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The micaceous pottery vessel illustrated on the cover symbolizes the engaged anthropology 
of Richard I. Ford, his engagement with his many roles and with the many individuals and 
peoples he worked with and befriended, and the way he became a point of unity for all of 
these different realms. This pot was made by Felipe V. Ortega and was presented to Dr. Ford 
at the Society for American Archaeology meetings in Salt Lake City (April 2004), when the 
symposia on which this volume is based were presented. The pot, its materials, its form, 
and its decoration, represents the union of many perspectives and styles that are part of the 
northern Rio Grande micaceous ceramic tradition. The glittering clay is from Mowlownanana, 
the sacred clay pit of the Picur²s Indians, which was also used by Taos and Jicarilla Apache 
potters in the past. The design is inspired by Potsui'i incised ceramics, made by northern Tewa 
potters during the precontact era and deþned today by archaeologists working in the region. 
The conical bottom is emblematic of Jicarilla Apache forms and the use of micaceous pot-
tery in outdoor campþres. The ÿuted rim, a technique long thought to be an introduction of 
Hispano potters, crowns this lovely piece. Mr. Ortega comments on an engaged approach to 
pottery making in the þrst chapter of this volume.
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Richard I. (Dick) Fordõs career deþes easy labels. He is a professor of both an-
thropology and botany. He speaks fondly and favorably of his college days in a truly 
interdisciplinary department of anthropology and sociology at Oberlin College. His 
work in museum studies reaches well outside the traditionally deþned þeld of anthro-
pology. He trained as an archaeologist, he has done and is continuing to do extensive 
and important archaeological research, and most of his students have been archaeolo-
gists. But his dissertation was based primarily on ethnographic research, and many 
of his greatest contributions have been in the þeld of ethnobotany. At the University 
of Michigan Museum of Anthropology (which is focused on archaeology) he was the 
curator of the Ethnology collections and the director of the Ethnobotany Laboratory. 
Ever since his þrst þeld experience in the U.S. Southwest, he has been deeply involved 
with the native communities whose ancestors created much of the archaeological 
record. He maintains long-standing ties with these communities and has often helped 
them with land claims and other legal matters. One of the greatest lessons he teaches 
his students is the importance of maintaining these relationships, not because they 
enhance careers, but because they become true friendships and sources of joy. 

The best single word we can þnd to describe Dickõs approach is òengaged.ó Talk 
with him for þve minutes and you will see that he is deeply engaged with his work; he 
loves it. He is engaged with the people whose ancestors he is studying and the people 
who live in the area where he works. He cares about them and has made life-long 
commitments to reciprocate some of what they have shared with him. He is engaged 
with his administrative work, and he undertakes difþcult and potentially onerous tasks 
because he believes he has the responsibility to try to make things better. He is engaged 
with his teaching; he clearly loves it, and he also views it as a serious responsibility. 
He is engaged with his students; he cares about their work and lives, and even sup-
ports them when they strike out in new directions.

òEngagedó has many positive connotations in normal English usage, including 
to pledge or bind through promise, to interlock, or to be active. It also has a speciþc 
meaning in anthropology. Dickõs friend and colleague Roy A. (Skip) Rappaport used 
the word in his 1993 Distinguished Lecture to the American Anthropological As-
sociation (Rappaport 1994) in which he urged anthropologists to become engaged 
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in the larger world and to intervene in the þeld of public policy and decision making (see 
also Messer and Lambek 2001). This call for an engaged anthropology þts well with what 
Dick has done throughout his career, not so much in programmatic policy statements, but 
in his practice, especially his work with and for Native People. Dick Ford is an engaged 
anthropologist. He is informed by and involved with the lives and cultures of people, both 
past and present.

In the interview that constitutes the Introduction of this volume, Dickõs own words ex-
press his engagement with his work, his passion for research, and the strong bonds he has 
forged with students, colleagues, and friends. In order to complement this personal perspec-
tive, we brieÿy outline several more academic ways in which Dickõs research subjects and 
publications constitute engaged anthropology, both in the sense intended by Rappaport and 
more broadly. 

Dickõs engagement with the whole of his profession, including the seriousness with which 
he takes his teaching and administrative responsibilities, is manifested in both his biography 
and his publications. Of the thirty-six years he spent as a faculty member at the University 
of Michigan, he was an administrator for twenty-seven of them. Speciþcally, he was (twice) 
the director of the Museum of Anthropology, and he served as chair of the Department of 
Anthropology and as associate dean for research of the College of Literature, Science, and 
the Arts. He has also been active in numerous national and international organizations includ-
ing the American Association for the Advancement of Science (chair of Section H), Society 
for American Archaeology (executive committee), Archaeology Division of the American 
Anthropological Association (including a term as chair), the Society for Economic Botany 
(including a term as president), and the Council for Museum Anthropology (including a term 
as president and founding newsletter editor). In all of these positions, Dick has helped to 
shape the dialogs, debates, and public opinions surrounding anthropology. Furthermore, he 
devoted part of his writing to issues of education and administration, including undergraduate 
and graduate training, collections management, and research ethics (see for example Ford 
1977a, 1977b, 1984, 1999a). These are just a few of Dickõs administrative accomplishments 
that speak to an engaged anthropology.

This service also demonstrates Dickõs dedication to transdisciplinary research. His earli-
est þeld experiences at San Juan Pueblo in the 1960s showed him how important it is for 
archaeologists and other anthropologists to become knowledgeable about plants, which in-
cluded learning from the indigenous groups who use them and the botanists who study them 
academically. He also saw the importance of adding the perspectives of social anthropology 
to the archaeological studies of plants. As a result, Dick engaged archaeology with these 
other disciplines and helped develop the transdisciplinary þeld of paleoethnobotany.

Not all of Dickõs achievements or contributions have been conþned to the realm of aca-
demia. He is also clearly engaged in the work he has done with and for native communities, 
and he has written extensively about the implications of this work.   Anthropology involves 
what he calls òtransferable knowledgeó (Ford 2001:6) such as information about plant and 
animal use, traditional agricultural practices, and resource management practices. For many 
years now, this kind of knowledge has been critical to Native American communities seek-
ing to gain control over their resources, land claims, and other legal matters (Ford 2001:6, 
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1999b). Many archaeologists, historians, museum specialists, and ethnobotanists now as-
sist these communities by providing documentation and giving expert testimony to support 
these claims (for examples see Dogngoske et al. 2000; Ferguson 1984; Fowler et al. 1994; 
McManamon and Hatton 2000). Dick began his own òexpert witnessó career as a consultant 
for Zuni and Hopi land and water rights claims during the 1980s (Ford 1984). In doing this 
work, Dick and other researchers like him are returning something to the communities who 
have shared their knowledge (see for example Adler in Chapter 2, Anschuetz in Chapter 4, 
and Fowler in Chapter 13 of this volume). Dick refers to this process of engaging native 
communities as òreciprocity anthropology.ó 

Reciprocity anthropology, especially when it involves legal cases, often creates a new 
kind of relationship between anthropologists or other researchers and Indian communities. 
In these cases, the parameters of research are deþned by a subject group in order to achieve 
a speciþc goal. The anthropologistõs boundaries are made clear and their temporary position 
within the society is situated and sanctiþed by an internal governing body. The resulting 
research is topically-based and service-oriented. Some might argue that this process limits 
or restricts open-ended research (see Asad 1973; Erve 1987; Purcell 1998 and references 
therein for examples), but Dick has shown how it actually opens up new realms of knowl-
edge and collaboration. Reciprocal work, done in the context of well-deþned and long-term 
professional and personal partnerships, yields new and sometimes surprising information 
that extends well beyond the legal case. The resulting political uses of the information are 
deþned by the community and not the researcher. Researchers thus do not become political 
advocates for the group, but rather, their information is used by the group as an advocacy 
tool. This is the essential form of an engaged anthropology.

