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Decolonizing the Past and Present of the
Western Hemisphere (The Americas)

Paulette F. Steeves, Fort Peck Community College, PO Box 154, Poplar,

MT 59225, USA

E-mail: Psteeve1@binghamton.edu

ABSTRACT
________________________________________________________________

Until very recently, archaeologists argued that the first people to enter the

Western Hemisphere walked across the Bering Land Bridge from Siberia after

13,200 calBP, bringing with them fluted Clovis tools. However, there are

many problematic areas of this archaeological story: one being that fluted

Clovis tools have never been found outside of the Western Hemisphere,

another being that in North and South America there are published reports

of hundreds of pre-13,200 calBP sites which meet or exceed archaeological

standards for dating, stratigraphy, and cultural artifacts. The field of

Pleistocene archaeological studies in the Americas has historically been

described as a battleground littered with academic causalities. Archaeologists

have only recently conceded that Indigenous people were present in the

Western Hemisphere a few 1000 years prior to Clovis. This is, however, the

same scenario as the Clovis First hypothesis regarding diminishing the time

frames of initial migrations; it is just a few 1000 years earlier than Clovis. This

scenario reproduces and maintains archaeological power and control over

the Indigenous past. Contrary to the traditional discussions of First People in

the Western Hemisphere, my research questions are not about where the

first people came from and when. I argue that the first people and their

descendants are indigenous to the continents of the Western Hemisphere

and have been so for thousands of years, this is where they are from. I argue

that there is a vast body of evidence for much earlier migrations which is

ignored a priori mainly due to embedded ‘‘nonfactual’’ colonially constructed

histories which erased an ancient Indigenous presence. I further argue that

archaeological discussions which diminish an ancient Indigenous presence in

the Western Hemisphere rupture contemporary people’s connections to their

ancestral past. I discuss the history of American Anthropology to support my

argument that this academic battle is not just about archaeological sites or

material remains. The argument reflects an ongoing colonial practice of

erasure and denies Indigenous people of the Western Hemisphere a place in

ancient world history.
________________________________________________________________
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Résumé: Jusqu’à tout récemment, les archéologues ont affirmé que les

premiers peuples à avoir pénétré sur l’hémisphère occidental avaient traversé

le pont terrestre de la Béringie depuis la Sibérie après 13,200 cal. BP,

apportant avec eux les outils cannelés de type Clovis. Il existe cependant de

nombreux points problématiques liés à cette histoire archéologique. L’un

d’entre eux est que les outils cannelés de type Clovis n’ont jamais été trouvés

en dehors de l’hémisphère occidental, l’autre est que plusieurs rapports, en

Amérique du Nord et en Amérique du Sud, font état de centaines de sites

datant d’avant 13,200 cal. BP, qui répondent ou dépassent les normes

archéologiques pour ce qui concerne la datation, la stratigraphie et les

artefacts culturels. Le domaine des études archéologiques du pléistocène aux

Amériques a toujours été décrit comme un champ de bataille, ponctué de

pertes académiques. Les archéologues n’ont que récemment reconnu que les

peuples autochtones étaient présents aux Amériques plusieurs milliers

d’années avant Clovis. Ceci est cependant le même scénario que la première

hypothèse de Clovis à propos de la réduction des durées des migrations

initiales, daté simplement quelques milliers d’années plus tôt que Clovis. Ce

scénario reproduit et maintient la puissance et le contrôle archéologiques sur

le passé indigène. Contrairement aux discussions traditionnelles sur les

premiers peuples de l’hémisphère occidental, mes questions de recherche ne

portent pas sur d’où ni quand sont arrivés les premiers peuples. Je fais valoir

que les premiers peuples et leurs descendants sont des indigènes des

continents de l’hémisphère occidental, qu’ils l’ont été pendant des milliers

d’années, et que telle est leur origine. Je soutiens qu’il existe une vaste

quantité de preuves concernant des migrations beaucoup plus précoces qui

est ignorée, a priori, principalement en raison d’histoires ancrées et « non

factuelles » construites par les colonies, qui ont effacé une présence

autochtone ancienne. De plus, j’affirme que les discussions archéologiques

diminuant une présence indigène ancienne sur l’hémisphère occidental,

rompent les liens des peuples contemporains avec leur passé ancestral.

J’examine l’histoire de l’anthropologie américaine pour étayer mon argument

selon lequel cette bataille académique ne concerne pas uniquement des sites

archéologiques ou des vestiges matériels, mais qu’elle reflète une pratique

néocoloniale pour maintenir l’effacement d’une présence indigène ancienne

qui nie la place des peuples autochtones de l’hémisphère occidental dans

l’histoire du monde.
________________________________________________________________

Resumen: Hasta hace muy poco, los arqueólogos argumentaban que los

primeros pueblos que llegaron al hemisferio occidental atravesaron

andando el Puente Terrestre de Bering desde Siberia después de 13.200

años calibrados antes del presente, trayendo consigo herramientas estriadas

Clovis. Sin embargo, existen muchas zonas problemáticas en esta historia

Decolonizing the Past and Present of the Western Hemisphere 43



arqueológica. Una es que las herramientas estriadas clovis nunca han sido

encontradas fuera del hemisferio occidental, otra es que en Norteamérica y en

Sudamérica hay informes publicados de cientos de emplazamientos

anteriores a 13.200 años calibrados antes del presente que satisfacen o

superan los estándares arqueológicos de datación, estratigrafia y artefactos

culturales. El campo de los estudios arqueológicos del Pleistoceno en ambas

Américas ha sido descrito históricamente como un campo de batalla,

contaminado con bajas académicas. Sólo recientemente, los arqueólogos han

admitido que los pueblos indı́genas estaban presentes en las Américas

algunos miles de años antes de Clovis. Sin embargo, éste es el mismo

escenario ya que la hipótesis del Primer Clovis relativa a la disminución de los

marcos de tiempo de las migraciones iniciales, es sólo algunos miles de años

anterior a Clovis. Este escenario reproduce y mantiene un poder y control

arqueológico sobre el pasado indı́gena. Al contrario que los debates

tradicionales de los Primeros Pueblos en el hemisferio occidental, las

preguntas de mi investigación no son sobre cuándo y de dónde vienen los

primeros pueblos. Argumento que los primeros pueblos y sus descendientes

son indı́genas de los continentes del hemisferio occidental y lo han sido ası́

durante miles de años, y es allı́ de donde proceden. Argumento que existe un

vasto corpus de evidencia de migraciones mucho más tempranas que se

ignora a priori debido principalmente a historias ‘‘irreales’’arraigadas

construidas colonialmente que borraron una presencia indı́gena antigua.

Asimismo argumento que los debates arqueológicos que disminuyen una

presencia indı́gena antigua en el hemisferio occidental, quiebran las

conexiones de los pueblos contemporáneos con su pasado ancestral. Hablo

de la historia de la Antropologı́a americana para apoyar mi argumentación de

que esta batalla académica no es sólo sobre emplazamientos arqueológicos o

restos materiales, sino que refleja una práctica neocolonial de mantener la

supresión de una presencia indı́gena antigua que niega a los pueblos

indı́genas del hemisferio occidental un lugar en la historia mundial.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

KEY WORDS

America, Pleistocene, Pre-Clovis, Indigenous
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Introduction

‘‘Unless and until ‘Indians’’ are in some way connected with world history as
early peoples… we will never be accorded full humanity’’ (Deloria 1992:597).
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In seeking to study ancient Indigenous histories, to follow threads of
knowledge back across time requires one to navigate an endless dark labyr-
inth littered with tangled webs of anthropological thought. The Indigenous
past and present of the Western Hemisphere has traditionally been framed
by the politics and power which underlie the colonial history of archae-
ology (Gnecco and Ayala 2011:14; Preucel and Hodder 2005:vii). The ar-
chaeological construction of Indigenous people’s histories has been framed
in Eurocentric thought and centered in power and control. Foucault
(1972) discussed the power of discourse, stating that ‘‘discourse is not an
innocent intersection of words and things’’ (49). Reviewing archaeological
literature which highlights a century-long denial of Pre-13,200 calBP
(calibrated years before present) archaeology sites and the lack of scientific
proof to support the Clovis First hypothesis leads one to question the pos-
sibilities of other lines of evidence for such a long and acrimonious debate.
Tom Dillehay (2000) mentions other reasons for the acrimonious debates
in his statement regarding the politics of science and the replacement of
one paradigm by another (xviii). Replacing the Clovis First hypothesis with
one that provides evidence for earlier initial migrations would humanize
the past of the First People of the Western Hemisphere and link ancient
populations to contemporary peoples. Earlier initial migration dates would
acknowledge that the so-called ‘‘New World’’ might be just as old as some
areas of the Old World.

