic past.  

There are other models for assessing the values of heritage sites and objects, 

however. Randall Mason (2002:16–18) notes that assessment should be flexible, 

encourage and involve stakeholder participation, integrate “insiders and outsiders”, 

include analysis at all stages in the life of a site (past, present, future), and be capable of 

eliciting heritage values through expert analysis, ethnography, mapping, and archival 

research. The disciplines of both economics and conservation on the local and 

international scales provide methods for assessing heritage values. The values found in 

examples of each are provided in Table 1, as compared with the heritage values 

considered by the Burra Charter. Each is further discussed below. 

Table 1. Summary of some heritage value typologies by various scholars and 
organizations (modelled after Mason 2002:9). 

Frey (1997:40–
41) 

UNESCO World 
Heritage 
Convention (1972) 

Archaeology Branch–
Site Significance 
Criteria (1998, Article 
3.5.2.2) 

Burra Charter 
(2013, Article 1) 

• Monetary 
• Option 
• Existence 
• Bequest 
• Prestige 
• Educational 

• Aesthetic 
• Scientific 
• Public 
• Historic 
• Social 

• Scientific 
• Public 
• Ethnic 
• Historic 
• Economic 

• Aesthetic 
• Historic 
• Scientific 
• Social 
• Spiritual 

Using an economic perspective of cultural heritage, value assessment tools exist 

and are used to measure the economic values of things, including use, non-use, 

existence, option, and bequest values (Mason 2002:13). The direct and indirect 

economic values of cultural heritage are weighed by Bruno Frey (1997:40–41) but are 

not best applied to analysing cultural value, as they cannot “discern important cultural 

and social values in a manner that maintains the integrity, potential, and wish meaning of 

these values” (Mason 1999:10). An economic model for cultural heritage values is useful 
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to this study, however, in that it provides a value I use in my analysis: prestige, which I 

define in Chapter 7. As I am not an economist, however, and as economists have 

criticized this model’s inability to understand and maintain the integrity of important 

cultural and social values (Mason 1999:10), an economics-based model was not 

appropriate to my study. In addition, this model type is limited in flexibility, involvement of 

all stakeholders, assessment through time, and ability to elicit heritage values. 

The UNESCO World Heritage Convention Concerning the Protection of the 

World Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972, Article 1) defines cultural heritage as 

monuments, groups of buildings, or sites that are of “outstanding universal value from 

the historical, aesthetic, ethnological, or anthropological point of view”. Properties 

nominated under heritage value (there is also potential to nominate for natural value, 

which was not considered in this study) must be “authentic”: original in form and design, 

materials, use, and function (UNESCO 2016:18). UNESCO’s perspective focuses on the 

“universal value” of cultural heritage, in that 

existing international conventions, recommendations and resolutions concerning 
cultural and natural property demonstrate the importance, for all the peoples of 
the world, of safeguarding this unique and irreplaceable property, to whatever 
people it may belong (UNESCO 1972). 

I discounted using this model for this study for two reasons. First, the notion of 

universal heritage and the “universal museum” is not suitable to this study because of 

this term’s ties to nationalism and colonization principles (as discussed in Section 1.1). 

In examining personal and individual interests in heritage, the importance of cultural 

heritage to “all the people of the world” (UNESCO 1972), may not be appropriate. 

Second, it focuses on the monuments and buildings within a site only. While the 

UNESCO model parallels the values laid out in the Burra Charter, the UNESCO model 

does not allow spiritual significance as a standalone value (UNESCO 2016:19). In these 

ways, this model does not enable space for all stakeholder participation. A positive 

aspect of this model is the promotion of the “ethnological or anthropological point of 

view” (UNESCO 2016:18). This is important to my study as it highlights the unique 

cultural characteristics within different cultural materials to different people (see Section 

1.2 and Chapter 4). 
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To counter the international models, I also examined a local one. In British 

Columbia, where I work as a consulting archaeologist, the regulator for access to cultural 

heritage is the Archaeology Branch (Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource 

Operations). All archaeologists working under permit in the province are required to 

assess site significance according to the five criteria in Table 1. As I work within this 

model every day, it would be the easiest model to apply to this study. However, in part 

due to my familiarity with it, I am aware of the limitations of this model to my research. 

The model of the Archaeology Branch is not inclusive of all stakeholders and relies upon 

only “expert” testimony (i.e., the permit-holding archaeologist) to assess the significance 

of the site. This model neither considers future value of the site or the materials within it, 

nor requires or encourages diversity in heritage values by including ethnographic data. 

There are other models that exist for evaluating the cultural significance of sites 

(e.g., English Heritage 1997), but I did not consider them here. The Burra Charter was 

most suitable to my study for three main reasons. First, it states that cultural significance 

is embodied in the fabric of the site, including artifacts and other materials on the 

surface, meanings, records, and related places and objects. Second, it is expressly 

applicable to all types of places of cultural significance, including natural, Indigenous, 

and historic places with cultural values. Finally, it focuses on cultural significance in the 

past, present, and future. As well, the Charter is inclusive of stakeholders and applicable 

across time, and it elicits heritage values from the widest range of sources, enabling 

analysis of materials beyond monuments and buildings. The Charter has potential for 

recognizing the spiritual importance of sites. Most importantly, it is reflexive, and 

undergoes updates to include new values (such as “spiritual” in the latest version in 

2013). Other models may have provided one or more of these things, but not all. 

1.4. Research questions 

My study is driven by the overarching question, “how do different value systems 

result in different heritage management goals and practices?” I narrow the scope of this 

broad question to focus on how these value systems manifest at Fort Apache. I hope 

that my study of heritage values, seen through the lens of Thomas’s collecting from Fort 

Apache, aids in identifying management strategies particular to individual communities. 
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To this end, I use the Burra Charter and the Burra Charter Process as guiding principles 

for categorizing heritage values, as well as understanding how these values are 

transformed into collecting episodes. To accomplish my research goals, I established 

three suites of subsidiary research questions to guide my literature review, methodology, 

data collection, and data analysis: 

1. Heritage Values: 

The term value can refer to guiding principles or it can reference the (usually 

positive) qualities and characteristics seen in things, places, or people (Mason 2002:7). 

In this study, I am concerned with the second definition. Specific to heritage, the value or 

values embodied within heritage sites, materials, or objects determines the cultural 

significance an individual, group of individuals, or institution. The cultural significance 

indicates the “importance of the site [or material or object] as determined by the 

aggregate of values attributed to it” (de la Torre and Mason 2002:3). I have built upon 

the values provided in the Burra Charter and added to them, as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. Diverse values individuals and institutions see in heritage materials and 
sites (“*” indicates values adapted from the Burra Charter 2013). 

Value 
Aesthetic* 
Historic* 
Scientific* 
Social* 
Spiritual* 
Economic 
Preservationist 
Public 
Prestige 

I use this classification of values to analyze Thomas’s collecting behaviour at Fort 

Apache. The case study asks: 

a) What values drove Thomas’s behaviour? 

b) How do those values critique state-based value systems? 
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2. “Looting” and “looters”: 

I critically examine conceptions of “looting”, and ask: 

a) How is “looting” defined, in twenty-first century terms, and during the 
period of Thomas’s collecting?  

b) How does the case of Thomas and Fort Apache expose problems with 
current understandings of “looting” and “looters”? 

3. Transformation processes:  

I trace the impact of Thomas upon the Fort Apache property, and ask:  

a) How did Thomas undertake his collection program at Fort Apache? 

b) Why did Thomas collect from Fort Apache? 

c) What is the extent of damage to sites and others’ abilities to value and 
use illicitly collected artifacts? 

I addressed my questions relating to heritage values through a literature review 

and interviews. I reviewed US heritage legislation to understand the values these laws 

and legislation aim to protect. I interviewed Thomas and other participants to understand 

the values and interests they held. I also researched current bottom-up responses to 

state programs, and the values they seek to protect. I considered the value of “portable 

culture” to both archaeologists and collectors (Layton and Wallace 2006:62). Finally, to 

understand the tangible and intangible reasons people care about heritage, I used the 

Burra Charter’s (2013) system for assessing levels cultural significance of a place as a 

starting point to create nine values for accessing heritage. While there can be infinite 

values applied to heritage, my research indicated that these are the nine major reasons 

why professionals, collectors, communities, and the state are interested in heritage. My 

study compares Thomas’s values against others who use and are interested in heritage.  

To answer the second suite of questions concerning “looting” and “looters”, I 

sought to understand these terms by reviewing how they are currently defined. The case 

study of Thomas and Fort Apache provides an opportunity to investigate the diverse 

reasons people use heritage outside of state-sanctioned models. I examined other 

examples of why people remove archaeological material from outside of permitted 
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investigations. This information contributes to my definition of community-based 

collecting. 

Lastly, to answer questions regarding transformation processes, I primarily relied 

upon field data I collected with my team of volunteers. I based my understandings of the 

physical setting of Fort Apache, and the site’s ability to present surface artifacts, on the 

basis of Fanning and Holdaway’s (2004:269) assertion that semi-arid, heavily eroded 

landscapes encourage surface artifact visibility. I also relied upon Schiffer’s (1976, 1987) 

principles of transformation processes. I overlaid my field observations with two walking 

surveys of the site with Thomas, where he directed me to areas he had collected from, 

and how the site used to look based upon his own recollections. My interview with a 

current staff member at the site further informed my understanding of the recent past at 

Fort Apache, as compared to what I observed during my field program. 

1.5. Motivations and my role as a researcher 

One of the major challenges of my investigation of cultural heritage management 

at a former colonial site is placing this discussion within an objective framework; this 

topic is inherently rife with tension. Relying on one non-Apache collector is problematic, 

as I discuss later in this dissertation. My reliance upon Thomas’s history and experience 

as collector, however, is justified by my overarching desire to allow all interview 

participants of this study to self-represent. One of this study’s strengths is the careful 

and conscientious representation of unique study participants at an individual site. In this 

way, my research builds upon standpoint theory. Julie Hollowell says this theory “refers 

to the demands for accounts of history and social movement from the standpoint of the 

proletariat…a people’s history” (2004:9). I do not intend to “privilege or promote any 

particular silenced perspective”—in this case, the perspective of a “looter”—but instead, 

again in the words of Hollowell (2004:10), to “generat[e] not a full account, but a fuller 

one”.  

Thomas is designated as a “looter” because of his prolonged, consistent, 

unethical, and illegal removal of artifacts from Fort Apache (as defined by ARPA 1979 

Section 6; RPA 1998 Section 1.1). This term, however, does not capture all the reasons 
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why people collect artifacts without permission. In academia, scholars are examining the 

power relationships within archaeological models that place archaeologists in the place 

of control. This challenges how archaeology has been generally undertaken, and 

enables greater meanings to be applied to sites and artifacts, including Thomas’s 

personal and cultural association with Fort Apache. In addition, deconstructing models 

that place archaeologists in the centre challenge binary views of colonialism and colonial 

sites. This perspective adds a third voice—that of a stakeholder who identifies with the 

site, but is neither a “colonizer” nor “colonized” and is instead a product of the colonial 

institution as a whole. Working across these distinctions is happening already through 

archaeologist/collector collaborations. Collaborating with Thomas could present an 

opportunity to bring removed artifacts back to Fort Apache, and enable examination of 

the meanings applied to cultural materials by collectors.  

I did not set out to analyze the legitimacy or ethics involved with 

archaeologist/collector collaborations. This became a topic as my research and 

relationship with Thomas developed. My role as an archaeologist and researcher in both 

this study and my professional career requires that I regularly collaborate with other 

stakeholders: Indigenous groups, community members, academics, industry 

professionals, and public and private organizations. None of these partnerships, 

however, have challenged my personal and professional ethics to the extent that this 

study did. Thomas presents a paradoxical case: on one hand, he accessed 

archaeological material without permission, stole it from tribal lands, and made it 

inaccessible to other community members for whom it held value. On the other hand, he 

developed a collection protocol that parallels the strategies I apply to field programs and 

has preserved material that would likely be otherwise lost. He provides a counter-

example to collectors that participate in the antiquities market (as discussed in Brodie 

and Renfrew 2005, Robbins 2006, Renfrew 2000) by not selling the items he collects, 

and by researching and publishing his material, in a fashion. These facts place him at 

the opposite end of Pitblado’s (2014:387) “looting spectrum”, away from the financially 

driven collectors who are responsible for buoying limited local economies (e.g., Atwood 

2006, Hollowell 2004) and funding larger scale political programs (Pringle 2014:n.p.). 

The dimensions of Pitblado’s spectrum include casual collectors (such as an individual 

who keeps an arrowhead as a souvenir of a trip) at one end, and looters (such as an 
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individual bulldozing an archaeological site to gather pottery for resale) at the other 

(2014:387). She also notes that professional archaeologists “fell, or once fell” along this 

spectrum as well, perhaps early in their careers as artifact collectors, or through violation 

of antiquities laws (Pitblado 2014:387).  

Personally, I primarily identify, both professionally and academically, with what 

Randy McGuire once described to me as a “dirt archaeologist” (in reference to himself; 

pers. comm., Oct 31, 2010). My first decade as an archaeologist was largely spent as a 

fieldworker, excavating sites in North America, Central America, and the Middle East. 

This classification does not diminish my contributions to theoretical discussions on 

anthropology or archaeology. In British Columbia, where I live and practice archaeology, 

impact assessments are required prior to any development with potential to damage 

archaeological material. This type of archaeology is often salvage-based, in that impact 

assessments that find material recover it before the remainder of the site is destroyed. I 

discovered parallels with my professional work while surveying the Fort Apache 

landscape and observing the evidence of Thomas’s activities. 

Fort Apache presents a unique case of apparently disparate institutions and 

materials: it is a National Historic Landmark with great meaning to Native American and 

colonial American history, while remaining federally funded but locally managed. The 

site is undergoing accumulation as well as degrading events: it is still being used and is 

gathering more cultural artifacts every day, just as the natural landscape degrades. My 

research remains rooted in the physical, and maintains Fort Apache as the physical and 

thematic nucleus of this study. This study contributes to the literature of the Fort Apache 

site and, by extension, the WMAT from a non-Apache perspective (as noted by Laluk 

2006; Welch 1997, 2000, 2008). In spite of that outsider viewpoint, I hope that my focus 

on Fort Apache and Thomas provides a previously unexamined evaluation that is useful 

to the WMAT in meeting their goals for the site and telling of their history. As Keith 

Basso and Eva Watt note in their recounting of the Watt family history, Apache (and 

other Native American people’s) “personal and social identities are summarily swept 

aside” (Watt 2004:xv–xvi). Though this study is not focused on the day-to-day telling of 

Apache history, as Watt’s history is, it does aim to include some “Apache [and non-
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Apache] tracks” that are missing from the current story of Fort Apache (quote adapted 

from Watt 2004:xvi) and other outsiders’ accounts. 

1.6. A note on terms 

 I use several interrelated-yet-distinct terms. “Heritage” itself is a broad topic, and 

one that has often been used to “mean archaeological heritage such as sites, buildings, 

landscapes, artifacts and so forth” (Holtorf 2010:43). This restrictive definition is 

changing, however, to include less tangible aspects of identity and community interests. 

I define the term heritage after Siobhan Hart’s (2009:1; after Carman 2005; Graham et 

al. 2000; Smith 2006) broad reference to heritage as meaning “that which is identified as 

valuable and significant about the past to meet the needs of the contemporary people”. 

With reference to “archaeology”, then, the definition is the “physical and social 

intervention that shapes, and is shaped by, heritage values. It is a tool for producing 

material heritage and provides a means of accessing media…through which people 

remember, organize, think about experience, and otherwise deploy the past” (Hart 

2009:1). Combining these two definitions provides a nested definition, whereby 

archaeology and the physical are encapsulated within heritage, though heritage is not 

limited to archaeology. This specification is important to this study, as it frames 

archaeology as a tool by which aspects of meaning within heritage may be understood, 

while acknowledging that there are other ways of knowing heritage outside of 

archaeology. 

“Conservation”, or more specifically, “heritage conservation” refers to 

preservation of the tangible fabric of a site. As William Lipe wrote in 1973, the 

“conservation model” focuses on heritage resource conservation as the primary goal, 

and salvage archaeology only as a last resort (1973:214). When he wrote this paper, 

cultural resource management was developing in the United States, and many sites 

were being removed to make way for development. His model proposed an alternative, 

which relied upon a shared responsibility to the resource base, and to “ensure that this 

resource base lasts as long as possible” (Lipe 1973:214). He felt that this goal could be 

reached through public education, archaeologists’ involvement in planning and advisory 

bodies, and establishment of archaeological preservation areas. I borrow from Lipe’s 
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definition of conservation, and consider the wider implications of a conservation ethic. 

This perspective focuses on preserving archaeology for the discipline and 

archaeologists’ sake, as well as for other people that may have an interest in both the 

tangible and intangible fabric of a place or object. 

“Heritage management” refers to all who attempt to access and control heritage 

material. Though intangible heritage may also be managed, in this study I focus on the 

physical aspects of heritage; I recognize (as noted in Chapter 2) that this focus on the 

physical aspect is potentially problematic. This definition of heritage management is 

different than the commonly understood definition of “heritage managers”, which may 

refer to archaeologists, historians, museum professionals, and others designated by 

laws and legislation as permitted to control and valuate heritage material on behalf of the 

public (Okamura 2010:58). This definition acknowledges that individuals and community 

groups, acting upon the values they ascribe to heritage, will seek to “manage” heritage in 

their own ways. A primary focus is to highlight the problems with these designated 

heritage managers having preferred access to archaeological material in particular. 

Naturally, clarifying one term introduces additional terms that require sharpening. 

In heritage discussions, “stakeholders” may refer to “archaeologists, collectors (whether 

tourists, high-end or museums), dealers, government employees, and museums 

professionals” (Kersel 2009:179), as well as the general public. More specifically, and in 

this study, the term builds upon Chilton and Hart (2009:92) and refers to those who have 

a self-professed interest in interpretations of the past and stewardship in the present. 

This term does not assume that tribal members consider themselves stakeholders, and 

tribal members are not referred to as stakeholders in the general sense in this study. 

The classification of “looter” is contentious, as my research intends to highlight. 

Usually, this term refers to those who engage in the “illicit, unrecorded, and unpublished 

excavation of ancient sites to provide antiquities for commercial profit” (Renfrew 

2000:15), and may include excavation without proper permits (Hollowell-Zimmer 

2003:45). I acknowledge that some “looters” collect artifacts in order to sell them on the 

black market. However, I define the term more broadly to include those who access 

archaeological materials without permission, but do not necessarily intend to sell the 
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materials. I enclose this term in quotation marks to recognize that it is often applied, 

derogatorily and without recognition of why and how people are compelled to collect 

cultural material from archaeological sites (Brodie and Doole 2001:1; Brodie and 

Renfrew 2005:344; Lynott 2004:19; Renfrew 2000:10) (but see Atwood 2006; Brodie and 

Gill 2003; Chase et al. 2006; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004; Hollowell 2004; Matsuda 

1998; Pitblado 2014). Within my research, this term is used in order to provide continuity 

with current and past discussions of looting, while aiming to provide a more nuanced 

understanding of the unique individuals and motivations behind community-based 

artifact collecting. Often, the terms “looter”, “pothunter”, “gravedigger”, or “grave robber” 

are used synonymously with “collector”, as all refer to individuals who are not 

archaeologists, yet access and consume cultural materials (e.g., Brodie and Renfrew 

2005; Kersel 2007, Van Velzen 1996). These terms, however, do have subtly different 

connotations with regards to not only the materials that people dig illicitly (such as 

graves or pots), but also the influence these acts can have on local communities. More 

generally, I prefer the use of “collector” or “illicit collector”, where the (il)legality of 

collecting without a permit is at issue. Though collecting may refer to an accepted 

practice of “antiquarianism” or “pot hunting”, at a basic level this act is no different than 

looting with regards to the effect it has on the community the items are taken from and 

the conservation of artifacts. Both activities remove materials without care for 

provenance, often for individual financial gain.  

As this study is situated in the US, I have used the term “Native American”. When 

I am referencing people of indigenous origin more generally, and not specifically to the 

US, I used the term Indigenous, or Indigenous peoples. The term “descendant” or 

“descendant community” is a general term in this study and does not necessarily refer to 

Native American descendants; this term’s reference to ancestry is specific in the text. In 

general, it is used to refer to any living community related to a group of people 

connected to the archaeological history of a site. Mostly, this term is used in reference to 

how descendant communities manage archaeological materials of their ancestors. As 

noted in the beginning of this chapter, the WMAT is the beneficial owner of Fort Apache, 

as well as the larger Fort Apache Indian Reservation. 
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I have tried to avoid using the term “community” to define something that is 

simply the “right thing to do” (Smith and Waterton 2009:13). Many studies describe 

themselves as being “community-based” or “community-driven” without being based in 

or driven by the (often Indigenous) community. Instead, I use this term to refer to a group 

with which individuals associate themselves culturally, historically, politically, or 

proximally. Participants in this study self-identify as community members (Smith and 

Waterton 2009:18). For example, Thomas identifies as a community member associated 

with the federal employee enclave within the town of Whiteriver, located near Fort 

Apache and where he lived while employed by the BIA. He is not Apache, and is not an 

Apache community member, but he associates himself to an Apache community. I use 

this term without prejudice to ethnic, cultural, or proximal associations; those 

relationships are noted when important to the discussion. 

1.7. Organization of the dissertation 

In this opening chapter, I have introduced the research problem, the research 

objectives and questions, Fort Apache and Thomas as the focus of this study, and my 

personal motivations and role. In Chapter 2, I present an overview of the development of 

legislated heritage management in the US. I discuss the development of “heritage 

studies” and how it has changed alongside political and social movements. I look at 

local-level heritage management, including Tribal programs generally, and the WMAT 

Heritage Code (draft versions of Chapters 1, 2, and 3 provided to me by the WMAT 

Historic Preservation Officer, Mark Altaha) and heritage plan specifically (WMAT 2016). I 

consider the ways in which heritage managers have become more inclusive and self-

reflexive. I examine current understandings of “looting” and “looters”, and ask, “Why do 

people ‘loot’?” In response to the common contention that all illicit collection is 

destructive, I consider Schiffer’s (1976) formation processes in play at archaeological 

sites, and place both licit and illicit collecting within this framework. I build upon Schiffer’s 

work, and present the concept of collection signatures left behind from collecting 

episodes. 

I describe the context of my field and interview programs in Chapter 3. I present 

a summary history of Fort Apache, providing the social context of the period in which 
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Thomas collected from the site, and a summary of WMAT administrative history with 

regards to management and control of Fort Apache. I also provide a brief comparative 

case study I undertook at Fort Grant – Safford Prison, a military fort-turned-prison also 

located in Arizona. I provide an overview of the present and future of Fort Apache, and 

describe how current physical and social realities have transformed and continue to 

affect the site. In the second half of the chapter, I analyze Thomas’s personal and family 

history, before and during his time at Fort Apache, and discuss his association with the 

site. 

My research program methods are described in Chapter 4. I have separated the 

field and interview programs in this chapter, beginning with the field program and ending 

with the interview program. For each, I describe my approach, data collection, and data 

analysis. The field methods I used at Fort Grant are nested within my discussion of 

methods used at Fort Apache. I discuss the efficacy of my methods in addressing my 

research questions, and the limitations of the research program. My interview guides, 

informed consent forms, ethics approval, and interview props are discussed in Chapter 4 

and are included in appendices to this study. 

In Chapters 5 and 6, I present the results of my field and interview programs, 

respectively. For the field data in Chapter 5, I divide the data according to features, 

dense assemblages of artifacts, areas at Fort Apache with past and present 

archaeological potential, and areas from which Thomas collected. In Chapter 6, I divide 

the interview data according to topic: archaeology, collectors, and transformation at Fort 

Apache; values applied to heritage at Fort Apache; concerns for heritage at Fort Apache; 

and discussions of top-down and bottom-up management strategies, and illicit collecting. 

In the last two chapters of this study, I present my discussion and conclusion. 

Chapter 7 overlays my research questions on my field and interview program results, 

and is informed by the literature review and examples presented in Chapter 2. I sort my 

discussion according to the topics organizing my research questions: heritage values, 

“looting” and “looters”, and transformation processes. Within the heritage values 

subsection, I compare Thomas’s values against those of the state, professional 

archaeologists, and community. Within the “looting” at Fort Apache subsection, I provide 
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a discussion of why Thomas collected as he did. Within the transformation processes 

subsection, the Burra Charter Process aids in framing my analysis of how personal 

values translate to developing a collection strategy, and ultimately to collecting in 

accordance with that strategy. In Chapter 8, I conclude this study and revisit how 

collected material is valued. I consider the “theoretical, methodological, and ethical 

foundations of the broader discipline” (Klassen 2013:23), by revisiting the topics of 

collecting as personal practice and best practices for representing community values 

within heritage management. I also use the data gathered in this study to draw some 

conclusions regarding characterizations of “collected landscapes” and suggest avenues 

for future research at Fort Apache and similar sites. I discuss some challenges faced 

during this study, and present the collector’s process as an analytical tool by which we 

may better understand the meaning and means by which collectors collect. I end this 

dissertation with some final thoughts on my position within this study, and the value in 

diversifying the methods and collaborations within archaeology. 



 

30 

Chapter 2. Heritage values, “looting”, and 
transformation processes 

In the first chapter, I set out three goals: to understand how people and 

organizations value heritage and how those values determine heritage management 

strategies, to examine current concepts and understandings of illicit collecting, and to 

assess the physical impact of a collector’s values on an archaeological site. These goals 

are connected to one another in that they exhibit the relationship between human 

interests, behaviours, and state-based systems. As well, they exhibit how current 

academic perspectives are reflecting changes in the socio-economic, cultural, political 

and economic setting within which these values exist.  

In this chapter, I examine these three goals closely and critically. First, I provide 

an overview of state-based heritage management strategies in the US, as well as their 

historical development, from the Antiquities Act in 1906 to the application of the 

Archaeological Resource Protection Act since 1979. I include the amendments to these 

strategies, which reflect changing values and management priorities. I consider the 

professionalization of archaeologists within these systems, and responses in the form of 

community-based value systems. I then summarize and critique concepts and 

understandings of illicit collecting, including emerging concepts of why people collect. I 

also consider how researchers are challenging historical models for access to 

archaeological material under the broad and recent development of heritage studies—

defined as “activities related to mobilizing the past in the present” (Hart 2009:68). Finally, 

using Michael Schiffer’s work (e.g., 1976, 1983, 1985), I reflect upon the more tangible 

outcomes of illicit collecting, including how the physical act of collecting impacts 

archaeological landscapes. I also place unpermitted collecting alongside other cultural 

transformation processes, including archaeological excavation, and reflect upon this 

process’ signature. 
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2.1. Values and heritage management systems 

This section provides the background for understanding values as applied to 

heritage in the US, at the federal, professional, and community levels. In this chapter, I 

provide a general understanding of this broad topic by describing the values inherent in 

each of these areas. My study’s background research examines federal heritage 

legislation, professional codes of conduct for archaeologists, and community application 

of federal legislation to recognize local heritage goals. 

Discussing cultural resource management from the perspective of “values” is 

growing, particularly among archaeologists (Clark 2010:89). In examining the formal and 

informal frameworks regarding why, and by whom, heritage is managed, the question of 

“whose values do we preserve?” emerges. Formal heritage management frameworks, 

including state-based legislation, determine how archaeologists act on behalf of the 

public to manage consensus interests (Smith and Waterton 2009:77). Therefore, 

heritage management frameworks that exist outside of state-based systems provide 

opportunities to examine interests perhaps not held at the general public level. These 

frameworks also provide opportunities to explore which segments of the population 

these very frameworks are not serving. This section examines state-based value 

systems, and community-level responses and adaptations to them. 

I critique heritage legislation in order to gain an understanding of how state-

based frameworks apply value to different heritage objects and sites. I have reviewed 

legislation in order to show how the values that these laws uphold are rooted historically. 

In order to gain a general understanding of how professional ethics (as described in the 

RPA Code of Conduct [1998] and SAA Principles of Ethics [1996]) are applied by 

archaeologists to heritage (without interviewing all professional archaeologists), I begin 

with an overview of the historical focus on scientific frameworks and context. In the 

absence of one code of conduct, these values set the stage for values applied to 

heritage by archaeologists for the better part of the twentieth century. Then, I rely upon a 

discussion of the Society for American Archaeology (SAA) Principles of Archaeological 

Ethics, as well as a discussion of the Register of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) 

Codes and Standards for understanding archaeologists’ codified values and best 
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practices (RPA 1998; SAA 1996). Both the SAA and the RPA have diverse 

memberships, including academic, student, professional, and government 

archaeologists. The RPA code focuses on responsibilities to the public, colleagues, 

clients, and employers, as well as standards of research, recording, and dissemination 

of data (RPA 1998). The SAA principles highlight stewardship, accountability, 

commercialization, public education and outreach, intellectual property, public reporting 

and publication, records and preservation, training and resources, and safe 

environments as primary ethical concerns (SAA 1996). I am a professional member of 

both organizations and some of the ethical challenges I discuss later in this dissertation 

are influenced by ethical principles of both the RPA and SAA.  

The third component of my overview of heritage values concerns those of the 

community and individual level. In laying the groundwork for my later discussion of 

community adaptations to state-based heritage management, I have included some 

examples of communities working within top-down systems to recognize local-level 

values. I have also considered the values of “non-expert heritage uses” (after Hart and 

Chilton 2015:329). 

Federal legislation governing management of and access to cultural heritage in 

the US is rooted in values systems of the nineteenth century. Initially, the prime function 

of legislation was to control how archaeology was accessed and interpreted, promote 

federal mandates such as nationalism, and prohibit excavations without permits. All 

other values were discounted. The role of archaeologists became legitimized in this 

system, as they were the only ones legally able to excavate and remove artifacts. In 

time, archaeologists became concerned with stratigraphic analysis, and transferred their 

focus from creating cultural chronologies to collecting data relative to an artifact’s 

provenience (Krieger 2014a:924). Termed “top-down” approaches by Welch et al. 

(2009:149), statutes, regulations, and policies adopted at the federal level reflect the 

concerns and values of lawmakers acting on behalf of the public, often focussing on 

historic and scientific values. Though top-down approaches remain in place, 

perspectives regarding these larger social issues are changing. 
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In the 1970s, and with the American Indian Movement, demands for recognition 

of tribal interests, cultural recognition, and self-determination resulted in new legislation 

and amendments to existing legislation (Deloria 2003:1–20). Heritage concerns of Native 

Americans were part of a larger international discussion regarding Indigenous 

sovereignties, and the need to “[wrest] Indian resources and development 

directions…away from the non-Indian bureaucracies and [relocate them] among the 

Indian peoples and communities” (Mohawk 1991:495–496). This discourse protested the 

“unfair domination by the United States” over Native Americans (Mohawk 1991:495), of 

which heritage ownership and management were key concerns. Establishment of the 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) in 1990, and 

changes to the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) in 1988 and the 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) in 1992, are evidence of changing social 

perspectives and early attempts at dovetailing tribal and state management in heritage 

protection (Davis 2010:190). A growing sense of cultural plurality within the US from the 

1990s onward is reflected in the adoption of new laws and emphasis on consultation 

with communities (Meskell 2002b:558). The development of legislated heritage 

management in both theory and practice is ongoing, and reflects changing values at the 

community and national levels.  

2.1.1. State-based heritage management strategies 

Legislation that was passed in 1906 provided the legal framework for 

archaeological practices throughout the twentieth and into the twenty-first (Davis 

2010:188–189; McGimsey and Davis 1984:118; McLaughlin 1998:346). Adopted at the 

federal and state levels, statutes and policies initially prioritized heritage as a public 

resource over local socio-economic realities and needs, safeguarded for the “public 

good” (Soderland 2010:134). The Antiquities Act3 responded to the uncontrolled 

destruction of sites and features for artifact collection by advocating protection of sites 

from vandalism and “excavating them in a scientific manner” (Davis 2002:235; Lynott 

2004:19). It provided the framework to control the archaeological record for all citizens 

and the good of a national image (McLaughlin 1998:346–347). In 1896 the Supreme 
 
3 U.S. Code 431–33. 
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Court had ruled that historic sites (of national significance) could be preserved for the 

public (Tsosie 1997:71). The establishment of this Act in 1906 is generally accepted as 

the beginning of formal, federal protection of US history (Davis 2010:188). However, 

there are those who put the date earlier, with the federal protection and conversion of 

the Custis-Lee Mansion and grounds into a national monument in 1864 (placed on the 

National Register of Historic Places in 1966; McGimsey and Davis 1984:116).  

The Act was applied to natural, cultural, and scientific features and artifacts 

(including skeletal remains of Native Americans)4 on public (federally owned) lands, 

including Indian reservations held in trust for tribes by the Department of the Interior, and 

the objects on and within them (Tsosie 1997:68). Archaeological sites and artifacts 

within the bounds of privately owned lands were not protected under this Act. Though 

reservations fell within federal jurisdiction, no mention of the laws, customs, or beliefs of 

the people living within these areas was acknowledged or included (McLaughlin 

1998:349; Tsosie 1997:68). As far as the Act was concerned, Indigenous people existed 

only in the past and only within the context of cultural essentialism—as the static and 

unchanging archetypical Native American (Wilk 1998:369; Zimmerman 2006:171).  

The Antiquities Act reflected two realities of the time: the US was trying to 

legitimize its identity as a nation, and illicit collecting activities for financial gain were 

increasing. The relationship between economics and collecting is seen in an increase in 

illicit collecting after 1893 and the shift to the gold standard in 1893, as well as 

resurgence in illicit collecting during the 1930s and the Great Depression (Davis 

2002:236). The US was also creating a national repository: the establishment of the 

Smithsonian Institution in 1846—charged by its founder as an “establishment for the 

increase and diffusion of knowledge among men” (Smithson 1826)—required material 

for its collection. As the Smithsonian assumed authority for issuing permits to access 

and excavate archaeological sites, this agenda could be easily adhered to. Moreover, it 

ensured compliance in accessing, removing, interpreting, and displaying archaeological 

material. The result, however, was a state-sanctioned accumulation of native cultural 

material for museums and personal collections. Additionally, funding for national 

 
4 16 U.S. Code 431–433 (Section 2). 
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repositories relied heavily on outside funding (Stocking 1992:180). Prior to the 

Antiquities Act, government funds for repositories had occasionally been provided, such 

as in 1879 when John Wesley Powell convinced Congress that anthropology as a 

discipline could be useful in moving Native Americans onto reservation lands (Hinsley 

1981:140). Anthropologists who were not independently wealthy gained funding through 

museums and museum benefactors (Cole 1985:146; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2009:66–

68; Lynott 2004; McLaughlin 1998:348; Stocking 1992:180; Wade 1985:170,175). 

Museums added to their collections by commissioning collection of specific pieces: the 

“Museum Era” (Stocking 1992:178).  

The Antiquities Act was also the first legislation that attempted to restrict 

unauthorized movement of archaeological materials—what we today refer to as illicit 

collecting, though stigmatizing this practice was new at the turn of the twentieth century. 

This control was accomplished in two ways: through the permitting system, and by 

restricting the relocation of “gather[ed] objects of antiquity…to institutions which may 

deem properly qualified…That examinations, excavations, and gatherings are 

undertaken for the benefit of reputable museums, universities, colleges, or other 

recognized scientific or educational institutions” (Antiquities Act 1906 [Section 3]). In this 

way, the Antiquities Act enabled museums and universities to commission “gatherings” 

of material, while concurrently limiting their movement to specific institutions within the 

US. 

A subsection of the Antiquities Act enabled the US president to create national 

historic monuments. The National Park Service (NPS) was established in 1916 by the 

Department of the Interior, the federal government body responsible for the 

management and conservation of most federal land and natural resources, and 

administration of programs related to Native Americans (USDI 2016). The mandate of 

the NPS was to regulate and manage public space, including national monuments, and 

was the first state entity to do so (Davis 2010:188; Vincent 2016:10). By 1935, the 

Historic Sites Act (HSA) was enacted by the Secretary of the Interior, under the NPS.5 

The HSA was significant as it, for the first time in the US, asserted that preservation of 

 
5 16 U.S. Code sec. 461-467 (Sec. 462) 
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historic sites, buildings, and objects of national significance for public use was a national 

policy (HSA 1935 [49 Stat. 666:16 U.S. Code sections 461–467]). The NPS remains the 

federal body responsible for maintaining heritage sites of national historic significance in 

the present day, and for interpreting and implementing laws regarding heritage 

resources. 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), passed in 1966, was intended to 

preserve historical and archaeological sites. The NHPA is notable for creating the 

National Register of Historic Places and National Historic Landmarks (both of which Fort 

Apache is on), and the State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO). Hester Davis 

(2010:189) notes that the NHPA and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 

1969) “provide the foundation for our present approach to historic preservation”.  

The Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA)6 of 1979 modernized most 

of the Antiquities Act, but according to Tsosie (1997:68), is not considered a major 

change in terms of the values and interests it purports to protect. Like the Antiquities Act, 

ARPA pertains to 100-year-old (or older) sites and materials on public and Indian lands, 

and uses permits to control excavation of archaeological sites. Unlike the Antiquities Act, 

ARPA provides a more comprehensive list of prohibited activities, as well as stricter fines 

and incarceration penalties (Davis 2002:237; McManamon 2000a:n.p.). Under ARPA, 

damage and defacing of archaeological sites, as well as unpermitted excavation 

removal, selling, purchasing, and other trafficking (in the US or abroad) are also 

prohibited (McManamon 2000a:n.p.). Archaeological materials are defined as “pottery, 

basketry, bottles, weapons, weapon projectiles, tools, structures or portions of 

structures, pit houses, rock paintings, rock carvings, intaglios, graves, human skeletal 

materials, or any portion or piece of any of the foregoing items… No item shall be 

treated as an archaeological resource under regulations under this paragraph unless 

such an item is at least 100 years of age” (ARPA 1979 Section 3 [I]). Unlike the 

Antiquities Act, which also protects scientific and historic objects, ARPA is limited to 

archaeological resources and sites (Hartman 2011:172). 

 
6 Public Law 96-95. 
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In the absence of a specific tribal law for management of cultural property, ARPA 

also extends to reservation land. However, ARPA does not extend to privately owned 

lands; within the US, landowners still own any material that is found on their property. 

According to Hollowell (2004:59–60), this distinction presents two major problems. First, 

ARPA is difficult to enforce, as artifacts excavated without a permit must be conclusively 

traced to public lands before prosecution. Second, private property owners can grant 

permission for others to come onto their property and excavate materials, whether for 

personal or trafficking purposes. The US is unique amongst most other nations, as it is 

legal to remove artifacts from private property and it is legal (for either property owners 

or anyone they give the items to) to sell these items (Hollowell 2004:60). 

As noted above, ARPA extends to “archaeological materials” on Indian 

reservations when the respective tribe has not established cultural heritage laws of its 

own (ARPA Section 4 [g][I]). Depending on the specific tribal law, members may need 

tribe-issued permits for “excavation or removal of archaeological resources on Indian 

lands” (ARPA Section 4 [g]). Interestingly, ARPA does not protect against the removal of 

“arrowheads located on the surface of the ground” (ARPA Section 6 [g]). This caveat 

reveals a remarkable distinction from the Antiquities Act, in that under ARPA, collectors 

cannot be prosecuted for collecting surface projectiles, as long as they are not for the 

purpose of trafficking. Collecting surface arrowheads and other artifacts from federal and 

Indian lands is still illegal, however, under Federal Regulations (8365.1-5[a][1]) and the 

Antiquities Act, as well as the US Criminal Code (Title 18). In addition, ARPA does not 

extend to materials collected and removed from reservation lands prior to 1979, when it 

was established.  

Amendments made to ARPA in 1988 include provisions for “increasing public 

awareness of the significance of the archaeological resources located on public lands 

and Indian lands and the need to protect such resources” (ARPA Section 10 [c]) and 

consultation with Indian tribes (ARPA Section 10 [a]). In addition, major federal 

departments, including Interior and Agriculture, are required to schedule surveys for 

archaeological material within their land jurisdictions (ARPA Section 14 [16 U.S. Code 

470mm]), though this mandate is seldom funded or exercised (John Welch, pers. 

comm., Feb. 2013). Despite these amendments made in 1988, however, critics still feel 
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ARPA is problematic. Jeffrey Bendremer and Elaine Thomas (2008:51) note that 

Indigenous interests are still not well represented by the “new” ARPA. Ellen Herscher 

(1999:118) points out that ARPA remains rooted in principles of private ownership. 

Others point out that the problem with ARPA is that it exists for a public that still requires 

education on the illegality of and loss inherent within illicit collecting (Messenger 

1999:235; SAA 1988:5) and therefore does not provide strong discouragement for 

removal of archaeological material (cf. McManamon 2000a:n.p.). 

The NPS continues to play a role in more recent approaches and consultation 

methods with Native Americans. According to Alexa Roberts, NPS employee and former 

Navajo Nation staff member, the NHPA amendments clarified the applicability of places 

significant in American Indian history in the National Register of Historic Places 

(1997:228). The NPS also brought tribal consultation into the provisions of the NHPA, 

began making historic preservation grants available to tribes, and supported the 

passage of the Native American Graves and Repatriation Act (Roberts 1997:228). The 

NHPA is not perfect, and, despite attempts at reorganization and decentralization of 

administration, ongoing consultation can be problematic for tribes, as they have to deal 

with many separate federal agencies, not all of which implement policies the same way 

(Roberts 1997:228,232). 

As a collaborative initiative between federal lawmakers and Native American 

tribes, NAGPRA has been a success; implementation is the challenge, and 

archaeologists are front and centre in efforts to make the law work (John Welch, pers. 

comm., Feb. 2013). Though consultation with Native Americans was ongoing during 

development, the interpretation and enforcement of this law still comes from outside 

Indigenous communities and rests with federal agencies, museums, anthropologists, 

and archaeologists (McLaughlin 1998:344). While requests for repatriation must 

originate from tribal governments or direct descendants, tribal claims are interpreted in 

non-Native contexts (McLaughlin 1998:344). NAGPRA has opened the door for 

consultation and communication between lawmakers, tribal governments, 

archaeologists, museologists, and other stakeholders. Even this basic movement—and 

the associated recognition of tribal sovereignty—is a significant leap forward, and is 

encouraging greater dialogue. Intentionally or not, NAGPRA can be credited with 
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increasing recognition of plurality of US history and cultures, highlighting the 

ineffectiveness of external classifications and divisions of cultures, allowing oral histories 

to be used in support of archaeological data, and raising questions of which “publics” 

archaeology serves (McLaughlin 1998:363; Nicholas 2010:241; Roberts 1997:231). 

Federal recognition of Native American tribes within discussions of cultural 

resource management was not only happening with NAGPRA. By 1992, the NHPA was 

changed to enable federally recognized tribes to assume more formal responsibility for 

the preservation of historic properties located on tribal lands, and to give tribes the 

authority to assume State Historic Preservation Offices, in the form of Tribal Historic 

Preservation Officers (THPO) (Welch 1998:n.p.). NAGPRA, the 1992 amendments to 

the NHPA, and the 1988 changes to ARPA are the first instances of federal recognition 

of Native American tribes within discussions of cultural resource management (Davis 

2010:190).  

2.1.2. Ethics and the professionalization of archaeology in the 
United States 

Archaeology and the law remain inseparable (Soderland 2010:130). The 

institutional frameworks described above legitimize professional archaeology and 

provide the foundation for valuing cultural heritage. Now, in the twenty-first century, 

archaeologists are still in a privileged position of controlling access to and interpretation 

of cultural heritage, through ARPA (the Federal lands manager and professional 

archaeologists review all permit applications [NPS 2016:n.p.]). The laws governing 

control of archaeological material are, however, slowly being changed to reflect the 

interests of Native Americans (e.g., NHPA and ARPA amendments, as discussed 

above). 

 Laws pertaining to archaeology developed alongside the discipline itself in the 

US, and paced the professionalization of those permitted to engage with cultural 

materials (Soderland 2010:130–1). During George Stocking’s “Museum Era” (1992:178), 

which focused on the presentation of material culture without insights to the meaning of 

the item or items, the importance of context and stratigraphic analysis was introduced to 

archaeology (Krieger 2014a:924). This meant that archaeologists, legitimized through 
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their association with museums and their insight into scientific methods, devalued all 

artifacts that were not collected in this way.  

 Archaeological context is important, as it is the key principle that separates 

professional and amateur collectors, and create tensions between them. The 

establishment of the Antiquities Act, as noted earlier, was a response to increased 

collecting in the early to mid-twentieth century, as well as a commitment to scientific 

principles of excavation and context preservation. The successor to the Antiquities Act, 

ARPA in the 1970s, further focused on illicit collecting and widened the definition of what 

could not be collected illegally. On a global scale, museums and professional 

associations responded to the loss of scientific provenience and the “contextual 

information which is the central component of the world’s archaeological heritage” 

(Brodie and Renfrew 2005:349). The UNESCO Convention encouraged museums to 

examine their ethical obligations and question the acquisition of cultural materials 

without known provenance (Brodie and Renfrew 2005:350; UNESCO 1970). Adoption of 

such laws and ethics seek to limit the loss of information that can be learned from the 

complete archaeological record, of artifact and physical context together: origin, human 

behaviour, use and re-use, progression of technology, association between artifacts, 

evolution of style and culture, and so on. Disregard of this information by some amateur 

collectors contributes to the conflict between them and professional archaeologists, as it 

removes the opportunity to learn of the meaning and purpose behind archaeological 

materials. The focus on context impacted the way illicit collectors were viewed, and 

items collected without context in mind were thought to have little to no value, 

archaeologically speaking (Kersel 2011:526; Krieger 2014a:924). The value of these 

items to descendent and existing cultures was not considered in support of the 

“universal museum philosophy”, which regarded cultural material as the collective 

possession of all people (e.g., Abungu 2004; the British Museum 2004; O’Neill 2004). 

Since its inception, US heritage legislation has favoured scientific approaches in the 

name of research for humankind, and embedded settler state values that position 

archaeologists as experts (Fechner 1998:385; Hart and Chilton 2015:319; Lynott 

1997:590). Archaeologists were legitimized in their access and interpretation of heritage 

materials. Scientific approaches further distinguished archaeologists from others who 

interacted with these materials, determining that non-permitted excavations were without 
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provenience and therefore without value. Movement away from this bias began in the 

1970s as a consequence of increased social awareness, and created the discipline of 

“salvage archaeology” (McManamon 2000b:n.p.). 

 Those who collected artifacts outside of scientific frameworks were determined to 

be destructive to the archaeological record and the artifacts themselves (Brodie 

2010:262; Brodie and Doole 2001:1; Brodie and Renfrew 2005:344; Lynott 2004:19; 

Renfrew 2000:10). These artifacts were often sold on the antiquities market, giving 

precedence to the artifacts’ economic value over scientific value. Provenience, for an 

archaeologist, is crucial for understanding the human behaviour that placed the artifact 

where it is; without this information, many archaeologists feel that artifacts have little to 

no research value. Within the antiquities market, however, the value of the material the 

artifact is made from, and the rarity of the artifact itself, determined the economic value. 

In some cases, knowing context may increase not only the scientific value, but also 

indirectly increases the economic value (Virginia Butler, pers. comm., July 2017). In 

more cases, however, it is an archaeologist’s willingness to study a collector’s find that 

increases the market value of the artifact and encourages the collector to sell it for profit 

(Goebel 2015:29; Pitblado 2014:388). If context alone increases value, it is easy to 

create and falsify, thereby increasing the profit for particularly unscrupulous collectors 

(Goebel 2015:29). 

By barring the public from in situ archaeological materials, two persistent 

changes resulted: only certain materials (according to the terms of the Antiquities Act) 

were preserved, and the roles and training of archaeologists became so narrowly 

defined as to ensure that archaeologists would only be doing archaeology for, and with, 

other archaeologists (Wood and Powell 1993:406). Though the Antiquities Act, the 

related permitting system, and subsequent laws restricted the general public and 

descendant communities from removing artifacts, it granted professional archaeologists 

access once permits and tribal consent had been obtained. Archaeologists became 

gatekeepers to scientific archaeological inquiry in the first half of the twentieth century, to 

the exclusion of those interested in heritage because of cultural, personal, economic, or 

other interests. These changes meant that archaeologists were legally provided a 

position as stewards of cultural heritage, solely allowed to access and interpret 
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archaeological material (Zimmerman 1998:73). In addition, the state-mandated values in 

cultural heritage were given primacy above all other ways of “doing” and interpreting 

heritage. The public’s interest in archaeology and science was limited to museums and 

curious spectacles, designed to reinforce public perspectives and entertain (Merryman 

1998:22; Sackler 1998:133; Tsosie 1997:68; see also White 1998). 

Rejection of illicitly collected materials persists today, among some 

archaeologists, and among museums (as outlined in Principles 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 of the 

ICOM Code of Ethics for Museums). There is hope that, by refusing to work with 

collectors to identify unprovenienced artifacts, archaeologists will not be participating in 

an illegal market by adding to the valuation of an item (Brodie and Renfrew 2005:356–

357). This perspective remains dominant, though room is emerging for the priority of 

descendent communities’ rights to manage their own cultural heritage as they wish. In 

particular, access to cultural material for sale on the open market by Indigenous 

communities—in the absence of other means for engaging in a cash economy—is 

challenging historically held views of illicit collecting. As Neil Brodie (2010:262) 

concedes, “Any effort to stop such digging in order to maintain the integrity of 

archaeological sites can then be construed as valuing archaeological heritage over 

human life”. 

Outside of codified laws, professional member archaeologists also adhere to a 

code of professional ethics, “The Society for American Archaeology’s (SAA) Principles of 

Archaeological Ethics”. Ethics are codified guidelines for accepted practices of 

professional archaeologists for self-regulation, and may be seen as a “consensus as to 

how practitioners should behave in this time and place” (O’Keefe 1998:32–33, 35). 

Champe et al.’s “Four Statements for Archaeology” (1961) demonstrates how times 

have changed. The focus then was solely on material culture, methods, and publishing 

results for professional peers, not necessarily for the public or other stakeholders—it 

was archaeology for archaeologists. Evolving ethics represent a paradigm shift with 

regards to the “process by which human beings confer meaning upon material culture” 

(McLaughlin 1998:345). While some may consider ethics to be the “real rules for 

practice”, they are not necessarily enforceable programmes that can be used to legally 

protect heritage (Hogg et al. 2017:374).  
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The twentieth century has shown that ethics tend to change more quickly than 

legislation (Pitblado 2014:386; cf. Marks 1998:116). For example, in the 1960s and 

1970s Native Americans made public their concern for the destruction of Indigenous 

graves and the differential treatment between Indigenous and settler human remains 

(Brooks 1997:210–11; Davis 2010:195; Watkins 2000:44) – yet NAGPRA was not made 

law until more than two decades later. By the 1990s (around the same time as the 

development and implementation of NAGPRA), the “SAA’s Principles of Archaeological 

Ethics” were responding to the same pressures being felt on a legislative level (Lynott 

1997:590–93; Lynott and Wylie 1995). The first standing Ethics Committee was 

established, and amended the previous principles to include archaeologists’ 

accountability to “affected groups”, a commitment to education and outreach materials 

(specifically to Native Americans), and a need for public reporting (Lynott 1997:590–93; 

Zimmerman 1998:76). The committee also specified that stewardship of the 

archaeological record is fundamental and that archaeological sites and artifacts are 

public (not personal) heritage (Lynott 1997:594; Zimmerman 1998:76). The SAA 

principles also carry within them relics of the dominant thinking during the 1960s (as 

noted in Champ et al.’s “Four Statements for Archaeology”) and assumptions of 

privilege-to-access and control over sites and materials, however, as seen in the use of 

the term “stewardship” and assertion that heritage belongs to the public (Wylie 2004:8). 

The SAA Principles, however, reflect the discipline’s interest in diversifying how and for 

whom archaeology is done. Principle No 4, “Public Education and Outreach”, specifies 

“enlist[ing] public support for the stewardship of the archaeological record”, and “many 

publics exist for archaeology including students and teachers [and] Native Americans 

and other ethnic, religious, and cultural groups…” (SAA 1996:Principle No. 4). These 

Principles reflect archaeologists’ concerns with public accountability, inclusivity, and 

education.  

The Register of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) is responsible for the 

“establishment and acceptance of universal professional standards in archaeology” 

(RPA 1998:n.p.). The RPA is not an international organization, like the SAA, though it is 

recognized throughout North America. The RPA Code of Conduct mirrors the principles 

for ethical behaviour for archaeologists in that it includes provisions for responsibility to 

the public, descendant communities, and to report, as well as adhere to conservation-
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based practices. The RPA Code, however, has more specific guidelines than the SAA 

Principles with regards to illicit collection of archaeological materials. While the SAA 

discourages members to contribute to the commercialization of archaeological materials, 

the RPA Code adheres to the UNESCO Convention of the means of prohibiting and 

preventing the illicit import, export, and transfer of ownership of cultural property 

(UNESCO 1970). This reveals an international understanding of the potential 

implications and outcomes of illicit collecting, and how even small-scale, local illicitly 

collected materials can contribute to the worldwide antiquities market. 

Both laws and ethics need to be constantly altered and reinterpreted (Lowenthal 

1985:410). When accepted and enforced, ethics can eliminate the need to adhere to 

outdated laws (Greenawalt 1998:13). In 2014, Bonnie Pitblado examined the SAA 

Principles with a view to making room for archaeologist/collector collaborations. Her 

essay examined the SAA Principles of Archaeological Ethics, focusing particularly on 

their views on “stewardship” and “commercialization”, the two most often cited reasons 

for rejecting relationships with collectors (Pitblado 2014:385). She argues that Principle 

No. 1, “Stewardship”, offers an opportunity for a collector working alongside an 

archaeologist to (as specified in the Principle) “use our specialized knowledge to 

promote public understanding of archaeology and its preservation” (2014:388). With 

regards to Principle No. 3, “Commercialization”, Pitblado contends that archaeologist 

interactions with collectors very rarely enhance the financial value in illicitly collected 

materials (2014:389). The reasons for her support of archaeologists/collector 

collaborations are thus: “First, collectors can advance, and have advanced, archaeology 

by reaching out to archaeologists willing to reach back. Second, our own code of ethics 

suggests that responsibly engaging artifact collectors is not just ‘okay,’ it is its own 

ethical imperative” (2014:385).  