Dickõs true engagement with native communities has given him a perspective on their 
social and economic situations, insights that have shaped his theoretical approach and topi-
cal interests in archaeology. He has long argued that archaeologists should study issues of 
race, gender (including multiple genders), class, ethnicity, and how these categories structure 
society and thus affect peopleõs lives (Ford 1973). In considering how native people are 
popularly portrayed, he has asked òwhich western mission depicts the harsh surroundings 
of the Indian neophytes, or which frontier outpost, now a national monument, shows the 
economic parasitism it exerted nationally?ó (1973:87). He also noted that museum òdiora-
mas and displays often omit the presence (no less the contribution) of other ethnic groupsó 
(1973:87). These sentiments preceded by nearly a decade the critical and Marxist theory that 
became popular in the Postprocessualism of the 1980s, and they speak clearly to a vision of 
the past that redresses colonial agendas, power relations, and the production of contempo-
rary social values. This perspective infuses Dickõs anthropological practice, a practice that 
emphasizes cultural pluralism, the contingency of human action, and the historical nature 
of our preconceived categories. 

Probably as a result of his involvement with native communities as well as his personal 
perspective, Dick has always been aware that he is studying people and not just their materi-
als and biology. Archaeologistsõ recent interest in issues of agency and practice came as no 
surprise to him. It simply assigned theoretical labels to issues he long considered important. 
Furthermore, initial archaeological interest in these theories focused primarily on social and 
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ideational issues (e.g., Hodder 1982; Miller and Tilley 1984). Only very recently have many 
archaeologists begun applying these theoretical perspectives to environmental and ecologi-
cal issues (e.g., Carmichael et al. 1994; Darling et al. 2004; Fisher et al. 2003; McGlade 
1995; van der Leeuw and Redman 2002). But this is where Dick began; starting with his 
earliest work at San Juan Pueblo, he realized that humans play an active role in creating 
their natural, social and cultural worlds. His view has always been one of an ecology that 
includes humans, an approach with links to some of Rappaportõs work (see especially 1968, 
1971, 1990). As Parsons (Chapter 15) notes, Fordõs work anticipated what is today called 
òlandscape archaeology.ó It also helped to transform archaeobotany into paleoethnoecology, 
thus making it an important avenue of theoretical inquiry, one that includes the engagement 
of people with their environments over time. 

Dickõs ethnographic approach led him to emphasize native perspectives and their rules 
about adapting to the environment (see Ford 1994: xxii). The oft-cited article, òThe Color of 
Survivaló (1980), is just one example. In it, he considered how the Puebloan ritual require-
ment for ears of corn of different and pure colors is related to Puebloan cosmology, and how 
it also has important ecological implications. Pure color strains could only be maintained 
by planting separate þelds in distant and ecologically diverse locations. Ritual and ecology 
are one and the same within this encompassing system. In another example from the Tewa 
Pueblos (Ford 1976), he showed how cultural classiþcations relate to rules about illness 
and healing, including the circumvention and eventual change of those rules. His most 
recent work considers expressions of nature and metaphor in prehistoric and historic rock 
art at Mesa Prieta in northern New Mexico. This project not only involves minority youth 
and local schools but also brings together the Bureau of Land Management, private land 
owners, and the Vecinos del Rio, a community action group made up of Anglos, Pueblos, 
and Hispanics.

In sum, reading what Dick has written regarding the þeld of ethnobotany gives us some 
insight into his general approach to material studies and his hopes for the future of American 
Archaeology. He states, 

Despite efforts to the contrary . . . the scope of ethnobotany remains hard to deþne. It is articulated 
by a semi-distinctive collection of epistemologies, varied theories, and accepted methodologies. 
If anything, ethnobotany is best distinguished by its paradigmatic pluralism. Its vagueness, like 
a world view, leaves it open to diverse inÿuences that are equally frustrating to comprehend 
but keep it intellectually challenging; that is its nature. [Ford 1994: xxii]

As postprocessual approaches have become integrated into traditional archaeological 
practice, and as the ramiþcations of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatria-
tion Act of 1990 have spread through the museum world, American archeology has become 
more like its sister þeld of ethnobotany. What promises to unify the discipline, as Dick 
points out, is precisely the native perspective as well as the ongoing relevance of heritage 
research to local communities. The uniting factor for Dick, once again, is engagement, an 
engagement with anthropological subjects as well as the lives of people, their concerns, and 
their perspectives as an ongoing source of inspiration for the discipline. 
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As students in the Museum of Anthropology in the 1980s (Hegmon) and in the early 
twenty-þrst century (Eiselt), we found that Dick Fordõs engaged anthropology involves a 
great openness. He is open to working with students whose committees he is not chairing. 
He is open to all kinds of work: teacher, administrator, academic researcher, expert wit-
ness, and so on. He is open to all kinds of perspectives: new theoretical developments, new 
technologies and sources of data, the half-formed ideas of students, non-western ways of 
viewing the world, and other disciplines. It is this openness that gives his work a stable 
basis and a dynamic quality. It grows and changes with the unfolding of new conditions of 
research and the larger world.  Much more is yet to come.

We regret our inability to include all of those whose careers and lives have been touched 
by Dick Ford in this festschrift and in the Society for American Archaeology symposia on 
which it is based (held March 31, 2005, in Salt Lake City). In many ways, these omissions 
are antithetical to an engaged anthropology. We can only hope that future volumes, in any 
format, will honor Dickõs long and distinguished career. What follows is just a small example 
of work inspired by an engaged approach.

We are enormously grateful to all the people who are honoring Dick with the substance 
and quality of their contributions to this volume. We are grateful to the chapter authors, for 
demonstrating the practice of engaged anthropology. Wes Cowan was an invaluable part 
of the SAA symposium, and although he could not contribute a written chapter, his spirit 
is with us. Sally Mitani and Jill Rheinheimer turned rough manuscripts into þnished copy 
with lightning speed. Andy Darling contributed in many respects, providing everything 
from logistical help to intellectual insights. The interview which follows, and which we 
hope many readers will enjoy, grew out of Andyõs suggestion. Finally, thank you Dick, for 
the inspiration and the raison dõ°tre for this volume.
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Introduction
Conversations with an Engaged Anthropologist

Based on an interview Sunday Eiselt and Michelle Hegmon conducted with Rich-
ard Ford on November 13, 2004, in Gilbert, Arizona. It was transcribed by Donna 
Glowacki, and references added.  

Eiselt: You have worked in the American Southwest for over forty years. Could 
you tell us a little bit about how you came to be there and some of your early experi-
ences?

