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A NOTE ON TRANSCRIPTIONAL PRACTICE

The transcriptions used in this report follow the system for writing Southern Paiute used
by Bunte and Franklin (1987:297-298), despite some criticism of this orthography by other
Numicists (Givon 1992; Miller 1992) because it is allophonic and not phonemic. Briefly, the
vowels are as in Spanish, except that barred-u (&) is a high central vowel, and the vowel () is
a mid, front, rounded vowel. Long vowels are indicated with two vowels. Most consonants
correspond roughly to their American English equivalents. Consonant x is a velar fricative.
Consonant xw is a labialized velar fricative.

It should be noted that spellings of Paiute words in quotations have been retained without

any correction, except for glottal stop, which is indicated by a question mark (?), instead of the
IPA symbol, for typographical convenience.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Piapaxa ’uipi

The river there is like our veins. Some are like the small streams and tributaries
that run into the river there. So the same things, it’s like blood--it’s the veins of
the world...This story has been carried down from generation to generation. It’s
been given to them by the old people...it would be given to the new generation,
t00...(San Juan Southern Paiute elder, interviewed about the Colorado River at
Willow Springs, September 27, 1993)

The traditional lands of the Southern Paiute people are bounded by more than 600 miles
of Piapaxa (Colorado River) from the Kaiparowits Plateau in the north to Blythe, California in
the south. According to traditional beliefs, Southern Paiute people were created in this traditional
land and, through this creation, the Creator gave Paiute people a special supernatural
responsibility to protect and manage this land including its water and natural resources. Puaxanty
Tuvip (sacred land) is the term that refers to traditional ethnic territory. Within these lands no
place was more special than Piapaxa ’uipi (Big River Canyon) where the Colorado River cuts
through the Grand Canyon.

Southern Paiute people express a preservation philosophy regarding Puaxantu Tuvip and
the water, minerals, animals, plants, artifacts, and burials existing there. Natural resources are
perceived as having their own human-like life-force. Pigpaxa (Colorado River) is one of the
most powerful of all natural resources within traditional lands. Elders tell children about its
power and the gifts it provides when talked to and treated with great respect. Traditionally
Southern Paiutes lived, farmed, collected plants, and hunted along the Colorado River where it
passed through their land. For this reason, the banks of the Colorado River are full of culturally
meaningful human artifacts and natural elements.

Historically, many Southern Paiute people died when Europeans encroached upon
Puaxantu Tuvip, bringing foreign people, domestic animals, and diseases. Paiute people soon
lost control over most of the tributaries of the Colorado River, like the Santa Clara River, the
Virgin River and Kanab Creek. As Paiute people were forced out of these riverine oases, they
retreated to the Grand Canyon to live in regions of refuge that were not being entered by
Euroamericans. So Piapaxa ’uipi (Grand Canyon) became the final refuge for traditional
Southern Paiute life and, as such, assumed additional cultural significance.



Modern Southern Paiute people continue to use in traditional ways the Grand Canyon and
the Colorado River, because they are still required to do so by the Creator. If a land and its
resources are not used in a culturally appropriate manner, they become disappointed or angry
and withhold food, health, and power from humans. For this reason, Paiute people continue to
visit the Canyon and River to harvest plants, fish, and conduct ceremonies, even though access
to these areas is now limited. When the Paiute people traveled through the Canyon during this
study, one elder received three songs, a sign that the River and Canyon were pleased.

METHODS

This ethnographic resource study was funded by the Bureau of Reclamation and
administered by the National Park Service for the period May 1, 1992 to January 1, 1994. The
purpose of the research is to identify and document Southern Paiute ethnographic resources
located along the Colorado River Corridor from Glen Canyon Dam to the end of the free flowing
river at Separation Canyon within Grand Canyon National Park. The findings of this study are
to be incorporated into the Glen Canyon Dam Environmental Impact Statement, which assesses
the impacts of water releases downstream from the dam. This study area involves approximately
255 miles down river from Lee’s Ferry and 15 miles up river from Lee’s Ferry to Glen Canyon
Dam. -

The study identifies the ethnographic concerns of Southern Paiute people as these are
represented by three tribes: San Juan Southern Paiute, Kaibab Paiute, and Shivwits Paiute Band
of the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah. A total of 364 interviews were conducted with
representatives of these tribes at archaeological and ethnobotanical sites located along the
Colorado River during two raft trips through the study area. These interviews are the basis of
the Southern Paiute responses to potential impacts deriving from Glen Canyon water releases.
Discussions with elders and an extensive search of documents provided additional information
about how these Indian people feel about the Grand Canyon and the Colorado River. An
extensive videotape of sites along the Colorado River provided tribal elders with the opportunity
to make additional comments about Southern Paiute ethnographic resources.