Other archaeologists are in favour of archaeologist/collector collaborations in 

certain circumstances. Recent studies by Hollowell (2004, 2006), Hart and Chilton 

(2009, 2015), and Kersel (2007, 2012) explore collaborations with collectors as a way of 

exploring the meanings vocational archaeologists and collectors project onto the 

material they collect. Other researchers, such as LaBelle (2003:115), are exploring this 

relationship as a means for archaeologists to produce public education programs that 
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specifically address the collecting community and the damage it does on sites. 

Increasingly, archaeologists are recognizing the culture surrounding illicit collecting, and 

the social, economic, and political role it plays in communities, such as the elite Etruscan 

tomb robbers discussed by Van Velzen (1996), the subsistence diggers (e.g., Atwood 

2006, Hollowell 2004, Matsuda 1998), and the “subculture” of gravedigging collectors 

(Early 1999:40). Recognition of the anthropological benefits in archaeological/collector 

collaborations, however, still acknowledges the irreversible damage on archaeological 

sites by illicit collections. 

The SAA Principles of Ethics recognize the importance of preserving 

archaeological material for the “benefit of all people” (SAA 1996:Principle No. 1). While 

archaeologist/collector collaborations can be useful if initiated proactively—that is, ahead 

of unpermitted excavations—they can be detrimental to the discipline and counter to the 

Principles if initiated too late. Principle No. 6, “Public Reporting and Publication”, and 

Principle No. 7, “Records and Preservation”, summarize the importance of publication 

and recording in situ archaeological records (SAA 1996:Principle No. 6, Principle No. 7). 

These ethics also exhibit the persistent difference between what professional 

archaeologists strive for and even the most diligent illicit collectors: lack of published 

data, and non-existent or incomplete recording of archaeological provenience. 

2.1.3. Community adaptations and non-expert heritage users 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, state-based heritage management systems 

exhibit distinctive values: universal heritage, scientific inquiry, and professionalization of 

archaeology. Critiques of these systems cite the lack of community voices and interests 

in top-down heritage management (e.g., Atalay 2006; Laluk 2017; Nicholas and 

Hollowell 2007). Communities may still care about the importance of heritage to the 

wider public, the knowledge gathered through systematic excavation, and the 

importance of a standard of practice and professionalism, but they may also be 

concerned with unique local- and individual-level issues. Accessing heritage, for some, 

can provide a means to improving socio-economic standing and creating employment 

opportunities (Atwood 2006:38; Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:46; Matsuda 1998:88; Welch et 

al. 2009:149). For others, it can provide access to issues of identity and place (Hart and 
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Chilton 2015:319). Communities sometimes use state-based frameworks, adapting them 

to their own interests (Ferguson et al. 1995a:n.p., 1995b:n.p.). In the perceived absence 

of support from governmental policies or institutions, they may create their own systems 

for accessing and controlling heritage materials, outside of legal frameworks (Early 

1999:44; LaBelle 2003:116). In this section, I explore two examples of how communities 

in the US are adapting state-based heritage frameworks to achieve local-level goals. 

Some programs representing local-level interests are being recognized and 

funded by top-down frameworks. In the US, and under amendments to the NHPA, 

federally recognized tribes became eligible to assume more formal responsibility for the 

preservation of historic properties located on tribal lands. Tribal Historic Preservation 

Officers (THPO) have the same functions and responsibilities as State Historic 

Preservation Officers (SHPO), and receive funding from the Historic Preservation Fund 

(created by the NHPA). The socioeconomic realities on reservations mean that concern 

for traditional lifeways, beliefs, and emerging cultural heritage interests must be 

balanced against opportunities for economic development (Hollowell 2004:422). Tribal 

Historic Preservation Officers are attempting to implement “distinctive programs” within a 

federal system dedicated to the implementation of “one size fits all” legislation (Welch et 

al. 2009:149). The extension of the US national historic preservation system to embrace 

THPO programs is evidence of changing perspectives and responses to local-level 

concerns, and diversifies the perspectives offered by federal management of cultural 

heritage. 

By incorporating traditional values and ideas of identity associated with specific 

places and natural resources within tribe-specific contexts, THPO programs are using 

creative policies. Despite adopting a legal framework from outside the tribe, variations 

such as “culture- and place-based definitions, priorities, and operative principles, and 

their innovative stewardship rules and organizations are often ignored beyond 

reservation boundaries” (Welch et al. 2009:149). Tribal Historic Preservation Officers 

have the opportunity to acknowledge overlap within areas of irreplaceable cultural and 

natural significance, based upon tribal practices and needs, ensuring that conservation 

programs—of resources and traditional practices—can be developed on a tribe-by-tribe 
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basis. A tribally based program, administered by the local THPO, ensures greater 

success in conservation practices (Hollowell 2004:422).  

Alongside the development of THPOs, and facilitated by “favourable shifts in 

laws, public opinion, and self-governance” (Welch 2000:67), tribes are also asserting 

sovereignty over their heritage through the development of tribal programs and policies. 

These developments include formal policies outlining tribal wishes for the management 

of their heritage, affirmation of what constitutes culturally important objects, places, and 

ideas, and control of interpretation and stewardship. This generalized approach does not 

necessarily address an individual tribe’s concerns and interests; tribes respond by 

asserting their control over, and responsibility to, a diverse notion of heritage that is 

meaningful to them.  

There are examples of Native Americans working to promote their unique 

concerns within a federal framework. The Hopi of northeastern Arizona have indicated a 

desire to work from within current legal parameters to effect change in how heritage is 

accessed and managed within their traditional territories. For example, the Hopi classify 

many of their sacred sites as “historic” rather than “sacred sites”, as the former category 

is afforded more protection (Ferguson et al. 1995a:n.p.; Ferguson et al. 1995b:n.p.). 

Similarly, the Hopi work within the criteria for sites’ eligibility for inclusion in the National 

Register of Historic Places by regarding all traditional cultural places as integral to the 

“broad patterns of Hopi history…lives of persons significant in [their] past…[and] have 

yielded or have the potential to yield information pertinent in prehistory and history” 

(Ferguson et al. 1995a:n.p.). The Hopi case exhibits the difficulties communities face as 

state-sanctioned control recedes and community control grows, but remains limited by 

the state values inherent within formalized management frameworks. 

Despite this commitment to work within legislation, the Hopi still have limited 

opportunities to pursue their traditional practices. For example, they are required to 

obtain permits from the Forest Service to collect natural materials required for ritual 

ceremonies and uses (Ferguson et al. 1995b:n.p.). Though not archaeological, this 

example shows the often-secondary position sacred and ritual spaces take in a Western 

legal framework. In this regard, current heritage legislation is not serving the Hopi. The 



 

48 

Hopi are working from the bottom-up to establish Hopi-specific solutions to protect their 

sacred sites and cultural interests, rather than enjoying protection and self-determination 

under top-down approaches (Ferguson et al. 1995b:n.p.). The Hopi provide one example 

of non-expert users of heritage adapting federal frameworks to their own interests and 

values. This case is important as it exhibits the difficulties Tribal communities, including 

the WMAT, face as state control recedes and community control grows, yet remains 

limited by state values due to state funding and management frameworks. 

WMAT has been committed to heritage conservation for many decades, and has 

worked closely with the Arizona State Parks, the Arizona Historic Perseveration Office, 

and the National Park Service to have Apache sites of cultural importance recognised 

and protected (Welch 2016:x). Apache history told by Apache people was being 

published in at least one local newspaper in the 1970s (Welch 2016:x). A successful bid 

to have Fort Apache added to the National Register of Historic Places was completed in 

1975, and a Cultural Center was established in the old barracks in 1976 as a successor 

to the original display and collection located in the old log cabin since 1969 (Welch 

2016:x). Since the 1990s, the White Mountain Apache of Arizona has developed a 

heritage program that is made up of several components. These are focuses on historic 

preservation, Apache cultural perpetuation, first-person interpretation of property history, 

and tourism-based economic development (Welch and Brauchli 2010:57). The heritage 

program seeks to protect WMAT interests in tangible (places and objects) and intangible 

(beliefs, traditions, and values) “heritage resources”: “cultural, historical, archaeological, 

and paleontological sites and objects, as well as the intangible cultural and oral traditions 

that derive from these resources and endow them with significance” (Welch 2000:67). In 

the 1990s, due in part to the establishment of NAGPRA (1990) and amendments to 

NHPA (1992), the WMAT was able to participate in extra-community activities that affect 

this heritage. These changes presented opportunities for the WMAT to support their own 

heritage plan through the employment of an agency-level archaeologist, the 

endorsement of a Master Plan in 1993 to rehabilitate the Fort Apache Historic District, 

and the creation of a cultural resources director position (Welch 2000:72). 

As part of these decisions, the WMAT initiated relationships with the Hopi Tribe 

and Zuni Pueblo, which have enabled the WMAT to successfully navigate what would 
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otherwise be more difficult issues of repatriation of human remains and funerary objects 

(Welch 2000:72–73; Welch and Ferguson 2007:173). Within the community, the WMAT 

established a Cultural Advisory Group (CAG) that meets regularly to  

clarify Apache cultural principles and their application to heritage management 
issues, plan repatriations efforts, review proposals for research or other use of 
White Mountain Apache heritage resources, and visit areas threatened by 
projects beyond reservation boundaries but within White Mountain Apache 
aboriginal territories (Welch 2000:73). 

The CAG is made up of elders and Apache cultural specialists who oversee the 

heritage program, often act as liaisons to cultural practitioners, and build mutually 

beneficial relationships between the heritage program staff and those interested in 

WMAT heritage resources (Welch 1998:n.p.). In particular, the CAG and the heritage 

program work together in pursuit of ethnographic and ethnohistoric projects, which 

document traditional cultural properties, land use, and oral traditions (Welch 1998:n.p.), 

as well as focus on repatriation, collections management, the development of the Fort 

Apache National Historic Landmark, and historic preservation. 

Under the changes made to the NHPA in 1992 (see above, Section 2.1.1) and 

the establishment of THPOs, the WMAT assumed all responsibilities involving heritage 

site inventory (through the establishment of the tribe’s Heritage Site Inventory System 

[FAIRSITE]), education, and planning for FAIR (Welch 1998:n.p.). The CAG acts as the 

historic preservation review board for the NHPA, and the tribe continues to work with the 

SHPO and NPS (Welch 1998:n.p.). The WMAT heritage program is different from other 

tribal cultural resource management plans in that the Apache focus is on using heritage 

resources to create healthier communities, attract visitors, foster employment, and use 

heritage tourism as an important method for reaching these goals (Welch 1998:n.p.). 

The heritage program is different from approaches often undertaken by academic and 

consulting perspectives in that it has a preference for in situ preservation through 

complete avoidance where possible (Welch 2000:68), such as necessary construction 

and development projects (Welch 2000:77). 

Currently, the WMAT remains focused on the goals of conservation of heritage 

sites and objects, repatriation and protection of cultural property and human remains, 
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and heritage resource collections. As of the time of writing (Fall 2016), the WMAT is 

working to finalize the Heritage Code (WMAT 2016), of which Part II – Cultural Heritage 

has particular significance to this study. The WMAT Historic Preservation Officer, Mark 

Altaha, shared a draft of Chapter 1 (general provisions), Chapter 2 (repatriation and 

protection of cultural property and human remains), and Chapter 3 (collections). This 

document codifies what is important to the WMAT, how they define particular terms 

according to their own values (such as “archaeological resources”, “cultural property”, 

“heritage sites”, “sacred object”, and so on); who will oversee management of heritage 

resources; and how WMAT heritage values will be protected. Under this Heritage Code, 

the heritage program will serve as the WMAT’s steward for all objects removed from 

heritage sites on the Tribe’s land (WMAT 2016:n.p.). The Cultural Advisory Board (CAB; 

formerly the CAG) will support the operations of the heritage program as cultural experts 

and advisors, and will oversee all aspects of Apache culture from research to 

interpretation to presentation. Together, the heritage program, Heritage Code, and CAB 

ensure that WMAT heritage goals are kept in the forefront of all decisions made 

regarding management and control of heritage resources on WMAT lands. 

During the time Thomas was collecting (1960s and 1970s), the WMAT had 

asserted concern for and control over their heritage. An exhibition and collections space 

had been established in the old log cabin at Fort Apache, as part of efforts to learn more 

about the history of Fort Apache and preserve the Historic Park. Collaborations between 

the WMAT and the Arizona Historical Society during this period were active in 

researching and implementing Fort Apache preservation and interpretation, and 

successfully petitioning the National Park Service to acknowledge Fort Apache on the 

Register of Historic Places in 1975 (Welch 2016:x–xi). The new Cultural Center was in 

operation by 1976 at Fort Apache, within the last remaining barracks (Welch 2016:x). 

Thomas’s actions in the 1960s and 1970s were in direct contrast to the preservation 

activities of the WMAT and Arizona Historical Society, among others concerned with the 

history and protection of Fort Apache. Federal legislation regarded such collecting as 

illegal (then and now), but enforcement and resources was a challenge. 



 

51 

2.2. Concepts and understandings of “looting” 

The view of collecting as illegal, counter-productive, and anti-social has been 

largely unquestioned by archaeologists in North America and globally (Brodie and Doole 

2001:1; Brodie and Renfrew 2005:344; Lynott 2004:19; Renfrew 2000:10) (but see 

Atwood 2006; Brodie and Gill 2003; Chase et al. 2006; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004; 

Hollowell 2004; Matsuda 1998). This perspective is supported by not only historical 

approaches to managing material culture in the US, as seen through legislation in use 

today and in the past, but also in global views (UNESCO 1970). In the US, past and 

current heritage legislation focuses on the scientific data gathering and importance of 

provenience in setting permitted excavations apart from unpermitted excavations. This 

perspective, however, is problematic as heritage stakeholders diversify to include 

descendant communities, “subsistence diggers” interested in monetizing artifacts in the 

absence of other economic options, and archaeologist/collector collaborations. 

Archaeology specifically, and heritage more generally, is acknowledged now to have 

more than scientific or black-market value; it has tangible cultural, personal, and social 

importance, as well as monetary value in depressed economies. In addition, this view is 

problematic as it remains rooted in settler narratives that perpetuate power relationships, 

such as those who may legally access cultural material and those who may not. 

Both legal and illegal collecting are destructive acts, whether done for 

preservation (Holtorf 2006:102) or for resale (Brodie and Doole 2001:1). As 

transformation processes, all collecting impacts and changes archaeological sites. 

Though some argue that the difference is that illegal collecting obliterates the scientific 

and information value (Renfrew 2000:19), others are recognizing collecting as a social 

practice that provides people with security through personal association to place and 

heritage (Greenville 2007:449; Hart and Chilton 2015:319), and which does leave behind 

a physical trace (Atwood 2006:9). There are, as well, emerging approaches that 

recognize that all heritage work, including archaeology and those who may not have a 

permit but self-identify as a heritage stakeholder, is destructive (Hart and Chilton 

2015:318). In addition, some archaeologists are less in favour of a total ban on illicit 

excavation as they feel that “many, if not most, artefacts are redundant and lack special 
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archaeological significance or even cultural importance” (Kersel 2009:178–9; see also 

Early 1999:44).  

Current approaches to archaeology are becoming more inclusive. Some 

professional archaeologists are diversifying “stakeholders” to include avocational 

archaeologists and collectors, and methods to include archaeologist-collector 

collaborations (e.g., Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004; Hart 2009; Hart and Chilton 2009, 

2015; Kersel 2012; Krieger 2014a). Before moving on to discussions about my study’s 

place under “heritage studies” and anthropological approaches that are challenging 

power relationships within archaeology, I first need to critique current concepts and 

understandings of illicit collecting: why do people “loot”? 

2.2.1. Why do people “loot”? 

“Looting” is defined as collecting artifacts from outside of scientific frameworks in 

a manner that is destructive to the archaeological record as well as the artifacts 

themselves (Brodie and Doole 2001:1; Brodie and Renfrew 2005:344; Lynott 2004:19; 

Mallouf 1996:198; Renfrew 2000:10). Not all engagement with heritage is “looting”. 

Earlier, I provided examples of accessing heritage that was counter to mainstream 

federal management strategies. These examples exhibit local-level groups who legally 

access heritage for reasons other than scientific inquiry, promoting national image, or for 

the universal museum.  

Though some say that motives of collectors are not important (Nichols et al. 

1999:27–38), “looting” as a phenomenon has not received a great deal of academic 

attention. Redefining what “looting” is and why people undertake it, as well as defining it 

as more than just a destructive act, is beginning to be explored by scholars. What 

remains, however, is further exploration of the nuances within illicit collection, which can 

contribute to a more focused definition of “looting” to refer to deliberately destructive acts 

with the sole intention of sale on the worldwide antiquities market. This distinguishes 

such destruction from smaller-scale, non-financial “looting” within unique economic, 

social, cultural, and personal contexts. 
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Though “looting” is no-doubt destructive in nature, looters’ trenches or violated 

graves are not the only outcomes of these acts: social standing, participation in cash 

economies, and development of cultural identity are some reasons that people illicitly 

access heritage materials. Some scholars are beginning to explore the wider concept of 

why people are interested in heritage (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004:572). According to 

Cornelius Holtorf (2010:43–49), people are interested in heritage with regards to its 

value to tourism (heritage as spectacle), to confirm their roles as members of larger 

communities, to experience life in the past, to confirm preconceptions of the past, and to 

learn about the professionals producing heritage. The reasons why people are interested 

in heritage generally are useful when talking about why people have illicit interests in 

heritage, and are important for understanding why people illicitly remove archaeological 

material from public and tribal lands in the US. 

In her study of more than 2,000 archaeologists around the world, Blythe Bowman 

Proulx (2013:118) advocates for a “glocal” perspective of collecting, one that situates 

collecting activities within their local context. Julie Hollowell (2004, 2006; Hollowell-

Zimmer 2003) and Roger Atwood (2006) are changing perspectives with regards to how 

illicit collecting can enable descendant communities to use their cultural materials to 

participate in cash economies. Siobhan Hart and Elizabeth Chilton (2009, 2015; Hart 

2009) are examining polycommunal models of stakeholding, that recognize the social, 

identities, memories, and sense of place as concerns that cause people to “loot” (Hart 

and Chilton 2015:319). Others, such as Jason LaBelle and Ann Early, are examining the 

self-identified role of collectors as preservationists (Early 1999:44; LaBelle 2003:116). All 

of these perspectives present methods for accessing and using cultural heritage material 

in a way that is decentring archaeologists and “subverting the scientific power of 

‘experts’” (Hart and Chilton 2009:98). Some of the answers to the question discussed in 

this section—why do people “loot”?—are summarized in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Why do people "loot"? 

Reasons Rationale 
Financial  • To sell on local or worldwide antiquities markets 

• To participate in local tourism economy by selling to tourist 
shops and tourists directly 

• To participate in a cash economy 
Power relationship 
concerns  

• To redefine who is a legitimate stakeholder in heritage 
communities  

Preservation concerns • To “protect” materials considered at risk of removal or 
damage by others, including short-term cultural and natural 
episodes, as well as longer term impacts caused by 
perceived insubstantial heritage management programs 

• To access an assemblage considered neglected by 
mainstream heritage values 

Ontological concerns • To connect to the past 
• To develop or reconnect with a cultural identity 

Cultural practice • To honour ancestors through local management and care 

As Layton and Wallace note, “The use of material culture as a commodity is 

sometimes perceived by local people to be an ancestral contribution to the present-day 

population’s well-being” (2006:58). “Subsistence diggers”—people who dig up artifacts to 

sell in order to feed their families in a depressed economy—present an example of local-

level control of heritage material for individual interests. The St. Lawrence Islanders on 

the Alaska side of the Bering Strait maintain property rights over the land through native-

owned corporations, independent of the claims of any imposed government (Hollowell 

2004:60). The St. Lawrence Islanders, as Alaskan natives, control the Island through two 

Native corporations with a combined total of 850 Indigenous shareholders (Hollowell 

2006:136). The corporations and shareholders maintain sole control over all resources 

on the island, to the exclusion of outside developers, which includes the legal rights to 

dig and sell artifacts (Hollowell 2006:141). This practice has gone on for generations, 

passed down from elders to newcomers, and has become part of the St. Lawrence 

Indigenous identity and annual subsistence round (annual cycle of migration according 

to food and other resources and obligations). The harsh natural environment has always 

encouraged creative reusing and implementation of available resources, and heritage is 

no different. The incorporation of subsistence digging into traditional lifeways has 

enabled St. Lawrence Island residents to adapt to the reality of cash economies. In a 

very real sense, this practice has become an expression of sovereignty and self-

determination, as locals set their own prices for both artifacts and raw materials for the 
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souvenir market (Hollowell 2006:142–143). Museums and private collectors also support 

the industry through economic encouragement.  

Though the majority of corporation shareholders support this industry, there is 

still disagreement in communities over the management of a rapidly depleting and non-

renewable resource. Community members are split on the need to preserve physical 

aspects of their culture and the need to harvest limited resources available to them. This 

discussion is also taking place on a federal level. For example, in 1989, National Historic 

Landmark status was removed from five villages, due to the claim that the people were 

“cannibalizing their own heritage” (Hollowell 2006:144). These disagreements are 

reverberating outside the communities, too, and affecting larger discussions of 

Indigenous sovereignty, local decision-making, and cultural resource management (e.g., 

Hollowell 2004, 2006; McEwan et al. 1994; Nicholas 2008; Nicholas and Andrews 1997; 

Pyburn and Wilk 1995; Welch et al. 2009). Blending outside notions of heritage access 

and preservation with local commodification of archaeological heritage as a cultural and 

monetary resource is challenging for descendant communities and archaeologists 

(Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:49–50), and is a “considerable task…that must be shared by 

both Indigenous and non-Indigenous people” (Smith and Jackson 2006:301). 

Not all descendants who access heritage to improve their socio-economic 

standing do so legally. The huaqueros of Central and South America are Indigenous 

farmers-turned-subsistence diggers who operate clandestinely both in their own and 

neighbouring villages in order to participate in a depressed cash economy (Atwood 

2006:34–35; Brodie and Gill 2003:34; Matsuda 1998:88). Like the St. Lawrence 

Islanders, they are canny merchants in that they are responding to market demand, 

picking and choosing artifacts from gravesites, tombs, and other locations (Atwood 

2006:40). Also like the Indigenous Alaskans, subsistence diggers from Peru view that 

these artifacts and other remains are huaca (Atwood 2006:38), semilla, or “gifts from 

their ancestors” (Matsuda 1998:88), available in order to let them survive in the present, 

within cash economies (Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:49). In this way, heritage is a resource 

like any other, which can be harvested according to need. There is, however, a 

responsibility in managing this resource; according to the huaqueros, the huaca is a 

“living force, with jealousies and resentments, moments of generosity, and fits of 
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spite…if you act greedy, the huaca won’t give you anything…you take too much and it 

will close up and never give you anything again” (Atwood 2006:38). This perspective of 

honouring the ancestors through local management and care is not particular to the 

huaqueros or the St. Lawrence Islanders, as other Indigenous groups within the 

Americas regard their ancestors and their past as belonging to the living descendants 

(Tsosie 1997:73). Often, local management of cultural resources includes general 

avoidance of archaeologically dense areas (as evidenced by the Hopi [Ferguson et al. 

1995a:n.p., 1995b:n.p.] and Apache [Welch 2000:68] in the US). In many cases, 

“avoidance [is] the highest form of respect” for the ancestors (Welch et al. 2009:150), 

though the need to preserve the culture in the present, through economic stability, can 

sometimes challenge this notion. Local management that prohibits excavation on 

traditional lands can be a challenge to Western-trained archaeologists (cf. Lipe 1996:24). 

The WMAT does not encourage archaeological excavation of Apache cultural heritage. 

Collectors may collect artifacts in order to create or strengthen their identity, 

personally, culturally, or around the practice of collecting itself. In his study of illicit 

collecting in the US, Robert Mallouf reports that artifact collectors begin “as a result of 

their feelings for a haunt they have come to love (1996:199). “A growing obsession with 

artifacts then leads to interaction with other collectors with similar interests…the act of 

collecting becomes more of a communal than an individual activity” (Mallouf 1996:199). 

Desire to create social activities seems to drive many collectors seeking camaraderie 

and competition among friends (Hart and Chilton 2015:327). Others cite a need to 

connect to a place and to understand what really happened to their ancestors (e.g., 

LaBelle 2003; Mallouf 1996). Individual voices, as they relate to collectors’ interests and 

values, seem to be left out of mainstream “authorized heritage discourse” (Smith 

2006:34–35). Collectors are addressing this perceived lack of personally relevant 

information by seeking out versions of history that matter to them. 

In the US, the movement to include “non-expert heritage users” (Hart and Chilton 

2015:329) is adding to models of engagement that are already challenging how heritage 

is used to provide multiple voices (e.g., Atalay 2012; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and 

Ferguson 2008; Derry and Malloy 2003; Kerber 2006; Jameson and Baugher 2007). The 

poly-communal model of stakeholding, which Siobhan Hart presents in her PhD work at 
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Pocumtuck Fort in Massachusetts, offers a perspective of inquiry that is “inclusive and 

restructures power relationships among stakeholders that comprise heritage 

communities” (2009:3–4). In these emerging models, all who identify with types of 

heritage and archaeological material have an opportunity to state that access as valid 

and worthy of investigation and consideration, and to widen the professionalization of 

archaeology to include and acknowledge these relationships.  

Some collectors gather artifacts to preserve them. This type of collecting begins 

with a perception that professional archaeologists and heritage legislation overlook 

artifacts that are important to the collector. Their perceived neglect of an artifact 

assemblage that holds interest and value to them—for ontological (Hart and Chilton 

2015:319), financial, or other reasons—requires them to salvage artifacts that they firmly 

believe would otherwise be lost (Early 1999:44; LaBelle 2003:116). This perspective also 

adds to discussions of multi-stakeholder models. In their study of collaborative 

archaeologies at two sites in New England, Hart and Chilton explore the meaning of 

heritage within pluralistic communities (2009:87). In these types of projects, where a 

broad variety of stakeholders is identified that include contemporary descendants and 

non-descendant local communities, the broad reasons people appreciate archaeological 

material is acknowledged. Research questions that are relevant throughout the 

community, then, are created and explored, ensuring that no stakeholder feels a desire 

to collect for preservationist reasons—their concerns and interests have already been 

addressed. Though Hart and Chilton argue that this process is not difficult for 

archaeologists, as “All field archaeologists are accustomed to working with a variety of 

stakeholders” (2009:89), establishing and implementing a system of multiple voices and 

sometimes disparate goals may be harder for many professionals unaccustomed to 

collaborative approaches. Whether they are accustomed to working with many publics or 

not, these publics exist. As Laurajane Smith put it in her message to professionals in the 

heritage sector, including archaeologists, museums workers, historians, and others: 

“You are a community, but just one community of interest among many others” 

(2009:11). 

The reasons why people “loot”, as laid out in the above section—cultural 

practice, ontological reasons, and financial, power relationship, and preservation 
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concerns—are not mutually exclusive. Sometimes, collectors access heritage material 

from outside of formal frameworks for both ontological and financial concerns, such as 

the subsistence diggers of Alaska. Sometimes, collectors gather artifacts for cultural 

practice and financial reasons, as in the case of the huaqueros. In other instances, 

collectors are concerned about the power imbalances within, and the preservation of, 

heritage, such as in the New England example. And, in some cases, collectors can be 

driven by multiple reasons. 

The examples provided in this section—subsistence diggers, huaqueros, non-

expert users—provide a simplified breakdown of different types of “looting” that are 

challenging how we categorize those people who access cultural material without a 

permit, and how we characterize “looters”. The relationship between illicit collectors and 

the reasons they collect can also morph. For example, while a collector may start 

gathering artifacts as a pastime, that activity can become a statement about power 

relationships between professional archaeologists and non-expert collectors. Similarly, 

ontological concerns dealing with personal identify and security can become larger 

cultural concerns and practice. As both the huaqueros and St. Lawrence Islanders 

examples show, cultural practice can also be intimately tied to meeting financial 

concerns. 

Whether to counter socio-economic realities, to connect with personal or cultural 

identity, or to preserve otherwise neglected materials, the reasons people collect is as 

varied as the collectors themselves. In this section, I have outlined some emerging 

perspectives that are working to more closely examine the reasons people collect, rather 

than simply associating them all with destruction of archaeological sites with a mind to 

selling artifacts on the worldwide antiquities market. In the following section, I build upon 

these examples and discuss the anthropological approaches that are contributing to a 

more nuanced understanding of why and how people illicitly collect, and how these 

discussions are contributing to the decolonization of archaeology more generally. 
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2.2.2. Heritage studies 

My study falls under the umbrella topic of critical heritage studies, which aims to 

“[bring] a critical approach to bear upon the socio-political complexities that enmesh 

heritage” (Winter 2013:533). Post-processual perspectives such as gender archaeology 

(e.g., Spector 1993) and Indigenous archaeology (e.g., Nicholas and Andrews 1997, 

Nicholas 2008) set the stage for consideration of other viewpoints in heritage. The 

heritage studies in the sense of what I describe in this study builds upon those works 

and goes farther with applied concerns for ownership of tangible and intangible heritage. 

My work falls under this topic as I employ current trends in heritage theory and work to 

consider engagement of a wider pool of stakeholders in accessing archaeological 

material and decentre control of heritage by archaeologists (see Hart and Chilton 

2015:98–102). As noted earlier in this chapter, Siobhan Hart defines “heritage studies” 

as activities related to making the past active in the present (2009:68). This work is 

important to a diverse audience, the “heritage community”, with sometimes-disparate 

interests in how the past is “mobilized, remembered, and engaged in the present” (Hart 

2009:68). Though concerns about the past in the present are not new (e.g., Gero and 

Conkey 1991; hooks 1990; Larkin and McGuire 2009; McGuire 1996; Minh-ha 1991), 

“heritage” as a concept is a recent development in anthropology, informed by politics 

and post colonialism in the 1980s (Sørensen and Carman 2009:18). Relevant to this 

project, heritage studies is a way to talk about several contributing theories of the past 

two decades that have brought the disciplines of anthropology and archaeological to a 

place where diverse publics and self-reflexive critiques are possible.  

 One aspect I examine is who and why people illicitly collect. As I have shown in 

the previous section, a growing category of heritage stakeholding is the “non-expert 

user”, a classification that some illicit collectors may fall under. Many non-expert users, 

even those who do not engage with heritage material illicitly, are concerned with how 

and who is currently managing heritage, regardless of whether it is a cultural concern to 

them personally or not. Anthropological approaches including postcolonialism, 

Indigenous archaeology, hybridity, and the more general critical heritage studies are a 

way of articulating concerns of the subaltern; as such, they provide a useful 

contextualization for this study. The remainder of this section discusses these topics with 
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regards to management and control of heritage, as well as widening the heritage 

stakeholder model. 

Postcolonial theory enables room for all cultural groups associated with the 

process of colonialism, in relation to their shared history, regardless of ethnicity, and 

presents a viewpoint that is neither strictly colonial nor Indigenous. This perspective 

operates within the context of a postcolonial chronology (i.e., from outside of a federally 

mandated program of colonization, but within the inherited socio-economic realities of a 

postcolonial history) but does not rely upon maintenance of colonial language or 

relationships (Hart and Goldie 1993:155). Instead, this theory moves away from such 

binary, colonizing language and exists within an “in-between” or “third” space (Bhabha 

2004:22–26) already referenced within postcolonial literary theory (Spivak 1990:206). 

This perspective builds upon Said’s (1979) “orientalism”, which relies on a binary 

epistemology. Instead, the “space between” provides an area for all members of the 

engaging cultures to “translate their own cultural contents into the language and practice 

of the other” (Allolio-Näcke 2013:738).  

Within anthropology, academics have begun to examine the postcolonial in-

between place (Spivak 1990:225). “Hybridity” as a general concept is already being 

examined by scholars, including Stephen Silliman, who advocates for “dissolv[ing] 

borders”, “[recognizing] ambiguity”, and rejecting “stereotypical or rigidly ‘authentic’ 

identities” (2006:16–17). By building on emerging discussions of decolonization in 

anthropology, postcolonial theory holds promise for examining diverse communities’ 

access to, and stewardship of, cultural heritage at previously colonial sites. At Fort 

Apache, this problem is particularly evident due to the complicated historical position of 

the site. As a formerly colonial site with significance to both Native American and settler-

descendant communities, with federal funding and tribal administration, and which still 

operates as an Indian boarding school in the present day, there are often mixed and 

disparate views among those who identify as community members associated with the 

site.  

Indigenous archaeology, defined as archaeology “by, with, and for” Indigenous 

peoples (Nicholas and Andrews 1997:3), developed in North America in the 1990s. This 
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approach provided a means to enabling multiple voices through incorporation of 

Indigenous perspectives and experiences into mainstream archaeological practice, 

without supplanting Western views and methods (Atalay 2008:34). Historically, however, 

Indigenous rights to manage and access Indigenous cultural heritage were controlled 

according to Western archaeological practice and inquiries. The rights demanded by 

descendant communities were in contravention to the traditionally held universal human 

rights to a common heritage. In some cases, socio-economic realities in Indigenous 

communities means that members need to choose between selling cultural material to 

feed themselves, or protecting the sites. Indigenous archaeology and related 

community-driven perspectives have opened the door to broader access to and control 

of cultural heritage by descendant communities. Internationally, local human rights are 

supported by UNESCO’s Convention on the Illicit Import, Export, and Transfer of 

Ownership of Cultural Property. This convention states that the ownership of 

archaeological materials lies with modern governments or groups who can claim either 

geographical or cultural connections to those materials (UNESCO 1970). 

 “Heritage studies” and archaeologists’ consideration of different ways of 

interpreting heritage developed contemporaneously during the twentieth century. In their 

edited volume, Heritage Studies: Methods and Approaches, Marie Louise Stig Sørensen 

and John Carman note that “heritage is a merging interdisciplinary field of study” 

(2009:3). This determination means that not only can it draw from other fields, but each 

field may also understand it differently. The link amongst fields is the “presentness” of 

heritage processes and practice, and the entire relationship of heritage to, and 

dependence upon, present circumstances (Hardy 1988:333–338; Harvey 2001:324). 

With regards to archaeology specifically, heritage studies considers the value that 

tangible (artifacts, features, and places) and intangible (legacies and ways of interacting 

with the world) heritage holds for different people (Carmen and Sørensen 2009:11–12). 

With regards to illicit collectors, the discipline of heritage studies is well positioned to 

make room for alternative reasons that non-archaeologists collect artifacts. Already, 

heritage workers are applying a self-reflexivity to examine the efficacy of their 

examinations of heritage in the present (e.g., Waterton et al. 2006). 



 

62 

Archaeology has only recently arrived at this place of acceptance. In the 1980s, 

critiques of capitalism, colonization, nationalism, and race, and movement away from 

heritage as being the dominant view were underway (cf. Lowenthal 1985; see also 

Leone 1981, Leone and Potter 1992, Leone et al. 1987, Potter and Leone 1986, 1987). 

By the 1990s, Nick Merriman in Beyond the Glass Case (1991) had identified that 

heritage did not reflect the dominant ideology. Instead, he identified communities who 

valued different types of pasts (Carmen and Sørensen 2009:19). In the literature, case 

studies focusing on individuals and communities was on the rise, enabling more 

comparative approaches; laws and legislation were also mirroring community concerns 

and amendments to the NHPA and ARPA were made, and NAGPRA became law. By 

the 2000s, enough scholars were engaged in the field of heritage studies (including 

Elizabeth Chilton, Siobhan Hart, Julie Hollowell, and Morag Kersel, all fundamental to 

this study) to warrant heritage journals (as examples, the International Journal of 

Heritage Studies, Journal of Social Anthropology, and Public Archaeology). As well, 

audiences are becoming more receptive to consider archaeologist/collector 

collaborations, and collectors are being invited to attend some archaeology conferences 

alongside professional archaeologists (for example, the Paleoamerican Odyssey 

conference in 2013 [Pitblado 2014:385; Pitblado 2015:n.p.]). Additionally, interest in the 

“heritageisation process” developed, focussing on the longer historical narrative of the 

interdisciplinary nature of heritage studies (Harvey 2001:320,328–9). These studies 

sought to place the origins of the discipline much earlier than the twentieth century. 

These collaborative approaches rely upon the acceptance of more diverse 

methods for managing cultural heritage, such as those introduced by Indigenous 

archaeology. Indigenous archaeology has opened the door to self-reflexivity among 

archaeologists about their methods and their goals. Indigenous archaeology has also 

enabled legitimization of views held by people other than professional archaeologists, 

such as collectors. Referred to as “full spectrum archaeology” by Hogg et al., this 

aspiration aims to employ an “archaeological lens and other means to understand all 

cultural heritage, to attend to all values associated with heritage, and to consider 

management and treatment options that reflect and embrace those diverse values” 

(2017:91–94). Though the previous focus on preservation of data regarding where an 

artifact is found remains important, there is a growing acceptance that “there are 
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reasonable people who do not share the archaeological view that there is a universal 

imperative to preserve archaeological context” (Krieger 2014a:925). 

In addition, this broader acceptance has legitimized the collected artifacts 

themselves, by recognizing that these items retain value even after being collected. 

Historically, all collecting was thought to be destructive. However, recent initiatives are 

turning to collectors to aid in a more complete understanding of the archaeological 

record, as well as to limit sale of artifacts and antiquities on the black market (the 

unsanctioned extraction, transportation, and sale of artifacts [Krieger 2014a:924]). In 

addition, pragmatism and self-interest are driving archaeologists to work with collectors 

more than in the past (Shott 2008:30; Shott and Pitblado 2015:11; Virginia Butler, pers. 

comm., July 2017). By not working with collectors to gain a generalized understanding of 

their knowledge of human use of an area in the past and present, archaeology suffers, 

as does archaeologists’ knowledge of material culture and context (Connolly 2015:22; 

Pitblado 2014:386; Shott 2008:30; Watkins 2015:15). There can be mutual benefits in 

some archaeologist/collector collaborations (Cox 2015:17; Shott and Pitblado 2015:11–

12; Watkins 2015:16), particularly with those whom “operate at a high level of scientific 

standards and who provide useful information” (Watkins 2015:15). In this section, I 

discuss two international examples and two US examples of how formalized approaches 

to collaborating with collectors are being developed.  

In Jordan, due to overwhelming amounts of illicit collecting and sale of artifacts 

on the black market, the Department of Antiquities (DOA) developed a “buy back” 

strategy (Kersel 2012:265; Krieger 2014a:935). The DOA, responsible for interpreting, 

conserving, preserving, and presenting the cultural legacy of Jordan (DOA n.d.), worked 

with archaeologists to create the program (Krieger 2014b:129). This program and the 

DOA “satisfied local diggers’ financial needs” by paying collectors and dealers for 

collected artifacts, as well as for information on where the artifacts were found. By 

associating the monetary value of an artifact with contextual information, provenience is 

still captured and local collectors are empowered with financial options other than the 

black market (Krieger 2014b:129). The more detailed the information, the more valuable 

the information is to the DOA: photographs and exact location information would result in 

bigger payoffs. This program not only connects collectors with archaeologists and 
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undermines the black market, it also brings many artifacts back to the region and allows 

research and publication in local journals (Krieger 2014b:129).  

In Britain, the British Museum is supporting the “Portable Antiquities Scheme” 

(PAS 2001). One of several such examples found in the United Kingdom, this program 

encourages local and avocational collectors to report on where artifacts are found. In 

their own words, they seek public assistance in two ways: by reporting any 

archaeological objects (over 300 years old) they have found, or by volunteering to help 

record finds. This project and projects like it remove the stigma surrounding unpermitted 

collecting and enable the public as heritage stakeholders.  

In the US, many individual archaeologists are seeking out collectors to aid them 

in answering specific research questions and problems. For example, Pitblado notes 

how working with collectors provided her insights into the Clovis culture that would have 

been otherwise inaccessible (2014:389). As she notes, “were it not for the willingness of 

non-professionals to share Pleistocene-aged finds with archaeologists, we would have 

an even more depauperate Clovis-era record than we currently do—so depauperate that 

we would be hard pressed to draw any meaningful inferences about Clovis lifeways” 

(2014:392). 

The J. Paul Getty Trust, a “cultural and philanthropic institution dedicated to 

critical thinking in the presentation, conservation, and interpretation of the world’s artistic 

legacy”, located in Los Angeles, California, provides an example at the museum level 

(Getty n.d.:n.p.). James Cuno, President and CEO of the Trust, advocates for a 

perspective that is considered controversial to some archaeologists (Krieger 2014a:926). 

He believes that museums should be legally allowed to work with all artifacts, regardless 

of their origins (Cuno 2005:155). While he recognizes that unprovenienced artifacts lose 

some value for archaeologists, Cuno argues: “But when an antiquity is offered to a 

museum for acquisition, the looting, if indeed there was any, has already occurred. Now 

the museum must decide whether to bring the object into its public collection, where it 

can be preserved, studied, and enjoyed, and where it can be made widely known. 

Museums are havens for objects that are already, and for whatever reason, alienated 

from their original context” (Cuno 2005:155; Krieger 2014a:926). 
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The above examples show some examples of the diversity of models available 

for archaeologist/collector and institution/collector collaborations. The benefits are not 

merely financial; working with local subsistent diggers could aid both the community and 

the archaeologist. Brodie estimates that as little as 1% of the final price of the artifacts 

ends up in the hands of the local collector (1998:7–9). If archaeologists were to provide 

an economic and decriminalized alternative to subsistence diggers, instead of the open 

market, perhaps a fair trade in antiquities could be achieved. This would also ensure that 

these artifacts are not lost to private collections, and that the subsistence diggers 

themselves are not exposed to danger due to being involved in illegal activities (Krieger 

2014a:929). This suggestion, as well as the other models already noted above, could aid 

to the growing perception of collectors as allies to archaeologists (Pitblado 2014:396; 

see also Merriman 2013; Mohrman 1985; Shott 2008). 

2.3. Transformation processes 

Collection of remains from an archaeological site, with or without permission, 

leaves significant physical traces. A significant contribution of my study is an 

examination of how one type of illicit collecting can alter an archaeological landscape. 

One way of modelling these impacts, and to tie them into existing archaeological theory, 

is to view collecting (both illegal and legal) from the perspective of Michael Schiffer and 

formation processes. The following section looks more closely at Schiffer’s methods for 

understanding the transformation of archaeological sites due to human and other 

activities. 

2.3.1. Behavioural archaeology 

In Behavioral Archaeology, Schiffer (1976) sought to develop practical criteria for 

understanding the development, use, and reuse of archaeological sites—a conception 

that acknowledged the array of pre- and post-depositional processes that affect what is 

preserved in archaeological record. This was posited as an alternative to processualist 

assumptions that sites are complete capsules of ancient societies. He continued to 

develop this system for “empirically identifying specific processes” (Schiffer 1983:675) in 

order to better connect theory and practice. The major contribution of these works was 
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his development of cultural (c-) and natural (n-) transformation processes. Taking into 

account not only the artifacts themselves, and how they degrade over time due to c- and 

n-transforms, Schiffer also noted how older artifacts undergo more disturbance events 

than more recent artifacts (Schiffer 1983:676). Schiffer derived this concept from 

Ascher’s (1968:43–52) “entropy view”: how the quality and quantity of archaeological 

evidence is predicted to degrade over time.  

Schiffer’s c-transforms provide a way to understand how people create, impact, 

and destroy the archaeological record, and how archaeologists can read this information 

later. For example, he details how cultural processes in the past, such as intensity of site 

use and location of artifact discard, can be understood in the present. He also provides a 

way by which natural processes (n-transforms) such as wind and water may be 

responsible for artifact distribution across a landscape or within certain features. 

Important to this study in particular, Schiffer (1983:676) also noted that “artifacts 

recovered archaeologically have been…subjected to other cultural and natural 

processes”, with the implication being that collection by an archaeologist is a cultural 

process in and of itself. This assertion is important, as it recognizes that collection—

albeit by an archaeologist and not an unpermitted collector—may be considered part of 

the suite of c-transforms. He further notes that “curated items” (1983:679) and “use life” 

of an artifact remain after deposit (1983:681). The effects of illicit collecting, what 

Schiffer called “pothunting”, are familiar to archaeologists, as they are responsible for 

moving significant quantities of material culture to the surface (1987:124). However, 

Schiffer does not make the connection between illicit collecting and c-transforms explicit, 

nor did he recognize that illicit collecting continued the life of an artifact (Shanks 

1998:16–19). The present study adds to Schiffer’s understanding of the life of an artifact 

after it is collected, and posits illicit collecting as another c-transform. 

As part of the dialogue between Schiffer and Lewis Binford in the late 1970s and 

into the 1980s, Schiffer noted that incomplete sites with secondary deposits could still 

yield unique behavioural information (1985:18; see also Tani 1995). Sites with 

“fossilized” and complete records of extinct societies (such as Pompeii) are not required 

in order to make behavioural inferences (cf. Binford 1964:425; Schiffer 1976:11–12; see 
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also Schiffer 1983, 1985, Binford 1980, 1981). With respect to landscapes that have 

been collected from, this reasoning would then provide opportunity to archaeologists 

hoping to learn from the remaining material, as well as possibilities for understanding the 

human behaviour that has created these collected-from sites (Shott 2008:31). Schiffer 

provided the model by which to account for these disturbances, and be able to use these 

disturbances to understand past human behaviour. As applied to illicit collecting, we can 

infer meaning within this activity from the site itself and come to understand the 

behaviour of the collector. All acts that impact heritage are valid and meaningful 

practices (Hart and Chilton 2015:330)—this perspective enables a view of all actions, 

including vandalism and destruction, as meaningful as preservation and conservation 

actions (Hart and Chilton 2015:330). 

2.3.2. Collecting signatures 

In her study of archaeologists around the world, Proulx (2013:118) found that 

98% of the 2,000 archaeologists surveyed say that illicit collecting has occurred in some 

capacity where they work. Brian Fagan further predicted that within a generation, there 

would be no undisturbed archaeological sites remaining in the world (Messenger 

1999:xix). When cultural material is regarded with respect to its non-renewable nature 

(Warren 1999:19), these predictions are all the more dire. Collecting, regardless of the 

intent of the collector, is destructive. Illicit collectors are most often portrayed as large-

scale excavators of archaeological sites, seeking objects with high financial value for 

resale on the antiquities market. The remnants of their activities, however, are all that is 

left, as they are rarely caught in the act and are reluctant to talk to archaeologists or 

authorities (Nichols et al. 1999:30; Pendergast and Graham 1999:52; Proulx 2013:111; 

Van Velzen 1996:111–126). Permitted or licit collection is also inherently destructive, but 

records the context of collected materials, enabling questions regarding their origin, 

nature, and use. Brodie and Gill (2003:35) express this notion succinctly: “This 

information has been forcibly stripped from the pot without context in the saleroom 

showcase, which remains only as a sop to contemporary notions of beauty and value, 

and everyone is the poorer for it”.  
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Collecting activities leave distinctive characteristics on the landscape, in 

archaeological deposits, and on architecture (Seligman 1999:73–80). Among the most 

destructive of activities is digging for subsurface remains, which can leave 

archaeological sites pockmarked with holes and trenches (Figure 2). Collectors often 

choose to dig clandestinely, in the dark, and so speed and efficiency are considered 

more important than filling the holes and trenches back in. Collectors’ holes can range 

from small, individual shovel tests, to machine-excavated trenches and entire clearing 

events. As part of the Follow the Pots Project in Jordan (http://followthepotsproject.org), 

Morag Kersel and her team use drones to compare LiDAR images with the “lunar-like 

landscapes” left behind at the 5,000-year-old site of Fifa, in order to gauge an 

understanding of the scale of illicit collecting and its frequency (DePaul University 

2016:n.p.). Their work is shared with Jordan’s Department of Antiquities and, together, 

their work has resulted in tracking down several Bronze Age pots at local dealers’ shops 

(Schlackman 2015:n.p.).  
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Figure 2. Collecting episodes evident at Fifa, Jordan (credit: Austin "Chad" Hill, 
courtesy of the Follow the Pots Project; from http://popular-
archaeology.com/issue/spring-2016/article/drones-for-research-use-
of-the-uav-in-archaeology). 

Landscapes determine the methods collectors use. In semi-arid landscapes, 

such as in the American Southwest, artifacts are constantly exposed on the surface 

through wind and water action. Collectors can see the entire assemblage through a 

simple walking survey of the area and then select which pieces to collect. Other areas, 

such as the northwest coast of North America, are accumulative landscapes where 

digging holes and trenches are required to access subsurface materials. The variation in 

landscape can also make it hard to see collectors’ signatures; a desert landscape 

evidences collectors’ holes and trenches much more easily than a jungle in Belize 

(Pendergast and Graham 1999:52). 

The range of methods employed in different landscapes makes some collecting 

episodes easier to see than others, whether from the air or the ground. Soil cores leave 
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a small hole when used to test materials and voids beneath the surface, often indicating 

where graves are (Early 1999:42). Machine-aided excavations can create distinctive 

trenches (Brodie and Gill 2003:36), or can be used to level and clear an entire area. 

Other, more opportunistic uses of machinery are also employed, which leave a less 

distinct signature: for example, collectors will make use of recently ploughed farmers’ 

fields to survey the recently turned up earth for artifacts and other materials brought to 

the surface (Nichols et al. 1999:34). Land-levellers and bulldozers may not leave any 

trace of specific collecting activities, as the entire surface is stripped and turned (Early 

1999:45). This level of site destruction can be achieved in a single levelling event or over 

years and ongoing collecting episodes. The end result is the same: “Carefully stratified 

archaeological material loses its context and spatial dimensions forever” (Brodie and Gill 

2003:35).  

Depletion of all the artifacts from a formerly rich archaeological site can be the 

collectors’ signature. This sign indicates a collector who gathers everything and sorts it 

later offsite to pick out the most desirable pieces, discarding the rest. Sometimes this 

sorting is done in the field, leaving “looter piles” of unwanted materials, deemed to be 

second rate as compared to the other collected pieces. The most infamous examples of 

select and discard behaviour are grave robbers who, in their search for more financially 

valuable grave goods, strew human remains across the tomb and the surrounding 

landscape (Griffin 1999:110; Nichols et al. 1999:32). Other side-effects of illicit collecting 

impact the living in tragic ways: at least one instance has been recorded of people being 

murdered in trying to collect gold from a tomb before other collectors could do the same 

(Brodie and Gill 2003:37).  

Other characteristics of collected-from landscapes are harder to see. These in 

tangibles include violations upon the culture and identities of descendant communities. 

Social devastation resulted from theft of ancient and sacred religious shrines from a 

temple in Kathmandu in the Kingdom of Nepal (Sassoon 1999:64–69). Though no less 

of a violation, perhaps collectors are not factoring the damage their activities can inflict 

on social and cultural formations (Nichols et al. 1999:31). This violation of intangible 

heritage is harder to see and harder to counter, not only because it is largely invisible, 

but because the connection between intangible heritage and cultural material is not 
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always addressed by heritage professionals, including archaeologists. Public policy, 

legal instruments, and management practices fail to acknowledge the connection (Smith 

and Waterton 2009:41), though some international policies, such as the Burra Charter, 

are attempting to make heritage more about meanings and values than material artifacts 

(Waterton et al. 2006:342). 

The individual interests and values of the collectors themselves are also difficult 

to trace. In areas where there has been widespread levelling or repeated individual 

episodes, the preferences in what collectors are looking for may change over time. This 

may be due to market interest and commissions, in the case of artifacts destined for the 

antiquities market, or in the case of non–financially driven collectors, this may be due to 

the individuals’ personal or cultural interests. This information is much harder to gather, 

as collectors are generally unwilling to discuss their personal motivations with 

archaeologists, and it is almost impossible to record this information as a collector 

signature from the landscape. From a behavioural archaeology perspective, collecting 

signatures can still be viewed, recorded, and used to understand collector behaviour. 

Collecting as a c-transform, then, represents a distinct yet understudied aspect of how 

sites are formed, impacted, and ultimately destroyed. Relative to a primary argument of 

this study, which is that values and attitudes concerning heritage are reflected in the 

actions taken to “manage” archaeological sites, collecting signatures are one way of 

parsing the values that collectors hold with respect to tangible and intangible heritage. 

My concern with transformation processes therefore bridges my discussion of values 

with the physical characteristics of the Fort Apache landscape and the integrity of the 

archaeological remains there.  

Archaeological features are unmovable installations indicative of past human 

behaviour. As expanded upon in the Companion Encyclopaedia of Archaeology,  

A feature can be defined in several ways. It may be an individual hole 
dug into the ground: a pit, a post-hole, a ditch, or an oven. Or it may 
be part of a larger structure: a room of a building, an enclosure in a 
farmyard complex, or a field, or a trackway. Each of these is a 
separate functional unit, with activities which may be special to it, and 
therefore associated with different sorts of finds (Collis 1999:115). 
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Significant portions of my field data were collected from unmoveable features at 

Fort Apache. Some of these features may have been made by human activity, such as a 

hearth, pit, or irrigation ditch; others may have been made by naturally occurring 

episodes, which may be single events, such as a wildfire, or ongoing repeated events, 

such as seasonal runoff in a naturally occurring drainage. All features, once installed 

whether naturally or by people, are then subjected to additional natural and cultural 

influences. At Fort Apache, for example, natural degradation due to sparse vegetation 

and wind in a semi-arid environment will move and break down aspects of or entire 

features. Also at Fort Apache, vehicle and pedestrian traffic, as well as site maintenance 

and daily operations, may impact or ultimately destroy whole or partial features. 

2.4. Chapter summary 

In this chapter, I provided an introduction to the context of each of the three 

research questions posed in this dissertation. In discussing the roles of values in 

heritage management, I discussed the development of US heritage legislation to show 

its roots in perspectives of nationalism, the universal museum, and scientific enquiry. 

Currently, there are counter-arguments to these approaches: “local diggers”, Indigenous 

groups, tourists, museums, and international artifact smugglers, are arguing for other 

values to govern the collection of artifacts (Krieger 2014a:924). This summary also 

provides the parameters by which “looters” have been deemed criminal and “looting” has 

been deemed counter to the values of these laws. I also provided some local-level 

heritage management alternatives, such as THPOs and community-driven heritage 

programs that enable local-level interests and values to be pursued. Often, these 

programs remain reliant on federal funding; inheriting management of heritage at the 

local level involves inheriting nationalistic values. I summarized the actions WMAT is 

taking in particular, noting their multi-component heritage program and Heritage Code 

(WMAT 2016). I note how all of these heritage management strategies are undergoing 

change, a point that I revisit later in this study. 

Critical heritage studies provide the context for my study, as it offers alternative 

models for engaging with heritage (Hart 2009:68). Heritage studies is a decolonizing 

perspective that aims to move focus and authority away from the centre, and enable 
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more diverse heritage stakeholders. I considered why people “loot”, and provided both 

reasons that heritage is accessed by diverse stakeholders. I provided examples of 

“looting”, such as the St. Lawrence Islanders and huaqueros, that are challenging 

mainstream profiles of “looters”. 