Ford: In the summer of 1962, after my junior year at Oberlin, I went out to the 
Southwest with the University of New Mexico þeld school at San Gabriel Yunque 
Oweenge, on the San Juan Pueblo reservation (Anonymous 1987). It was taught by 
Florence Hawley Ellis, and the þeld school was huge. There were graduate students 
from New Mexico, who were running this thing, and there were people theyõd hired 
from San Juan Pueblo as workers. One of the teaching assistants was Alfonso Ortiz. 
So, I got to know Al really well, and through him, I got to know his family in San 
Juan, whom I continue to visit. At the end of the þeld season his family said, òWell, 
why donõt you stay and live here.ó And told them I had no money and it would be re-
ally hard. And they said, òWeõll try to help you get a job.ó In the meantime, Florence 
Hawley Ellis had arranged with the man whose land she was leasing, his name was 
Lee Montoya, to make adobes to put over the Spanish walls that weõd been excavating 
to protect them. Little did I know, no Indian would ever work for Lee Montoya. But I 
worked for him, and I worked for the same rate that the locals did: four dollars a day 
for twelve hours of back-breaking work making adobes. And so along with a couple 
of Hispanic kids, I worked for Lee Montoya, and we made adobes twelve hours a day. 
But, we did other stuff too. Lee Montoya would have us make chicosñdried sweet 
cornñin the outdoor oven, the horno. So there were all of these little things that were 
going on as part of this education.

I would walk from where we were at the site into the pueblo, and Iõd have lunch at 
Al Ortizõs family house, and then Iõd have to walk back. Well, this one day I got back 
exactly on time and Lee Montoya says to me, òYouõre late. You canõt work anymore, 
Iõm þring you.ó 

I said, òWell, wait a second. Itõs exactly one oõclock.ó 
òNope,ó he said, òYouõre late,ó and he þred me. So, that was the only job I was 

ever þred from, making adobes for Lee Montoya. The house I stayed at in San Juan is 
still there. Itõs a dilapidated adobe, right on the main road, that belonged to Al Ortizõs 
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father. Nobody was living there, so I moved in with my sleeping bag and my suitcase. It 
had no electricity and no indoor plumbing. I felt like Abe Lincoln doing my þeld notes at 
night under a kerosene light. As part of the þeld school we had to do a paper for Florence 
Hawley Ellis. I did mine on intertribal trade, which was eventually published in the Ed 
Wilmsen volume on trade (Ford 1972a). I continued to work on this paper while living in 
the Ortiz adobe.

After being þred by Lee Montoya, I started working in the þelds. I worked for a man we 
called Uncle Stephen. Steve Trujillo was his name. And, so I would go out and work in the 
þelds, and Steve Trujillo was telling me about all of this trade stuff while I was working for 
him, and then all of a sudden I was learning ethnobotany too. From Steve and others at San 
Juan I was learning about all these plants in the þelds and along the irrigation canals, and 
Iõd been reading archaeology as a result of the þeld school. 

That was when it all began to come together, that archaeologists donõt understand (a) 
people in a what we would now call an agency perspective, the kinds of decisions people 
make and how they impact communities; and (b) the full nature of subsistence, in terms of 
production, preparation, consumption, and the social dimensions surrounding it, including 
families and how they interact. I never read about any of that in an archaeological text. 
And I thought, òWell, gee, ethnobotany really is a way to enlighten the social dimension 
of archaeology,ó which at that point in time was sorely lacking. The articles that were just 
taking over the þeld, like Binfordõs article about archaeology as anthropology, still had a 
compartmental aspect to them (1962). It really wasnõt an integrated system, and even as 
an undergraduate, I was seeking that integrated system, a way to avoid taking apart social 
science and keeping archaeology separate.

That was the way that it got started. I went to Michigan for graduate school in 1963 
precisely because of the combination of the archaeologists and Volney Jones. When I ar-
rived, Volney got a National Science Foundation grant to interpret the archaeological plant 
materials from Jemez Cave and other sites in our collections like Awotovi and Hopi. He 
built me into the grant to investigate some of the archaeological plants in order þnd out how 
they were used in this contextual way of family life and community living. That grant paid 
for my research on the ethnobotany of San Juan, and that then turned into my dissertation, 
which was an ecological study. I also was learning from Skip Rappaport, who had come to 
Michigan by then. Volney was a very good ecologist in his own right but not really a cultural 
ecologist the way that Skip was. So I was learning from both of them. And then to a certain 
extent I was pursuing kind of a new approach to ethnobotanyña þeld that was eventually 
called paleoethnobotanyñbut I was looking to include more social dimensions and trying 
to interpret archaeological material by building models that would be ground-truthed by 
what people were actually doing.

Eiselt: Who else would you say had an inÿuence on what you were doing at the time?
Ford: Well, to a certain extent youõve got to remember that the person who was the 

model for doing þeldwork among Native Americans at Michigan was really Misha Titiev. 
His work at Old Oraibi was really exceptional, especially for its day, and especially the way 
he did it. But there also was Jimmy Grifþn and his good friend, Fred Eggan. They were 
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very different. They were real people anthropologists. I went to Hopi on a couple of occa-
sions with Fred Eggan, and he would walk into communities and people just loved him. I 
subsequently modeled my work after the kinds of things he did. He returned to the people 
with his professional knowledge. He helped them with their land claims case, and when 
other law cases came along, Fred was right there. He defended Hopi in the Black Mesa mine 
case. He was very much a people anthropologist.

Hegmon: There were a lot of women working in the Southwest, some of whom were your 
teachers. Do you have any comments on gender issues in the profession, then or now?

Ford: Well, the women that we were working with were wonderful because they were 
very self-conþdent. They were tough, but they were nice and they really treated people 
well. But as role models they stood out because they exuded conþdence and expertise in 
their own right. In terms of both of these qualities, they didnõt have to take a back seat to 
anyone. But in terms of discussions of feminism, there wasnõt a lot of theorizing of that sort 
with any of them, although the interest was there, manifested in their work. It just wasnõt 
articulated into a theoretical agenda when I was working with them. But, they were great 
role models for men and for women both, because they were both so knowledgeable as 
well as so conþdent.

Eiselt: As far as ethnographic work in the Rio Grande, it just doesnõt seem like there is 
the same level of activity going on now as when you were starting out. 

Ford: No, and I can help explain that. To a certain extent, I feel very lucky career-wise. 
The people in the late 60sñincluding Al Ortiz, Ed Dozier, Don Brown, Sue-Ellen Jacobs, 
and myselfñwere working in the pueblos. All of us worked in the pueblos. We all had 
friends in the pueblos, and it was a kind of an open-type effect. Then, once the Civil Rights 
Movement got started, AIM set some pueblos into defensive postures. If you were going 
to work there you had to get permission from the Tribal Council. That is their right; I donõt 
think anthropologists have rights to anything, we should have to negotiate. But this means 
anthropologists who might have gravitated in that direction ended up going abroad. If you 
look at ethnology, not in the Southwest but across the country, most of the people who are 
currently doing broad-based work are from the older generation. Kay Fowler, for example, 
came at the end of that generation. So in actual ethnographic þeldwork, there is a whole 
generation that is missing in the literature.

