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Indigenous Archaeology Through Consent,
Consensus, and Collaboration

DANNY SOSA AGUILAR

Abstract: This article examines the important role Indigenous archaeology
plays in developing collaborative partnerships that practice the principles
of consent, consensus, and collaboration in archaeological projects such
as the Abiquiti Mesa Project (AMP) in Abiquit, New Mexico. In the So-
ciety for American Archaeology’s Principles of Archaeological Ethics, the
phrase “informed consent” is not defined, and the word “consensus” is
not found. As more projects like AMP collaborate with Native American
communities, defining the concepts of consent, consensus, and collabo-
ration is crucial when conducting collaborative projects that incorporate
Native American voices and perspectives. In AMP, consent is achieved
through communication, voluntary participation, and capacity. Consen-
sus in AMP considers the local context and the distinct levels of agreement
by all community partners. Last, collaboration serves to build capacity,
develop reciprocity, and incorporate Native American community knowl-
edge. Rethinking archaeology with these principles acknowledges histor-
ical narratives and knowledge-producing methods that include the voices
of the people whose history we study while stepping toward decolonizing
the practice of archaeology.

Keywords: collaborative archaeology, Southwest, decolonization, community-
accountable archaeology, Indigenous archaeology, consent, consensus

SITUATING INDIGENOUS ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE ABIQUIU
MESA PROJECT (AMP)

The epistemological turn of the 1980s in archaeology served to draw
interpretations that dealt with themes on gender, agency, identity, and
decolonizing perspectives.! The various epistemological approaches led
archaeologists to reflect on their interpretations of the past and its effect
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on descendant Native American communities. Indigenous archaeology
(TA) is deeply connected with the long history of outcry by Indigenous
people fighting to have a voice in interpreting the past. The history of
Native American Civil Rights Movements is essential to understanding
the importance of including Native American voices in research and
serves as a framework for developing collaboration within an IA frame-
work.” In addition, we must acknowledge the continued Native Ameri-
can activism that influences archaeological research and laws to ensure
Native American rights. Laws, such as the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) and California’s
equivalent Assembly Bill No. 275 (CaINAGPRA) are examples that force
archaeologists to consult and have meaningful interactions with Native
American communities.

However, the discipline of archaeology has a horrible relationship his-
tory with Native American groups, which affects how we do archaeol-
ogy today.? Pitfalls, problems, and unintended consequences stem from
the long history of archaeological research that appropriated the history
of American Indian ancestors. Elders and traditional spiritual leaders
have criticized archaeologists and historians for believing to be the sole
stewards of the past while raising their voices concerning the Western
perspective of Native American history. For example, American Indians
Against Desecration (AIAD) members protested the “Indian Expert,” the
academic scholars who claimed to be the expert on Native American Cul-
ture. Their protests also claimed that research only benefited researchers
and academics.? In addition, Vine Deloria Jr. critiques anthropology as
not having the right to excavate Native American graves and claims that
the legitimate owners of Native American history are Native Americans.”
We must acknowledge this long history of American Indian resistance and
survivance since European contact.® New archaeology research practices
that stem from postcolonial critique, decolonizing anthropology, and IA
literature begins by crediting the major influences of American Indian
voices.” These voices continue to critique the discipline of anthropology
to challenge the Western narratives of Native American histories.®

IA works as a collaborative framework. Collaboration is a “contin-
uum” or “spectrum” where interaction between Indigenous communities
and archaeologists can be different for each project.” Some more recent
examples of collaborative work demonstrate successful collaboration
while addressing ongoing issues with the IA framework.”” For example,
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La Donna Harris and Jacqueline Wasilewski discuss how the Comanche
worldview encapsulates “the four Rs: Relationship, Responsibility, Reci-
procity, Redistribution These concepts build a capacity for collabora-
tion and a capacity for the inclusion of tribal voices. In other words, the
Comanche worldview informs archaeology’s exploration into their past.
Even more, the relationships that develop during collaborative projects
promote multiple historical perspectives that become relevant to commu-
nities that participate in archaeological research. Plenty of collaborative
projects have demonstrated the wealth of historical knowledge emerging
from partnering with Native American and descendant communities."
Archaeologists will have no choice but to collaborate with tribal entities.
The collaborative relationships can develop into mutual partnerships and,
ultimately, IA informs how we can conduct archaeology research in the
United States that holds researchers accountable to the communities whose
history we study.”

To establish accountability, archaeologists must define consent and
consensus with their collaborative partners. As a result, consent and con-
sensus play a major role in how we approach research design and inter-
pretation. The role is to establish a collaborative approach that promotes
project collaborators as partners. We know that Indigenous or descendant
communities can either make or break an archaeological project. For that
reason, archaeologists must seek the consent of Indigenous or descendant
communities involved with the project. Additionally, different forms of
consensus can benefit toward project success, community participation,
establishing rapport, earning permissions, improving research design,
and sharing knowledge.