In addition, following Schiffer (1976), I framed looting as a c-transform that can 

leave distinctive traces in what remains of archaeological sites. I provided examples of 

collecting signatures left post-collecting episodes, and noted how different methods and 

landscapes can determine the nature of these signs. I considered that scholars could go 

beyond describing landscapes that have been collected from as destroyed, to 

distinguishing the different levels and methods of destruction that different types of 

looters and looting leave behind. Framing looting as a c-transform allows me to connect 

my discussion of values in heritage to the physical reality of a looted archaeological site 

and the values that have affected it over time. 
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Chapter 3. Fort Apache and Theodore Roosevelt 
School National Historic Landmark and its primary 
collector 

My study chronicles and analyzes the formation processes evident at Fort 

Apache by tracing the impacts of a single collector. In doing so, I explore differential 

values in play at the site, and explore concepts of “looting”. Both Fort Apache and 

Thomas, the collector, were at the centre of this study, providing a unique setting, focus, 

and anchor for my research. I spent five seasons at the site (2010–2014) and my contact 

with Thomas is ongoing, though the bulk of interview data was collected over four 

seasons (2011–2014). With the exception of the 2010 season, each visit to Arizona 

included data collection for both the field and interview programs. 

In this chapter, I detail the tangible and intangible setting of Fort Apache and 

introduce Thomas. I begin with Fort Apache, providing a historical summary of the site, 

and describing WMAT efforts to realize their vision for the property in the twenty-first 

century. This summary provides an overview of the management of Fort Apache in the 

past and present. I include a brief history of Fort Grant–Safford Prison, 160 km (100 mi.) 

to the south of Fort Apache. Fort Grant provides a comparative case to Fort Apache as a 

contemporaneous, multi-occupation fort-turned-Indian boarding school, which I use to 

contrast the physical processes in play at Fort Apache. This case study was intended to 

provide baseline information that could inform additional comparative work at Fort Grant 

or other similar sites. 

I then provide a biography of Thomas, relying heavily on letters he wrote to me in 

response to questions regarding his personal and professional history. This biography is 

followed by a summary of how he came to be at Fort Apache, and how his interest in the 

history of the site developed. I review this narrative in order to contextualize Thomas’s 
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motivations as a collector and to understand how he frames himself within the 

community associated with Fort Apache. 

3.1. Fort Apache and Theodore Roosevelt School National 
Historic Landmark 

Fort Apache–Theodore Roosevelt School is a National Historic Landmark (NHL 

2012) located within White Mountain Apache Tribal (WMAT) lands in east-central 

Arizona (a.k.a., the Fort Apache Indian Reservation). National Historic Landmarks (NHL) 

are “nationally significant historic places [buildings, sites, structures, objects, or districts] 

designated by the Secretary of the Interior” in the US. There are fewer than 2,500 NHLs 

in the US (NPS 2016).  

Prior to reservation establishments in the early 1870s, the Western Apache, or 

Ndee, lived in familial clusters that formed territorial bands. These bands would 

cooperate, when required, for gathering, hunting, farming, defence, trading, and raiding 

(Welch 2016:xv; Welch 2004:36). WMAT members are one group of the Western 

Apache or Ndee Nation who speak Ndee Biyatí (Western Apache language), 

linguistically related to the Athabascan-speaking peoples who populate both the 

northwest coast and the southwest of the American continent (Basso 1983:462; Welch 

2016:xiv; Welch 2004:36). The Western Apache include  

all those Apache peoples [excluding Navajo] who have lived within the present 
boundaries of the state of Arizona during historic times with the exception of the 
Chiricahua, Warm Springs, and Allied Apache, and a small band of Apaches 
known as the Apache Mansos, who lived in the vicinity of Tucson (Goodwin 
1938:55). 

Since time immemorial, Western Apache recognize that they have lived within 

and near to what would become reservation land. As Welch notes, “By 1700 and 

probably much earlier, the White Mountain Apaches were intensively utilizing farm sites 

along the East and North Forks of the White River” (Welch 2016:xv).  

After the Civil War ended in 1865, the US federal government focused on 

promoting white settlement. This involved efforts to contain, and in some case destroy, 
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Native Americans who presented challenges to this manifest destiny—the belief that 

American Anglo-Saxons, “by reason of their cultural racial superiority, were destined to 

extend themselves and their republican institutions” across the Americas (Pinheiro 

2003:72). Violent encounters and subsequent public outcry led to the development of the 

“more humane” program of segregated reservation lands (Welch 2016:xvii). By the late 

1860s, peacekeeping efforts resulted in more than seventy army installations being 

installed across Arizona territory and the surrounding area, including at Fort Apache, 

then called Camp Ord, in 1870 (later Camp Apache in 1871 and eventually Fort Apache 

in 1875). In 1871, the White Mountain Indian Reservation was established by Executive 

Order and, by 1873, was home to as many as 6,000 Apaches. Many of these people 

were relocated to the reservation by force or threat thereof (Welch 2016:xix; Figure 3).  

From 1871, Western Apaches occupied the approximately 6,800 km2 

(approximately 2,600 mi.2) Fort Apache Indian Reservation in small groups of related 

families. Situated near the confluence of the East and North forks of the White River, in a 

low valley between two mesas, and 6.4 km (4 mi.) from the small town of Whiteriver 

(Figure 4), the natural setting of the Fort Apache site is little changed from when Brevet 

Colonel John Green, on a scouting trip for a post location in 1869, noted:  

I have selected a site for a military post on the White Mountain River which is the 
finest I ever saw… It seems as though this one corner of Arizona were almost its 
garden spot, the beauty of its scenery, the fertility of its soil and facilities for 
irrigation are not surpassed by any place that ever came under my observation… 
This post would be of the greatest advantage for the following reasons: it would 
compel the White Mountain Indians to live on their reservation or be driven from 
their beautiful country which they almost worship… It would make a good 
scouting post, being adjacent to hostile bands on either side. Also, a good supply 
depot for scouting expeditions from other posts, and in fact, I believe, would do 
more to end the Apache War than anything else (quoted in Altshuler 1981:192 
and summarized in Welch 2004:39). 
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Figure 3. Fort Apache Indian Reservation, AZ, and surrounding area. 
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Figure 4. Fort Apache Indian Reservation, showing the location of Fort Apache at 
the confluence of the north and east forks of the White River, AZ. 

The federal program of assimilation and containment brought an influx of new 

people to the region, settling in both Fort Apache (1870–1922) and, later, Theodore 

Roosevelt Indian Boarding School (1923–present). Soldiers, officers, scouts, and camp 

support swelled the multicultural population of the site during the military period, and 

included European settlers, Chinese Americans, Latin Americans, African Americans, 

Western Apaches, Hopi, Zuni, Navajo, US military, tribal and educational officials, and 

others (Abdul-Jabbar 2000:29; Welch 2008:101, 119, 130; Welch and Ferguson 

2007:175). When the army withdrew from the site in 1922, Navajo children replaced 

soldiers at the newly established Theodore Roosevelt Indian Boarding School, housed in 

the former military buildings. By 1931, Apache students were enrolling alongside the 

largely Navajo and Hopi student body, with descendants of European settlers as 

administrators. The population of the school increased in the 1930s, particularly with the 

added functions of trachoma school and sanatorium (Welch 2004:105). 
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 In the 1960s, the WMAT began the process of reclaiming administrative control 

over the school and site and, by 1988, assumed full control over the school (Welch 

2004:106). In 1960, during a period of redevelopment for the tribe, a Congressional Act 

(P.L. 86-392 [74 Stat. 8, 25 USC 277]) placed the school land and Fort Apache site 

under the fiduciary responsibility of the BIA on behalf of the WMAT. By the end of the 

1960s, the WMAT and other Native American tribes were asserting sovereignty by 

claiming self-governance, self-determination, self-sufficiency, and self-representation 

(Welch and Brauchli 2010:56). In 1969, the Tribe opened the WMAT Cultural Center in a 

log cabin on the Fort Apache property. By 1976, the Cultural Center had been relocated 

to the former army barracks on the south side of the property. In January 1985, a fire 

destroyed the Cultural Center and barracks building, forcing staff to move what remained 

back to the log cabin. The smaller Cultural Center continued to work on projects 

preserving Apache language and teaching visitors about Fort Apache and Apache 

history (Welch and Brauchli 2010:57). 

 The 1960s and 1970s were a challenging time for the Fort Apache property. 

There was a lack of funding. The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) was not recognizing its 

fiduciary responsibility to the maintenance and repair of the property. Student enrolment 

was decreasing, and historic structures were falling into disrepair. The BIA attempted to 

transfer responsibility for neglected and deteriorating buildings to the Tribe, but was 

rebuked (Welch and Brauchli 2010:60). Welch and Brauchli (2010:47–48, 57) note that 

through the 1970s and 1980s, the Fort Apache property continued to deteriorate. 

Although the WMAT saw the value in tourism as helping to preserve and redevelop the 

property, a plan for realizing these goals was not implemented until the early 1990s. In 

1993, the WMAT finalized a Master Plan that “envisioned a historic park to facilitate and 

integrate historic preservation, Apache cultural perpetuation, first-person interpretation of 

property history, and tourism-based economic development” (Welch and Brauchli 

2010:57).  

Funding to realize the Master Plan was gained through federal recognition that, 

in spite of the BIA’s responsibility for the Fort Apache land and TR School, the federal 

government had not provided care or funds for preserving the physical aspects of this 

charge. In addition to being responsible for the deterioration and damage to the WMAT’s 
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trust property, the federal government was eventually found to be responsible for failing 

to comply with fiduciary standards, building codes, and historic preservation laws at Fort 

Apache. After nearly 10 years of litigation, the US Supreme Court ruled that the Federal 

government had shirked duties to protect and maintain Fort Apache and TR School 

(Welch and Brauchli 2010:65–66). By 2005, a settlement was reached whereby the US 

government would pay the WMAT $12 million in compensation for the disregard of the 

property since 1960. The agreement provided that the money was to be managed by the 

Fort Apache Heritage Foundation (FAHF). Further, the government released all buildings 

except those associated with the TR School to the responsibility of the WMAT. By 2007, 

the WMAT had obtained the settlement funds designated exclusively for property 

maintenance and preservation (Welch 2004:73). The WMAT and FAHF manage the site 

for the benefit of the community, providing local employment, recreation space, and 

opportunities to represent Apache and US history from Apache perspectives. As one 

interview participant, a WMAT member, noted, 

I see Fort Apache as a mixture of both [American and Apache] because my 
people and I believe that we have always been here. This is home, our mountain, 
here. I was taught the White Mountain is our sacred mountain, that is the 
mountain that is mentioned in our prayers and songs. As time went on, the 
soldiers came here to protect the settlers that were I think in Snowflake, Show 
Low, Globe…out that way. Because of the hostile Apaches. And Geronimo’s 
crew. My understanding is that the soldiers were sent here to protect the settlers, 
and this place, Fort Apache, is where they set up with nothing. And since there 
was plenty of timber and natural resources, that is how they built the buildings. 
And that part I see it as an American site because of the US army, and I see it as 
the American and Native American and I see it as an Apache site and other 
tribes’ because of the boarding school [which housed not just Apache peoples]. 

 The 1997 opening of the Nohwike’ Bágowa (House of Our Footprints) Cultural 

Center and Museum signalled a period of redevelopment and optimism for the staff and 

the Fort Apache property. Rehabilitation of the physical site began, including 

repurposing the former log cabin Cultural Center into the Tribe’s Office of Tourism and 

military history exhibit space. An Elders Center was installed in one captain’s quarters 

and the Tribe’s Historic Preservation Officer and headquarters for the FAHF in another. 

The former female students’ dormitory was repurposed into a co-ed dormitory for the TR 

School, and the former military and school teachers’ residences were renovated to make 

them into homes again (Welch and Brauchli 2010:57–58). The commanding officer’s 
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residence was renovated and rebuilt to its former condition, and has since been used for 

many short-term projects, including the Smithsonian Traveling Exhibition, “Key 

Ingredients: America by Food”, in May 2011. Since 2014 the commanding officer’s 

residence has been used as the headquarters for the Fort Apache Heritage Foundation 

(FAHF). The former captains’ quarters were used as classrooms for the University of 

Arizona Research Experience for Undergraduates field school in ethnography and GIS 

in 2010–2013 (Hoerig et al. 2015:60–77). Community members and other non–staff 

members rent the former military and teacher residences. The TR School is active, and 

visitors continue to come to the site. 

The FAHF, a non-profit organization chartered by the WMAT in 1998 (Welch 

2004:3), manages and administers the fort and school grounds (Welch and Brauchli 

2010:55). The Fort Apache and TR School property contains 27 historical buildings, 

most of which are situated around the former military parade grounds, now a field used 

by TR School students for sport and general recreation (Figure 5). The only non-

historical building on the property is the Cultural Center and Museum. The larger historic 

district is moderately sized (375 acres), with a five-acre former military cemetery, now 

used by the WMAT community as a cemetery. From the slightly raised southern 

boundary of the site, within the low, flat valley cut by the White River, there is a clear 

view both north and south.  
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Figure 5. Fort Apache property, showing current buildings at the site. Pictures 
from clockwise starting at top left: Officers’ Row, Boys’ dormitory, 
stables, TR School, Girls’ dormitory. 

Tree cover is moderately open, low, and composed predominantly of piñon pine, 

alligator juniper, evergreen oak, one-seed juniper, Utah juniper, Palmer/Dunn oak, 

Arizona black walnut, chaparral, willow, velvet mesquite, bear grass, and three-leaf 

sumac (Randall and Cassa 2002). Much of the site has been altered by heavy 

machinery, often resulting in young and sparse vegetation (Figure 6). Trails made by 

humans, livestock, and game (largely deer, wild turkey, and antelope), as well as the 

odd vehicle path, veer throughout the property. The land outside of the property 

boundary is largely untended, though some community members’ homes abut the 

property to the south, east, and west. Access to one of these homes is across the 

southeast corner of the Fort Apache property. 

ericsgonewanderin.com 

wmonline.com.com 

azbugztwo.blogspot.com.com 

azbugztwo.blogspot.com.com 
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Figure 6. Typical vegetation and terrain within the Fort Apache property. Looking 
north near southern boundary of the property. 

Despite more than 150 years of intensive use, and a semi-arid, heavily eroded 

landscape that encourages surface artifact visibility (Fanning and Holdaway 2004:269), 

the archaeological material on the surface of Fort Apache is scarce and in poor 

condition. The site provides a visual and historical focal point for local residents and 

tourists, though the two groups have changed the surface in varying ways. Ongoing 

impacts to the site include grazing, the removal of artifacts and the destruction of 

features by collectors, woodcutting, tourism, vehicle and pedestrian traffic, and 

recreation. Large swaths of land have been developed (including trails, roads, and 

tourist amenities) and altered for fire suppression and utilities upgrades. Consequences 

of this development, as well as of natural degradation in this highland desert 

environment, include the ongoing erosion of topsoil, resulting in loss of archaeological 

context and mature vegetation. Selective tree cutting, evidenced by solitary stumps, is 

common and appears to have continued until quite recently, apparently ending only with 

the exhaustion of the supply of large trees and cedars suitable for fence posts. The 

exposure of objects and features on the surface of this site ensures they are easily 

visible to visitors. The damages to and destruction of archaeological objects and 

features are discussed in detail in Chapters 5 and 8. 
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The WMAT and the FAHF are working to mitigate these natural and 

anthropogenic impacts, while maintaining historical integrity and feeling. When Fort 

Apache was an active military installation, it was not fortified by walls or palisades, 

relying instead on the natural topography of canyons to enhance protection. Basic land 

and access management are mitigating most of the threats and damage to the property. 

Controlling pedestrian and vehicle traffic across the site is challenging due to the large 

area and lack of staff to patrol the property. A program of development, access, and 

preservation of the land outside the site proper (i.e., Officers’ Row and Barracks Row, 

Stable/Barn Complex, and school grounds) has already begun with the creation of trails 

and placement of benches.  

Managing the intangible effects is more difficult, not least because it is hard to 

devise a clear management plan for the site. The heritage of the Fort Apache site is 

neither strictly Indigenous nor non-Indigenous; diverse peoples with different cultural, 

ethnic, and ethical perspectives, values, and interests associate with the site. My initial 

conversations with people from some of the multiple ethnic and cultural backgrounds 

associated with Fort Apache revealed the importance of the site to diverse family and 

individual histories. Welch et al. (2006:17) note that archaeology’s conservation ethic 

provides protection for cumulative material inheritance. Based upon preliminary 

interviews with Apaches and non-Apaches, most agree that site conservation must also 

include protection—and investigation—of collective material inheritance. 

 The beauty and resources associated with the natural setting of Fort Apache 

have made this site desirable to Ancestral Pueblo, Navajo, Hopi, and Apache peoples 

since time immemorial, and more recently to European extracts. The legacies of the last 

colonial occupation of the site pervade the tangible space within and surrounding Fort 

Apache, as well as the intangible memories and identity this site represents for both 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples. The residents of nearby Whiteriver experience 

the endemic repercussions of attempted cultural assimilation and eradication: limited 

upward socio-economic opportunities; a 39% on-reservation poverty rate (Cornell and 

Kalt 2010:8); violent crime rates from two- to twenty-times that of off-reservation 

communities (Bachman et al. 2008); and youth suicide rates that are two- to three-times 

the national average (Strickland 1997:11–32). Furthermore, diabetes is evident in 40–
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50% of Native Americans (as compared to 8% in the rest of the American population; 

Roubideaux 2002:1401–1403). “Up the hill” in the town of Pinetop-Lakeside, 46 km (29 

mi.) from Fort Apache and off-reservation, the descendants of European settler 

communities are predominant, with year-round residents and seasonal residents 

travelling from Phoenix, seeking respite from the summer heat.  

 The potency of human agency is clear at Fort Apache. In a grand sense, the 

landscape has been dramatically altered by precontact settlement and farming, the 

establishment of the fort, and by the overlapping impacts of students, residents, and 

tourists. In a specific sense, however, the deliberate and systematic actions of a 

relatively small group of individuals have also changed the site in a very tangible sense: 

surface collection of artifacts at the site has left its mark. There has been an ebb and 

flow at Fort Apache, of people, policy, and material—“looting” is part of that same 

process. The first half of this chapter has summarized the history of the Fort Apache site, 

and how use of the site in the historical period has left altered the landscape there. The 

second half of this chapter adds to the understanding of how this process has altered the 

landscape, and examines how the values of a single individual collector are imprinted on 

the site. 

3.2. Comparison: Fort Grant – Safford Prison, AZ 

In the US, there are 14 military forts dating to the late-nineteenth century that 

have been repurposed into various institutes. The Fort Grant Unit of Arizona State 

Prison Complex – Safford (henceforth, “Fort Grant”), in southeastern Arizona, was a US 

Army fortification from 1872 until 1905, when it was abandoned. In 1912, the site was 

repurposed into the Fort Grant Industrial School for Native American children from 

throughout the region. In 1968, the school became a part of the Arizona Department of 

Corrections and in 1973, Fort Grant became a minimum-medium security State Prison 

for adult males. As a multi-occupation and multi-purpose site in a semi-arid environment, 

Fort Grant serves as an appropriate comparative case study to Fort Apache, in order to 

examine the accumulation and removal of artifacts and features within a historical 

setting. Unlike Fort Apache, however, where artifacts have been collected but not 

necessarily “lost” (i.e., they remain in the possession of a local collector), Fort Grant 
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represents the more common case of a site from which artifacts have most likely been 

removed through undocumented collection and are lost to the antiquities market. 

However, initial observations of the surface assemblage at Fort Grant indicate that it is 

far more diverse and abundant than that at Fort Apache, and that additional survey is 

warranted to create a formal evaluation. 

As a comparison, Fort Grant is a more carefully controlled location than Fort 

Apache. In the past century, Fort Grant has had a radically different history of land use, 

particularly since 1973 when it became a prison. In roughly the same period that 

Thomas was accessing and collecting from Fort Apache, Fort Grant was restricted in 

use by the public. As a result, fewer artifacts have been collected than at Fort Apache, 

though as I discuss later, some prisoners and prison staff were known to have collected 

from time to time.  

 Fort Grant is located on the southwestern slopes of the Pinaleño Mountains, 

Graham County, in southeastern Arizona, just outside the southwest boundary of the 

Coronado National Forest (Figure 7), and approximately 161 km (100 mi.) due south of 

Fort Apache. In time and space, Fort Apache and Fort Grant are a rare pair. Both are 

located in a similar semi-arid setting in eastern Arizona. Both were military forts 

established to control Indigenous populations and resources in the late-nineteenth 

century and were reincarnated as Indian boarding schools. Finally, both remain in 

operation: Fort Apache as an Indian boarding school and middle school, and Fort Grant 

as a minimum-medium security prison.  

 Evidence of the multi-use pasts of both Fort Grant and Fort Apache, a mix of 

historical, modern, and ancient material, is strewn upon their surfaces. In addition, both 

properties exhibit signs of similar landscape histories and development, from ancient 

camps, to historical and recent dumping, resource harvesting, and utilities installations. 

Old roads, fences, and ditches intersect the property, suggesting changing boundaries 

and land use during the properties’ historical periods. 
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Figure 7. Fort Apache and Fort Grant, AZ. 

In the summer of 2011, Welch, a team of volunteers, and I completed a two-day 

ground survey of the Fort Grant property as well as the ridges to the north within the 

Coronado National Forest (Figure 8; see Appendix D for our application to survey Fort 

Grant). This survey was undertaken to enable comparison of surface archaeological 

material and features with information gathered from Fort Apache during the 2010 and 

2011 field seasons (see Lewis and Welch 2011a, 2011b).  
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Figure 8. Looking south from the ridges in the Coronado National Forest to the 
Fort Grant property, which is just beyond the ridge in the foreground 
of the photo. 

This survey was intended to provide the first-ever comparison of two 

contemporaneous US Army posts used in the subjugation of Western and Chiricahua 

Apaches. In addition to temporal and geographic similarities, both of these facilities were 

later repurposed as specialized residential schools, as noted above (Figure 9). 
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Figure 9. Fort Grant Prison grounds. 

While at Fort Grant, I did not undertake interviews. An ASDC staff member, 

Officer Lackner, escorted us around the site during our survey and provided personal 

insights, anecdotal information, and historical facts about the property. As the site is a 

minimum-medium security prison, some inmates worked unsupervised around the 

grounds, but did not participate in our study. The survey at Fort Grant took place early 

on in this study, and as such I was unsure of what information to gather and field data to 

note. Instead, I approached my time at Fort Grant as providing a contextual comparison 

to Fort Apache, as they were such similar institutions. In the absence of a formal 

hypothesis, I assumed that at Fort Grant, which had not been as systematically and 

heavily collected from as Fort Apache, should present a contrasting pattern of material 

culture on the surface. My field observations (presented in Chapter 5), focused on 

artifact distribution, density, and type. Interviews with inmates and staff at Fort Grant 

could perhaps have boosted understanding of who has accessed and removed artifacts 
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from the site and why. Because minimum-medium security inmates work the land, some 

would have had access to materials on the surface of the property. Tourists and other 

visitors to Fort Apache have greater access to surface artifacts, compared to inmates at 

Fort Grant, where certain areas are off-limits. In Chapter 5, I discuss the physical 

impacts to archaeological features and objects at Fort Grant. 

3.3. The collector 

From 1960 to 1978, Thomas undertook artifact collection at Fort Apache as a 

pastime, alone, with friends, and with his family. In Chapters 5 and 6, I provide greater 

specifics of where, how, with whom, and how much he collected, but in Chapter 3 I focus 

on providing a context for this later information. Thomas’s focus was the military 

occupation of the site and he amassed the largest collection of artifacts representing 

Fort Apache and the period from 1870 to 1922, with a smaller collection of artifacts from 

the school period (1922 to present day). Though he was a BIA employee, he was never 

employed at the site of Fort Apache. His knowledge of the site, history, and the large 

amount of time he noted he spent there initially led me to believe he worked there. When 

I began this study, I did not anticipate encountering either the clear removal of historical 

artifacts apparent on the surface of the Fort Apache site, nor the focused collection 

strategy of a single individual that could alter a landscape so profoundly. After being 

directed to Thomas by my senior supervisor, I undertook many hours of interviews with 

him, at his home and while walking at Fort Apache (Figure 10), and connected his 

actions to the state of the Fort Apache property. I reformulated my research to include 

Thomas’s insights on his actions. I sought to learn how he frames himself within the 

community associated with Fort Apache. The following section presents these insights, 

and are largely gathered from letters written by Thomas and notes from our interviews. 
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Figure 10. Surveying with Thomas at Fort Apache in 2011. 

3.3.1. Biography 

Values cannot be understood without reference to social, historical, and physical 

contexts (Mason 2002:8). With regards to Thomas, understanding why he is interested 

in certain artifacts, from a certain location, and how he chooses to access them, is 

crucial for determining the values that his social, historical, and physical contexts 

produce. Thomas did not set out to become a “looter”. His interest in landscape began in 

an interest for the natural world, and a feeling of responsibility to take care of it. He 

describes himself as, “ever since [he] was a young boy, being interested in ‘nature’”. In a 

2015 letter, he related a story to me of having a poster over his bed as a boy, which 

“showed an older man pointing to a forest and telling the young man next to him, ‘it’s 

yours to take care of now’”. He pursued this goal and attended college to become a 

forester.  

While he was there, he became aware of range management, as it involved 

“herbaceous plants more than woody plants”. Thomas terms himself a “botanist at 
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heart”, and transferred to the “best range management school” where he obtained his 

Bachelor of Science in range management. This major was strategic, Thomas notes, as 

there were more openings within government agencies than in forestry at that time. 

Becoming a range conservationist led him to government contracts in Utah, Idaho, South 

Dakota, and North Dakota, before coming to Fort Apache (in conversation with me, 

Thomas referred to his position during these years as “range officer”). He did note, 

however, that, if he could do it all over again he would “have elected to be a botanist of 

the old school”. 

While employed as a BIA range conservationist, Thomas cultivated an interest in 

the military history of the Fort Apache site, focussing on collection of military insignia, 

Quartermaster ware (military-issue crockery), ammunition, and other relics of the post-

1870 occupation. This singular interest may be rooted in his family history. Thomas is a 

first-generation immigrant. Both his parents arrived in the eastern US in the 1920s from 

Finland. Thomas was their “anchor baby”; they never received their American 

citizenship, and had only one child. 

Thomas’s son has undertaken a study of their family tree, going back on the 

male side as far as the 1300s. A study of his mother’s side hasn’t gone beyond his 

grandmother’s generation. On his father’s side, his family was in the military for many 

generations. Thomas’s ancestors carved out military careers during the 1600s and early 

1700s, when Sweden was the great northern power, fighting Russia for control of the 

area around the Baltic Sea. His ancestors appear to have paid for their time in the 

military: one relative (and Thomas’s namesake) spent 13 years in captivity in Russia 

following the defeat of Charles XII at Poltava in 1709 by Peter the Great. The sons and 

grandsons of this individual, when released, served and fought for Sweden until 1809, 

when the Treaty of Fredrikshamn was signed by Sweden, giving Finland to Russia. As 

part of the Russian Grand Duchy, Thomas’s grandfather, in the late 1800s, performed 

three years of military service in the Finnish Guards Rifle Battalion, which was a part of 

the Czar’s Guards. Thomas’s father served in the Finnish Civil War (as a member of the 

White Guards) and received a commission in 1920 in the new Finnish army, created 

after Finnish independence was gained in 1917. 
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The depopulation, war, famines, censorship, and epidemics of the 1700s and 

1800s had not persuaded Thomas’s ancestors to leave Finland, but the “hard times” 

experienced by both his father and mother in the 1920s caused them to leave for 

America. Though Finland had gained independence, there was still strife between the 

Finnlanders (Swedish speakers), “who felt that they were the civilized people, and the 

Finns (Natives) who needed their governance to accomplish anything of value—some 

considered the Finns as Mongols”. Thomas’s parents, who had not known each other in 

Finland due to the perceived differences between Finns and Finnlanders, met and 

married in the US, having found themselves there in the pursuit of “better opportunities 

for growth”. 

Thomas and his wife have three of their own children, all of whom still reside in 

the US. He never spoke about his wife’s cultural lineage, focusing on his own Finnish 

heritage. When the family arrived in Whiteriver and to Thomas’s post at the Fort Apache 

Agency (BIA) in February 1960, they became part of the local community. Though 

Thomas notes that there were separate white and Apache housing areas and 

community functions,  

there was interaction. And there was even cliques among the white folks. You 
had public health, you had the public school, you had the Bureau people, and 
you had the traders, the Lees, Hamiltons, and Kirkpatricks, Simpsons…you had 
these different circles. The Lutheran Circle. The Baptists.  

Thomas’s family remained in Whiteriver until 1978, living alongside other 

government employees and White Mountain Apache community members. His children 

were all born on the reservation, in McNary, and attended school on the reservation as 

well. I asked him if his kids considered themselves as being from Whiteriver. Thomas felt 

that they had, and that they had benefited, overall, from their time there, noting: 

you can’t go back home again, but it was their home. Everyone was different. My 
son was in trouble in school, periodically. [First daughter] put on her white gloves. 
And [second daughter] was right in with the girls, the Apaches, and so on. She 
had trachoma and lice. She participated. [Second daughter] had two Anglo girls 
in her class, [first daughter] I think had one, and [son] probably had one or two. 
They knew what being a minority was like, because they were a minority. [Son] 
made [first daughter] a cane, burden basket…she took memories, samples, that 
she wanted. [Second daughter] has never shown, though she’s kept contact with 
some of the girls, she’s never had that cultural remembrances [sic]. [Son] doesn’t 
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even remember he grew up here… I don’t think they were deprived…we didn’t 
have to keep up with the Joneses. They didn’t have that pressure like kids in the 
Anglo school. 

In 1978, Thomas and his family moved “off-reservation,” to Pinetop. By 

December 1984, the BIA had offered Thomas early retirement to make room for “Indian 

advancement”. His wife was ill and she died a year after he retired. After retirement, he 

continued to visit Fort Apache and nearby Whiteriver occasionally through the 1980s. As 

friends moved away or died, he stopped visiting the reservation and, by the time he 

visited the site with me, it had been more than a decade since he had been to Fort 

Apache. Though well into his eighties now, he still likes to get out on the Arizona 

landscape and undertakes field-based botany contracts (as of 2015).  

3.3.2. Thomas’s association with Fort Apache  

As a range conservationist, Thomas was responsible for determining the carrying 

capacity of livestock while ensuring sustainability of range grass and water supplies. As 

he described it, “the idea is to bring the livestock in harmony with the forage production 

that you have out there”. When he began this position in the 1960s, the BIA was 

changing, and so was management of Fort Apache, as noted earlier in Section 3.1. The 

WMAT was empowered to direct federal funds and, by 1978, the Education 

Amendments Act enabled Indian school boards to hire teachers and staff and manage 

school budgets and programs. Thomas still noted segregation in his line of work, 

however, as  

we did not have the non-Indian people grazing on the reservation anymore. It 
pretty much went out after the last war. Early on the whole reservation was open 
to people, sheep and cattle, and then there were places reserved for the Indian 
livestock. We had the whole thing. 

As a federal official employed by the BIA, Thomas had a responsibility to the 

mission and historical context of trusteeship of Indian lands. The enactment of the 

Dawes Act in 1887 aimed to separate Native American peoples from their homelands 

and their tribes (Chalcraft 2004:52, 89). With this Act, reservation land reverted to the 

government and became subject to federal responsibility (Chalcraft 2004:89). By 

removing these lands, the federal government had adopted the moral obligations for 
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Native Americans. This “Trust Doctrine” guides federal interaction with Native 

Americans, and provides the parameters for federal fiduciary responsibility to “honour 

treaty-based rights and privileges and to manage Indian trust lands and their bounties in 

the best interests of beneficiaries” (Welch et al. 2009:32). These bounties include 

historic, archaeological, and sacred sites, though the federal government has not 

protected all sites equally (Welch et al. 2009:55). As a government representative, the 

responsibility to these lands held in trust by the BIA for Native Americans extended to 

Thomas, and included all materials and resources within these trust lands.  

Since 1960, and mirroring the period of Thomas’s period of collecting at the site, 

the WMAT has been reasserting sovereignty through the US Supreme Court (Welch 

2004:3). By 2005, as noted earlier in this Chapter, the Supreme Court determined that 

the federal government had disregarded their federal fiduciary responsibility for the Fort 

Apache property, and awarded the WMAT $12 million in damages. Thomas’s collecting 

was in direct opposition to WMAT efforts to have federal responsibility and protection 

recognized, as well as to the mandates of the BIA and the federal government 

established a century earlier.  

Thomas visited Fort Apache on his days off with his family. He would often spend 

time out on the land surrounding the Fort proper with his wife and kids. During the period 

between 1960 and 1978, which was when Thomas admits he undertook the most 

collecting, he would offer his kids rewards for finding artifacts on the surface, with 

greater rewards for higher-prized items, such as brass buttons. 

 After 1984, when he had moved off-reservation and then retired, he occasionally 

returned to visit friends. He remembers being at Fort Apache in 1985 for a visit with his 

kids, the day before the old museum, housed in the former soldiers’ barracks, burned 

down (Welch and Brauchli 2010:57). By 2011, when he returned to the site with me for 

our first visit, he had grown quite disillusioned with the place and spoke of Whiteriver and 

Fort Apache only in reference to his memories of time spent there, who lived where, and 

how it used to look. He undertook two visits to the site with me and was unenthusiastic 

to go back more than that. He spoke of regret for how he felt the site was being 

managed, relative to how it looked in the early 1980s, and likewise seemed sad during 
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visits to the town of Whiteriver. I think these are the reasons he was unenthusiastic to 

have more visits to the area. 

3.4. Chapter summary 

This chapter presented the tangible and intangible settings of my study. I 

summarized the historical period of Fort Apache to the present, situating my research at 

this unique site. Thomas’s collecting activities at Fort Apache took place during a period 

when the WMAT was moving into a time of self-determination and administration of their 

own lands, Fort Apache, and the TR school. The American Indian Movement (AIM) of 

the 1960s and 1970s, which challenged the differential treatment of Indigenous and 

settler communities, mirrored these changes outside the site (Mohawk 1991:497–499).  

I detailed Thomas’s family, presenting his heritage, family and professional 

history, and personal context contemporaneous with his collecting era. I described his 

choice to become a range conservationist, and how this career enabled a familiarity with 

and understanding of the landscape as a changing resource. Finally, I presented his 

familial association to military history and material culture, the community he was a part 

of from 1960 to 1978, and his time spent at Fort Apache with his family. 
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Chapter 4. Methods: field and interview programs 

I employed a two-pronged approach to answer my research questions: field 

research and a semi-formal interview program. This chapter describes the methods I 

employed and places these methods in theoretical context. I discuss the interview 

program in the context of inductive (Palys 2007:82) and qualitative (Marshall and 

Rossman 1989:14) anthropological research through semi-structured, active interview 

processes (Kersel 2009:181; Wolcott 1988:194; also, Coffey 1999), and the field 

program in terms of the principles of formation processes and spatial patterning as 

evidence of past activities (Schiffer 1976:11). This combined approach—field and 

interview methods—was crucial for understanding the value individuals place on 

archaeological materials, how collectors’ strategies reflect their personal values, and 

how a collector’s focus can change the archaeological value remaining at a site. 

I was inspired by Morag Kersel and Meredith Chesson’s (n.d.) “Follow the Pots 

Project”, based in Jordan. Kersel and Chesson combine traditional archaeological 

methods and ethnographic interviews with local people in their study of “the multiple and 

contested values of this archaeological heritage to multiple stakeholders today”. For the 

interview program, Julie Hollowell’s work with the St. Lawrence Island “subsistence 

diggers” provided inspiration for my interviewing strategy (Hollowell 2004:7–8). Other 

studies that combine traditional archaeological methods with ethnographic interviews 

within Apache lands can be found in Herr 2013 and Laluk 2017, among others. Her 

approach enables collectors to speak about their activities within their unique cultural 

and economic context. I sought to emulate this approach by being aware of my biases 

and by maintaining the voices of the interviewees. 

This study is not community-based research, as defined by Sonya Atalay 

(2010:418). Instead, I regard this study as a commentary on the site of Fort Apache 

itself, the experiences of particular community members, and the broader implications 
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for heritage management in theory and practice. This study is related to action research, 

insofar as I hope that it may inform policy and practice at Fort Apache, as part of the 

WMAT heritage program; this potential outcome, however, was secondary. The potential 

of this study—for archaeology, for understanding the complexities of colonial sites, and 

for bearing witness to the motives and consequences of illicit collection—is cross-

disciplinary. I intend this study to inform practical understanding of the impacts of 

collecting on archaeological sites, and enable archaeologists to consider the nuances 

inherent within post-colonial communities as manifested through the actions of collectors 

who are not financially driven. I do not intend to take action to redress the issues 

surrounding stewardship of cultural material from the Fort Apache site as part of this 

dissertation. 

The methods used in the field and interview programs are discussed separately 

in three parallel sections: 1) overall approach; 2) data collection methods; and, 3) data 

analysis. For the field program, I discuss the methods employed to perform judgmental 

pedestrian field reconnaissance with a team of volunteers. This allowed me to gain 

awareness of the site, and to select areas for more intensive systematic survey, 

collection of artifacts, and recording of features and dense assemblages. For the 

interview program, I discuss the methods employed in semi-formal interviews, working 

with a “specialized informant” (Bernard 2006:196), Thomas, as well as a secondary 

informant, and handling unpublished and illicitly collected materials provided by the 

primary informant. I review data analysis for both the field and interview programs and 

finish with a critical analysis of some of the strengths and limitations of my methods. In 

Chapter 1, I stated that my objectives were to trace the impact of Thomas upon the Fort 

Apache property, establish and employ a collection of values that compel people to 

access heritage in order to analyze Thomas’s collecting behaviour, and critically 

examine the concepts and definitions of illicit collecting on the basis of Thomas and Fort 

Apache. At the end of this chapter, I examine the effectiveness of my interview and field 

program in achieving these objectives. 
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4.1. Archaeological field program 

The field program was conducted over four seasons (2010–2013) at Fort Apache 

with a team of volunteers (two to four team members at any one time). I also spent two 

days at the site of Fort Grant with a team of four volunteers in 2011. The methods 

outlined in this chapter were used both at Fort Apache and Fort Grant.  

4.1.1. Approach to fieldwork 

Limited archaeological data exist regarding US Army facilities in the southwest. 

Some sites, like Fort Apache, have received National Historic Landmark (NHL) 

designations, including Forts Bowie, Huachuca, Davis, and Bayard, which overlap Fort 

Apache in chronology if not necessarily in federal programs or national recognition 

(Welch 2004:29). Studies of Forts Bowie, Davis, Huachuca, and Verde provide context 

for the military history of Fort Apache, the use of Apache scouts, and involvement with 

the Apache Wars (1849–1886; e.g., Hartzler 1999; Mason 1970; McChristian 2005; 

Thrapp 1975; Wharfield 1964, 1965a, 1965b, 1966, 1969 as noted in Welch 2004:41). A 

study of Fort Ross in California by Kent Lightfoot et al. (1991) combines archaeological 

and ethnographic sources, and informs my research by providing a voice to those who 

would otherwise not have one: Native Americans in the case of the Fort Ross study, and 

the illicit collector in the case of this study.  

Similarly, there has been limited research specific to boarding schools (e.g., Ellis 

1996:777). Carlisle Indian School in Pennsylvania and the Haskell Institute in Kansas 

(as noted in Welch 2004:29) have received NHL status, like Fort Apache. Owen 

Lindauer (2009) has contributed school-specific information through his archaeological 

investigation of the Phoenix Indian Boarding School in Arizona. In addition, Michael 

Barton and Steven James (1991) and Lindauer (1997) worked at the Track Site, a 

midden associated with the Phoenix Indian (Boarding) School. Sandie Dielissen 

completed her MA research at Queen Victoria Jubilee Home, an Indian Residential 

School in Brocket, Alberta, Canada (2012). Stanley Copp has proposed excavations at 

the St. Mary’s Indian Residential School in Mission, British Columbia, Canada (Stan 

Copp, pers. comm., Feb. 2014). Studies of public school sites in the eastern US 
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contemporary to Fort Apache (e.g., Beisaw 2009; Rotman 2009) may be useful in 

understanding general student behaviour, and interaction between students and 

administrators, regardless of ethnicity. 

Little archaeological research concerning Apache life has been conducted to 

date (Murray et al. 2009:68). Laluk (2006:9–12) and others (Herr 2013:679, 696; Welch 

et al. 2017:498) summarize the studies of often-ephemeral aspects of Apache life. Other 

authors have touched on various aspects of Apache culture, including campsites (Herr 

2013; Longacre and Ayres 1968), Scout camps (Ayres 1994), and Fort Huachuca scouts 

(Vanderpot and Majewski 1999). Apache Scouts were recruited by the US military to aid 

in their campaigns against other Native American groups. As Welch (2004:28) notes, 

“Fort Apache was the enduring original home of Apache scouts, who sought peace and 

status through collaboration with the Army” (citing Dunlay 1982; Tate 1974). 

Welch’s (2004) nomination for Fort Apache and the TR School to become a 

national historic landmark (recognized in 2012) details Fort Apache history, focusing on 

the 1870–1948 period of significance. Welch has also studied the development of 

WMAT heritage programs (1997, 1998, 2008; Welch and Brauchli 2010; Welch and 

Ferguson 2007; Welch et al. 2006, 2009). Archaeological examinations specific to the 

Fort Apache vicinity have been minimal and are largely summarized in two master’s 

theses by McKenna (1981) and Laluk (2006), and in the Tribe’s initial Master Plan for the 

Fort Apache Historic Park (Schuman 1993; Swaback Partners 2015). Both theses dealt 

with small, though archaeologically significant, areas. McKenna excavated a small 

historical-period Apache site near Fort Apache (AZ:W:1:10 ASU) and combined 

archaeological data and ethnohistorical data in her study of historical-era Apache sites in 

Canyon Day, just west of Whiteriver. Laluk studied a small Apache scout camp on the 

north bank of the East Fork of the White River, north of Fort Apache proper, and the oral 

and surface archaeological data associated with the site from a WMAT member’s 

perspective (his own and a primary interviewee). The greatest contribution of Laluk’s 

study is that it added to the small collection of archaeological research from an Apache 

perspective, and left many opportunities for additional study. In September 2012, Lauren 

Jelinek of Statistical Research, Inc., excavated a largely historical-era midden 

discovered during installation of a utility line trench (Jelinek 2013:1). This feature was 
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perhaps associated with dumping activities related to the nearby former guardhouse and 

Commissary Storehouse building. It provides a brief snapshot of a short-term, historical-

era event in one area of the site. A highway realignment project begun in 1999 between 

Payson and Heber, west of the Fort Apache Indian Reservation, is notable as it provides 

landscape-scale data on how Western Apache lived their lives (Herr 2013:683, 696). 

Recently, the University of Arizona Field School, a National Science Foundation–

funded project at Fort Apache, worked towards completing field projects selected by the 

tribes’ Heritage Preservation Program (Murray et al. 2009:65–86). As the authors note, 

“the Apache values of land stewardship guided the work, and collaborators were 

particularly concerned to revitalize tribal connections to land, sites, objects, and 

traditions as a way to protect ancestral places associated with Pueblo and Apache 

peoples” (Murray et al. 2009:66–67). One mandate of the project was to record and map 

archaeological sites damaged by looting (Murray et al. 2009:67). Though this goal was 

never completed, my study contributes to this interest of the WMAT. 

Another goal of the University of Arizona Field School and the WMAT was to 

train students for eventual professional positions that would “involve mutually beneficial 

collaborations” and “expand and enhance tribal capacities for archaeological 

preservation” (Mills et al. 2008:25). My study contributes to these goals by providing 

another mutually beneficial working relationship that will enhance preservation 

capacities. I regret that my study did not provide more direct opportunities for training for 

Apache students seeking work in the discipline. 

I relied upon field studies completed in similar landscapes and climates for 

understanding the degradation process in place at Fort Apache. Fanning and 

Holdaway’s findings at semi-arid, heavily eroded and sparsely vegetated sites in 

Australia provide a valuable model for predicting areas of high-density surface artifact 

potential, based upon surface visibility and formation processes (see Fanning and 

Holdaway 2004; Holdaway and Fanning 2008). By assessing surface conditions within 

small areas, and recording levels of vegetation, deposition, erosion, and surface 

material, they have created a model suitable for studies in similar geophysical 

environments. In the arid and semi-arid regions of Australia where they base their 
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studies, Fanning and Holdaway advocate for a process of full coverage survey across 

regions as opposed to the more usual method of survey single sites at a time 

(2008:167). They note that this process is most successful in areas where the material 

culture is easily seriated; Fort Apache’s distinct assemblages, as well as potential for 

metal, pottery, ceramics, and stone tools that are easily attributed to a certain 

occupation, make it a good candidate for a visual survey. In these cases, surface survey 

methods, as opposed to excavation methods, are not only preferable but also often the 

only option in an eroding landscape. 

With regard to specific field methods, shovel tests and systematic excavation, 

both considered traditional forms of archaeological investigation in cultural resource 

management across North America, were not used. As Welch et al. (2009:150) assert, 

the Apache believe that “avoidance [is] the highest form of respect” afforded by 

descendants towards ancestors. Averaged over the entire site of Fort Apache, overall 

artifact densities are very low and architectural and refuse debris spanning the entire 

historical period dominate the assemblages. Therefore, shovel tests were unlikely to be 

successful as a field method (Beisaw 2009:49). Instead, I relied upon surface survey and 

pedestrian field reconnaissance. 

4.1.2. Field data collection 

In order to answer my research questions about the surface assemblage, my 

crew surveyed areas within Fort Apache property boundaries, as well as areas 

historically associated with the site (though no longer part of the formal Fort Apache 

boundary) to the south of the property. During each of these field seasons, I lived with 

my team of volunteers at the site, and we aspired to become familiar fixtures on the 

landscape, making ourselves available to questions from community members and 

tourists alike. My strategy of non-invasive surface survey to record the condition of the 

Fort Apache property was a direct and effective way to undertake an inventory of 

remaining surface materials. 

My field research program can be broadly divided into three primary efforts: 1) 

survey methods, including spatial control over the site, and general judgmental survey of 
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the property and systematic survey of dense assemblages; 2) collection strategy to 

minimize risk of additional artifacts being illicitly removed from the surface of the 

property; and, 3) post-field program, which included cataloguing and cleaning all 

collected artifacts for curation with the WMAT’s Historic Preservation Officer. Each of 

these initiatives is outlined below. 

Survey methods 

Surface survey without excavation was the primary method used in the field 

portion of this study. The ground surface and the boundaries of the Fort Apache property 

have changed considerably over time due to cultural and natural impacts. As the 

property boundaries were not rigorously enforced during some periods, residential 

properties abutting the Fort Apache property would sometimes intrude onto Fort Apache 

lands, making boundary recognition even more difficult. The limits of the property were 

not well marked when I began my study in 2010, and the US Public Health Service 

engineers completed the last survey of the property boundaries in the 1960s. My crew 

and I observed this marker during the 2010 season, but we could not locate associated 

maps or reports. 

Spatial control 

Using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) coordinates supplied by the WMAT 

GIS Department, my crew and I first examined the site’s existing boundaries, in order to 

assess the condition of the physical limit (i.e., fencing and gates) and to obtain a clear 

understanding of the lands and archaeological material both immediately inside and 

immediately outside the property line. We projected a grid of 200 x 200 m (656 x 656 ft.) 

over the 375-acre property to create a system for organizing and referencing 

observations. Each 400 m2 is referred to as a locus and has an alpha-numeric indicator 

(Figure 11). For a datum, the grid system used the southeastern corner of the property 

(physically identified by a permanent brass cap, and spatially identified on the Boundary 

Map [bottom right corner of A1, Figure 11]). 
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Figure 11. Fort Apache with 200 x 200 m grid. 

The grid was used to define focused survey areas, to define areas with increased 

surface artifacts, and to reference locations of features and dense assemblages. Each 

locus was determined to have “high”, “moderate”, or “low” archaeological potential and 

appeal to collectors (Table 4). These criteria were established through the field program 

observations and later used as a basis for discussions with Thomas, as discussed in 

Chapter 5. Diagnostic elements include complete artifacts; partial artifacts with intact 

maker’s or manufacturing marks; painted/embossed/transferred/etched/other text, 

imaging, or other deliberation surface markings; rims, handles, or bases in the case of 

ceramics; and tips, bases, and notches in the case of stone tools. Non-diagnostic 

elements include incomplete artifacts without maker’s or manufacturing marks, text, 

imaging, and surface marking. In the case of ceramics, body sherds are considered non-

diagnostic. In the case of stone tools, stone fragments without tips, bases, or notches 

are considered non-diagnostic. 
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Table 4. Archaeological potential classifications. 

Archaeological potential Criteria 
High Areas with large quantities of visible surface artifacts and/or 

features. Dominated by diagnostic artifacts. 
Medium Areas with both artifacts and indications of prior 

disturbance. Dominated by non-diagnostic artifacts, though 
occasional diagnostics may be found. 

Low Areas with little or no surface artifacts or areas that have 
already been significantly disturbed. 

This information was used to create maps depicting sensitive areas as one basis 

for WMAT/FAHF management of Fort Apache.  

Judgmental survey 

The primary goal of the systematic and reconnaissance surveys was to identify 

areas with dense surface artifact assemblages and concomitant illicit collection. My crew 

surveyed a total of 202 acres (54%) of the 375-acre Fort Apache property. Survey 

transects followed property boundaries and topographic features, such as ridges, 

canyons, and drainage terraces, where present. Crew members were spaced 5–10 m 

apart, depending on terrain and visibility (Figure 12). Within the East Fork canyon, crew 

members were spaced 10–15 m apart, due to steep and unstable terrain. All available 

exposures, including road cuts, animal paths, trails, and areas within shrub and tree 

canopies were inspected for archaeological materials. 
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Figure 12. Volunteer crew member Jay Herbert surveying the north rim of the East 
Fork canyon in 2010, looking southeast. Fort Apache historic 
buildings in the background. 

A “no collection” policy was adopted during this component of the survey, 

regardless of density or types of surface artifacts, within areas currently used for 

ceremonial purposes, as well as the military cemetery, site proper (historic buildings), 

and immediate vicinity. Additionally, cached ceremonial items found outside of identified 

ceremonial areas were not collected. 

Though the primary focus of this project was a survey of archaeological and 

cultural materials, observations on development and environmentally sensitive areas 

were also noted and reported to the WMAT and the FAHF in a brief report from the first 

season (Lewis and Welch 2011a:5–6). Areas with increased surface artifacts—“dense 

assemblages”—often with associated features, were subjected to more intensive field 

survey using systematic transects. 

Participant-led survey 

Thomas visited the Fort Apache property on two separate occasions in 2011, 

bringing me on both occasions to areas of past collecting. He defined the interest in 

these areas according to their potential for military-era, diagnostic artifacts. He was 

interested in locations he used to collect from, either alone or with friends or family—
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places that he knew “had a lot of stuff”, as he described them. He was interested in how 

these areas had changed in terms of the quantity of artifacts that still remained since he 

had last visited them during the late 1970s and early 1980s, and specifically if the 

objects he remembered on the surface were still there. 

These present-day visits were connected to his past activities and visits to the 

site (1960s–1980s) by the availability of Thomas’s meticulous hand-drawn maps. Made 

during his active collecting, the maps note dense concentrations of artifacts and lists of 

collected artifacts. He also indicated areas that corresponded with his own maps, using 

the map provided to him in interviews. 

Systematic survey 

During the course of general, judgmental survey of the Fort Apache property, 

fifteen additional areas (I–XII, plus III-1, III-2, III-3, and III-4) were selected for more 

intensive, systematic survey (Figure 13). These areas were selected based upon the 

following indicators: 

• Maps and documents that specify use of areas during the military (1870–
1922) and boarding school (1923–present) eras (Figure 14) 

• Topographic information, identifying areas such as ridges, proximity to water, 
and game trails, which are potentially favourable for camps, cultural use, or 
other activities 

• Marked or increased presence of surface artifacts, noted while completing 
judgmental preliminary field reconnaissance within the property 

• Evidence of repeated past and present use of an area for cultural or 
ceremonial purposes evidenced through historic, ethnographic, and 
archaeological records 
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Figure 13. Fort Apache property showing 14 areas of systematic survey transects 
(I–XII, plus III-1, III-2, III-3, and III-4). 

Within these areas of intensive survey, crews surveyed in transects 2–6 m apart, 

depending on terrain and visibility (Lewis and Welch 2011a:7–11). Features and dense 

assemblages noted within these intensive survey transects were measured, recorded 

with a GPS waypoint, photographed and, in some cases, sketched. All artifacts and 

features were examined for diagnostic elements (discussed in detail in Section 4.1.3). 

Trails within the property were also surveyed. One crew of two people surveyed 

the built trails and trail cuts within the property, in transects 1–3 m apart, following the 

route of the trail. Artifact collection was restricted to clearly diagnostic objects, as noted 

immediately above. All survey tracks were documented in order to provide an electronic 

record of the trail and road system within the property. 
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Figure 14. Circa 1904 map of Fort Apache and environs (Bennett 1904). 

Artifact collection 

Existing artifacts on the surface of Fort Apache remain at risk of collection by 

tourists and other visitors. Due to this risk and the high degree of public access across 

the majority of the site, a highly selective collection strategy was used that targeted 

artifacts with potential appeal to collectors. I collected only artifacts (diagnostic and non-

diagnostic) considered likely to be taken by casual and other visitors to the site. These 

items included intact military ammunition, complete ceramic vessels, pottery sherds with 

maker’s marks, architectural elements from degrading historic buildings, complete 

bottles, buttons and other military insignia, lithics (including projectile points and other 

stone tools), among others. A “no collection” policy was adopted, regardless of density 

or types of surface artifacts, within areas currently used for ceremonial purposes, as well 

as the cemetery site proper and immediate vicinity. No ceremonial items found inside or 

outside of identified ceremonial areas were collected. 



 

110 

Once identified as “collectable”, artifacts were GPS way-pointed (given a spatial 

address of origin), documented, entered into an electronic database, and passed into 

custody of the WMAT’s Historic Preservation Officer. A catalogue of the artifacts entered 

into the database can be found in Appendix F. The following section details the analysis 

of this study’s field data. 