In this discussion, I want to be clear that contrary to traditional ar-
chaeological research of early people in the Western Hemisphere, my re-
search focus is not about where the First People came from and when.
Whether they are discussed as having been here for 12,000 years or for
over 100,000 years, the First People and their descendants are indigenous
to the continents of the Western Hemisphere and have been so for thou-
sands of years. Many oral traditions of the Indigenous people of the Wes-
tern Hemisphere speak of a genesis in this land (Grinnell 1893:113; Secco
1992:60) telling in vivid details how the people have been here forever
(Calloway 2012:16). Oral traditions tell stories of how the people ‘‘emerged
into the world into their identity and into history’’ (Calloway 2012:40). In
origin stories, people were ‘‘given ceremonies and rituals that enabled them
to find their place on the continent’’ (Deloria and Lytle 1984). In consid-
eration of a group of first people whose distinct identities, culture, and tra-
ditions grew from their relationship to their homelands, it could be said
they have been here forever. For Indigenous people forever may mean from
their physical creation, or from the beginning of their cultural identities in
a specific place ‘‘an emergence into a precise cultural identity’’ (Silko
1996:30). Indigenous people have an unalienable right to tell their history
and their stories in their own voices and their own ways of knowing.
Indigenous discourse challenges academic hegemony which maintains tra-
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ditional privileging of non-indigenous written sources in knowledge pro-
duction of the Indigenous past (Wilson 2005:8). Archaeological discussions
which present evidence for possible migration routes between the Eastern
and Western Hemispheres are important. However, such studies would
benefit from an understanding of the numbers and locations of earlier sites
across time prior to discussing earliest migrations. It is paramount to have
an understanding of time frames of early human presence in any given area
to further elucidate possible routes of access and migration.

In discussing dates of initial migrations, it is important to point out
that the ancient Indigenous past is not removed from the present, it is very
much a part of modern society and impacts the social and political lives of
contemporary people (Gnecco 2011:53, 60; Mihesuah 2004:145). Christo-
pher Tilley (1989:105) argued that archaeology was a ‘‘form of social po-
litical action in the present’’ and that as such it had the means to affect
certain aspects of modern human culture.The academic battle to limit
Indigenous presence in the Americas to a post-Late Glacial Maximum
(LGM) time frame is reflected in the dominant discourse and aggressively
guarded Clovis First hypothesis with initial earliest migration timeframes
of 13,200 calBP (Adovasio and Page 2002:xvii; Dillehay 2000:14; Madsen
2004:1). In reviewing the history surrounding the archaeological and po-
litical debate on initial migrations, I argue that power, politics, and para-
digm bias (Dillehay 2000:285) have kept earlier Pre- 13,200 ybp sites from
being accepted.

When I discuss Pre-Clovis sites in the Western Hemisphere with Ameri-
can academic and CRM archaeologists, many are quick to refute the le-
gitimacy of Pre-Clovis sites. Many students and academics argue that there
are only a few Pre-Clovis sites and they are not really legitimate sites.
However, after further engaging said students and scholars I find that most
were not familiar with the literature of the sites they had deemed contro-
versial. Controversial when assigned to archaeological sites that do not fit
the politicized paradigms of colonial oppression, ‘‘controversial’’ when vo-
calized to delegitimize ancient indigenous cultures, that controversial is a
Western political construct of oppression not a science. In this paper, I ar-
gue that discourses, which deny earlier than 13,200 calBP sites a priori re-
flect an archaeological practice of maintaining erasures of a deep
Indigenous past. Such discussions also question ancestral links between an-
cient and modern populations. This is evident in archaeological knowledge
production and discourses which repeatedly frame and identify the Indige-
nous people of the Western Hemisphere as recent migrants from Asia
(Meltzer 2009:1). Such discussions deny the First People and their descen-
dants a legitimate identity as Indigenous to the Western Hemisphere.

To say that archaeological discussions on the timing of the initial migra-
tions to Western Hemisphere have been a site of tension in American ar-
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chaeology would be an obvious understatement. The disagreements on ini-
tial migrations to the Western Hemisphere reach far beyond the dates of
any archaeology site; they reach into the very heart of a colonially en-
trenched academic field. The field of Pre-13,200 calBP studies in North
America and South Americas have been known to be an academically
treacherous area of study, a place which has been described as a battle-
ground (Cavalli-Sforza cited in Churchill 2005:266) littered with academic
causalities. Although scientific debates are to be expected in any field, the
level of academic bullying and intimidation linked to the study of Pleis-
tocene sites in the Americas was so extreme that John Alsoszatai-Peteho
(1986) stated that ‘‘even the mere mention of the possibility of greater an-
tiquity was tantamount to professional suicide’’ (18).

In an academic science that seeks to understand the human past on a
global scale, the question becomes why the study of early humans in the
Americas was a dangerous pursuit. I argue that this battle is not just about
archaeological sites, it is about Indigenous links to an ancient past in a
colonized land. Thus, it is also about legitimizing Indigenous space and
place across time and linking contemporary Indigenous populations to an-
cient landscapes, rights, and Indigenous identities in the Western Hemi-
sphere.

In this paper, I discuss the minimization of timeframes of initial migra-
tions to the Western Hemisphere and thus erasure of Indigenous peoples
in the ancient past. To clarify the argument for earlier than 13,200 calBP
Pleistocene sites, I briefly discuss the evidence for and possibilities of earlier
initial migrations. Related to the history of archaeological construction of
the past, I also foreground discussions on the negative impacts of colonial
knowledge production (Cipolla 2013:12; Dugassa 2011:55; Stevenson
1998:33). Finally, I discuss the need to decolonize the field of Paleolithic
studies in North and South American archaeology and to open discussions
on possibilities of research in the field.

Vine Deloria Jr. (1992) stated that Indigenous peoples are disconnected
from world history and thus dehumanized as they are not accorded full
humanity (597). Deloria highlights what many scholars have argued that
Indigenous peoples have had their history and humanity erased through
processes of colonization and archaeological knowledge production (Ken-
nedy 2010:7; Newcomb 2012:1; Trigger 1980:663; Watkins 2000:5). Archae-
ologists have accepted that sites in the Eastern Hemisphere (Asia, Java)
reflect time frames of great human antiquity as early as 1.8 million years
ago (Vekua et al. 2010:163) and Australia as early as 60,000 ybp (Thorne
et al. 1999:591).

The traditional archaeological theory for the earliest migrations to the
Western Hemisphere asserted that the First People entered the North
American continent after 13,200 calibrated years before present (calBP) or
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11,200 radiocarbon years before present (rcybp) (Bawaya 2013:2; Dillehay
2000:14; Madsen 2004:1). This date is based on the evidence of fluted tools
found in direct association with the bones of extinct species in undisturbed
soils (Wormington 1957:23). Jesse Figgins, the director of the Denver Mu-
seum of Natural History named the tools, Folsom. The extinct Bison, the
tools were found associated with, was later named Bison antiquus figginsi
(Wormington 1957:25). Clovis fluted points were often larger than Folsom
points which were later found beneath a Folsom horizon and in association
with the remains of a mammoth (Wormington 1957:25). After Figgins
New Mexico sites were accepted as legitimate, fluted tools were reported at
numerous sites across North America. Thus, the Clovis People were invent-
ed by archaeologists as a Pan hemispheric cultural group. American archae-
ologists created the Clovis people as the ‘‘fastest’’ expanding and largest
culture group in human history. To fit the Clovis First hypothesis of initial
migrations into a time frame of post 13,200 calBP initial migrations, the
so-called Clovis people had to have filled the continents at super human
speeds (1997:ix). The Clovis First hypothesis had people moving across vast
distances so rapidly that ‘‘there is no analogue anywhere in human history
or prehistory for such rapid movement’’ (Dillehay 2000:5). A problem with
the hypothesis of the Clovis hunters chasing mega fauna through glaciated
mountains and across the Great Plains is that the ‘‘Clovis People’’ never
existed beyond the wildest imagination of the archaeological mind. The
fluted Clovis tool technology did exist. Fluted tools have been found at
sites dating from 13,200 to 10,900 calBP throughout North America. Clovis
fluted technology which is unique to the Western Hemisphere (Bawaya
2013:5) represents an example of a lithic tool type used to support an ar-
chaeological cultural construct which generalizes the entire Western Hemi-
sphere into one theorized culture (Dillehay 2000:27), however, one tool
type does not define a culture. Joseph Trimble had argued that

‘‘An ethnic gloss presents the illusion of homogeneity where none exists, and
therefore may be considered a superficial, almost vacuous, categorization,
which serves only to separate one group from another’’ (Trimble 1991:149).