FINDINGS

Only 36 of the more than 475 scientifically recorded archaeology sites were visited by
Southern Paiute representatives during the first raft trip in July of 1992. Of these, at least 50
sites have been identified by archaeologists as Paiute (18 are clearly Paiute and 32 are either Pai
or Paiute). Further ethnographic resource studies are expected to clarify the status of the
remaining known archaeology sites and, potentially, add places without associated artifacts, such
as power rocks or shrines, which are called Traditional Cultural Properties. At least a couple
Traditional Cultural Properties have been identified.

During a second raft trip covering 296 miles in May of 1993, Southern Paiute tribal
representatives identified 68 species of plants at 21 sites which encompassed new riparian, old
riparian, desert, canyon wall and side canyon ecozones. These plants continue to be significant



sources of food, medicine, ceremony, construction, and income. Indian children continue to be
taught about the traditional uses of these plants. A calculation of the cultural significance of each
species (Stoffle, Halmo, Evans, and Olmsted 1990; Halmo, Stoffle, and Evans 1993) permitted
calculating the cultural significance of sites and ecozones based on plants. While the side canyon
riparian ecozone scored the highest, the new riparian ecozone scored the highest of the ecozones
closest to the Colorado River (see Figure 1.1).

In summary, the study findings indicate:

* In the past whole families of Southern Paiutes lived along the Colorado
River farming, gathering plants, hunting, trading with other Indian
peoples, and conducting ceremonies.

* In the past Southern Paiute people lived for long periods along the
river as part of their normal way of life.

* Paiute people say the sites visited were interconnected up and
down the river locally, and regionally as part of a system of trade
and transhumant resource use.

* Some Paiute people continue to use sites along the Colorado River,
although most people do not use sites because of changes in
lifestyles and greatly reduced access.

* These Indian people have been taught about sites along the
Colorado River and continue to teach new generations about these
sites.

* Most sites visited were perceived to be of high cultural
significance to Southern Paiute people.

* The vast majority of the 68 species of plants that were traditionally used for food,
medicine, ceremony, construction, and other purposes are currently used for the
same purposes, and younger generations continue to be instructed about their
traditional uses.

* Of the ecozones closest to the Colorado River Corridor, the new riparian ecozone
scored the highest in cultural significance based on plants.
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* Flow regimes that protect native plants in the new riparian ecozone from severe
flooding but maintain the old riparian ecozone are preferred.

SOUTHERN PAIUTE VOICES

This portion of the Executive Summary presents what some Southern Paiute elders and
representatives said about the places, plants, and their concerns for these important cultural
resources. The following quotes are taken directly from interviews recorded during the raft trips
and on-reservation focus group interviews with tribal elders. These voices represent the speakers
themselves and are not intended as a set of conclusions for the entire study. They do illustrate,
however, the historic and contemporary concerns of Southern Paiute people for places and
resources they consider to be sacred in the Colorado River Corridor study area.

Agave Roasting and Sacred Sites

In September of 1993, San Juan Paiute elders discussed the importance of Agave (yaani),
the practice of roasting it, and how this practice transformed the location, generally considered
by archaeologists to be a relatively insignificant archaeological feature or site, into a sacred site
by virtue of accompanying ceremonies and rituals associated with the roasting of this plant. The
plant and the act of roasting it is linked to the importance of Grand Canyon and the Colorado
River.

...they gathered some plants like yaant and other plants they used to eat or
roast...The Paiutes used to go down the river a long time ago and they gathered
yaant, and after they gathered it they would roast it. And they would also make
a small niche where they’d roast their yaant. And then it bakes all night. So that
yaant has syrup too. The syrup seeps out of the ground. The syrup is
gathered...The next morning they’d get that syrup and remix it with yaant, and
dry it on the rocks there the next morning.

First they would structure a small roasting pit and then they would find wood for
it, and the only person that was allowed to build a roasting pit or find wood for
it would be the person who was born in June, in mid-summer...This was the only
person allowed to build that kind of a fire for that kind of roasting. So he would
start up the fire from the east. So that’s the only person who could do that kind
of roasting, (he) could start up a fire from the east only...So this man had no
clothes on--naked--roasting yaant. And he would be the only person roasting, no
other person.