An IA framework with a collaborative approach provides an oppor-
tunity to develop scientific and Indigenous modes of knowledge. The
collaborative approach can keep research bias in check due to constant
communication among multiple participants that can create instances
of “braiding knowledge” together." Archaeological projects and institu-
tions must adapt to best suit how to produce and understand knowledge
about the past while acknowledging Indigenous knowledge that frames the
past in a different perspective. This framework has demonstrated positive
results in developing scientific knowledge while practicing archaeology
that recognizes Native American perspectives and traditions.”

This article defines and proposes how to do archaeology with an IA
framework that prioritizes consent, consensus, and collaboration as
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demonstrated by the Abiquiu Mesa Project (AMP). The Merced del Pueblo
de Abiquit is referred to as Pueblo de Abiquiti for the community’s “his-
torical connections with Hopi Genizaro Pueblo Indians of Tewa descent.”'®
Settlements like Abiquit served as buffer settlements to protect Spanish
settlements from raids during the eighteenth century.” These settlements
are unique, as people living in them have a complex history of identity
and belonging. The Pueblo de Abiquiti is a land grant and operates under
a representative governing body known as the Merced Board. The elected
officials host monthly community meetings to manage their lands, grant
permits, and authorize the everyday comings and goings. On the other
hand, the Pueblo de Abiquiu Library and Cultural Center (PALCC) has
been at the crossroads of projects concerning Abiquit’s history while
showcasing local artisans through events that draw local and neighboring
pueblo communities. PALCC acts as a library with educational programs
for the community while also acting as an archival repository for every-
thing historically related to Abiquit. This puts PALCC between researchers
and the community. The Pueblo de Abiquit has a vibrant and complex
history that ties people’s movement across different landscapes, including
the Rio Chama Valley, the Jemez Mountains, and the Rio Grande region.”®

As more archaeologists collaborate with Native American communities,
defining the concepts of consent, consensus, and collaboration is crucial
when conducting collaborative projects that incorporate Native American
voices and perspectives. In AMP, consent is achieved through capacity,
communication, and voluntariness demonstrated through a community
informed project proposal and a co-written memorandum of agreement
(MOA). The project’s collaborative approach is flexible to recognize the
mandates, goals, and deliverables established through the consensually
written MOA.” Consensus in AMP considers the local context and distinct
levels of agreement all partners. The project is inclusive of community
partners and reinforces the project’s commitment to producing knowledge
of the past while being accountable to the community. Last, collaboration
serves to build capacity, develop reciprocity, and incorporate Native Amer-
ican community knowledge during the different aspects of the project.
The past is no longer academia’s intellectual property, but rather, the past
belongs to a stewardship community emerging to safeguard history from
perspectives of power, profit, or Western ideology.
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DEFINING CONSENT

Consent has been a topic of discussion in academic research for many
years as an essential ethical consideration when conducting research
with human participants.” The concept of consent in research can be
traced back to the Nuremberg Code of 1947, developed in response to
the unethical medical experiments by Nazi doctors during World War
II. The Nuremberg Code established ethical principles for research in-
volving human subjects, including requiring participants to provide
voluntary, informed consent. This requirement was later incorporated
into the Declaration of Helsinki in 1964 and revised several times. In the
United States, the federal government established regulations governing
research with human subjects in 1974 with the National Research Act,
which created the National Commission for the Protection of Human
Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research that issued the Belmont
Report in 1979.* The Belmont Report identified three ethical principles
that must be followed in research involving human subjects: respect for
persons, beneficence, and justice.”? One of the key elements of respect
for persons is the requirement for informed consent.”

Definitions matter. Consent is used in various contexts, from medi-
cal to research and experimentation, including legal and ethical frame-
works.?* There are several ethical considerations relevant to the definition
and use of consent. Consent is an essential ethical consideration in aca-
demic research involving human participants that must be rooted in
the principles of respect for persons and informed consent, which have
been established through various international and national guidelines
and regulations.” For instance, the American Anthropological Associa-
tion’s (AAA) “Statement on Ethics” defines “consent” as “part of project
design . . . as an ongoing dialogue and negotiation with research partic-
ipants”* Consent is generally the voluntary agreement to engage in a
particular activity or behavior meaning participants are not coerced or
pressured into participating.

Other academic disciplines and professional organizations use the
phrase informed consent.”” The Society for American Archaeology’s
(SAA) “Principles of Archaeological Ethics,”” uses the phrase “informed
consent” but does not define it. Again, looking at the AAA Statement on
Ethics, “informed consent includes sharing with potential participants
the research goals, methods, funding sources or sponsors, expected out-
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comes, anticipated impacts of the research, and the rights and responsi-
bilities of research participant”® In general, informed consent requires
providing an individual with information about a medical procedure,
treatment, or research study so that they can make an informed decision
about whether to participate. It implies that the individual understands the
risks, benefits, and alternatives to the procedure or study that is typically
obtained through a written consent form with participant signatures, or
it can also be obtained verbally. Researchers must also ensure that partic-
ipants are not unduly influenced by compensation or other incentives. As
such, researchers must take great care to ensure that participants are fully
informed and that their consent is voluntary to uphold ethical standards
in academic research. “Fully informed” necessitates that participants must
understand the purpose of the research, the procedures that will be used,
and any potential risks or benefits associated with participation. They
must also be allowed to ask questions and have those questions answered
satisfactorily before consenting. Furthermore, voluntary consent requires
that researchers ensure that participants are fully informed about their
right to refuse to participate or to withdraw from the study at any time
without penalty.*