Anthropologists discuss cultural groups through their distinctive econo-
mies, cultural practices, material remains, and so much more than one type
of stone tool. Archaeologists know this yet there remains a deafening si-
lence of non-critique on the decade-long acceptance of the Clovis People
whose apparent cultural attributes were defined by one tool type.

Critiquing archaeological constructs of Indigenous people is central to
discussing controversies related to human rights and sovereignty in the
contemporary world (Gnecco 2011:60–62). According to Chris Scarre and
Geoffrey Scarre (2006), the timing of initial migrations to the Western

48 PAULETTE F. STEEVES



Hemisphere does make a difference, ‘‘The older the evidence of human oc-
cupation, the stronger the claim to Indigeneity’’ (63). Archaeologists are al-
so, according to David Meltzer (2009) ‘‘acutely aware of the possible
implications of the earlier peopling of the Americas, which reflects on con-
temporary issues of identity, ancestry, and ownership of the past and pre-
sent’’ (xiv). To allow that Indigenous people have been present in the
Western Hemisphere for a much greater time is to solidify their links to
homelands and material remains. According to Peter Gathercole and David
Lowenthal (1990), ‘‘there are benefits from or denied from relics of the
past’’ (91). These benefits they argue, ‘‘Distinguish the few from the many,
the rich from the poor, mainstream from minority, and male from female’’
(Gathercole and Lowenthal 1990:91). Benefits of control of the past in ar-
chaeology include the power to define the past of ‘‘others’’, capital gain,
and the creation of social memories which dehumanize and disempower
‘‘others’’ (Biolsi and Zimmerman 1997:13; Brumfiel 2003:207–208).

Alan Bryan (1986) stated that the Clovis First hypothesis was actually
based on the conjecture of what ‘‘might’’ have been, without the benefit of
data to support it (2). Although archaeologists have spent over 60 years
searching for evidence to support the Clovis First hypothesis of initial mi-
grations to the Western Hemisphere, no evidence of fluted Clovis tools has
ever been found outside of the Western Hemisphere (Bawaya 2013:5).

Anthropological History and Indigenous Erasure

Scholars in the 18th and 19th centuries argued that the savages of the
Americas were not capable of advanced cultural development (Trigger
1980:663). Otis T. Mason (1880) published an article in The American
Naturalist, in which he stated, ‘‘However long ago man is claimed to have
lived in North America, none of the relics thus far discovered, are sup-
posed to belong to the origin of the race’’ (350). Lewis Henry Morgan
(1818–1881) who was a lawyer in Rochester carried out ethnological stud-
ies of the Iroquois in New York State. Morgan argued for a classification
of human cultural evolution on a progressive lineal scale which ranged
from savage to barbarism to civilization (Morgan 1877:3). However, after
years of research and close contact with Indigenous communities, Franz
Boas (1858–1942) argued against a cultural evolutionary scale based on
ethnocentric ideologies which fueled racism and discrimination (Boas
1909; Trigger 1996:279). Discrimination against Indigenous cultures in ear-
ly anthropology studies was also evident in the rhetoric of archaeologists
and anthropologists tethered to national American structures, such as Ales
Hrdlička (1869–1943). Hrdlička who worked for the Smithsonian Museum
was trained as a physician and became a self-taught physical anthro-
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pologist. Hrdlička whose ideologies were based in a liner evolutionary
framework argued for the ‘‘racial superiority of whites over Indians’’ (Scar-
re and Scarre 2006:4). Hrdlička argued that Indians had only been in the
Americas for 3000 years (Brennan 1959:27) and his vehement denial of ear-
ly man in the Americas ‘‘established deeply rooted resistance amongst ar-
chaeologists to any effort to push back the antiquity of human arrival in
the Americas’’ (Dillehay 2000:36).

Michel Foucault argued, ‘‘Discourse is not an innocent intersection of
words and things’’ (Foucault 1972:49). Foucault further stressed that the
writing of history, which is often used for social and political ends, can be
used as an instrument of power (Foucault 1981:130–133). Cristobal Gnecco
discussed history as a ‘‘form of the social production of knowledge which
is constructed from and constitutive of social memory’’ (Gnecco
2003:251). Archaeological knowledge production of the past holds currency
as scientific fact and informs public views, social memories, and social and
political policies (Mayes 2010:135). The ancient past embedded in social
memory through dominant discourses of nationalist historians and archae-
ologists erased a deep and civilized Indigenous history (Gnecco 2011:53).

At the end of the nineteenth century, a newly educated wave of well-
connected and financed settlers flowed freely through the halls of Ivy Lea-
gue schools, government offices, and federal museums. At the same time
indigenous people were being forced onto reservations (Yazzie 2000:39)
while being disposed of their lands, wealth, humanity, and sovereignty.
Dominant anthropological and archaeological discourses buried indigenous
histories in a colonial Terra Nullius, a land devoid of people and civiliza-
tion (Byrd 2011:64; McNiven and Russell 2005:197; Smith-Tuhiwai
1999:53).

In the late 1800s, a small group of American archaeologists discussed
the possibilities of finding pre Homo sapiens in the Americas (Alsoszatai-
Petheo 1986:16). This followed the success of geology, paleontology and bi-
ology in Europe, in finding Pleistocene pre Homo sapiens fossil forms and
Paleolithic materials (Alsoszatai-Petheo 1986:16; Sabloff and Willey
1974:53). This was a time of feverish colonization in the United States and
Canada, a time when the concept of a Terra Nullius was required to justify
the appropriation and theft of the lands from Indigenous inhabitants (Bru-
chac 2010:366; Byrd 2011:64; McNiven and Russell 2005:197; Smith-Tuhi-
wai 1999:53).

Archaeologists have traditionally been in control of creating the past
which has been argued by Don Fowler (1987) to be a major symbolic re-
source, which legitimizes power and authority (229). Brumfiel (2003) ar-
gued that material remains are a source of power which bestows authority
in knowledge production upon those who possess and control collections
(207–208). Interpretations of the Indigenous past created by Euro-Ameri-
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can archaeologists are framed within their own set of biases (Wilson
2008:16). Contemporary Eurocentric knowledge production of Indigenous
histories remains saturated in epistemologies of Agnotology and discourses
which create and maintain epistemic violence (Byrd 2009:20). Epistemology
is defined as the nature of knowledge and truth or how we come to know
the mechanisms of the acquisition of knowledge (Chilisa 2012:21). Agno-
tology is defined as the cultural production of ignorance, or how ignorance
is produced through neglect, secrecy, suppression, destruction of docu-
ments, unquestioned tradition, and social political selectivity (Proctor and
Schiebinger 2008:1). The public view of colonized peoples which is embed-
ded in academic and general knowledge is often informed as much by what
is not discussed, as by what is.

Archaeology is a Western science, and all Western Sciences are declared
by practitioners to be value free (Chilisa 2012:40). Human emotions do
not weigh in on the scales of objective science. However, the decade-long
history of overly aggressive and angry denials of Pre-13,200 calBP or Pre-
Clovis sites in the Western Hemisphere strongly suggests that some areas
of American archaeology actively incorporate highly emotional stances
against challenges to embedded paradigms (Pyburn 2010:193). Battles
which see academics or as Haynes (2000) stated ‘‘the Clovis Police other-
wise known as the Clovis Mafia’’ (265) recreating fields of intimidation
around borders of time are never conducive to advancing knowledge or re-
search. When scholars construct defenses and mount attacks, their actions
contradict their assertions of objectivity and their conclusions cannot be
accepted as emotionless or value free. Thus in regard to the Pre-Clovis bat-
tlefield we must question the scientific validity of such an emotionally
charged denial of earlier initial migrations.