He says he would roast it on a hot surface ground. So that’s how he would collect
the syrup. This person would open that pit, this person would have an arrowhead
to cut up small pieces to distribute to people. The people would be there...I guess
his name was "person born in summer." Male.



This person would be trained first. He’d learn from a person who had also done
that kind of work...And also a person who knows how to make bow and arrow.
He’d learn from his father. That way they would choose the person who does this
roasting, the people already knew that the person was born in the summer. That'’s
how they would choose the person. A person born in summer would teach a young
man.

In those days, after the feast, there would be a ceremony, a dance...There would
be a peace dance. There are old words that we use, older Paiute words that we
use... Yaant was also used as a hair brush. .. This plant was useful. It would be up,
and also it would be in the canyons...Anna says the people who gathered the
yaant used a rock pounder. They would go to the center [the agave heart]. It
would be severed when it’s ripe...that’s what they’re after. Once they got the leaf

off...

...it [the agave roasting site] would be considered as a sacred land and also...as
a power against the enemies. Back then we had a lot of enemies...They have
eaten, they have danced there, they have had [a] ceremony there at those
places...Anna was talking about the bloom of that flower. It’s blue, purple...So,
she’s just saying that the old people called it blood...The flower. The tip of it...
So we still hear "blood,” "vein”...The blooming of the flower is like the river and
also like the blood...

Wickiups and Women’s Healing Sites

During the first raft trip, a Kaibab Paiute elder offered an alternative interpretation of a
rectangular rock ring and associated pit features at Bedrock Canyon. Archaeologists have
interpreted the site as consisting of a wickiup foundation and mescal roasting pits. Based on her
observations, she concluded

That site as it’s being interpreted to us in a scientific way I don’t feel is correct,

because instead of being a pit house or the foundation or something that
surrounds the wickiup...it’s not because our people never used rocks to surround
a wickiup to hold it down or anything like that...a wickiup was portable and a

wickiup could be taken down after its use so there was no reason to put the rocks
around it. My thoughts on it and my observations, I see that it was a healing
area, quite possibly where the shaman did his healing. And the shape of the rocks
that surround that area are pretty evident that that’s what it might have been. And
those rocks, because of the way that they have been arranged, it just gives other
people the information that that’s a place of healing and that people should go
there as they needed that healing. It might have been a place for women who
were having a difficult childbirth and that’s where they were treated. The size of
that place is indicative that three adult people could have very easily, comfortably
been in that, within that site. Possibly two midwives and a woman in labor. Then



again, it could be a place where young women when they were on their monthly
periods so they would go there, and that would have been a place where they
resided during that period that they were having their menstrual cycle..."

And further up, just the little hill up there, would indicate to me that that was
where the shaman or the midwives stayed because the young woman with child or
the young woman on her moon, as we say it, would have been in the wickiup or
the healing place...and they would be there for a long period of time, so that
place would have had to hold whatever belongings that they had there...their
bedding, and water possibly, and things in preparation for the child that would
be coming. Therefore, 1don’t agree with the interpretation that that is a wickiup
site for living, but rather that it is a wickiup site for healing, because of the shape
of the rocks on the ground. (Kaibab Paiute elder interviewed at Bedrock Canyon,
July 20, 1992)

Hernatite Cave and Ompi Pigment

During the third raft trip, Southern Paiute elders visited the hematite cave. A Shivwits
Paiute elder, who is the daughter of Tony Tillohash, commented on the significance of the cave
and the red pigment that is collected and used by Paiute people

[They] rub it all over on their face...some said people come around and bad
spirits come and bother them and then they use that to protect themselves. They
rub it on their face... They used it all the time...I still do...My kids complain about
evil spirits bothering them and I rub it on their face, on my doors, it protects... My
son who Sun dances, he uses that when he’s Sun dancing...it’s sort of a
medicine...me, I use it for protection from the evil spirits...

...it was carried down from generation to generation, from my grandparents. I
never saw them but my mother told me about it. My grandchildren ask me about
these things. I think the whole canyon is related to the Paiutes because they
wandered all around here, and camped and gathered all kinds of roots...

They only came when they needed it. They used to paint their jars, too... they mix
it up with that sanap, they call it, the pitch from the pine...they mix it up in that
and then paint their jug with it, paste it around...