Consent in archaeological research and IA requires that participants are
fully informed about the nature of the research and provide their consent
voluntarily. In archaeology, fully informed and voluntarily consenting
research partners becomes critical to interpersonal relationships. There
needs to be more clarity and discussion about what consent means, what
constitutes consent, and how it should be obtained in the archaeology.

CONSENT IN AMP

AMP serves as a case study for achieving consent as part of an IA frame-
work. The project defines consent as requiring individuals to be fully
informed while also allowed to decide if they want to voluntarily par-
ticipate in any or all aspects of the research. AMP achieves consent
through communication, voluntary participation, and capacity as estab-
lished by a community informed project proposal, a co-written mem-
orandum of agreement (MOA), and an incorporation of collaborative
partner knowledge in all aspects of the research project.

Consent through communication is defined as an agreement or a deci-
sion made by an individual to engage in an action while having sufficient
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knowledge and information about the activity to agree. Communication
entails that the person giving consent must express their agreement in
an unambiguous way that is understandable to the person receiving the
information. So, transparency is key for individuals to understand the
risks and benefits of archaeology. It addresses what is expected of them
and the project. For instance, acquiring consent for AMP involves lis-
tening and discussing issues relevant to the Abiquii community. Several
discussions with the Merced Board, PALCC, Abiquit youth, and Abiquia
community members contributed to aspects of the research design, includ-
ing fieldwork, lab sessions, theory and method development, interpre-
tations, acknowledging intangible heritage, mobilizing knowledge, and
research questions.” Communication is critical to community partners
and the inclusion of their ideas matter. As such, incorporating commu-
nity feedback into the project’s proposed mandates, milestones, goals,
and deliverables helped address the concerns and questions discussed
by the community. With the help of Mr. Bernardo “Bernie” Archuleta,
AMP’s proposal was presented to the Merced Board. Consent from the
Merced Board must be freely given without coercion or undue pressure
of academic deadlines or publication schedules. As a result, AMP was
approved under strict restrictions on publicizing research at academic
events and public forums.

This restriction is just one of the many examples of consent through
voluntary participation. Voluntary participation means that the person giv-
ing consent must not be forced, threatened, or manipulated into agreeing
to the activity. A MOA document was drafted to ensure a mutual agree-
ment about AMP’s role in the community. It serves as a compromise to
mutually allow the researcher and the community to agree under a written
form of expressed consent similar to when an individual signs a consent
form before undergoing a medical procedure. The MOA was co-written
by me, Bernie, and then revised by the then Merced Board president, Mr.
David Archuleta. Cowriting the MOA acknowledges Abiquiti community
members as stewards of their history and as partners in researching their
cultural resources. Later drafts instituted clauses that ensured Abiquit
autonomy over the archaeology through a list of community mandates.
A collaborative effort between the Merced Board and PALCC led to the
most crucial mandatory mandate to involve Abiquiu youth participation.
Other mandates mention procedures regarding artifact collection and
return, data collection and dissemination, human burial protocols, spe-
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cifics on Abiquit youth involvement, and appointing a board-assigned
community member to oversee the project’s progress. In addition, MOA
laid out the same mandates, milestones, goals, and deliverables from the
project proposal.”> After several drafts, the MOA was approved by the
Merced Board. The voluntary participation of community partners in
this process allowed the Pueblo de Abiquit to consent in their terms,
specifically the mandates give them control over what happens to them,
their history, and their cultural resources.

In archaeology, limiting when, where, and how research is publicized
decreases the risks to community partners. After all, community control
of research asserts and reinforces their sovereignty while promoting an
ethical foundation to the idea of individual autonomy and respect for
human rights. Effectively, consent establishes a capacity for strong com-
munity autonomy. Capacity enables the person to understand the nature
and consequences of the activity they agree to and can make a rational
decision. AMP considers Abiquiti community members as stewards of
the past and research partners. As such, seeking their consent at various
stages of the research design acknowledges their capacity as principal
contributors to the project.” Recognizing community members as stew-
ards of the past is vital to creating opportunities for them to voice their
perspectives on their history with their consent.

