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Abstract

The work of Malcolm J. Rogers on the ceramic traditions of 
southern California, northern Baja California, and adjacent regions 
of Arizona laid the foundations for the study of Yuman ceram-
ics. In particular, his interviews with living potters enabled him to 
incorporate detailed ethnographic data into his seminal work, Yuman 
Pottery Making, which is recognized as an early example of ceramic 
ethnoarchaeology and remains essential reading for archaeolo-
gists interested in the Yuman ceramic tradition. This article takes 
stock of the lasting contributions of Rogers to the ethnoarchaeol-
ogy of ceramic production in the region, examines some potential 
shortcomings of his work in light of the subsequent development of 
ethnoarchaeology as a particular focus in archaeological research, 
and relates Rogers’ research to our own studies of Yuman ceramic 
technology in the Paipai Indian community of Santa Catarina, Baja 
California, where modern potters have continued the evolution of 
utilitarian plainwares into contemporary art forms. 

Rogers as an Ethnoarchaeologist 

Ethnoarchaeology simply refers to “ethnographic 
research for an archaeological purpose” (Schwartz 
1978:vii). That is, ethnoarchaeology is the study of 
contemporary cultural practices for the purpose of un-
derstanding the relationships between human behavior 
and patterns of material culture manifested in the 
archaeological record. Today, ceramic ethnoarchaeol-
ogy is a broad field that concerns itself not just with 
production techniques but also with issues of style, 
identity, long- and short-term change, and patterns 
of discard (Kramer 1985; Hegmon 2000). Explicit 
ethnoarchaeological research was largely an out-
growth of the New Archaeology during the 1960s and 

1970s (e.g., Gould 1968; Binford 1978) and therefore 
postdated Rogers’ field research by several decades. 
Nevertheless, the work of Rogers can be considered 
broadly ethnoarchaeological in that he gathered ethno-
graphic data on pottery making specifically to further 
scholarly understanding of archaeological ceramics. 

Rogers with his father’s assistance conducted his 
main ethnographic fieldwork documenting practices 
of ceramic production in 1928 as part of a broader 
study of Native American life at the Manzanita Res-
ervation (Hanna 1982:186, 237–238). His primary 
ceramic consultant was Rosa Lopez (Owas Hilmawa), 
a southern California Kumeyaay woman (Figure 1). 
Based on his research with Lopez, Rogers detailed 
the process of Southern Diegueño, or Kumeyaay, 
pottery manufacture in 10 steps. These make up the 
most detailed section of his 1936 monograph, Yuman 
Pottery Making. Rogers interviewed several other 
indigenous consultants, not all of whom were from 
Yuman groups. They included Northern Diegueño pot-
ters Petra Cota and Maria Nasa, Luiseño potter Petra 
Welmas, Cupeño potter Dominga Chaparosa, Kamia 
potter Santo Lopez, Yuma potter Hipa Norton, and 
Mohave potter Maha Cox. To complete his survey of 
the Yuman groups, Rogers incorporated ethnographic 
information collected by Richard Van Valkenburgh on 
the Chemehuevi and information from Laurence M. 
Huey on Kiliwa pottery (Rogers 1936). Conspicuously 
missing from the groups included in Yuman Pottery 
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Making are the Paipai, whose principal community, 
Santa Catarina, is today home to the only remaining 
indigenous potters who regularly produce Yuman-style 
ceramics. 

Rogers used this rich ethnographic information to 
illuminate the complexities of the beguilingly simple 
pottery traditions of the region. The macroscopic dif-
ferences between brown ware and buff ware pottery 
have long been used to draw distinctions between the 
general areas of ceramic production (upland versus 
lowland, respectively). The work of Rogers (1936) 
demonstrated that significant variation existed within 
and between these two broad categories and that the 
differences noted in archaeological ceramics extended 
beyond the source of the clay used to make a par-
ticular vessel. He also made a number of interesting 
observations that may now be tested with modern 
technology. For instance, in Yuman Pottery Making, he 
stated, “It may be possible, eventually, to identify dis-
tinguishing constituents in the inclusions of clays from 
specific localities, which in turn can be identified in 

the pottery of that locality” (Rogers 1936:4). With 
the combined insights of petrographic analysis of 
archaeological ceramics and geochemical provenance 
methods such as instrumental neutron activation 
analysis (INAA) and x-ray fluorescence (XRF) analy-
sis (technologies that have only become available in 
recent decades), such studies are becoming increas-
ingly popular in the greater southern California region 
and throughout the globe (Hildebrand et al. 2002; 
Beck and Neff 2007; Panich 2009). 