That’s very sacred to us, that paint. You don’t just put it on, you have to pray
when you put that paint on, or explain the purpose of using it. That’s the way you
use that paint. (Shivwits Paiute elder interviewed at Hematite Cave, May 13,
1993)



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The Colorado River and the canyons it carved over past millennium inspire awe in
peoples of all cultures, thus causing the International Union for the Conservation of Nature to
designate the Grand Canyon of the Colorado as a World Heritage Site. American Indian people
share this awe and consequentially have incorporated the Colorado River and its canyons into
their religion and the definition of themselves as a distinct people. Activities that influence the
Colorado River and its canyons can affect American Indian religious values and even their
existence as a people. Southern Paiutes are one of the American Indian ethnic groups who have
long-standing traditional cultural ties to the Colorado River and its canyons.

This study is being administered by the National Park Service, Rocky Mountain Regional
Office for the period from May 1, 1992 to January 1, 1994. Funding for the study was provided
by the Glen Canyon Environmental Studies program, which is part of the Bureau of
Reclamation.

The purpose of the study is to identify and document Southern Paiute ethnographic
resources along the Colorado River Corridor from the Glen Canyon Dam to the end of the free
flowing river at Separation Canyon within Grand Canyon National Park. Specifically, this study
is concerned with

All locales and physiographic features along the river corridor potentially
impacted by a proposed Bureau of Reclamation project to change the regime of
water releases from the Glen Canyon Dam.

Findings from this study will contribute to the Southern Paiute portions of the Glen Canyon Dam
Environmental Impact Statement being prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation.

The Colorado River Corridor is composed of an affected zone and a study area. The
affected zone includes all riverine environments, especially those that contain river derived
sediments, whether alluvial, fluvial, or eolian. This zone encompasses the present beach up to
and including the farthest extent of the old high water zone marked by high dunes and mesquite.
The study area is the 255 mile stretch of Colorado River corridor including all areas up to the
300,000 cubic feet per second water level and all sand covered areas above that level.



The purpose of this study is to identify the ethnographic resource concerns of Southern
Paiute people as these are represented by the San Juan Southern Paiute, Kaibab Paiute Tribe,
and Shivwits Paiute Band of the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah. Studies of the Walapai Tribe, the
Hopi, the Navajo, and the Zuni Tribes have been funded and are presented elsewhere. The
remainder of this chapter discusses (1) ethnographic resources and agency management, (2) the
research design and tasks, (3) a chronology of research activities, (4) personnel qualifications
and (5) the protection of human subjects.

ETHNOGRAPHIC RESOURCES AND AGENCY MANAGEMENT

The term ethnographic resources is used to describe both a perspective on and a
methodology for studying cultural resources. Typically, the term cultural resources is defined
by federal and state law and agency regulation as being artifactual materials associated with
places. These artifactual materials and associated places are legally evaluated and managed by
professional archaeologists, historians, and folklorists. In general the artifacts and places are
evaluated in terms of how culturally significant they are to the people of the United States,
although regional and local significances are recognized. In general, the value of an artifact or
place to the history of the United States or its value to science are key in defining significance.
The final test of cultural resources is to undergo review by the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. If the artifactual materials and associated places are deemed of national
significance they are placed on the list of historic places. Once on this list they are afforded
special status and protection under federal and state laws.

Cultural resources become ethnographic resources when viewed from the perspective of
the people who produced them. American Indian people often view artifactual materials and the
places associated with them differently than these are viewed by scientists. American Indian
people also ascribe meaning and value to places and things that are not man-made such as plants
used in ceremonies, animals that served in the creation of human-kind, and rocks that agree to
use their power to cure sick people. In order to understand the American Indian perspective,
professional cultural anthropologists use ethnographic research methods. These methods involve
taking individual responses to cultural resources and generalizing these to the ethnic group level.

Most state and federal land management agencies closely follow the laws and guidelines
associated with the scientific identification, evaluation, and management of cultural resources.
It has only been in the past few years, however, that these agencies have begun to consult with
American Indian people about ethnographic resources contained within the boundaries of these
land management facilities. The present research is directed towards this goal.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND TASKS

The Colorado River Corridor study was designed to understand what cultural factors
contribute to the identification of archaeology sites, how differential cultural significance is
assigned to archaeology sites, what forces can influence the condition of archaeology sites, and
how to evaluate the damage that may have occurred or may occur to the archaeology sites



located in the Colorado River Corridor. The study was open to concerns for plants and animals
of religious importance and to what have been called traditional cultural properties that have
religious importance but lack archaeological materials. In order to achieve these goals, the
research process was participatory so that all parties to the study agree with the final report’s
presentation of findings and mitigation recommendations. The study also was reliable. The
findings from the study can be used to predict the future.