At the same time, the upshot for the Rio Grande, as well as other places, is now weõve 
gone into the legal side. Legal work requires anthropologists and historians as third-party 
expert witnesses. Your expert witness work, which I have done for several pueblos now, stems 
from your anthropology. So, these communities in some way need the Sue-Ellen Jacobses 
and the Kay Fowlers of this world whoñand this is where archaeologists like Florence 
Hawley Ellis came inñwho could go and tell the court, òI used to work with them, and 
hereõs what they used to farm. Hereõs where the headgate used to be, and this is where they 
used to let the water into the þeld.ó This is ethnographic and archaeological information that 
isnõt secret, but that can help to sustain these communities today. A lot of them are looking 
for anthropologists who can answer these questions because they need those answers for 
legal cases. And yet there is a generation of ethnologists that is missing.
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Now we are beginning to again get some people who are working in the pueblos. But itõs 
no longer a very broad ethnography; itõs very compartmentalized and topically based. For 
example, Marilynn Norcini is working for Santa Clara Pueblo at the request of the Council 
on a project that they have deþned. The tribe wants to know about how their constitution 
came to be, and so sheõs doing what they asked. It is very decent ethnography. It is theo-
retically relevant regarding how the political situation evolved, but she is not asking every 
question that anthropologists can possibly imagine. My work at Zuni as an expert witness 
was similar in terms of using ethnobotany to investigate land use as part of their legal case. 
T.J. Ferguson worked with us, as did Richard Hart and Dana Lapofsky. We were a team 
whose work was deþned by the Council. 

But at the time people said to me, òYou canõt do good ôscienceõ (a terrible word), and 
do applied work because you have to be open in terms of what you want to inquire about. 
Theyõre going to constrain you.ó Well, theyõre going to constrain you anyway. People are 
smart. They will tell you some things, and they will self-edit what they donõt want to tell 
you. But when the Council says, òHere are your parameters. Hereõs the work we need you 
to do. And weõre going to have a meeting where weõre going to tell everyone in the com-
munity that youõre working for us, and hereõs why we need their information, and hereõs 
what youõre going to ask about.ó This is different. What happens with this is that they initi-
ate the anthropology, and you end up learning things you wouldnõt have known otherwise. 
Sure a lot of ethnologists could care less about some of these things, the plants and their 
management for example, but in all four places that Iõve done expert workñZuni, Taos, 
Hopi, and San JuanñIõve learned things that I never would have learned had I gone in with 
an open-ended questionnaire. 

Eiselt: So, what do you tell students who want to study in the Southwest today?
Ford: You have to be open. Any place in the world, not just among Native Americans, 

but any place, you have to be very open. You have to tell people what it is you are interested 
in knowing. Some people will tell you quite frankly, òI donõt know anything about that,ó 
and other people will say, òWell, thatõs really neat. I was wondering when you were going 
to come and ask me.ó But you have to be ethical, thatõs the bottom line, anthropological 
ethics. You just tell people what it is you are interested in, and they will þgure out whether 
they want to help you or not, and whether what you have learned is useful for them. But, if 
a graduate student came to me and said, òI want to work in a Rio Grande pueblo like you 
didó I would tell them what the pitfalls are and how that process works. Sometimes this 
discourages them, but I tell them that the best way to do good work is to take your skills, and 
let them use your skills, and make your friendships, and you will þnd the door will open to 
you in these communities. But I never add that the footnote is, òunless youõre a total jerk.ó 
Pueblo people have a level of tolerance and intolerance for jerks, just the way we do.

So anyway, this is how it works. Now, to get back to the speciþcs of the question. If a 
student came in and said to me òI want work there,ó knowing what I do now I would say, 
òWell, what are you doing this summer?ó I would give them the name of one of the local 
education programs and I would say, òYou know they have a tutoring program for their high 
school kids in math and science in the summer.ó Contact these people and volunteer, and 
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that way, youõll meet the people, and you will be giving them something right off the bat, 
and you will make your friendships. Just donõt go and say, òIõm interested in your plants.ó 
You go, and you show them that you have something that you can give. And then you start 
talking to them about things that youõre curious about. And that way, you begin to learn. 
Not exactly what you intended because it is all going to be negotiated, but at the same time 
you wonõt have the door slammed in your face before you even get there. So, give them 
something. Use their programs. Respect these people.

Hegmon: This gets us to the central theme of our volume, òengaged anthropology.ó Do 
you have any comments on the term, or on applied anthropology in general?

Ford: To begin with, I donõt really like the term applied anthropology. What it is is a kind 
of òreciprocity anthropology,ó in which you are returning to people some of the knowledge 
that they taught you, or something you possess that they think they need. I like Skipõs [Rap-
paport] term the best, òengaged anthropology.ó Skip started using that term a couple years 
before he became president of the American Anthropological Association. He gave a talk 
about engaged anthropology when he received a number of grants for the AAA to study 
homelessness, to study AIDS, to study poverty. He formed a task force and he used that term, 
òengaged anthropology,ó to describe the work. I think that term is broader than òapplied 
anthropology,ó which still carries the implication that there are problems that we can solve, 
that we may be solving whether you want them solved or not. òEngaged anthropologyó 
implies that we see problems and so do you, and we can work together for their solution. 

And, under those circumstances, ethnobotany has something to offer people. And so, 
although ethnobotany hasnõt seen big theoretical advances in the last 20-25 years, it has 
increasingly become more of an engaged þeld in terms of expert witness work. It is precisely 
that engaged approach: taking what we know, and using it to help people who want to know. 
Weõre not talking down to them. Itõs not that. Itõs more that they need something we can 
provide, especially these days when they are engaged so much with the legal process. 

Hegmon: Thinking about ethnobotany and other subjects, do you have a favorite article 
or project? 

Ford: I think that my undergraduate and graduate student experience is what vitalized 
some of the papers that have been quoted so much. And I think part of it was because they 
were different. I think that the paper in the New Perspectives on the Pueblos that was on 
ecology (Ford 1972b) got quoted quite a bit, and a lot of people shared papers from around 
the world related to the ecology of religion. The paper that I did with Peckham and Schroeder 
on Puebloan prehistory in the same volume (Ford et al. 1972) had considerable impact; yet I 
just canõt believe that people are still citing that. There has been so much archaeology thatõs 
been done since then. People keep telling me, òYou know how wrong you were?ó And I 
keep saying, òI know we were wrong. Why donõt you write a new one?ó

The òColor of Cornó article (Ford 1980) probably doesnõt get cited as much as it deserves. 
To me, that was a really important paper because it took some of Brent Berlinõs ideas about 
classiþcation and gave them a dynamic quality. It gave them a quality that said that these 
categories and what they apply to are not þxed; they demonstrate how people adapt to their 
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environment, as well as to the changing world. I was able to show how a classiþcation could 
accept new genetic varieties, and how those genetic varieties, if they lose something, could 
then be elevated to a sacred level. I gave the example of what happened at Namb® where 
they lost their traditional yellow, and they elevated what they called at one time American 
corn, which is a dent corn that looks so much different than their original. But now itõs a 
sacred corn for them and nobody else because it works in this system. So that paper has a 
lot of vitality that still hasnõt been exploited. 

Another good paper that came out of my early ethnobotany is the one that I did in the 
Wayland Hand book on communication (Ford 1976). In it I show how different families 
have priority for curing, but that there is an open network that allows people to get cures if 
they donõt have the medicine in their house, because of the principles of Tewa curing. By 
referencing a higher level of classiþcation, they can go next door and get the cure that those 
people have that they may not have known about, but that they trust because it þts within 
the more inclusive classiþcation. Iõve always thought that was another little gem of a paper, 
but you know, all those were theoretical papers. Even the Picur²s paper that dealt with the 
irrigation system (Ford 1977), which I felt was kind of a backhanded attack on Wittfogel, 
got cited a lot. The citation has stopped, but I still think it was a really insightful paper.