Since AMP incorporates Abiquit knowledge, the decision to consent
or not to consent is made by individuals with the capacity to make an
informed decision. For example, the Merced Board’s mandate to include
Abiquit youth participation offers the community another opportunity
to make that multigenerational interaction through hands-on field and
research experience.** AMP and the PALCC provide the space for Abiquit
youth to learn about Abiquit’s history through various interactions with
teachers, Abiquit elders, and outside researchers. The knowledge produced
by archaeology becomes part of the shared knowledge on the Pueblo de
Abiquit. The shared knowledge is then incorporated into the historical
discussion among elders and youth. Typically, elders have a lot of history to
share, allowing the young generation to interact with their history. Abiquit
youth participation in AMP enables the young generation to contribute
to the discussion, permitting elders and youth to participate together in
mastering their history. As Sonya Atalay suggests, scientific and Indigenous
knowledge become part of the community’s history.” In this case, incor-
porating Abiquit’s elder history and the archaeological record elevate the
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level of scholarship produced. Archaeology’s real-world social, economic,
political, and cultural implications on local and descendant communi-
ties, like the Pueblo de Abiquid, begins with communication, voluntary
participation, and capacity to achieve consent in archaeological research.

DEFINING CONSENSUS

Consensus is a term commonly used in academic research to refer to
an agreement reached by a group of individuals on a particular issue.
The scientific revolution of the seventeenth century, which emphasized
empirical observation and rational analysis, led to the emergence of a
shared understanding among scientists regarding the fundamental prin-
ciples of scientific inquiry. This consensus was based on the belief that
the natural world could be understood through systematic observation
and experimentation. Consensus provided the foundation for the sci-
entific revolution of their time. In the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, consensus became critical in developing knowledge in the so-
cial sciences.* The concept of consensus in sociology has its roots in
the functionalist perspective, which emerged in the early twentieth cen-
tury. Functionalists believed societies were composed of interdependent
parts that worked together to maintain social order. They also believed
that social institutions were necessary for the smooth functioning of so-
ciety. According to functionalists, consensus results from shared values
and norms that guide individual behavior and ensure social stability.”
For example, Auguste Comte, the father of sociology, believed that the
discipline could only progress by achieving consensus on its fundamen-
tal principles guided by the scientific method, which involves empirical
observation, systematic data collection, and logical analysis. Comte be-
lieved that consensus among sociologists was necessary to establish so-
ciology as a distinct scientific discipline.®

However, the functionalist perspective was criticized for focusing on
social stability at the expense of social change. Developing new research
methods and technologies made it easier to achieve consensus among
scholars believing that consensus is essential in ensuring the validity and
reliability of research findings. In the 1960s and 1970s, the conflict perspec-
tive emerged as a response to functionalism. Conflict theorists believed
that society was characterized by inequality and that social change was
necessary to address this inequality. They argued that consensus was an
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illusion created by those in power to maintain dominance. In the 1980s
and 1990s, the consensus perspective regained popularity in sociology
due to the rise of postmodernism, which challenged the idea of objective
truth and emphasized the importance of subjective experience. Consensus
theorists argued that despite differences in individual experiences, shared
values and norms still guided social behavior.”

Consensus signifies a general agreement or a shared understanding
of a particular issue or decision and is essential in decision-making in
many fields, including politics, economics, and science.*’ Despite its
importance, defining consensus in academia is challenging as different
disciplines provide unique contexts, and levels of analysis. For example,
consensus is essential in academic research because it provides a basis
for advancing knowledge and informing policy.* One view considers
consensus as knowledge building from a narrower scholarly agreement
based on the views of a small group of experts, while others believe that a
broader range of scholars should be consulted. Another approach defines
consensus as a process by which it is achieved through rational debate
and empirical evidence. However, another perspective argues that social
and political factors may influence the consensus-building process. In
another approach, scholars consider how consensus functions in academic
research to establish a shared understanding of theoretical frameworks
and research methods for the validity and reliability of research findings.
Nevertheless, reaching consensus indicates a high degree of agreement
and does shape theories and research methods.*

In archaeology, consensus takes on two distinct context levels: aca-
demic and local. On the one hand, academic context involves the ongoing
nuanced debates to reach a consensus on IA as a mechanism for producing
valid historical scientific knowledge.*” The discipline of archaeology must
come to some consensus and recognize the importance of knowledge
produced by IA projects. Several IA projects and case studies incorpo-
rate Indigenous knowledge as valid knowledge.** A scientific consensus
typically requires agreement based on empirical evidence or theoretical
arguments (or both). However, IA produces knowledge that challenges the
normative standard for scientific inquiry. For instance, oral histories and
narratives exists as knowledge that captures intangible historical moments.
Indigenous narratives inform archaeologist’s understanding of the past. By
embracing different ways of knowing, Native American communities’ con-
trol and represent their history on their terms.* Some scholars argue that
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consensus should be based on a high degree of agreement among scientific
scholars and non-scholars, while others believe that even moderate levels
of agreement in IA knowledge producing frameworks can be considered
consensus.*® Multivocality, or multiple perspectives, decentralizes archae-
ology and institutions’ power over human history by detracting from the
traditional historical archaeology narrative.”” Different media, oral stories,
and ceremonies are just a few ways in which a community demonstrates
its power over how to share its history with the world. A consensus on
Indigenous ontologies as a learning mode and producing knowledge is
the first step toward recognizing non-Western knowledge systems. To
fully grasp history, scholars must continue exploring different methods
to drive historical knowledge and produce new perspectives while chal-
lenging the colonial narratives that disenfranchise Indigenous history.*®

