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ABSTRACT

Two major efforts by Indigenous scholars include advocating for Indigenous sovereignty and theorizing relation-building
with non-Indigenous people. As attempts are made to indigenize the academy, can inspiration be drawn from past In-
digenous scholars who were ahead of their time in a dual commitment to both goals? This paper focuses on Alfonso
Ortiz, a former Native American scholar, activist, and anthropologist. Exploring his archival collection, held at Prince-
ton University, lends insight into his hybrid positionality in higher education. Seeking to unravel the way Ortiz medi-
ates between institutions, epistemologies, and people, a thematic analysis of archival materials unravels three forms of
hybridity: Native-educational, institutional-activist, and anthropologist-activist. Ortiz’s case shows that hybridity is not
a roadblock to Native American priorities; on the contrary, hybridity provides tools for agentive action carried out on
behalf of Native American communities. More importantly, the implications of each form of hybridity raise new ques-
tions for non-Indigenous institutions and individuals, which may need to rethink their purposes as they are called into
relation with Indigenous students, faculty, and communities.
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INTRODUCTION

What does it mean to indigenize higher education? Any answer to this question must begin by recognizing the broader
settler colonial context faced by Indigenous peoples. Patrick Wolfe describes settler colonialism as involving a persis-
tent attempt by settlers to eradicate and replace Indigenous peoples from a particular territory.! Assimilation is a key
tool used to achieve the settler colonial vision; in the United States context, assimilation has involved the forcible, vi-
olent incorporation of Native Americans into the nation state through mechanisms such as boarding schools.! More
recently, in the higher educational context, assimilation entails the inclusion but continued domination of Indigenous
epistemologies and values by Western universities. For Devon Mihesuah and Angela Wilson, this is a particularly in-
sidious issue as “the academy has much invested in maintaining control over who defines knowledge, who has access

to knowledge, and who produces knowledge.”? Likewise, observing that “academic institutions create the attitudes and
beliefs that sustain imperial relations,” Taiaiake Alfred highlights the urgency of scrutinizing the epistemological com-
mitments of higher education.?

Indigenous sovereignty confronts assimilation and the larger eliminatory goal of settler colonialism; although it can
be defined in many ways, one definition is the “self-governance or the right of [Indigenous peoples to maintain their
unique forms of social, political, and cultural integrity.”* For Elizabeth Cook-Lynn, indigenizing higher education
means re-centering this goal of Indigenous sovereignty in Native American Studies (NAS) programs;> for others, such
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as Mihesuah and Wilson, the indigenizing movement must assert Indigenous sovereignty across academia more broadly,
addressing many issues and contexts such as the relationship between Native students” knowledge and Western aca-
demic knowledge or the institutional privileging of Western epistemologies by the university.? In supporting Indige-
nous sovereignty, the goal is not to subsume Indigenous knowledges into Western institutions in the name of “diver-
sity,” but to elevate Indigenous epistemologies to co-equal status and center Native voices in the academy. Kim TallBear
writes about the incompatibility of Indigenous “incorporation into a (liberal) settler worldview”® further explained by
Bryan Brayboy, who notes that Indigenous peoples embody both racial and political identities.” Indigenizing education
must therefore focus less on inclusive multiculturalism—which may be useful for empowering racial, but not political
minorities—and more on Indigenous autonomy. Moreover, those interested in indigenizing education must be wary

of critical theory intending to empower people by gender (“whitestream” feminism) or class (Marxism), which Sandy
Grande describes in Red Pedagogy.® These theories oppose Indigenous sovereignty on multiple grounds: first by advocat-
ing incorporation into a democratic settler state, and second by consigning Indigenous cosmologies to a primitive and
necessarily past stage of human development.’

Yet, many of the same Indigenous scholars who advocate Indigenous sovereignty also acknowledge the need for rela-
tionality with non-Indigenous people. For example, rather than incorporating Native peoples into the nation-state, Tall-
Bear proposes “making kin,” so that Indigenous peoples “can call non-Indigenous people ... to be more accountable to
Indigenous lifeways.” ! Grande thinks about Indigenous to non-Indigenous relationality by hoping to “situate groups in
relation (not in binary opposition) to each other, thereby avoiding ... the subsequent impulse to act or behave opposi-
tionally.” ! Binary discursive distinctions between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples, such as “us” versus “them,”
are particularly damaging, Sharilyn Calliou points out, for perpetuating settler colonial cosmologies.!? In the higher
education context, what does it mean to advocate Indigenous sovereignty while also relating to or—as will be more di-
rectly explored here—coming into contact with non-Indigenous institutions, epistemologies, and people?

I am interested in analyzing this contact across three different contexts. First is the non-urban Native community con-
text, from which thousands of Native American youth can be estimated to leave to attend American higher educational
institutions. 11 What is the relevance of Western ways of knowing to a Native community? Does Western knowledge
have to replace Indigenous knowledge, as in many English as a Second Language models? Are past understandings lost
in the acquisition of new content? Or might Native communities take advantage of Western knowledge to better un-
derstand the social power dynamics that they face? Second, there is the context of the Western institution, which is im-
portant as there are approximately 3,300 Native American faculty employed by American universities. !> How does an
Indigenous scholar navigate the demands of their employer while remaining committed to Native interests? Are there
ways that the Western institutional platform may be used for Indigenous activist ends? Finally, there is the classroom
context. Can disciplines known to have historical ties to colonialism be used for Native American activism? ¢ What is
the role of NAS programs primarily serving non-Native American students, such as the American Indian Studies ma-

jor at South Dakota State University reported to be “almost 90 percent white” !

or the Native American and Indige-
nous Studies Initiative at Princeton University, where only two percent of the entire student body self-reports as Native
American, Native Alaskan, Native Hawaiian, or Pacific Islander?!® Can non-Native students be taught about epistemic
violence, a phenomenon that disparages Native students’ ways of knowing?!® Literature has explored how to indigenize
the classroom for Indigenous students,?°?2 but little work has examined how Indigenous teachers can effectively chal-
lenge non-Indigenous students about their epistemologies. And for the many non-Native instructors teaching Native
Studies topics, it is also worth considering what sort of relations they might foster between Native Studies content and

non-Native students.