Eiselt: How then would you deþne theory? Is theory just an interpretation or is it 
more? 

Ford: No, I see it as a worldview. I see theory as the overarching set of propositions that 
link a whole series of procedures for solving problems. But the theory does not have to be 
narrowly deþned, as long as those propositions are not contradictory. And so my theory is 
basically one that evolves from a cultural ecology. I donõt see the mind as separate from the 
body, so, I donõt see culture as separate from people as organisms. But I also donõt see this 
as being a sociobiology explanation that says that we have to get to the genetic level because 
even culture is genetic. I see it more as the dialogue between genetics and environment. The 
environment includes what people do in terms of behavior. We as individuals have beliefs 
that are cultural, but yet at the same time we also interact with the larger population who 
may or may not share these premises. And this larger population does things that affect other 
groups as well as the physical environment. 

This is my line of theoretical reasoning. I see a series of nested propositions that are very 
broad and vague at the most general level. But then they become more and more speciþc as 
you extend down to what is it you really want to know about this world. The propositions 
get translated into speciþc problems as you come down the line. Like the Pueblo colors of 
survival; it is really an ecological proposition, but it becomes more and more speciþc until 
we get down to the question of what is it that actually enables people to make a living from 
a very unpredictable and varied environmental situation in which they þnd themselves. And 
so that is how it works. I want to solve a problem, but in order to do it I have to go higher 
to see what it is that is going to enable me to solve it.

Eiselt: How does some of what you are saying þt into other aspects of your career, such 
as education and administration?
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Ford: Well, my feeling about graduate education has always been that I donõt think that it 
is my place to clone myself. Every student that I have ever worked with, I also have learned 
something from. In the future I expect to learn even more, and I will accept anything that 
my students say that criticizes what I have said. The reason I say this is because I know that 
theyõve grown. It is a pleasure to read their work because they are not a clone of me. You 
shouldnõt have to look back on a particular professor and say, òYou know, gee, that personõs 
doing such neat stuff, I think Iõll do it the rest of my life.ó How awful.

As far as my philosophy of teaching, again you have to know where I came from. I came 
from a hard-working middle class family. My mother and father both worked because we 
had to have the income. And when I went to college, I also worked. When I started teaching, 
one of the þrst things that I thought was, òWhoever is paying for my teaching, I am going 
to do the best that I can for them.ó I donõt miss classes, and if I give papers or exams, I try 
to get them back as quickly as I can. All of this is related to the fact that those students are 
paying tuition. And even if only one student comes to class, I give them the same lecture 
that I was planning to give to one hundred, because I believe that they earned it. This is 
part of my background, and it is part of my belief that professors are not sacred cows. We 
are working for the public, and we are working for the students. My philosophy is that you 
have a contract and that when you give a course description, and you do a syllabus, that is 
what the students expect. The rest of it kind of builds from there. 

When I was at Michigan as a graduate student in the 1960õs, American higher education 
was really expanding. The Baby Boom kids were þlling every classroom. Universities started 
expanding the size of the faculty in virtually every department, and anthropology was a 
beneþciary of that. So, when I þnished at Michigan, I had lots of job offers. I could have 
gone to Princeton, but I ended up going to the University of Cincinnati. Whyõd I go there? 
Because the kids that were there really were sacriþcing to go to school. In many cases, they 
could not go any place else. They couldnõt afford it. They had families that they were tak-
ing care of, or they were taking care of other people, older parents and grandparents. And 
I thought, òWell you know, Iõm not an elitist person. I really want to cut my teeth on this 
kind of an experience.ó But we didnõt have teaching assistants at the University of Michigan 
back then, so I was a terrible teacher my þrst semester. Iõm from New Jersey, and when I get 
nervous I talk fast. So these poor kids! Here I am teaching introductory courses, shooting 
at ôem with too much material. Trying to get it in and just talking a mile a minute. My þrst 
semester course evaluations were awful. On the one hand they said, òThe professor really 
knows the material. He has really given us a lot, but he talks too fast, doesnõt give enough 
expression, doesnõt give time to digest what he is talking about.ó I took all that to heart, 
and built my skills as a teacher. By the end of the second year at Cincinnati, I knew I must 
be doing something right even if my evaluations werenõt exactly what I wanted, because 
we had eleven anthropology majors in our department, and at the end of the second year I 
was the advisor to ten of them.

So the teaching philosophy goes from there, cutting my teeth teaching, but learning that 
I was doing okay because these students were attracted to something that I had to offer. I 
think the one thing that I learned to offer was compassion for the students and trust of the 
students. Once I learned how to lecture, and slow down, and put some expression in there, 
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my teaching became very good. I trust people to make good decisions about themselves, 
and I feel that as a teacher youõre there to build up their conþdence. You help them believe 
in themselves and when they do that, they learn much better than if they think they are in 
an adversarial position with the professor. 

I feel that the graduate students should be given opportunities and allowed to make up 
their own minds. When they leave, they should be at a point where I can say, òBoy, are 
they going to teach me something.ó The last thing that I ever wanted was to hear was that 
a student of mine plateaued, and what they did for their thesis was the best we were ever 
going to see. I always felt that they should leave graduate school with the tools, intellectual 
inquiry, laboratory skills, and þeld skills that they need to go forward, and that the Michigan 
experience was just a point of departure. 

Eiselt: And Administration? How does this philosophy þt with your work as an admin-
istrator?

Ford: Well, the answer has to be related to a question that you didnõt ask which is, òWho 
are your role models, and why have they been important?ó Probably, the most important role 
model in my life has been my mother. My mother was involved politically. She was always 
a doer and would not accept the world the way it was if she felt something was wrong with 
it. She ran the Sunday school for the whole church when I was a kid because she didnõt like 
the way it was being handled before, and wanted to bring about something new, something 
more dynamic. Then when I was in high school, much to my chagrin, she became president 
of the PTA. She saw that the members were sending all of these dues to the national orga-
nization, but were not getting anything back, so she led a rebellion to get the PTA out of the 
national organization, and they became a PTO. Then she became the head of the PTO, and 
then darned if she didnõt decide to put in a dress code. We couldnõt wear jeans to school 
anymore, and the girls couldnõt wear short skirts with crinolines that made their skirts stick 
up. What kind of liberal put in a dress code? Well, she did, and she did other things too, like 
take over the public assistance that helped families in need in Livingston where I grew up, 
and she, with the help of some other social workers, founded the Alzheimerõs Association 
of Ann Arbor when my father came down with Alzheimerõs in the early 1980s. She thought 
that people who really had to deal with the problems were the caregivers and founded the 
association for that. And after my father died, she stayed active, doing a lot of public speaking 
at the School of Public Health and the School of Social Work giving lectures about what it 
is like to live with and take care of Alzheimerõs people. And now, even though she is in her 
80õs, sheõs still very active with the Turner Geriatrics Center. Sheõs set up a bereavement 
committee for senior citizens who have lost spouses so they have someone they can relate 
to socially. So, my mother has been my role model because she has the attitude that if there 
is a problem, we can solve it. That has always been her attitude, and I inherited that, and I 
saw how she did it, and I learned from it.