4.1.3. Field data processing and classification 

Once collected, artifacts were lightly cleaned of soil and sediment in order to 

facilitate identification of any diagnostics elements, and no solvents were used. Artifacts 

were then photographed in a makeshift studio at our house on the Fort Apache site, 

bagged in plastic for lithics and paper for organic materials, fabrics, bone, and metal, 

provided an accession number, and delivered into the care of the WMAT’s Historic 

Preservation Officer. During rudimentary analysis, artifacts were classified according to 

their location (GPS [Global Positioning System] waypoint), associated photographs, 

associated feature (if any), material, primary class, diagnostic element (if any), and 

occupation association (if attributable). If an artifact exhibited re-use for purposes other 

than originally manufactured, a secondary class was recorded (for example, a tin can 

repurposed as a projectile point). Table 5 details these classifications and their 

subcategories. These classifications were developed on site, as the surfaces were 

surveyed, in order to create a site-specific (though adaptable to other sites) classification 

system, rather than impose a strategy created at and for another site. The exception to 

this strategy is the diagnostic attributes associated with pottery, traditionally, and widely in 

use around the world for pottery diagnosis (as discussed in Rice 1987). 
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Table 5. Artifact classifications for assemblages from Fort Apache and Fort Grant. 

Material Primary Class Secondary Class Diagnostic 
Element 

Occupation 
Association 

Bone 
Can: food 
Can: other 
Ceramic 
Glass: blue 
Glass: brown 
Glass: clear 
Glass: green 
Glass: purple7 
Glass: white 
Lithic 
Metal 
Metal nail: cut 
Metal nail: wire 
Metal nail: wrought 
Plastic 
Textile 
Other: (specified in 
catalogue) 
Unknown 

Architectural 
Clothing 
Clothing decoration 
Cooking 
Decoration 
Farming/agriculture 
Hunting/gathering 
Husbandry 
Military insignia 
Ornament 
Serving 
Storage 
Tool 
Toy 
Weaponry 
Other: (specified in 
catalogue) 
Unknown 

Architectural 
Clothing 
Clothing decoration 
Cooking 
Decoration 
Farming/agriculture 
Hunting/gathering 
Husbandry 
Military insignia 
Ornament 
Serving 
Storage 
Tool 
Toy 
Weaponry 
Other: (specified in 
catalogue) 
Unknown 

Base 
Complete 
Context 
Embossed 
Glaze 
Handle 
Inscribed 
Lid 
Maker’s mark 
Painted 
Repurposed 
Residue 
Rim 
Seam 
Shoulder 
Slip 
Worked edge 
Other: (specified in 
catalogue) 

Paleo/Archaic 
Pueblo 
Pre-contact 
Proto-historical 
Military/historical 
School/historical 
Modern 
Unknown 

Analysis of collected artifacts was not a primary goal of this project. Classification 

was limited to occupation, material, diagnostic element (if any), and primary and 

secondary uses. The level of analysis of collected artifact was as follows:  

• Historical (unspecified) refers to historical-period artifacts that cannot be 
attributed to a specific occupation 

• Historical (military) refers to historical-period artifacts that can be attributed to 
the military occupation 

• Historical (school) refers to historical-period artifacts that can be attributed to 
the school occupation until the 1980s 

• Modern refers to artifacts from 1980s to present 

 
7 Refers to the indigo-coloured glass commonly used at the site, and not the clear glass with high 

magnesium content that turns lavender after prolonged ultraviolet (UV) exposure. 
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• Proto-historic/Apache refers to artifacts that are not attributable to settler 
culture, and which are related to Apache culture either before or during 
European settlement of the area 

Diagnostic refers to complete artifacts or those with a maker’s mark, or 

diagnostic element (rim, handle, embossing, patterning, other writing, etc.). Non-

diagnostic refers to incomplete artifacts, or those without a maker’s mark, or diagnostic 

element (rim, handle, embossing, patterning, other writing, etc.). 

4.2. Interview program 

My interview program was conducted over four seasons (2012–2015) and 

includes almost 50 hours of interviews with four individuals, with additional letter 

correspondence. Approximately 40 of those hours are with Thomas; my data from 

Thomas also include written correspondence (ongoing in the present day), historical 

documents and maps, photos, and physical artifacts. My secondary interview participant, 

a staff member at Fort Apache and referred to as Janice in this study, is included as a 

witness to Thomas’s (and other collectors’) activities at the Fort Apache property. The 

other two interviewees (a son of the original Lutheran missionaries who came to WMAT 

lands in the early 1900s, and a local historian with an interest in Fort Apache) were 

eliminated from this study. I also reviewed tapes of an interview Thomas undertook with 

an Apache community member in 1980s; however, neither this taped individual, nor the 

other two individuals noted were included in my Research Ethics application and I am 

limiting any information gathered from them in this study. 

The methods for the interview portion of my study are divided as follows: 1) 

approach, including influencing and existing studies; 2) data collection; and, 3) data 

analysis. 

4.2.1. Approach to interviews 

There has been increasing academic inquiry into first-hand accounts of illicit 

collecting of cultural material. Relevant to this study, Roger Atwood’s (2006) work with 

the huaqueros of South America provided an example of in-the-field interviews with 
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collectors who are operating outside of local laws in order to participate in a cash 

economy. Julie Hollowell’s doctoral dissertation (2004) and related studies (2006; 

Hollowell-Zimmer 2003) into “low-end looting” was particularly influential to this study, 

both in topic and methods. Her study of the St. Lawrence Islanders’ legal access to and 

sale of artifacts provided an alternative model of descendant communities’ management 

of their cultural heritage that recognizes their social, political, and economic realities.  

Hollowell’s stated position within her own study also influenced how I positioned 

myself in relation to the study participants. I did not present myself as an accomplice to 

the people I interviewed (Hollowell 2004:8), though I think I would have, if necessary, to 

facilitate discussions. Instead, I portrayed myself as not merely sympathetic to 

individuals’ perspectives, but ignorant of any opposing perspective. I believe that this 

situation enabled the study’s focus to remain on the participants themselves and, 

ultimately, for the participants to see our interviews as an opportunity to not only 

converse with me, but to influence my way of thinking. All interview participants 

expressed concern for Fort Apache, the welfare of the community members, and the 

preservation of materials that represented a local telling of Apache and American 

history. Specific to Thomas, I believe that he is a rare repository of knowledge of Fort 

Apache. This assertion plays into a “traditional” approach to fieldwork interviews which, 

according to Morag Kersel, are based on two primary assumptions: 1) the interviewer is 

skilled and can gain and provide access to knowledge, and 2) there is knowledge to be 

gained (2009:180).  

Maintaining an objective position became more difficult as this study progressed. 

My relationship with Thomas grew beyond that of researcher and informant. I came to 

rely upon his knowledge of Fort Apache history and developed a friendship with him. 

This friendship was unanticipated and rooted in respect for his sincere interest in Fort 

Apache and material remains, and appreciation for the goodwill in sharing both his time 

and resources. Over several days’ worth of interviews, as well as personal 

correspondence over the past four years, I do not think that a certain degree of 

sympathy for his position and impetuses for collecting at the site could be avoided. I also 

strongly believe that personal rapport within interviews of this nature (informal, semi-

structured) enable a level of trust and sincerity (Kersel 2009:182; following Coffey 1999) 
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that may not be facilitated by other, less formal approaches. Thomas’s particular 

competence (Bernard 2006:196) with the historical period of Fort Apache, his 

commitment to my research, and his professed goal to aid in the preservation of the site 

itself, are integral to my understanding of why and how people “loot”.  

The data I used to assess perspectives of cultural heritage management to the 

site and community of Fort Apache specifically are drawn from one-on-one, semi-formal 

conversations and site visits with members of the proximal and cultural community. 

Following Harvey Russell Bernard’s assertion that “in-depth research requires informed 

informants” (2006:187), for this project all participants were selected based upon their 

self-described association to the Fort Apache; these associations were cultural (e.g., 

WMAT members), proximal (individuals living near and being physically familiar with the 

site), and professional (either currently working at the site, or previously worked at the 

site). Some participants had more than one self-described association with the Fort 

Apache (i.e., cultural and professional, or proximal and professional, etc.). 

When dealing with more than one interview participant (either individually or in a 

group), conflicting opinions are expected to arise. At the same time, however, I had 

conflicting opinions on the study myself, and my ethics were challenged during the 

course of this research. I wanted a research project that could contribute to the WMAT’s 

control over their heritage, and I resented theft from the sites. However, I was also 

frustrated with the power archaeologists hold over cultural materials. I was confused as 

to why I felt sympathy toward Thomas and anger toward all the others who removed 

materials from Fort Apache. When I began my study, I had not yet undertaken research 

of other, similar projects that walk the line between ethics and law, in sites with multiple 

meanings and potencies. As time went by, the study became less about what I thought 

was happening at the site, and instead came to serve as a witness to what others felt 

about Fort Apache, and wanted for it—and through extension, what they wanted and 

valued for themselves. Because of this progression of thought, my methods changed 

over time as I came to appreciate Thomas for the resource that he is: an illicit collector 

who understands that his actions are illegal, but is willing to impart his knowledge of 

what was once at Fort Apache, and who was willing to show me how and what he had 
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collected. The opportunity to record this information necessitated a change in my 

methods, in order to gather as many details from Thomas as possible. 

4.2.2. Interview data collection 

The data collected for the interview program of this study consisted of semi-

formal interviews. This data is discussed below, according to the interview process and 

interview data analysis. 

Interview process 

I collected interview data largely through casual conversations. Participants 

directed these conversations, though an Interview Guide (see Appendix B) was used 

primarily as a checklist to ensure that certain topics were covered by the end of the 

session. Participants were largely responsible for driving conversations and encouraged 

to “feel what they wanted to say and to be an agent of their self-revelation” (Pachter 

2008:n.p.) in representing themselves according to both their own ideals, as well as their 

suitability to their perceived goals of the study. This more casual approach to 

conversations with interview participants has also worked in other studies with Apache 

members (see Laluk 2017:100). Most participants took part in only one session (and 

more than eleven in the case of Thomas, plus additional written correspondence), 

though follow-up phone calls and/or emails were made and written in most cases.  

I used the Interview Guide for the first interview with each participant. I digitally 

recorded each conversation and hand-wrote notes. Copies of notes and conversations 

were not provided to participants, nor were they requested, though participants were 

welcome to request copies as outlined in the Informed Consent Form (see Appendix C). 

This form also provided all the details of the study, as well as contact information for the 

Simon Fraser University Research Ethics committee and my supervisors. Final copies of 

the dissertation will be issued to all participants, according to the terms of the signed 

Informed Consent Forms.  

When conversations were recorded, participants were provided control of the 

voice recorder and could stop it any time they wished to share information that they did 
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not want recorded. On the rare occasions when the participants stopped the recording, 

they indicated that they were still fine with me making handwritten notes. Participants 

were also given the option to remain anonymous prior to their participation in the study 

(none required anonymity). Despite this release, I decided to keep all participants’ 

names anonymous and/or assign a pseudonym. Participants’ positions or cultural 

affiliation are not kept anonymous, due to the importance of this information to the topic 

of my study. As these affiliations can be used as unique identifiers, due to the small and 

varied nature of the research group, randomly generated alphanumeric identifiers were 

not required. 

The primary data sought in these semi-structured interviews were participants’ 

recollections of the creation and destruction of (archaeological) material remains of 

activities at the site. Specifically, participants were asked about their recollections of 

dense assemblages of observed surface artifacts, dumps, previously existing buildings, 

activity by collectors, looters, and researchers, and other sources of material deposition 

or removal, by themselves or by others. Participants were invited to discuss their 

experiences and associations with the site, at a location of their choosing (some 

interviews took place at participants’ residences, some at the site Cultural Center). 

During the interviews, participants were also provided a line map of the site (Figure 15), 

and encouraged to use it to point out areas they were familiar with, as well as to use it as 

a tool to illustrate their own understanding of the site. This exercise was modelled on 

Paul Mullins’ (2009) exercise with his ANTH 104 students at Indiana University, as well 

as other studies using cognitive maps with interview participants (see Lillehammer 

2009:259, 267). Participants were also invited to visit Fort Apache to walk around with 

me, in order to physically show me where they had observed artifacts at one time that 

were now gone, and where known dumping areas were.  
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Figure 15. Map provided to interview participants during one-on-one interviews 
(credit: D. Windsor, K. Webb). 

As noted earlier in this chapter, only Thomas accompanied me on a field survey 

of the property. On two occasions, we spent several hours walking the site to areas that 

he used to frequent, both alone and with others, that he knew “had a lot of stuff”. These 

present-day visits were connected to his past activities at the site (1960s–1980s) by the 

availability of meticulous hand-drawn maps of the site (noting areas with high artifact 

densities, and made in the 1960s–1970s, when he was an active collector) and lists of 

collected artifacts. He also indicated areas that corresponded with his own maps, using 

the map provided to him in interviews, and further discussed in Chapter 6.  

After each interview, and after any field visits with participants, I took some 

personal notes, reflecting on the discussions. I transcribed all recorded interviews, and 

typed all handwritten notes of the interviews and post-interview reflections. I used axial 
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coding to group the interview data into thematic headings (e.g., Glaser and Strauss 

1967; Kersel 2009:193–4; Strauss 1987). These headings included:  

• General context (identities of consultants, their personal contexts and 
philosophies) 

• Spatial understanding of Fort Apache 

• Stewardship of cultural material 

• Fort Apache and cultural identity 

• Improving protection and management of Fort Apache 

• How Fort Apache has been altered over time, culturally and naturally 

During the field survey at Fort Grant, I made notes from casual conversations 

with staff that showed me around the property, but did not use an Interview Guide. 

Where appropriate, I organized data gathered from conversation into the same headings 

as above, but particular to Fort Grant and not Fort Apache. 

4.2.3. Interview data analysis 

All recorded interviews received full transcription, and all handwritten notes were 

typed. In the months following the interviews, I revisited the notes and organized the 

information from all participants into subheadings relevant to my research topic: 

• General context (identities of participants, their personal contexts and 
philosophies, roles and relationships to Fort Apache) 

• Spatial understanding of the Fort Apache property 

• Stewardship of cultural material (general and specific to Fort Apache) 

• Protection and management of Fort Apache 

• Cultural and natural impacts to Fort Apache over time 

• Collection of archaeological materials at Fort Apache 

• Other general topics 
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4.3. Evaluation of research program 

This section examines the effectiveness and limitations of the field and interview 

data in relation to my research questions. 

4.3.1. Addressing research questions 

In this section, I summarize how my research program was designed to gather 

the information required to answer each of the research topics: heritage values, 

concepts and definitions of “looting”, and transformation processes. 

In exploring heritage values, I used the Burra Charter (2013) as a basis for 

determining the values that Thomas exhibited in his collecting of archaeological 

materials from Fort Apache. This Charter is not usually applied to understanding the 

values placed on material by collectors. Therefore, using the Charter provided an 

opportunity to examine these motives from outside the perspective of economic gain 

often assigned to collectors as the prime impetus in their removal of materials. The Burra 

Charter assigns cultural significance to place; I use this Charter as a model for 

considering heritage values at the federal, community, and individual collector levels. I 

consider the non-economic values some collectors (such as Thomas) are applying to the 

materials they remove from archaeological sites.  

In my examination of academic and governmental understandings of “looting” 

and “looters”, I begin by situating these terms within Western legal frameworks, as the 

foil to federally mandated and permitted “licit” access to cultural heritage. “Looters” 

operate outside of the system, for individual gain, and to the detriment of the “universal 

museum” philosophy (British Museum 2004:n.p.; Stocking 1992:119). I consider this 

perspective and the common focus on the destructive nature of collecting (Brodie and 

Doole 2001:1; Brodie and Renfrew 2005:344; Lynott 2004:19; Renfrew 2000:10), and 

explore the nuances behind why and how people collect material (Atwood 2006:34–40; 

Brodie and Gill 2003:34; Hollowell 2004:60,422; Matsuda 1998:88). 

By working directly with Thomas, at the site he collected from, I was able to add 

to the limited image of who collectors are, and how and why they collect. I began 
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fieldwork with the assumption that there is a spectrum of collecting, and with the 

understanding that sometimes community members operate outside of laws in order to 

counter realties related to socio-economics and cultural beliefs within their communities 

(Atwood 2006:38; Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:46; Matsuda 1998:88). My field observations 

with Thomas, particularly when combined with interview data, add to the “looting 

spectrum” (Pitblado 2014:387). These observations expand this spectrum to include self-

named community members who collect archaeological material. 

My research into transformation processes addresses questions related to 

collectors’ field methods by combining data field observations (such as voids of 

diagnostic artifacts in the field, or of particular assemblage types) to determine 

collectors’ strategies and methods, with interview data (such as insights into areas and 

artifacts of interest). I used information gathered during other interviews to elicit an 

understanding of what the landscape at Fort Apache looked like during and after 

removal of materials by collectors such as Thomas. These participants were invaluable 

as witnesses to his and others’ behaviour and provide additional perspectives of why, 

how, and to what end people illicitly collect. 

By conducting a review of cultural transforms and the impact of human activity 

upon archaeological sites, I gained an understanding of illicit collecting as another “c-

transform”. My field program, designed to inventory and assess the level of 

archaeological potential remaining at Fort Apache, was effective in recording and 

collecting artifacts at risk of being illicitly collected. My field program also fulfilled the 

WMAT’s wish to understand the remaining artifacts on the surface of the Fort Apache 

property.  

4.3.2. Limitations 

A primary limitation, which is relevant to both my field and interview programs, is 

the apparent limited scope of this study. By focusing primarily on one site (Fort Apache) 

and one collector (Thomas) I favoured depth over variety. The belief behind this 

approach is that each collector, and each collected site, has individual signatures that 

can be understood in a comparative sense, but not necessarily in a generalized sense 
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that will be replicated at similar sites. The advantage of this approach was that a large 

amount of data about Fort Apache and Thomas was gained, which would not have been 

otherwise possible in a multi-case study. 

Finding similar studies proved challenging. Not much literature exists regarding 

illicit collecting at military sites or Indian boarding schools. The available literature of 

collectors and collecting is largely rooted in the problem of the worldwide antiquities 

market (e.g., Brodie and Doole 2001; Brodie and Renfrew 2005; Renfrew 2000; Robbins 

2006). Studies of smaller-scale collecting are often limited to studies of Indigenous 

perspectives and do not recognize the perhaps misguided reality that some non-

Indigenous community members associate with artifacts related to Indigenous history 

(e.g., Atwood 2006; Hollowell-Zimmer 2003; Matsuda 1998).  

Limited field research has been completed at Fort Apache, with a focus on 

particular areas and features within the property. This limitation was challenging, as no 

baseline data of archaeological material at the site existed which I could compare my 

findings against. Studying the space left behind from collectors—the “negative data”—is 

inherently difficult, not least because “absence of evidence is not evidence of absence”. I 

countered this by relying upon the testimony of Thomas and other interview participants 

who witnessed the real-time degradation of the site due to collecting. Without the 

addition of interview information, prevalence of a certain artifact type on the surface, and 

absence of another, may lead to incomplete or false interpretations. For example, as 

Thomas was interested primarily with historical material from the military period, without 

interviewing him I may have inferred that the military was dumping materials elsewhere, 

or that only non-diagnostic or incomplete items were dumped. Instead, due to the 

interviews, I understanding that their absence was due to Thomas’s and others’ 

collecting. 

Any classification system carries within it biases, personal experiences and habits, 

and commentaries on the use, re-use, and changing social settings in both the past and 

the present that impact our interpretation of artifacts. Though this problem is not dealt with 

specifically in the scope of this study, I am aware of the various types of overlays and 

their related problems in interpretations, as summarized by Geoff Bailey (2007). My 
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primary goal was to create and interpret an inventory of the archaeological surface data at 

Fort Apache. Beyond assigning artifacts and features to major chronological periods (e.g., 

military, school, modern, etc.), I did not perform an in-depth artifact analysis. 

Particular to the interviews, the small number of participants was due to limited 

availability of participants, the cultural stigma associated with those who may be 

considered looters, the site-specific nature of the study, and the time required to explore 

the research questions with each participant. I relied upon personal introductions, often 

via my senior supervisor, John Welch, in recruiting interview participants. I focused my 

interviews on Thomas, whose unique position in the community as a former resident and 

BIA employee (in addition to his consistent, meticulously documented, and non–

economically driven collection of materials from the site) caused me to regard him as a 

“specialized informant” (Bernard 2006:196). Thomas also self-identified, and was 

identified by others, as a “looter”. I realized that, in a study of the processes of collecting 

at a historical site, I had access to a unique participant. Thomas was not only generous 

with his time and willing to share information about his activities, but is an expert on the 

historical period of Fort Apache, and a detail-oriented researcher and collector. 

Clearly, reliance on Thomas skews the interview dataset by weighting it more 

heavily to his perspectives. However, I believe that his voice is rare enough in clarity, 

focus, and breadth of recollection to warrant close study. In addition, his return in both 

time and topic to Fort Apache and its history has remained consistent through the 

decades since he arrived at the site in the 1960s, making him uniquely suited for 

participation in a study that aims to keep the site as its foundation. 

4.4. Chapter summary 

In this chapter, I reviewed the field and interview methods I used during the field 

portion of this dissertation. My study came to focus on a single collector’s activities at the 

site, and was explored through his own testimony, witness testimony, and the site of Fort 

Apache itself, which exhibits the physical impacts and processes of Thomas’s illicit 

collecting. I analyzed them as separate series and in relation to each other. This 

approach enabled me to collect the data required to describe transformation processes 



 

123 

at Fort Apache, the values applied to material culture by illicit collectors, by which 

means, and how understandings of “looters” and “looting” do not represent a complete 

picture of why people “loot”.  
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Chapter 5. Results: field data 

Through the data presented in this chapter, I seek to explore the value 

assigned by collectors to archaeological materials, and the influence of collectors on 

the landscape. The field data are presented in two sections: field data and observations, 

both with and without Thomas’s participation, and comparative field data from Fort Grant in 

2011, as part of the archaeological field data. The data in each of these sections 

represent the actions and repercussions of a non–financially motivated collector, as 

told by the archaeological record and the collector himself. I precede the presentation 

of field data with a brief discussion of cultural transformation processes. 

5.1. Archaeological field program 

According to Schiffer (1972:156), “the spatial patterning of archaeological 

remains reflects the spatial patterning of past activities”. At Fort Apache, the landscape 

shows heavy influence of cultural and natural processes, all of which “transformed 

them spatially, quantitatively, formally, and relationally” (Schiffer 1976:11). My study 

examines the life of a group of collected artifacts, and their related spatial patterning 

at Fort Apache. 

In this study, collecting as a cultural transformation process (c-transform) 

occurs at the point of discovery, but by the collector and not the professional 

archaeologist. Whether collected avocationally or professionally, the removal of an 

artifact from Fort Apache is another stage in the life of the artifact—through re-use 

and re-valuing of the object as worthy of collecting and, in some cases, research. 

When collecting is considered an additional stage in the life of an artifact, the 

“Pompeii premise”, as rejected by Ascher (1968), Binford (1981), and Schiffer 

(1976), is further discredited, especially with regards to surface occurrences. If 

collecting has not been understood or studied as an observable c-transform, then 
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what remains on the surface of sites definitely cannot be understood to reflect a 

complete and accurate encapsulation of the individuals and activities that occurred 

there. Instead, crucial elements with appeal to collectors have been removed and 

usually undocumented. 

I have divided the results of the field program into three sub-sections: general 

field program results and summary of collected data; dense assemblage areas and 

features within the Fort Apache property; and collection areas within the property, as 

determined through an overlay of my field observations with Thomas’s field 

observations. In each of these sections, I present an in-depth description of the 

archaeological material at the site, of the outcomes of my collection strategy, and of 

Thomas’s familiarity with the property and the materials there. I refer to these data in 

Chapter 7 in my discussion of c-transforms and the characterization of collected 

landscapes. 

5.1.1. Field data 

The collection focus was on diagnostic artifacts that may hold appeal for 

opportunistic or casual visitors to the property, or more focused collectors such as 

Thomas. During survey of 202 acres of the property (excluding the cemetery and site 

proper as noted in Chapter 3), a total of 197 diagnostic artifacts were collected (54% of 

total observed artifacts), with an additional 345 observed but uncollected non-

diagnostic artifacts. Clusters of artifacts (more than one artifact immediately adjacent 

to one another, whether diagnostic or non-diagnostic) received a single GPS 

waypoint (Figure 16). In order to answer my research questions regarding the value 

attributed by collectors to different types of artifacts, the focus of the field program 

was on the types and density of artifact assemblages on the Fort Apache property. 

This section is not an exhaustive study of the distribution of surface artifacts. 
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Figure 16. Observed artifact clusters on the surface of Fort Apache during the 
2010–2013 field seasons. 

Of the 197 artifacts collected from the surface (Figure 18), 144 (73%) were 

classified as “historical” and could not be attributed to any one occupation (i.e., 

military or school periods); an additional 16 (8%) artifacts were attributed to historical 

(military), and 3 (1%) were attributed to historical (school). Of the 197 total artifacts 

collected, 144 (73%; coincidentally the same number as historical artifacts) were 

diagnostic (Table 6). All artifacts were recorded in an Artifact Log and Classification Table 

(Appendix F). Table 6 provides totals for the number of diagnostic and non-diagnostic 

artifacts collected from Fort Apache, as well as temporal affinities. Figure 17 presents 

the totals of diagnostic and non-diagnostic artifacts.  
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Table 6. Diagnostic and non-diagnostic artifacts collected from Fort Apache, 
2010–2013. 

 Diagnostic Non-diagnostic Total 
Modern 2 0 2 
Historical (unknown) 99 45 144 
Historical (military) 16 0 16 
Historical (school) 1 2 3 
Protohistoric/Apache 8 1 9 
Pueblo/Archaic 17 3 20 
Unknown 1 2 3 
 144 53 197 

 

 

Figure 17. Diagnostic versus non-diagnostic artifacts collected from Fort Apache, 
2010–2013. 
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Figure 18. Collected artifacts from Fort Apache during the 2010–2013 field 
seasons. 

Collected diagnostic artifacts represent all periods of occupation at the site, with 

the most prolific examples being historical (primarily military, followed by historical 

unspecified) and pueblo/archaic. Mixed artifact collections representative of all 

occupations generally occur evenly across the property. The exceptions are dense 

assemblages from FA10-S001, FA10-S002, and FA10-S003 (Figure 19). These areas 

are remarkable against other surfaces of the property for either an increased artifact 

density and/or a concentration of one period of artifacts. Figure 20 provides examples of 

some of the collected artifacts. 



 

129 

 

Figure 19. Dense assemblage areas and features at Fort Apache. 

In addition to artifacts, I observed features and artifact clusters (Figure 19): two 

masonry features and two cultural depressions, and three areas with increased surface 

artifacts as compared with the surrounding areas. 
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Figure 20. Examples of diverse artifact assemblage from Fort Apache. From 
bottom left (clockwise): blacking tin lid (FA10-0049); stamped partial 
brick (FA10-00131); military lapel insignia (FA11-00035); corded 
pottery (FA10-0042); corner-notched projectile point (FA10-0070); 
metal door plate (FA10-00128) (credit: C. Armstrong; M. Bartlett; A. 
Finkelstein). 

The features and dense assemblages are summarized in Table 7, noting specific 

location and associated diagnostic artifacts collected. Both features and dense 

assemblages are discussed in detail in the following sections. 
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Table 7. Features and artifact accumulations at Fort Apache. 

Type Identifier Description Location  Diagnostic 
artifacts 
collected 

Occupation 
Fe

at
ur

es
 

FA10-F001 Masonry feature; row of 
partially subsurface cobbles 
and small boulders; likely 
architectural; three 
historical-period artifacts 

B2 (south of barn 
complex) 

3 Historical 

FA10-F002 Cultural depression feature; 
“boomerang” shape with 
marked absence of artifacts 

E1 (100 m northwest 
of FA10-S003; in 
south-western 
section of Fort 
Apache property) 

0 -- 

FA10-F003 Masonry feature; circular; no 
artifacts 

D1 (4 m east of 
FA10-S003, in 
south-western 
section of Fort 
Apache property) 

0 -- 

FA10-F004 Cultural depression feature; 
trench with pile of cobbles at 
one end, and another pile in 
the centre; no artifacts 

E1 (100 m north of 
FA10-S003, in 
south-western 
section of Fort 
Apache property) 

0 -- 

De
ns

e a
ss

em
bl

ag
es

 

FA10-S001 Area with marked increase 
in diagnostic and non-
diagnostic surface lithics; 
when assemblage 
considered as a unit, likely 
proto-historical; possible 
camp (see Chapter 6) 

C6/D6 (north rim of 
the East Fork 
canyon, north of 
Scout Camp) 

19 Pueblo 
(n=12), 
historical (=6), 
unknown 
(n=1) 

FA10-S002 Area with notable absence 
of diagnostic lithics (as 
noted at FA10-S001) and 
mixture of multi-occupation 
artifacts; likely proto-historic; 
possible camp (see Chapter 
6) 

C6 (north rim of the 
East Fork canyon, 
west of Scout Camp) 

12 Historical 

FA10-S003 Area associated with 
irrigation trench; artifact 
assemblage largely 
historical-military; possible 
dump (see Chapter 6) 

C1 (proximally 
associated with 
FA10-F002, -F003, -
F004); south-
western section of 
Fort Apache property 

67 Historical 
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Features 

I observed four features: two masonry features (FA10-F001 and FA10-F003) and 

two cultural depressions (FA10-F002 and FA10-F004). Feature FA10-F001 is located 

south of the Fort Apache site proper, adjacent to the stables complex (Figure 21). This 

feature measures approximately 5 m long and 0.3 m wide. A thin row of mostly 

subsurface cobbles is in a line parallel to the road (Lewis and Welch 2011a:11). This 

feature may be historically associated with the stables, but is not indicated on the 1904 

map (Bennett 1904; Figure 14). Feature FA10-F001 may be a building foundation or 

boardwalk footing. I collected three artifacts from this feature, including an unspent rifle 

cartridge, a decorated cast-iron fragment, and a hammered iron nail (see Appendix F—

Artifact Log and Classification Table). The location of this masonry feature, as well as 

the associated artifacts, indicates the temporal relation of this feature to the historical 

period, and specifically to the military period. Historical maps indicate non-commissioned 

soldiers and families may have lived in this area south of the Fort Apache site proper 

(Bennett 1904; Figure 14). 
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Figure 21. Feature FA10-F001, looking north. 

Feature FA10-F002 is located southwest of the Fort Apache site proper, set in 

the “brow” of a hillock near the southwestern property boundary corner. This feature 

measures 9 x 5 m and is dug to a maximum depth of 1.5 m, in an “L” or “boomerang” 

shape (Figure 22). There is a marked absence of archaeological material within the 

feature when compared with the area immediately surrounding it (Lewis and Welch 

2011a:11). This depression may be associated with another feature approximately 80 

m to the east (FA10-F004). The orientation of the feature follows the natural aspect of 

the hillock (runs southwest–northeast). I observed that the area to the west (outside of 

the Fort Apache property boundary and the study area) had a relative abundance of 

historical material fragments, including pottery and metal artifacts. 
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Figure 22. Feature FA10-F002. 

Feature FA10-F003 is located near the southern boundary of the Fort Apache 

property. This feature consists of a pile of approximately 15 cobbles and small 

boulders, placed in a rough circular shape (Figure 23; Lewis and Welch 2011a:11). This 

feature measures 1 m2. The shape of this feature initially indicated a possible fire ring, 

but there is no soil reddening or ash associated with the cobbles and boulders. I 

collected no artifacts from this feature. 
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Figure 23. Feature FA10-F003. 

Feature FA10-F004 is located southwest of the Fort Apache site proper. This feature 

runs northeast/southwest and is 13 m long (Figure 24). It is roughly rectangular. 

There is a semi-circular concentration o f  c o b b l e s  at the northeast end, and 

another roughly in the centre of the depression (approximately 6 m from northeast 

termination). This depression may be paired with FA10-F002, located about 70 m to 

the west. I collected no artifacts from this feature. 
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Figure 24. Feature FA10-F004. 

Dense assemblages 

Within the virtually consistent scattering of artifacts across the Fort Apache 

landscape, I identified three areas with higher concentrations of surface artifacts: FA10-

S001, FA10-S002, and FA10-S003 (Figure 19), each of which is discussed below. Once 

these areas were identified during judgmental surveys, they were subjected to 

systematic surveys, using transects following cardinal directions. 

Area FA10-S001 is located approximately 40 m northwest of the Scout Camp 

proper on the northern rim of the East Fork of the White River. This area is notable for 

the amount of diagnostic and non-diagnostic surface lithics (Figure 25). Area FA10-

S001 was focused within an area measuring 33 m east–west by 64 m north–south, and 

was surveyed by a team of two people approximately 2 m apart. Based upon the 

presence of fine arrowheads indicating various stages of production and ability, this 

may have been a lithic production and/or discard area. I collected 19 artifacts from this 

area, dominated by historical and Pueblo types, perhaps indicating a proto-historical 
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context. The southern half of FA10-S001 exhibited an increase in tin scraps, while the 

lithic material is concentrated to the north, away from the East Fork rim. 

 

Figure 25. Example of artifacts collected from dense assemblage FA10-S001. 
Clockwise, from top left: embossed jar lid fragment (FA10-0055); 
ceramic fragment (FA10-0068); biface (FA10-00064); spent core 
(FA10-0065); corner-notched projectile point (FA10-0066); uniface 
with worked edge (FA10-0057). 

Area FA10-S002 abuts the Scout Camp to the immediate east on the north 

rim of the East Fork of the White River. This dense assemblage was concentrated at 

the base of a natural stone terrace “wall” upon which the Scout Camp sits. The area 

measures 26 m east–west by 22 m north–south. Compared to FA10-S001, the 

artifacts here were much more varied, and while there were non-diagnostic lithics 

present, they were not present in the same quantity or quality as those collected 

from FA10-S001. The absence of formal lithics from this area makes it difficult to 

assign the artifacts to a chronological period. I collected 12 artifacts from this area, 

dominated by historical-period items (Figure 26). 



 

138 

 

Figure 26. Example of artifacts collected from dense assemblage FA10-S002. 
Clockwise from top left: serrated knife blade (FA10-0083); military 
epaulet fastener (FA10-0078); partial embossed jar lid (FA10-00077); 
tinkler used for clothing decoration (FA10-0056); fragment of 
transferware ceramic (FA10-0082); metal clothing rivet (FA10-0085). 

On the west-facing rock wall at the eastern extent of FA10-S001, there is 

modern graffiti: “23”, “E S O”, “E S...”, “SIDE”. These remnants indicate more recent use 

of the area. 

Area FA10-S003 was the only dense assemblage area identified south of the East 

Fork of the White River, and was located near the southwestern extent of the Fort Apache 

property. This area measured 45 m east–west by 45 m north–south, and was 

concentrated around an old wash or possible irrigation trench, though no irrigation gates 

were identified nearby (Figure 27).  
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Figure 27. FA10-S003, looking west. 

Area FA10-S003 provided the largest amount of diagnostic artifacts from a 

wide variety of materials, though all can be classified as historical in origin. The 

assemblages in this area includes building materials such as bricks, pottery and 

porcelain fragments, horseshoes, smashed glass, buttons, cut nails, cartridges, and 

some cut bovine bones (Figure 28). I collected 67 artifacts from this area, dominated 

by historical occupation. 
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Figure 28. Example of artifacts collected from dense assemblage FA10-S003. 
Clockwise from top left: spent cartridge (FA10-0099); amethyst glass 
(FA10-0102); military insignia (FA10-0109); metal moulding (FA10-
0111); bone button (FA10-0094); cut bovine bone (FA10-0098). 

Feature FA10-F003 is located to the east of area FA10-S003. Lastly, there is 

evidence of a possible house or wickiup (a round, moveable structure made from limbs 

of cottonwood tied together with yucca, used primarily for sleeping [Basso 1983:475]) 

clearing, indicated by a flat area with a clear change in sediment and vegetation 

compared with the surrounding area (Figure 29). 
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Figure 29. FA10-S003, looking southwest from possible wickiup clearing towards 
the rest of area FA10-S003. 

Areas of archaeological potential 

Based upon observations made during the field program, and in response to 

WMAT wishes to continue preservation of the landscape and material at Fort Apache, I 

assigned management recommendations to different areas in the property (Lewis and 

Welch 2011a). These recommendations aimed to help protect the Fort Apache property 

from unnecessary alterations, including illicit collecting. These recommendations were 

based upon three factors: 

• Visible surface artifacts and features 

• Quantity of diagnostic artifacts 

• Level of cultural disturbance 

In order to protect areas within the Fort Apache property that had either not yet 

been damaged, or which had already been impacted but still showed signs of cultural 

value to the WMAT or collection value to collectors, management recommendations 

strategies were assigned to areas within the property. I recommended that areas with 

large amounts of surface diagnostic artifacts and/or features were not be disturbed or 

altered in any way. I recommended that areas that have been disturbed but still have 
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artifacts and/or features on the surface should be protected from development and 

alterations unless unavoidable. Areas with little or no surface artifacts and/or features 

that have been significantly disturbed were recommended to receive archaeological 

monitoring prior to additional damage. These criteria and recommendations are 

summarized in Table 8. 

Table 8. Areas of archaeological potential at Fort Apache, including management 
recommendations. 

Archaeological 
potential 

Criteria Recommendation 

High Areas with large quantities of visible 
surface artifacts and/or features. 
Dominated by diagnostic artifacts. 

These areas should not be altered or 
disturbed in any way 

Medium Areas with both artifacts and indications 
of prior disturbance. Dominated by non-
diagnostic artifacts, though occasional 
diagnostics may be found. 

These areas should be protected from 
development or subsurface or surface 
disturbances except when absolutely 
necessary, in which case archaeological 
monitoring and testing should be 
required. 

Low Areas with little or no surface artifacts or 
areas that have already been 
significantly disturbed. 

These areas require archaeological 
monitoring prior to or in the course of 
subsurface disturbances 

The observations made during the field portion of this study aided in the 

development of a “hot spots” map, indicating areas of varying archaeological potential—

and therefore, sensitivity—throughout the Fort Apache property (Figure 30). The areas 

of high, medium, and low archaeological potential correspond with the recommendations 

in Table 8. 
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Figure 30. Fort Apache, indicating areas with high, moderate, or low 
archaeological interest, as determined by the incidence of 
diagnostic surface artifacts. 

Collection areas 

During interviews with Thomas at his home, he indicated areas where he 

collected on a map I provided. He was sure of these areas, as he had made his own 

maps in his field journals (Figure 32, Figure 33, Figure 34, Figure 35, Figure 36). He 

used these to mark up the map I provided. Thomas controlled how much of these 

journals I could review, turning to specific pages and maps he felt were of interest. 

Figure 31 roughly indicates where we visited. 
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Figure 31. Map used in interviews with Thomas, including his hand-written 
numbers referencing areas he collected. 

Thomas identified six areas that were of interest to him as a collector, all within or 

adjacent to the Fort Apache property (Figure 31: 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 127, and 128). 

In interviews, Thomas indicated these areas on a map, using the corresponding page 

numbers from his journal (Figure 31. He did not indicate Area 123 when we were 

surveying, nor on Figure 31; I interpolated the location of Area 123 based upon 

Thomas’s journal map and conversations with him on site. He did not share pages 1–

121, nor onwards from page 129. The areas he indicated to me held interest to him 

because: 

• They contained archaeological material that was representative of the military 
occupation at the site; or, 

• They contained significant concentrations of archaeological material 
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Thomas had noted, during our tours of the Fort Apache property in 2013, that 

“dumps” used by the Army held the most interest to him. Sometimes, these “dumps” are 

general refuse piles for the property. Sometimes they are associated with specific areas, 

such as the stables complex, or the rifle range, which was located outside of the current 

Fort Apache property. Thomas used the rifle range, located about a mile northwest of 

the Fort Apache property, as an example of an area that had been of interest to him 

when he was collecting, but it was not visited during this study as it had been 

encroached upon by housing. 

According to Thomas, Area 121 (Figure 32) is south of the stables. He referred to 

this area as the “powder mag”. The “Indian ruins” he indicates in the top of the figure 

refers to the Scout Camp, including wickiup rings. Within a camp, individuals associated 

through marriage or kinship would form a “family cluster” of several wickiups [Basso 

1983:475]), roasting features. One scout camp at Fort Apache encompasses a masonry 

room complex located on the north rim of the East Fork of the White River (indicated by 

the wavy line on Figure 30). Laluk’s (2006) master’s thesis focused on this Scout camp. 

Laluk (2006:20) noted that this site consists of “historical-period artifacts and features 

from the late 1800s to the present”, including metal cans, glass, and metal nails. His 

study’s scope did not include a large-scale analysis of all material items at the site. 

When we visited this area, there were no increased surface artifacts as compared with 

the surrounding area. This area has been subjected to modern alterations, including 

vehicle tracks, utilities access, pedestrian use, and Laluk’s 2006 surface collection. Area 

121 corresponds spatially with feature FA10-F001, as I observed during field surveys.  
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Figure 32. Collection Area 121, and Scout Camp on the north rim of the East Fork, 
from Thomas’s journal. 

Thomas referred to Area 122 (Figure 33) as the “Fort Apache dump”. This area 

was located outside of the Fort Apache property boundary to the southwest, and has 

been developed by utilities and farming. I did not survey in that area as, according to 

Thomas, it no longer exists as it used to and it is located outside of the current property 

boundary.  

According to Thomas, Area 123 (Figure 33) comprises four ploughed fields 

located somewhere southwest of the property boundary. He did not bring me to this 

area, did not indicate it to me on the interview map (Figure 31), and only referred to it 

later when providing me with his journal pages. Based upon his map, indicating roads 

and ploughed fields, and conversations with Thomas, I have interpolated the location of 

this Area on Table 9. My estimation of the location of Area 123 was not confirmed in the 

field or in discussions with Thomas. If located where I believe it is, Area 123 corresponds 

spatially with dense assemblage area FA10-S003, as observed during surveys. Thomas 
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did not specify what he collected at this area. Based upon his professed interests, 

however, it most likely included military-period historical materials.  

 

Figure 33. Collection Areas 122 (left) and 123 (right) from Thomas’s journal. 

Thomas specified that he collected from Areas 124 and 125 (Figure 34), 1972–

1976, and that these areas were located at the southwestern boundary of the Fort 

Apache property. During my 2013 surveys with Thomas, we returned to this area more 

than once, as Thomas had indicated it was particularly rich in surface artifacts. When we 

visited the areas I had identified as features FA10-F002, FA10-F003, and FA10-F004, 

he was familiar with the places, though not the specific features. He was particularly 

excited when we visited dense assemblage area FA10-S003. He was able to pick out 

diagnostic artifacts that we had missed during our own surveys. Areas 124 and 125 

correspond spatially to dense assemblage area FA10-S003, and features FA10-F002, 

FA10-F003, and FA10-F004, as I observed on field surveys. Feature FA10-S003 may 

represent a camp or dump dating to the military period. Located along a trench, perhaps 

used for irrigation, materials from a camp on the hill located immediately to the north 

(visible on the right side of Figure 27) of the feature may have been dumped or naturally 

relocated down the hill into the trench. Features FA10-F002 and FA10-F003 are 
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depressions with cobbles, neither of which had any artifacts associated with them. While 

either or both of these could represent hearths or roasting features, no ash, fire 

reddening of the soil, or fire-cracked rock was observed. The addition of Thomas’s oral 

information, as presented in Chapter 6, continues the discussion of these features. 

Interviews with Thomas revealed that he visited what I observed as FA10-S003 (the 

irrigation trench) and collected military artifacts from there. 

 

Figure 34. Collection Areas 124 (left page) and 125 (right) from Thomas’s journal. 

Thomas showed me an area that was near the existing water tank at the 

southern extent of the property (Area 127; Figure 35). His journal further identifies Area 

126, which would seem to be immediately west of Area 127, but I did not confirm this 

location. Area 127 does not directly correspond with any areas of dense assemblages or 

features identified during this study. 
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Figure 35. Collection Areas 126 (left; not indicated on interview map [Figure 31]) 
and 127 (right) from Thomas’s journal. 

Thomas indicated that Area 128 (Figure 36) is located directly south and slightly 

west of the stables. During Thomas’s visit to Fort Apache with me in 2013, we walked to 

this area. He could still pick out surface artifacts. His journal indicates a crescent-shaped 

depression in this area, which Thomas noted he had collected from in the 1970s. This 

feature corresponds to feature FA10-F002 (Figure 19). 
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Figure 36. Collection area 128, from Thomas’s journal. 

When I showed Thomas photos of a cluster of cartridges and other metal 

artifacts collected from the area during the 2011 season, he noted that the collection of 

artifacts may have been a “looter pile” that he or another collector created in the 1970s 

(Figure 37), associated roughly with area 128 and feature FA10-F002, though not found 

within FA10-F002. He stated that these piles were a clear indication of collecting activity, 

as collectors would gather artifacts together, examine them, and ultimately discard the 

ones that did not interest them, leaving a tidy pile of the discards. He did not provide any 

additional information on these piles, such as catchment size or whether they indicated 

digging. I discuss the notion of “looters’ piles” further in Chapters 7 and 8, as well as 

further explore Thomas’s deliberate selection of artifacts for collection. 
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Figure 37. Historical shell casings (FA10-0032) in a possible “looter pile”. 

Notably, Thomas did not indicate either of the dense assemblage areas I 

observed during my survey on the north rim of the canyon, both of which are associated 

with historical Apache activity (FA10-S001 and FA10-S002). In fact, the area on the 

north rim of the canyon did not interest him at all and he declined to visit that area in 

2013, noting that it had not been an area of focus for him. 

Even including a margin of error for scale and simple memory, the substantiation 

of my observations with Thomas’s is significant, as summarized in Table 9. Though not 

all areas match (in particular Areas 122 and 128, and the dense assemblage areas 

FA10-S001 and FA10-S002 I recorded in 2010), Thomas’s Areas 121, 124–125, and 

128 overlap with areas of significant features and quantities of diagnostic artifacts from 

the 2010–2013 seasons.  
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Table 9. Concordance of Thomas’s collection areas with those observed during 
my field program. 

Thomas’s areas, with extracts 
from his field notes My observations 

121 “Powder mag”, “Indian 
ruins” (Thomas, pers. 
comm., May 2013); 
located south of Fort 
Apache barns 

FA10-
F001 

East-west running masonry feature, 
proximally, materially, and likely 
temporally associated with the Fort 
Apache barn complex located to the 
north 

122 “FA [Fort Apache] dump” 
(Thomas, pers. comm., 
May 2013) 

No 
correlate 

Some surface artifacts observed in the 
vicinity of this area, believed to be 
near the bridge across the White River 

123 Four ploughed fields; noted 
as being southwest of 
south-western FA–TRS 
property boundary; location 
not indicated by Thomas 
(Figure 11) 

FA10-
S003? 

Possible association with activity 
area; historical-period (military) 
dump to the southwest of site 
proper 

124–125 “Collected ’72-’75, ‘76” 
(Thomas, pers. comm., May 
2013); at western boundary of 
Fort Apache property 

FA10-
S003 

Activity area; historical-period (military) 
dump to the southwest of site proper 

  FA10-
F002 

Notable for distinctive shape, which 
corresponds to drawings of collector’s 
area 128, but corresponds in location 
to Area 124–125 

  FA10-
F003 

Possible fire ring (masonry), associated 
with FA10-S003 

  FA10-
F004 

Trench-shaped cultural depression, 
associated with FA10-S003 

127 Near existing water tank at 
FA–TRS, north of the 
southern property boundary; 
indicates three areas of 
interest, including ploughed 
fields 

No 
correlate 

Not associated with a particular feature, 
but increase in observed surface 
artifacts in this area 

128 Indicates a crescent-
shaped depression in 
which artifacts were found 

FA10-
F002 

Though in different area (FA10-F002), 
notable for distinctive shape, which 
corresponds to drawings of Area 128 

No 
correlate 

-- FA10-
S001 

Lithic activity area (including large 
[relative] amount of diagnostic lithics), 
associated proximally (immediately) 
with Scout Camp on north rim of the 
East Fork canyon (Figure 4: D6, C6 on 
Figure 12 in Chapter 4) 



 

153 

Specifically, Thomas’s Areas 124 and 125 correspond to the most significant 

feature I observed: an irrigation trench (FA10-S003) that contained the highest density of 

historical-period diagnostic artifacts, including ceramic, glass, metal (cut nails, tin scraps, 

moldings), and other household materials, indicating an outlying permanent or semi-

permanent camp, likely associated with the military occupation. The spatial association 

between Thomas’s collection areas and general areas of interest, and the features and 

dense assemblages I observed, are indicated on Figure 38. 

 

Figure 38. Overlay of Thomas’s activity areas with my observations of areas with 
high artifact density at Fort Apache. 

Also significant are the similarities in observed features. For example, for area 

128, Thomas sketched a crescent-shaped depression from which he collected artifacts 

(Figure 36). Though in a different area, the sketch appears to depict a feature similar in 

shape and size to FA10-F002 (Figure 22) that I had noted in 2010 as “crescent-shaped”. 

The similarity may indicate there were multiple examples of these distinct morphological 
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depressions and their use as dumping locations during the military period (Lewis and 

Welch 2011a:11). I observed no artifacts in this feature. The absence appears due to its 

primary use as a small dump by the military, and possible secondary use as a source of 

artifacts for collectors. 

5.1.2. Fort Grant – Safford Prison, AZ: comparative study 

Chronicling and accounting for formation processes at Fort Apache by tracing the 

effects of a single agent was one of the driving goals of my research. In order to better 

understand the process and repercussions of collecting at Fort Apache, I undertook a 

case study at Fort Grant – Safford Prison (Fort Grant; Ariz. CC:5:2-Fort Grant; Ariz. 

CC:5-5), 160 km (100 mi.) due south and also in Arizona. In addition to also being a 

military fort-turned–boarding school, Fort Grant shares a similar institutional chronology 

as Fort Apache, and is situated in a similar landscape. Both properties are degrading 

due to natural processes, which makes surface artifacts and features more visible on the 

surface (Fanning and Holdaway 2004:269). Historically, utilities maintenance and access 

has been the priority over archaeological preservation at both institutes. This survey was 

conducted under an Arizona State Antiquities Act Blanket Permit (2011-001bl), held by 

Welch as an associate faculty member at the Arizona State Museum, and a Special Use 

Permit (SUP2070) issued by Coronado National Forest to Welch. Fort Apache lives on 

as an Indian school and National Historic Landmark, and Fort Grant as a minimum-

medium security prison. 

Our crew of five people focused on the area south of the prison complex, outside 

of the fenced area that contained the prisoners’ quarters and administrative buildings. 

We did not undertake a systematic survey—instead, we followed natural terrain and 

features, such as creeks. We also necessarily followed directions to areas provided by 

Officer Lackner, based upon his observations of surface artifacts. A crew of two people 

undertook an additional, smaller survey of the ridges to the north, within the boundaries 

of the Coronado National Forest. In total, about 90.57 acres (56%) of the Fort Grant 

property, and a further 31.58 acres within the Coronado National Forest were inspected. 
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Both Fort Grant and Fort Apache evidence their multi-use pasts, with a mix of 

historical, modern, and ancient material strewn upon their surfaces. In addition, both 

properties exhibit signs of similar natural and cultural landscape histories and changes 

from ancient camps, historical and recent dumping, farming and selective tree removal, 

and utilities installations. Old roads, fences, and ditches intersect both properties, 

evidencing changing boundaries and land use. 

Field data 

In the summer of 2011, Welch, a team of volunteers, and I completed a two-day 

ground survey of the Fort Grant property as well as the ridges to the north (within the 

Coronado National Forest) (Lewis and Welch 2011a, 2011b). As an active and 

consistently used site from the late-nineteenth century to the present, Fort Grant 

underwent similar maintenance alterations as Fort Apache, including unfettered 

dumping, utilities installation, clearing, and burning. Fort Grant has also undergone 

considerable foraging by collectors, as attested to by staff of the Prison (Officer Lackner, 

pers. comm., May 2011). During our survey at Fort Grant, Officer Lackner and Officer 

Rosa, employees of the Arizona State Department of Corrections, accompanied us. 

Lackner, in particular, offered observations and stories with regard to current and past 

uses of the property.  

Based upon our observations, historical artifacts dominate the landscape, and 

indicate a long-running trend of dumping in the open areas south of the prison facility. 

Dumping seems to have been especially common or sustained within a radius of 1.3 km 

(0.8 mi.) from the prison’s administrative buildings, particularly along the eastern and 

western banks of Grant Creek (Figure 39). Despite the high density of historical-period 

artifacts within the Fort Grant property, distinct occupation-specific areas may be 

identified, indicating trends in use of the property. The surface survey revealed a division 

of artifact type and landscape use, as defined by Grant Creek. To the east of Grant 

Creek, beginning at the drainage’s edge and continuing for approximately 20 m east, 

historical-period artifacts dominate, including brass military buttons, ceramics, and shell 

buttons (Figure 40; see Appendix G for Fort Grant artifact catalogue). This observed 

trend was confirmed by Officer Lackner (pers. comm., May 2011): “more historic stuff on 

the east side of Grant Creek…I don’t know why, but they all seem to be dumping along 
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the creeks, I guess”. West of Grant Creek, ancient materials are more prevalent (Figure 

39).  

 

Figure 39. Fort Grant, indicating concentrations and associated occupations of 
observed surface artifacts.  

The exception to this east/west division of historical and ancient material exists 

within the eastern portion of the property, approximately 50 m south of the entrance to 

the prison compound (Figure 39). In this area, a mix of artifact types and assemblages 

was found, including centre-pin cartridges, black-on-white pottery sherds, and a milling 

stone (Figure 40, top centre). In addition, a basalt metate fragment and more ancient 

sherds were found 30 m due north (Figure 39; Figure 40, top right). Perhaps these 

isolated finds indicate a prehistoric village site, or simply mixed-context dumping in an 

area close to the prison compound that is largely dominated by historical-period artifacts, 

including a brass button with military insignia (Figure 39; Figure 40, bottom right). Similar 

military-issue buttons are found on the eastern banks of Grant Creek. With few 
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exceptions (see Figure 39), few diagnostics were observed during our survey at Fort 

Grant, in the southern portion of the property or the high ridges to the north. 