To answer these questions about contact across the three different contexts, I explore the archival materials of Alfonso
Ortiz, whose career was defined by his hybridity, serving at once as an anthropologist, Native activist, professor, and
member of the San Juan Pueblo. A member of Princeton University’s Department of Anthropology from 1967 to
1974, Ortiz advocated for the recruitment of Native American students and was chairman of the First Convocation
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of Native American Scholars (henceforth “Convocation”), held on the Princeton campus in 1970.23 He authored The
Tewa World (1969), New Perspectives on the Pueblos (1972), and edited Handbook of North American Indians; among the
many titles he held include President of the Association on American Indian Affairs, member of the Newberry Library
Advisory Council, and consultant to the National Endowment of the Humanities.?* Before Princeton, he taught at the
Claremont Colleges for a year; in 1974, he moved from Princeton to the University of New Mexico (UNM), where he
remained until his death in 1997.25 He described himself as a “cultural anthropologist of structural persuasion,” teach-
ing symbolic and structural theory courses as well as courses on Native Americans and their related stereotypes.2

In my analysis, I use ‘hybridity’ to describe the quality of multiple positionalities or an engagement with multiple
spheres. In his speech to the American Anthropological Association’s 1970 session titled “Anthropology and the Amer-
ican Indian,” Ortiz does not use the word ‘hybridity,” but he does speak about his multiple affiliations as activist and
anthropologist: “I have taken a position in the middle, fully aware of the dangers of being shot at from both sides.”?’
My use of the hybridity concept draws on Kirin Narayan’s perspective that an anthropologist is part of both a research
culture and daily culture,?® and Lila Abu-Lughod’s presentation of her personal hybridity as anthropologist, reflecting
on the process of pregnancy in Egypt and the United States.?’ Hybridity is also used by anthropologist Néstor Garcia
Canclini; he studies “the abrupt opposition between the traditional and the modern” in Latin American societies and
the cultural formations that emerge from it.3® Notably, some scholars outside of anthropology have discussed the con-
cept of “two-eyed seeing,” that is, “learning to see from one eye with the strengths of Indigenous ways of knowing and
from the other eye with the strengths of Western ways of knowing.”3! While aspects of two-eyed seeing are certainly
relevant to Ortiz’s life, hybridity allows this project to remain grounded in Ortiz’s agency, not just his knowledge. In
other words, the object of analysis in this paper is not so much what Ortiz can know as it is what he can do.

In reading Ortiz’s archival materials, it is clear that his hybridity allows him to interface with Western interests, rela-
tions, and epistemologies without assimilating into them. I show how hybridity can be leveraged to empower, rather
than attenuate, efforts towards indigenizing higher education in the Native community, Western institutional, and class-

room contexts.

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The Alfonso Ortiz Papers (AOP) is a set of over 80 boxes containing research notes, correspondence, newspaper clip-
pings, reports, and teaching materials housed at the Princeton University Library’s Special Collections. The current
research began with my exploration of archival materials specifically related to Ortiz’s involvement with the Convoca-
tion, as part of the Princeton Department of Anthropology’s attempt to recover its own history for its 50th anniver-
sary celebration. At the same time, I brought a personal interest in the anthropology of education. This subfield of
anthropology appraises the cultural dimensions of education in a broad sense, so the focus is not only youth in tradi-
tional schools but also, for example, members of civic engagement programs and faculty at colleges or universities.3% 33
Participant observation dominates as the primary methodology for educational anthropologists, and I believed that the

AOP was a ripe opportunity to inject archival insights to the field.

I ultimately completed a first pass through all 83 AOP boxes. During this stage, I noted any folders containing materi-
als relevant to Ortiz’s teaching, perspectives on Native American Studies, or the Convocation (held at Princeton). In
a second pass, I put aside any of the noted folders containing materials without Ortiz’s (or his students’) own words.
The remaining 59 folders constituted the corpus of materials analyzed for the project.

In the second pass, I took “fieldnotes” of the contents in the corpus folders. On the one hand, this process involved
distilling what Elsie Rockwell calls “the material culture, graphic representations, and sensory and emotional milieu
of schools” in the syllabi, lecture notes, Convocation correspondence, and other materials.3* What sort of epistemic
work was visible in the materiality of the AOP? What were the affective dimensions of Ortiz’s work embodied in the
archive? On the other hand, this work moved beyond analyzing individual document properties, instead following
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the suggested methods of John and Jean Comaroff and, later, Hervé Varenne, synthesizing interconnections to dis-

till themes from the corpus as a whole and the context constructing it.3* 3¢ Following the second pass, I analyzed my
fieldnotes alongside select digital scans of the corpus materials. Taking events described in documents as “ethnographic
scenes,” this was the point when I began organizing materials thematically given the insight they provided about hy-
bridity. When necessary, I revisited the materials for a third pass.

Throughout the planning, archival analysis, and writing of this research, I often reflected on my positionality as a non-
Indigenous researcher. As an Asian American, I have had firsthand experience with issues of race in the United States,
and having grown up in Honolulu, I am familiar with aspects of Native Hawaiian history and cultural context. These
experiences support my ability to empathize with Indigenous communities. However, I acknowledge that the Native
Hawaiian context cannot be read metonymically for Indigenous communities writ large, and that Asian Americans oc-
cupy a position in Hawai‘i that has relied upon settler colonialism.?” Linda Tuhiwai Smith says that Indigenous people
want “to determine priorities, to bring to the centre those issues of [their] own choosing, and to discuss them amongst
[themselves].”*8 In light of this view, I entered the research process affirming that my work be in dialogue with—rather
than privileged above—existing Indigenous scholars’ perspectives. My goal here as a non-Indigenous researcher is to fo-
cus on the exploratory nature of the project, and I highlight themes emerging from Ortiz’s work that may inform how
to better serve Indigenous communities as well as non-Indigenous students. Recognizing that certain themes may have
struck me particularly due to my positionality, such as those that resonated with my previous understanding of Native
Hawaiian history or experience in education as an Asian American, I ground my discussion below in Ortiz’s words as
much as possible to leave room for additional insights emerging from a reader’s own interpretation. At the end, I syn-
thesize my results but consider the goal of this paper to be an impetus for further discussion.