So, I sort of started early as the president of my class in high school, then I went on to 
college. By 1968, while I was at Cincinnati, we discovered I had MS [multiple sclerosis]. It 
was then that I began to lose some conþdence in this working-class, help-the-student envi-
ronment that I was in. I loved the students, they were very dedicated. But the administration 
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did not feel that they owed these kids anything. When I got sick that summer in 1968 and 
was in the hospital, they terminated my contract. This was at the end of the þfth week in a 
six-week summer session. I had þnished the course. I had all the lectures, and I had prepared 
the þnal exam. It was all done. The chairman of the department, Gus Carlson, agreed to give 
the þnal lectures, and Karen, my wife, was going to grade the exams, so everything was set. 
The semester ended on Wednesday. That week, on Monday, word had gotten out that Dick 
was in the hospital, and by Tuesday I received a letter from the head of the summer school. 
It was a simple one-liner: òDear Professor Ford. Since you are unable to þnish your contract 
obligation for teaching this summer, we are terminating your contract immediately.ó 

There was absolutely no compassion, and I thought: òGosh, here are these kids that I 
want to do this for, and hereõs the administration treating the faculty this way.ó I also had 
asked Cincinnati for time off to get well and they wouldnõt do it. That was the second straw 
that broke the camelõs back. So, when Jimmy Grifþn contacted me and said, òWhy donõt 
you come back to Michigan, and you wonõt have to teach the þrst semester of 1969,ó I said, 
òOK.ó Little did I know then that I would soon be the acting director. 

As soon as I came back Jimmy Grifþn had his þrst serious heart attack, and since I 
wasnõt teaching, he had me take over as the acting director of the Museum. So, I went back 
to Michigan in 1969, and then within a month, I am the acting director of the Museum, and 
that started it. But then, I found that this was really great, because I was like my mother, 
if there was a problem, I could help solve it. After Jimmy retired, I became Director of the 
Museum in 1975 but I left the directorship when I went out of remission again in the early 
1980s. Youõve got to remember that I came to Michigan because I was ill, and so the whole 
time Iõve been there, Iõve had this damned disease, and I have always had to walk a very 
delicate line as to how Iõm going to tax myself so I donõt go out of remission. It takes a long 
time to get healthy again, and so I said, òIõve got too much that I want to do to have this 
happen to me.ó I decided to give up being director. But then I got better, and I got dumb. 
Nobody told me that as you get healthier, you get dumb. I eventually got back into admin-
istration. I turned down several dean appointments, but there was one that I thought would 
really be fun and that was Associate Dean for research (College of Literature, Science, and 
the Arts), which I took in 1987.

I did several things as associate dean that were very important to the College, that are 
still there now. I worked with the Ofþce of the Vice President of Research to include the 
Humanities faculty to be eligible for a lot of the research money, and I wanted them to 
encourage our faculty to get more outside grants, like Guggenheims. To do this we got 
the College to put up money and the Vice President to put up money, so that if people got 
major grants, then we would be able to þll in the difference between their salary and what 
they got from the grant. This was a really important program for the Humanities because it 
enabled these people not to hesitate to apply for outside money. It gave them a whole year 
off beyond their sabbatical.

The next thing was that I felt that we needed to give undergraduates opportunities that 
were similar to those that graduate students had. So, I created the Undergraduate Research 
Opportunity Program, which now is nationally recognized as the leading program of its 
type in the country. We started that on an experimental basis with private money. We really 
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wanted to make an impact with this program, so I decided that we would do it to help minor-
ity students. This was before afþrmative action. We wanted to do this for minority students 
because the minority kids were the ones on work study that were shoveling the hash in the 
cafeteria, or shelving the books in the Graduate Library while the more aggressive white kids 
were working in the Medical School doing experiments, or working in the Museum. And 
so I thought, òyou know this isnõt right. What we have to do is make a program that takes a 
group of minority kids, and we will have the faculty suggest projects, and we will make a 
book of the projects, and we will have the kids go to the faculty, interview, get these jobs, 
and in exchange, weõll give faculty members so much money as maintenance.ó 

Well, the program þlled immediately. There were things we hadnõt anticipated, but I had 
Peggy Westbrook as my secretary, and she was really great. Weõd have kids who would come 
in, and if their paycheck wasnõt waiting for them, and they wanted to go home to Detroit, 
and they needed money for the bus, Peggy would give them money for the bus. She knew 
these kids well enough that as soon as they got their paychecks, they would pay her back. 
So we were helping the kids to maintain this position so that they could work with us. 

And you always say when you start a program like this: òWhat is your measure of suc-
cess?ó We had two measures of success. One measure was that the kids stayed with the 
program. We didnõt have a revolving door. We never had a kid drop out. So that was measure 
number one. Measure number two: We looked at the attrition rate for all of the minority kids 
at Michigan at the end of the þrst year, and compared it to the attrition rate of kids in our 
program. We asked, òIs this program so successful that the kids really are buying into higher 
education to the extent that theyõll make sacriþces?ó Attrition rate the end of the þrst year 
for the other minority kids, I think it was around twenty percent. Our program, zero.

Hegmon: As you think about retiring, are there any dissertation topics that you think it 
would be nice to have students do or are there any projects that you are currently involved 
in that you particularly enjoy? 

Ford: There are subjects that I would like somebody, someplace to work on because they 
havenõt really been fully addressed. And I could use a student to help me right now to wrap 
up this rock art survey that I am doing on Mesa Prieta north of San Juan Pueblo. Weõre cur-
rently working with a neighborhood association to record the rock art there. Weõve involved 
local Hispanic and Pueblo kids from þve local high schools. The Pueblo kids are from San 
Juan, Tesuque, and Picur²s. Theyõre selected by their guidance counselors to come out and 
get a college-level experience of learning by doing. The students learn geology, archaeology, 
something about art. They learn from artists how to draw and record rock art panels. We 
have a photographer who comes and teaches them digital photography. And then, we have a 
computer class that is taught by a professor at Northern New Mexico Community College; 
the students learn GIS, and how to input all of the recorded rock art panels into the GIS 
program. At the end of the class, every student gets a CD that they burn, that is a record of 
all of the material that all of the students recorded for the summer. We have recorded 8,000 
glyphs this way, and based upon the space left to survey, we estimate there are about 20,000 
glyphs that need to be recorded. So, it would be nice to have somebody with a really fresh 
mind and imagination to help out with this project.
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One of the other projects is being done through the Los Alamos National Laboratory 
under Brad Vierra. It started as an inventory of maize from some of the Caveate Lodges at 
Bandelier. People from San Ildefonso who were working with the project wanted to know 
more about the corn, so Brad contacted me. Now we have expanded the project. We are 
doing the history of San Ildefonso maize at their request. Weõve expanded the study to 
include the earliest maize from northern New Mexico, at Jemez Cave, and weõre adding 
other material that contract archaeologists have found, as well as what is at Bandelier. Our 
ethnographic collections at the University of Michigan Museum include maize that was 
collected every twenty to twenty-þve years, from the turn of the century up to the present, 
and we have added maize donated by the current farmers at San Ildefonso. So weõve got 
all this maize, and we have re-done the radiocarbon dating on a lot of the early maize that 
is archaeological, and now weõve taken kernels from the early collections that we have, as 
well as the material that the San Ildefonso people gave us, and weõre doing DNA analysis. 
We will be able to use molecular archaeology to get the history of when new genes came 
into the gene pool that constitutes San Ildefonso maize. The elders tell us the rules they use 
for selecting which maize they use in ritual and which they designate as food.

Eiselt: Do you know what theyõre going to do with the information? Are they just curi-
ous at this point?