 

Figure 40. Typical surface assemblages at Fort Grant. From top left, clockwise: 
brass “eagle button” (US Army issue); basalt metate fragment, with 
black-and-white ware; black on red ware, black and white ware; 
brass “eagle button” (US Army issue); centre-fire shell casings; 
bone button, possibly from underwear; “Alfred Meakin Ltd., 
England” pottery. See Appendix G for complete artifact log (credit: 
M. Bartlett, A. Finkelstein, J. Lewis). 

Much of this dumped material appears to be associated with the re-use of the 

site for various school and prison purposes. This has resulted in large dumps of 

construction material removed from modified or burned buildings. Demolition and 

removal of historical buildings at the site was undertaken and may be continuing, 

according to the needs of the facility. Distinct Apache artifacts are noticeably absent 

from the Fort Grant and the surrounding landscape, despite evidence of Apache 

occupation prior to Euro-American settlers’ arrival in the region. Once the US military 

established Fort Grant at the site in 1872, settlers’ activities dominated, apparently 

obscuring the Apache cultural and physical landscape and “swamping” any clear traces 

of Apache Scout camps. The Fort Grant property is not listed on the National Register of 

Historic Places, though it is recognized as being comprised of multiple historic sites (Fort 

Grant; Ariz. CC:5:2-Fort Grant; Ariz. CC:5-5).  
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Both Fort Apache and Fort Grant indicate the imposition of policies upon people 

and landscape without regard for suitability, adaptability, or sustainability. While 

nineteenth-century policies still have momentum at Fort Apache, as the Indian boarding 

school is still in operation, this site benefits from WMAT oversight for the school and 

FAHF management of the historical property and buildings (see Schuman 1993; 

Swaback Partners 2015). In addition, Fort Apache benefits from inclusion on the 

National Register of Historic Places (1976), and recent (2012) designation as a National 

Historic Landmark. Fort Grant may be viewed in contrast to the organizational, cultural, 

and geographic landscape at Fort Apache, and as an example of continued institutional 

dominance over a heritage site. Fort Grant may also be seen as an example of local 

values and interests, and specifically those of descendant communities, being 

completely overlooked in favour of prison maintenance and administration. This 

comparative study provides data on the degrees of long-term efficacy of institutional 

policies at complex, multi-purpose sites such as Fort Grant and Fort Apache, though this 

conclusion would benefit from additional research, as discussed in Chapters 3 and 8. 

Despite these general similarities in setting and history, and despite similar 

surface artifact assemblages associated with historical uses as forts and schools, the 

surface archaeological records at each site are markedly different. At Fort Grant, cultural 

formation processes, particularly associated with industrial and agricultural development, 

are more widespread than at Fort Apache. The appropriation of the Fort Grant property 

by the Arizona State Department of Corrections in 1969 ensured ongoing use of all 

areas of the property for farming and other support programs. Large tracts of land 

originally earmarked by the military for grazing and farming activities were being used in 

2011. In particular, fields to the south, southwest, and southeast of the prison complex 

show continued use by livestock, heavy machinery, and vehicles. As a working prison 

that previously supplied much of its own beef and produce, the prison employs work 

details, ensuring that all inmates are kept busy, often in land development programs 

(Officer Lackner, pers. comm., May 2011) (Figure 41). The land south of the prison 

complex also featured high concentrations of artifacts from all occupation periods. 
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Figure 41. Looking north at the Fort Grant grounds, showing barns and paddocks 
for livestock.  

5.2. Chapter summary 

This chapter uses field data to examine collectors’ interaction with archaeological 

materials at Fort Apache. During field surveys at Fort Apache, I noted: 

• Few military diagnostic artifacts remain on the surface of the site 

• Historical artifacts dominate the diagnostic assemblage 

• Artifacts from specific periods, such as military, are found in concentration in 
“dumps”, indicating single or multiple dumping events  

My comparison of Fort Grant and Fort Apache highlighted the following: 

• Fort Apache evidences the impetus, methods, and repercussions of focused, 
planned collecting at a public site, as undertaken by Thomas and others 

• Fort Grant provides a counter example, in that its surface assemblage 
appears to have been inadvertently protected from focused collecting, though 
not from opportunistic, unfocused collecting by prisoners and prison staff. 

Chapter 6 presents the interview portion of the study program. In Chapter 7, I 

discuss the results presented in both results chapters, and relate them to the larger 
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theme of the value of collected materials to archaeological research and to 

understanding why and how people collect illicitly and why and how looting affects 

community self-determination. 
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Chapter 6. Results: interview data 

The data presented in this chapter complements the archaeological observations 

to explore the value assigned by collectors to archaeological materials. My interviews 

with Thomas and with witnesses to his collection activities at Fort Apache are presented 

in three thematic sections: archaeology, collectors, and transformation at Fort Apache; 

values applied to heritage at Fort Apache; and concerns for heritage at Fort Apache. 

6.1. Interview program 

The information in this section comes from semi-formal interviews and participant 

observation with two primary informants: Thomas, and another community member, who 

is Apache and a staff member working within the Fort Apache property, Janice. Janice 

provides additional perspectives of the management of heritage in general at Fort 

Apache and, in addition, serves as a witness to the consequences of Thomas’s 

collecting. She began working at the property in the early 1980s, which roughly 

coincides with the end of Thomas’s collecting activities.  

I also gathered interview data from three other community members, including 

the son of the original Lutheran missionary who came to White Mountain Apache lands 

in the early 1900s. I also met and spoke with another local historian with interest in Fort 

Apache. Finally, I listened to a recording made by Thomas of an interview he undertook 

with an Apache community member in the 1980s (referred to as the taped participant). 

None of these individuals was included in my Research Ethics application and, 

therefore, I am limiting any information gathered from them in this study to data gathered 

through informal conversations in passing, regarding the site and omitting any data in 

which they provide personal or family information (see Appendix A for Research Ethics 

Application, Approval, and Amendment). Both of these individuals—the Lutheran son 

and the taped participant—passed away before I could include them in my Ethics 
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application. Lastly, a cassette recording that Thomas made in 1981 of a conversation 

with a community member was reviewed for this study, but was not used as data. The 

topic of the conversation between Thomas and the community member was what Fort 

Apache looked like earlier in the twentieth century. Table 10 lists interview participants 

and their contributions. 

Table 10. List of interviews. 

Participant Date Location Duration Type Notation? Comments 
Thomas and 
community 
member 
(taped 
participant) 

1981? Fort Apache  1.5 hours Informal Recorded 
(cassette) 

Recorded 
by Thomas 
in 1981 

Thomas May 5, 2011 Pinetop 0.5 hours Informal Written  
Officer 
Lackner 

May 10, 2011 Fort Grant  4.5 hours Informal Written  

Officer Rosa May 10, 2011 Fort Grant 3 hours Informal  Written  
Officer 
Lackner 

May 11, 2011 Fort Grant 2.5 hours Informal  Written  

Thomas May 13, 2011 Fort Apache 3.25 
hours 

Informal Written  

Thomas May 19, 2011 Pinetop 3.5 hours Informal Written and 
recorded 

 

Thomas May 26, 2011 Pinetop 3.5 hours Informal Written and 
recorded 

 

Thomas May 30, 2011 Fort Apache 3 hours Informal  Written  
Son of 
Lutheran  

June 1, 2011 Pinetop 1 hour Informal  Written  

Thomas June 3, 2011 Fort Apache 2 hours Informal  Written  
Historian May 15, 2012 Pinetop 2.25 

hours 
Semi-
formal 

Written and 
recorded 

 

Janice May 18, 2012 Fort Apache 2.5 hours Informal Written and 
recorded 

 

Thomas May 27, 2012 Pinetop 2.5 hours Semi-
formal 

Recorded  

Thomas May 1, 2013 Pinetop 4 hours Informal Neither; chat  
Thomas October 17, 

2013 
Pinetop 5 hours Informal Neither; chat  
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6.1.1. Interview data 

I have integrated interview data collected from both Thomas and Janice 

according to topic. The majority of interviews with Thomas took place at his home, which 

facilitated viewing of his artifact collection, largely consisting of material removed from 

Fort Apache and supplemented by various purchased pieces that complemented the 

assemblage and timeframe of Fort Apache history. Interviews with Janice took place in 

an office on the Fort Apache property. Both Thomas’s and Janice’s answers to my 

questions were striking in their overlap. Although Thomas is a collector and European 

descendant, and Janice is a Fort Apache staff member and WMAT member, both 

individuals expressed frustration at the state of heritage management as well as a 

genuine care and interest in seeing it improved. The major difference in opinion between 

these two individuals was their reaction to illicit removal of materials from the surface of 

the site. 

Archaeology, collectors, and transformation at Fort Apache 

While visiting the site of Fort Apache with Thomas in 2013, he walked me directly 

to areas where he had collected artifacts, by himself, with friends (both Apache and non-

Apache), and his family. Thomas spoke with confidence in recalling the areas that 

military and school administrations used as dumps for decommissioned supplies as well 

as demolition debris, and other discards. During his collecting days, his focus was on 

amassing a representative collection of the military period (1870–1922) at the site—“my 

interest in the school was zilch”. 

This strategy drove Thomas to find “proper examples” of military insignia, 

Quartermaster ceramics, glass bottles, buttons, medals, Apache Scout tags, Indian 

Band tags, and other assemblages as “it got to the point where you were just looking for 

something different”. At times he would have “friendly competitions” with another BIA 

employee, the school custodian, to see who could retrieve the most artifacts. In another 

memory, he recounted  

You wouldn’t believe the hours that I spent… my kids… actually PO’d [pissed 
them off]...oh, [his kids] walking around like a bunch of chickens [looking for 
specific items] 
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[…] 

Good exercise, wandering around, my daughters wouldn’t want to walk around 
like chickens…so then we came up with a point system, each item was worth 
points. It was rigged. 

As shown during interviews, site visits, and his journals, Thomas has a keen 

understanding of the cultural and natural processes that created the distributions of 

artifacts on the site surface, including where and how items were discarded. He has a 

clear knowledge of the value that was likely assigned to different artifacts during their 

original period of use and purpose: this knowledge was gained through research he 

undertook, independently and through correspondence with other collectors and military 

historians. To Thomas, the distinguishing factor was where they were found, which 

would indicate their original purpose and importance to their owner. The best finds were 

what he termed “randoms”, which you could find almost anywhere and which 

represented a loss to the individual owner: 

You have the things that would be lost, you never know what you’re going to find. 
You’d find things from the military that were of use. Oak Creek stockman’s 
station had some of the old Sibley tent stoves. It was a conical thing…you’d find 
something like that, out. You don’t know what they’re used for. Found a lot of 
tripods [from tents] and bed springs out in the gullies, but you could never tell 
what you might find. And the Apaches sometimes…found an army bit, in a 
juniper tree. This may have been that some Apache had it, and then that Apache 
died, and they got rid of it that way. I found that US Medical Service plate out at a 
camp in Bear Canyon. So, certain things, it wasn’t military, but the old stoneware 
plates, I think might have been for the school, but you found those out. Good 
ones weren’t in the dumping areas. 

[…] 

Random find is where there’s nothing around, no habitation, no wickiups, 
someone was travelling through. Then you find the material that might have been 
around where the apaches had their little communities, or the individuals. Up 
along the creeks, where farmlands were, they used to have their habitations 
along there. And you could find things there. And then there were the 
communities, like Cibecue, East Fork, Seven Mile, Carrizo, and then you’d have 
the middens out there, around, that things would be concentrated. Not official 
dumps but where people were tossing things. 

[…] 



 

165 

[You would] know the places where soldiers camped over time…you’d need a 
metal detector, but that would be interesting… You just wonder whether an 
Apache, later on—I found a belt buckle in the stump of a juniper tree…someone 
had plunked it inside of it. 

While Thomas termed these “randoms” as finds that could be found anywhere 

and not necessarily associated with other artifacts or features, Welch (pers. comm., July 

13, 2016) notes that the US Army may have left old Army materials around for the 

Apache to use. Thomas’s reference to “randoms”, does not mean truly random 

placement. Thomas’s observations appear to support the idea that the Army distributed 

surplus goods to Apaches. 

Formal dumps have less chance of diagnostic or valuable pieces, according to 

Thomas, and signified a systematic removal of materials from the site proper and re-

deposition (either in single or multiple events) to the site periphery, in a discard cycle. As 

Thomas notes:  

When the military finally started…they’d choose and dump and burn there. 
Earlier stuff, they’d say are you going out to get wood, well take this…and dump 
it on the way. 

Within formal dumps, he would sometimes find “the condemners”, which was 

when the military would  

make something unserviceable, like the belt buckles. Sometimes hit several 
times, with an axe. Made unserviceable, so you could discharge it. Like the 
stoves, with the sides bashed. Then you can say you can’t use it. 

For Thomas “[t]he fun was, anytime you found something, like these things here, 

what were they, what did they belong to”. Curiosity caused him to research items that he 

found and felt were valuable but was not sure what they were, and he published in small 

military-interest publications, such as the Military Collector and Historian. For example: 

Buttons were fun, the different back marks… My interest first of all was primarily 
units. If I had my choice of finding ten Quartermaster plates intact or pieces of a 
unit plate, I‘d go for that [complete plate]. For me, the whole fun of it was…you 
start out with buttons, you find a button, you find two buttons, fifty, then all of a 
sudden you say, what’s the difference between all these buttons? You start 
cataloguing what you’re finding. You can see when a company was in business. 
You had at least three different buttons during the life of the post. 
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[…] 

I was collecting out of personal interest. When you couldn’t find things you could 
identify, then you’d think, well if it’s made out of brass, then what is it a part of? If 
you’re not finding anything, then you look at all these broken bottles, and all the 
bottom marks. You start corresponding with people, other researchers to find out. 
Then you find cartridges, with stamp marks…when [people that you 
corresponded with] would write and ask, did you ever see this there? It was a lot 
of fun corresponding with people. You knew a lot of people. It was more than just 
pot hunting. You were trying to see all what we did have down here. 

Thomas was also witness to other collectors, not only through personal 

acquaintance but also through the negative data on the Fort Apache landscape, where 

he “knew” artifacts had been: 

The canteens and the meat cans. They were flattened all over the place, but now 
you don’t see anything. I know they were salvaging when [name removed] was 
out there with his associate, they would pick up metal and pack it off. A couple of 
years after [name removed] left, I kept looking, because I thought he must have a 
beer bottle stash somewhere. They were so common…he couldn’t have peddled 
them all off. And I never did find them. He also collected the shell casings…one 
thing he was looking for was he remembered that they dumped a bunch of ox 
shoes off the canyon and he was always looking in the East Fork canyon. He 
was always trying to remember where they dumped that stuff. I found maybe 
three of the old ox shoes. 

Thomas’s disinterest in the surface artifacts on the north rim of the East Fork 

canyon as being “mostly Indian stuff” speaks to his collection strategy. The north rim is 

not indicated in his field notes or drawings as an area of interest for collecting. He was 

certainly familiar with this location (as it is shown in his journals), and would have known 

about the high density of lithic and other artifacts there, but it did not comply with his 

collection strategy.  

Thomas’s words shed light on the notion of ownership as determined by level of 

care:  

Well, of course [by collecting stuff, I help to preserve it]. When the Cultural 
Center started, I think they were buying things from Apaches… some Indian 
brought in General Patton’s sword, just the blade. They started to acquire some 
things. Again, unfortunately, like anything else, you didn’t know what you were 
buying, unless it was really distinct.  
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[…] 

To me, looting is when you’re taking something for monetary purposes. You can 
say collecting, but that’s also, I’m not selling it but maybe down the road. Looting 
is the same as stealing… basically you are taking something that… but who does 
it belong to? Now you just say that it belongs to the Indigenous people or the 
land. But if they don’t care? Where is it going to go? Where was a repository for 
it? Are there any material collections down at the University of Arizona, or 
Arizona Historical Society, on the historical posts? And then you think…there’s a 
thousand of those. Does 1001 add anything? Is it better to just bury the stuff for 
people to come back later when there’s some interest? Who’s to say? 

[…] 

To be honest with you, it would belong to anyone, if it’s laying out there, if it’s 
been picked up it’s different. But if it’s laying out there, it doesn’t belong to 
anyone. If there was a responsible repository I would say, okay, it would be nice 
to document that. But for what purpose? 

[…] 

Sure [if it’s not being sold it belongs to the person that’s picking it up]… I mean, 
again, you’re dealing with someone who has picked up stuff, so I have a 
perspective. But, if you’ve had a hundred years to pick it up and you didn’t, 
then… I had a limited amount of things that I picked up, that were of interest to 
me. 

Just as Thomas was witness to other collectors’ activities, Janice was witness to 

Thomas’s activities. She has worked within the property since the early 1980s, when 

Thomas stopped visiting. In contrast to Thomas’s view that there is a legitimate role for 

non–financially motivated collectors to act as stewards of the archaeological material at 

Fort Apache, Janice advises, “leave it alone…if there was an old camp, and old cans, 

laying around…an old camp…leave it alone, leave it alone. It’s robbery”. Though she 

feels that removal of materials from the site is wrong, whether they are a tribal member 

or not, she reserved her strongest language for those community members who remove 

materials in order to sell them to antiques dealers: 

What really irks me is that...since these rubbish collectors started coming here, 
and then our people start selling their metal, cars, anything metal. One day, I 
happened to go outside [around the back] and there are two young kids loading 
up the old rubbish laying around. And I go after them, and I told them, 'get out of 
here and leave those metal things alone...this is a historic site'. We don't see it as 
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litter. It is not something they should just pick up and put in their car and sell it to 
the metal dealer. 

[…] 

Last night, a family friend came to the house and he was telling me, he's from 
San Carlos, that on his grandfather's land something happened to the water pipe, 
and so the guy from tribal maintenance came and started digging to get to the 
pipes. Lo and behold, there were all these old heavy bottles, with handles on the 
side…and he dug up all these bottles… he went on digging and found an old 
rifle, and he described it as very old, and it was still in its canvas. And the guy, 
the guy from the water department, he had the gall to claim the rifle and he sold 
it. And he was on the job, on this family's property, and the family members were 
there. And [my friend’s] mother said I know that rifle, it belonged to my father, 
and his grandfather gave it to him. And then the worker said it is mine because I 
dug it up. And so he sold it… So, you know, stuff like that, you just leave it alone.  

This notion of care of the objects, and the ability of community members to be 

able to care for them, came up for both participants. Some members feel that methods 

of heritage management are not serving the needs of the site. Janice elaborated on her 

assertion that removing artifacts was simple theft, noting 

Okay, I’ll tell you how I feel. It is better to leave it out because we have no 
business bothering it, but yet again I am afraid to leave it out, as these items get 
into the wrong hands [and are lost forever]. And if we pick it up and preserve it, 
again where do we get the funds to store these items? It helps someone like 
yourself [i.e., researcher, archaeologist] and our field to know about the people 
before us, our ancestors. Yet again, either way, if we pick it up, store it, where 
are the funds? Yet again, if we leave it, someone else is going to come and it is 
lost forever. I wish we could just tell people “leave it alone”, but you know how 
people are, even when we tell them no, they're still going to do it. 

She also recounted a story where a tourist had stolen a piece of pottery from 

Kinishba, the NHL about 6.5 km (4 mi.) from Fort Apache. She recalled  

one time I was really shocked. We got a letter back, and in the letter, it was a 
letter from a tourist. And you know what she sent back? A small pottery piece…I 
thought, oh okay, now what do I do with it? 

Even with the return of the piece of pottery from Kinishba, for example, Janice 

was limited in what she felt she could do to manage that artifact, in spite of her position 

as an employee of the site. Conversely, Thomas does not feel that lack of provenience 

limits his ability to act as steward (cf. Krieger 2014a:923), a topic discussed in Chapter 7. 
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Values applied to heritage at Fort Apache 

During our interviews, both Thomas and Janice exhibited values that the material 

heritage of Fort Apache holds for them and for the community. Neither believes that 

there should be any financial value assigned to archaeological material at or from the 

site. Their primary, shared belief is that the material heritage of Fort Apache is worth 

preserving, that it has value if it is preserved. This shared perspective indicates a 

concern that non-financial value can only be assigned to the material if it is around and if 

it is looked after. As Janice notes, however, “it's just we need more people, teamwork. A 

few can't do it alone”. 

While recognizing the value in preserving the material for the community within 

the community, Thomas claims not all community members exhibit esteem for the 

material: 

There are certain items that I’m not sure where the best place would be. I’ve told 
you about my concern for the custodianship… There is a personal feeling of 
responsibility to the collection, you might say. Because the inventory, what you 
have, if you’re not into that then you don’t know what you’ve lost. And then if it’s 
lost, why did it get lost? It happens in all institutions, but at least in others they’ve 
been in business for a long time and they know better. And the politics that exist, 
like in all museums, but usually it’s not family related—it’s still strong here. Your 
loyalties [stay at] a personal level. 

While Thomas seems to direct blame toward unnamed community members for 

what he perceives as a lack of care for cultural materials, he did not expand upon it. 

Both interview participants worried about the loss of Apache culture, and feel that the 

fault lies with no single offender or approach to heritage management. As Thomas 

noted, “why do we justify having to try to maintain [Apache] places?” (i.e., why is the 

military history given priority in preservation programs?). He further specified,  

There’s a duality. That Cultural Center is much more important, because you’re 
losing [Apache culture and traditions], because there’s few people left who know 
the old Apache stories and procedures, ethnobotany, and things like that. There’s 
that duality. The military post to the long-term Apache culture isn’t that important. 
The songs, stories, traditions is much more important. 

[…] 
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Show the site’s dual aspect, even three with the school. Celebrate them 
individually. Apache items that were felt to be sensitive, they’re there for future 
Apache scholars. 

[…] 

I’m still very strong on the Apache culture part of it. There are tonnes of things 
that have been written on the military. You’re not going to lose anything except 
association with that site, you’re not going to lose knowledge. But the culture of 
the Apache people, stories, ethnobotany, that can be lost. All the things I’m 
talking about is how I view things. I’m not ashamed, this is my perspective. I have 
a feeling for preserving knowledge of the people, of a culture, because the 
culture’s disintegrating. 

The above data gathered during interviews show primary values placed upon the 

material at Fort Apache—to the community overall and to Apache culture—while at the 

same time acknowledging that others may not share these values. Both Thomas and 

Janice recognize the challenges presented by other community members, including 

those affiliated with the Cultural Center and general members of the public, who place a 

primacy on the financial value of Fort Apache heritage and who feel the only value 

inherent in Fort Apache material is representative of the military occupation and 

historical period. The following section discusses values in relation to top-down and 

bottom-up heritage management programs in place at the site. The second part of this 

section represents the participants’ opinions of heritage management strategies at work 

at Fort Apache and illicit collecting at Fort Apache.  

Heritage management strategies 

Thomas and Janice share the view that there is not enough support, in the form 

of funding from federal or community and tribal sources, for preservation of the site itself 

and related materials at Fort Apache. Thomas feels that these issues have been 

ongoing from the 1960s to the present, and Janice identifies similar concerns from her 

time at the site from the early 1980s to the present. Thomas expressed a wish for a 

“feeling that it was going to last and not going to fold… if there were responsible parties, 

who were interested, and not just doing it to have their name [on it]”. 

Neither Thomas nor Janice feels that federal heritage protection legislation is 

working. The injection of funds from the federal government in 2007, to be used for the 
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care and preservation of the historic buildings and site, has helped but it has been a 

slow recovery. During my time at the site I witnessed improvements in the form of 

cultural installations and displays, local employment, and refurbishment of buildings and 

grounds. This improvement in economic and aesthetic development at the site continues 

as part of the Master Plans (Schuman 1993; Swaback Partners 2015) for Fort Apache, 

funded in part by the 2007 Supreme Court settlement. According Janice, however, there 

is still much to be done, as “it doesn’t look like it did back in the ’80s. We had kids who 

used to come over to the museum [at the barracks] and go through the museum, and the 

Apache club… would come over and ask questions”. Janice notes that the reason for the 

depression at the site is due to finances and lack of both top-down and bottom-up 

support: 

My vision for Fort Apache is more funding for preservation. Buildings for 
preservation, staff to classify all of these items, and definitely public programs to 
educate everyone. Maybe we can start Fort Apache park rangers?… But we 
need to go out there, you and I and everybody, I don't know how to do it. Pray 
about it and you’ll be guided how to, maybe our ancestors, yours and mine, they 
will guide you… But it's just we need more people, teamwork. A few can't do it 
alone.  

The participation of community members at the bottom is crucial for 

implementation from the top. Though not covered in my interviews with either Thomas or 

Janice, it is possible that the site of Fort Apache and the materials found there are 

painful reminders of colonialism for community members. This may explain any 

reluctance by community members to engage with the site. Off the record, some 

members spoke to me about how the Fort and associated buildings and landscape were 

“haunted”, so they did not go there out of fear. In particular, they spoke of hearing horses 

and harnesses on the parade grounds, and children around the school buildings, but 

there was nothing there. Perhaps this reluctance for physical engagement with the site 

also translates to engagement of any type with the site, including conservation and 

preservation efforts. 

Both Thomas and Janice feel that grassroots approaches to management of 

heritage are lacking in the same areas: representing community wishes, resources, and 

a clear management protocol that represents the unique and complete history and 

meaning of heritage sites. Janice says that she “saw a note in the historic preservation, 
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where it says no removal of metal objects. To me, that is not enough”. This conflicts with 

the removal of metal and other objects from the site by the former employee. Ultimately, 

though, both share ultimate concern for the objects themselves, as Janice further 

articulated: 

How do we protect it? How do we do it? Do we need a grounds security guard? 
How do we get the message out to the people? How do we do it? Do we need to 
go to law people, people who make the laws? 

Each participant defined loss of cultural heritage from the Fort Apache differently, 

though each was asked the same questions. For the staff member, loss of heritage is 

not simply through theft, but also through mismanagement of resources, lack of funding, 

and lack of interest from the Tribal Council and some community members. As she 

observed,  

I think a lot of it has to do with just not really seeing the need for preservation. I 
think that...we see it needs to be preserved, carried on. Someone needs to keep 
the fire going. It’s fragile. But I don't know how we can make the community 
members see it that way. 

[…] 

I just feel… I’m happier now, but I just feel that we don't get enough support from 
the tribal council. That grieves me. And I wish that the parents, that the 
community would really come forward and be supportive and be helpful. I know 
other museums they, they're really appreciated elsewhere. They get a lot of 
support from their communities. 

Thomas worried about the efficacy of preservation from the Tribal level, and took 

it upon himself to collect and privatize material according to his own values and 

interests. He said that he would:  

find something and you want it to be safe, so it can be accounted for, who won’t 
run off with it… I thought of taking things to the Superintendent, but when you’re 
the new kid on the block, you don’t know the ins and outs… You wonder, is there 
a safe repository, that’s accountable? 

Fort Apache seems to exist in the in-between state of having support from 

neither the top nor the bottom, while concurrently needing both. Chapter 7 further 



 

173 

discusses this in-between space of federal legislative responses to community 

programs’ goals. 

Illicit collecting 

According to both Thomas and Janice, a defining characteristic for a “looter”—as 

opposed to a non–financially driven collector—was “when [if they are] taking something 

for monetary purposes” and those who “go and get them and go sell them for a pretty 

dime”. The monetizing of cultural heritage is not unidirectional, according to the 

participants in my study, as “[dealers are] the ones who fork out the money and 

encourage people to dig around some more”. 

During three decades Thomas came to know the property intimately. He showed 

me notebooks that contained detailed tables with collected items, with hand-drawn maps 

depicting where they were found and additional analyses relating to identification, use, 

and origin. My interviews with Thomas indicated that Fort Apache still retained potential 

for other collectors, in areas that he had not collected from himself. For example: 

the gulley, at the bottom of the slope of the hill, natural gullies. No irrigation. 
There was a lot of different material back there, south of the water tank. The 
biggest thing was, all the juniper trees had been…there’s the dump and all the 
fences. Made these [Thomas’s] maps back in the 1970s. There’s the magazine. 
Indian ruins were over there. That’s all…the fun was with the bottles and what 
they were. A lot of the beer bottles were made in England, and they were used 
as ballast, for ships coming back to the States. There were no deposits on the 
bottles, they would discard them if they were empty. Some were maybe used for 
oil or something, storage. The loggers, used old misery whips, they had a bottle 
with kerosene in it and then a cluster of pine needles, and then run that along the 
saw to take off the pitch. There were things you could do with old bottles. 

Though not collectors themselves, Janice and others I spoke to exhibit a 

familiarity with the archaeological surface of the Fort Apache site and an understanding 

of where collectors might consider looking for materials. Frequent visitors to, and 

inhabitants of, Fort Apache are aware of how the landscape has changed, and are able 

to recognize areas that once had more materials. The effects of collectors at Fort 

Apache is known by those who are familiar with it—both Thomas and Janice identified 

other illicit collectors at the site, ranging from those who are both financially and non–

financially compelled.  



 

174 

Areas of sensitivity 

Both Thomas and Janice noted that the Fort Apache landscape included areas 

where archaeological materials were concentrated, most of which were dumps resulting 

from military and school occupations. In particular, old washes, drainages, irrigation 

ditches, and the East Fork canyon (Figure 42, #1) were known to hold discarded 

historical materials, including pottery, scrap metal, and building materials. Outlying 

buildings, such as the stables and other outbuildings that once were on the south side of 

the property (Figure 42, #2), as well as behind where the old hospital was located (now 

the site of the Cultural Center) (Figure 42, #3) were also popular locations to dump 

materials. Thomas and Janice noted that these areas still hold potential for both 

collectors and others wishing to gather archaeological material out of personal interest, 

for research, or sale. 

Areas that once had more materials 

Other areas on the Fort Apache property once held many more materials, which 

the participants have witnessed dwindle in quantity during their lifetimes (from the 1960s 

to the present). There used to be a fountain in front of the original museum and Cultural 

Center (the old barracks; Figure 42, #4), which disappeared one night, despite being 

very large and presumably hard to carry. The east side of the stables once held an 

abundance of “BIA and school stuff”, according to Janice, all of which have been 

removed (Figure 42, #5). The original post office had an old American flag in it that 

Thomas watched one of his friends take down and “I don’t know what he done with it” 

(Figure 42, #6). The area north of the water tank, which I refer to as activity area FA10-

S003 (Figure 42, #7) and which Thomas corroborates as an area that held interest to 

him, “especially after they’d ploughed the fields there”. The interview data I gathered 

indicates that the above areas were popular for collectors to the point of now having little 

diagnostic material for collectors to remove. 
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Figure 42. Map indicating areas of archaeological potential at risk of continued 
collecting and areas already collected from. 

Individuals responsible for removal of materials 

Thomas and Janice had clear ideas about those responsible for removing 

materials from Fort Apache. Thomas told me that, throughout his period of collecting 

(1960–1978), he and his friends and family spent weekends and evenings at the site. He 

notes that, though he never sold materials, two of his friends in particular would go to the 

site and gather scrap metal to sell, even melting it down on occasion to make it easier to 

transport to the scrap buyer. He did not elaborate on whether this melting was done at 

Fort Apache or elsewhere, or how it was undertaken specifically. Janice also notes that 

metal collectors are the most prolific at collecting, sometimes gathering and selling items 

that interest them, and sometimes gathering items that antiques dealers are looking to 

take on commission. 
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6.2. Chapter summary 

This chapter used interview data to examine the non-financial value assigned to 

illicitly collected archaeological material, and to study how Thomas and Janice 

understand the role of collectors, the results of collecting, and the history of 

management at the site of Fort Apache. Thomas and Janice acknowledge the various 

values cultural material from Fort Apache holds, both for themselves and others:  

• For Thomas, collecting cultural materials enabled time spent with his family and 
friends, and an opportunity to collect objects that he felt would otherwise be 
neglected, damaged, and possibly destroyed. Collecting also provided him with a 
personal pursuit, a hobby that sparked his research following collecting episodes. 

• Thomas believes that level of care should determine ownership (i.e., those who 
provide the best care for materials should be granted ownership of those 
materials). Janice believes in leaving materials out on the landscape, 
unattended, though she fears people like Thomas taking them as well as 
deterioration of the items from exposure. 

• Both Thomas and Janice believe that collectors who are driven by financial gain 
are “looters”. 

• Both Thomas and Janice acknowledge that they were aware of other collectors 
active at Fort Apache who valued cultural materials only for their resale value, 
either as complete artifacts or as scrap metal. 

• Both Thomas and Janice acknowledge that there is value in preserving cultural 
materials within the community for the community, though both are concerned 
with the level of care exhibited by the community members for the preservation of 
materials. 

• Thomas and Janice agree that the Apache history at Fort Apache has been 
overlooked in favour of focusing on the military history of the site. 

• Thomas and Janice agree that neither federal or local level heritage 
management strategies have been successful in preserving materials at Fort 
Apache. 

Together, these datasets enable examination of the reasons and the methods 

Thomas used while collecting:	

• Thomas had a clear understanding of where artifacts are located within the 
property, and a clear collection strategy and focus. 
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• Janice had a clear understanding of where materials are, where they used to 
be, and who is responsible for removing them. 

• Thomas’s areas of focus coincide with the areas of artifact and feature 
concentrations observed on my surveys. 

• Thomas acted in accord with a defined collection and curation protocol. He has 
clear ideas of the legacy he would like to have through his collection. 

In this chapter, I also presented areas that are at risk of continued collecting, as 

concluded from both field surveys and oral information gathered from Thomas. These 

areas once held more materials. Artifacts are still present on the surface of the site, 

making them targets for collectors. Chapter 7 relates the results presented in this 

chapter and in Chapter 5 to the value of collected materials to archaeological research. 
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Chapter 7. Discussion 

This chapter connects the data presented in Chapters 5 and 6 to the research 

questions presented in Chapter 2: heritage values, concepts and definitions of “looting” 

and “looters”, and transformation processes. 

Here, I return to the Burra Chapter as an organizing framework. As a basis for 

significance assessment, the Charter uses three stages: 1) understand significance; 2) 

develop policy; and, 3) manage in accordance with policy, in a manner that retains the 

cultural significance of the place (Burra Charter 2013, Article 6; Figure 43). Within the 

first step—understanding significance—the cultural significance of a place is established 

according to five values for past, present, or future generations: aesthetic, historic, 

scientific, social, or spiritual value. Not all places will have value in each category. 

Values may change through time and with use, and places may have cultural and/or 

natural features (Burra Charter 2013, Article 1).  

 

Figure 43. The Burra Charter Process (2013, Article 6). 

 The Burra Charter specifies a process in the management of sites of cultural 

significance: first, understand the place and assess its cultural significance; then, 

develop a policy and prepare a management plan; and finally, enact conservation 

practices and manage in accordance with policy (Burra Charter 2013, Article 6). I have 

Understand	
significance	

Develop	
policy	

Manage	in	
accordance	
with	policy	
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adapted the Burra Charter Process to create a parallel “collector’s process”, which 

follows the Burra Charter process outline using different values. Figure 44 visualizes the 

collector’s process, and includes questions collectors implicitly ask and answer along 

each step of the process.  

Figure 44. The collector's process. 

7.1. Heritage Values 

The Society for American Archaeology, in a report entitled Exploring Public 

Perceptions and Attitudes about Archaeology, notes, “people generally feel that 

archaeology is important to today’s society” (Ramos and Duganne 2000:23). 

Archaeology has long held value outside of scientific inquiry, including political and 

social value. As William Krieger notes, “people have a propensity to protect or destroy 

pieces of cultural heritage to meet their political, religious, and economic goals, and the 

antiquities market provides an added financial incentive to sell off the enemy’s cultural 

ties to the land” (2014:929). The difficulty can be in determining which values are 

important to whom, within a particular period of time or context. 

The Burra Charter notes that “cultural significance is embodied in the place itself, 

its fabric, setting, use, associations, meanings, records, related places, and related 

objects (Burra Charter 2013, Article 1). Cultural significance includes aesthetic, historic, 

scientific, social, and spiritual values (Burra Charter 2013, Article 2.1). Focusing on 

Thomas and Fort Apache specifically, and using the Burra Charter as a basis for 

establishing value as applied by a collector to material and place, I consider the values 

Iden/fy	heritage	
values	

• What	does	
heritage	mean	to	
me?	
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strategy	

• Why	does	
collec3ng	enable	
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ar3facts	to	realize	
full	expression	of	
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Thomas applied to the material he collected: why was he interested in heritage materials 

at Fort Apache, and what interest did they hold for him? What was the significance of 

these items to him, and how did the fabric of these artifacts and Fort Apache embody 

this significance to him? I began with the Burra Charter’s values—aesthetic, historic, 

scientific, social, or spiritual (spiritual added to the Charter in 2013) value—and created 

nine values for access to cultural heritage (Table 11). I adapted all five values used in 

the Burra Charter to apply them to cultural heritage materials (artifacts and features) that 

contribute to the fabric of a place. I have added the values of economic, preservationist, 

public, and prestige, increasing the list to include nine values, as informed by the 

comparison of heritage values typologies, presented in Table 1 (section 1.3). These 

values can be used in analyses of all who interact with cultural heritage (including 

archaeologists, other heritage managers, descendant community members, collectors, 

etc.). The values help understand reasons why people access, use, or alter heritage. 

These values overlap and can change over time. For example, an artifact can retain 

economic value while also having cultural value, based upon its material (i.e., if it was 

made a rare or expensive material, such as gold). As Kersel (2012:255) notes, “looted 

items, while perhaps revered and idolized, do not always lose their exchange value—

they often retain their economic value for the museum, for the individual collector, and 

for society at large”. 
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Table 11. Nine values for cultural heritage. 

 Value Definition and description  
Adapted 
from Burra 
Charter 
Practice 
Notes 
(Australia 
ICOMOS 
2013) 

Aesthetic Sensory and perceptual experience, how we respond to 
visual and non-visual aspects of cultural materials, may 
include concept of beauty and formal aesthetic ideals. 
Expressions of aesthetics are culturally influenced. 

Historic Encompasses all aspects of history, and may underline 
other values. Increased by evidence of cultural 
material’s association with historic event, phase, 
movement, activity, person, or group.  

Scientific Information content and ability to reveal more about an 
aspect of the past through examination or investigation 
of cultural material, including archaeological 
techniques. Is likely to depend upon the importance of 
the information or data involved, or rarity, quality, or 
representativeness of the material or site or overall 
fabric, and the potential to contribute further important 
information.  

Social Associations for a particular community or cultural 
group and the social or cultural meanings that the 
cultural material holds for them. 

Spiritual Intangible values and meanings embodied in or evoked 
by cultural material, which give importance in the 
spiritual identity, or the traditional knowledge, art and 
practices of a cultural group.  

Additional 
values 

Economic Inherent economic value at the high or low ends, which 
gives importance to those who would sell artifacts. In 
this case, inherent means the value according to the 
rarity of the object and/or the material the object is 
made of (e.g., gold in accordance to market price). 
Indirect economic value can also include heritage 
tourism. 

Preservationist Encompasses any or all of the values noted above, with 
the addition that it is not being protected from perceived 
mismanagement, in the form of other collectors or 
unsuitable repositories. Material is accessed in 
opposition to management plans. While this value may 
be embedded within cultural or historic values, in this 
case it refers to the value an item presents in terms of 
its susceptibility to being damaged or removed by 
others.  

Public Includes any or all of the values noted above and 
requires collection in order to educate the public on 
those values. Material is accessed in support of better 
developing management plans. 
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Prestige Increased personal standing amongst perceived peers, 
increased personal pride, due to rarity or trends in 
collecting, or value to others who wish to access this 
material, or financial gains through selling collected 
material. 

As noted, the Burra Charter offers a way to assess why people are interested in 

heritage, as it is flexible, inclusive, and applies to the past, present, and future. I added 

to the five values of this Charter because these five values seem not to capture all the 

reasons Janice and Thomas (in particular) care about heritage materials at Fort Apache. 

The Charter also advocates for a “cautious approach to change: do as much as 

necessary to care for the place and to make it useable, but otherwise change it as little 

as possible so that its cultural significance is retained” (Burra Charter 2013, Preamble). 

So, while it is useful as an analytical and organizational tool for my study, it is 

limited in its use for understanding when people do not use a cautious approach to 

retaining the cultural significance of a site. I suggest that the nine values presented in 

this study are useful for “looter” analysis in situations where the individual values of the 

collector are prioritized over other shareholders’ values. However, I do not suggest it 

replace the Burra Charter. While the Charter is useful for understanding the overall fabric 

of a place, and incorporating values to guide site management, it is insufficient as a tool 

for understanding individual collector motivations. Collecting episodes that aim to 

dismantle a site without considering overall preservation needs, run counter to the goals 

of the Burra Charter. The additions of economic, preservationist, public, and prestige, to 

the five values presented by the Burra Charter create a useful tool for understanding the 

value of a site on an individual scale.  

The additional values of economic, preservationist, public, and prestige 

developed directly from my field surveys and interviews with Thomas and other 

community members. “Economic” refers to financial value recognized within an artifact, 

either through material or rarity. Conservation professionals have traditionally avoided 

consideration of this value, and integration of this value with other values can be 

challenging (Mason 2002:5). Though it does not necessarily imply that the collected item 

will be sold, it does recognize that it holds economic value and is therefore of interest to 

some collectors. Economic value can be “high-end” or “low-end”. Low-end collecting 
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does not necessarily contribute to the large-scale, global antiquities market. Low-end 

collecting is instead defined as “undocumented excavations in which the products 

are…[intended] for less lucrative and often less visible markets or sometimes no market 

at all” (Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:46).  

“Preservationist” refers to a desire to collect for the purpose of preserving the 

artifact in the perceived absence of other viable means of preservation: collecting an 

item because the inherent value of the item dictates preservation, according to the 

collector and self-assigned preserver. Both illicit and licit collectors can feel this need to 

protect material heritage. Colwell-Chanthaphonh identified this reason in his discussion 

with San Pedro Valley residents, where one “avocational archaeologist” and collector 

noted that she did not want her family to donate some Hohokam artifacts to a museum, 

as she feared that would be “stuck in a box in a basement” (2004:580). She further 

noted that “if the family is being a good steward of the things, I think they should keep it 

and pass it on from generation to generation, to teach those kids about a historical 

perspective” (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004:580). There is an element of “personifying” 

institutional preservation or curation of items, in the way that museums act as 

repositories for a vast number of items not on public display. However, in this context, 

the preservationist value is individualistic, and is applied in opposition to management 

plans, based upon perceived inadequacies in these plans.  

“Public” refers to the value of the item according to the “universal museum” 

philosophy (see Abungu 2004, British Museum 2004, and O’Neill 2004), as well as 

acknowledges the value artifacts hold for the community they are found within, in both a 

physical and cultural sense. This value is applied in developing management plans more 

representative of the communities they are situated within. Although this principle may 

seem rooted in the nationalistic agenda of the nineteenth century, Janice indicated that 

this concern persists at the community level (see Section 6.1). Public value can also be 

rooted in a concern for public education, as opposed to contributing to a shared human 

heritage. This value persists in current ethical guidelines used by archaeologists, 

including the SAA’s Principles of Archaeologist Ethics, which notes that archaeological 

materials are public heritage (Lynott 1997:594; Zimmerman 1998:76; SAA 
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1996:Principle No 4), and the RPA Code of Conduct, which notes the responsibility of 

professional archaeologists to the public (RPA 1998:n.p.). 

“Prestige” refers to the value a collector places on an artifact based upon the 

values their peers place upon the same item. These peers can be real or perceived; for 

example, Thomas viewed me as a peer, which is why I believe he delighted in showing 

me his collection. Van Velzen (1996:113) discusses the prestige Etruscan tomb robbers 

gain through the collecting itself, in finding rare items that are hard to locate and access, 

as well as well as through personal luxury items purchased through sale of these items. 

As tombarolos they can gain mainstream or public prestige, as well as peer-prestige 

amongst their fellow collectors (Van Velzen 1996:113). Van Velzen describes many of 

these collectors as coming from low-income backgrounds, so perhaps this social 

standing would be otherwise in accessible to them (1996:113). Prestige also 

encompasses personal pride in not only the collected artifacts, but in the collector 

himself. 

In the following sections, I apply the nine values noted above to understand how 

Thomas and state-based system contrast in the application of values to cultural material. 

Then, I compare and contrast the differences and similarities in Thomas’s application of 

personal values in his collecting methods against professional archaeologists’ values 

and methods. This section also provides a discussion of the archaeologist and collector 

collaborations. Thomas is considered a heritage stakeholder, but did not attempt to 

foster any collaboration with archaeologists during his collecting period. Finally, I 

compare Thomas’s values and actions against community perspectives at Fort Apache. 

7.1.1. Thomas and state-based heritage values 

As I summarized in Chapter 2, heritage legislation in the US is rooted in 

nationalistic principles designed to reinforce power relationships and colonialism. These 

laws do not always represent the deep cultural, social, and spiritual values communities 

recognize in their own cultural heritage. As an illicit collector, Thomas has placed his 

values above those that state-based systems hold. By extension, he has placed his own 

values ahead of those of other stakeholders that state-based systems purport to protect, 
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such as the general public and Native Americans. In this section, I critique the state-

based systems introduced in Chapter 2 and compare them against Thomas’s interests 

and actions. 

State-based systems enable archaeologists to access heritage, but in doing so 

they disregard community-level significance and value of cultural heritage, and 

stigmatize unpermitted collectors and the materials they collect. As the state hands over 

control of local heritage to local governments, including THPOs, they are not providing 

an opportunity to adapt state-based systems to local-level interests. Communities are 

taking this task upon themselves and are attempting to work within federal parameters. 

At Fort Apache, this adaptation of local interests to federal frameworks is a problem 

because of the shared history of the site. As a NHL, Fort Apache is nationally significant 

and afforded commensurate protection. But the site remains a community hub in the 

present and a repository of Apache history. Fort Apache is also a physical reminder of 

federal programs of assimilation that, while federal in origin, were enacted on community 

and personal levels. 

State-based systems of heritage management generally disregard socio-

economic realities within Indigenous communities. In the absence of other options for 

generating cash, community members may choose alternatives to some aspects of 

state-based systems (i.e., heritage laws), in order to collect and sell artifacts. In other 

cases, non-Indigenous community members, such as Thomas, who have more options 

for generating cash, are accessing cultural heritage in order to better manage it 

according to their own values (also, see Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004:580). 

Thomas’s actions were in direct contravention to the heritage laws that were in 

place during the time he collected (1960s–1970s), as well as in the present. In terms of 

values, however, was he acting on values that were different or similar to the values 

embedded within state-based heritage laws, such as the Antiquities Act and ARPA? I 

summarize these values in Table 12. 
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Table 12. State-based heritage values versus Thomas’s heritage values (“x” 
indicates recognition of important values). 

Value State Thomas 
Aesthetic X X 
Historic X X 
Scientific X X 
Social   
Spiritual   
Economic X  
Preservationist X X 
Public X  
Prestige X X 

While different in implementation, both the Antiquities Act and ARPA focus on 

public, preservationist, historic, and scientific values. Both prohibit unauthorized 

collecting on public and Indian lands. ARPA carries felony penalties for significant 

offenders, including possible fines and imprisonment (see Section 1.1 for a discussion 

on why Thomas’s actions are examined from a present day perspective, as opposed to 

just from a 1978 perspective). As noted in ARPA, it was enacted 

for the present and future benefit of the American people, the protection of 
archaeological resources and sites which are on public lands and Indian lands, 
and to foster increased cooperation and exchange of information between 
governmental authorities, the professional archaeological community, and private 
individuals (ARPA 1979:Sec 2[4][b]). 

Less explicit is the state-based interest in economic, aesthetic, preservationist, 

and prestige values. The economic value to the state is found in places such as Fort 

Apache, and other NHL sites, which hold economic value for the state as well as the 

local community, in the form of federal funding and tourism dollars. While not 

economically driven, Thomas shares the remaining values with the state: aesthetic, 

preservationist, and prestige. Both Thomas and the state are interested in complete and 

attractive expressions of different kinds of artifacts. For example, a complete flintlock is 

valuable as a public education tool for state museums, and as a representative piece of 

American military history in Thomas’s collection. Both Thomas and the state are 

concerned with preservation of items of American history, though the state also holds an 
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interest in Indian artifacts that Thomas did not have. Both Thomas and the state are able 

to attain prestige through acquisition of certain artifacts—for Thomas, among other 

collectors that he shows his finds to, and for state museums through public displays of 

rare or expensive items. 

Thomas and the state do not share an interest in public heritage value. An 

express purpose of ARPA is to preserve “for the present and future benefit of the 

American people” (ARPA 1979[Sec 2[4][b]). This public value, as opposed to Thomas’s 

autocentric view, recognizes that others may find value in archaeological material as 

well. The language in ARPA (ARPA 1979[Sec 2[4][b]) appears to advocate for a more 

general approach to collecting and for creating collections in museums and in scientific 

and research collections that are more representative of a broader spectrum of values. 

Authorized collecting that reflects public value is more ethical than illicit collecting, as it 

provides the greatest possible options for preservation, interpretation, and access. 

Thomas’s actions were selfish. Regardless of whether he collected the artifacts 

for preservation, or the pursuit of individual research, or out of esteem for an aspect of 

American history he considered his own interests first. While his publication of a small 

amount of research does make Thomas unique amongst collectors, it was to a particular 

niche of readers, not the general public. To my knowledge, Thomas has made no 

attempt to share the artifacts in his possession with anyone other than myself, nor use 

his collection to increase public knowledge. His notes, while perhaps better than other 

collectors’, were kept private. In addition to acting counter to the laws at the time of his 

collecting, as well as current laws on state and tribal levels, he may be regarded as 

unethical in his approach with regards to professional archaeological guidelines. He 

limited the research and interpretation value of the materials he took from Fort Apache, 

and removed them from a situation where others could apply their own interpretation, 

meaning, and value. From a critical heritage studies perspective, Thomas’s actions 

remove the opportunity for multiple stakeholders to engage with the materials he has 

removed from Fort Apache, unless he returns them (Chilton and Hart 2009:92; Kersel 

2009:179). 
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While American heritage legislation may be rooted in racist perspectives that 

marginalized Native Americans’ opportunities to write their own histories, those 

perspectives are changing among archaeologists. In addition to the amendments to the 

NHPA in 1992 and the establishment of NAGPRA in 1990, steps have been taken to 

integrate multiple histories, including Native Americans’ conceptions of the past (Mills et 

al. 2008:26; Murray et al. 2009:77). Unfortunately, however, Thomas’s removal of the 

material from Fort Apache has reduced opportunities to implement advances made in 

current federal legislation. 

7.1.2. Thomas and professional heritage values 

Archaeologists are similar to collectors in many ways: both have a curiosity about 

the past, both regard cultural material as evidence and representation of past human 

behaviour and events, and both apply personal values to justify why and how they 

access cultural material. The major difference is legitimacy. Federal bureaucracy 

legitimizes archaeologists; collectors are stigmatized by the same system. That 

legitimacy, though disputed with regard to power relationships and access to heritage, is 

also bestowed upon archaeologists for good reason: the primacy that context is given in 

professional archaeological research. As Hodder (1986:120) notes,  

In a sense, archaeology is defined by its concern for context. To be interested in 
artifacts without any contextual information is antiquarianism, and is perhaps 
found in certain types of art history or the art market. Digging objects up out of 
their context, as is done by some metal detector users, is the antithesis in 
relation to which archaeology forms its identity. To reaffirm the importance of 
context thus includes reaffirming the importance of archaeology as archaeology. 

In  

 

 

Table 13, I assess the values archaeologists apply to cultural heritage and use to 

justify their privileged access.  
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Table 13. Professional heritage values versus Thomas’s heritage values (“x” 
indicates recognition of important values). 

Value Professional Archaeologist Thomas 
Aesthetic X X 
Historic X X 
Scientific X X 
Social X  
Spiritual   
Economic X  
Preservationist X X 
Public X  
Prestige X X 

Like the previous comparison of Thomas’s values against those within state-

based heritage legislation, the main difference is the public value. As representatives of 

state-sanctioned control of heritage, archaeologists see historic, scientific, economic, 

prestige, and public value in archaeological material. The values that might be important 

to members of a local community (social and spiritual) are not reflected in the legislation 

archaeologists represent, unless the archaeologist is from that particular community. 

The economic value to archaeologists has roots in the tradition of archaeologists being 

commissioned to collect certain items for museums, in order to complete or complement 

a collection (Cole 1985:146; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2009:66–68). Though perhaps not 

as common a pursuit in the present day (some museums still gather and display illicitly 

collected material [Fincham 2009:3]), in the late-nineteenth century and early-twentieth 

centuries, archaeologists were encouraged to help museums accumulate 

anthropological collections. Franz Boas was instrumental in acquiring Northwest Coast 

artifacts for the American Museum, as was Arthur C. Parker and his acquisition of 

Iroquois materials for the Peabody Museum (Cole 1985:146; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 

2009:66–68). Both of their actions were considered legitimate at the time.  
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It should be noted, however, that these perspectives have changed, and a more 

optimistic view of federal frameworks can now be taken. As Murray et al. (2009:77) note, 

“Federal agency research involving American Indians is now evolving by moving beyond 

legally mandated consultation to voluntary, respectful, and mutually beneficial 

collaborative projects”. 

Archaeologists typically hold preservationist values, but they generally do not aim 

to subvert or replace state-based management strategies, as Thomas claims to. 

Archaeologists also contribute to development of public education and programming. 

The prestige value of an artifact to an archaeologist is harder to discern. Certainly, 

significant finds that garner an archaeologist the cover of National Geographic or a 

feature story in Nature presents an opportunity to gain professional respect, grants, 

access to facilities, and even fame. At the very least, finding an unusual or rare artifact 

presents an opportunity for some bragging at the next pub night or conference. In the 

case of Thomas and other collectors, however, these institutional and public avenues for 

gaining prestige are not available. In these cases, it is possible that personal and peer 

prestige is the primary concern for collectors, as opposed to professional prestige and 

public recognition for professional archaeologists. 

Although I have placed Thomas as a counter-example to both state-based 

systems and the professional archaeologists that work within these systems, there is 

overlap. In the case of collectors who are not economically driven, but who are instead 

interested in historic, scientific, and, in some cases, public value, there is particular room 

for archaeologist/collector collaborations. These shared values enable both 

archaeologists and collectors to work within mutually beneficial contexts, alongside other 

stakeholders in poly-communal, multi-stakeholder models (Hart and Chilton 2009:87, 

2015:319). In these models, multiple, sometimes overlapping, sometimes-disparate, 

values may be recognized within a common goal: preservation of material for multiple 

interpretations. The key to these collaborations is co-operation at all stages of the 

process: identifying values, creating a field protocol, and ongoing, self-reflexive 

management in accordance with these protocols and values. This process mirrors the 

Burra Charter and the collector’s process, noted above. The following section further 
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explores archaeologist/collectors collaborations and Thomas’s actions as compared to 

these models. 