A note about terms: I use ‘Indigenous’ in relation to broader discussions of indigenizing the academy and Indigenous
peoples’ common goal of sovereignty. I also use ‘Native’ to describe Indigenous peoples and contexts—not only in
America, or else I say ‘Native American’—including Ortiz’s context. I only use ‘Indian’ when quoting Ortiz from his
archival materials.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The Native context

A key issue for Native youth at Western universities is the question of their pre-existing Indigenous knowledge. Ray
Barnhardt and Oscar Kawagley write that “Native people may need to understand Western society, but not at the ex-
pense of what they already know and the way they have come to know it.”3* How can Ortiz’s work inform how Na-
tive youth come into relation with Western institutions and remain committed to Native knowledges and priorities?

In this section, I draw upon Ortiz’s typewritten notes that read as an outline for a speech to Pueblo youth.*® This
ethnographic scene is complemented by Ortiz’s perspectives voiced in three other materials: a transcript of a panel dis-
cussion at the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) to consider a master’s degree program in Native Amer-
ican Studies,*! a set of questions for the steering committee of the Convocation,* and a letter to a Native elder.* Si-
multaneously a Tewa community member and Western educated scholar, Ortiz has what I call “Native-educational
hybridity.” Taken together, the materials in this section show his confidence in this hybridity as a productive tool for
Native American communities. I begin by briefly discussing Ortiz’s own Native-educational hybridity before turning to
his conceptualization of this form of hybridity, presented in his advocacy of it to Pueblo youth.

Ortiz was born to a Hispanic mother and Tewa father but was raised primarily by his grandmother, Saya, in Ohkay
Owingeh Pueblo, then known by the colonial name ‘San Juan Pueblo.’* Ortiz left his Pueblo to pursue a bachelor’s
degree in sociology at the University of New Mexico (obtained in 1961), and later, a master’s degree (obtained in 1963)
and doctorate (obtained in 1967) in anthropology at the University of Chicago.* Bryan Brayboy describes the con-
cept of transformational resistance as “the acquisition of credentials and skills for the empowerment and liberation
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of American Indian communities.”* In many ways, Ortiz’s educational and career trajectory is an example of Bray-
boy’s concept par excellence: via exposure to resources and the credentialism of Western educational institutions, Or-
tiz was empowered to serve his Pueblo (or perhaps Native American groups of the Southwest more broadly, through
eventual scholarship and activist efforts). To be sure, the Native community is not only where Ortiz spent his child-
hood, but a place with which he maintained strong connections and to which he returned frequently. These connec-
tions are evident in the letter he writes while considering a position at Stanford, as he describes the “strongly-expressed
wish of New Mexico Indian leaders that I be right here at hand in order to continue our mutual involvement in several

projects.”* Reflecting on his return from the East Coast to New Mexico, he describes it as his family’s “13-year-old

wish” finally fulfilled in 1974.24

In his speech to Pueblo youth, Ortiz advocates Native-educational hybridity, saying, “You owe it to yourselves and to
your people, if you have special talents, to develop these talents to the highest degree so tha[t] you can put them to use
on behalf of your people.”*° Such advocacy resonates with the writing of Vine Deloria Jr. on “new Indians” who face
pressures from the academy to disengage from their communities while their communities simultaneously expect main-
tained engagement.*® Deloria challenges young Native scholars to push back against these pressures from the academy
and to remain connected to Native communities.*® Likewise, Ortiz believes the youth have a responsibility to Pueblo
members in not only horizontal (contemporary) relations, but vertical (generational) relations, too. In the speech, he
ponders the question: “What is the ultimate value of a man’s life?” He says that the youth are “links—the latest links—
in an unbroken chain which stretches back in time for thousands of years” and asks listeners to reject any thought that
“history began on the day [they] were born.”#°

Further rejection of individualism in Native-educational hybridity appears in the UCLA panel transcript. Ortiz is con-
cerned that a potential master’s program might be used as an “identity certification ... for Indian students whose iden-
tity crisis hit a little late.”#! An advocate of a longer, more rigorous doctoral program, he fears that the master’s degree
“can be a way of or used as an excuse for some urban-born and raised Indian students to use as a chan[c]e to affirm
their ties and find their ways back to their communities ... hence [it] is an identity certification process ... which may
not have much of an enduring impact on the quality of Indian existence now and in the future.”*! Whereas Ortiz en-
courages Pueblo Natives” educational attainment rooted in Pueblo identity and goals of service, he sees the potential
master’s degree credentialism of urban Natives as superficial and unsustainable. I recognize that Ortiz’s comments here
may be disparaging towards displaced Natives. One way of understanding Ortiz’s words is through the lens of lateral
violence, which involves “intra-racial abuse” amongst members of historically oppressed populations, such as Indigenous
groups.*’ Crucially, lateral violence is produced by a combination of factors, including ongoing identity work in a set-
tler colonial situation and disappearing traditional epistemologies.*® This tie to broader structural violence is important
to avoid painting Ortiz as intentionally harmful, even if his comments are damaging. Moreover, having acknowledged
that lateral violence is at play, I still wish to emphasize Ortiz’s point about rootedness in communal rationalities. To
Ortiz, a university education is valuable for the potential benefit to the Native community, not the individual degree-
seeking student. This observation underlines how Native-educational hybridity prioritizes rather than weakens collec-
tive Indigenous goals, and a similar finding about rationalities surfaces in the other two hybridity contexts.