Ford: I think that there is a high degree of curiosity like, òHow is it that some of our maize 
that is in a museum looks like this, and we have maize that looks like that today, and what 
happened in the interim?ó Because, just like I talk about in òThe Color of Survivaló (1980) 
they know that there have been new kinds of corn introduced, and yet their corn continues 
to look like they think it should look. So how can we tell what has come in? Can we tell 
what they are selecting against or favoring? Thatõs what the project is about, and they want 
to use it. There is the intellectual curiosity, but they also want to teach the younger people 
about farming, and how they can keep these favored varieties by farming and by recognizing 
this stuff. So I think itõs intellectually a really neat project to take somebodyõs corn from the 
time they þrst get corn up to the present. See all the changes. See what the Spanish brought. 
See what the Americans brought. See what the state agricultural agents brought, and how 
still they have this corn. And these guys, theyõre really getting a kick out of seeing this stuff 
and working with it too. I mean, theyõre really pleased.

Eiselt: One of the other things that Iõve seen you and Kurt Anschuetz working on is get-
ting people back in touch with some of the shrines or sacred places that they have either 
lost touch with or donõt have access to anymore. Is this still an ongoing project?

Ford: Well, part of that relates to the surveys that we have done. There are shrines in 
the Rio del Oso Valley that we found earlier and as part of Kurtõs work in the 1990s. We 
called those to the attention of San Juan Pueblo at their request. All of this actually started 
in 1970 or 1972. Herman Agoyo and Al Ortiz were interested in some shrines that were 
named in their prayers that were in the Rio del Oso, but they werenõt sure where they were. 
They knew that I was familiar with the Rio del Oso. Although I had never done a formal 
archaeological survey there, I had visited a lot of the places. So we took a trip up there with 
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one of the caciques. We had the sheriff of San Juan come to protect us. We brought them 
to all these shrines, and then they brought out their cornmeal and and I sat in the car while 
they did their rituals and whatever else they were doing. But after they þnished, they gave 
me a tour. They told me about the shrines and their associations so that we could begin to 
learn how to identify these for them in other places, and bring that knowledge back. 

Iõve also worked with the new owners at the Ojo Caliente hot springs to make the springs 
accessible to the Pueblos. They were already doing it with the senior citizens, so it was just a 
small step to get them to open up the springs for the religious leaders to come and get water 
and soil. And then of course every time we þnd shrines on the Mesa Prieta survey we make 
a map, and if Herman Agoyo doesnõt have time to come out and see them, we give them the 
location of where we found these things. But most of them, you see, donõt have anything to 
do with San Juan. They had to do with the abandoned site of Fiogi just across the river, and 
I think most of the petroglyphs on the north end of the mesa that weõre working with go with 
the people of Fiogi. Their descendants today are the Tewa at First Mesa at Hopi. They came 
over two years ago and they did a tour of the petroglyphs that were at the north end of the 
mesa and we showed them shrines as well. They toured Santa Cruz, and then they went to 
the Galisteo Basin where they are supposed to have come from according to history. They 
had absolutely nothing in their legends about that area, but they had legends of the Fiogi 
area. They really fell in love with the guys from San Juan taking them to all these places. 
When people at Santa Clara took them to Santa Cruz, they thought that this was nice, but 
you know, what does this mean? It was kind of interesting to see history, recorded history 
coming up against verbal history. And, to see where the verbal history won out and where 
the recorded history begins.

Eiselt: We have talked a little bit about your approach to theory, some of the things you 
have done, some of the articles you have written, cared about, and liked. And it seems that 
one of the themes that runs through your work is a concern with cognition and culture. What 
is it that you like about the rock art project or other projects youõre currently doing that is 
different than what youõve done before with corn or trade, and what is similar?

Ford: The rock art is different because it is a voice that people have that almost becomes 
a text. They are telling you things that you normally canõt discover archaeologically with-
out a written text. So, one of my fascinations, starting with Jemez Cave, has been with the 
Archaic. And, yet when you work on the Archaic, what do you know about the intellectual 
side of things? Very little. The rock art helps you to see some of the ideas that they had. 
Rock art does tell us a lot, but itõs a challenge. Itõs really a challenge because you donõt 
have a lot of analogs to it. 

And then there are things that you can do with it that involves traditional archaeological 
techniques, like working with spatial distributions and landscapes. The site of Fiogi, for ex-
ample. Whatõs around the site of Fiogi? Itõs not rock art with glyphs, but it is rock expression, 
and that rock expression is boulders with cupules and axe slicks. These are shrines. These 
shines are close to the site. But when you cross the river, you begin to get a whole lot of 
rock art that is close to the river, including more shrines. And then as you move away from 
the river, you begin to get representations that are different than the material by the river. 
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So as you move out, you begin to þnd animals on the rock. And then as you move really 
far away, the rock art becomes very sparse, but very meaningful. And, yet if you follow the 
arroyos from the river up onto the mesa, the whole way along the arroyo there will be rock 
art. And then right where you could predict from what weõve discovered, at the top of the 
arroyo where the water comes out from the spring from precipitation that seeped into the 
surface of the mesa, and where water comes over the top like a waterfall during a rainfall, 
we þnd enormous horned-serpents. We get that, again, and again, the horned-serpents as-
sociated with water. So that is a belief system that you can document statistically. Every 
time I þnd a spring, I þnd a horned-serpent. Are there horned-serpents in places where there 
arenõt springs? Absolutely, but as a geological phenomenon, I þnd horned-serpents when I 
þnd springs. These archaeological surveying techniques allow us to þnd these associations 
that pattern on the landscape, and we donõt have to rely on ethnographic analogy. We can 
say that there is an association here that is related to water. 

Eiselt: So you are then relating that rock art to a living environment?
Ford: We are. But what weõre doing is really landscape archaeology. That landscape out 

there is a cultural landscape, itõs not just lots of boulders. Gosh, you know, everybody who 
has ever lived in northern New Mexico could have a boulder on Mesa Prieta. We could 
say, òput your initials on this boulder.ó And, you know what? There would still be boulders 
without initials. So, now the question is, there are these boulders that people in the past saw. 
Why did they pick this boulder, and not that boulder? Is it because an eagle perched on that 
rock, and it gave that rock power? So to get that power and to mark it as a power place, they 
drew a petroglyph on it? Weõll never know. But there are other things, particularly about 
rain that we do know about ethnographically, that help. We þnd rocks with foxes on them, 
and foxes are said to cry when itõs going to rain. So, the rock art is intellectually challenging 
and at the same time, itõs also insightful as a complement to what we know archaeologically 
and ethnographically.

Eiselt: And then of course, youõre doing the Hispanic rock art on the mesa as well.
Ford: Yes. Thatõs going to be really neat when we þnish photographing that and get 

our exhibit set up, because we have basically rediscovered an early Hispanic folk art. No 
one has ever written about it, and no one has ever had a museum exhibit of it. You cannot 
believe all the different types of crosses that we have found out there. Who made this stuff? 
We suspect the bulk of it in the hinterlands is from shepherds because we þnd lots of it as-
sociated with lambing pens. And then closer to the river, we þnd more elaborate glyphs like 
one we found this summer that includes a church with three steeples, each with a cross on 
top and all carved with metal. We also have land grant boundary markers. One includes a 
lion with its paw up and a crown on its head. This is stuff that is not reported. People know 
about it, but theyõre all so interested in getting the Indian petroglyphs that theyõve ignored 
the Spanish material entirely. 