Archaeologist/collector collaborations  

Thomas’s long-term commitment to systematic collection and preservation of 

materials, according to a specific strategy, raises the question: what is the difference 

between him and collectors like him, and (non-Indigenous) archaeologists (as 

designated legally)? Are all archaeologists and anthropologists collectors by definition, in 

their removal of heritage from home communities, either physically or through 

knowledge? With the exception of increasing numbers of “Indigenous archaeologists” 

(Nicholas 2010:235), many archaeologists do not profess to have a singular interest with 

their own community and ancestors. In addition, Thomas’s inheritance of a power 

position within a colonial framework further enables a comparison with archaeologists as 

“stewards” (Zimmerman 1998:78) of others’ cultural heritage. Despite these similarities 

with archaeologists, however, Thomas’s identification of the on-reservation town of 

Whiteriver as his own community, his systematic methods and focus on American 

history (as opposed to prehistoric materials), and his concern for the depletion of 

Apache-specific tangible and intangible heritage, presents a dichotomy. I discuss the 

problem this presents in section 7.1.3. 

Collaborations between archaeologists and descendant communities are 

becoming more accepted (e.g., as part of the field school on WMAT lands, see Herr 

2013; Laluk 2017; Mills et al. 2008; Murray et al. 2009), but archaeologist/collector 

collaborations are still being developed (see, for example, Atwood 2006; Brodie and Gill 

2003; Hollowell 2004; Matsuda 1998; cf. Brodie and Gill 2003; Wylie 1993). Sometimes, 

in cases where professional archaeologists and members of the public come together at 

a field school or other excavation-driven model, these collaborations can be counter to 

the “conservationist ethic” prevalent within the field of professional archaeology or 

cultural resource management (Lipe 1973:215; Wylie 1996:155). The “conservationist 

ethic”—which Wylie notes arose in the 1970s in response to the “accelerating 

destruction of archaeological resources by construction, agriculture, and other land-

development projects on one hand, and by vandals and looters of antiquities on the 

other” (1996:155)—is related to William Lipe’s (1973) “conservation model” in 
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archaeology. Lipe’s perspective, based on his observation of the rapid destruction of a 

non-renewable resource due to the professionalization of archaeology and cultural 

resource management, advocated for an alternative model for salvaging archaeological 

material, which does not necessarily involve excavation (1973:214). His view of a 

“resource conservation model” was developed in order to save the profession of 

archaeology from extinction (Lipe 1973:215). Under this model, public education is a key 

aspect in identifying, protecting, and managing archaeological resources, the focus of 

which should be teaching the public of the value of conserving sites (Lipe 1973:215–

217). Avocational groups are part of that public group and, according to Lipe, there is 

potential for archaeological conservation within these groups, by assisting professionals 

to educate the public and advocate for archaeological conservation (Lipe 1973:220). 

This type of collaboration would happen, then, before any excavation would or could 

begin, and would enable avocational archaeologists and, in some cases, collectors living 

near archaeological sites to protect and steward the sites. Therefore, perhaps a collector 

does not always have to be a collector, but can instead contribute to the preservation of 

materials by not collecting. As Pitblado (2014:387) notes, “the ethics associated with 

artifact collecting are as complex and nuanced as the people doing the collecting and, as 

such, offer poor justification for an archaeologist to refuse to work with anyone who has 

ever acquired a physical remnant of the past”.  

Some archaeologists and affiliated institutions are publicizing their collaborations 

with collectors. The Portable Antiquities Scheme is supported by the British Museum and 

encourages “metal detector users…[and] people whilst out walking, gardening or going 

about their work” to report artifacts they have discovered (PAS 2001:n.p.). Currently, the 

scheme’s database holds nearly 700,000 objects and 300,000 images (PAS 2001:n.p.). 

As they note, “The records of these objects that our staff, volunteers, and public 

contribute, are quite often the only chance we will get to document their existence” (PAS 

2001:n.p.). The data are available freely to academic and “lay” communities, under a 

creative commons licence. 

Fort Apache from the 1960s to 1980s experienced a lack of funding and support 

from the federal authorities, and deterioration of the Fort Apache historic park. There 

were not many opportunities for archaeologist/collector collaborations the way we 
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understand them today, including field schools and public programs, such as the PAS 

noted above. Thomas could have chosen to not collect material that did not belong to 

him, and to not remove it without permission from tribal lands. Or he could have 

engaged in a relationship with heritage professionals, or the WMAT itself, or he could 

have chosen to work with John Welch to return the objects to Fort Apache when he was 

approached in 1995. At that time, Welch informed Thomas of the Master Plan (Schuman 

1993; Swaback Partners 2015) for Fort Apache. Thomas disregarded the Tribe’s wishes 

for caring for the site and refused to discuss return of the items he had in his possession 

at that time (John Welch, pers. comm., February 2, 2017). Field schools involving Fort 

Apache, such as those planned and undertaken by Barbara Mills and John Welch in the 

early 2000s (Hoerig et al. 2015:60–77; Mills et al. 2008:32; Murray et al. 2009:67) and 

the Research Experience for Undergraduates (with the University of Arizona 2010–2013; 

Hoerig et al. 2015:60–77), offered opportunities for collaboration between professionals 

and tribal community members. No such collaborative field projects existed during 

Thomas’s period of collecting. Thomas participated in my study, but in more of a one-

way information sharing from him to me, as opposed to a truly collaborative project with 

shared objectives and goals from the outset. 

Thomas enabled my research by being open to inquiry and being transparent 

about his methods and his motives. This information has previously been inaccessible to 

researchers, due to the illegality of illicit collecting and archaeologists’ stigmatization of 

their collections and methods. Though Thomas had been approached by John Welch in 

1995 in an attempt to return the taken artifacts back to Fort Apache, Thomas declined to 

participate, likely in part because of fear of prosecution. He provided insight to a period 

of Fort Apache history that would otherwise have been discounted, as it was enacted 

outside of permitted studies. He added to my understanding of the site, its history, and 

specific features and aspects. For example, I had believed feature FA10-S003 to be a 

camp based upon the architectural remains and household refuse. Thomas described to 

me what the area had looked like four decades earlier, noting what had been collected 

there, and changed my interpretation from it as a domestic camp to that of a military-era 

dump. Collaborations such as ours—if it can be called collaboration after the fact—do 

not necessarily encourage destruction of that which they endeavour to preserve. As 

Lazrus (2002:38) notes, archaeologists are aware that their activities in general can 
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contribute to the destruction of a site. I would note that this destruction takes place 

regardless of whether that archaeologist is collaborating with a collector or not.  

Even if the risk of destruction is increased through such collaborations, it may still 

be worthwhile. The Introduction to the ICOMOS Charter for the Protection and 

Management of the Archaeological Heritage (1990) notes that  

the protection of…heritage cannot be based upon the application of 
archaeological techniques alone. It requires a wider base of professional and 
scientific knowledge and skills…the protection of the archaeological heritage 
must be based upon effective collaboration between professionals from many 
disciplines. It also required the co-operation of government authorities, academic 
researchers, private or public enterprise, and the general public. 

A lot is at stake if archaeologists do not partner with collectors and other 

stakeholders. In my study and collaboration with Thomas, the pay-off has been 

significant: an understanding of why and how people collect, and a chance for Thomas’s 

collection to be returned to Fort Apache. Many archaeological sites have an element of 

collection as part of the transformation process, and what is left behind at the site does 

not encapsulate an accurate and complete history of the site and its inhabitants. This 

problem with the “Pompeii premise”, therefore, requires that archaeologists must engage 

with collectors in order to fill in the gaps. Of course, there is a risk: legitimizing the 

activities of economically driven collectors can result in widespread and devastating 

effects to archaeological sites. My study of Thomas did not add to the damage already 

done by his collecting or contribute to the global antiquities market. As Pitblado 

(2014:390) notes, “Put bluntly, the artifact was going to remain in private hands either 

way; studying it yielded a win for archaeology, as well as for capitalism”. 

This study is unusual in the position in which it placed me. Such collaborations 

are typically off-limits for “ethical” archaeologists (through some interpretations of the 

Society for American Archaeology Principles of Ethics [Lynott and Wylie 1995] contradict 

this view; cf. Pitblado 2014). Archaeological ethics are currently being re-examined with 

regards to collector/archaeologist collaborations. The SAA principles of “public education 

and outreach” and “intellectual property” can be interpreted to further my argument for 

Thomas as a “valid” collector who increases the scientific value of the artifacts he has 

collected, while he simultaneously ignores current ethical standards for (wider scale) 
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reporting and multiple-stakeholder access. The SAA principle for “public education and 

outreach,” states “archaeologists should reach out to, and participate in cooperative 

efforts with others interested in the archaeological record” (SAA 1996:Principle No. 4). I 

did not violate the SAA principle of “commercialization” by “potentially enhancing the 

commercial value of archaeological objects” (SAA 1996:Principle No. 3). My access to 

“Thomas’s artifacts”, without passing judgment to him directly (as I might have with 

another collector, or tried to persuade him to give them back), was outweighed by what I 

might stand to gain intellectually by learning about his position and motives. In addition, 

the “records and preservation” principle is found in my work, as this study does “work 

actively for the preservation of, and long-term access to, archaeological collections, 

records, and reports” (Pitblado 2014:391; SAA 1996:Principle No. 7). Overall, this study 

is an example of the knowledge that can be gained when “archaeologists…make every 

reasonable effort to collaborate with all of the many publics with whom we come into 

contact” (Pitblado 2014:391) and “let go of their ethics in order to avoid being obdurate” 

(Zimmerman 2013:100). 

In 2015, the SAA created a task force, chaired by Bonnie Pitblado, to “define 

appropriate relationships among professional archaeologists, avocational 

archaeologists, and responsible artifact collectors in light of the SAA Principles of 

Archaeological Ethics and legal statutes” (SAA Task Force 2015:n.p.). The goal of this 

task force was to produce a statement for dissemination to SAA members that “[defined] 

appropriate relationships between professional archaeologists and responsible artifact 

collectors” (Pitblado and Shott 2015:37). Though still in draft format (as of March 6, 

2017), the current version represents consensus from SAA members to date. The 

statement calls for professional archaeologists to actively engage with avocational 

collectors, based on the premise that artifact collecting will always continue no matter 

what the SAA does, and that avocational archaeologists can be valuable partners to 

professional archaeologists (SAA Task Force 2015:n.p.).  

Having noted the benefits to be gained through collaborations, I return to the 

specific case of Thomas. Though I believe much was achieved in his agreeing to 

participate in this study, much was already lost in his methods and motives, including 

context. Thomas’s actions, while showing that there is potential amongst non-expert 
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collectors to achieve scientific standards and recognize public value, were ultimately 

anti-science and largely anti-social. While he enjoyed collecting as a family pursuit, I 

believe he kept it mostly private, as he knew it was illegal. There does remain value in 

his collection, however. His sharing of methods and the personal interests that drive 

them can help us interpret the surface of Fort Apache. His testament to what happened 

to the artifacts missing from Fort Apache has lengthened the “lives” of these artifacts, 

and the collection itself retains research value with regards to American military history. 

This value, however, can only be achieved through his collaboration with professionals 

such as myself as, left to his own devices, value could not be restored to this collection. 

The SAA Task Force statement also notes characterizations of different types of 

non-professional collectors: responsible and responsive. Responsible collectors obtain 

landowner permission to collect artifacts, limit collecting to ground surface or plough 

zones, record and are willing to share at least basic information for collected artifacts, do 

not sell artifacts, and serve as strong stewards for their collection during and beyond 

their lifetime (SAA Task Force 2015:n.p.). Responsive collectors are those who are “not 

yet aware of archaeological standards and therefore may not have maintained them, but 

who are receptive to learning and applying them” (SAA Task Force 2015:n.p.). 

According to these definitions, Thomas most closely resembles a responsible collector, 

and is not a responsive collector. He fails, however, in the description of a responsible 

collector in his lack of permission to collect artifacts from Fort Apache (though these 

Tribal lands are not considered private under US law), as well as his unwillingness to 

openly share basic information for collected artifacts with archaeologists in general. In 

addition, his as-yet reluctance to commit to a stewardship plan for the artifacts he has 

removed (whether at Fort Apache or elsewhere) counters his ability to be considered a 

“strong steward” by the Task Force. 

7.1.3. Thomas and community heritage values 

Thomas’s relationship to the town of Whiteriver and the largely Apache 

population there is problematic with regards to defining him as a “community member”. 

He self-identifies as a community member there, but from discussions with him, he 

interacted mainly with other European-settler descendants. For this study, I relied upon 
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self-identification of cultural affiliations, histories, and identities among participants; 

therefore, while Thomas is certainly not an Apache community member, I cannot ignore 

that his time in Whiteriver, and interactions with the residents there, remain an important 

part of his history. Fort Apache, just across the river from Whiteriver, was within the 

lands Thomas was responsible for as a range conservationist. As a European-settler 

descendant, the Fort represented another part of his American history. As such, I refer to 

Thomas as a community member in this study, recognizing that geographic communities 

can be home to more than one cultural community. In this section, as I compare 

Thomas’s values with Janice’s, I rely upon the THPO and the partial draft (as of August 

2016) WMAT heritage program as being representative of the larger community’s 

values. I consider the WMAT’s values as being focused on 

all places, objects, and intangibles having significance to Apache people. This 
definition extends to everything linked to or produced by Apache ancestors: all 
history, culture, customs, traditions, ceremonies, beliefs, stories, songs, 
language, arts, crafts, artifacts, sacred objects, funerary objects, and 
archaeological and human remains. This definition provides a working model for 
preservation and protection of Apache culture and heritage and guiding principles 
that stress respectful and responsible research when dealing with Apache 
cultural heritage resources on and off Apache trust lands (Murray et al. 2009:76). 

My field program and literature review revealed that different people illicitly collect 

for different reasons. For example, while Thomas was not financially driven, other 

community members (including Apaches) were, seeking scrap metal to re-sell as well as 

artifacts (such as the rifle found on Janice’s grandfather’s land [Section 6.1.1]). Another 

example is found in the subsistence diggers and huaqueros discussed in Chapter 2—

descendant community members who access their own cultural heritage in order to sell 

it and participate in cash economies (e.g., Atwood 2006; Brodie and Gill 2003; Hollowell 

2004; Matsuda 1998). Both the subsistence diggers and huaqueros note a cultural 

connection to the material, as semilla, or a gift from the ancestors (Matsuda 1998:88). 

Thomas’s data suggest that several individuals collected material from the site for 

resale.  

When I overlay this spectrum of values that heritage holds for different people 

and institutions with interview data from both Thomas and Janice, the shared concern for 

the preservation of Fort Apache and the material there is notable (Table 14). The same 
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values that drove Thomas to illicitly collect material from Fort Apache are indicated as 

values in my conversations with other, non-collecting community members. Both 

Thomas and many non-collecting community members see the aesthetic, historic, 

scientific, and social values in cultural heritage materials at Fort Apache. Janice also 

applies spiritual value to materials from Fort Apache. Neither applies economic value to 

the materials, though they both recognize that some materials carry economic value for 

certain people. Table 14 compares the values of Thomas and Janice with those of the 

WMAT, as determined through review of their Heritage Program and Heritage Code to 

date. 

Table 14. Community heritage values versus Thomas’s heritage values (“x” 
indicates recognition of important values). 

Value Community member WMAT 
Thomas Janice 

Aesthetic X X X 
Historic X X X 
Scientific X X  
Social X X X 
Spiritual  X X 
Economic   X 
Preservationist X  X 
Public  X X 
Prestige X   

The first exceptions to this trend, and what I believe is one of two differences 

between those at the community level who collect and those who do not, are the 

preservationist and public values. Based upon the data I collected, these values are in 

opposition. Thomas views himself as being uniquely suited to manage materials from 

Fort Apache, through his collection protocol. His apparent concern for preserving the 

archaeological materials he values is rendered through personal stewardship of the 

material. Community members may feel similar concern for the material, but do not view 

themselves as being in a position to personally manage that material through collecting. 

Instead, they are more concerned with longer-term public education programs, which 

can better develop existing heritage programs. The 2015 Fort Apache Master Plan also 

provides a point of contrast with Thomas’s goals in that it aims to develop the Fort 
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Apache site for education purposes, perpetuate heritage through sharing the history of 

the site with the community, and develop economic opportunities primarily through 

tourism (Swaback Partners 2015:4). Thomas’s goals never kept the public in mind, and 

he never mentioned keeping items in order to teach his own children about history, 

unlike one of the interviewees in Colwell-Chanthaphonh’s (2004:591, 595) study, as 

noted earlier in Chapter 7. Collecting, for Thomas, was purely “for him by him”. 

The second exception to this trend, and the second difference between those 

who collect at the community level and those who do not, is prestige. Janice felt no 

desire to increase her personal profile with peers by collecting. Thomas, however, 

recognizing the rarity in some objects, or the desire for other collectors to have access to 

certain materials, applied this value to the items he chose to collect. I believe that this 

relationship is shown in the way he enjoyed showing me his collection, but only after he 

had identified me—being a professional archaeologist and a Fort Apache enthusiast—as 

a peer. 

The WMAT is not opposed to recognizing the scientific value of heritage (as 

shown through their approval of and participation in research programs and field schools 

[e.g., Hoerig et al. 2015; Laluk 2006; McKenna 1981; Mills et al. 2008; Murray et al. 

2009]) but that values related to preservation, economics, and well-being supersede any 

scientific value that would counter those values. As well, scientific investigation that 

included excavation or other invasive testing would not be supported by the values and 

goals laid out in the WMAT heritage program. 

The comparison of Thomas and Janice with WMAT is problematic. First, because 

Janice is Apache, so positioning her opinions against those of other WMAT members is 

difficult. Second, the WMAT is made up of diverse opinions and interests. What I provide 

here is a simplified comparison specifically of one aspect of WMAT interests, as derived 

from the WMAT heritage program, Master Plan, and Heritage Code. An underlying value 

of the WMAT heritage program, which puts it in direct opposition to both Thomas and 

Janice, is the economic motivation. The Master Plan specifies economic development as 

one of its goals, but that is to facilitate the values of community, preservation, and 

Apache heritage perpetuation.  
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As noted previously, the WMAT CAG and heritage program work together in their 

focus on repatriation, collections management, and Fort Apache (Welch 2000:73). Using 

the goals of the heritage program as an indicator of values and interests of the larger 

WMAT, I can complete a simple analysis of how Thomas compares with these goals. 

Thomas and his collections have potential to contribute to the repatriation, cultural 

education, and documentation at Fort Apache. If, as conversations with Thomas have 

indicated, he is amenable to returning the items removed from the Fort Apache property, 

his actions could align with WMAT goals. The secure repository he has provided for 

these items, while illegal, has enabled the materials to become integrated into the 

collections management program at the Cultural Center. In some cases, provenience 

may be possible. His contribution to this study, as well as the study itself, adds to the 

general understanding of the Fort Apache NHL from the perspective of a collector. 

Finally, Thomas’s history as a collector, and his willingness to provide insight to his 

means and meanings as a collector, may aid in increased historic preservation at the 

site by increasing our understanding of—and therefore protection against—illicit 

collectors.  

Though perhaps not well represented by Table 14, Thomas is different in his 

previous and largely ongoing refusal to initiate collaborations to facilitate the 

preservation of heritage, even just the material he values. While WMAT has been and 

remains open to collaborations to projects and organizations that do not align perfectly 

with its goals (including field schools), Thomas was not willing to collaborate with just 

anyone. He rebuffed Welch’s attempts to discuss the return of his collection, remains 

possessive of “his” objects, is hesitant to recognize values this collection may hold for 

others. Thomas was gracious and generous in his participation in my study. I believe 

that was because I represented myself as a student who was interested in the same 

aspects of Fort Apache that he was: the recent, military history of the site. As was true 

during the period he was collecting, he remains committed to preserving those materials 

according to his own values, strategy, and interests. 
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7.1.4. Thomas and changing values 

From the 1960s through to the present, legal, professional, and community 

values surrounding heritage have been evolving. Changes made to ARPA in 1988 

(Section 10 [a] and [c]) and the NHPA (16 U.S. Code 470 et seq.) in 1992, as well as the 

establishment of NAGPRA in 1990, are instances of federal recognition of Native 

American tribes within cultural resource management in the US. These changes reflect a 

movement towards more diverse publics with more varied heritage interests, and a new 

emphasis on consultation with communities (Meskell 2002b:558). 

Academics and professionals are also enabling opportunities to integrate multiple 

histories, including Native Americans’ (Mills et al. 2008:26; Murray et al. 2009:77). The 

development of heritage studies from the 1990s onwards, identified that different 

communities value different types of pasts (Carmen and Sørensen 2009:19). 

Acceptance of more diverse methods for managing cultural heritage, including 

Indigenous archaeology, has enabled legitimization of views held by people other than 

professional archaeologists, including collectors. At the professional level, ethics are 

calling for increased public education and partnerships that are more inclusion of those 

from outside the discipline. According to Pitblado, collectors, in particular, hold promise 

for advancing archaeology (2014:385). 

As a representative of the WMAT community, Janice also exhibits evolving 

values in the management of cultural heritage at Fort Apache. In the course of my 

interviews with her, she outlined her changing perspective from “leave [the artifacts] 

alone” to “if we leave it, someone else is going to come and it is lost forever”. The 

challenge, from her standpoint, is that insufficient funds are available to either protect 

artifacts on the surface of the site or provide for their museum curation. Janice also feels 

that responsibility for protecting Fort Apache should come from all those who are 

interested in the site and the materials, not just tribal members: “we need more people, 

teamwork. A few can’t do it alone”.  

At all of these levels—legal, professional, and communal—there has been 

increasing tendency to include multiple communities with interests in heritage, and how it 

is managed. Though often not codified until the 1990s in laws and ethics, calls for these 



 

202 

changes have been made since the 1960s with the AIM (see Chapters 1 and 2). At Fort 

Apache specifically, partnerships between the WMAT and the Arizona Historical Society 

have indicated collaborative approaches to heritage management at the site. This model 

continues today, under the FAHF and past and ongoing field school collaborations. As 

Janice believes, incorporating the interests of different groups is key for preservation of 

Fort Apache. 

The social context when Thomas was collecting (1960s to 1970s) provided every 

opportunity for him to recognize the illegality and unethical nature of his actions and 

redress them. He began collecting during the AIM and the efforts of the WMAT and 

Arizona Historical Society to implement Fort Apache preservation and interpretation. In 

addition, he maintained geographic proximity and personal ties to Fort Apache in the 

1990s, during a period of recognition of Native American voices, amendments to ARPA 

and the NHPA, and passage of NAGPRA. Finally, during his interviews with me in the 

2000s, he understood both the illegality and the potency of his actions as a collector (as 

confirmed to him via the Informed Consent Form provided to him [see Appendix C]). In 

spite of his bearing witness to recognition of Indigenous voices at the community and 

federal levels, and in spite of the decades of opportunities for collaboration at the 

community level, Thomas rejected these occasions. Though he has maintained an 

overarching concern for preservation of Fort Apache material and the site itself, he has 

been unwilling to participate in other preservation efforts that were inclusive of heritage 

interests outside of his own. This absence indicates that his own values have not 

evolved as much as the contemporary legal, community, and professional values 

representing other heritage stakeholders. 

The main counter to this view of Thomas as obstructing collaborative and 

inclusive advances in heritage management is his participation in this study. Thomas 

was generous in his time and information provided to me. His awareness of the efforts to 

preserve Fort Apache at the community level, from the 1970s onwards, however, 

indicates to me that he sees me less as a collaborator, and more as a co-conspirator. 

Instead of seeing my research as an opportunity to share his collection with the wider 

public, including the WMAT, I believe my project reinforced his value of collecting as a 

personal pursuit and pastime. Our conversations likely confirmed for him that he does 
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not require the addition of diverse perspectives or interpretations of his actions or the 

items he collected. Instead, for him, his collection is enriched only by the valuation of 

those “like him”, including other military historians and collectors, which he affiliated me 

with. 

7.2. “Looting” at Fort Apache 

In addition to being illegal, removal of archaeological materials on WMAT lands is 

in contravention to their goals of preservation and protection of Apache cultural heritage. 

Even without the federal and tribal laws that would seek to prosecute such behaviour, 

ongoing removal of any archaeological materials from tribal lands contributes to the 

challenges Native Americans are still encountering in recognizing self-determination and 

autonomy over their culture and their lands.  

Western social and legal perspectives of heritage from the late-nineteenth 

century to the present have focused on the world’s material heritage as a shared 

resource. Within this view, archaeologists have been both stewards (Zimmerman 

1998:73) and conduits of this resource, responsible for legally accessing material and 

interpreting this information for the public. With the appointment of archaeologists to this 

elite position, a legal and social foil was created: the “looter”. This term continues to 

stigmatize anyone other than Western-trained archaeologists who access heritage, 

either their own or someone else’s. These illicit collectors continue to be singled out as 

traffickers and destroyers of sites and scientific research potential (Renfrew 2000:10). 

This distinction of who can access heritage and who cannot reflects power relations 

(e.g., Hollowell and Nicholas 2007) and relates to larger issues of who owns, controls, 

and interprets heritage. Conversely, bottom-up management lacks an alternative 

definition of illicit collecting from top-down classifications. In both systems, there is 

currently no room for grassroots, unpermitted access to heritage that acknowledges the 

unique needs and wishes of various shareholders interested in how and why culture is 

managed. 

Archaeologists are beginning to recognize Indigenous rights to manage their own 

heritage according to their own terms. As archaeologists grow increasingly aware of their 
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potential influence within political and social discussions, they are being challenged to 

include descendant communities’ wishes and interests in discussions of how heritage is 

managed, preserved, and accessed (e.g., Atwood 2006; Hollowell 2004; Matsuda 1998). 

From outside Western archaeological methods, Indigenous peoples have been 

asserting their rights and wishes for management of their heritage, both cultural and 

natural (Brooks 1997:210–11; Davis 2010:195; Deloria 1969:18–21, 25–26; Meighan 

2006:69). In the 1960s and 1970s, during the American Indian Movement, Native 

Americans expressed concern for the destruction of Indigenous graves and the 

differential treatment between Indigenous and settler human remains (Brooks 1997:210–

11; Davis 2010:195; Watkins 2000:44). Indigenous people’s management of their own 

heritage resources is a reaction to colonization and imperialist interpretations of history. 

Self-management is also an expression of sovereignty and reacts to previous and 

ongoing colonial practices (e.g., Colwell-Chanthaphonh et al. 2010; Hollowell 2006; 

Hollowell-Zimmer 2003). This response challenges three long-seated Western 

perspectives within cultural heritage management:  

1) that Indigenous peoples recognize diverse values within their own 
heritage 

2) that archaeologists, their research, and the legal frameworks they 
operate within may be limiting Indigenous people’s access to both 
their heritage and embedded cultural and economic worth (e.g., 
Hollowell 2004; McGuire 1996) 

3) that extra-archaeological access to materials is “looting” (e.g., 
Hollowell 2004; Wylie 2004; cf. Renfrew 2000) 

In addition, Indigenous communities are reflecting upon sometimes-disparate 

views of heritage management among their members: the economic worth of selling 

materials is being balanced against the value in preserving the same material. These 

discussions are highlighting the changing nature of culture, as communities define and 

redefine their identities based upon changing cultural practices and socioeconomic 

realities.  

Discussions of illicit collecting by Indigenous peoples contributes to more general 

examinations of what is “looting” and who are “looters”. The legal classification does not 

recognize non–financially driven collection on a case-to-case basis, nor does it allow 
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interpretation of an individual’s personal and cultural association with a site. In practice, 

“looting” is part of a behavioural spectrum that includes casual collectors in search of a 

souvenir, to large-scale demolition of ancient cemeteries in order to access pottery to 

sell (Pitblado 2014:387). Defining current collecting realities aids in my examination of 

the terms themselves, as well as exhibits the nuances within the spectrum of collecting 

itself. This examination builds upon my previous discussion of the values collectors 

apply to the materials they collect. Hollowell’s examination of community-level uses of 

heritage in order to access cash economies, further divides illicit collecting into “high-

end” and “low-end” (Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:46).8 These terms categorize the 

legitimizations people use to justify their access to this non-renewable resource, and the 

related “small-” and “large-scale” benefits experienced through this access. This 

categorization adds an additional expression to the process of illicit collecting, which is 

generally understood as theft of artifacts “in order to serve the lucrative market…through 

which collectors and…some of the major museums of the world fulfill their desire to 

accumulate antiquities” (Renfrew 2000:9). The addition of low-end looting to the 

collecting spectrum is challenging definitions that frame all access to archaeological 

material as occurring for the same reason, to advance broad public interests. Instead, 

incorporating low-end looting to the spectrum enables definitions of access to heritage 

that include activities of community members who may otherwise be understood as illicit 

collectors (or simply as “looters”) within a Western legal perspective.  

The St. Lawrence Islanders and huaquero subsistence diggers are examples of 

low-end collecting that contribute to small-scale, local economies as people with 

proximal or cultural links to sites who access and sell cultural heritage. In these low-end 

“looting situations” (Hollowell-Zimmer 2003:46), small-scale excavators sell to collectors 

or tourists (Mapunda 2001:60). Low-end collecting can contribute to both local, less 

visible markets (such as individual collectors) (this definition is counter to Hollowell-

Zimmer’s [2003:46] definition of low-end, which defines the breadth of “looting” by the 

ultimate destination of artifacts). Low-end collecting can also contribute to large-scale 

international markets (often for museums and large-scale collectors). These markets 

 
8 Hollowell-Zimmer refers to it as “low-end looting” and “high-end looting”. I have changed 

“looting” to “collecting” to remain consistent with my chosen terminology. 
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determine the scale of collection, which can hold greater or lesser financial impetuses for 

collectors, depending on the buyer and upon increasing or decreasing levels of 

distribution and consumption (Coe 1993, as cited in Hollowell and Nicholas 2008:2). The 

opposite example—high-end collection—can be understood as collecting that does not 

benefit the source community, financially or otherwise. Instead of a situation in which 

outsiders remove artifacts and potential profits from these communities, low-end 

collecting retains financial benefits as well as autonomy over artifacts within descendant 

communities and the immediate surrounding region. Inversely, high-end collecting can 

be understood as benefiting communities other than the source community. 

In Table 15, I add to the definitions of high- and low-end collecting, as put forth 

by Hollowell-Zimmer (2003), in order to further distinguish the values collectors apply at 

the high- and low-ends. At the high-end, the value in collecting is primarily economic, 

though prestige associated with personal wealth may be a factor. Usually, collectors 

come from both within and outside the community, though financial gains achieved by 

community members stay in the community at the low-end. Neil Brodie notes that this 

distinction is key between illegal and legal excavations, pointing out that in illegal 

excavations, money is only generated in the country where the artifact winds up, and not 

where it is taken from (Brodie 2010:266; Krieger 2014a:934). High-end collecting is 

defined according to bottom-up frameworks, while bottom-up or community-level values 

and interests define low-end collecting. High-end collecting contributes to the belief that 

all humans own culture, as a global resource; low-end collecting believes in culture-

specific heritage. High-end practitioners include museums, foreign collectors 

participating in the global antiquities markets, and archaeologists undertaking foreign 

excavations and bringing materials out of home countries. Low-end practitioners include 

subsistence diggers, huaqueros, and community-based collectors, such as Thomas.  

Table 15. High- and low-end collecting, adapted from Hollowell-Zimmer (2003). 

 High-end Low-end 
Primary Values 
Driving Collecting 

Economic, prestige Direct or indirect cultural 
preservation; sometimes, 
small-scale economic gain, 
kept in the community 

Context Collector is from outside 
community 

Collector is from inside 
community 
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Benefit Removed from community Retained within community 

Defined by Top-down frameworks Bottom-up frameworks 

Culture owned by All, as global heritage Few, as cultural heritage 

Practiced by Museums; collectors from outside; 
participants in the global antiquities 
markets; archaeologists operating 
under programs of partage 

Subsistence diggers; 
community-based 
practitioners of 
archaeology 

In Table 15, under “low-end value”, “direct” removes the object for the object’s 

sake (i.e., preservation of the artifact either inside or outside the community, though not 

necessarily accessible to either); “indirect” removes the object for the culture’s sake (i.e., 

financial or cultural development within the community). In the same table, under “high-

end practiced by”, partage refers to the common practice of the late-nineteenth and 

early-twentieth centuries of foreign-led excavations and acquisition of antiquities by 

“experts”, in return for sharing finds with local governments and “encyclopedic” 

museums, for the global good (Cuno 2008:xxxiii–xxiv). 

The term “low-end collecting”, taken in isolation, is not sufficient for defining the 

actions of Thomas and those like Thomas, for the following reasons: it includes strictly 

financial again (low or high), and does not explicitly recognize all realities in 

communities, such as the self-identification of European settler as community members 

and, therefore, stakeholders in aspects of local history. I define this more comprehensive 

description of low-end collecting as “community-based collecting”. Community-based 

collecting represents illicit collecting that seeks to:  

1) represent community, cultural, and/or individual goals;  

2) retain any (small-scale) economic gains within the community (though 
non–financially driven collecting is also considered community-based 
collecting);  

3) preserve community- or individually significant cultural material in the 
absence of formalized management strategies that represent 
community individual interest and values; and,  

4) recognize social, economic, and/or historical realities in communities.  
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Thomas, as a non–financially driven community-based collector, applied his 

individual values to preserve heritage material, in order to represent his own history, one 

foreign to Apache lands and values. While the selling of illicitly collected artifacts is 

illegal and is an often-cited example of why the world’s archaeological heritage is being 

rapidly depleted (Brodie and Doole 2001:1), it is not the defining characteristic of illicit 

access to cultural material. Selling collected material is not required to make collecting 

illicit. Therefore, Thomas’s actions are no less illicit than those who collect and sell for 

money. Conversely, he presents a counter-example to the definition of illicit collectors as 

“those who dig up artifacts instead of surface collecting, vandalize sites for the fun of it, 

or traffic strictly for personal financial profit” (Pitblado 2014:389). 

7.2.1. Why did Thomas “loot”? 

The second phase of the collector’s process is why Thomas chose illicit 

collecting as a means to recognize his heritage values—why did Thomas “loot”? Thomas 

was interested in heritage because of its aesthetic, historic, scientific, preservationist, 

and prestige values. But why did he choose illicit collecting as a means to accessing 

heritage materials that represented his values? Thomas knew that collecting was illegal, 

but as a BIA employee who lived and worked near Fort Apache, he would have been 

aware of the administrative, political, and social context he lived and worked within. He 

was explicit, in his remarks noted in Section 6.1.1, that he felt that the site and 

archaeology of Fort Apache was undermanaged. This concern, as well as recognition of 

shortfalls in WMAT’s capacity at the site, was a factor in why he chose to collect from 

Fort Apache and not another site. The choice of Fort Apache was also due to proximity 

to his home in Whiteriver, which made it easy for him to travel there on weekends with 

his family and friends for collecting excursions. Finally, he would have known, of course, 

that WMAT lacked the resources and capacities manage the site and to catch and 

prosecute collectors. 

Thomas also had a genuine interest in military history. His family had a long 

enlistment history before moving to the US from Finland, and this interest became 

focused on Fort Apache as an American military installation near his home. His interest 

in Fort Apache and military history provided a destination for family and friends outings; 
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he likely used these times to talk about his Finnish history, as he did with me. With the 

exception of family and friends, he worked alone. In addition to being aware of the 

illegality of his acts, collecting for Thomas, in my opinion, was a very personal and 

intimate act. As Colwell-Chanthaphonh notes, these “intimate episodes of collecting” 

(2004:573) are often undertaken with family and do not have to be considered 

“nefarious” (2004:581, 590–91, 595). 

Thomas has, until my connection with him, been reluctant to engage with 

professional archaeologists. Other small-scale collectors looking to connect with the past 

have also been suspicious of professionals (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004:578). But, 

when these collectors feel that archaeologists’ values and interests are in alignment with 

their own, they may find an opportunity to “get along” (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2004:578). 

In the case of Thomas, I believe that I presented myself as non-threatening and 

genuinely interested; he trusted me and wanted to have an opportunity to show off this 

collection and his knowledge. Again, as Colwell-Chanthaphonh notes, some small-scale 

collectors he interviewed in the San Pedro Valley would “nervously [explain] that they do 

not normally exhibit their collection to people… we just keep our mouths shut, because 

you don’t know if you’re going to get in trouble for it. But we’ll pass these onto our kids” 

(2004:582). 

Thomas chose to illicitly collect in order to access artifacts that were 

representative of his values and personal interests, and that he felt were otherwise 

unavailable to him. As a first step in developing how to recover such artifacts, Thomas 

identified items he would focus his collecting activities on. Based upon my field 

observations of remaining artifacts at Fort Apache, interpolations about what used to be, 

and Thomas’s collection and insights, he limited his collecting to: 

• Items from American military occupation at Fort Apache 

• Items that he had researched and understood to be rare or hard to find 

More specific to these two general interests, he was particularly interested in: 

• Military insignia and clothing adornments 

• Ammunition and firearms 
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To a lesser extent, though still evident in his collection, he sought: 

• Items from the TR School period, including: 

o Student clothing adornments, such as buttons 

o Ammunition and firearms related to boys’ training, such as carbines (though 
he never told me he found complete firearms at the site; they did exist, as 
per information from Janice in Section 6.1.1) 

• Maps, blueprints, and other documents, from both the military and school 
periods 

Though he noted his interest was “zilch” in items other than those related to 

military history at Fort Apache, he did collect items according to a salvage ethic. That is, 

if Thomas felt items were at danger of being destroyed or would otherwise be “lost” 

(damaged or collected by others), he would collect them. The maps, blueprints, and 

other documents he collected, for example, were from garbage cans and piles destined 

for garbage cans in the Fort Apache property, according to Thomas. 

His collection was often driven by his own research. For example, after he read 

about buttons used on military parade dress in the journal, Military Collector and 

Historian, he would seek those specific items. He was keen to add to his collection, and 

wished to have a “complete set” of the artifacts that were left on the surface of Fort 

Apache. So, if he found a complete plate in the Quartermaster-ware style from a 

particular period, he would want the complements of the mug and bowl. In addition, he 

would create collections within collections that represented changes through time. For 

example, he sought to have complete collections of each change in Quartermaster-ware 

style through time, as expressed through changes in embossing, or transfers. 

Thomas’s collecting objectives, which would have been established before he 

went collecting, deliberately disregarded items that did not reflect his personal interests 

or values. Though he related to the military occupation and history at Fort Apache, 

perhaps due to his own family’s long military history, he was not interested in the Apache 

occupation of the site and area. He was interested in Apache culture in the present, 

certainly, and is proud that his children went to school with Apache children on 

reservation, but did not count many artifacts of Apache origin in his collection. This void 

in his collection could be in part due to the ephemeral remains Apaches traditionally 
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leave on the landscape (Laluk 2006:9–12; Herr 2013:679, 696; Mills et al. 2008:25; 

Murray et al. 2009:75; Welch et al. 2017:498). However, because Thomas was 

accustomed to purchasing historical-period items he could not find at Fort Apache in 

order to complete his collection, I believe he would have done the same for prehistoric 

artifacts if he had been interested in them. Within the collection kept at his home, 

Thomas did not segregate items he had collected from items he had purchased. His 

curation strategy was based upon typology and material, not origin. 

Thomas’s collection objectives were not driven financially. He told me he never 

sold any items. He did note that others who collected from the site would sell items, 

especially scrap metal. He did not seem to indicate approval, nor disapproval, of this 

practice. Thomas did note that he would collect at Fort Apache with an Apache friend. 

Both of them would be looking for metal objects: Thomas was focused on military 

insignia and weaponry, while his friend was focused on finding scrap metal that he could 

melt and sell. These acts, as focussed collector strategies, transformed Fort Apache. 

The following section looks at how that happened. 

7.3. Transformation processes 

“Unfortunately, you’re about 15 years too late” (Thomas, 2012). 

Thomas so physically transformed the site of Fort Apache through his collecting 

activity that it is observable in the absences of particular artifact types on the surface of 

the site. He was not acting on financial impetus, but in an attempt to preserve the 

materials and remove them from the antiquities market. He was not compelled by an 

Internet-based market,9 but simple personal interest in the military fort–turned–Indian 

boarding school. His disregard for both federal and tribal heritage mandates transformed 

the site while, ironically, he amassed the largest known collection of artifacts from Fort 

Apache. He was a chapter in the life of these artifacts, a stage in the site’s ongoing 

 
9 The global antiquities market has increased exponentially with the introduction of the Internet, 

as even the most casual seller now has access to the world’s buyers (Robbins 2006:43–44).  
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transformation, a significant agent in the alteration and re-use of a place and associated 

objects, values, and stories. 

As noted in Chapter 5, the life of an artifact continues past time spent in or on the 

ground after being discarded by a maker, user, or re-user. As Schiffer (1976:11) also 

notes, these impacts occurred between the time when the “artifacts were 

manufactured and used in the past and the time these same objects were unearthed 

by archaeologists”. This definition limits the life of the artifact—and the reflection of 

activities between the artifact and humans—to beginning with manufacture and ending 

with excavation or collection by archaeologists. Illicit collecting, however, intercepts 

Schiffer’s definition, and provides another outcome: ongoing use and reuse of the 

artifact as a collectible, with related spatial patterning of the collector’s activities. Each 

of these individuals—maker, user, re-user, and collector—contributes to what Geoff 

Bailey refers to as the “palimpsest of meaning”:  

a succession of meanings acquired by a particular object, or group of objects, as 
a result of the different uses, contexts of use, and associations to which they 
have been exposed from the original moment of manufacture to their current 
resting place, whether in the ground, a museum, a textbook, an intellectual 
discourse, or indeed as objects still in circulation (Bailey 2007:208). 

Though Bailey’s definition recognizes the life of an artifact (Shanks 1998:16–19; 

see also Gosden and Marshall 1999; Schiffer 1987) as continuing past the spent time in 

or on the ground, and as a collection of meanings attributed to it, it does not fully refute 

the criticisms of this category of understanding. For example, critiques suggest that 

“palimpsests of meaning” are just a regular part of any artifact’s life (Bailey 2007:208), 

and are not a defining characteristic in understanding material culture and related human 

behaviour. Particular to this study, however, Bailey’s classification contributes to the 

discussion of the research value (along with cultural value) of artifacts that have been 

looted and then relocated.  

By creating and carrying out a specific collection plan, Thomas applied his values 

and interests in transforming the landscape of Fort Apache, and the life cycles of the 

artifacts he gathered. He applied an additional meaning to these objects, rooted in his 

own personal interests, which have become layered over their original purposes and 
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use. He had a clear objective to collect items of personal interest for him, and developed 

a clear strategy to collect them, knowing when fields were being ploughed, or when 

drainages used as dumps would be dry. This collection protocol is discussed in the next 

section, and provides insight to how and why Thomas collected from Fort Apache.  

7.3.1. Collection protocol 

Thomas accessed and altered heritage at Fort Apache in accordance with his 

heritage values. Examining the steps Thomas took—from identifying items he was 

interested in, to developing a focused strategy on how to collect these items, to carrying 

out this strategy in the field—as a “collection protocol” is an analytical exercise of the 

present. I do not believe he methodically developed a collection strategy based upon 

artifacts he was interested in. Instead, his approach developed organically than that. To 

that end, examining Thomas’s actions in the present as a “collection protocol” requires 

that I slow down his process and actions, in order to understand and relate his motives 

to methods. 

Though without an explicit protocol as applied by me to his actions, Thomas had 

a clear understanding of which items he was interested in, and kept detailed field notes 

and maps. He even undertook publication of an article in Military Historian and Collector, 

on Indian band tag (metal tags were assigned to married men to verify association with a 

reservation [Goodwin 1942:189]) and Scout tags. The Company of Military Historians, 

which publishes the Military Historian quarterly was founded in 1949 “as an educational, 

scientific, and literary institution devoted to the study and dissemination of ‘information 

on the uniforms, equipment, history, and traditions of members of the Armed Forces of 

the United States worldwide and other nations serving in the Western Hemisphere” 

(Company of Military Historians n.d.). “Why I Am a Company Member Videos” indicate 

that members of the Company include individuals pursuing personal interest in American 

military history, as well as dealers of antique and vintage arms and memorabilia. 

Thomas typically focused on a single area at Fort Apache at a time. He never 

specified the amount of time he spent at each area, and I believe it was dictated 

according to the area itself. For example, he would watch for farmers to plough fields 
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and then walk across the field once ploughing was complete, looking for newly turned up 

artifacts in the soil and sediment. Or, he would return to other places that had proved 

fruitful in the past, such as an anthill that had turned up beads or buttons or other small 

items. He indicated that he would collect on the weekends and as a pastime, not during 

working hours. He would often be accompanied by his family, whom he encouraged to 

look for certain objects, providing incentive in the form of points, which could be cashed 

in. Thomas remembers these times with his family fondly, and seems to relate to them 

as positive family experiences, out on the landscape, teaching his children about the 

history of Fort Apache and the countryside. 

Thomas considered these excursions more successful if they resulted in the 

particular items he was seeking. He would note certain areas while he was working, 

such as a recently ploughed field, or a dump in a wash that was suddenly visible 

depending on the seasons, or an anthill that had pushed up a bead or two, and return to 

them later. His journal field notes depict areas of the Fort Apache property he knew to be 

richer in the periods and items he was interested in. The area north of the East Fork held 

little to no interest for him. His journal, instead, focuses on the south side of the property, 

noting areas on the north rim, such as the “Indian ruins” (Figure 32) as landmarks only. 

Though my surveys indicated that these “Indian ruins” were contemporaneous to the 

military period and contained historical material, they did not interest Thomas. He did not 

venture far past the boundaries of the site, with two exceptions: the former rifle range (to 

the northwest of the property, on the other side of the White River and now developed 

into housing), and any ploughed field adjacent to the site. 

When he returned to areas of interest and collecting potential, Thomas would 

walk systematically through the feature, collecting items of interest. He was selective, 

and disregarded not only items of non-military origin, but also items he already had, or 

non-diagnostic pieces. He preferred complete ceramics, of course, though he gathered 

partial pieces if they were all that were to be found. Thomas would also return to areas 

that had been productive, particularly after a strong rain, or once the foliage had died 

back in the fall and winter, and re-examine areas he had already visited. He never 

employed digging or trenching techniques, and was cognizant of the way the landscape 

preserved large amounts of artifacts on the surface. He did not note an aversion to 
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trenching or digging. I think he simply recognized the lack of need for these techniques 

in this landscape. 

He was persistent and was singular in his commitment to his collection 

objectives. Only after he was sure he could not find a certain item would he purchase 

items to fill in data gaps in his collection, if he felt them important enough and could not 

find them after repeated attempts. For example, he showed me a carbine (short-

barrelled rifle) that he had purchased, virtually identical to the ones used by male 

students at TR School, but which he had been unable to find at Fort Apache.  

To a lesser extent, Thomas also collected documents, photos, maps, and 

blueprints relating to the military and school periods. He told me that his collection 

documents, photos, maps, and blueprints came entirely from items that were about to be 

thrown out and destroyed. All of these items were apparently retrieved from garbage 

bins or piles destined for garbage bins at Fort Apache. He provided these items to me to 

review as I inquired, and I made digital copies of all of them (see Appendix E for a 

catalogue). He gathered these items as an alternative to their destruction. Though not 

initially part of his collection protocol, they contributed to his research of collected items 

and general understanding of the history of the Fort Apache site. This preservationist 

mentality, or “rescue argument” (Warren 1999:3), is evident in his desire to amass a 

complete and representative collection of the military period at Fort Apache. Ultimately, 

he was successful: his collection remains the largest repository of materials from Fort 

Apache. 

Collecting, as an expression of Thomas’s heritage values, was one part of his 

strategy. As he valued preservation of materials, aesthetics, and, to some extent, 

research, he was bound to provide a long-term home for the artifacts he collected and 

not sell them. As he was also aware of the illegality of his collecting, he kept his actions 

largely private, using his home and, in at least one case, a safe deposit box as his 

repository. Once gathered, Thomas brought all items back to his home. He cleaned, 

categorized, analyzed, and researched the items, and on at least three occasions, 

published his findings (in Military Historian and Collector). Each of these elements is 

discussed in more detail. 
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Cleaning took place at his home. Though Thomas did not provide details with 

regards to solvents or other methods of cleaning, he was in written contact with many 

other collectors around the US and sought advice from them on all aspects of his 

process, including conservation, curation, and research. All items, regardless of whether 

diagnostic or non-diagnostic, received the same amount of cleaning and categorization. 

Similarly, all items, whether found or purchased, received the same level of care and 

curation. Once cleaned, items were placed in drawers, similar to those that held card 

catalogues in libraries. He categorized items first by function (buttons, shell casings, 

etc.) and then material (bone, metal, etc.). Each type and material received its own 

drawer. Shoeboxes were used for large items or for items that he had a particularly high 

quantity of, and for items that were found after the drawers had all been filled.  

All the artifacts—in drawers, boxes, and on shelves—are housed in a room in the 

back of his home and an associated closet. Items that Thomas deems to be particularly 

valuable or rare are in a safe-deposit box in another location. This includes Indian Scout 

tags. The secure room and the safe-deposit box confirm Thomas’s awareness of the 

financial value of his collection and of the absence of legal authority to collect and 

possess the items. 

In the rest of his house and garden, some items were on display. A complete set 

of Quartermaster-ware plates hangs on his living room wall, and glass insulators serve 

as exterior and garden decorations. All documents, photos, maps, and blueprints are 

indexed and filed. Though these items were never as valuable to Thomas as certain 

military artifacts, he required that I return all documents after scanning. He values the 

contextual information this part of his collection provides. 

Any analysis and research that Thomas undertook was through three main 

sources: administrative documents he had in his possession, non-academic magazines 

such as Military Collector and Historian, and written correspondence with other 

collectors throughout the country, each with their own specialties and interests. I do not 

believe he still corresponded with other collectors as of 2014, as this practice was 

directly related to items he was actively finding and researching. As I estimate his 

collection to include at least 2,000 individual pieces (unconfirmed), his research is rooted 
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in a substantial dataset. His publication on military uniform buttons in Military Collector 

and Historian, though not academic, was edited and vetted by other collectors. 

Thomas is proud of his collection and his research, and sees both as contributing 

to his own personal legacy. He views himself as a preservationist and a heritage 

manager for the material from Fort Apache. When the former Cultural Center burned in 

1985, after his period of collecting, he believed this confirmed his suspicions that the 

WMAT did not have the means or facilities to curate the material heritage pertaining to 

Fort Apache. It is at least possible he felt that maintaining his collection fell under his 

responsibility for the property as a BIA range conservationist, but there is no indication 

that historical collecting or research was ever part of his job duties.  

Conjecture aside, it is known that Thomas sees himself as a researcher and 

regards his collection as unique in its breadth, comprehensiveness, and condition. He 

also views himself as a generous patron, and gifted me certain items (TR School buttons 

and crossed sabres military insignia, all of which I gave to the Tribe’s Historic 

Preservation Officer). He views himself and me as researchers with shared interests in 

Fort Apache. He is concerned that after his death his collection will be sold or will vanish 

in probate—he therefore sees this study and me as a way of protecting the legacy of his 

collection. Thomas has occasional contact with the director of the Nohwike’ Bágowa 

Cultural Center at Fort Apache, who hopes that some terms can be returned to the site. 

Thomas is open to this option, and seems interested in donation of all or part of his 

collection to the museum. I believe that this option is the best one for both Thomas’s 

concerns for the collection itself, and the return of these objects to the community they 

were removed from. His children, however, may prove an impediment to a donated 

return of these items, as these items may comprise a valuable part of Thomas’s estate. 

While Thomas has not shown much interest in selling the items he has collected, he 

voiced concerns that at least one of his children would certainly seek to sell parts of or 

the entire collection. 

There is another option, though it is unlikely to be enforced and also has 

impediments. As Thomas has admitted to removing artifacts from tribal lands without 

permission, his ownership of the collection could be challenged. The conviction rate for 
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heritage resource crimes, however, is very low. Of 791 of ARPA violations reported on 

average each year (1996–2008), 14% were solved, and 6% of those solved were 

prosecuted as felony offences (World Bank Group n.d.:5–6). While still not favourable 

statistics for prosecutions, these numbers indicate an improvement from the mid-1980s, 

when less than 1% of crimes reported under ARPA resulted in charges (Carnett 

1991:n.p.). It bears mention that the statute of limitations in the United States for non-

capital crimes is five years (18 U.S. Code 3282). In the rare cases when individuals are 

convicted under ARPA, the punishment can range from fines and community service, to 

jail time. In most cases, artifacts are confiscated as well as any tools or vehicles used for 

collecting cultural materials (Carnett 1991:n.p.). I respectfully suggest that any legal 

action focus on return of all artifacts and materials to WMAT custody at Fort Apache. 

7.3.2. C(ollection)-transforms 

A bias existed in the archaeological record at Fort Apache before Thomas began 

collecting from there. Artifacts from the historical period are found throughout the Fort 

Apache property, with lower numbers of protohistoric/Apache and pueblo/archaic 

indicators. My field observations confirmed the dominance of historical artifacts from the 

military period in particular (see Table 6). The weight of historical artifacts in the 

property-wide assemblage at Fort Apache is likely due to three reasons: the non-organic 

nature of many historical artifacts (i.e., metal, ceramic), the increased and concentrated 

numbers of inhabitants at the site during the military and school periods, and the Apache 

tradition of leaving few traces on the landscape (Welch 1997:82). The semi-arid, 

sparsely vegetated, and erosional nature of the landscape contributed to high visibility of 

artifacts on the surface (Fanning and Holdaway 2008:167). Thomas’s actions, however, 

created a further bias in the surface assemblage, which could perhaps lead an 

uninformed observer to conclude that the military period at Fort Apache included less 

discard and dumping behaviour than it did in fact, or that metal and other historical 

materials could not be preserved in the semi-arid landscape. Or, in the absence of any 

notable amount of military-era diagnostics, that all materials were systematically broken 

and smashed before being dumped, leaving only partial remains. 
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Thomas was methodical in his collecting, knowing exactly where to gather 

materials and returning there year after year until all items of value to him had been 

collected. He worked alongside other collectors, though they had different objectives and 

were not as diligent (in Thomas’s opinion). While on field survey with Thomas at Fort 

Apache, he exhibited knowledge of where to find artifacts and features that corroborated 

my findings. I learned that the physical result collecting has on the archaeological 

landscape creates gaps in site historical and archaeological records. The values of the 

collectors shape and define these gaps, altering the constellations of aesthetic, historic, 

scientific, economic, social, spiritual, economic, preservationist, public, and prestige 

values. Archaeologists alter landscapes similarly, removing data pertinent to specific 

research questions. Ideally, archaeologists opt to leave behind as much evidence as 

they collect, so it may be used for future research and to preserve site context. Thomas 

did not seem to consider future research, but he did limit his collection to being 

representative of Fort Apache. He sought one complete and archetypal artifact, such as 

a single Band tag in excellent condition, rather than several partial or illegible Band tags. 