As tools, educational credentials are not replacements for Native community wisdom. Ortiz makes this clear in his let-
ter to friend Rolling Thunder, whom he asks to speak to his students in a letter: “T'hey need to know of traditional
wisdom such as that which speaks through you, to help guide their lives in better directions than they understand now.
I know of such wisdom but do not have it myself as [of] yet.”* Despite his possession of a doctorate, Ortiz feels lack-
ing in traditional Native wisdom, something reinforced by another comment he makes in his speech outline. To Ortiz,
Native elders do not have the same credentials supplied by Western academic institutions, yet they have credentials “in
how to be Indian,” which he respects because the elders “carry the knowledge of many thousands of years.” 40 Simi-
larly, Western higher education is not, by itself, a solution to Native issues, according to the archival documents. Writ-
ing about emergent higher education Native leadership programs, Ortiz says, “Leadership is already there in all Indian
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communities ... [but community members] must have the opportunity to develop certain managerial-technical skills
to understand and interpret the complex maze of federal programs now hitting them from all sides.”* Western educa-
tional credentials, Ortiz implies, are valuable for their use with concrete purposes; in his speech, Ortiz believes that the

»40 Of course, without a

uneducated “will not know how to defend our ways against enemies they do not understand.
grasp of what “our ways” are, a Western-educated individual has nothing to defend; this echoes Brayboy’s conceptual-
ization of Natives’ “knowledge of survival” being a combination of both academic (Western institutional) and Native

cultural knowledges.>!

In sum, Ortiz believes that Native-educational hybridity is not counterproductive to Native American goals; on the
contrary, he finds it a productive tool to be leveraged, so long as the ‘Native’ dimension is the impetus for engaging
with Western educational institutions. As scholars such as Bryan Brayboy, Jessica Solyom, and Angelina Castagno call

»52 it is important for uni-

on institutions “to rethink ... what it means to be responsible to and for Indigenous peoples,
versities to think of Indigenous students not simply as enrolled pupils but as community representatives with the po-
tential to use their educational credentials for tribal empowerment. At the University of New Mexico, for example,
Native American Studies programs have offered Native American students “the learning channels for directing their ed-

ucation and applying their knowledge in community-centered ways.”>?

The institutional context

Deloria says that in his day, close to the time Ortiz was at Princeton, “we were not recruited as scholars but as high-
profile Indians.”>* Hiring policies have evolved since the period Deloria describes, but many of the questions appli-
cable to Ortiz’s situation at Princeton remain pertinent today: How can Indigenous scholars remain committed to
Indigenous—rather than Western—priorities when employed in Western institutional contexts? Are all hopes of ac-
tivism undermined by Indigenous faculty members’ relations with their employing institution, or can a job at a West-
ern university and potent Indigenous activism coexist?

During Ortiz’s tenure at Princeton, he held simultaneous Princeton and Native American activist affiliations, which
resulted in what I term “institutional-activist hybridity.” This hybridity is clearly visible in the planning of the First
Convocation of Native American Scholars, so the archival materials analyzed here revolve around that scene. The event
itself took place on the Princeton campus between March 23rd and 26th, 1970, bringing what a press release says were
“192 of this nation’s outstanding leaders in education, the sciences, the arts, and humanities.”> I begin by analyzing
how Ortiz’s institutional-activist hybridity manifests before turning to the generative capacities of this hybridity.

As a member of the Princeton community, there is a clear tension between Ortiz’s activist stance and his responsibility
to the university. In the “Call for a Convocation,” he asks Native American scholars to be the ones who “take the lead
in formulating clear-cut stands and goals.”>® In the absence of Native American students at Princeton, he expresses his
thoughts in a letter to a man interested in the Convocation: “I started agitating on this front almost as soon as my feet
touched the ground here more than two years ago ... when we get applications, you may be made to feel sure that I
will be breathing hot and heavy over the shoulders of the admissions officers.”> At the same time, though, throughout
the planning of the Convocation, he serves as a primary liaison for Princeton to the American Indian Historical Soci-
ety (AIHS) planning the event. He emphasizes to steering committee members the need for obedience to Princeton’s
expectations, saying, for instance, that accommodating twelve members of the Princeton community “is not a request;
it is a statement of fact because this is the way the University operates.”>® After the conclusion of the Convocation,
despite his fellow activist and president of the AIHS Rupert Costo’s criticisms of Princeton personnel disrespecting
Native American agency and commandeering the event,® Ortiz remains at the university until his departure for the
University of New Mexico in 1974.

Ortiz’s simultaneous positionality as Princeton professor and Native American activist can be read as an accommoda-
tion that benefits Ortiz, to use Stephanie Masta’s concept. ®° Initially deploying the term to describe “the decision to
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adopt some practices or values for the benefit it provides the [Native] student,”®! Masta gives varied examples of ac-
commodation used by Native students in a predominantly white school. These include actively identifying as Native,
demonstrating affability to white peers, and falsifying information to white peers when teased.®® In Ortiz’s case, the
notion of accommodation is not applied to a student, but rather a Native American scholar. Indeed, in correspondence
with Rupert Costo, Ortiz stresses identification with Princeton and the beneficial security provided to him by the uni-
versity: “My contribution as well as that of the others here must be seen as a Princeton contribution ... Princeton pays
all of my bills, and when all is said and done I have to account for my existence here.”?

Although affirming his responsibility to Princeton could, on the one hand, be read as submission to institutional
power, it could also be seen as Ortiz’s affirmation of a platform for continuing Native activism. Sherry Ortner, a peer
of Ortiz in graduate school and a visitor at Princeton from 1969 to 1970, has proposed the manifestation of agency in
two related forms: power and projects.®® For subaltern peoples, she says, agency-via-power is often overt resistance,
while agency-via-projects need not be.®* Ortner gives the example of Tswana women who both directly resist cultural
inculcation to passivity (agency-via-power) and embrace the Methodist cause (agency-via-projects).® Through respect
for institutional rules, Ortiz gives himself opportunities for the expression of agency-via-projects, which for Ortiz is

his scholarly activism in the larger movement for Native American sovereignty. This latter interpretation of the institu-
tional identification with Princeton is better understood when considering the broader institutional-activist hybridity of
the Convocation leveraged by activists such as Ortiz.