Archaeology demands rigorous scientific testing and publication of data
and results, yet the Clovis First hypothesis was not based on scientific data
(Bryan 1986:2). To gain an understanding of why an unproven hypothesis
for initial migrations was rigorously defended and taught as fact in acade-
mia for decades requires a critical view of the field’s development as a
Western Science, which is beyond the scope of this paper. The social and
political forces that underpin American archaeology expose the discipline’s
colonial heritage (Preucel and Hodder 2005:vii), a past discussed in critical
literature yet most often silenced in general knowledge production. Freder-
ick Wiseman (2005) argued that archaeological knowledge production is
not neutral, it is steeped in political and colonial ideologies and has his-
torically been controlled by non-indigenous scholars (2). Wiseman (2005)
further argued that an important aspect of the protection and survival of
Indigenous people’s sovereignty and rights rests in their control of cultural
information (2). Robert Purcell and Ian Hodder argued that Indigenous
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people have an inalienable right to produce knowledge on their own past
and present (Preucel and Hodder 2005:ix).

Stigma of Pre-Clovis

I have found in my research that here are hundreds of reports on Pre-
13,200 calBP or Pre-Clovis sites which have been dismissed a priori by
American archaeologists, yet there are very few published critiques of those
same sites. In considering the possibilities of earlier initial migrations, I
have found that scholars who reject Pre-Clovis sites do not often discuss
the environmental possibilities of east-west migrations during the Pleis-
tocene. Studies based on sites in the Eastern Hemisphere indicate that early
modern humans were adapted to living in diverse environments prior to
100,000 years ago and were present on the mainland and islands of Asia,
Europe, and Africa. There is also a well-known history of mammalian mi-
grations between the Eastern and Western continents spanning across mil-
lions of years (Prothero 2005:1; Rybczynski et al. 2013:1550; Wallace and
Hulbert 2013:1). Archaeologists who denounce the possibilities and evi-
dence for Pre-Clovis migrations have historically ignored the evidence of
the global history of human migrations, Paleoenvironments, and intercon-
tinental mammalian migrations that shed light on the very questions they
ask. Environmental records strongly infer that the worst time to cross the
Bering Land Bridge was after 24,000 ybp during the post-Last Glacial Max-
imum period.

Initial migrations, whether 13,200 calBP or earlier, took place during a
time when the continents were divided into nations and not identified by
the specific cultural and political units which are common today. When ar-
chaeologists use contemporary nation’s names to discuss migrations of an-
cient peoples, they infer that thousands of years prior to the existence of
Asia and America, Asians walked across Beringa and instantly became
Americans. Such claims made in the name of Western Science and often
accepted as fact by the general population are not exposed for the absurdi-
ty of their claims (Deloria 1997:73).

Tom Dillehay who excavated the Monte Verde site in Chile stated that
when radiocarbon tests came back as older than 12,000 ybp he was startled,
since he had been taught that such dates were impossible (Dillehay
2000:xv). He stated he had been taught the Clovis culture represented the
first people whose initial migrations took place around 11,200 years ago
(Dillehay 2000:xv). James Adovasio who excavated the Meadowcroft site in
Pennsylvania stated that on receiving the facts his site dated to older than
Clovis, he was not that surprised, but he knew that his ‘‘career was about
to veer off into the archaeological badlands’’ (Adovasio and Page 2002:xiii).
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What he was referring to was that the dates for the Meadowcroft site ‘‘put
people in Pennsylvania some four thousand years before any human being
was supposed to have set foot in this hemisphere’’ (Adovasio and Page
2002:xiv). The guarded Clovis First time frame was not in any way logical
but was argued to represent a ‘‘cherished dogma’’ (Adovasio and Page
2002:xiii). Archaeologists’ experiences of having their sites overly scruti-
nized and of being academically bashed for reporting Pre-Clovis sites
makes no sense, at least not in a world where science is expected to rule
over opinion and bias.

In recent years due to mounting evidence of Pre-Clovis of pre-13,200 calBP
sites such as Monte Verde in Chile (Dillehay 2000:15), archaeologists are now
more accepting of the possibilities of earlier sites (Waguespack 2007:63). How-
ever, even with the presence of hundreds of sites providing evidence for earlier
Pleistocene initial migrations, contemporary academics remain skeptical of
sites which date to more than a few thousand years earlier than Clovis time
frames. This is the same agenda as the Clovis First hypothesis was regarding di-
minishing the time frames of initial migrations, just allowing that humans ar-
rived in the Western Hemisphere a few thousand years earlier than Clovis time
frames (Meiri et al. 2014:7; Goebel et al. 2008). Such theories, which propose a
recent boundary of time for the earliest date of initial migrations, continue to
ignore a vast body of data on earlier Pre-Clovis sites located throughout areas
of North and South America.

When discussing initial migration possibilities, it is important to re-
member that we do not have a clear understanding of earliest sites in ei-
ther the eastern hemisphere regions of Asia or the northern hemisphere
regions of North America. Discussions of earliest human migrations are
based on what we know from recorded sites, and gaps in the archaeological
record suggest there is a lot we do not yet know. Further research and dis-
covery of new sites and evidence is paramount to furthering discussions of
links between sites in the Eastern and Western Hemispheres. However
when early humans have been present in the Eastern Hemisphere for over
1.8 million years and a land bridge between the east and the west has been
available for much of that time, why would it have been impossible for
people to arrive in the Western Hemisphere at earlier than Clovis dates?
The environmental record provides strong evidence that it would not have
been impossible at all. The record of early human sites in the Eastern
Hemisphere informs us that early human were very capable of traveling
great distances through diverse ecological zones.

For millions of years northern areas of the Eastern and Western Hemi-
spheres were connected by a wide low laying land mass that was peri-
odically inundated with seawater. The area which is now known as the
Bering Land Bridge was available for intercontinental migrations for much
of the last 100,000 years (Wright 1991:138) and throughout much of the
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Pleistocene (Adovasio and Page 2002:620). During the last 1.6 million
years, glaciers advanced and retreated facilitating mammalian migrations
across the land bridge between the Eastern and Western Hemispheres in
both directions (Adovasio and Page 2002:62). The environmental evidence
suggests that the most difficult time to migrate across the Bering Land
Bridge was during or after the LGM 24,000–14,000 years ago. The majority
of proponents of the Clovis First hypothesis have conveniently left this dis-
cussion out of their arguments as it is a point that supports the possi-
bilities of earlier initial migrations to Western Hemisphere.

The facts as discussed remain, and the Clovis First hypothesis of initial
migrations after 13,200 calBP was never based on any proven scientific
facts or data (Bryan 1986:2). The Pan Hemispheric Clovis culture was cre-
ated from over-simplified theories based on fluted tools, which were ‘‘un-
critically lumped together’’ (Dillehay 2000:27). The fluted Clovis tool and
the boundary of time for its initial appearance became and most often re-
mains a dangerous border to cross in American archaeology.

Evidence for Great Antiquity

When I had reviewed published literature which discussed over 300 pre-Clo-
vis sites in the Western Hemisphere, I realized that there were far more than
just a few well-recorded and documented sites. I also realized that this area of
research had much to offer in illuminating the past and in work to decolonize
historical initial migration paradigms and Indigenous histories. Pre-
13,200 calBP or Pre-Clovis sites in the Western Hemisphere number in the
hundreds and are located throughout the Northern and Southern continents.
There are far too many to list in this article; however, a sample is included in
Table 1. This list of sites represents a small fraction of the possibilities for fu-
ture Paleolithic research in the Western Hemisphere. Many of the site collec-
tions may be available for further study and new excavations may be feasible
at some site areas. The inclusion of a site in this list does not represent a site
that is not controversial or that does not warrant further work. Many of the
sites in this list meet or exceed the required reasonable scientific criteria. Sci-
entific criteria are described by Adovasio and Page (2002:99) as follows:

• Undeniable artifacts or osteological remains that were unmistakably
human.