On the other hand, local context is the consensus achieved within an
archaeological project, which involves a mutual agreement with the local
community on conducting research, producing knowledge, and informa-
tion dissemination. But how do we define consensus in mutual agreements
with community partners with diverse backgrounds within archaeology?
Local context necessitates knowing the level of agreement you have with
the participants in the research. Some levels of agreement applicable to an
IA framework is unanimous consensus, near unanimous consensus, and
simple majority consensus. Unanimous consensus requires that all partic-
ipants agree on a particular issue or decision, usually reserved for critical
decisions or issues with severe consequences, whereas near-unanimous
consensus requires that most participants agree on a particular issue or
decision. In addition, simple majority consensus usually requires 51 percent
among those participating to agree on a particular issue or decision.” As
archaeology becomes more inclusive, understanding consensus through
the local context of different levels of agreement can yield positive research
results for science while still contributing back to the communities whose
history archaeology studies.*

CONSENSUS IN AMP

AMP achieves consensus by focusing on local context and explores the
different levels of agreement. Consensus as different levels of agreement
entails discussion, negotiation, and, in some cases, compromise to work
together and reach a common goal or outcome. AMP achieves these
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outcomes through different levels of agreements by illustrating exam-
ples of unanimous, near unanimous, and simple majority consensus.
This means that consensus happens occurs throughout different aspects
of the project. In particular, the MOA represents the point of discussion
and negotiation to work together. This allows the opportunity to make
collective decisions where all parties involved have decision-making
power and have a say in the outcomes.

A co-written MOA with the Merced Board supports the Pueblo de
Abiquiu’s sovereignty over its history and information produced by AMP
Mutually based agreements can establish a consensus approach to research,
where the Merced Board and AMP work together to build on existing
knowledge and address concerns about the project. Archaeological projects
pose many risks when presenting research on a community’s history and
culture. So, establishing community-mandated goals in the MOA helps
minimize AMP’s risks. The decision to implement a vetting process for
all public talks about AMP came with the unanimous consensus from
the Merced Board. To give you an idea, before a public talk about AMP,
the Merced Historic Preservation Officer (MHPQ) Bernardo Archuleta
vets the slides and information presented. So long as the presentation
was not recorded or live streamed on social media sites, public talks were
typically approved.

Having the Merced Board approve AMP’s proposal meant the proj-
ect had the consent of the governed. However, in a representative gov-
ernment, community members can disapprove of the decisions made
by their elected officials. It was important for AMP to reach out to as
many Abiquitl community members to ensure AMP’s approval among the
community. Participating in local events hosted by PALCC presented an
opportunity to inform community members about the project. Abiquit
community members voiced an invested interest in the project. Based
on the discussions, Abiquit community members gave near-unanimous
praise for the project, especially the part where AMP incorporates Abiquit
youth as paid interns in learning about Abiquiu history. One of the most
positive responses to the project was the inclusion of Abiquit youth as
paid interns.”? After all, Abiquiti community members had voiced their
interest in having their children participate in AMP. So, this mandate was
written into the proposal before submitting the proposal to the Merced
Board to show AMP’s commitment to the community. Prioritizing this
community’s request ensures the project includes community feedback.
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The project’s impact on the community is essential in measuring a proj-
ect’s overall success. To clarify, interns speak about their experiences with
other youth and do research at the field lab. Interns introduce questions.
These questions are investigated using research and family oral histories.
Intern learning becomes a capacity for building historical knowledge by
incorporating scientific knowledge along with oral histories from family
members. Knowledge, for instance, about stone tools or pottery is shared
with everyone in the community. Parents see their children interested in
Abiquit’s history, creating a dialogue. Community members and Abiquit
interns share their stories of the past and experience. As a result, Abiquit’s
history is co-created over time by people’s knowledge of artifacts, and
landscapes.

It is important to note that a percentage of the community disagreed,
not about the project, but about the potential for cultural resources to be
exposed for looting and the dissemination of information. The Abiquit
Mesa is within the Abiquiti Land Grant boundaries. As such, the mesa
is private property, barring non-members from entering certain areas
of the land grant. Issues with trespassing and difficulties managing cul-
tural resources are not unique to Abiquiu. Trespassers into the Abiquit
Land Grant have been spotted atop the Abiquitt Mesa without permission.
There is a fear that the trespassers are looters looking for artifacts at the
ancestral place, a valid concern given that the focus of AMP will bring
more attention to Abiquit Mesa’s cultural resources. Other archaeological
projects have addressed some of the consequences of research, such as
looting, unwanted tourism, and contested property rights.” Addressing
the community’s concern about looting required discussions with the
Merced Board, MHPO, and PALCC. Another example of concern among
the Abiquitt community members involved the dissemination of data
and information developed by AMP. Although the Merced Board unan-
imously agreed to the vetting process for disseminating the information,
the community felt that the information needed to be presented to them
and others even suggested to keep the information within the commu-
nity.** In this case, a simple majority or a supermajority may be sufficient
to reach a consensus during a project. Again, a simple majority consensus
usually requires 50 percent plus one vote, making most participants agree
on a particular issue or decision. This type of consensus is commonly
used in parliamentary systems, where a majority vote makes decisions.”
AMP achieved a simple majority consensus by offering solutions to the
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community’s looting and data dissemination concerns. Potential solutions
for trespassing were agreed upon, including putting up signs, a new fence,
and addressing trespassing issues when discussing the any research about
the Abiquiti Mesa.* As for data and information dissemination, AMP pre-
sented at PALCC at the end of each field season to give the community an
opportunity to learn about how the information would be disseminated.