Writing the “Call for a Convocation,” Ortiz writes that “the leadership and authority of the American Indian in all
fields affecting our history, culture, economic improvement and social development must be asserted if any progress
is to be attained for our people.”*® Clearly, the Convocation was a scholar-activist event. At the same time, the plan-
ning process took careful consideration of Princeton’s interests, and of course, Ortiz takes his work and identity as

a scholar as seriously as anything else. Ortiz, for instance, says in the aforementioned correspondence to Costo: “We
simply don’t want the University to get a black eye with its students and with reasonable men everywhere because of
some outsider’s personal jealousies and prejudices. We are scholars and educators here, not polemicists or politicians
and we would like to keep it that way.”®? The “Call for a Convocation” emphasizes Native American sovereignty, but
it also stresses the event’s relevance for non-Native American “friends.”>®

The Convocation’s institutional-activist hybridity produced an accommodation: a performance. The planners of the
event took great pains to ensure how the Convocation would be perceived. In Ortiz’s letter to the steering committee,
he says, “We should like to go on record as believing that we like to hear from people who disagree with our views,
because we learn from them.”>® Likewise, in Ortiz’s letter to musician Louis Ballard, he says, “What we will not do ...
is to gather ... so that ... the media can watch us kill one another off because of misunderstandings. Many non-Indians
undoubtedly expect us to do this because it would reinforce their stereotypical view that we Indians cannot work to-
gether.”% Again, while the Convocation’s performativity and concern for outsiders’ views may be considered a con-
straint on Native American agency, viewing the event as a beneficial accommodation underscores how it enacts agency-
via-projects.

For example, in the “Call for a Convocation,” Ortiz emphasizes how the event is an opportunity for the articulation
of Native American leadership: “Especially lacking is the reasoned and disciplined voice of Indian scholars speaking in
concert to the grand issues before our people and before the nation.”3® Rupert Costo, like Ortiz, sees the value of the
event in training young Native American voices, asserting this in a letter: “We must dredge up and make articulate ...
our best students, not alone for purposes of Convocation attendance, but to give them some sense of responsibility and
bolster up their endurance in the current situation.”® Critically, not only is the Native voice put to work, but non-
Native American peoples are made to listen. As Ortiz states in the “Call for a Convocation”: “Many people in this
country, especially the young, look to the long-suffering but enduring Indian for inspiration and guidance ... People,
not only in this country but elsewhere in the world, are listening for the voice of the American Indian.”® Planning
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documents show the wide range of non-Native American invitees, including those from organizations such as the Na-
tional Education Association, the Donner Foundation, and the New York Times.® The presence of these entities is an
act of political solidarity, echoing Deloria’s point that “contacts at the higher levels of university administration, within
the professional journals, or at competing universities” serve as protection for Native scholars’ interests;*” the hybridity
of the Convocation manifests itself in part through these relationships with non-Natives. The setting of the Convo-
cation, where so many non-Natives can be called into relation with Native American activists as listeners, is precisely
where the potency of articulate Native voices can have a large impact. Accommodation through performance is an exer-
cise of self-determination that counts, because there is a stake (listeners’ impressions) involved.

In this way, Ortiz leveraged his institutional-activist hybridity to make possible an event—the Convocation—that was
marked by its own institutional-activist hybridity. Like Native-educational hybridity, institutional-activist hybridity was
not used for individual, but rather communal, gain. Returning to Deloria’s statement that in his day, universities re-
cruited Native American personnel “as high-profile Indians,”>* in Ortiz’s case, he certainly did not work for the sole
purpose of enhancing his profile. Instead, Ortiz put his institutional affiliation to use so that a Convocation could be
held at Princeton and address pressing political, legal, and social concerns of Native Americans.

The classroom context

In the classroom, Ortiz was simultaneously positioned as a Native activist and anthropology professor; I refer to this as
his “anthropologist-activist hybridity.” As evidenced by an assortment of course materials, this hybridity has two man-
ifestations; indeed, the word “anthropologist” in the term refers to two distinct positions. The first is Ortiz’s position
between the anthropological discipline (and its knowledge) and Native American activism. The second is Ortiz’s posi-
tion between being an anthropology professor to mainly non-Native American students and Native American activism.

In regard to the first position, Deloria’s Custer Died for Your Sins criticizes how anthropology determines others’ truth
and identity, uses cultural difference between whites and Native Americans to explain contemporary issues, and con-
structs theories and abstractions about Native peoples;®® the book is emblematic of more widespread wariness of an-
thropologists by some Native Americans. Underlying Deloria’s criticisms is a conflict between Native American knowl-
edges and Western knowledge. How can anthropologists support Native American goals when anthropological knowl-
edge 1s derived from Western ways of thinking? In addition to Native American individuals such as Deloria criticiz-
ing anthropology, Ortiz himself is, at times, critical of anthropologists, too. He laments anthropology’s “25-hour-a-day
practitioners and the utter irrelevance of so much anthropological research,”®® and, in course notes for his 1973 course,
“People and Cultures of Native North America,” feels that “anthropologists ... have, knowingly or unknowingly, boxed
us into categories which ... misrepresent, but often demean and debase the actual Indian cultures they purport to de-
scribe and analyze.”’° Despite the criticisms of anthropology by many Native activists and Ortiz’s own admission of
some anthropological problems, he believes in anthropology, particularly because he sees individual anthropologists as
empowered to develop and utilize their own flavor of anthropology. In his presentation at the 1970 American Anthro-
pological Association’s (AAA) “Anthropology and the American Indian” conference, he argues that anthropology “can
be abused, but it can also be used humanely and ethically, as well as scientifically. This depends on the individual and
the personalities of anthropologists are as diverse as those of any other random academic category.””! He refuses to
lump all anthropologists together, believing that “those of us who do not come from the land of cultural background
which fosters this [Western] attitude can reject categorically in our own work the neo-colonialist underpinnings and
trappings.””? Such logic aligns with Brayboy’s feeling that Western-deriving knowledge can still be practiced in the
classroom if it is applied for Indigenous ends.” Furthermore, with respect to the practice of anthropology today, the
discipline continues to evolve as newer anthropologists work to refine their epistemological commitments.” 74