Removal of artifacts from an archaeological landscape alters both the 

understanding and physical nature of sites. Archaeologists and others examining 

landscapes after they have been significantly collected from are left with enough clues 

that the material was once there—from the discard piles (“looters’ piles) and the non-

diagnostic pieces remaining—but without a clear understanding of what they are 

missing. Voids created by collectors are paradoxically similar to dense artifact scatters in 

indicating an activity area in that a lot of information can be learned from them. The 

content of these voids can be a marked absence of artifacts amongst a landscape that is 

generally artifact rich. Or, it may be absence of a certain type of artifact among other 

chronologically related artifacts, or absence of diagnostic artifacts among non-diagnostic 

artifacts. These “voids” are dependent upon the collector’s strategy and application of 

that strategy in the field. Archaeologically, collecting is a process of cultural erosion, just 

as some c-transforms and, as such, is indicative of human agency specific to a time and 

a place (Schiffer 1987). Other ways artifacts are impacted culturally may include reuse of 

materials, destruction, and stowing material, though collecting may often represent the 

terminal expression of this phenomenon. Further, collecting is merely another stage in 

the life of an artifact and, as such, does not represent its “death”; it adds to its 
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provenance, its chain of ownership after it has been excavated (Krieger 2014a:924). 

Even if restoration of artifacts in a physical sense does not happen, the artifact and the 

data of human behaviour it represents are not lost. This additional meaning, added by 

the collector, contributes to our understanding of how the life of artifacts continues after 

collection, as well as contributes to understanding the physical impact of collecting. 

“Collecting voids” can be investigated through oral, historical, or physical data, 

and ideally through all. With oral data, people who are familiar with how an 

archaeological landscape used to look as compared to how it looks in the present, may 

be able to recall where things had once been, which are not there now. For example, 

Janice recalled  

a beautiful fountain and it had spouts on two sides, and the inside basin was 
pretty scrolls...it was pretty. And the base of the fountain had scrolls on the side. 
And one day, I came to work and I noticed that it was gone. Someone took a 
beautiful old fountain that was here. And we also had old Singer sewing 
machines, that did not work, but were part of Fort Apache, part of the school. And 
somebody took those. 

In this case, the void left behind is the space the fountain or the sewing machine 

used to occupy. Physically, there may be a pediment or a table left behind in the 

examples provided by Janice, but I could find no physical or historical evidence that a 

fountain had once been located within Fort Apache grounds. Without the physical or 

historical traces, however, the oral data provides the evidence that something was once 

there. Thomas provided another example, of a wooden flagpole that had once been in 

front of the Commanding Officer’s house, but was now gone. This flagpole can be seen 

in some historic photographs of the site, but there are no physical remains. In ideal 

cases, this data can be “ground-truthed” with physical evidence, but is not necessary to 

understand that a space is different because collectors have removed something from 

that space.  

During my field surveys at Fort Apache, I did not initially understand that I was 

looking at “collection voids”. Instead, I observed a large amount of broken, discarded, 

and non-diagnostic artifacts (broken ceramics, glass, and architectural materials in 

particular), and relatively few diagnostics. As a thorough analysis of this material was not 

a goal of this study, I was less focused on understanding each of these artifacts in detail, 
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and more focused on noting whether they existed at all. The addition of Thomas’s 

collection—which I quickly saw mirrored the same items I had been finding at Fort 

Apache, but in much greater numbers—indicated that there had once been many more 

diagnostic artifacts at the site. He had removed them. His journals, his collection, and his 

insights to the Fort Apache grounds as a collector while on survey with me, enabled me 

to glimpse the site as a whole. 

The void left behind when things are removed is only attributable to collectors—

as opposed to regular maintenance, or upgrades, or other legitimate and legal actions—

through the witnesses and oral data. In the case of the bell, sewing machines, and 

flagpole, non-collectors, for legal reasons, could have removed any of these items. But it 

is the witness testimony that renders the voids left behind as collecting voids and, 

therefore, negative data of collecting. 

Scrap collectors, which both Thomas and Janice note were active at the site, 

look for scrap metal to melt down and sell. As Thomas was not a scrap collector (nor did 

he seem to approve of this activity), it did not form a part of this study. Scrap metal 

collecting is an economically driven activity that is not reliant upon diagnostic or whole 

artifacts. Scrap collectors could damage archaeological artifacts and features during 

retrieval and it would not change their economic bottom line. As the military was in the 

practice of dumping metal on the Fort Apache grounds, including several old metal beds 

above the trail behind the Cultural Center. There are no diagnostic markings on these 

beds, which would indicate whether they were conclusively from the military or school 

periods. Though without identifying markers, these were likely military-period beds 

reused by the school, and dumped after the school-era hospital burned (John Welch, 

pers. comm., August 2017). This interpretation of the beds’ origins is supported by the 

interview data from Thomas and Janice, who both note that this area was a popular 

place to discard materials during the historical period at Fort Apache. This area may still 

hold appeal to collectors, particularly scrap collectors, which is why I identified it as an 

area of sensitivity at the site (see Section 6.1.1: areas of sensitivity). The impact of scrap 

collectors at Fort Apache would make an interesting topic for future research. This topic 

holds potential for understanding the effects of scrap collectors in particular on 

archaeological landscapes, and whether they leave a collecting signature that is different 
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than other types of collectors. The collecting signature of Thomas provided in this study 

could form a counter example in that analysis. 

In terms of a “scrap metal collector signature”, this type of collector may be less 

willing to talk to researchers, as they are presumably less interested in the preservation 

of these items. These collectors are in violation of the same laws other collectors are. In 

addition, their reluctance to speak to researchers obviates opportunities for mutually 

beneficial collaborations for the sake of preservation or public education. 

Illicitly collected artifacts have been rendered illegitimate by many archaeologists, 

fortified by legislation that legitimizes only material removed from sites under 

government-issued permits. This illegitimacy is rooted in the research or scientific value 

of artifacts as determining the items’ worth. Archaeologists’ dependence on scientific 

inquiry and provenience, as developed in the nineteenth century, devalues the data that 

other collectors gather, such as personal interest, or cultural or spiritual value. 

Regardless of whether those artifacts are sold, once artifacts are determined to be in a 

“decontextualized state much of their relevant information and knowledge that can be 

gained are lost” (Kersel 2011:526). As a transformation process, collecting should be 

included in the life of an artifact, representing another stage of meaning applied by the 

collector. This meaning is no different than any other meaning applied by an 

archaeologist, museum, or cultural community. By not recognizing collecting as a 

measureable c-transform, and the human agency within collecting, the multiple 

meanings that material culture holds for people are invalidated. This limitation renders 

our understanding of collecting, and collected materials, to the realm of illicit and 

unaddressed. Thomas’s collection, paradoxically according to mainstream 

archaeological understandings, represents the best and most complete, available 

resource for studying the materiality of Fort Apache. This collection is enormously 

valuable, even though it has been invalidated by historical views in archaeology. 

Areas that have not been as systematically and heavily collected from as at 

Fort Apache should show the opposite to the results of my study: a lack of well-defined 

material voids, increased surface diagnostics, and mixed assemblages representing all 

occupations. The following section discusses the results of my brief case study at Fort 
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Grant – Safford Prison, in order to test my observations regarding the impact of 

collecting at Fort Apache. 

A counter-example to Fort Apache: Fort Grant  

My brief field program at Fort Grant in the summer of 2011 provided a counter 

case study to my work at Fort Apache. As noted earlier, Fort Grant is a military fort–

turned–Indian boarding school that is now a minimum–medium security prison operated 

by the Arizona State Department of Corrections. Relative to the story of Fort Apache, 

Fort Grant presents an alternative ending that is more common in practice and in 

outcome at actively used historical sites throughout North America. Both properties 

indicate the imposition of heritage policies upon people and landscape without regard for 

suitability, adaptability, or sustainability. At Fort Grant, these policies have continued to 

the present day, in much the same format as they were initially implemented in 1872. By 

contrast, while nineteenth-century policies still have momentum at Fort Apache, as the 

Indian boarding school is still in operation, this site benefits from the WMAT’s overseeing 

of the school and the FAHF’s overseeing of the historical property and associated 

buildings. In addition, Fort Apache benefits from inclusion on the National Register of 

Historic Places (1976), and its recent (2012) designation as a National Historic 

Landmark. The remaining historic integrity at Fort Grant does not benefit from similar 

protection from land alteration and development in support of Fort Grant operations: 

there is no Heritage Code of heritage program, or plan for historic rehabilitation of the 

property, though it is considered a historic site (Fort Grant; Ariz. CC:5:2-Fort Grant; Ariz. 

CC:5-5). Because of these differences in protection, and due to the restricted access 

afforded by being a prison facility, Fort Grant contrasts with the cultural and geographic 

landscape at Fort Apache. In addition, it may serve as an example of continued 

dominance of institutional policies over what has become, though unrecognized, a 

historic site. 

While opportunistic collectors, in the form of students, prisoners, and prison staff, 

have certainly impacted Fort Grant, it has not been subjected to the systematic and 

focused collection undertaken by Thomas at Fort Apache. The differences are clear in 

the remaining physical landscape: at Fort Grant, mixed assemblages from all periods of 
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occupation, as well as both diagnostic and non-diagnostic artifacts, litter the surface. 

Though there is a division of historical and mixed occupation assemblages along Grant 

Creek (with historical artifacts dominating the surface to the east of the Creek), this is 

likely more reflective of the areas people were coming from when dumping materials in 

the Creek, as opposed to an incomplete surface assemblage. There is a more complete 

picture available in the remaining material at Fort Grant than at Fort Apache. And, 

though Officer Lackner advised that people were acquainted with what was on the 

surface of the prison, he did not indicate anyone with the time, ability, or interest in 

undertaking a systematic study and collection of the site. In this case, Thomas, his 

methods, and the results of his actions remain a unique example of an intensive and 

focused collection program. 

7.4. Chapter summary 

In this dissertation, I sought to understand what values collectors apply to the 

material they collect, and how they transform sites by enacting upon these values. I 

employed the concept of the collector’s process as an analytical tool for understanding 

why heritage is important to collectors, why some collectors choose “looting” as a way to 

access those values, and why and how they collect in accordance with those values. My 

study of transformation of sites by collectors used field and interview data to contribute 

to discussions of the impact of c-transforms. I framed all types of collecting activities as 

contributing to the life of artifacts, thereby refuting the concept of the “death” of an 

artifact (and its inherent value to archaeologists and other researchers) once it is 

collected. Thomas’s collection process mechanized his values into a collection protocol, 

which he used to manage the surface of, and collection of artifacts from, Fort Apache. 

As an analytical tool, this collector’s process can be applied to other cases of collectors, 

in order to understand their motives and methods. 

The study highlights some problems with current definitions of “looting” and 

“looters”. Different members of the same community may have different heritage values. 

Thomas was not financially driven, and retained the collected materials within the 

community. His behaviours challenge conventional understandings of illicit collectors, 

and in some of his actions he resembles a permitted archaeologist more than a “looter”. 
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Within the larger heritage stakeholder framework, I looked at how Thomas’s values were 

different than state, professional, and community values. I considered how all 

stakeholders might find benefits in collaborative relationships between “expert” and “non-

expert” users of heritage.  

I presented collecting at the community level as a method of heritage 

management that responds to state-based frameworks in order to recognize local-level 

values. I built upon this re-framing of current understandings of illicit collecting to 

consider the value of collaborations between these low-end collectors and 

archaeologists. This consideration caused me to reflect upon my relationship with 

Thomas, and how it drove this study. 
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Chapter 8. Conclusion 

In this dissertation, one of my goals was to explore the way values determine 

access to and control of heritage materials. This goal led to some fundamental questions 

about how and why collectors, archaeologists, and other heritage managers access 

archaeology. What are the impacts of collectors on sites? How do collectors collect? 

What do they collect? What values drive their behaviour? How does a values framework 

critique state-based systems of heritage control? How is “looting” currently defined? In 

exploring these topics, I came to ask some additional questions: what is community-

based collecting? What are best practices for representing community values within 

heritage management? How is best care for objects determined? And, based upon my 

relationship with the primary informant to this study, do archaeologist/collector 

collaborations serve this and other heritage studies? 

In this last chapter, I briefly discuss some topics that have been introduced in this 

dissertation, and summarize my main points. I return to the guiding theme of re-valuing 

collected material and review the benefits of de-stigmatizing collectors. I also look at re-

valuing materials according to community interests, in order to create a process for 

establishing best practices, and to characterize, understand, and re-value landscapes 

that have been collected from. I consider the ability of one individual’s actions to change 

the definition of “looter”. In the last half of this conclusion, I reflect upon some challenges 

encountered in this study, how this research may be applied more widely, and how 

understanding of the collector’s process may contribute to the discipline of archaeology. 

8.1. Re-valuing collected material 

Illicitly collected material retains value, for the collector, for the community it is 

removed from, and for archaeology as a discipline. The collector imprints their personal 
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values onto material culture, determining what they collect and how, and where those 

items ultimately end up—in a curated personal collection, repatriated to where they were 

taken from, or at the high or low ends of the antiquities market. Archaeologists collect 

according to research objectives and, in some cases in the 1900s, commissions (see 

Cole 1985:146; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2009:66–68; Stocking 1992:180). Artifacts from 

non-permitted collection also hold promise for archaeologists and their research. These 

items, through collaboration with collectors, can aid archaeologists in understanding the 

complete and accurate history of a site, and account for the negative data left behind in 

almost all sites. These items can also provide opportunities for inquiry into why people 

collect, and the diverse meanings heritage holds for other stakeholders, including 

collectors. 

In this study, I have discussed how current federal heritage frameworks may be 

viewed as outdated. As communities (both Indigenous and non-Indigenous) demand 

control of their own heritage at the local level, the biases and state-based values 

inherent within current frameworks are also being inherited. In the following sections, I 

consider best practices for representing community values. Prior to this discussion, I 

revisit Thomas’s collecting as personal practice, and return to some concluding thoughts 

on the characterizations of collected landscapes. 

I have also reviewed professional codes of conduct, including the SAA Principles 

and RPA Code of Conduct (RPA 1998:n.p.; SAA 1996:n.p.). Both of these guidelines 

advocate for interaction with and a responsibility to the public (which includes collectors). 

At least some members of these organizations are seeing that ethical collaborations with 

collectors can further the discipline (e.g. Pitblado 2014, 2015). The SAA Task Force has 

made inroads in recognition of the different types of non-professional collectors: 

responsible and responsive (SAA Task Force 2015:n.p.). Yet, these professional 

guidelines do not recognize the complex and contingent circumstances that collectors 

live and collect within. Professional archaeologists and the archaeological record would 

benefit from understanding the distinctive suite of values that drive collecting behaviour. 

With this information, appropriate engagement with collectors could be determined. 

Engagement may include incorporation of collectors’ experience and knowledge within 

permitted excavations, up to and including working with collectors to return illicitly 
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collected artifacts. In some cases, prosecution could be determined the most appropriate 

response. But first, stratification of different types of collectors, as determined by motives 

and methods, needs to be understood and applied. 

8.2. Collecting as personal practice 

Thomas’s collecting episodes and the items he collected were meaningful and 

personal to him. Reflecting upon them to me decades later, he was nostalgic and 

described his actions in relation to time spent with family and friends, of fondness for a 

time and place he was intimately familiar with; he treated the artifacts he had taken as 

souvenirs of that time. These artifacts did not hold any economic value to him, or 

represent illicit activities undertaken when he was a young man. Colwell-

Chanthaphonh’s study in the San Pedro Valley also noted a similar connection between 

collectors and artifacts: they connect them to “something old” and to family outings, and 

they “treasure” these objects for the continuity they provide (2004:584, 587, 588). While 

this type of collecting may be considered largely “harmless” on the collecting spectrum 

described by Pitblado (2014:387), it can still lead to more damaging activity for some 

collectors. 

I think that this study of Thomas’s actions at Fort Apache diversifies how we 

understand “looting” and “looters”. This study shows that these illegal acts can be driven 

by motivations beyond money and prestige, for example, and provides a way for 

individuals to express desires for family, community, and connection to the past. 

Thomas’s interactions and preservation of Fort Apache artifacts does provide continuity 

with the history of the site and with a distant time, but it also provides continuity within 

his own history. A shell casing discarded by a soldier in 1890 gains the additional 

meaning of connecting Thomas with an afternoon spent with family in 1975. This case 

study complicates and enriches the meanings and uses that can be applied to 

archaeological material, and increases this material’s meaning in the present.  

Thomas’s actions also diversify what can be understood as “heritage 

management”. Thomas believed that he was, in addition to serving his own collecting 

needs and wants, preserving materials that would otherwise be damaged, destroyed, or 
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vanished. Though imperfect, it was a form of heritage management and was successful 

in preserving some materials, if not the scientific value they may have had if collected 

during a more formal archaeological program, led by professionals. 

Outside of Fort Apache and Thomas, this perspective of “looters” and “looting 

episodes” builds upon the work of Atwood (2004), Hollowell (2004, 2006), Hart and 

Chilton (2009, 2015), Kersel (2007, 2012), and Matsuda (1998). Their research explored 

community-level and descendant community–driven collecting to provide additional 

understandings of illicit collecting; this study provides the sharper focus of family- and 

individual-driven illicit collecting. The trouble with these models of access by collectors, 

however, is that individual goals are sometime placed ahead of community or wider 

goals. Without guidelines for how to gather artifacts related to identity, some collectors 

might inadvertently make it impossible for other collectors with competing notions of 

identity to collect relevant materials. 

8.3. Characterizations of “collected landscapes” 

In this study, I have examined the reasons why some people collect, and have 

discussed some reasons why illicitly collected material should not necessarily be 

categorized as illegitimate. The field program, in particular, has enabled a 

characterization of the attributes of a landscape that I know to have been collected from 

over decades. This knowledge was informed through my interview data, but was also 

witnessed during my field program. During my brief comparative study of Fort Grant, I 

was able to make a connection with Fort Apache, as Fort Grant represented a landscape 

without Thomas and other concentrated collection. In this study, I was able to define 

clear characteristics of a collected landscape, including absence of diagnostics and 

irregular distribution of artifacts from certain time periods, both of which can be worked 

backwards from to infer a collector’s individual collection protocol and strategy. I also 

identified a unique “collector mark” in the form of “looters’ piles”. These piles can be 

distinguished from middens as they generally consist of one type of material as opposed 

to a mixed material dump (see Figure 37). Looters’ piles also indicate one event, where 

items are gathered in one episode and the collector removes only choice pieces. 

Middens often represent multiple dumping episodes, as these areas may be re-used 
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over time. Finally, due to the longer duration involved with midden creation as opposed 

to looters’ pile creation, middens often include natural materials that have accumulated 

within the midden between dumping episodes. Looters’ piles are not interspersed with 

natural materials in the same way. These artifact discards represent material that does 

not adhere to a collector’s values, and are a clear feature of a collected landscape. 

My study has also contributed to the ongoing de-stigmatization of collected 

artifacts, and breakdown of associated stereotypes and caricatures of looters. In 

addition, it has aided in greater understanding of the Fort Apache property as a whole. In 

Lightfoot et al. (1991:1), ethnographic information from Fort Ross in California is used to 

counter static views of native culture as homogenous and active. My study, and its 

interwoven interview and field data, has enabled a more complete understanding of Fort 

Apache and categorized the data gathered in this study as legitimate. Now, questions of 

the same depth of those asked at Fort Ross can be asked of Fort Apache. Part of re-

valuing collected material is what we can learn from this material, therefore not negating 

the importance of the materiality of Fort Apache. Many more research opportunities exist 

at Fort Apache, including questions of spatial awareness and analysis. My study has 

expanded these and other opportunities for future scholars, and provides people licence 

to look at the collection from Fort Apache as they would other “legitimate” collections. 

8.4. Best practices for representing community values 
within heritage management 

Community-level histories are not being captured under current state-based 

heritage management programs. Both ARPA and the NHPA have a chance to build 

upon recent amendments calling for Indian consultation (ARPA Section 10 [a] and [c]; 

NHPA 1992) by including more diverse publics. Rather than a one-size-fits-all approach, 

there are increased opportunities to engage at the local level to identify the significance 

of heritage and material culture to communities, create policies receptive to these 

interests, and develop grassroots buy-in and management. 

The Burra Charter (2013, Article 6) presents a process for identifying and 

managing places of cultural significance through three steps: 1) understand significance; 
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2) develop policy; and, 3) manage in accordance with policy. Building upon the process, 

a model can be adapted for developing best practices for representing community 

values: 1) recognize the values and interests of diverse community members; 2) develop 

policies to protect these values and interests; and, 3) manage according to these 

policies. The third step includes engagement at the local level, enabling reassessment of 

values over time, and encourages community participation. There are examples of this 

process in action, among First Nations and Native American communities. For example, 

the WMAT Best Cultural Heritage Stewardship Practices, along with Fort Apache 

Heritage Foundation policies, drive management of the Fort Apache NHL. In this 

example, “best” refers to practices that have been developed and are enforced by the 

Tribe, in order to protect their own interests. Other examples of communities codifying 

their own interests and preferred heritage management plans can be found among some 

First Nations in British Columbia (e.g. Squamish 2013; Stó:lō 2013; Tsleil-Waututh 

2009). In my experience working with the Musqueam, Squamish, Tsleil-Waututh, and 

Stó:lō Nations, these Nations control access to heritage sites and materials on their 

territorial lands by requiring investigators to apply for and hold permits. Some of these 

permit protocols are supported by formal heritage management plans, some are not. To 

hold these permits, applicants must provide their curriculum vitae noting relevant 

experience, be clear in methodology and deliverables, and ensure all reports and 

findings are reported back to the Nations. These permits are acquired from the Nations 

themselves, and are in addition to, instead of, or sometimes in the absence of provincial 

government permits. These initiatives also provide a chance to monetize access to 

heritage, and create employment and financial opportunities for community members 

who review and process applications, as well as oversee archaeological investigations 

within traditional territories. The challenge, however, is the same as that faced by top-

down frameworks: ensuring all participants and interests at the community level are 

being represented, or at least noted, rather than just those in the power positions. The 

lesson learned from these community plans is that heritage stakeholders should be 

provided the space to identify what is important to them, and be able to protect those 

interests according to their own values. The Burra Charter, implemented outside of 

Australia, can be used to provide professional conduct, include community voices, and 

provide an inclusive model of heritage conservation alongside federal legislation 

(Waterton et al. 2006:341). 
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The third step also provides an opportunity for engagement with community-

based collectors. At Fort Apache, this engagement with diverse communities includes 

relationship building with Thomas, as shown in this study. Through our discussions, I 

have reaffirmed the values he placed on the artifacts he collected and enabled this 

material to not be lost from the site and the larger community forever. Low-end 

collecting—and the additional expression of community-based collecting, which does not 

always have financial gain at the high or low ends—is an aspect of Fort Apache history 

that would not be captured without engaging with all people who self-identify as 

community members.  

Implementing such a model would not necessarily stem the flow of artifacts to the 

low or high ends of the antiquities market in all cases. In the Fort Apache case, however, 

a more responsive and proactive heritage management approach from the beginning 

could have tempered Thomas’s motivations for collecting such a vast amount of 

material. Assessing community values, and preserving archaeological material in 

accordance with those values, could be done in tandem with larger programs that build 

relationships with collectors. There are multiple examples: the Portable Antiquities 

Scheme (PAS 2001) is one, in conjunction with the British Museum, which encourages 

collectors to donate to a shared repository, to preserve a common collection. In Jordan, 

the Department of Antiquities (DOA) has instated a “buy back” program. In exchange for 

information on where the artifacts were gathered from, collectors and dealers receive 

financial compensation for the artifacts (Kersel 2012:265; Krieger 2014a:935). Both the 

British Museum and the DOA provide examples of top-down institutions recognizing and 

responding to realities at the bottom level. By combining these programs with clear 

understandings of local-level interests, customized solutions with federal enforcement 

could be developed for preserving archaeological materials. 

If communities are provided the opportunity to identify and manage local-level 

heritage according to their own values and interests, they must be provided the 

opportunity to self-identify according to their own interests and values. For example, 

though perhaps not ideal to some archaeologists and heritage managers, the St. 

Lawrence Islanders chose to incorporate a level of low-end collecting and re-sale as part 

of their local-level heritage management. Acceptance of this level of management is 
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becoming more widespread. The World Archaeological Congress Code of Ethics (WAC 

1990) is more explicit in the “archaeology of the future” and includes “objectives that 

are…set by local communities, as ‘value committed’ archaeologists put themselves at 

the service of ethnic minorities” (Gero 2000:63). For instance, the WAC Code of Ethics 

provides a comprehensive model for addressing issues of Native sovereignty and 

human remains (WAC 1990). 

8.5. Challenges 

This study presented many challenges for me personally, which I address in the 

next section, as well as logistically and academically. As often happens, the research 

questions I began my PhD program with did not make it to the final dissertation. The 

most surprising change in my research design was coming to understand the breadth of 

influence one individual could have on an entire site. I initially resisted Thomas 

becoming both the nucleus and fulcrum of my study, but came to embrace this change in 

my scope as it was reflective of the reality of his actions at Fort Apache. Having coming 

to terms with the evolution of this study, there were aspects that I would change if I were 

to start over. 

I think that this, and similar studies, would benefit from greater diversity in 

interview participants. I relied heavily upon interview data collected from Thomas and 

Janice, and would have liked to try to track down the other collectors Thomas mentioned 

he used to collect with. I think that in-depth conversations about the WMAT plans for 

Fort Apache and knowledge of collecting in the property would have added to this study 

as well. Despite missing this perspective in hindsight, the desires and voices of WMAT 

members are not missing in this discussion. Their desire for sovereignty and self-

determination, and to understand the processes that are altering the Fort Apache site 

today, have driven this project from the beginning. I believe, however, that a discussion 

regarding ethnicity and degree of connection that individuals and the community feel 

towards the archaeology and heritage at Fort Apache would have proved insightful. 

Perhaps such a discussion could reveal if the colonial and military past, for example, has 

alienated WMAT members from the site of Fort Apache. This aspect may have provided 
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an opportunity to explore the layers of meaning the site holds for WMAT members, and 

perhaps uncovered why there is less community support for the site than Janice would 

like. 

In addition, as the property has been a school since 1923, I think that this study 

would have benefited from incorporation of school representatives in the interview 

program. This aspect could have enabled examination of the school community, to 

gather their views about their heritage interests and if Thomas’s removal of military 

artifacts hurt them in anyway, or affected interpretations of their past. 

My study provides an inventory of surface archaeological materials of the site 

and areas of varying archaeological sensitivities, and records community members’ 

concerns for the preservation of the site and related cultural material. All of these 

elements aid in the WMAT’s management and use of the site as a school, income 

generator, employer, and repository and representation of Apache history, as told by 

Apache people. This study also informs the WMAT of the extent of looting at the site, 

and potential for repatriation of items and knowledge removed from tribal stewardship. It 

ties into three aspects inherent within the WMAT Heritage Program: tribal sovereignty, 

archaeological research and conservation, and collection and salvage of materials 

(Welch 2000:79–80). These aspects work together and are a dovetailed approach used 

by the WMAT to assert interest in, control over, and responsibility for their heritage 

(Welch 2000:67). 

As an archaeologist, I am also challenged by Thomas’s methods and his 

successes. He identified himself as a preservationist and, despite lacking permission to 

collect, he succeeded in preserving materials that likely would not have survived on the 

surface of the site otherwise. As a National Historic Landmark, Fort Apache is host to 

many visitors each year, and also requires a comprehensive utilities maintenance 

program to keep the site operational. In the absence of other salvage collecting 

programs, I believe that the material Thomas collected would likely have been lost. That 

is not to say that he should be granted a “pass” for the unauthorized removal of material 

culture from a WMAT site. This study confirms his responsibility for limiting the WMAT’s 

ability to tell their own history through the artifacts at Fort Apache and disregard tribal 
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sovereignty over materials within their lands. But it also provides insight into the reasons 

why and how he dismantled and ultimately preserved the physical remnants of a history 

and community that he professes to be a member of and personally care for. 

As a sovereign entity within the United States, the WMAT is much more than a 

“local community”. However, in terms of heritage interests, a community-based 

management strategy allows space for diverse views and voices. My interviews with 

Janice describe a community that is made up of varied views of, and meanings for, 

heritage. In the case of the WMAT and other tribal and local groups, adoption of a 

community-based model may be more appropriate than a state-based model. Making 

this distinction between “sovereign” and “community” levels of power and control is 

important to heritage management at Fort Apache. However, I did not regard it as a 

direct challenge to my study as I enabled participants to self-describe. In the case of 

Thomas and Janice, they spoke of the WMAT and members as a community, and not as 

the equivalent to a state. 

Another challenge was reconciling my views as a professional archaeologist to 

include the reality of community-based collecting as a heritage management strategy. 

The addition of community-based collectors in the control of heritage spectrum is 

challenging notions of what archaeologists are attempting to save by prohibiting such 

“illicit” access to heritage. Low-end and community-based collecting challenges 

traditional understandings of how to access archaeology and heritage, by regarding 

archaeological material as a harvestable and inherited, albeit non-renewable, resource, 

and by confronting power relations and tensions over who manages these resources. 

This study builds upon the growing number of archaeologists who are broadening the 

inherent value of all materials through their social and political contexts (e.g., Appadurai 

1986; Kersel and Chesson n.d.).  

I also encountered another unanticipated challenge during the course of this 

study: how to assess the ability of community members to be able to provide care for 

cultural materials. This topic came up, as Thomas justified his actions in part with the 

preservationist argument—that if he didn’t remove the objects from the surface of Fort 

Apache, they would be destroyed, or neglected, or lost forever. His perspective is 
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problematic to me for a few reasons: it removes the community’s ability to have choice in 

determining the level of care for their cultural material; it challenges what archaeologists 

do (and I do, professionally), using a similar preservationist approach; and, it presented 

a scenario in which I did not necessarily disagree with Thomas in principle. The artifacts 

likely would be lost or destroyed if he had not collected them and, rightly or wrongly, the 

artifacts he did collect have enjoyed a secure and considerate home these decades. 

Ultimately, however, I choose the non-patriarchal approach and believe that a 

community’s right to self-determination includes the ability to make any choice they like 

with their cultural material, even if it means that artifacts are lost or destroyed. 

Finally, my comparative study of Fort Grant would have benefited from an 

increased field program and more extensive background research particular to that site. 

The use of a comparative case study for understanding Fort Apache is a useful tool, and 

not one that I used as well as I could have. In part, this limitation was because I began 

and completed the fieldwork at Fort Grant early in my research program (in the second 

of what would become four field seasons). I did not have a complete grasp of what was 

happening at Fort Apache yet, so designing and completing a worthwhile comparative 

study this early in my program was perhaps a bit optimistic. I think that such a 

comparative study, at Fort Grant or elsewhere, would still prove beneficial to 

understanding the collecting processes at Fort Apache and other sites. 

8.6. Collector’s Process 

Having reviewed the research presented in this study, I now return to the concept 

of the collector’s process. This concept can be used to link heritage values and how 

people (not just collectors) interact with heritage. The concept can also be applied 

broadly to all collectors, not only illicit ones, and may be used to reflect upon how 

archaeology is undertaken. It can also be used to understand research biases. For 

example, by examining what and where an archaeologist has determined to be worth 

excavating or researching, and how those preferences are reflected in their research 

design and field program, personal and inherited biases can be identified. An individual’s 

preference for a certain type of material culture may be based upon their familial or 
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cultural history or memories, or an individual’s funding source could more plainly be 

understood as informing the research program. By applying the collector’s process, a 

direct line of understanding could be made from value to expression of those values. 

For communities, the distance between values and expression may be very 

small, in both a tangible and intangible sense. Heritage management at the community 

level could have a direct root in community values, and be determined from in 

discussions with members and practitioners. This model fits in with other tools that are 

used to provide community-level heritage management strategies, to contribute 

alternatives to one-size-fits-all models, and to ensure heritage is being accessed by and 

for those whose interests it represents. 

8.7. Personal reflections 

This study only vaguely resembles the goals I set out to meet in 2010, when I 

arrived at Fort Apache. Then, I had been interested in the signatures left behind on the 

landscape by students attending the boarding school. Initially, I was introduced to 

Thomas as a resource who knew a lot about the site through his widely known removal 

of materials. I was not intending to make him one of the focuses of this study. If I knew 

then what I know now, I would have made his actions even more of a focus of my 

research and sought to find out: what exactly did he take? Did he ever dig for artifacts? 

Was he ever told to stop collecting from Fort Apache and by whom, and when, and how 

did he respond? How may of each type of item? At what specific times? From which 

specific places, and with whom? What is his explicit understanding of heritage law at the 

federal and tribal levels? This study provides a model for an even deeper investigation 

into the interests and motives of a collector, and how this informs actions. 

This study also provides potential for better understanding the other types of 

collectors that were active at Fort Apache, including scrap collectors. As a collector 

“type”, scrap collectors are not well understood. This type of collector may be more 

destructive than other types, as they are not focused on preservation of materials for 

resale or for personal display. There is not much literature on this type of collector, 
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though some research has been done on the “industrial scale looting” of World War I 

shipwrecks and war graves for scrap metal (Duell 2016:n.p.). In some cases of WWI 

wrecks, the collectors are salvage firms. In spite of knowledge about their illegal 

activities, the British Ministry of Defence does not have the resources to pursue legal 

action against these firms. What little is known about this type of collector, however, 

indicates that it may in small or large scale be related to market prices of different types 

of metal, such as copper and bronze. Understanding the market for these metals 

historically could aid in identifying which type of scrap metal may have been targeted by 

collectors at sites such as Fort Apache. 

The artifacts I collected would also benefit from a deeper level of analysis. 

Though that goal was not part of this study, the artifacts have been cleaned, 

photographed, and catalogued, and are an interesting assemblage for researchers 

interested in the period from 1870 to the present in the American southwest.  

From the outset of this study, even when I was first introduced to the site of Fort 

Apache, I was confused: was the site a physical representation of past or ongoing 

colonialism? The funding from the BIA and the presence of an in-use Indian boarding 

school seemed to say it was ongoing, while the vibrant Apache culture and Tribal 

administration of the Historic Park indicated any subjugation was in the past. Similarly, 

Thomas posed a confusing figure in that, as a white BIA employee, he was clearly 

associated with colonial institutions, yet he was sympathetic to and genuinely interested 

in Apache culture and history. He presented as a descendant of colonialism, rather than 

a practitioner. 

Even now, several years after I first considered the position of both Fort Apache 

and Thomas, I still find myself uncomfortable: I sympathize with Thomas’s personal 

interest in Apache cultural and archaeology, yet am dismayed by his exploitation of the 

position of power he held as a BIA employee. His systematic removal of artifacts from 

Fort Apache, during a period of Apache cultural revitalization and re-telling of Apache 

history in Apache words, is particularly hard to regard as anything other than a 

continuation of colonial ideals. What I believe to be his sincere regard for Apache 

peoples and culture and concern for Apache cultural preservation, however, counters his 
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illegal and unethical activities. I continue to see him in that “third space”, as both a 

product of colonialism and a perpetuator of it, neither one nor the other, though I do 

believe this study has added some “texture” to understanding the interface between two 

different cultures (Paterson 2011:244). I think that is one of the compelling aspects of 

this research: Thomas presents a personality that is uncomfortable for many 

professional archaeologists to consider as, with the exception of a permit to access 

Tribal lands and collect materials, he is not so different in his motives or means than 

ourselves. 

I am hesitant to have Thomas read and review this dissertation. Not because 

there are untruths within in, but because he may immediately conclude that I am not the 

person I appeared to be during our discussions. I did not contradict Thomas when he 

assumed me to be wholly sympathetic to his interest in military history at Fort Apache. I 

also allowed him to assume that the breadth of his collection did not shock me. In reality, 

I was staggered by the amount of material he had taken, how he understood it was 

illegal, and how his pride in his collection overrode any fear of being socially ostracized 

because of it. 

In addition, I am reluctant for him to read how I indulged in his hospitality and 

generosity in order to undertake this study. Thomas gifted me with several artifacts he 

had taken, and I think he would be disappointed to know I did not keep any of them (I 

passed them all on to the THPO at Fort Apache). He welcomed me into his home, he 

told me his personal family history, and I have used every bit of information he provided 

me to present him as a community-based collector. I also exploited gender stereotypes, 

and allowed him to see me as an “ideal” student within his own frame of reference: 

conservative in dress and manner, impressionable, naïve, and unquestioning of his 

wisdom.  

I do know, however, that he was a willing participant. Our relationship was and 

remains reciprocal, or quid pro quo, as Kersel and others (Bowler 1997:66; Kersel 

2009:188) describe it: I provided him company and an enthusiastic audience, and an 

opportunity for his research and collection to have a legacy, both in my study and in the 

potential return of the materials he collected to the Cultural Center at Fort Apache. I 
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attribute our discussions as the reason he is considering returning the items he took 

from Fort Apache back to the Cultural Center. I have not been part of the discussions 

that I understand are underway, as he is in contact with the Cultural Center Director. I 

believe he is considering returning the complete collection, and that he had not 

considered the potency of this repatriation as a legacy of his collecting activities. By 

doing this, he may be able to help the WMAT recover from the illicit collecting and other 

forms of trespass they have been subject to over the years, and be persuaded of the 

benefits of archaeological research and data sharing with non-tribal researchers (as per 

Welch 1998:n.p.). 

He provided me with the foundational data and history for my study. His 

particular competence with the historical period of Fort Apache, and his commitment to 

my research (both in the scope of my doctoral study, and the implications for the WMAT) 

as well as the preservation of and care for the site itself, are truly integral to my 

understanding of why and how people collect. I am very grateful for his participation. 

I am also very grateful for his friendship, and this is perhaps the most surprising 

element of my research: I developed sympathy for him and his actions. I genuinely 

enjoyed my time with him, and regard him as an expert on the historical period of Fort 

Apache. I still delight in receiving his Christmas card every year and hearing the news 

from the area, and I cannot maintain anger towards him for his removal of all that 

material from Fort Apache. He was wrong to do it, but I believe that he thought he was 

ultimately collecting for reasons that are no worse than the reasons archaeologists 

collect material. But this friendship and sympathy continue to conflict me. 

8.8. Final thoughts 

Re-framing collecting to acknowledge that this action does necessarily imply a 

loss, or sale on the antiquities market, and that artifacts continue to have a history and 

life after they are removed from a site, ultimately benefits heritage. Re-framing how 

collecting is undertaken and why enables greater understanding of collecting as a stage 

in the life of the artifact, provides understanding of the values people apply to artifacts, 
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and challenges current state-sanctioned control of heritage. Perhaps most importantly, 

considering a new definition of collecting and collectors broadens the accepted reasons 

and meanings behind why diverse people are interested in archaeology. 

I intended this dissertation to demonstrate the myriad values that archaeology 

holds for different groups and people, and to challenge how we think about accessing 

and managing it. I do not believe that illicit collecting is an ideal method for responding to 

top-down management strategies that do not represent community values. I am aware 

that this dissertation creates some tensions with regards to sympathies to illicit 

collectors, complications within archaeologist/collector collaborations, and removal of 

material from tribal lands and control. This study also raises questions about the relation 

of ethnicity to “origins, legitimacy, ownership, and ultimately, rights”, which Lynn Meskell 

(2002a:287) notes is a dangerous vector of difference to follow. However, these 

uncomfortable conversations are crucial in moving towards systems of heritage 

management that are representative of all people whom identify with them, including 

Indigenous peoples and other minorities, as well as settlers and others. 

I consider myself an applied anthropologist, and am interested in the social, 

political, economic, and cultural inequalities that our discipline reveals. I believe that 

archaeological material encapsulates these inequalities, not only in the past, but also in 

how we regard them in the present. I think that by diversifying our discipline to include 

collectors and other practitioners, to continue to be self-reflexive of our practice and 

ourselves, and by testing new perspectives in the field, we improve our craft and 

ourselves. I think that this study has begun a difficult discussion regarding how and why 

we as archaeologists do what we do, and at what cost, and I look forward to continuing 

it. 
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Laws and Policies 

Antiquities Act (1906), 26.U.S. Code 431–433. 
http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/emrrp/emris/emrishelp5/antiquitiesact1906legalmatt
ers.htm (accessed October 2012) 

Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA) (1979). Public Law 96–95; 93 Stat. 721; 
16 U.S. Code 470. https://www.nps.gov/history/local-
law/FHPL_ArchRsrcsProt.pdf (accessed March 2017) 

Historic Sites Act (HSA) (1935). 49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S. Code sections 461–467. 

North American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (1990). Public Law 
101–601; 25 U.S. Code 2001 et seq. 
http://www.nps.gov/nagpra/mandates/25usc3001etseq.htm (accessed March 
2017) 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (1969). Public Law 91–190.  

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (1966). National Historic Preservation Act 
Preamble. Public Law 102–575. 
http://xoxyohh9fh753j91bj7hl15l.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-
content/uploads/2017/02/nhpaTitle54Dec2016.pdf (accessed March 2017) 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Program (THPO) (1970). Procedures for State, 
Tribal, and Local Government Historic Preservation Programs. 36 CFR Part 61. 
https://www.nps.gov/thpo/downloads/36cfr61.pdf (accessed March 2017) 
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Appendix A  
 
Office of Research Study Details, Ethics Approval, 
Ethics Approval Amendment 

Study Details 

Intellectual property Issues in Cultural Heritage: Theory, Practice, 
Policy, Ethics 

	
Phase III: Understanding processes associated with 

illegitimately obtained cultural heritage. 
 

Principal Investigator: 
Dr. George P. Nicholas, Department of Archaeology, Simon Fraser 
University 
 

Phase III Fellow: 
Jennifer Lewis, IPinCH Phd Student Fellow (expected May 2012) 

 

Outline of larger project – Intellectual Property Issues in Cultural Heritage: 

Through an international, multi‐disciplinary team of archaeologists, 
anthropologists, lawyers, ethicists, museum specialists, and others, the Intellectual 
Property Issues in Cultural Heritage (IPinCH) research project is exploring the nature of 
Intellectual Property (IP) issues in cultural heritage through a critical theory orientation. 
IPinCH is seeking examples of good practices and fair resolutions of issues relating to IP 
and cultural heritage. Using a community‐based participatory research (CBPR) 
approach, the overall aim of the project is to provide a knowledge base, resources and 
tools to encourage more equitable and successful terms of research practice and 
heritage policy development for communities, researchers, institutions and other 
stakeholders.  

The focus of specific case studies and community‐based research initiatives 
(CBRI) co‐developed with partnering organizations and communities is to better 
understand what the on‐the‐ground IP issues are, and how they are being constituted, 
enacted and resolved. Information from these studies will flow into the eight thematic 
working groups and will serve as a basis for the development of innovative tools and 
resources, as well as for larger synthesis, analysis and dissemination. The case studies 
and a variety of initiatives will also contribute to the establishment of a Knowledge Base: 
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an online public repository and archive of the project and IP issues in cultural heritage 
generally. 

Study Description - General: 

Military forts and boarding schools were established for programs of assimilation 
and eradication across North America in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. These 
entities remain today, physical embodiments of institutionalized colonial subjugation 
imposed by Euro-American settlers on Indigenous peoples on the basis of ethnicity and 
access to resources. Despite the vast temporal and geographic scope of these 
institutions, they remain understudied and misunderstood from the context of the 
communities they affected. Case studies of military forts and boarding schools can add 
to general anthropological discourses by investigating community, ethnicity, collective 
memories, and stewardship of cultural heritage from a perspective that is neither strictly 
colonial nor Indigenous. Instead, it is “transcolonial”, crossing boundaries between the 
colonizing administration and Indigenous subjects of military forts and boarding schools. 
Descendants of both the institutions’ administration and subjects populate the diverse 
communities presently seen in areas surrounding former and current military forts and 
boarding schools. 

Phase III comprises a case study of Fort Apache, AZ, a US Army post (1870-
1922) repurposed as Theodore Roosevelt Indian School (1923-present). This site has 
recently been accepted as a National Historic Landmark and still operates as an Indian 
boarding school. Fort Apache-Theodore Roosevelt School (FA-TRS) captures the notion 
of “frontier”, and the impact of Turnerian concepts of these areas on the margin of 
“Western civilization” as “wild spaces to be captured.”1 Archaeologically, the surface of 
the site is littered with artefacts dating to before colonization as well as for the historical 
(fort and school) period. Community members still use and access this site today, for 
recreation, for cultural events, and for vocational or amateur archaeological collection. In 
addition, this school’s management by the White Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT) 
represents growing sovereignty and self-determination by Native Americans. All of these 
elements evidence the site’s importance as a physical representation of colonial policies, 
of shared colonial history, of reactions to colonialism, and of a transcolonial present. In 
short, FA-TRS continues to have meaning to diverse Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
community members and has great potential to add to understandings of these sites as 
physical representations of collective memory. 

This research will serve as a model from which to examine diverse communities 
associated with institutes of colonial subjugation, and how these modern communities 
view these sites as representative of their own histories. As such, this community-based 
participatory case study aims to examine the different types (i.e., Indigenous, non-
Indigenous) of community members that cultural heritage at the site appeals to, how 

 

1 Turner, Frederick Jackson (1893). The Significance of the Frontier in American History (the 
“Frontier Thesis”). Paper presented to the American Historical Association, Chicago. 
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they feel this material is representative of their cultural identity, who they think should be 
stewards of this material, and whether they judge their access to cultural materials at the 
site can be termed “looting”. This site is particularly suitable as the focus of this topic as 
it has a high percentage of surface artefacts, and resides within recent memory for 
former students and staff of FA-TRS. In addition, the site is located on lands of the White 
Mountain Apache Tribe, an IPinCH partner organization, which, along with the Fort 
Apache Heritage Foundation, has provided permission and support for this research,  

This study will also provide an inventory of surface archaeological materials on 
the site, areas of varying archaeological sensitivities, and record diverse community 
members’ concerns for the preservation of the site and related cultural material. All of 
these elements will aid in the WMAT’s management plan for the site. 

Specifically, the primary questions driving this project are:  

• What are some viable means for source communities to reclaim “looted” and 
otherwise misappropriated cultural heritage?  

• Do Western and customary laws support source communities’ claims to 
misappropriated cultural heritage?  

• To what extent do Western and customary laws privilege different communities’ 
values and interests in cultural heritage over others?  

• How do diverse community members associated with the recent history of the 
site as a school currently interact with the site itself (including for recreation, to 
experience the site as a physical representation of individual and/or collective 
experience, and as a representation of colonialist period of national history)?  

The primary data sought in these semi-structured interviews will be participants’ 
recollections of the creation and destruction of material (a.k.a. archaeological) remains 
of activities at the site. Specifically, participants will be interviewed and asked about their 
recollections of activity areas, dumping, previously-existing buildings, collectors, 
“looters”, researchers, and other sources of material deposition or removal, by 
themselves or others. Participants will be invited to discuss their experiences and 
associations with the site, at a location of their choosing. If participants express interest, 
they may be invited to visit FA-TRS.  

This case study will contribute to the IPinCH Knowledge Base by providing a 
comprehensive bibliography and literature review of related current and previous 
scholarship , and will strengthen the relationship and understanding of on-the-ground 
issues of concern to the WMAT in developing their management plan for FA-TRS. In 
addition, this case study will examine stewardship of diverse cultural histories, and can 
add to recent discussions regarding movement past marginalizing characteristics (such 
as Indigenous, non-Indigenous), which can aid in contributing to archaeology’s role as a 
more responsible and representative discipline.2 

 
2 Nicholas, George (2010). Seeking	the	End	of	Indigenous	Archaeology.	In	Bridging	the	Divide:	

Indigenous	Communities	and	Archaeology	into	the	21st	Century,	edited	by	H.	Allen	and	C.	Phillips.	
Left	Coast	Press,	Walnut	Creek,	CA.	233-252. 
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The Study: 

To conduct this study, the Phase III Fellow will engage in the following 
knowledge gathering activities: 

• Georeferencing areas where surface materials are/were located and from where 
material was removed, as described in participants’ recollections of their own or 
others’ behaviour; 

• Documenting participants’ recollections of materials or activity areas on the 
surface of FA-TRS, drawn by participants onto a base map of FA-TRS (“Map A”, 
attached);  

• Compiling recollections of the physical surface of the site, as determined by the 
presence or absence of material; 

• Compiling participants’ uses of the site ; 
• Compiling participants’ opinion of the site as contributor to or detractor from their 

identity, community, and history; 
• Compiling participants’ opinions of who is and who should be responsible for the 

care of cultural material from and at the site;  
• Compiling participants’ opinions on whether Western or customary laws 

represent their opinions regarding stewardship of cultural materials collected 
from and still present at the site; 

• Analysing actual and perceived stewardship of cultural heritage at FA-TRS, 
perceived association with the physical site as representative of personal and 
collective identity, and the types of community members (i.e. Indigenous, non-
Indigenous, former student, [former] staff, et al.) that have interacted with the 
physical site in the past and present. 

This research will be conducted through: (a) individual and group/workshop 
interviews; (b) observations ascertained in group meetings; (c) review of project 
documents, for example historical maps; (d) site visits with participants; (e) 
correspondence with participants; and, (e) collection of vignettes of good practice for 
future CBPR programs and case-studies. 

Research Involving Human Subjects: 

Key elements of this research necessarily engage research with human 
participants. The nature and extend of this work with human participants will be more 
fully expanded in the following section with regard to: 

1. Methods of Recruiting Participants; 
2. Minor and Major Risks; 
3. Conflict of Interest; 
4. Confidentiality; 
5. Storage and Ownership of Data; 
6. Informed Consent. 

For this project, the research involving human subjects consists primarily of 
interviews with participants and site visits with participants. These interviews will be 
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conducted as both individual interviews and in group workshop settings. They will be 
semi-structured, oral interviews. They will be conducted with the following participants: 

• Former students of FA-TRS; 
• Current FA-TRS staff; 
• Former staff of FA-TRS;  
• Friends or relatives of former students of FA-TRS. 

The accompanying interview guide outlines topic areas and provides sample 
questions. Given the range of participants, not all questions will be asked of all 
participants. It is also possible some participants will feel the need to introduce other 
topic areas to articulate their understandings of their interactions with IPinCH. All data 
will be collected within the USA and Canada. 

Methods of Recruiting Participants: 

For this project, all participants are selected because they are associated with 
the FA-TRS sites, either proximally or through their past experiences as a student at FA-
TRS, or through their current or past experiences as a staff member at FA-TRS. 
Participants will be contacted via email, letters, telephone calls, or personal contact. It is 
anticipated that most participants will be referred through third-parties and will not be 
“cold recruited.” 

Minor and Major Risks: 

There are certain risks associated with this research. These risks include 
inappropriate release of information, problems arising around interpretation and 
translation, and misunderstanding about the role of the information participants are 
providing. 

This study is considered minimal risk to participants, as the probability and 
magnitude of possible harm is considered no greater than those encountered by the 
participants in aspects of their everyday lives. Participants will be advised that 
unauthorized removal of archaeological material from Tribal lands is illegal; however, the 
United States statute of limitations for non-capital crimes is five years (18 USC 3282). 
This project will not be seeking information regarding removal of cultural material from 
archaeological sites that has occurred within the past five years, nor will it use 
information gathered in this project to seek prosecution of any people who admit to 
removing cultural material from archaeological sites. 

These risks will be explained to participants in the Informed Consent Form. Prior 
to any data gathering conducted as part of this research, the design and intention of the 
research will be detailed and explained in full in the Informed Consent Form.  

Conflict of Interest: 

There are no anticipated conflict of interest dimensions of this project. 
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Confidentiality: 

This project entails group information gathering meetings, as well as one‐on‐one 
semiformal interviews. In some contexts it is anticipated that there may be information 
that participants may offer in the guarantee of anonymity. In such cases, when the 
Phase III Fellow uses any of this information in relation to translating this into public 
reporting, the participant involved will be provided with a copy of the proposed report, 
and will be able to determine whether his or her anonymity has been upheld to 
appropriate expectations, and if not that information will be taken from the report.  

As the Phase III Fellow resides predominately in Canada, confidentiality and 
anonymity that has been requested from a participant interview can be guaranteed to the 
exclusion of all parties.  

All collected material will be stored in a locked container on a mass storage 
device not connected to the internet by Jennifer Lewis in Vancouver, BC, Canada. In the 
field, the Phase III Fellow will keep data on her, locked in a car trunk, or locked in a hotel 
room. When using sensitive material for analysis or in a report, every effort to disguise 
the participant will be made, and before the analysis is delivered to other parties, the 
participant will be given the opportunity to confirm that anonymity has been adequately 
addressed. This may mean that where appropriate, pseudonyms will be used in 
reporting and analysis. When anonymity is requested, data will be stored separately 
from identifying information.  

Confidentiality with respect to the law will be offered for data gathered in private, 
one‐on‐one settings. This means that confidentiality may be breached if required by law. 
This will be explained to all participants in the consent form. 

Collection, Storage and Ownership of Data: 

The collection of material will be made predominately through written 
documentation and audio‐and/or video‐ recording form. Ownership of the data collected 
will vest jointly with the Principal Investigator, the Phase III Fellow and the individual 
participant. Any copies of material that are made will be done with full consent of the 
participant. Future use of transcripts will be discussed with the participant if and when 
this occurs. Written notes and transcripts will be held in a secure container in the Project 
Ethnographer’s primary residence. Audio and video files will be held on an external 
storage device.  

Data will be retained until May 30, 2017 before being destroyed by a means that 
maintains confidentiality (shredding). 

Informed Consent: 

Participants in the research will be involved in individual interviews and/or group 
workshops. There may be additional sharing of email conversations with the consent of 
both the sender and receiver. There may also be the sharing of documents, like ethics 
applications, produced in the course of community‐based initiatives. Observations will 
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also be made at IPinCH meetings and other meetings where IPinCH members are 
present.  