These projects are not trivial projects. I think they have parts to them that are of interest, 
not only to the profession of archaeology, but to all people. And, some the people initiated. 
San Ildefonso for example. I never would have studied their corn, but they initiated it. I 
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would have been interested in seeing the petroglyphs, but I wouldnõt have taken this on 
if the people in the Vecinos del Rio community organization hadnõt said they needed an 
archaeologist to work with them.

Hegmon: Thatõs the engaged part . . .
Eiselt: There you have it.
Ford: And, theyõre of interest to these people. 

Eiselt: We havenõt talked much about museums yet. Collections, NAGPRA, and those 
kinds of things. How has the museum world become more engaged and what has been your 
role in some of these projects?

Ford: Well, the museum side of things is an interesting one. There was a committee on 
museums that was sponsored by the American Anthropological Association and funded by 
the Wenner-Gren Foundation. Rita Osmonson was the head of Wenner-Gren. She wanted 
to help museums. She saw the museum as a very important part of anthropology, and so she 
set up this program for people to study museum collections. At the same time, this AAA 
committee was running out of steam, and AAA really wasnõt interested so, a group of people 
that had been part of that committee, and people at the Smithsonian Institution got together 
and we founded a new organization, The Council for Museum Anthropology. It was people 
like Stan Fried at the American Museum of Natural History, Steve Williams from Harvard, 
Bill Sturtevant from the Smithsonian Institution, and others like Phil Dark from the Field 
Museum who worked on getting this organization off the ground. I was the þrst president. 
Joe Ben Wheat was the second. And Steve Williams and I decided that this organization 
really had to do something. That was when we got money through Nancy Gonzalez at the 
National Science Foundation and from the School of American Research to put together a 
workshop addressing some of the problems pertaining to research in museums. Steve and 
I published the monograph that outlined the problems þnancially that the museums were 
having. Then we made a pitch to the National Science Foundation that they fund a program 
on systematic research collections that museums could apply to. The ultimate objectives of 
the program were: (1) to improve awareness of cultural preservation because so much was 
disappearing through either improper or inadequate care; and (2) to make the collections 
accessible, to get them in a position so that students and researchers or other museums could 
study them. Those were the ultimate goals for this program, and it was really successful. 
It created the career of the collection manager, and collection managers have been a very 
instrumental new position for anthropologists. That came directly out of the Council for 
Museum Anthropology. I also started the newsletter for the organization that communicated 
studies about how to take care of objects. We did reviews of exhibits and advertised jobs 
to museums, and that has become a regular journal now (called Museum Anthropology). 
Although the Council was terminated by the NSF about þve years ago, Don Fowler has 
been working on seeing if they can get it started up again. 

Eiselt: NAGPRA obviously has changed the way museums operate and has created a 
whole new approach to heritage management in terms of tribal heritage programs and tribal 
museums. Could you talk a little bit about what NAGPRA has done in those terms?
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Ford: Well, Iõm not a detractor of NAGPRA. I think that NAGPRA did what museums 
and archaeologists should have been doing in the þrst place. That is, the skeletal collections 
that belong to groups should have been returned rather than sitting in cardboard boxes, un-
studied, year after year. And, I think consulting with native groupsñin the same way that 
archaeologists have long consulted with other countriesñrecognizes that Native Americans 
have sovereignty within the larger society. Because of my experience as an undergraduate, 
I never had any problem talking with Native Americans about any subject under the sun. 
But it seems that other people did, and we had to legislate talking. For example, when AIM 
came on the scene in the 1970s, there were some very untoward events in terms of break-
ing up excavations that were ongoing, like in Minnesota. But I donõt think that would have 
happened if there would have been consulting in the þrst place. Under the circumstances, 
I think that NAGPRA achieved what should have been common practice. The rise of the 
tribal museums, on the other hand, is a wonderful beneþt that came, in part, as a result of 
NAGPRA. Among other things, it gave responsibility to native groups to come to terms with 
their own heritage in their own ways, to formalize it and extend it into the realm of education 
for their own children, and for their adults. These things have been very positive. 

Even though there was a fear that somehow the Native Americans would come and empty 
out all the museums, and thereõd be nothing left, that has never happened. There were some 
groups that didnõt want anything back. There were others that wanted lots of things back, 
but then realized that they couldnõt take care of them. So that as all of these events were 
taking place, it meant that there was a reality that eventually came into being and guided 
how NAGPRA would proceed. And that I think has been very beneþcial. Issues like Ken-
newick that tend to overshadow the implications of NAGPRA never had to happen. That was 
wholly the responsibility of the Army Corps of Engineers, and if they had not overstepped 
their bounds, and had worked on this, the issues surrounding Kennewick could have been 
worked out and negotiated, and scientists and the Native Americans would have been able 
to work together, as Dave Thomas has pointed out in his book (2000). There are plenty of 
other models of how this works so that everybody gets something. And when you work on 
a win-win solution, which does mean there are some compromises on both sides, nobody 
gets hurt, and then these things are fully negotiable. 

So, NAGPRA, I think, has been a success. I think the great fear regarding NAGPRA is 
that events like Kennewick lead people to question whether it is necessary. What good it 
is? The last thing that NAGPRA needs is to be taken to court, even though there are parts 
of that bill that could be questioned. But itõs like a house of cards. You start taking one part 
off and pretty soon it collapses. Parts of it do need to be refunded. Parts of it need more 
funding, like consulting for people to come and visit the museums. A lot of that started 
out with museums actually paying for people to come and work through grants applied to 
NAGPRA, but these procedures are encumbered by federal administrations. People began 
saying, òwell we canõt wait that long. Weõll just get our casino to pay our way.ó So these 
things have transpired and it all needs to keep going forward, but NAGPRA hasnõt cleaned 
out museums. Itõs created a whole new bunch of museums, particularly tribal museums, 
which never existed before. And that is healthy. It is very healthy for people to tell their 
own story. Museums have been telling other peopleõs stories for a very long time. Native 
American communities need the right to be authorities themselves.
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Hegmon: Well, this probably concludes our interview. Are there any other things that 
you want to say before closing?

Ford: I will say this. I have enjoyed my career very much, and of course, my career isnõt 
coming to an end. It is just shifting locations. Itõs moving from Ann Arbor to New Mexico. 
I have worked with an awful lot of great professionals, who weõve talked about, and Iõve 
enjoyed it. I have worked with a lot of really good people in my own Museum at Michigan, 
who are very, very þne archaeology professionals. I have worked with people who have 
helped with archaeology that are not professionals, but they abide by our professional 
code of conduct and are excited by our work, like Herman Agoyo and Felipe Ortega for 
example, or ranchers in New Mexico, or multi-ethnic community organizations, and these 
have been just wonderful experiences. The students also have been great in all my teaching 
experiences, not only the archaeologists, but all of the botany students, ethnologists, and 
biologists that we havenõt had time to talk about. Iõve never felt that they werenõt interested 
in what I could offer them, and Iõve appreciated that interaction. And as Iõve said several 
times already I appreciate the growth that the students have shown after they left Michigan 
or other institutions where I have taught. The last thing I ever wanted was for any student 
to say, òIõm a student of Dick Ford,ó but rather theyõd say, òIõm a student of the University 
of Michigan and I worked with these professors.ó And itõs þne if Iõm one of them.
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