Background and Experience

Our study team has worked to represent the cultural concemns of 63 American Indian
tribes, including Southern Paiute, Navajo, Hopi, and Zuni peoples. During this same period we
have successfully worked with archaeologists to merge their professional concerns with the
cultural concerns of the Indian people to produce appropriate mitigation recommendations. The
following research design has been developed during these projects (Stoffle and Evans 1990,
Stoffle, Halmo, Evans and Olmsted 1990; Stoffle, Jake, Evans, and Bunte 1981), but it has been
specifically adjusted to reflect the special needs of this study. On other projects we have utilized
surveys to represent the concerns of rural residents, such as the recent social impact assessment
in Michigan of the Superconducting Super Collider (Stoffle, Traugott, Jensen, and Copeland
1987; Stoffle et al. 1988) and a separate proposal to locate the Midwest Compact’s Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Isolation Facility (Stoffle 1990; Stoffle et al. 1990, 1991).

Study Design

The Colorado River Corridor study was designed with the following nine research tasks:
(1) Consultation, (2) Legal Reviews, (3) Inventory and Analysis, (4) Resource Type and Land
Use Interviews, (5) Interim Study Group Tribal Meeting, (6) Contemporary Significance
evaluation, (7) Resource Conflicts and Mitigation Assessment, (8) Traditional Cultural Properties
nomination, and (9) Write-up and Review.

Specific methodologies were developed for each of these study tasks. These
methodologies derive from past project experience and from the published literature. Over the
years our research team has published a number of articles describing aspects of our research
methods, most recently about the process of consultation (Stoffle and Evans 1990) and about a
model for establishing the cultural significance of Native American plants (Stoffle et al. 1990).
In general we trend toward using survey forms in order to compare American Indian responses.
Such forms have been developed for plants and are being developed for animals, archaeology,
and places of power as part of the current Native American AIRFA compliance work on the
Nevada Test Site (NTS). Currently the 17 tribes involved in the NTS research are helping to
prepare sets of questions they would prefer that we ask their elders regarding these issues. The
forms were modified based upon review by the Havasupai and Southern Paiute people. In
general we used every recording tool at our disposal, so we neither miss nor misunderstand the
thoughts of the tribal elders. Elders were asked for their permission to use various recording
devices and most agreed to be tape recorded or videotaped because they want us to accurately
record their thoughts. We developed and tested a sampling procedure for searching newspapers
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that is unique, but other documents were searched according to standard procedures. Report
writing involved the triangulation of information. We compared the thoughts of elders within
and between cultural groups in order to establish the existence of patterns. These patterns were
checked against available written materials to expand our understanding of what concerns are
being expressed.

The governments of the Indian tribes were closely involved in the research from
beginning to final report. Tribal councils determined how they wish to review the research
methods and findings. In general, each tribe appointed someone to follow the project. We have
called this person the Official Tribal Contact Representative or OTCR. The OTCR keeps the
tribe’s official files on the project and is a person who can read and digest the large volume of
written material that is normally produced by a project such as this. The OTCR reports to the
tribal council whenever they wish an update on the project. The OTCR reviewed the research
team’s procedures for assuring that information collected during this project is properly protected
and assuring the confidentiality of information sources. The OTCR provided coordinating
functions when our study team visited a reservation to meet with the tribal council or to
interview elders. The OTCR does not speak for the tribal council. No research activities
occurred without the knowledge of and permission of the tribal government.

Task 1: Initial Consultation

Indian people today want to know when agencies or academic researchers are planning
to propose research that involves tribal members or tribal issues. For this reason many tribes are
asking that potential contractors submit copies of their proposal to the tribal government or
cultural resource office at the time these proposals are sent to the funding agencies. A copy of
our proposal was sent to each of the potentially involved tribes with the clear understanding that
this was a bid.

Upon notification of the contract award, the UofA research team held a one-day strategic
planning meeting regarding issues of schedule, methodology, and task responsibilities. In
addition, the Principal Investigator met (as specified in the RFP) with the NPS superintendents
and the Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) in Tuba City, Arizona. Once these meetings
occurred, the contacts with involved tribes began.