Participants will provide voluntary, informed consent before contributing 
information. Written consent will be obtained from the Project participants. The Informed 
Consent Form explains the project, the reasons for the research and the ways in which 
the research will be used. In cases where it is more culturally acceptable to use oral 
consent, the consent form will be read to the participant. This will be recorded along with 
a verbal response from the participant giving consent, if acceptable to the participant. 
Verbal consent may also be used for telephone interviews. 
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Ethics Approval Amendment 

 
  

  
	

	 	 	  
  Page 1 of 1		

Amendment Approval - Delegated 
 
Study Number: 2010s0306 
Study Title: Intellectual Property Issues in Cultural Heritage: Theory, Practice, Policy, Ethics (PhaseII & 
Phase III) 
 
Amendment Approval Date: 2016 June 06 

 
Expiry Date: 2016 June 06 

Principal Investigator: Nicholas, George Supervisor: n/a 
SFU Position: Faculty Faculty/Department: Archaeology 
 
SFU Collaborator: Lewis, Jennifer 
External Collaborator: n/a 
Research Personnel: n/a 
Project Leader: Bunten, Alexis 
   
Funding Source: Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council 
Grant Title: Intellectual Property Issues in Cultural Heritage: Theory, Practice, Policy, Ethics 
 
Document(s) Approved in this Amendment: 

• ORE Amendment Request Form, uploaded 2016 June 3 
• Addendum to Study Details, uploaded 2016 June 3 
 

The amendment(s) for ethical review and the document(s) listed above have been reviewed and the 
procedures were found to be acceptable on ethical grounds for research involving human participants. 

Please note that approval of the amendment(s) does not change the expiry date on the current SFU REB 
approval of this study. The approval for this study expires on the Expiry Date. An annual renewal form 
must be completed every year prior to the Expiry Date. Failure to submit an annual renewal form 
will lead to your study being suspended and potentially terminated. 

This letter is your official Amendment Approval documentation for this project. Please keep this 
document for reference purposes. 

 

This amendment(s) to this study has been approved by an authorized delegated reviewer. 
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Appendix B.  
 
Interview Guide 

 

Intellectual property Issues in Cultural Heritage 

Phase III: Understanding processes associated with illegitimately 
obtained cultural heritage. 

FRAMING QUESTIONS 

1. Please tell me about how you know the Fort Apache-Theodore Roosevelt School 
site? For example, did you or any relatives work there? Attend TR School? Visit the 
site? Grew up near the site? 

a. If a current/former worker or a former student:  
i. What do/did you recall best about your time at the site? 
ii. Did/do you only spend time at the site because of work or school, or 

do you ever come out and visit the site? 
1. If yes, what makes you want to visit the site? 
2. If yes, are there particular areas that you like to visit? 
3. If no, why not? 

b. If neither a worker nor a former student: 
i. Did/do you ever come out and visit the site? 

1. If yes, what makes you want to visit the site? 
2. If yes, are there particular areas that you prefer to visit? 
3. If no, why not? 

SPATIAL UNDERSTANDING OF THE SITE 

2. During your time here, do you recall seeing any material or garbage that may have 
been from the fort or school scattered outside the main fort and school area? 

a. [refer to map exercise, below] 
3. Have you, or do you know of anyone who has, collected discarded material from the 

fort and school grounds? 
a. If yes, why was the material collected? 
b. If yes, are there certain areas of the site where you would go where you knew 

material was, and was “good” [refer to map exercise, below]? 
c. If no, why not? 
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STEWARDSHIP OF CULTURAL MATERIAL 

4. Do you think that the materials on the surface of the property should be available for 
people to collect? 

a. If yes: 
i. By whom? 
ii. In what capacity (i.e., without limit, with limit, without planning or 

recording what they have founded, only if they record what they found 
and where, etc.) 

b. If not: 
i. Why not? 
ii. Can you think of anyone at all who should be allowed to collect 

material? 
5. Where do you think material should be kept? 

a. Left alone on the surface of the site? 
b. Kept by the Tribe’s Historic Preservation Office? 
c. Kept in a Federally-run museum? 
d. Kept in a military museum? 
e. Kept by anyone who collects it? 
f. Somewhere else? 

6. Currently, removing material from Tribal land is illegal. Do you think that this is a fair 
law? 

a. If yes: 
i. Why 
ii. Are there any changes you would make? 

b. If no: 
i. Why not? 
ii. Can you suggest how you would change the current law? 

7. Do you think that cultural materials from archaeological sites are being adequately 
protected under federal law? 

DEVELOPMENT & IMPACTS TO THE SITE 

8. Have you or your relatives ever seen (or heard of) construction and demolition at the 
site?  

a. If yes, where? And do you know why, or by whom? 

THE SITE AS CULTURAL IDENTITY 

9. Do you think of the FA-TRS site as an Apache site, as an American site, as a mixture 
of both, or neither? 

a. If as an Apache site: 
i. What aspects best represent Apache heritage at the site? 
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ii. What aspects do not represent Apache heritage? 
iii. Would you change anything at the site to better represent Apache 

heritage? 
b. If as an American site: 

i. What aspects best represent American heritage at the site? 
ii. What aspects do not represent American heritage? 
iii. Would you change anything at the site to better represent American 

heritage? 
c. If neither: 

i. What does the site represent for you? 

IMPROVING PROTECTION & MANAGEMENT OF THE SITE 

10. What would you like to see happen at FA-TRS? 
11. What would you and your relatives like to see and experience when you visit the 

site? 
12. Can you suggest anyone else who might be interested in participating in this project? 

MAP EXERCISE (to be used alongside the questions, above): 

Participants will be provided a line map (see “Map A”, attached) of the Fort Apache-

Theodore Roosevelt School site, and will be invited to use felt pens on these maps to 

indicate areas that:  

• they frequent;  
• they have particular memories about;  
• they gave seen developments and impacts; 
• they recall seeing surface cultural materials; or,  
• a visual aid to any information they would like to provide about the 

site, and their experiences there. 
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Appendix C.  
 
Informed Consent 

 

Informed Consent by Participants in a Research Study 

 

Title of study:  Understanding processes associated with 
illegitimately obtained cultural heritage at Fort 
Apache, White Mountain Apache Tribe lands, 
Arizona 

Principal Investigator:  Jennifer Lewis, PhD student, Dept. of Archaeology, Simon 
Fraser University, BC, Canada 

Department:    Archaeology 

  

Purposes and goals of the study: 

I am interested in the material remains present on the surface of the Fort Apache 
and the Theodore Roosevelt School grounds. My project focuses on how community 
members near the fort and school interact with the site. From my research, I hope to 
gain insight into how community members use the site, how/if they identify with the 
material remains at the site, if they feel it represents them and their history, whom they 
feel the archaeological material does or does not represent, and whom they feel is 
physically entitled to care for and physically possess the material at the site. I am 
interested in community and identity related to the people who have been associated 
with the fort and the school, regardless of whether they were students or administrators. 
I am researching this topic to see how different individuals who care about, share in the 
site’s history, or have lived in close proximity to the site associate the site and its 
material with their identity and sense of collective heritage.  

Permission has been granted by the White Mountain Apache Tribal Council and 
the Fort Apache Heritage Foundation to undertake this study. 

What you (as a participant) will be invited to do: 

For my study I will ask you questions related to the site of Fort Apache-Theodore 
Roosevelt School. Some questions may relate to what you remember about the 
locations of different materials on the ground around the school, dumping of material at 
the school, buildings no longer present, or the removal of material from the school by 
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yourself or others. These will be semi-structured questions, and are designed to 
encourage discussion and stories of your and your relatives’ experiences at TR School.  

I would like to record our discussion with a digital voice recorder, with your 
permission. I will show you how to control the digital recorder, and you may turn it off at 
any time. If you do not wish to have your voice recorded, I will take written notes. 

If you consent, I may take photographs during our interview. 

The data will remain secure in a locked cabinet at my school and on a password-
protected server on my personal computer for five years before I destroy the information.  

The information gathered from our discussions will be used in my dissertation, 
and may be used in future publications in academic journals. I would be the only person 
viewing and analyzing the data to be used in future publications. 

If at any time you do not want your comments or stories incorporated into my 
study, your decision will be respected.  

Risk to you (as a participant): 

If you choose to participate, your identity, in relation to the comments you provide 
will be made public. However, if you wish to remain anonymous, I will not use your name 
or any comments related to your identity in my dissertation and related publications.  

Please be advised that unauthorized removal of archaeological material from 
Tribal lands is illegal; however, the United States statute of limitations for non-capital 
crimes is five years (18 USC 3282). I will not be seeking information regarding removal 
of cultural material from archaeological sites that has occurred within the past five years, 
nor will I use information gathered in this study to seek prosecution of any people who 
admit to removing cultural material from archaeological sites; this study is intended for 
academic purposes only.  

When my dissertation is complete I will send a copy to the Tribal Archaeologist, 
Mark Altaha, at the WMAT’s Historic Preservation Office, and to the WMAT Chairperson, 
Cline Griggs. You can also contact me directly to request a copy at any time:  

Jennifer Lewis 
403 - 621 E.6th Ave.,  
Vancouver, BC, V5T 4H3, Canada 
Tel.: 001-604-512-4834 
Email: jlewis@sfu.ca 

If you have any concerns or complaints, feel free to contact: 

Dr. Hal Weinberg, Director 
Office of Research Ethics 
Simon Fraser University 
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Multi-Tenant Faculty 
Burnaby, BC, V5A 1S6, Canada 
Tel.: 001-778-782-6593 
Email: hal_weinberg@sfu.ca 

You have the right to withdraw your participation at any time, and may also 
register any complaint with the Director of the Office of Research Ethics (named above). 

Would you like to participate in this project? If you have any questions before 
deciding, please feel free to ask me.  

By signing below, you indicate that you understand the nature of my study, what 
will be asked of you, the risks and contributions of your participation in this study, and 
that you consent to participate. 

 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Signature      Name (please print) 

 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Date (please print)     Contact information (please print) 

  



 

285 

Informed Consent Form for Identity Disclosure 
 

Project Title: Understanding processes associated with illegitimately 
obtained cultural heritage at Fort Apache, White Mountain Apache Tribe lands, 

Arizona 

 

This form indicates that I have permitted use of my name and/or photograph in the 
PhD Dissertation “Shared Stories, Shared Lands: interpreting heritage stewardship within 
diverse communities at Fort Apache Arizona, prepared by Jennifer Lewis. 

 

1. I understand that my interview may be transcribed or summarized in the above 
written document and related publications. 

2. I understand that I have the right to review the written summary, transcript, or field 
notes taken during the interview and request changes, corrections, or deletions 
necessary to accurately and appropriately represent the information I am 
providing.  

3. By initialling in the box beside this statement, I grant further permission to have 
photographs taken during the interview. Copies of these photographs will be 
provided to me and/or the White Mountain Apache Tribe’s Historic Preservation 
Office and archived securely as detailed in the study details.  

 

Thank you for your assistance with this project. 

 

 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Signature      Name (please print) 

 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Date (please print) Contact information (please print) 
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Appendix D.  
 
Fort Grant Perimeter Survey Application 

 
RESEARCH PLAN: 

FORT GRANT PERIMETER SURVEY  
(NON-COLLECTION / NON-DISTURBANCE INVENTORY OF 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL MATERIALS) 
 

26 April 2011 
 
 
Submitted to Arizona State Museum & Arizona State Lands Department 
 
Submitted by John R. Welch, RPA 
Simon Fraser University & Arizona State Museum 
(520)991-1739 
welch@sfu.ca  

ABSTRACT 

Welch proposes to lead a 3-5 person crew of trained archaeologists during a 1-3 day, 
non-collection / non-disturbance archaeological inventory of undisturbed terrain 
surrounding the perimeter fence of the state prison at Fort Grant. The inventory of 
between 50 and 300 acres (depending on access, disturbance factors, and 
archaeological site frequency, size and complexity) will gather and report information on 
the surface occurrence of artifacts and features. It is expected that the information will be 
useful for management and academic purposes. In particular, the survey results will 
enable comparison of the surface archaeological record at Fort Grant with the recently 
documented record at Fort Apache, a nearby U.S. Army post (1870-1922) that was 
repurposed for use as the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs’ Theodore Roosevelt Boarding 
School (1922-present) and is under management and study by the Fort Apache Heritage 
Foundation, trustee for the White Mountain Apache Tribe. 

INTRODUCTION 

Sensationalized Hollywood portrayals of heroic efforts to push an invented American 
frontier into an invented savage wilderness dominate what most people think they know 
about the military installations of the American West (Limerick 1987). Historical facts 
reveal far more complex processes involving negotiations and collaborations among 
Native and Anglo Americans, as well as overlaps among federal military, federal civilian, 
state and tribal jurisdictions and uses of military facilities. Archaeological studies have 
been slow to fill the conspicuous gaps between the super-abundant, though generally 
one-sided documentary record available in government archives, on the one hand, and 
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the reality that many Western Army posts were multi-cultural, multi-purpose, multi-
component meeting grounds—persistent places in dynamic and still unfolding 
landscapes. 

The purpose of the proposed survey is to enable the first-ever systematic comparison 
between two Army posts. Located only about 100 miles apart and used in tandem to 
subjugate Western and Chiricahua Apaches, Fort Apache (1870-1922) and Fort Grant 
(1872-1905) were then used by civilian authorities as schools—the Fort Grant State 
Industrial School (1912-1968; Fort Grant State Prison 1969-present) and the BIA’s 
Theodore Roosevelt School (1923-present). A short “pilot” season of archaeological 
survey and site recordation in 2010 at the Fort Apache-TR School district confirmed that 
the 400-acre property contains abundant material remains of cavalry, infantry, 
quartermaster, Apache scout, civilian contractor, school, and homesteader activities and 
operations from all time periods (Lewis and Welch 2011; see also Mahaney and Welch 
2002; Welch 2008, 2011; Welch and Brauchli 2010; Welch and Riley 2001). The 
complexity of the surface archaeological record at Fort Apache indicates the prospective 
analytic benefits of controlled comparison with similar properties, and Fort Grant is the 
obvious choice.  

PROJECT LOCATION 

Fort Grant was originally located to the west, near the mouth of Arivaipa Creek, but was 
moved to the higher and more strategic location at the mouth of a perennial stream 
(Grant Creek) on the western flank of the Pinaleño mountains (a.k.a. Mount Graham) in 
1872.  

Figure 1. Unreduced parts of Webb Peak (north portion) and Fort Grant USGS 7.5 
minute quadrangle maps showing Fort Grant and the tracts surrounding the 
prison proposed for investigation.  
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BACKGROUND 

Few archaeological data are available regarding the surfaces surrounding the 
Southwest’s Army facilities, and the Fort Grant vicinity has not been the subject of 
previous ecological, historical or archaeological investigations. For this reason, the 
planning stages of the proposed research must rely upon published studies in adjacent 
regions in order to place the Fort Grant vicinity in environmental and cultural-historical 
context. The following sections include a few embedded internet links along with 
citations to works listed in the ‘References Cited’ section that concludes this Plan. For 
additional references pertinent to regional cultural and natural history please refer to 
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broadly regional overviews of environmental (DeBano 1995) and cultural (Bronitsky and 
Merritt 1986) resources, as well as a recent article about the Mount Graham telescopes 
(Welch et al. 2010). Hadley (1991; Hadley et al. 1992) provides excellent discussions of 
ancient and historical period human use of habitats generally similar to those in and 
adjacent to the study area. 

Environment 

Fort Grant sits at about 4,800 ft. asl, where Grant Creek flows out of its relatively narrow 
Pinaleño Mountain canyon onto the comparatively gently sloping bajada above the 
Sulfur Springs Valley. The Pinaleños are Arizona’s third highest range, topping out at 
nearly 12,000 feet (3,300 m) and containing among the greatest diversity of habitats 
present in any North American mountain range, from mixed conifer forests to upper 
Sonoran. In this sense, the mountains are a Madrean sky island range surrounded by 
the Sonoran-Chihuahuan Desert typical of the Southwest’s basin and range province. 
The mountains cover 300 square miles (780 km2) and are part of the Coronado National 
Forest, Safford ranger district. 

Vegetation within and adjacent to the proposed survey area ranges from oak-piñon-
juniper scrub woodlands at the top of the bajada to creosote flats along the lower 
margins. Except in very wet years or following major precipitation events, Grant Creek’s 
perennial surface flow disappears below the surface immediately above the study area. 
The stream course is marked by riparian vegetation.  

Culture History 

The study area and western flanks of the Pinaleños are not well known archaeologically. 
Recent work in and around the San Pedro Valley to the south and west (Ferguson and 
Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006; Lyons et al. 2011), and Arivaipa and the Gila Valley to the 
north and east (Clark 2004; Neuzil 2008; Purcell 2008) provide proxy indicators of 
potential local remains of ancient occupation and use. In general, the proposed survey 
area’s steady ground slope to the west, numerous ephemeral drainages, evident 
livestock use, and unconsolidated surface geology present a dynamic depositional 
context unlikely to offer surfaces older than about 1,500-2,000 years. This means that 
Archaic period (~8,000-2,000 b.p.) sites are not expected to occur. Both Formative 
period (~2,000-600 b.p.) and protohistoric period / Apache (~600-150 b.p.) sites are 
likely to be represented on the surface by cobble and boulder alignments and scatters of 
chipped stone, ground stone, ceramic, and, at later sites, metal and glass materials.  

Although solid material evidence remains elusive, Apaches likely occupied the region by 
the early 1600s (Herr 2011; Welch 1997). Apaches were obliged to defend their territory 
frequently from incursions by Spanish, Mexican, and American armies and civilians until 
the 1870s, when most Apaches were confined to reservations. Despite occasional 
outbreaks, including a pitched battle at nearby K-H Butte in 1881 (Ludwig and Stute 
1993), by 1886 U.S. Army units operating out of Fort Grant and elsewhere had 
eliminated last serious Apache resistance. The last troops left Fort Grant for Fort 
Huachuca in 1905, and in 1912, the state took custody of the abandoned fort for use as 
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the Fort Grant State Industrial School, a ‘reform school’ for wayward boys. In 1973 Fort 
Grant became a state prison for adult males.  

RESEARCH PLAN 

Several specific research questions derive from the general research goal of identifying 
the activities, time periods, and group identities reflected in the surface archaeological 
record surrounding Fort Grant: 

1. Are non-scout Apache activity areas identifiable and how do these 
compare with those documented on the Fort Apache periphery? 
2. Are Apache scout camps or activity areas identifiable and how do these 
compare with those documented on the Fort Apache periphery? 
3. Are student activity areas identifiable and how do these compare with 
those documented on the Fort Apache periphery? 

To address these admittedly simplistic research questions a single crew of 3-5 trained 
archaeologists will conduct pedestrian inventory survey around the Fort Grant perimeter. 
Once an Arizona Antiquities Act permit and State Lands authorization are obtained, the 
following steps will be taken in roughly the following order: 

1. Complete background investigations and planning efforts using Google 
Maps, documentary records, and other appropriate tools; 
2. Consult with local prison administration and security officials to inform 
them of the study intentions and request their assistance with site identification; 
3. Consult with local landowners and other appropriate parties to inform 
them of the study intentions, request their assistance with site identification and 
request access to any pertinent private lands; 
4. Establish a base camp on Coronado National Forest land along Grant 
Creek (note that Welch holds a current special use permit from Coronado NF for 
conducting non-collection / non-disturbance archaeological survey in the Safford 
and Santa Catalina Ranger Districts); 
5. Conduct 1-3 days of pedestrian inventory survey of the Fort Grant 
perimeter, beginning as close as practical to the prison boundary and walking 
transects with an interval to be determined by vegetation density, surface 
disturbance, and other local conditions; 
6. Conduct, on an occasional basis, topographic reconnaissance surveys of 
landforms not amenable to or appropriate for transect surveys but deemed likely 
to contain artifacts or features; 
7. Document any and all surface artifacts and features using photographic 
and global positioning system equipment and AZSITE forms and cards; 
8. Prepare and submit a report detailing the results of the surveys, including 
full descriptions of artifacts, features and sites observed.  

See another recent article (Welch et al. 2005) for additional information on field work 
procedures and methods for the documentation and analysis of historical period Apache 
sites. 
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Appendix E.  
 
List of documents, photos, maps, blueprints, and artifacts received from Thomas, 
2010–2014 

Type Subtype Format(s) Title Repository 
Artifact Button Physical; jpg. "U.S. Indian Service"; believed worn by male students at TRS THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Artifact 
Military 
insignia 

Physical; jpg. 
Crossed sabres; cavalry insignia 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Camp Apache_Company Qtrs_May 1877 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_proposed chapel and schoolhouse_Mar 1897 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_proposed new construction_GREATER VARIANT 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_proposed new construction_LESSER VARIANT 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_sewer system 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original AZ Under Brig Gen Crook_Bingham_1885_A 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original AZ Under Brig Gen Crook_Bingham_1885_B 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Camp Apache_Mar 1877 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Camp Apache_Military Res_Sep 1877 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 
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Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Camp Apache_proposed ground plan_Apr 1871 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache Historic District_Jan 1976 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_1903_1907_1910_1911 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_cemetery_Jun 22 1910 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_Hilton QMGO 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_proposed buildings 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_proposed_A 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Ft Apache_proposed_B 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Milit Res_Camp Apache_Profile irrigation canal 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original New Mexico Arizona_Public Surrveys_1866 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Map 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Rte of Troops from Ft Grant_Bvt Lt Col Green_Jul 13 1869 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original From_AH Albert_to_Granfelt_Feb 5_1969_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document 
Applicati
on 

PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original For membership to National Button Society_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Pamphlet 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original American Bible Society_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 
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Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

From_Dept of Army US Milit Hist Inst_to_Granfelt_Feb 4 
1971_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

From_US Dept of Int_BIA_Haskell Ind Jr College_to_Granfelt_Jan 
22 1971_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original From_Amer Ind Hist Soc_to_Granfelt_Jan 14 1971_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original From_AH Albert_to_Granfelt_Jan 4 1971_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

From___to_JJ Slonaker_US Army Mil Hist Inst_Dec 17 
1979_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

From_Nat Archives Records Service_to_Granfelt_Dec 8 
1970_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Excerpt 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Report on Indians Taxed and not taxed_Indian Agents and 
Rations_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original From_Amer Ind Hist Soc_to_Granfelt_Nov 16 1970_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

From_US Dept of Int_BIA_Haskell Ind Jr College_to_Granfelt_May 
9 1969_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original From_Natl Button Society_to_Granfelt_Nov 20 1968_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original From_Waterbury Co Inc_to_Granfelt_Nov 2 1968_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original From_US Dept of Int_BIA_to_Granfelt_Jul 1 1968_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original From_Smithsonian Inst_to_Granfelt_Nov 14 1967_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original From_US Dept of Int_BIA_to_Granfelt_Jul 1 1968_BUTTONS 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 
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Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Stable_Mexican Border Project_Construction Division_War 
Dept_May 1919_EQUAL VARAINT A 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Stable_Mexican Border Project_Construction Division_War 
Dept_May 1919_A 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Stable_Mexican Border Project_Construction Division_War 
Dept_May 1919_B 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Stable_Mexican Border Project_Construction Division_War 
Dept_May 1919_EQUAL VARIANT B 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Powerhouse_Sawmill_FtApacheAZ 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Barracksfor76Men_FtApacheAZ_June1919 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original ProposedNewConstruction_FtApacheAZ 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Bridge_at_FtApache_AZ 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Blueprint 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Proposed_Water_Sewer_CooleyAZ 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Excerpt 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original Sixty-Sixth Congress_Sess II_Chs 74 75_1920_408-417 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Book Excerpt 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original JB Harte_Conflict at San Carlos_in_Arizona and the West_27-43 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Book Excerpt 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original KH Basso_The Cibecue Apache_1-33 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

A Sketch of the Development of the BIA and of Indian 
Policy_USIS_Dec 1956 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Findings of Fact on Compromise Settlements_San Carlos vs 
US_28 Ind Cl Comm 399_Sept 1972 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 
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Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Opinion of the Commission_San Carlos WMAT Cibecue S Tonto 
Navajo vs US_21 Ind Cl Comm 189_Jun 1969 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Findings of Fact_San Carlos WMAT Cibecue S Tonto Navajo vs 
US_21 Ind Cl Comm 189_Jun 1969 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

From_L Finley Post Quartermaster_to_Quartermaster 
General_Dec 22 1889 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Letter 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

From_CE Nordstrom Office of Quartermaster_to_Quartermaster 
General_Mar 24 1889 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

History of the Indians and Irrigation on Indian Reservations_Dept 
of the Int_USIS_1917 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1864_150_154-158 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1874_290-291 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1874_286-287 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1874_58-59 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1875_215_217-218_220 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1878_6-8 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1881_6-11 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1883_7-10 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1884_7-9 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 
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Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1892_219-223 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1898_115-118_120 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1899_150-153 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
PDF (copy of original); 
printed copy of original 

Annual Report_Commissioner of Indian Affairs to Secretary of the 
Interior 1899_256 

THPO (hard and digital copies) 

Document Report 
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Appendix F.  
 
Artifact Catalogue: Fort Apache and Theodore Roosevelt School National Historic 
Landmark Survey Project 2010–2013, Artifact Log and Classification  

 Artifact 
No. Date Feature Association Description Material Primary Class Secondary Class Diagnostic Element 

1 FA10-
00001 

24-
Apr-
10 

Dirt vehicle track 
junction (FA10-F001) Unspent bullet Metal Weaponry   Complete 

2 FA10-
00002 

24-
Apr-
10 

Dirt vehicle track (FA10-
F001) 

Raised decoration on face; 
cast iron Metal Unknown   Embossed 

3 FA10-
00003 

24-
Apr-
10 

Dirt vehicle track (FA10-
F001) Hammered iron nail Metal nail: cut Architectural   Complete 

4 FA10-
00004 

25-
Apr-
10 

Modern Scout camp 
Trail Rolled tin tinkler Metal Storage Decoration Complete 

5 FA10-
00005 

20-
Apr-
10 

Wikiup ring on mesa 
immediately N of East 
Fork 

Small retouched chert biface Lithic Weaponry   Complete 

6 FA10-
00006 

20-
Apr-
10 

Scout camp on mesa 
immediately N of East 
Fork 

Rolled tin tinkler Metal Storage Decoration Complete 
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7 FA10-
00007 

28-
Apr-
10 

Possible Scout Camp 
west of FA cemetery 

Tin, embossed Baking 
Powder, partial. "Royal 
Baking Powder 1/2 lb, Full 
Weights, Absolutely Pure" 

Metal Storage   Embossed 

8 FA10-
00008 

28-
Apr-
10 

Possible Scout Camp 
west of FA cemetery 

Bottom of white glass jar with 
"NTHOL" [menthol] embossed Glass: white Storage   Embossed 

9 FA10-
00009 

28-
Apr-
10 

Possible Scout Camp 
west of FA cemetery Wire nail Metal nail: wire Architectural   Complete 

10 FA10-
00010 

28-
Apr-
10 

Possible Scout Camp 
west of FA cemetery 

Complete horseshoe with 
bent tips; very small; likely for 
pony 

Metal Husbandry   Complete 

11 FA10-
00011 

1-
May-
10 

  Serrated knife blade with 2 
side hafts Metal Tool        

12 FA10-
00012 

1-
May-
10 

  Metal button with 4 holes, 
imprinted with "U.S. Army" Metal Military Insignia   Complete 

13 FA10-
00013 

1-
May-
10 

  

Possible metal taken from 
cartridge and deliberately 
folded onto triangular shape 
reminiscent of clothing 
decoration 

Metal Weaponry Clothing 
decoration Repurposed 

14 FA10-
00014 

1-
May-
10 

  Partial base of heavy metal 
cartridge, not imprinted Metal Weaponry   Base 
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15 FA10-
00015 

1-
May-
10 

  Small metal number 2—off 
uniform? Metal Military Insignia   Complete 

16 FA10-
00016 

1-
May-
10 

  spent cartridge; imprinted with 
"11, F, 37" on the base Metal Weaponry   Complete 

17 FA10-
00017 

1-
May-
10 

  cut hammered nail, missing 
point Metal nail: cut Architectural   Other: almost complete 

18 FA10-
00018 

1-
May-
10 

  Small cut metal nail Metal nail: cut Architectural   Complete 

19 FA10-
00019 

1-
May-
10 

  Twisted metal with loops both 
ends Metal Farming And 

Agriculture Tool  Complete 

20 FA10-
00020 

1-
May-
10 

  Cast-iron pipe-like piece with 
outside threading Metal Unknown     

21 FA10-
00021 

1-
May-
10 

  Small, white, plastic 4-holed 
button Plastic Clothing   Complete 

22 FA10-
00022 

2-
May-
10 

Just South of Water 
tower 

A metal cylinder with two 
lipped holes, and an open 
bottom, resembles a valve. 
One hole has rivets for 
attaching another possible 
fitment. 

Metal Unknown   Complete 
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23 FA10-
00023 

2-
May-
10 

Just South of Water 
tower 

Barbed metal wire, an 
example from area Metal Farming And 

Agriculture   Other: Barbs 

24 FA10-
00024 

2-
May-
10 

NE of water tower Irregular-shaped glass base 
with thick ridge Glass: brown Unknown   Base 

25 FA10-
00025 

2-
May-
10 

NE of water tower 

Small piece of purple glass, 
with the partial word "BREA..." 
also includes the letters "...E  
T..." above. 

Glass: purple Unknown Unknown Embossed 

26 FA10-
00026 

2-
May-
10 

NE of water tower Spade head Metal Tool    Complete 

27 FA10-
00027 

2-
May-
10 

N of Water Tower A table knife Metal Serving   Complete 

28 FA10-
00028 

2-
May-
10 

Cluster north of Water 
Tower Cut nail Metal nail: cut Tool    Complete 

29 FA10-
00029 

2-
May-
10 

Near "cluster north of 
water tower"  Cut nail Metal nail: cut Tool    Complete 

30 FA10-
00030 

2-
May-
10 

Cluster north of Water 
Tower 

Small fragments of bone, 
most are hollow, one is not Bone Unknown     

31 FA10-
00031 

2-
May-
10 

Cluster north of Water 
Tower Narrow metal moulding Metal Unknown   Other: Moulding 

32 FA10-
00032 

2-
May-

Cluster north of Water 
Tower Wide metal moulding Metal Unknown   Other: Moulding 
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10 

33 FA10-
00033 

2-
May-
10 

Cluster north of Water 
Tower Tin lid, punched, "SAE" Metal Storage   Lid 

34 FA10-
00034 

2-
May-
10 

Cluster north of Water 
Tower Round nail Metal nail: wire Tool    Complete 

35 FA10-
00035 

2-
May-
10 

Cluster north of Water 
Tower Cut nail, small Metal nail: cut Tool    Complete 

36 FA10-
00036 

2-
May-
10 

  
Green piece of glass, 
decorated with raised cut 
shape 

Glass: green Unknown   Embossed 

37 FA10-
00037 

2-
May-
10 

  A spent cartridge, no marks Metal Weaponry   Complete 

38 FA10-
00038 

2-
May-
10 

  

A long, thick band of metal 
with three rivets along its 
length, ending in a threaded 
tip with a washer and square 
bolt 

Metal Unknown   Other: Bolt/Rivet 

39 FA10-
00039 

2-
May-
10 

South of II-10 (start) Ceramic with a fragmentary 
maker's mark Ceramic Serving   Maker`s mark 

40 FA10-
00040 

3-
May-
10 

Terrace edge North of 
East Fork 

Base of bottle, amethyst 
(purple) glass; embossed with 
"J.W. BEARDSL...", "PAT 
JULY 11th 1893" 

Glass: purple Storage   Embossed 

41 FA10- 3- Wickiup Ring (N rim) Ceramic, with handle mount Ceramic Serving   Rim and handle 
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00041 May-
10 

(2 pieces) 

42 FA10-
00042 

3-
May-
10 

On terrace edge 
between Wickiup ring 
anf Scount camp cluster 

Brown, coiled pottery frags 
(16 pcs) Ceramic Cooking     

43 FA10-
00043 

3-
May-
10 

Wickiup ring near scout 
camp 

Black on white ceramic frag. 
(1) Ceramic Unknown   Painted 

44 FA10-
00044 

3-
May-
10 

On terrace edge 
between Wickiup ring 
and Scout camp 

Chert, partial flake Lithic Tool      

45 FA10-
00045 

3-
May-
10 

N side of scout camp Spent core Lithic Tool      

46 FA10-
00046 

3-
May-
10 

Scout camp (FA10-
S002) 

Example of small tin lids 
found frequently Metal Storage   Complete 

47 FA10-
00047 

3-
May-
10 

Scout camp Activity 
area (FA10-S002) 

Rim and handle mount from 
cooking vessel Metal Cooking   Rim 

48 FA10-
00048 

3-
May-
10 

None 

Tin lid; "Unscrew to Left 
PAT'D Mar.31:68 Mar.4:73" 
"Dec.7:1880" "Made by 
Worton Bros Chicago" 

      Embossed 

49 FA10-
00049 

3-
May-
10 

None 

Tin lid; embossed "Army and 
Navy", "Made By B.E. Brown", 
"Trade and Co. Mark", 
"Boston", "Blacking" 

metal Storage   Embossed 
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50 FA10-
00050 

3-
May-
10 

Modern trail junction Metal, child's roller skate; size 
adjustable metal Toy   Complete 

51 FA10-
00051 

3-
May-
10 

Modern Scout Camp 
trail and terrace edge 
(FA10-S002) 

Can with spout Metal Storage   Rim 

52 FA10-
00052 

3-
May-
10 

30 m of terrace edge A butterknife Metal Serving   Complete 

53 FA10-
00053 

3-
May-
10 

Immediately South (12m 
of Scout Camp trail 

Square tin, repurposed with 
many perforations to make a 
possible colander 

Metal Storage Cooking Repurposed 

54 FA10-
00054 

3-
May-
10 

None Tin can Can: food Storage     

55 FA10-
00055 

3-
May-
10 

40 m NW of Scout camp 
(FA110-S001) 

Partial Jar lid with 
"...EWYORK", embossed, 
menthol jar 

Ceramic Storage   Embossed 

56 FA10-
00056 

4-
May-
10 

30 m W of Scout Camp 
(FA10-S002) A small tinkler Metal Storage Clothing 

decoration Complete 

57 FA10-
00057 

3-
May-
10 

NW of Scout Camp 
(FA110-S001) One flake, worked edge Lithic Other: Debitage   Other: flake 

58 FA10-
00058 

3-
May-
10 

  Small flake, glass or obsidian Glass: brown Unknown   Complete 

59 FA10-
00059 

3-
May-
10 

30 M NW of Scout camp 
(FA10-S001) Horseshoe Metal Husbandry   Complete 
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60 FA10-
00060 

3-
May-
10 

ca. 40m NW of Scout 
Camp (FA10-S001) 

Thin pot sherds with scratch 
marks Ceramic Serving   Inscribed 

61 FA10-
00061 

3-
May-
10 

30 M NW of scout camp 
(FA10-S001) 

Small flake, formed into a 
point Lithic Tool  Other: Trade 

Good (?) Complete 

62 FA10-
00062 

3-
May-
10 

SE of Scout Camp 5 cut nails, found together Metal nail: cut Tool    Complete 

63 FA10-
00063 

3-
May-
10 

ca. 40m NW of Scout 
Camp (FA10-S001) 

Partial shaft (no point, no 
base) of finely worked point, 
resembles lanceolate style 

Lithic Tool    Worked edge 

64 FA10-
00064 

3-
May-
10 

40 m NW of Scout 
Camp (FA10-S001) Very rough biface Lithic Tool    Complete 

65 FA10-
00065 

3-
May-
10 

ca. 40m NW of Scout 
Camp (FA10-S001) 

Thick multi-faceted flake, 
spent core Lithic Tool    Complete 

66 FA10-
00066 

5-
May-
10 

NW of Scout Camp 
(FA10-S001) 

Corner-notched projectile 
point Lithic Hunting/Gathering   Complete 

67 FA10-
00067 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

White, 4-holed button Plastic Clothing   Complete 

68 FA10-
00068 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

Blue- and green-striped frag. 
Ceramic Ceramic Serving   Painted 

69 FA10-
00069 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

Corner-notched projectile 
point, dark red Lithic Tool    Complete 
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70 FA10-
00070 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

Corner-notched projectile 
point, broken tip, grey Lithic Tool    Complete 

71 FA10-
00071 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

Broken biface, of 'lanceolate' 
type Lithic Tool    Worked edge 

72 FA10-
00072 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

Broken projectile point, base Lithic Tool    Worked edge 

73 FA10-
00073 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

Projectile point, triangular 
shape Lithic Tool    Complete 

74 FA10-
00074 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

Example of flake with possible 
retouch Lithic Tool    Worked edge 

75 FA10-
00075 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

Worked node, possible 
reduction core Lithic Tool    Complete 

76 FA10-
00076 

4-
May-
10 

Camp' 40 m NW of 
scout camp (FA10-
S001) 

Biface, no tip Lithic Tool    Worked edge 

77 FA10-
00077 

4-
May-
10 

Scout camp Act. Area 
(FA10-S002) 

Jar lid, embossed 
"...ONSOLIDAT..." Ceramic Storage   Embossed 

78 FA10-
00078 

4-
May-
10 

Scout camp Act. Area 
(FA10-S002) 

Winged metal piece, with a 
"T" punched out of middle Metal Unknown   Complete 

79 FA10-
00079 

4-
May-
10 

Scout Camp Act. Area 
(FA10-S002) 

A "Winchester No 10" 
Shotgun shell Metal Weaponry   Complete 



 

321 

80 FA10-
00080 

3-
May-
10 

East of Scout Camp Metal can, best example of 
others in area Can: other Storage   Other: representative 

81 FA10-
00081 

4-
May-
10 

Scout Camp Act. Area 
(FA10-S002) A white 4-holed button Plastic Clothing   Complete 

82 FA10-
00082 

4-
May-
10 

Scout Camp Act. Area 
(FA10-S002) 

Decorated white ceramic, 
brown paint Ceramic Serving   Painted 

83 FA10-
00083 

4-
May-
10 

Scout Camp Act. Area 
(FA10-S002) 

Serrated knife blade with 
double haft on edge Metal Tool    Complete 

84 FA10-
00084 

4-
May-
10 

Scout Camp Act. Area 
(FA10-S002) 

White ceramic with brown 
painted decoration Ceramic Serving   Painted 

85 FA10-
00085 

4-
May-
10 

Scout Camp Act. Area 
(FA10-S002) 

Clothing rivet suround. "E.B. 
No 12 Noon" Metal Clothing   Embossed 

86 FA10-
00086 

4-
May-
10 

East of Scout Camp Possible tinkler Metal Serving Clothing 
decoration Complete 

87 FA10-
00087 

4-
May-
10 

East of Scout Camp Oblong, cast-iron, stove 
piece? Metal Cooking   Other: pattern 

88 FA10-
00088 

5-
May-
10 

none Amethyst glass base and 
handle mount Glass: purple Unknown   Base 

89 FA10-
00089 

7-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Metal washbasin Metal Other:Domestic 

Work   Complete 
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90 FA10-
00090 

7-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

 White ceramic fragment with 
brown painted design Ceramic Unknown   Painted 

91 FA10-
00091 

7-
May-
10 

West of water tower Metal button with emblem Metal Clothing   Embossed 

92 FA10-
00092 

11-
May-
10 

East of Scout Camp 
(FA10-S003) Metal 4-holed button Metal Clothing   Complete 

93 FA10-
00093 

12-
May-
10 

none Glass marble Glass: blue Toy   Complete 

94 FA10-
00094 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Glass 4-holed button Glass: white Clothing   Complete 

95 FA10-
00095 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Stamped pottery Ceramic Unknown   Inscribed 

96 FA10-
00096 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Four metal nails Metal nail: cut Architectural   Complete 

97 FA10-
00097 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Bifacially flaked point/tool Lithic Hunting/Gathering   Complete 

98 FA10-
00098 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Cut bone section Bone Husbandry   Other: Cut mark 

99 FA10-
00099 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Centrefire pistol cartridge (38 
cal.) Metal Weaponry   Complete 
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100 FA10-
00100 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Metal nail/wire, worked into 
fishing hook? Metal Tool  Hunting/gathering Complete 

101 FA10-
00101 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Amethyst glass with 
"CARTER" embossed on 
bottom 

Glass: purple Unknown   Embossed 

102 FA10-
00102 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Amethyst glass. " FEB 
PATENTED 688.." Glass: purple Unknown     

103 FA10-
00103 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Button with eagle emblem Metal Clothing   Complete 

104 FA10-
00104 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Spent cartridge Metal Weaponry     

105 FA10-
00105 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

A small obsidian frag.- 
Apache tear? Lithic Clothing 

Decoration   Other: Material(?) 

106 FA10-
00106 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Porcelain Figurine (hand Ceramic Toy     

107 FA10-
00107 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

6 pieces of Amethyst glass 
with "…RACTS" and "Ext.." 
on two separate pieces 

Glass: purple Unknown     

108 FA10-
00108 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Looped metal Metal Unknown     

109 FA10-
00109 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Metal insignia Metal Clothing 

Decoration   Embossed 
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110 FA10-
00110 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Metal horseshoe nail Metal nail: cut Husbandry   Complete 

111 FA10-
00111 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Metal moulding fragment Metal Unknown   Embossed 

112 FA10-
00112 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Hinge with "W.T. & Co. 5" Metal Architectural     

113 FA10-
00113 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Bone button Bone Clothing   Complete 

114 FA10-
00114 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 4-hole button with rim Metal Clothing     

115 FA10-
00115 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

1 piece amethyst glass, with 
"NATI…" embossed. Glass: purple Unknown     

116 FA10-
00116 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Detailed star design on thick 
purple glass Glass: purple Unknown     

117 FA10-
00117 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Button (?) Metal Clothing 

Decoration     

118 FA10-
00118 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Metal rivet Metal Clothing     

119 FA10-
00119 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Rivet Metal Clothing     
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120 FA10-
00120 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

White porcelain with blue 
flower detail Ceramic Serving     

121 FA10-
00121 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Frag with glazed brown 
interior." …RIAN" inscribed on 
outside 

Ceramic Unknown   Inscribed 

122 FA10-
00122 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Perforated metal strip Metal Unknown     

123 FA10-
00123 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Slag Glass: brown Unknown     

124 FA10-
00124 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Fragment Of amethyst glass, 
with corner of base Glass: green Unknown   Base 

125 FA10-
00125 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Cart/wagon piece possibly for 
suspension Metal Other: 

Transportation     

126 FA10-
00126 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Shoe heel and 4 nails Other: metal 

and rubber Clothing     

127 FA10-
00127 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Flat strip of metal with 
diamond-shaped perforations Metal Unknown     

128 FA10-
00128 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Metal door hinge, with 
keyhole. "R&E.MFC.CO" 
"PAT.July 15 1862" 

Metal Architectural   Embossed 

129 FA10-
00129 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Hinge(?) Metal Architectural     
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130 FA10-
00130 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

China with brown leaf and 
flower design Ceramic Serving     

131 FA10-
00131 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Brick found in pile of approx. 
1 dozen bricks, inscription 
only on this one " + US" (?) 

Other: brick Architectural     

132 FA10-
00132 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Fragment of metal gear Metal Unknown   Other: mechanical 

133 FA10-
00133 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Cartridge with deep central 
pin Metal Weaponry   Complete 

134 FA10-
00134 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) Pipe like(?) Ceramic Unknown   Rim 

135 FA10-
00135 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Large bracket with one 
twisted arm Metal Unknown   Complete 

136 FA10-
00136 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Unknown basket with metal 
"The Rochester" "Pat. June 7 
87" 

Metal Unknown   Complete 

137 FA10-
00137 

14-
May-
10 

between house 102 and 
103 

Metal hairclip wit turquoise 
detailing Metal Clothing 

Decoration   Complete 

138 FA10-
00138 

12-
May-
10 

Camp west of water 
tower (FA10-S003) 

Amethyst glass base and 
neck with embossing Glass: purple Unknown   Other: embossed 

139 FA10-
00139 

12-
May-
10 

House 104 Bulk bone Bone Other: 
Subsistence     
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140 FA10-
00140 

12-
May-
10 

House 104 Bulk metal Metal Other:     

141 FA10-
00141 

12-
May-
10 

House 104 Bulk paper Other: paper Unknown     

142 FA10-
00142 

12-
May-
10 

House 104 Bulk other Other: various Other: Various     

143 FA10-
00143 

12-
May-
10 

House 104 Bulk fabric Textile Unknown     

144 FA10-
00144 

12-
May-
10 

House 104 Bulk pottery Ceramic Unknown     

145 FA11-
00001 

16-
May-
11 

Assemblage of 
corrugated ware Ceramic Unknown Unknown Other: corrugated 5 pieces of corrugated wear 

146 FA11-
00002 

16-
May-
11 

Green glass marble Glass: green Toy Toy Complete   

147 FA11-
00003 

16-
May-
11 

Purple glass bottle Glass: purple Storage Unknown Embossed "….ACTURERS" embossed on 
the side 

148 FA11-
00004 

16-
May-
11 

Partial base of a dish Glass: green Unknown Unknown Base Possible dish 

149 FA11-
00005 

16-
May-
11 

Blue on white glazed 
china Ceramic Unknown Unknown Painted White ceramic painted with blue 

chinese design 
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150 FA11-
00006 

17-
May-
11 

Broken side notched 
point Lithic Tool  Unknown Other: corner 

notched Small projectile point 

151 FA11-
00007 

17-
May-
11 

Thick seafoam glass Glass: blue Unknown Unknown Seam 3 pieces 

152 FA11-
00008 

17-
May-
11 

Unfired long gun ammo Metal Weaponry Hunting/Gathering Maker`s mark Cartridge cracked. Makers mark 
"FA 6 90" 

153 FA11-
00009 

17-
May-
11 

Unfired long gun ammo Metal Weaponry Hunting/Gathering Maker`s mark Cartridge cracked. Makers mark 
"FA 6 90" 

154 FA11-
00009 

17-
May-
11 

Retouched partial lithic 
scraper Lithic Tool    Worked edge Found in association with unfired 

cartridge. 

155 FA11-
00010 

17-
May-
11 

Cartridge casing Metal Weaponry Hunting/Gathering Maker’s mark Makers mark "5 R F" 

156 FA11-
00011 

17-
May-
11 

White glass menthol jar 
base Glass: white Storage Unknown Maker’s mark 

Found in association with melted 
green glass and white ceramic 
fragment. 

157 FA11-
00011 

17-
May-
11 

Melted green glass Glass: green Unknown Unknown   
Found in association with menthol 
jar base and white ceramic 
fragment. 

158 FA11-
00011 

17-
May-
11 

White ceramic fragment Ceramic Unknown Unknown   Found in association with melted 
green glass and menthol jar base. 

159 FA11-
00012 

17-
May-
11 

Base of a centre 
soldered tin can Metal Storage Unknown Base Fond in association with partial 

base of a plate. 
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160 FA11-
00012 

17-
May-
11 

Partial base of a plate Ceramic Serving Unknown Maker’s mark Found in association with base of 
a centre-soldered tin can. 

161 FA11-
00013 

17-
May-
11 

Hoe blade, repaired Metal Tool  Farming And 
Agriculture Complete Visible repair on one side 

162 FA11-
00014 

20-
May-
11 

Ornamental disk (?) 
(FA10-S003) Metal Ornament Military Ensignia Complete Possible ornamental disk for a 

helmet 

163 FA11-
00015 

20-
May-
11 

Incised worked shell 
fragment (FA10-S003) Other: shell Unknown Unknown Other: incised   

164 FA11-
00016 

20-
May-
11 

Stove foot (FA10-S003) Metal Cooking Decoration Complete 3 pieces 

165 FA11-
00017 

20-
May-
11 

Worked lithic, possible 
gun flint (FA10-S003) Lithic Unknown Unknown Worked edge Chert 

166 FA11-
00018 

20-
May-
11 

Aluminum saucepan 
(FA10-S003) Metal Cooking Serving Complete   

167 FA11-
00019 

20-
May-
11 

Shot casing (FA10-
S003) Metal Weaponry Unknown Maker’s mark Makers mark "1901 No 12 

LEADER" 

168 FA11-
00020 

20-
May-
11 

Rim from US Medical 
Department ceramic 
(FA10-S003) 

Ceramic Serving Storage Maker’s mark "US ARMY MEDICAL 
DEPARTMENT" 

169 FA11-
00021 

20-
May-
11 

Rim of white ceramic jar 
(FA10-S003) Ceramic Storage Unknown Embossed "…Merit Vi…" painted on the side 
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170 FA11-
00022 

20-
May-
11 

Bone button with 2 
holes (FA10-S003) Bone Clothing Clothing 

Decoration Complete   

171 FA11-
00023 

20-
May-
11 

Metal lid (?) with 
embossing (FA10-S003) Metal Unknown Unknown Embossed   

172 FA11-
00024 

20-
May-
11 

Metal pony shoe with 
nails (FA10-S003) Metal Other: 

horsemanship Unknown Complete Nails still embedded 

173 FA11-
00024 

20-
May-
11 

Lady glass neck and 
base (FA10-S003) Glass: purple Unknown Unknown Maker’s mark Makers mark on base "….ULY 

30.89 MANN'S PAT" 

174 FA11-
00024 

20-
May-
11 

Metal screw (FA10-
S003) Metal Tool  Unknown Complete   

175 FA11-
00024 

20-
May-
11 

Metal ring (FA10-S003) Metal Unknown Unknown Complete   

176 FA11-
00024 

20-
May-
11 

Hand hammered 
rectangular nail (FA10-
S003) 

Metal Tool  Unknown Complete   

177 FA11-
00024 

20-
May-
11 

Metal pin (FA10-S003) Metal Tool  Unknown Complete   

178 FA11-
00025 

20-
May-
11 

Metal stove (?) piece 
(FA10-S003) Metal Unknown Unknown Embossed Says "…T LOUIS" 

179 FA11-
00025 

20-
May-
11 

Blue glass dish (FA10-
S003) Metal Serving Ornament Other: incised 4 pieces 
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180 FA11-
00026 

20-
May-
11 

Glass fuse/transformer 
(FA10-S003) Glass: blue Tool  Unknown Complete   

181 FA11-
00027 

20-
May-
11 

Retouched corner 
notched (?) glass 
(FA10-S003) 

Glass: brown Weaponry Unknown Worked edge   

182 FA11-
00028 

27-
May-
11 

3 pcs of the same QMD 
white bowl Ceramic Serving Unknown Rim "QMD" on side, below rim 

183 FA11-
00029 

27-
May-
11 

Complete mini bottle; 
medicine; within large 
ceramic and glass 
scatter (ca. 1m x 6m) 

Glass: clear Storage Unknown Complete   

184 FA11-
00030 

27-
May-
11 

Brass eagle button 
(FA10-S003) Metal Military 

Ensignia Unknown Complete  
T noted that this style was 
produced until 1902; in glass 
dump attached to irrigation trench 

185 FA11-
00031 

27-
May-
11 

Neck and rim off bottle 
used to refill ink wells; 
used by school and 
military period (T) 

Ceramic Storage Unknown Rim   
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186 FA11-
00032 

27-
May-
11 

Cartridge casing ("R F 5 
83"); small 3cm 
cartridge; 2 centre fired 
cartridge (no writing); 
brass slide 

Metal Weaponry Unknown Complete, context 

All kept together as they were 
found in an articulated pile "looter 
pile" ; T commented that he could 
have left them like this, in a pile, 
as this was a common indicator 
collectors had been here 

187 FA11-
00033 

27-
May-
11 

Partial clay pipe stem Other: clay Other: 
recreation Unknown Embossed   

188 FA11-
00034 

19-
May-
11 

"US Indian Service" 
black button; worn by 
male students at TR 
School 

Metal Clothing 
decoration Unknown Complete from T's collection 

189 FA11-
00035 

26-
May-
11 

Crossed sabres 
insignia; tin; cavalry Metal Military 

Ensignia Unknown Complete from T's collection 

190 FA11-
00036 

30-
May-
11 

Part of slate chalkboard, 
1 drilled mounting hole; 
found with approx.. 10 
other pieces 

Other: slate Tool  Unknown Other: mounting 
hole   

191 FA11-
00037 

30-
May-
11 

Lee & Perrins glass 
stopper Glass: clear Storage Unknown Complete "LEA & PERRINS" 

192 FA11-
00038 

30-
May-
11 

Partial electrical 
insulator Glass: green Other: 

electrical Unknown     
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193 FA11-
00039 

30-
May-
11 

Cast iron door plate and 
hinge, rusted, found 
immediately beside 
each other 

Metal Architectural Unknown Complete   

194 FA11-
00040 

30-
May-
11 

Brown ceramic ink well 
filling jug rim with spout 
and neck 

Ceramic Storage Unknown Rim   

195 FA11-
00041 

30-
May-
11 

Partial plate edge with 
blue transfer print; 
United States Medical 
Services Department 

Ceramic Serving Unknown Other: transfer 
printed "…ES ARMY…MENT" 

196 FA11-
00042 

30-
May-
11 

Burnt metal decorative 
(bracket? Andiron?) with 
hook and screw, 
scalloped end 

Metal Unknown Unknown Complete   
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Appendix G.  
 
Fort Grant Artifact Field Catalogue 

 Artifact 
No. Date Northing Easting 

Feature 
Association Description Material Primary Class 

Secondary 
Class 

Diagnostic 
Element 

1 
FG11-
0001 

10-May-
11 0599058 3609463 

Drainage 
running SE 

Brass button 
with military 
insignia Metal 

Clothing 
decoration 

Military 
Insignia Complete 

2 
FG11-
0002 

11-May-
11 0598006 3609496 Dump 

Brass button 
with military 
insignia Metal 

Clothing 
decoration 

Military 
Insignia Complete 

3 
FG11-
0003 

11-May-
11 0598021 3609492 

Dump of 19th 
century material 

Brass button 
with military 
insignia Metal 

Clothing 
decoration 

Military 
Insignia Complete 

4 FG11-
0004 

11-May-
11 0598021 3609492 

Dump of 19th 
century material Glass button 

Glass: 
white Clothing 

Clothing 
decoration Complete 

5 FG11-
0005 

11-May-
11 0598021 3609492 

Dump of 19th 
century material 

Small shell 
button Other: shell Clothing 

Clothing 
decoration Complete 

6 FG11-
0006 

11-May-
11 0598021 3609492 

Dump of 19th 
century material 

Large shell 
button Other: shell Clothing 

Clothing 
decoration Complete 

7 FG11-
0007 

11-May-
11 0598021 3609492 

Dump of 19th 
century material Ceramic sherd Ceramic Unknown Unknown Maker`s mark 

8 FG11-
0008 

11-May-
11 0598021 3609492 

Dump of 19th 
century material Ceramic sherd Ceramic Unknown Unknown Painted 
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Appendix H.  
 
Fort Apache Artifact Photos 
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