The second hybrid position arises from Ortiz’s unusual circumstances when examined through the lens of Paulo
Freire’s Pedagogy of the Oppressed. In his work, Freire distinguishes between oppressors and the oppressed, the latter
of which have the sole capacity (and responsibility) to take charge in liberation.” In this context, Freire advocates a
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dialogic, problem-posing teaching (where the teacher learns as much as his or her students) over a “banking” style of
teaching; the former style results in liberation via education.”> While a Freirean pedagogy might seem useful for a his-
torically oppressed (through settler colonialism) population, it is not necessarily the case. Julie Kaomea, for instance,
has studied elementary students’ Hawaiian studies presentations on Hawaiian culture and takes issue with the student-
centered approach, finding teachers to be complicit in students’ colonial imaginaries of Hawaiians and their correspond-
ing stereotypes.”® Céléste Kee and Davin Carr-Chellman, in their investigation of Freirean approaches to Indigenous lit-
eracy in Canada, stress how a Freirean intervention “too easily operationalizes liberation as a universal concept that can
be lived-out in the same way for all people in all places, ignoring the idiosyncrasies of liberation in diverse contexts.”””
In fact, the context of Ortiz’s pedagogy is quite different from Freire’s context, which centered the peasant class as the
oppressed.” Ortiz’s case has him as the oppressed (a Native American scholar) teaching the oppressors (primarily non-
Native American students who are settlers on Native American lands). How can a Native scholar teach non-Native

students in ways that further Native goals?

Through an analysis of archival materials, I will show how anthropologist-activist hybridity is productive for Native
American goals in a predominantly white classroom context. By deploying anthropological knowledge in a subversive
way and by practicing a pedagogy of provocation—which I identify as neither aligned with nor diametrically opposed
to the stewardship of learning explained by Freire—Ortiz leverages anthropology for Native American activism.

The practice of anthropology

A comparison between Ortiz’s approach to assigning authors for anthropological theory courses versus Native Ameri-
can Studies courses reveals major differences. In various reading lists for theory courses, primarily symbolic and struc-
tural, Ortiz draws upon traditionally canonical scholars including Lévi-Strauss, Turner, Geertz, Gluckman, Douglas,

78-80 Tn notes for Native American courses he taught in 1973 (“People and Cultures of Native

Rappaport, and Sahlins.
North America”) and 1996 (“The North American Indian”), respectively, Ortiz sometimes omits anthropological texts,
maintaining that he is “not anti-anthro but pro-Indian” and stressing the course aim of “learn[ing] about Indian cul-
tures directly + Indian experiences directly ... [so the] readings focus on authentic Indian experience, rather than only
on anthro interpretations of those experiences—distinction critical.””% 8 This contrast suggests that Ortiz finds anthro-
pological ways of thinking rather than obedience to canonical texts to be most important in his courses pertaining to

Native Americans.

What are these anthropological ways of thinking utilized by Ortiz in teaching predominantly non-Native American
students? A review of archival materials highlights Ortiz’s belief in anthropology as a lens for viewing cultural diver-
sity, in turn breaking down stereotypes, aligning neatly with Grande’s hope that essentialist views of Indigenous peo-
ples (leading to binary oppositions with non-Indigenous peoples) be eradicated.® For instance, in his 1968 syllabus for
“Peoples and Cultures of the American Southwest,” he outlines one course goal as understanding “the main axes of di-
versity among the Indian and Hispanic cultures of the southwestern United States and Mexico.”3? Or, in notes intro-
ducing his 1973 course “People and Cultures of Native North America” to students, he writes that “the term Indian is
yours, and in proceeding from the arbitrary lumping denoted by that term there is a tendency to believe that there is
a single Indian culture. This is not so ... I hope you develop a sense for the subtleties of Indian cultures, and a healthy
respect for the tremendous divergences found therein.””® Specific approaches, such as requiring each student to adopt,
research, and present about a particular tribe,® or focusing on contrasts between distinct tribes, such as the Hopi and
Navajo,®* are a manifestation of this goal towards seeing Native multiplicity.

Many of Ortiz’s courses derive from his research on major Native stereotypes that served particular purposes through-
out American history. To Ortiz, anthropology offers the arena to understand power, that is, “how stereotyping shaped
the nature of the encounter between white and red.”35 In doing so, students can “look at historical and contemporary
Indian stereotypes and, hopefully, get beyond them.”35 Resonating with the earlier point about anthropology as an
ever-evolving discipline, Ortiz also asks students to criticize older anthropological texts for their ethnocentrism. His
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notes say, “As you read some of these grand generalizations and sweeping characterizations of whole peoples ask your-
selves this question: Could these characterizations of whole people be true, or am I looking at a tidy and convenient
system of Western categories overlaid on these cultures. Don’t adopt a nihilistic attitude, please, but please do distrust
familiarity of characterization when you find it.”8¢ One might wonder, of course, to what extent Ortiz’s attention to
diversity as a way of destabilizing a monolithic stereotype was a sensibility derived from his own hybridity. Ortiz’s
Native-educational and institutional-activist hybridity are important factors in his pedagogical decisions; by standing in
front of non-Native students to teach, he is destabilizing a stereotype himself.