Rogers was not the first to document ceramic manu-
facturing techniques in southern California (Schum-
acher 1879; Barrows 1900; Trippel 1984), but his 
work stands out when compared to many of his 
contemporaries, who by and large were not as inter-
ested in using ethnographic information about ceramic 
production to inform on archaeological problems (e.g., 
Gayton 1929; Meigs 1939, 1974). The work of Rogers 
was unique in that he drew upon both archaeological 
and ethnographic data in outlining the comparative 
scope of the Yuman pottery tradition (Rogers 1936:3). 

Figure 1. Rosa Lopez, a Kumeyaay potter con-
sulted by Rogers. Copyright San Diego Museum 
of Man. 
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variation exists in the production of ceramics, their 
cultural meanings, and how knowledge of ceram-
ics is transmitted across generations. Whereas many 
archaeologists have assumed that knowledge of ce-
ramic technology is passed from mother to daughter 
in populations where women are primarily respon-
sible for pottery production, this rule does not always 
hold. In Santa Catarina multiple potters learned from 
their grandmothers (e.g., Daria Mariscal, Arlette Ces-
eña) or from non-kin community members (Anacleta 
Albañez learned from her mother and a nanny, 
Pasquela [Fenenga and Heredia 1995]). Significant 
variation with regard to production techniques (for 
example, the use of tempers including grog or animal 
dung) and vessel form additionally exists within 
the group of artisans in Santa Catarina and even 
within the output of individual potters (Fenenga and 
Heredia 1995; Bouscaren 1999). As Rogers himself 
acknowledged (1936:36–37), his use of one or two 
informants to characterize the pottery traditions of 
particular ethnolinguistic groups may not accurately 
capture the range of variation inherent in the ceramic 
practices of a particular group or place. As with other 
ethnoarchaeological work around the world, the 
situation in Santa Catarina complicates rather than 
simplifies the task of using present conditions to un-
derstand the past. See Fenenga and Heredia (1995), 
Bouscaren (1999), and Hinshaw (2000) for other 
ethnoarchaeological insights from Santa Catarina.

Our work in Santa Catarina raises an additional is-
sue that we feel is crucial for the productive use of 
the data supplied by Rogers. Yuman Pottery Making 
exhibits little direct interest in the contemporary social 
and cultural milieu of Rogers’ informants. It is not 
clear whether this stems from Rogers’ training in geol-
ogy (as opposed to anthropology) or a more broadly 
“Kroeberian” approach to ethnography, the goal of 
which was to reconstruct generalized precontact 
lifeways through the “memory culture” methodology 
(Lightfoot 2005). In Alfred Kroeber’s work among 
the Mohave in the early 1900s, he observed pottery 

Although he did not explicitly cite his ethnographic 
research in his later work, it appears likely that Rog-
ers’ research with indigenous consultants greatly 
influenced his development of ceramic typologies and 
ideas regarding the broader scope of Yuman prehistory 
(Hanna 1982:238, 253). The ethnographic information 
collected by Rogers from Rosa Lopez and others has 
also contributed significantly to the lasting influence 
of his research for scholars working in the Yuman cul-
ture area. Antonio Porcayo (2009, 2010), for instance, 
has successfully built upon the ethnographic informa-
tion provided by Rogers to analyze archaeological pot-
tery specimens from northeastern Baja California. See 
Kroeber and Harner (1955:11) for an early apprecia-
tion of Rogers’ work.

Insights from Santa Catarina 

We have also relied heavily on the work of Rogers in 
our collaborative studies with the indigenous artisans 
who continue to produce earthenware in the com-
munity of Santa Catarina in Baja California, Mexico 
(Wilken 1987; Panich 2009; Panich and Wilken-Rob-
ertson 2013). Today, Santa Catarina is a pluralistic 
community comprised of Paipai, Kumeyaay, Ko’ahl, 
and Kiliwa speakers and numbering roughly 250 
individuals, about a dozen being potters. Research at 
Santa Catarina, however, brings up several issues re-
lated to the legacy of Rogers as an ethnoarchaeologist. 
Fenenga and Heredia (1995), for example, discussed 
modern pottery production at Santa Catarina and noted 
that tools and areas used for the acquisition of clay, 
pottery manufacture, firing practices, and the seasonal-
ity of ceramic production may leave distinct patterns 
discernible at or near archaeological sites. While 
Rogers (1936) noted similar practices in his ethno-
graphic work, he did not propose direct archaeological 
correlates that could be systematically investigated 
across the region. 