• An indisputable context (such as direct stratigraphic association with
extinct Pleistocene animal remains).

• A valid and reliable control over chronology… which meant an
undisturbed stratigraphy (Adovasio and Page 2002:99).
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Table 1 Sample of Pleistocene sites in the Western Hemisphere

>11,191 rcybp >18,000 rcybp

RS- 150 21 sites, Brazil Manix Lake, CA

Swan point, AK Fisherman Lake, N.W.T

Trail Creek, AK Bluefish Caves, Y.T

Manis Site, WA Old Crow 125 sites, Y.T

Smith Creek Cave, NV Hungry Creek, Y.T

Danger Cave, UT Bonnet Plume, Y.T

Coopers Ferry, ID Stewart River, Y.T

Wilson Butte, ID Jack Wade Creek, AK

Owl Cave, ID Batzen Tena, AK

Paisley Caves, OR Chesrow 35 sites, ON

Fort Rock Cave, OR Timlin, ON

Lamb Springs, CO Varsity Lakes, AB

Selby, CO Taber, AB

Dutton, CO Saltville, VA

False Cougar Cave, OR Cactus Hill, VA

Lovewell, KS 2 sites Meadowcroft Rock Shelter, PA

Hambuger, KS Topper, GA

Schafer, WI Avery Island, LA

Hebior, WI Frishenan, TX

Shriver, MO Pendejo Cave, NM

Kimmswick, MO Gault, TX

Coats- Hines, TN Lewisville, TX

Big Bone Lick, KT Coopertown, OK

Lubbock Lake, OK Burnham, OK

Miami, TX McGee’s Point, UT

Prospect Shelter, WY Lovewell I, KS

Page Ladson, FL Shaffert, NB

Duchess Quarry Cave, NY Hot Springs, S.D

Lange Ferguson, SD American Falls, ID

Petrified Forest, AZ Lamb Springs, CO

Naco, AZ Black Fork River, WY

Sand Creek, TX Sandia Cave, NM

La Jolla Scripps Campus, CA Buchanan Canyon, CA

Buttermilk Creek, TX Yuha, CA

Levi Site, TX Brown, CA

Coxcatlan, MX Mission Ridge, CA

Santa Isabel Iztapan II, MX China Lake, CA

San Isidro, MX Hwy 54, CA

Tamaulipas, MX Santa Rosa Island, CA

Rio Uruguay, Baha Calico Mule Canyon, CA

El Inga, Ecuador Calico, CA

Pubenza 1, Colombia Basalt Ridge, CA

Sueva, Colombia Sunnyvale, CA

Tibito, Colombia Point Conception, CA

El Abra II, Colombia Woolly Mammoth, CA

Urupez II, Uruguay Scripps Tower, CA

Guitarrero Cave, Peru Scripps Campus, CA
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Many of the sites on this list have been discussed by archaeologists as
problematic based on one or more arguments. However, the majority of
the sites have not benefited for a published critique based on first-hand
knowledge, site visits, or collection studies. Tom Dillehay (2000) argued
that many discussion which dismissed pre-Clovis sites as illegitimate were
often based on invented mistakes.

‘‘In their haste to defend the Clovis First model, they fantasized floods and
other natural events to explain the association of the different cultural traits
often found at non-Clovis sites, or, worse they invent mistakes in the analysis
of those sites to give them cause for dismissing them. What this all boils

Table 1 continued

>11,191 rcybp >18,000 rcybp

Telemachay, Peru American Falls, CA

Pachamachy, Peru Texas Street, CA

Jayamachay, Peru Petronila Creek, TX

Taima–Taima, Venezuela Rancho La Ampola, MX

Cerro Tres Tetas, Argentina Hueyatlaco, MX

Piedra Museo, Argentina El Cederal, MX

Los Toldos, Argentina Culapan, MX

La Moderna, Argentina Valsequillo, MX

Cerro La China, Argentina Tlapacayo, 18 sites, MX

Arroyo Seco Sito II, Argentina El Horno, MX

Alero El Puesto, Argentina Mauco, Venezuela

Tres Arroyos, Chile El Bosque, Nicaragua

Tagua–Tagua, Chile Tequendama III, Columbia

Monte Verde, Chile Otovalo, Ecuador

Cueva del Largo Sofia, Chile Gruta Del Indio, Argentina

Querro, Chile Pikimachay, Peru

Cueva Del Medio, Chile Monte Verde, Chile

Lapa do Boquete, Brazil Santa Elina, Brazil

Toca do Sito Meio, Brazil Lapa Vermelha IV, Brazil

Alice Boer Site, Brazil Toca da Tira Peia, Brazil

Toca do Boqueirao, Brazil Toca do Pedra Furada, Brazil

Pedra Pintada, Brazil Toca do Boqueiras, Brazil

Santa do Riacho, Brazil Toca da Esperanea, Brazil

Arroio de Fossies, Brazil Sao Ramundo, Brazil

Abrigo do Sol, Brazil Arroyo Arenillas, Mexico

Caldeirao de Rodriguez, Brazil Little Salt Spring, FL

Quirhuac, Brazil La Sena, NB

Wally’s Beach, Alberta Jensen, NB

Talara Tar Seeps 12 sites, Peru Los Reyes La Paz, Mexico

La Villa de Guadalupe, Mexico Dawson, AK

Sloth Hole, FL Anza-Borrego- Desert, CA

Wakula Springs, FL Ridgewater Quandrangle, CA

Compiled from site reports: P Steeves 2014
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down to is the politics of science and the replacement of one paradigm by
another’’ (Dillehay 2000:xviii).

I am not saying that all Pre-Clovis sites are not problematic, many
would benefit from further testing and research. I do however agree with
Herbert Alexander (1978) who argued that ‘‘we have had the evidence of
human antiquity in the Americans for a long time, and we should insist
that it be used’’ (22). A great deal of energy has been spent on arguments
denying a pre-13,200 calBP human presence in The Western Hemisphere.
The energy and resources spent on denial may be better utilized by training
students in Paloelithic studies of the Americas.

Molecular Archaeology an Incomplete View

‘‘Reports by geneticists and linguists that human populations may have mi-
grated to the Americas as early as 35 Kya seem to demand a rethinking of
Pleistocene peopling models’’ (Goebel 1999:208).

There is no consensus amongst geneticist regarding the dates of the ini-
tial peopling of the Western Hemisphere or the number of possible found-
ing populations. DNA studies of Indigenous populations of the Western
Hemisphere are limited by the low number of ancient and contemporary
samples (Faught 2008:687; Merriweather 2002:299: Mayes 2010:147).
Lalueza et al. (1997) stated that ‘‘the extinction of aboriginal populations
in America that followed cultural displacement upon European contact has
hindered genetic analyses’’ (41). William Denevan (1992:xvii–xxix) argued
that by the 1500s, the Western Hemisphere was estimated to have experi-
enced an 89% reduction in the Native American populations. Therefore,
only a very small fraction of the Americas Indigenous population’s mtDNA
has been collected. It must also be noted that contemporary populations
represent from 11 to 5% of the original pre-invasion population. Accord-
ing to Andrew Merriweather (2002), scientists have

‘‘mtDNA sampled only a few tenths of a percent of the entire living Native
American population, and less than a hundredth of a percent of the deceased
Native American population’’ (Merriweather 2002:299).

The known American Indigenous mtDNA haplogroups and sub-groups
expanded from four in the early 1990s to fifteen maternal founding lin-
eages in 2011 (Perego et al. 2010:1174). This number will most likely in-
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crease if and when further samples are collected. Ripan Mali et al. (2007)
argued that researchers may have ignored evidence of founding haplotypes
as it did not fit with the prevailing model.

‘‘Researchers studying mtDNA of contemporary populations may have ig-
nored evidence of additional founding haplogroups because it did not fit the
prevailing five-founder model for the peopling of the Americas. In addition,
studies of ancient DNA in the Americas may have misidentified authentic
evidence of additional founder lineages as contamination and, as such, failed
to report the results’’ (Mali et al. 2007:647).