Ortiz’s pedagogy is a form of cultural mediation, to draw on Terrence Turner’s use of the term in a different context.”
Through his teaching, Ortiz is converting his position as a researcher in the anthropological discipline into an instru-
ment of Native American advocacy and sovereignty; in this way, he achieves anthropologist-activist hybridity. Further-
more, the cultural mediation concept underscores the way Ortiz’s teaching reflects his responsibilities to the broader
Native American community. Ortiz must be read as a community representative who professes anthropology, not a
Western scholar solely interested in his own career.

A pedagogy of provocation

How does Ortiz espouse a pedagogy of provocation in relation to his students, and how is this productive for a Native
American agenda? At the risk of obscuring the varied manifestations of this pedagogy, I use the term “provocation”

to capture Ortiz’s frankness and his intention to stir students to reflect. It is precisely the fact that this provocation is
directed at non-Natives by a Native instructor that defines anthropologist-activist hybridity here.

One particular moment of provocation is in Ortiz’s comments on two student papers from his 1972 Princeton course,
“Native Peoples and Cultures of North America.” The paper prompt is to compare John Nethardt’s Black Elk Speaks
and Peter Farb’s Man’s Rise to Civilization, and to consider weaknesses of each approach as well as raise further ques-
tions.®® One student’s paper finds deficiencies in Farb’s work; reviewing Black Elk Speaks, the student says, “One of
the only ways a non-Indian can learn about and come to understand Indian wisdom is through the Indian oral tradi-
tion ... Black Elk’s words have meaning because he is Indian and because he has great personal wisdom ... Farb outlines
the skeleton of Indian culture, Black Elk adds the flesh and blood and makes it live.”¥” Ortiz approves of the paper but
writes, “The distinction is also that between a true man of knowledge (Black Elk) and a pimp (Farb).”%’

Another student’s paper criticizes both Man’s Rise to Civilization and Black Elk Speaks as “neither ... tries to under-
stand the inner workings of persons from different cultures; neither ... searches further than his own culture for expla-
nations.”*® Ortiz comments (as before) that he thinks Black Elk is “true knowledge” and Farb is “a pimp.”%® He tells
the student, “You demonstrate here a piercing critical and analytical acumen; this assures you of successes in any com-
petition and company around here, but you should also think about the hard questions of knowledge—knowledge for
what? For whom? How can one avoid pimping for someone else in the pursuit of knowledge?”?® These interactions,
where Ortiz provides feedback to students, are a useful example of the provocation Ortiz produces in guiding students.
As papers, both students” works can be read as intertextual translations in dialogue with Ortiz’s course content and the
works of Farb and Neihardt; additionally, the students certainly bring their own predispositions (towards anthropology
and Native American studies) with them. Ortiz’s comments, however—although they do not change the outcome of
either paper—advocate a particular interpretation of Black Elk and Farb; in his comments to the second student, specif-
ically, Ortiz distills epistemological questions for his pupil. Ortiz’s students are afforded the space to develop their own
responses, but this does not preclude Ortiz from being firm in his guidance of their thinking; hybridity is once again
enacted through these generative Native to non-Native encounters.

There is also evidence that Ortiz seeks to optimize his limited opportunity to shape the thinking of his non-Native
American pupils. In the aforementioned transcript from the UCLA panel discussion on a proposed American Indian
Studies master’s degree program, Ortiz emphasizes that a common Western view is to seek “objective truth” by dis-
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tancing oneself from the past: “The further removed it is, the better it is.”4! In criticism of this perspective, he feels
that the past can become dangerously obscure, to the point where “it’s so far away, so receded, that it’s too late ... We
haven’t got time to wait that long.”*! The (potentially subjective) interpretations that Native American scholars have
to offer, in other words, are well worth sharing in the present, even if they don’t fit the standards of Western objectiv-
ity. Ortiz also focuses on his limited time as professor in preparation for a temporary teaching role at Colorado Col-
lege, explaining his capabilities and closing a letter by saying: “This is how you can best utilize me and my presence
there for a block.”®! Perhaps a fully Freirean, dialogic approach to pedagogy is ideal, but Ortiz lacks time. A pedagogy
of provocation makes good use of this time and enables Ortiz to carry out the larger project of Native American self-
determination, which perpetuates Native American knowledges.

What becomes of provocation? Another interaction between a UNM student and Ortiz, captured in a 1990 letter, sug-
gests an answer. Learning similar topics in Ortiz’s course as the aforementioned students, this student says, “I certainly
never thought of myself as a person who carrys [sic] around biases but obviously, after the discussion of the Farb book
this morning, I have much to learn about me.”*? He goes on to write, “Hopefully, this will help me to become more
aware of what I need to know about the past and inevitably, the present.”? This scene suggests the fruitful outcome of
class discussions under Ortiz’s purview: transformative learning that Jack Mezirow advocates, where “learners become
aware and critical of their own and others’ assumptions.”** Moreover, the student suggests that the morning class ses-
sion may have triggered emotions of surprise and guilt, aligning with Megan Boler and Michalinos Zembylas® pedagogy
of discomfort, where “by closely examining emotional reactions and responses ... one begins to identify unconscious
privileges as well as invisible ways in which one complies with dominant ideology.”**

Still, Ortiz’s provocations are compatible with students’ own synthesis of course content; Ortiz may not embrace a
truly Freirean pedagogy, but he isn’t anti-dialogic, either. While some examinations focus on content recall,?> % epito-
mizing the anti-Freirean “banking scheme,” others ask students to think for themselves. A 1975 final exam question for
Ortiz’s “Indian/White Relations” course reads, “Why, by your reading of Brown’s book, supplemented by class discus-
sions, was the stereotype not based on a tribe from the Southwest or Northwest or from some other region?”*” Or, in
a 1980 final exam question for “The North American Indian” at UNM, Ortiz writes: “It has been argued in class that
N. Scott Momaday presents an authentic Kiowa tribal experience in his book, 7he Way to Rainy Mountain. It has also
been argued that the book represents a good ‘bridge” between Indian traditional knowledge and history. If you agree
that both assertions are true, what evidence can you bring to bear to prove that each is, indeed, true? ... If you would
like to argue against both assertions above, please feel free to do so.”?® A pedagogy of provocation is not meant to be
wholly didactic; instead, it serves as a guide and an impetus for reflection, and through it, students are called into re-
lation not only with Ortiz (as their professor) but with broader Native American thought. It is not only that Ortiz
practices hybridity in his anthropologist-activist encounter with non-Native pupils, but that pupils also begin to de-
velop a hybrid position in newfound association with Native communities, of which Ortiz is a representative.