Modern ethnoarchaeology is also largely a cautionary 
tale for archaeologists (Kramer 1985), as significant 
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manufacturing techniques and collected contempo-
rary ceramics, among other objects. Like Rogers, he 
explicitly avoided handled jugs and other introduced 
ceramic forms. One-half a century later, he suggested 
that “this was perhaps a mistake; but I was eager to 
impress upon the Indians generally that my inter-
est was in native, nontourist objects” (Kroeber and 
Harner 1955:2).  

Indeed, for many researchers in the early twentieth 
century, the particulars of contemporary indigenous 
pottery making merely represented a troublesome fil-
ter that obscured the region’s prehistoric pottery tradi-
tions. Rogers stated that the purpose of his work was 
“to present the subject of Yuman ceramic technique in 
its aboriginal form, deleting recent intrusive prac-
tices where they could be proved to be such” (Rogers 
1936:v). This theme pervades the monograph, and 
he later dismissed introduced vessel forms entirely: 
“I shall not consider the many bastard forms which 
appeared in historic times, such as American cup and 
plate forms and loop-handled wares; for they are not 
native” (Rogers 1936:18). 

While Rogers obviously saw much value in record-
ing early twentieth-century ceramic production, his 
dismissal of introduced forms or techniques appears 
shortsighted in light of today’s standards and re-
search questions. In his later work Rogers (1945) was 
attentive to the complex processes that resulted in the 
prehistoric introduction and elaboration of ceramic 
technology in the region. Yuman Pottery Making, 
however, glosses over the historic era cultural, social, 
and economic contexts of ceramic production that led 
to the native incorporation and elaboration of new 
vessel forms. Recent archaeological research into the 
colonial period and its aftermath demonstrates that 
for many scholars working today the kinds of “cor-
ruptions” identified by Rogers are just as interesting 
from a research standpoint as the supposedly pure 
precontact traditions he was trying to reconstruct 

(e.g., Griset 1990; Wade 2004; Peelo 2011; Schaefer 
2012). The Yuman pottery tradition is a dynamic set 
of practices that have been changing and evolving 
ever since people in the region began making pots 
over 1,000 years ago, and the continuing evolution of 
ceramic traditions in the historic era is of increasing 
interest to scholars today. From a twenty-first century 
standpoint, the early ethnographic accounts of pot-
tery making in our region offer not simply salvage 
information about a dying custom, but rather another 
window into a long and dynamic tradition. Seen in 
this light, Rogers’ work with Yuman potters is a valu-
able contribution for its potential to further illumi-
nate the transformation of Yuman pottery making in 
the historic era.

Again, Santa Catarina provides a useful illustration. 
There, a dozen or so female artisans continue to make 
pottery using the paddle-and-anvil technique and 
open-air firing, both of which are defining character-
istics of prehistoric Tizon Brown Ware ceramics (e.g., 
Euler and Dobyns 1958; May 1978; Van Camp 1979) 
(Figures 2 and 3). Despite strong continuities of pro-
duction techniques that span the prehistoric, mission, 
and modern periods in Santa Catarina, the pottery ves-
sels produced today cannot be categorized as simply 
either “survivals” or “corruptions.” Instead, they have 
been shaped through indigenous negotiations of over 
two centuries of contact with Euro-American mission-
aries, miners, ranchers, merchants, and anthropolo-
gists. On a technological level, Paipai pottery produc-
tion in the early twenty-first century is nearly identical 
to that described in the ethnographic reports from the 
second half of the twentieth century (Michelsen 1972; 
Wilken 1987) and appears to correspond closely to 
that of the mission and late prehistoric periods as well 
(McKusick and Gilman 1959; Panich 2009). The basic 
technique now in use is also in general alignment with 
the outline of Kumeyaay pottery production observed 
by Malcolm Rogers in 1928, as well as other anthro-
pologists who worked in northern Baja California 
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Figure 2. Teresa Castro, a Paipai ceramicist, thins a 
vessel’s walls using the paddle-and-anvil technique. Pho-
tograph by Lee M. Panich. 

Figure 3. A Paipai 
family prepares 
to fire a group of 
pottery vessels for 
commercial sale. 
Photograph by 
Lee M. Panich. 

(Hinton and Owen 1957; Michelsen 1972; Meigs 
1974; Hohenthal 2001:318) (Figure 4). 