Tribal governments are the official representatives of their tribal members; therefore, this
is the first point of contact for any research project involving Indian people. No research should
be conducted without the tribal government or its official representatives (like a cultural resource
management officer) being informed of the project and officially approving of the research
design. Phone calls and letters are insufficient for fully informing tribal governments about
proposed research, so each tribal government or its official representative should have the right
to a face-to-face presentation about the proposed research.

The initial tribal contacts involved telephone calls that briefly described the project and
its objectives. Tribal chairs were asked if they wished to be involved in the project. Telephone
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contacts were followed by a letter that was sent to formally notify the tribes of the project, its
objectives, and a request for identifying knowledgeable elders who wished to be interviewed on
the traditional resources and important locations in the river corridor study area.

The following tribes were contacted regarding the study: (1) the Kaibab Paiute Tribe, (2)
the San Juan Paiute Tribe (with groupings at Paiute Mountain and Willow Springs), (3) the
Shivwits Paiute Tribe, and (4) the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah.

When the above tribes expressed interest in learning more about the project, UofA
researchers and the tribal chairs scheduled a time for presentation by members of the research
team. The meetings were held on a day, at a time and location that was mutually agreeable to
both parties. Normally, these presentations were held at the tribal offices. The research team
asked the NPS to provide visual materials (such as slides and overheads of the study area) as
part of the presentation. The Native American Project Assistant, Ms. Vivienne Jake of Kaibab,
attended the meetings with the Southern Paiute governments.

The project was discussed with the Kaibab tribal council on May 21, 1992. The meeting
with the Shivwits council occurred on May 22, 1992. Because of prior commitments on the part
of tribal leaders, the initial council meeting with the San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe did not
occur until July 7, 1992. The following day, July 8, a meeting requested by the San Juan
Southern Paiute Tribe was held at Wahweap Lodge in Page, Arizona. The project was described
and the selection of tribal representatives for the first raft trip was discussed. The meeting was
attended by 24 members of the San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe, eight members of the Shivwits
Paiute Tribe, and four members of the Kaibab Paiute Tribe.

Special cultural resource training was provided to Paiute representatives, in consultation
with the Paiute representatives. The training provided cultural resource management materials
as well as a question-and-answer discussion of the issues. This training was designed to help
prepare the Native American tribal representatives to understand the project. A second training
workshop was held with members of the San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe at the tribal
government’s request. A meeting was held on January 4, 1993 with the tribal council. The
following day (January 5), an all-day training session was held with ten tribal members.
Documents and other materials conceming cultural resource legislation and management were
distributed at the workshop.

Task 2: Legal Review

This task involved searching, duplicating, reviewing and assessing the federal legislation
and regulations regarding Southern Paiute rights to practice traditional religion, and have access
to and use natural resources in the study area. A parallel analysis is provided for a neighboring
tribe, the Havasupai, so that the Southern Paiute legal materials can be compared and contrasted.
The legal documents included in this search were Indian Claims Commission reports and
decisions, as well as any federal legislation regarding the Grand Canyon National Park, Glen
Canyon National Recreation Area, and any programmatic memoranda of agreement between the
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NPS and the involved Indian tribes concerning access to and use of natural resources in these
park units. In addition, all relevant NPS policies regarding ethnographic resources and studies
were reviewed. This task was broken down into two subtasks: document searching and tribal
contacts.

Document Searching

This subtask refers to visits to various document repositories to find and duplicate
relevant legal documents. The University of Arizona library holds most of these kinds of
documents.

Tribal Contacts

In the event that some legal documents could not be located in the University of Arizona
library, involved tribal governments were contacted by phone for the purpose of obtaining
information on the legal documents that may have been missed by the search process.

Task 3: Inventory and Analysis

The research team produced an inventory of contemporary resource uses and placed these
into a discussion of traditional culture patterns. Past research with the involved tribes has
produced an extensive collection of document sources regarding the type of cultural resources
that are currently used by Southern Paiute and Havasupai peoples. Our search focused on
documenting resource use patterns in the current study area, so it was necessary to review
documents in our possession as well as seek out new sources.

Literature Search

Past research has shown that local newspapers are an excellent source of information on
the recent history of patterns of cultural resource use for certain types of resources. The
University of Arizona and the Arizona State Historical Society have copies of newspapers from
the Grand Canyon Region and we briefly searched a sample of these.