AMP as an IA framework involves a mutual agreement with the Pueblo
de Abiquit on conducting research that incorporates the concerns of
the community. The project’s examples of unanimous, near unanimous,
and simple majority consensus illustrate the different levels of agreement
within the local context of understanding consensus in archaeological proj-
ects. The role of IA in AMP is to advocate for the Pueblo de Abiquit history
using consensus as a decolonizing method for creating accountability. A
consensus between researchers and community members emerges as an
innovative way to involve more people to learn about the past. Accepting
events from Native American oral histories often leads to contradictions
with archaeological interpretations.” Contradictions demonstrate the way
scholars and the community understand historical knowledge differently.
AMP is an opportunity to recognize the Pueblo de Abiquitl’'s perspectives
and knowledge about the past. Reaching a consensus signifies a general
agreement or a shared understanding of their history. Ultimately, the proj-
ect produces knowledge the community uses to identify areas of cultural
significance while providing an example of building a partnership that
holds archaeologists accountable to Indigenous and descendant commu-
nities like the Pueblo de Abiquit.

COLLABORATION IN AMP

The last aspect of AMPs IA framework is collaboration rooted in cov-
enantal, civic engagement, and service-learning practices. Current
collaborative literature encompasses a broad methodological array of
ideas that no single method captures the best way to approach a col-
laborative project.”® Collaborative studies open new possibilities for ar-
chaeology that hold scholars accountable for their research by allowing
various stakeholders to participate in archaeology.”® A partnership with
the Pueblo de Abiquit forms a co-created research project that embod-
ies the Abiquiti community members concern into different aspects of
the research design. AMP carries out a collaboration rooted in the in-
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clusivity of Abiquiti community members. The principal collaborative
methodology for AMP strives to follow Sonya Atalay’s community-
based participatory research method. Atalay’s approach of “partner-
ship,” “working together,” and “reciprocity” touches on the importance
of productive and ethical research results.®® Such an approach provides
the community sovereignty over its history through leadership-vetted
procedures and agreements established with a MOA. The conscious ef-
fort to prioritize community mandates in decision-making processes in
partnered research builds community agency, community control, and
a level of community autonomy within the project. Two people have sig-
nificantly contributed to AMP: Bernardo (Bernie) Archuleta and Isabel
Trujillo. Their contribution expanded the project to include research
questions that reflected the community’s interest. Recognizing Abiquit
community members as partners encapsulates one of the main princi-
ples of community-based participatory research.®

The early stages of AMP closely resemble covenantal collaborative
archaeology. Covenantal archaeology focuses on developing agreements,
project goals, and methods between archaeologists and Native American
tribes.® This approach emphasizes community interests, and the decision-
making process involves multiple stakeholders like archaeologists, Indige-
nous communities, and descendant communities. At the covenantal stage,
AMP successfully incorporated Abiquiti community member’s interests
in addressing research questions, determining the project location, and
listening to feedback. The collaborative project spanned roughly four years,
starting in the summer of 2016. Most of the archaeological investigations
occurred during the summer months of June and July. But developing a
trusting partnership requires time and effort, so for the rest of the year,
there were planned visits to the Pueblo de Abiquiti. For AMP, establishing
trust with the community is essential making these visits as important
as the project months. Visits serve as opportunities to discuss feedback
on project goals, share the research progress, and discuss which events
to present the research. Data and analysis from the project are shared
with community partners and presented at general community meetings,
which are held twice a year. Sharing the original digital data at these meet-
ings mobilizes knowledge within the community and once again offers
a broader set of people the opportunity for feedback about the project.
Community member feedback throughout the project was welcomed and
encouraged. Integrating community members’ priorities in helping design
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AMP’s research questions is vital and seeking the Pueblo de Abiquid’s
approval builds upon their consent to establish community autonomy
within the project. In addition, establishing the Merced Board and other
members as partners was one way to ensure a collaborative atmosphere
that encouraged participation at multiple levels of the project. For exam-
ple, the Pueblo de Abiquit is a land grant and does not contain a position
related to historic preservation or positions like a Tribal Historic Preser-
vation Officer (THPO). Instead, the Merced Board appointed Bernie with
the responsibilities of a THPO, or in this case, Bernie’s position could be
dubbed as a Merced Historic Preservation Officer (MHPO).