The Yuman ceramic tradition exemplified in Santa 
Catarina is not static, particularly with regard to the 
economic and cultural role of ceramic technology. 
Today’s Santa Catarina artisans sell their pottery and 
other crafts at events in both Mexico and the United 
States as well as to visitors to Santa Catarina. Pot-
tery production serves as a supplement to household 
income and has evolved into a contemporary art form 
that buttresses community-wide efforts at cultural 
revitalization (Figure 5). Accordingly, most pots 
produced in Santa Catarina today are not the largely 
utilitarian wares of the prehistoric and early historic 
periods, and this is reflected in an expanded range of 
vessel forms and an attention to the aesthetic qualities 
of fire clouds that occur during the firing process. 

These changes in vessel form and decoration are 
directly linked to the broader context of ceramic pro-
duction, particularly the incorporation of pottery into 
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Figure 4. A Paipai ceramicist grinds clods 
to a fine powder, a step in the traditional 
process of clay production. Photograph 
by Ralph Michelsen. Copyright San Diego 
Museum of Man.

Figure 5. Paipai potters Tirsa Flores (right) and her sister Celia Flores exhibit their wares and demonstrate their paddle-and-anvil 
technique at the Gathering of the Pais in Prescott, Arizona, 2002. Photograph by Michael Wilken-Robertson. 

the local cash economy. Like the work of Rogers in 
southern California, early ethnographic documentation 
from northern Baja California illuminates these inter-
related processes. During his fieldwork in 1928, Meigs 
(1939) noted that “peddlers who buy pots for 25 cents 
each for the Ensenada tourist market complain that 
the Indians are so conservative that they won’t make 
decorations to enhance the salability of their wares.” 

As the pottery became better known, the artisans 
of Santa Catarina incorporated new vessel forms in 
response to the demand from tourists, collectors, and 
researchers, including Roger Owen, Thomas Hinton, 
and Ralph Michelsen. This demand in turn led to a 
change in the function of ceramic technology and the 
social role of ceramic production within the commu-
nity (Wade 2004). These changes continue today with 
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increased production capacities (Figure 3) and a profu-
sion of vessel forms. 

Whereas some collectors select pots, often with inno-
vative designs such as the double-spouted olla or with 
flat bottoms and beautiful fire clouds, as art objects 
to be displayed on a shelf or table (Figure 6), others 
are attracted to only the most traditional vessel forms. 
Indeed, consumers of indigenous pottery often value 
its perceived authenticity. Potter Daria Mariscal, for 
example, uses a metate and mano to process clay to 
teach nonnative students participating in pottery work-
shops, while at home she employs a mechanical grind-
er that her late husband created using an old washing 
machine motor. The changes in the technological and 
social practices of ceramic production documented for 
Santa Catarina certainly have archaeological correlates 
that could be fruitfully investigated in other historic 
era indigenous communities on both sides of the bor-
der (see Fenenga and Heredia 1995). 

Conclusion 

There is no doubt that the pioneering work of Rog-
ers through his use of ethnographic techniques and 
information for archaeological purposes laid the 

foundation for our understanding of archaeologi-
cal ceramics in this region. While the benefit of 
hindsight allows us to point out shortcomings in his 
ethnoarchaeological approach (some four decades 
before the concept became widely employed), his 
work is nonetheless an enduring contribution that 
continues to be cited by researchers looking to con-
textualize the material culture patterns they identify 
in the archaeological record. We suggest, however, 
that rather than simply using his work as he did to 
understand prehistoric technology, the data he col-
lected also offer a vivid picture of ceramic technol-
ogy in the early twentieth century. This information 
may be used to generate hypotheses about the nature 
of social and technological change in the historic 
period that could also be tested archaeologically. In 
this way, Rogers’ work provides an important win-
dow that can be used in conjunction with prehistoric 
archaeology and historical archaeological investiga-
tions of colonial missions and historic era indigenous 
villages as well as contemporary studies in places 
like Santa Catarina. Together, these diverse lines 
of evidence will allow us to better understand the 
dynamic Yuman pottery tradition and the cultures for 
which it continues to hold economic and symbolic 
importance (Figure 7). 

Figure 6. Variations in shape, texture, and 
style mark the works of contemporary Paipai 
ceramicists. Photograph by Michael Wilken-
Robertson. 



PCAS Quarterly 48(3&4)

Panich and Wilken-Robertson116

Acknowledgments 

We thank Ruth Musser-Lopez for organizing the 
symposium for which we originally prepared these 
thoughts as well as Don Laylander for his effort in 
organizing and editing the collected papers for publica-
tion. Three anonymous reviewers offered helpful and 
constructive comments on the original paper. We give 
our sincere gratitude to all the potters in Santa Catarina 
who have shared their knowledge with us. Gracias. 