Geneticists Wallace and Torroni (1992) argued that the overall age of
three of the four mtDNA Amerindian lineages dated to 21,000–
42,000 years (517). While molecular evidence in valuable to studies of the
human past, it presents a very incomplete picture of Indigenous popula-
tions of the Western Hemisphere. Given the very small fraction of Indige-
nous groups DNA that has been studied, we cannot conclude the number
of founding haplotype or the timing of initial or earliest migrations. Ge-
neticists have provided informative data on ages and numbers of haplo-
types for Western Hemisphere populations they have studied. However,
they have a long way to go to even come near to having a comprehensive
body of data that will inform us of the overall view of the human past of
the Western Hemisphere.

Impacts of Anthropological Knowledge Production

What is not often discussed beyond the field of critical scholarship is the
impact of traditional anthropological knowledge production on contempo-
rary Indigenous people. I argue that archaeological discussions which rup-
ture links between contemporary Indigenous populations and ancient
homelands deny Indigenous identities and rights, and continue to fuel dis-
crimination and social and political disparities. When the past is destroyed,
hidden, and stolen from a colonized people, they are often left in an empty
void shattered by the delusions of Eurocentric tenets of belief, which deny
a legitimacy of civilization prior to European contact. Contemporary
Indigenous people are actively recovering through political, social, and aca-
demic acts of sovereignty, what had previously been denied, destroyed, sto-
len, and hidden through colonization and discursive academic tactics of
erasure.

Archaeological discussions which denigrate and dehumanize Indigenous
people maintain a currency which fuels racism, discrimination, and social
and political disparities. Such disparities are discussed as a part of the
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Soulwounds of intergenerational trauma. Soulwounds and intergenerational
trauma are discussed as chronic trauma and unresolved grief, evident
amongst many contemporary Indigenous populations in the Americas (Du-
ran 2006). Eduardo Duran discussed soul wounding as he learned of this
from American Indian elders in central California.

They explained that ancestral wounding that had occurred in the community
was being passed down through the generations. They gave accounts of how
the genocide had occurred in their area. Between the years 1870 and 1900, at
least 80% of the population had been systematically exterminated. In addi-
tion, they explained how the earth had been wounded and how, when the
earth is wounded, the people who are caretakers of the earth are also wound-
ed at a very deep soul level… The problem was perceive by the community
as the ‘‘soul wound’’ (Duran 2006:16).

Soulwounds are a result of colonization including, being torn from ones
ancestral lands, enforced separation of children from families, residential
schools, the outlawing of Indigenous languages, and cultural practices, the
results of an attempted genocide, and ongoing ostracism, racism, and dis-
crimination. The self-embodied shame and degradation of being colonized
people living within fourth world borders surrounded by first world
colonizers who deny the genocide your people survived. Soulwounds are
reflected in high rates of depression, mental illness, drug and alcohol use,
and suicide rates 800 times the national average, (Chandler and Lalond
2004:111).

Public views of contemporary Indigenous people are reflected in support
for or against policies of land claims, program funding, legal, economic,
and social rights, which remain controversial (Cruikshank 2007:355). De-
humanizing and derisive discussions of Indigenous cultures of the Western
Hemisphere are not just historical but remain embedded in contemporary
archaeological discourses (Newcomb 2012:1). An example of contemporary
discussions which are derisive include those which identify Indigenous peo-
ple of the Western Hemisphere as Asians or as recent migrants from Asia.

‘‘They made prehistory, those later day Asians who, by jumping continents,
became the first Americans’’ (Meltzer 2009:1).

Traditionally Indigenous people were most often misrepresented by
Western academics as uncivilized, non-intellectual, and non-compatible
with the modern world (Morgan 1877:12). Public perceptions of Indige-
nous people are not simply historic but remain embedded in many areas
of general discourse (Newcomb 2012:1). A recent letter to the editor of the
Nanaimo News (March 27, 2013) is an example of such uninformed and
embedded views. The letter entitled ‘‘Educate First Nations to be Modern
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Citizens’’ seriously questioned the accomplishments of First Nations com-
munities and depicted them in the past and in contemporary times as
chronic underachievers.

‘‘It was only 12,000 years ago, or less and this should be considered; in all
those years the so called First Nations: Never ‘‘discovered’’ the wheel. Never
had a written language. Never discovered astronomy. Had no science or sci-
entific discoveries. Had no mathematics. Made no medical discoveries.
…Have a history that is notable only for underachievement… Are these peo-
ple in trouble? Yes. Do they need help? Yes. Are they responsible enough to
look after themselves and efficiently spend the billions the taxpayers give
them? Certainly not.’’ (Nanaimo News, Olson 2013).

The letter was riddled with inaccurate tropes of uncivilized peoples who
never invented anything worthwhile and were incapable of being modern
citizens. It elicited strong responses.

‘‘First Nations National Chief Shawn Atleo was outraged by the letter, saying
it was a reflection of ignorance toward his community. ‘‘That letter — abso-
lutely outrageous — the outside example of the deep disconnect, misunder-
standing and ignorance about First Nations people from coast to coast to
coast — the kind of thinking that has created the advent of the Indian Act
that led to residential schools’’ (CBC News Canada 2013).

Snuneymuxw Chief Doug White posted his view of the letter on the
Snuneymuxw blog site:

‘‘The letter and the paper that published it should be condemned in every
possible way. It is the ugliest expression of ignorance and discrimination
from this paper …I sent it along to specialized legal counsel for advice re-
garding hate speech and whether or not criminal prosecution should be pur-
sued or a human rights complaint or both’’ (Snuneymuxw Blog Spot 2013).

The letter printed in the Nanaimo Newspaper March 2013 sparked an
immediate social media fury and protests outside the newspapers office in
Nanaimo. The letter was apparently from a Canadian citizen responding to
the Idle No More movement which brought attention to the need to ad-
dress extreme poverty amongst First Nations communities. The letter
blamed First Nations people for their own plight and stated they had and
never would amount to anything (Nanaimo News 2013).

Anthropological and archaeological discussions remain a factor in the
maintenance of discrimination, racism, and reproduction of colonialism.
One example from a recent archaeological textbook, Patterns in Pre History:
Human Kinds First Three Million Years (2007) a textbook currently used in
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undergraduate introduction to archaeology classes describes an artifact as
follows:

‘‘An artifact can be a 20,000 year old beautiful spear point from France, or
an indistinguishable flake some weary Indian chucked out in a Mississippi
corm field a 1,000 years ago’’ (Wenke and Olszewski 2007:43).

The description which presents artifacts from France as ancient and beau-
tiful and artifacts from Mississippi as indistinguishable and much more re-
cent, and the statement identifying a ‘‘weary Indian’’ are highly egregious
especially as they are presented to first year undergraduate students (Watkins
personal communication, 2009). Indigenous identities as Deloria (1997) ar-
gued have been manipulated by academics seeking to influence general opin-
ions or views (9). The description of an artifact presented by Wenke and
Olszewski (2007) also reflects the minimization in time of Indigenous people
in the Western Hemisphere and the acceptance of times of great antiquity in
the Eastern Hemisphere. Beyond an example of artifacts, this academic dis-
cussion is an example of the ongoing colonialism in American archaeology.
In highlighting Eurocentric knowledge production in academic textbooks, I
am illuminating academic spaces which are cloaked in unspeakable pain, an-
guish, and loss, places which are never out of the view of Indigenous people.
Being of Cree-Metis ancestry and having lived in both the settler and Indige-
nous worlds, I speak from an informed understanding of the impacts of
knowledge produced from a Eurocentric and colonial view.

Conclusion

It is important to re-write Indigenous histories from an informed Indige-
nous perspective (Byrd 2011:xxx) An Indigenous view of the past creates a
dialog which forms the basis of an empowered identity from which Indige-
nous people can challenge historical erasures of communities, peoples, and
places.

‘‘Indigenous methodologies prompt Western traditions to engage in reflexive
self-study, to consider a research paradigm outside the Western tradition that
offers a systematic approach to understanding the world. It calls for the non-
Indigenous scholar to adjourn disbelief and, in the pause, consider alternative
possibilities’’ (Kovach 2009:29).

Archaeology has the potential when applied in decolonizing frameworks
to re-write histories which will then create an informed historical con-
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sciousness that ‘‘challenges the simplifications and distortions of official
history’’ (Schmidt and Patterson 1995:17).