One goal within AMP was to ensure Abiquitl community members par-
ticipation in academic events. This action transformed the collaboration
into civic engagement. Civic engagement archaeology, as McGuire states,
is “doing archaeology in the service of politicized interests . . . archaeology
must be more than a bourgeois practice for true knowledge to have a trans-
formative impact on the world”® Archaeology is a knowledge-producing
discipline, but it can also empower people. As such, archaeology partici-
pates in public life to promote change in both the political and nonpolitical
process for archaeology to become part of civic life.** Civic Engagement
Archaeology in AMP aims to benefit or impact the Pueblo de Abiquiu at
a meaningful level. With the permission of both community partners and
the Merced Board, Abiquit historical knowledge developed by AMP can
be shared outside the community. The intention is to promote a positive
impact that informs the public of archaeological research while actively
engaging with community members through education, preservation, and
history. One example of civic engagement in AMP is when Bernie and I
presented a paper for the Society for American Archaeology in 2018. Since
2016, a friendship with Bernie and our discussions of lithics and obsidian
sources have contributed significantly toward understanding the Pueblo
de Abiquit’s relationship with the Jemez Mountains. Bernie was asked if
he would be interested in co-authoring a conference paper regarding the
Pueblo de Abiquiu landscape and obsidian source data. Bernie agreed.
We presented the paper “Understanding Landscape and Material Sources
through Community Partnership in Abiquiti, New Mexico,”® showcas-
ing Abiquit’s oral narratives while incorporating archaeological science.
Educating the public about the Pueblo de Abiquit’s past promotes a more
profound history of the northern Rio Grande. The point of the conference
paper was to shift the focus from the archaeological interpretation to one
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that centers around the Pueblo de Abiquit disenfranchised history often
overshadowed by the popular narrative of the land grant’s history being
Georgia O’Keefe’s hometown.

Last, the most crucial collaborative aspect was service learning. Service-
Learning Archaeology focuses on education by including community par-
ticipation at all levels as learning opportunities to engage with real-world
settings while empowering students and community members.* Service-
learning archaeology promotes a process of critical consciousness-raising
and encourages a pedagogy of dialogue and problem-posing through first-
hand experience of archaeological practice.”” Some collaborative projects,
like the one described Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, T. J. Ferguson, and Chip Col-
well, contain themes of cultural preservation, oral traditions, and outreach
to Hopi youth.%® The authors demonstrate clear project goals that stem
from a fierce commitment to agreements made by everyone involved.® In
addition, Ferguson’s case study discusses the importance of working with
and for Hopi and Zuni to create an atmosphere of reciprocity between
the archaeologist and the community by focusing on interests that serve
archaeologists and Indigenous communities.”” The focus is to empower
disenfranchised Indigenous peoples to tell their historical narrative in a
way that interests their communities.

The implication of service-learning collaborative method is challenging.
As part of the service-learning method in AMP, Abiquit youth involve-
ment as paid interns in the project are one of the mandates placed by the
community. Interns were primarily from middle and high school grade
levels. Their participation includes but is not limited to survey, excavation,
lab analysis, research, attending talks, presentations, and educational field
trips to local archaeology labs and other archaeological sites with ongo-
ing projects. Each intern had a unique experience. For some, this was an
opportunity to learn about career paths brought on by a college education.
Additionally, project activities reinforced subjects like reading, writing,
and math while teaching interns about their history.

AMP adopts a Freire-like pedagogy to create a dialogue that acknowl-
edges the validity of Indigenous knowledge established within a collabora-
tive partnership.” Interns were an important component in acknowledging
the validity of Indigenous knowledge by allowing them to produce knowl-
edge relevant to the project and the community.”” To illustrate, in 2019,
interns participated in an activity involving petroglyphs found on the
Mesa. Interns wrote narratives about their favorite petroglyphs. Combined
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with archaeological knowledge and their oral histories, intern narratives
reflect how Western knowledge and Indigenous knowledge braid together
to produce a more prosperous and deeper perspective on the history and
meaning of the petroglyph.” Narratives use phrases such as “When my
grandpa’s grandpa used to tell him” or “my Abuelita says” to help charac-
terize the historical narratives associated with the Abiquitl community.”
These narratives are incorporated with traditional community narratives
to describe a richer Pueblo de Abiquit history that incorporates people,
places, and artifacts. Engaging the past through stories is about experi-
encing the kinds of knowledge embedded within the narratives.” After
all, part of AMP is to investigate the history of the Abiquiti Mesa as it has
been co-created over time. This includes learning from the newest gen-
erations experiencing the material culture in their lands.