In summary, Ortiz leverages anthropologist-activist hybridity to—with the discipline of anthropology—subvert hege-
monic notions of Native Americans and—when teaching with a pedagogy of provocation—guide and challenge individ-
ual students” knowledge, at times stirring uncomfortable but beneficial self-reflections. Ortiz has the agency to practice
a pedagogy of his choice, so while anthropology is a Western discipline, Native American goals remain front and cen-
ter. A commitment to these communal goals—as is shown when reading Ortiz’s pedagogy as a form of cultural media-
tion instantiating relations with the Native American community—goes far beyond any individual rationalities.

CONCLUSIONS

This paper has focused on hybridity—a positionality emerging from Indigenous peoples’ contact with non-Indigenous
institutions, epistemologies, and people—in higher education. Moving across the Native community, institutional, and
classroom contexts of Alfonso Ortiz’s career has revealed the productive—rather than detrimental—potential of hybrid-
ity for indigenizing education. A key theme across each of the contexts examined might be called “leveraging.” In the
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Native community context, Ortiz encourages Western university credentials to be leveraged; in the institutional con-
text, a Western university’s power, resources, and stage are leveraged; and in the classroom context, Western ways of
thinking that subvert stereotypes and an opportunity to confront non-Native American students are leveraged.

What I do not wish to show is a dependency: it is not that Indigenous priorities rely on an interaction with non-
Indigenous institutions, epistemologies, and people to be productive. On the contrary, I have been interested in how
Indigenous priorities might remain prioritized when a Native student attends a predominantly non-Native college, a
Native activist finds a job at a Western institution, and a Native scholar finds himself in front of non-Native students
as a practitioner of a discipline with Western origins. Additionally, while hybridity enables individual actors’ agency,
in Ortiz’s case, the coupling of this agency with communal rationalities (rather than individual ones) makes hybridity
productive for Indigenous goals.

An analysis of hybridity is important as Indigenous scholars continue to think about relationality; Ortiz’s hybrid-

ity raises questions for “making kin”1%% 13

or “situat[ing] groups in relation” " in higher education settings. If Native-
educational hybridity produces tools for Native community empowerment, how might universities come to terms with
the fact that, in the service of Native students, the knowledge they provide is but complementary to the wealth of Na-
tive knowledge the students receive at home? If institutional-activist hybridity produces a platform for Native Ameri-
can activism, how can NAS programs, especially those based in predominantly white institutions, better design them-
selves as conduits for Native American activism? And if anthropologist-activist hybridity produces a subversive lens for
non-Indigenous students, how might other disciplines support the questioning of hegemonic discourses about Indige-

nous peoples?

This paper has based the hybridity concept on multiple positionalities and applied the hybridity concept to understand
relationality. Why not, then, simply think in terms of positionality and relationality, rather than introducing the hy-
bridity concept? In the first instance, using “hybridity” points to Ortiz’s capacity to leverage a particular set of po-
sitionalities. Ortiz certainly has other positionalities (father, husband, male), but this paper has argued how specific
positionalities become generative opportunities for Ortiz and the larger Native American community. To think only
about positionality, not hybridity, would miss the point that certain positionalities are uniquely productive. As for the
question of relationality, much of the insight about relationality was made possible by first following Ortiz’s hybridity.
Hence, hybridity is a launching pad for uncovering particular relationalities that might not have been identified if the
focus was on relationality, broadly defined, from the start.

Beyond continuing to explore Ortiz’s career as an inspiration for the current indigenizing movement—for there are
more archival materials to be analyzed—more work must be done to rethink the West’s responsibilities if it is brought
into relation with Indigenous faculty, students, and communities. As powerful as hybridity can be for Ortiz, the onus
remains on him to leverage it. What if Western institutions, disciplines, and non-Indigenous students actively sup-
ported, rather than simply created the positional circumstances for, Indigenous peoples’ hybridity? Scholarship has
demonstrated that Native American students’ sense of belonging at universities is a persistent issue.'® How much more
beneficial might, for instance, an experience at a Western university be for a Native student if the institution amended
its purpose to explicitly support such students’ transformational resistance? There 1s also room to think about whether
hybridity is something that can inform the practice of non-Native educators and students. The corpus analyzed for this
paper belonged to a Native scholar, and the discussion above pertains to the hybridity practiced by Ortiz, but might
hybridity be a structuring concept for incorporating Native content into mainstream classes? How might the concept
be a model for how non-Native students engage in learning alongside Native students?

If settler colonialism is a structure,! it is certainly a structure that is forever incomplete. As this paper has shown, one
of the structure’s key openings is in the opportunities for Indigenous hybridity. When Indigenous students and teachers
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take advantage of these opportunities, they can assert and build their sovereignty while calling non-Indigenous people
and institutions into new relations, two goals essential to the process of indigenizing higher education.
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PRESS SUMMARY

Many Indigenous scholars have called for indigenizing higher education as part of the larger movement towards decolo-
nization. As it exists currently, the American higher education system sets up Indigenous students and faculty members
to engage with non-Indigenous institutions, people, and ways of thinking. This study explores how one particular Na-
tive American faculty member, Alfonso Ortiz, commits to Indigenous goals while also relating to non-Indigenous enti-
ties, including Western universities, Western-derivative disciplinary knowledge, and non-Native students. I explain how
he leverages engagement with non-Indigeneity to advance Native American communities and activism.
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