For thousands of years, Indigenous people have practiced many forms
of environmental management. A traditional practice amongst many
Indigenous groups is using fire to renew the landscape. Pyro-regeneration
burns away old dense forest undergrowth and allows the sunlight to bring
new life to the earth (Mistry et al. 2005:365; Kimmerer and Lake 2001:36).
Pyro-epistemology is a term I coined which metaphorically describes criti-
cal Indigenous scholarship. A practice of Pyro-epistemology through the
ceremony of Indigenous ways of knowing, being, and doing is one which
cleanses the academic landscape of discussions that misinform worldviews
and fuel misunderstanding and racism. Such literary renewal clears the way
for new discussions and intellectual growth in academic fields of thought
and centers of knowledge production.

Further research in this area emancipated from historical political
boundaries and the rhetoric of a discipline which was embedded in pro-
cesses of colonial nation building may enrich the archaeological record
and expand the global history of human migrations, while offering ar-
chaeologists and anthropologists the opportunity to begin to mitigate past
wrongs of their predecessors and decolonize their own field. This was dis-
cussed by Bendremer and Richman (2006) who stated, ‘‘regarding the
harm done, it is the responsibility of the current generation of archae-
ologists and anthropologists to begin to mitigate past wrongs and to put
in place ethical procedures that ensure that we maximize benefits to
indigenous people and minimize harm’’ (114). What I hope to have ac-
complished, if nothing else, is to open a discourse on the need for ar-
chaeologists to reexamine some of the assumptions that form the basis of
Paleoindigenous research, and to reflexively consider the impacts of their
work on Indigenous populations.

References

Adovasio, J.M., and J. Page
2002. The First Americans: In pursuit of Archaeology’s Greatest Mystery. Random

House, New York, NY.

Alexander, H.
1978. The Legalistic Approach to Early Man Studies. In Early Man in America

from a Circum-Pacific Perspective, edited by A.L. Bryan, pp. 20–22. Ar-
chaeological Researches International, Edmonton.

62 PAULETTE F. STEEVES



Alsoszatai-Peteho, J.
1986. An Alternative Paradigm for the Study of Early Man in the New World.

In New Evidence for the Pleistocene Peopling of the Americas, edited by A.L.
Bryan, pp. 15–23. Center for the Study of Early Man, Orono, ME.

Bawaya, M.
2013. How the West was Won. New Scientist 217(2910):42–45.

Bendremer, J.C., and K.A. Richman
2006. Human Subjects Review and Archaeology: a View from Indian Country.

In The Ethics of Archaeology: Philosophical Perspectives on Archaeological
Practice, edited by G.F. Scarre and C. Scarre, pp. 97–114. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Biolsi, T., and L.J. Zimmerman (editors)
1997. Indians and Anthropologists: Vine Deloria, Jr., and the Critique of Anthro-

pology. University of Arizona Press, Tuscon, AZ.

Boas, F.
1909. The Kwakiutl of Vancouver Island (8). EJ Brill, Leiden.

Brennan, L.A.
1959. No Stone Unturned: An Almanac of North American Pre-history. Random

House, New York, NY.

Bryan, A.L. (editor)
1986. New Evidence for the Pleistocene Peopling of the Americas. Center for the

Study of Early Man, Orono, ME.

Bruchac, M.
2010. Imagining the Future of Indigenous Archaeologies. In Indigenous archae-

ologies. A reader on decolonization, edited by M. Bruchac. Left Coast Press,
Walnut Creek, CA.

Brumfiel, E.
2003. It’s a Material World. History, Artifacts, and Anthropology. Annual Re-

view of Anthropology 32:205–223.

Byrd, J.A.
2009. In the City of Blinding Lights: Indigeneity, Cultural Studies and the Er-

rants of Colonial Nostalgia. Cultural Studies Review 15(2):13–28.

Byrd, J.A.
2011. The Transit of Empire: Indigenous Critiques of Colonialism. University of

Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, MN.

Calloway, C.G.
2012. First Peoples: A Documentary Survey of American Indian History

(4th ed.). St. Martin’s Bedford.

Decolonizing the Past and Present of the Western Hemisphere 63



Cavalli-Sforza, L.L. Cited In Ward Churchill.
2005. Since Predator Came: Notes from the Struggle for American Indian Lib-

eration. AK Press, Oakland, CA.

CBC News Canada.
2013. ‘Racist’ newspaper letter sparks Nanaimo protest. Retrieved from

http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/story/2013/03/28/bc-
nanaimo-dailynews-first-nations.html?cmp=rss. Accessed 12/14/2013.

Chandler, M.J., and C.E. Lalonde
2004. Transferring Whose Knowledge? Exchanging Whose Best Practices?: On

Knowing About Indigenous Knowledge and Aboriginal Suicide. In Abo-
riginal Policy Research: Setting the Agenda for Change, edited by J. White,
P. Maxim, and D. Beavon, vol. 2, pp. 111–123. Thompson, Toronto, ON.

Chilisa, B.
2012. Indigenous Research Methodologies. Sage Publications Inc, Los Angeles, CA.

Cipolla, C.
2013. Native American Historical Archaeology and the Trope of Authenticity.

Historical Archaologie 47(3):12–22.

Cruikshank, J.
2007. Melting Glaciers and Emerging Histories in the Saint Elias Mountains. In

Indigenous Experience Today, edited by M. de la Cadenade la , and O.
Starn. Berg, New York, NY.

Deloria, V.
1992. Indians, Archaeologists, and the Future. American Antiquity 57:595–598.

Deloria, V. Jr.
1997. Red earth, White Lies: Native Americans and the Myth of Scientific Fact.

Fulcrum Publishing, Golden, CO.

Deloria, V., and C.M. Lytle
1984. The Nations Within: The Past and Future of American Indian Sovereignty.

University of Texas Press, Austin, TX.

Denevan, W.M.
1992. The Pristine Myth: The Landscape of the Americas in 1492. Annals of the

Association of American Geographer 82:345–369.

Dillehay, T.D.
2000. The Settlement of the America: A new Prehistory. Basic, New York, NY.

Dugassa, B.F.
2011. Colonialism of Mind. Deterrent of Social Transformation. Sociology Mind

1(92):55–64.

Duran, E.
2006. Healing the Soul Wound: Counseling with American Indians and Other

Native People. Teachers College Press, New York, NY.

64 PAULETTE F. STEEVES

http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/story/2013/03/28/bc-nanaimo-dailynews-first-nations.html?cmp=rss
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/story/2013/03/28/bc-nanaimo-dailynews-first-nations.html?cmp=rss


Faught, M.K.
2008. Archaeological Roots of Human Diversity in the New World: A Compila-

tion of Accurate and Precise Radiocarbon Ages from Earliest Sites. Ameri-
can Antiquity 73(4):670–698.

Foucault, M.
1972. The Archaeology of knowledge. Translated by. A. M. Sheridan Smith.

Tavistock, London, UK.

Foucault, M.
1981. Power/Knowledge. Harvester Press, Brighton.

Fowler, D.D.
1987. Use of the Past: Archaeology in the Service of the State. American Antiqui-

ty 52(2):229–248.

Gathercole, P.W., and D. Lowenthal
1990. The Politics of the Past. Routledge, London.

Gnecco, C., and P. Ayala
2011. Indigenous Peoples and Archaeology in Latin America. Left Coast Press,

Walnut Creek, CA.

Gnecco, C.
2011. Native Histories and Archaeologists. In Indigenous Peoples and Archaeology

in Latin America, edited by C. Gnecco, and P. Ayala. Left Coast Press,
Walnut Creek, CA.

2003. Native Americans and Archaeologists. Indigenous People and Archaeology.
Chacmoll, Calgary, AB.

Goebel, Ted., M.R. Waters, and D.H. O’Rourke
2008. The Late Pleistocene Dispersal of Modern Humans in the Americas.

Science 319(5869):1497–1502.

Goebel, T.
1999. Pleistocene Human Colonization of Siberia and Peopling of the Americas:

An Ecological Approach. Evolutionary Anthropology: Issues, News, and Re-
views 8(6):208–227.

Grinnell, G.B.
1893. Pawnee Mythology. Journal of American Folklore 6(21):113–130.