Reservation Interviews

The best source of information about contemporary use is the Indian people. We
interviewed Indian people about recent historic and contemporary use of the study area. The
tribal governments were asked to select the people they wished to speak regarding this issue. On-
reservation interviews and meetings with tribal elders were conducted with each of the tribes.
Interviews with two San Juan elders occurred on July 7, 1992. The interview session lasted two
hours. On July 9, a meeting was held with five Kaibab elders. The meeting lasted seven hours.
On July 10, a meeting with ten Shivwits elders was held. The meeting lasted seven hours.
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Large-scale flat topographic maps and raised topographic maps were used as a visual aid
during interviews. Place names from these maps were used to stimulate conversation about
traditional Paiute areas. Most of the elders had family who lived at some time in the Colorado
River study area, and all were aware of specific locations in the Grand Canyon.

In February of 1993, a six-hour video presentation of the July 1992 raft trip was made
to each of the involved tribes. Following the video presentation, informal interviews were
conducted with elders to elicit place names for culturally significant locations in and around
Grand Canyon and the river corridor study area.

The video presentation was made at Kaibab on February 6, 1993. Twenty people
attended, including 13 adults and 7 youth. The Cedar City presentation was made on February
8, 1993. Ten adults attended the presentation. On February 9, 1993, the video was shown at
Shivwits. The presentation was attended by 17 adults. The video presentation was shown at San
Juan on February 10, 1993. Seventeen tribal members attended the presentation, including 14
adults and 3 youth. In all cases, members who viewed the video were invited by the tribal
governments.

Additional interviews were conducted with San Juan Paiute elders at Willow Springs on
September 27, 1993, and with elders at Navajo Mountain on November 2 and 3, 1993. These
interviews were conducted to obtain San Juan stories about traditional beliefs and practices
surrounding cultural resources in the study area. The tribal government requested that these
interviews be conducted at a mitigation meeting, which was held on August 30, 1993.

Task 4: Resource Type and Land Use

The research team located, to the degree possible, site-specific information and criteria
for recognizing specific ethnographic resource sites (for example, possible archaeological
characteristics of protohistoric sites, landscape characteristics, ethnobotany). These data helped
guide the Indian people and the study team members in choosing places to visit during the on-
site visits by raft.

Initial On-site Visits

Two members of each tribe were provided access to the study by three joint raft trips.
A motorized commercial trip from Lees Ferry to Diamond Creek generally requires a full week,
so we allotted up to twelve days including travel to and from the canyon for the first trip. To
the extent possible, places to visit were decided in advance in consultation with NPS
archaeologists and the involved tribes. The ratio of Indian cultural resource experts to
ethnographer was kept as low as possible so that full interviews could be conducted at each place
that was visited.

An American Indian video crew from the Colorado River Indian Tribe’s museum joined
the first trip for site visits. This Indian film crew is highly respected among the Southern
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Paiutes. The crew has worked in the past with Southern Paiutes and was able to film without
disrupting interviews. The head of the film crew is Mr. Gilford Harper. Footage was provided
to the research team and used in the Interim Study Tribal Consultation Meeting and in the focus
group interviews with elders on the reservations.

Task 5: Interim Study Tribal Consultation Meeting

The NPS request for proposals asked that the contractor and, if appropriate, an NPS
representative, meet with representatives of the tribal groups under study approximately midway
through the study to present a non-technical oral report and consult on preliminary findings.
After this interim study meeting the contractor prepared a brief written report to the NPS on the
outcomes of this meeting. Our team has conducted dozens of these types of meetings. We
recommended that a portion of each meeting be set aside for the Indian representatives to talk
among themselves without either the NPS or UofA research team member being present. This
meeting was held on the Kaibab Paiute Indian reservation on September 23 and 24, 1992. At
least one leader from each of the four tribes attended this meeting.

Task 6: Documentation of Ethnohistoric and Contemporary Significance

The NPS request for proposals asked that the contractor discuss how the cultural
resources that are identified by the American Indian people in the Colorado River Corridor study
area fit as parts in Paiute culture, social organization, -subsistence and modern economy. First
and foremost, American Indian people define what is significant to them. Recently, however,
we have developed a model for calculating the cultural significance of American Indian plants
(Stoffle, Halmo, Evans, and Olmsted 1990). This model formalizes what Indian people tell us
about plants, but it has the advantage of helping to compile statements from a number of Indian
people into an overall calculation of cultural significance. It has the added advantage of being
able to translate cultural significance into spatial scores. Land managers tend to find it is easier
to protect places of cultural significance than to protect specific resources such as a stand of a
type of medicine plant.