References Cited 

Barrows, David Prescott
1900 The Ethno-botany of the Coahuilla Indians of 

Southern California. University of Chicago 
Press, Chicago.

Beck, Margaret E., and Hector Neff 
2007  Hohokam and Patayan Interaction in South-

western Arizona: Evidence from Ceramic 
Compositional Analyses. Journal of Archaeo-
logical Science 34(2):289–300. 

Binford, Lewis R. 
1978  Dimensional Analysis of Behavior and Site 

Structure: Learning from an Eskimo Hunting 
Stand. American Antiquity 43(3):330–361. 

Bouscaren, Stephen J.
1999 Ethnographic Materials and Ethnoarchaeol-

ogy Workshops Regarding Northern Baja 
California Indians. Proceedings of the Soci-
ety for California Archaeology 12:121–128.

  Fresno, California.

Figure 7. Paipai artist Daria Mariscal exhibits her wares and demonstrates Yuman paddle-and-anvil tech-
nique at the Gathering of the Pais in Prescott, Arizona, 2007. Photograph by Michael Wilken-Robertson.



PCAS Quarterly 48(3&4)

Malcolm J. Rogers As an Ethnoarchaeologist: Reflections from Santa Catarina, Baja California 117

Euler, Robert C., and Henry F. Dobyns 
1958  Tizon Brownware: A Descriptive Revision. In 

Pottery Types of the Southwest: Wares 14, 15, 
16, 17, and 18: Revised Descriptions, Ala-
bama Brown Ware, Tizon Brown Ware, Lower 
Colorado Buff Ware, Prescott Gray Ware, 
San Francisco Mountain Gray Ware, edited 
by Harold S. Colton. Museum of Northern 
Arizona Ceramic Series No. 3D. Flagstaff.

 
Fenenga, Gerrit L, and Verenice Y. Heredia 
1995  Pai Pai Ethnoarchaeology: Some Implications 

for California Archaeology. Paper presented 
at the Society for California Archaeology 
Southern Data Sharing Meeting, Los Angeles. 

Gayton, Anna H.
1929 Yokuts and Western Mono Pottery-making. 

University of California Publications in 
American Archaeology and Ethnology Vol. 
24, No.3. University of California Press, 
Berkeley.

Gould, Richard A. 
1968  Living Archaeology: The Ngatatjara of 

Western Australia. Southwestern Journal of 
Anthropology 24(2):101–122 

Griset, Suzanne
1990 Historic Transformations of Tizon Brown 

Ware in Southern California. In Hunter-Gath-
erer Pottery in the Far Southwest, edited by 
Joanne M. Mack, pp. 179–200. Nevada State 
Museum Anthropological Papers No. 23. 
Carson City.

Hanna, David C., Jr. 
1982  Malcolm J. Rogers: The Biography of a Para-

digm. Master’s thesis, Department of Anthro-
pology, San Diego State University, San Diego. 

Hegmon, Michelle 
2000  Advances in Ceramic Ethnoarchaeology. 

Journal of Archaeological Method and 
Theory 7(3):129–137. 

Hildebrand, John A., G. Timothy Gross, Jerry Schae-
fer, and Hector Neff 

2002  Patayan Ceramic Variability: Using Trace 
Elements and Petrographic Analysis to 
Study Brown and Buff Wares in Southern 
California. In Ceramic Production and Cir-
culation in the Greater Southwest: Source 
Determination by INAA and Complementary 
Mineralogical Investigations, edited by 
Donna M. Glowacki and Hector Neff, pp. 
121–139. Cotsen Insitute of Archaeology 
Monograph 44. University of California, 
Los Angeles. 

Hinshaw, Jay M.
2000 Ethnobotanical and Archaeological Rela-

tionships: A Yuman Case Study. Master’s 
thesis, Department of Sociology and 
Anthropology, California State University, 
Bakersfield.

Hinton, Thomas B., and Roger C. Owen 
1957  Some Surviving Yuman Groups in North-

ern Baja California. América Indígena 
17(1):87–102. 

Hohenthal, William D. 
2001  Tipai Ethnographic Notes: A Baja California 

Indian Community at Mid-Century. Bal-
lena Press Anthropological Papers No. 48. 
Novato, California. 

Kramer, Carol 
1985  Ceramic Ethnoarchaeology. Annual Review 

of Anthropology 14:77–102. 