In 2018, interns were tasked with making decisions on which artifacts
to collect, analyze, and perform research. For example, interns partic-
ipated in the extensive survey and mapping of the Abiquiti Mesa that
spanned over four weeks.” Each intern was taught to use a compass, but
not before introducing a little geometry and geography during training.
Within the first week, interns learned to find their bearings and use the
Trimble global positioning system (GPS) to orient themselves for the next
transect. Each ceramic or lithic found presented an opportunity to do their
scholarly research and dive into archaeological knowledge. Some interns
shared their oral histories and knowledge about artifacts based on what
their parents taught them. The interns would come to a consensus on cer-
tain artifacts that were interesting to them, creating a random-judgment
sampling strategy for gathering data on the survey. A small sample of
artifacts was collected and taken to the PALCC for cataloging and intern
research. We used PALCC as a field lab where students could research
some of their favorite finds and combine all their knowledge into writing
their own stories that connect the artifacts to the mesa.”” Armed with aca-
demic knowledge and Abiquit intern curiosity, the knowledge produced
creates decentralized expertise that detracts from the traditional historical
archaeological narrative or scientific knowledge-producing mode.

Ultimately, tools for service-learning attempt to expand new forms of
pedagogy that best suit the communities involved in the archaeological
process. Service learning differs from previous collaborative approaches
by focusing engagement primarily on opportunities for community learn-
ing. The approach stresses that archaeology is no longer for academia and
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the community but is done “with others””® The benefits of this method
incorporate a level of reflection that mandates archaeologists to work
with students and community members in building modes of knowledge.

AMP recognizes and challenges the mechanisms of archaeological
practice that have excluded the Indigenous and descendant communi-
ties that satisfy the Western colonialist perspective for knowledge.” IA
framework for collaboration increases the level of scholarship produced.
In AMP, covenantal, civic engagement, and service-learning practices were
critical in developing communication to encourage multiple perspectives,
acknowledging intangible heritage (i.e., oral histories), and prioritizing
community-based research questions that mobilize knowledge through
various means, including community members’ participation in data
interpretation. Collaboration ensures a partnership atmosphere where
communities participate at all levels of the research design and develops
into more ethical archaeological practice by prioritizing community out-
comes and historical Indigenous knowledge that serves the people whose
history the project studies.

FINAL REMARKS

AMP serves as an example of Indigenous archaeology through consent,
consensus, and collaboration. By incorporating the Abiquit commu-
nity as partners, consent plays a crucial role in how archaeology must be
done. A consensus is needed to move forward in addressing challenges
brought on by archaeology. And last, collaboration serves to build ca-
pacity, develop reciprocity, and incorporate local knowledge about the
past.® Each collaborative method (covenantal, civic engagement, and
service-learning involves different people in different aspects of the re-
search. As an archaeologist who is a temporary steward of the Pueblo
de Abiquiu history, I feel that accountability is necessary for Abiquit
community members to reclaim their history. Both youths and adults
are part of the reclaiming experience. AMP reciprocates that sentiment
by acknowledging Abiquitt community members as contributors to-
ward building the foundational knowledge of the history of the Pueblo
de Abiquit. The community’s knowledge about the Abiquiu Mesa is
depicted through oral histories of navigating the landscape along with
more contemporary interactions involving cattle. Communication with
Abiquitt community members for the first couple of years was essential
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to recognize the diverse voices present within the community, some of
which acknowledge the presence of intangible heritage. By incorporat-
ing those voices into the draft proposal plans to carry out archaeological
research, AMP supports the research interests of the Pueblo de Abiquiu.
In this case, the community wanted to understand the material culture
atop the Abiquitl Mesa. A collaborative methodology allows the Abiquit
community to tell its history as it has been co-created by landscape nar-
ratives and material culture. AMP prioritizes research that supports the
Pueblo de Abiquit’s long-term goals, such as federal recognition, reas-
serting water rights, and reclaiming lost ancestral lands. AMP engages
with these issues by providing archaeological evidence of historical ties
to material culture and landscapes. Furthermore, the community’s de-
sire to utilize archaeological to deploy historical knowledge to iden-
tify material culture and areas of interest within the neighboring Santa
Fe and Carson National Forests as part of Abiquiti Ancestral Pueblo
history.

In that spirit, prioritizing consent, consensus, and collaboration estab-
lishes AMP as a model approach to studying the past that is ethical and
accountable rooted in how archaeology can positively impact a contempo-
rary community. Implementing a research partnership-style relationship
creates a collaborative effort that involves communities to develop scien-
tific and Indigenous modes of knowledge that inform our understanding
of the disenfranchised history of the Pueblo de Abiquit. The past can no
longer be academia’s sole intellectual property. Instead, Native American
history, as Vine Deloria Jr. clearly expressed, belongs to Native Ameri-
cans and their descendants.® However, this does not mean researchers or
archaeologists cannot study Native American history. Instead, archaeolo-
gists and Native Americans can develop a mutual stewardship to protect
cultural resources.*

DANNY SOSA AGUILAR is Assistant Professor of Anthropology at
California State University, San Bernardino. His research is steeped

in the practices collectively known as Indigenous archaeology, which
entails an archaeological research agenda that is defined in partnership
with, organized to support, and accountable to those who lay claim to
the heritage being investigated. Danny has a history of incorporating
undergraduate and graduate students into his research program while
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mentoring and developing new pedagogical ways to teach archaeologi-
cal methods and collaborative techniques.
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