Haynes, C.V.
2000. Mammoths, Measured Time, and Mistaken Identities. Radiocarbon

42(2):257–270.

Kennedy, S.M.
2010. Indigenous Archaeology: Historical interpretation from an Emic Perspec-

tive. Nebraska Anthropologist. Paper 55. Digital Commons @ University
of Nebraska- Lincoln. http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/nebanthro/55.

Decolonizing the Past and Present of the Western Hemisphere 65

http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/nebanthro/55


Kimmerer, R.W., and F.K. Lake
2001. The Role of Indigenous Burning in Land Management. Journal of Forestry

99(11):36–41.

Kovach, M.
2009. Indigenous Methodologies: Characteristics, Conversations, and Contexts.

University of Toronto Press, Toronto, ON.
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Krahô of Tocantı́ns. Human Ecology 33(3):365–386.

Morgan, L.H.
1877. Ancient Society: Or Research in the Lines of Human Progress from Savagery

to Barbarism to Civilization. William Holt and Company, New York, NY.

Nanaimo News
2013. Educate First Nations to be Modern Citizens: Letter to the Editor March

27, Don Olson. Accessed March/04/14.

Newcomb, S.
2012. On historical narratives and dehumanization. Indian Country Today.

From Media network.com. http://indiancountrytodaymedianetwork.com/
opinion/on-historical-narratives-and-dehumanization-119403. Accessed
January/03/2012.

Perego, U.A., N. Angerhofer, and M. Pala.
2010. The initial peopling of the americas: A growing number of founding mito-

chondrial genomes from beringa. Cold Spring Harbor, N.Y. Cold Spring
Harbor Laboratory Press. Retrieved from http.,//www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
pmc/articles/PMC2928495/. Accessed 05/06/201Hen.

Preucel, R., and I. Hodder
2005. Appropriated past’s: Indigenous People and the Colonial Culture of Archae-

ology. AltaMira Press, Walnut Creek, CA.

Proctor, R., and L. Schiebinger
2008. Agnotology: The Making and Unmaking of Ignorance. Stanford University

Press, Stanford, CA.

Prothero, R.D.
2005. The Evolution of North American Rhinoceros. Cambridge University Press,

Cambridge, UK.

Pyburn, A.K.
2010. Making Connections. Journal of the World Archaeological Congress

6(2):193–196.

Rybczynski, N., J.C. Gosse, C.R. Harington, R.A. Wogelius, A.J. Hidy, and M. Buck-
ley
2013. Mid-Pliocene Warm-Period Deposits in the High Arctic Yield Insight into

Camel Evolution. Nature Communications 4:1550.

Sabloff, J.A., and G. Willey
1974. A History of American Archaeology. WH Freeman, San Francisco, CA.

Scarre, C., and G. Scarre
2006. The Ethics of Archaeology. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Decolonizing the Past and Present of the Western Hemisphere 67

http://indiancountrytodaymedianetwork.com/opinion/on-historical-narratives-and-dehumanization-119403
http://indiancountrytodaymedianetwork.com/opinion/on-historical-narratives-and-dehumanization-119403
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2928495/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2928495/


Schmidt, P., and T. Patterson
1995. Making Alternative Histories: The Practice of Archaeology and History in

Non-Western Settings. School of American Research, Sante Fe, NM.

Secco, A.
1992. The search for origins through storytelling in Native American literature:

Momaday, Silko, Erdrich. RSA Journal, 3 Retrived from http://www.
aisna.net/rsa/rsa3/3secco.pdf Accessed 02/12/14.

Silko, L.
1996. Landscape, History, and the Pueblo Imagination. In The Ecocriticism

Reader: Landmarks in Literary Ecology, edited by C Glotfelty, and H
Fromm, pp. 264–275. University of Georgia Press, Athens.

Smith-Tuhiwai, L.
1999. Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples. Zed Books,

London, UK.

Snuneymuxw Blog Spot March, Chief Douglas White.
2013. http://snuneymuxw.blogspot.com/2013/03/the-nanaimo-daily-news-today-

published.html. Accessed 06/12/12.

Stevenson, W.
1998. ‘‘Ethnic’’ Assimilates ‘‘Indigenous’’: A Study in Intellectual Neo-Colonial-

ism. Wicazo Sa Review 13:33–51.

Thorne, A., R. Grün, G. Mortimer, N.A. Spooner, J.J. Simpson, M. McCulloch, L.
Taylor, and D. Curnoe
1999. Australia’s Oldest Human Remains. Age of the Lake Mungo 3 Skeleton.

Journal of Human Evolution 36:591–612.

Tilley, C.
1989. Archaeology as Social-Political Action in the Present. In Critical Traditions

in Contemporary Archaeology: Essays in Philosophy, History and Socio-poli-
tics of Archaeology, edited by V. Pinsky, and A. Wylie. Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, Cambridge.

Trigger, G.B.
1980. Archaeology and the Image of the American Indian. American Antiquity

45:662–676.

Trigger, G.B.
1996. A History of Archaeological Thought. Cambridge University Press, New

York, NY.

Trimble, E.J.
1991. Ethnic Specification, Validation Prospects, and the Future of Drug Use

Research. International Journal of Addictions 25(2A):149–170.

68 PAULETTE F. STEEVES

http://www.aisna.net/rsa/rsa3/3secco.pdf
http://www.aisna.net/rsa/rsa3/3secco.pdf
http://snuneymuxw.blogspot.com/2013/03/the-nanaimo-daily-news-today-published.html
http://snuneymuxw.blogspot.com/2013/03/the-nanaimo-daily-news-today-published.html


Vekua, A., L. David, G.P. Rightmire, J.R.A. Ferring, G. Maisuradze, A. Mouskhelish-
vili, P. de Leon , M.N. Marcia, M. Tappen, M. Tvalchrelidze, and C. Zollikofer
2010. A New Skull of Early Homo from Dmanisi, Georgia. Science 297–5578:85–89.

Waguespack, M.N.
2007. Why We’re Still Arguing About the Pleistocene Occupation of the

Americas. Evolutionary Anthropology 16:63–74.

Wallace, S.C., and R.C. Hulbert Jr.
2013. A New Machairodont from the Palmetto Fauna (Early Pliocene) of Flori-

da, with Comments on the Origin of the Smilodontini (Mammalia, Car-
nivora, Felidae). PLoS one, 8(3):e56173.

Wallace, C.D., and A. Torroni
1992. American Indian prehistory as Written in the Mitochondrial DNA. A Re-

view. Human Biology 64:403–416.

Watkins, J.
2000. American Indian Values and Scientific Practice. Alta Mira Press, Walnut

Creek, CA.

Wenke, R., and D.I. Olszewski
2007. Patterns in Prehistory. Humankind’s First Three Million Years. Oxford

University Press, New York, NY.

Wilson, S.
2008. Research is Ceremony: Indigenous Research Methods. Fernwood Publishing,

Halifax, NS.

Wilson, W.A.
2005. Remember This! Dakota Decolonization and the Eli Taylor Narratives.

Wiseman, F.
2005. Reclaiming the Ancestors. Decolonizing a taken Prehistory of the Far North-

east. University Press of New England, Hanover, NH.

Wormington, H.
1957. Ancient Man in North America (4th ed.). The Denver Museum of Natural

History, Denver, CO.

Wright, H.E.
1991. Environmental Conditions for Paleoindian Immigration. In The first

Americans. Search and Research, edited by T.D. Dillehay, and D.J. Meltzer.
CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL.

Yazzie, R.
2000. Indigenous Peoples and Postcolonial Colonialism. In Reclaiming Indige-

nous Voice and Vision, edited by M. Battiste. UBC Press, Vancouver, BC.

Decolonizing the Past and Present of the Western Hemisphere 69

View publication statsView publication stats

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/281681440

	Decolonizing the Past and Present of the Western Hemisphere (The Americas)
	Decolonizing the Past and Present of the Western Hemisphere (The Americas)
	Résumé
	Resumen
	Anthropological History and Indigenous Erasure
	Stigma of Pre-Clovis
	Evidence for Great Antiquity
	Molecular Archaeology an Incomplete View
	Impacts of Anthropological Knowledge Production
	Conclusion
	References