PCAS Quarterly 48(3&4)

Panich and Wilken-Robertson118

Kroeber, Alfred L., and Michael J. Harner
1955 Mohave Pottery. Anthropological Records 

Vol. 16, No. 1. University of California Press, 
Berkeley and Los Angeles.

Lightfoot, Kent G.
2005 Indians, Missionaries, and Merchants: 

The Legacy of Colonial Encounters on the 
California Frontiers. University of California 
Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles.

May, Ronald V. 
1978  A Southern California Indigenous Ceramic 

Typology: A Contribution to Malcolm J. Rog-
ers Research. ASA Journal 2(2). 

McKusick, M. B., and A. T. Gilman 
1959  An Acorn Grinding Site in Baja Califor-

nia. Archaeological Survey Annual Report 
1958–59 1:47–58. Department of Anthropol-
ogy and Sociology, University of California, 
Los Angeles.

Meigs, Peveril, III 
1939  The Kiliwa Indians of Lower California. 

Iberoamericana 15. University of California, 
Berkeley. 

1974  Field Notes on the Sh’un and Jat’am, Man-
teca, Baja California. Pacific Coast Archaeo-
logical Society Quarterly 10(1):19–28. 

Michelsen, Ralph C. 
1972  The Making of Paddle and Anvil Pottery at 

Santa Catarina, Baja California, Mexico. Pa-
cific Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly 
8(1):2–9. 

Panich, Lee M. 
2009  Persistence of Native Identity at Mission 

Santa Catalina, Baja California, 1797–1840. 
Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Anthropol-
ogy, University of California, Berkeley. 

Panich, Lee M., and Michael Wilken-Robertson
2013 Paipai Pottery Past and Present: Evolution 

of an Indigenous Ceramic Tradition. Pacific 
Coast Archaeological Society Quarterly 48(1 
and 2):75–95.

Peelo, Sarah 
2011  Pottery-Making in Spanish California: 

Creating Multi-Scalar Social Identity 
through Daily Practice. American Antiquity 
76(4):642–666. 

Porcayo Michelini, Antonio 
2009  Advances in the Study of Prehistoric Yu-

man Ceramics on the Lower Colorado River 
Delta. Proceedings of the Society for Califor-
nia Archaeology 23. Chico, California.

2010  A Shell Midden in the Upper Gulf of Califor-
nia: Challenging the Paradigms of Isolation 
and Marginalization? Journal of California 
and Great Basin Anthropology 30(1):5–15. 

Rogers, Malcolm J. 
1936  Yuman Pottery Making. San Diego Museum 

Papers No. 2. San Diego Museum of Man, 
San Diego.

1945  An Outline of Yuman Prehistory. Southwest-
ern Journal of Anthropology 1(2):167–198. 

Schaefer, Jerry
2012 Archaeological Evidence of Native Ameri-

can Participation in the Casa de Bandini 
Household, Old Town San Diego State 
Historic Park. Proceedings of the Society for 
California Archaeology 26:134–154. Chico, 
California.

Schumacher, P.
1879 The Methods of Manufacturing Pottery 

and Baskets among the Indians of Southern 
California. In 12th Annual Report of the Pea-
body Museum of American Archaeology and 



PCAS Quarterly 48(3&4)

Malcolm J. Rogers As an Ethnoarchaeologist: Reflections from Santa Catarina, Baja California 119

Ethnology, Vol. 2, pp. 521–525. Cambridge, 
Massachusetts.

Schwartz, Douglas W. 
1978  Forward. In Explorations in Ethnoarchaeol-

ogy, edited by Richard A. Gould, pp. vii–viii. 
University of New Mexico Press, Albuquer-
que. 

Trippel, Eugene J.
1984 The Yuma Indians. Journal of California and 

Great Basin Anthropology 6(2):154–183. 
Originally published 1889, Overland Monthly 
13(78):561–584, 14(79):1–11.

Van Camp, Gena R.
1979 Kumeyaay Pottery: Paddle-and-Anvil Tech-

niques of Southern California. Ballena Press 
Anthropological Papers No. 15. Socorro, 
New Mexico.

Wade, Sue A.
2004  Kumeyaay and Paipai Pottery as Evidence of 

Cultural Adaptation and Persistence in Alta 
and Baja California. Master’s thesis, Depart-
ment of History, San Diego State University, 
San Diego. 

Wilken, Michael 
1987  The Paipai Potters of Baja California: A Liv-

ing Tradition. The Masterkey 60(4):18–26.


9.0.0.2.20101008.1.734229