There is an extensive literature regarding Southern Paiute culture. The draft archeology
report The Grand Canyon River Corridor Survey Project (Fairley et al. 1991) brings much of
this literature together. The UofA research proposal suggested even other places to go for
background information. Ultimately, however, our search derived from the types of cultural
resources that Indian people specified as significant and therefore needed to be placed into
ethnographic context.

Most tribal elders were not able to visit the places of cultural importance along the 255
mile long study area. As a consequence, it was essential to take photographs of cultural items
found in the study area and show these to elders to provide an opportunity for their comment.
Our experience is that when high levels of rapport are present between the research team and
the people it is possible to have focus group discussions. We have conducted such meetings with
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all of the Southern Paiute people involved in this project. We also provided the opportunity for
individual tribal members to discuss this issue in private.

Task 7: Resource Conflicts and Mitigation Recommendations

The NPS request for proposals specified that the contractor provide an inventory of
existing or potential conflicts between Native American resource use(s)/traditional practices and
current NPS management of these resources. Along with this inventory, the contractor would
recommend potential mitigation of these conflicts.

This task required careful consultation with the Indian tribal governments involved in this
study. The resource conflicts can be identified during the interviews with tribal members, but
mitigation recommendation must involve both the cultural experts of the tribe and the tribal
government. Most agencies, including the NPS, recognize the need to establish government-to-
government relationships with American Indian tribes. Such relationships cannot be fully
implemented by just one research project, but one project can lay the foundation for the
formation of lasting relationships between a federal agency and tribes with traditional ties to
agency lands.

HUMAN SUBJECTS

This cultural resource assessment study was guided by standard ethnographic human
subject interviewing procedures as outlined and approved by the University of Arizona human
subjects committee. These procedures protect the privacy of the respondent and facilitate more
open communication. In addition to these commitments to protecting human subjects, prospective
respondents were fully informed about their rights and the project. It is standard practice that
when contacted as part of ethnographic interviews, the potential respondent is told orally about
the nature and purpose of the project. They are told that their participation is voluntary and that
they can refuse to answer any question. They are also told that all answers are confidential. Only
those people who gave their informed consent to participate were interviewed during the
ethnographic research. The ethnographic researchers left with each person who gave their
consent to be interviewed information about the project and a commitment to maintain
confidentiality.
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CHAPTER TWO

SOUTHERN PAIUTE PEOPLE

Southern Paiute people have resided in their traditional lands for many generations.
According to archaeologists, Paiute people came into the region by at least 1150 AD (Euler
1964, Shutler 1961). Their ethnic group boundary has been defined by travelers’ observations
in the late 1700’s (Bolton 1950), by Euroamerican settlers diaries and official government
surveys in the mid-1800s (Little 1881; Powell and Ingalls 1874), and by oral history interviews
in the 1930s (Kelly 1934, 1964; Stewart 1942) and in the 1980s (Bunte and Franklin 1987; ERT
1980). All of these sources of boundary information document that the lands currently occupied
by the Shivwits Paiute, the Kaibab Paiute, and San Juan Paiute people are part of the traditional
territory of the Southern Paiute Nation (Figure 2.1). The Colorado River Corridor study area
is within Southern Paiute traditional territory (Figure 2.2).

Efforts by Euroamerican scholars to define a boundary and an origin time for the
Southern Paiutes are perceived by Paiute people themselves to be overshadowed by religious
knowledge about traditional ethnic territory and the events by which the people came to inhabit
it. According to traditional Paiute beliefs, Paiute people were created in these traditional lands.
Through this creation, the Creator gave Paiute people a special supernatural responsibility to
protect and manage the land and its resources. In Euroamerican terminology, this land is their
Holy Land (Spicer 1957:197, 213).

The Southern Paiute people believe that they were created by the supernatural near
Charleston Peak -- called Nuva~yantu [herein rendered as Nuvagantu]--located in the Spring
Mountains (Kroeber 1970, Laird 1976, Stoffle and Dobyns 1983). According to Laird
(1976:122):

In prehuman times Nivaganti was the home of Wolf and his brother, Mythic
Coyote. It was the very heart of Tiwiin’arivip#, the Storied Land.

There was and is no place in Southern Paiute traditional territory more sacred than the Spring
Mountains and the areas around them. One author has noted that Charleston Peak is the most
powerful of all cosmic centers in the south and central Great Basin (Miller 1983:72). Concerns
for this sacred area have been expressed repeatedly in cultural resource studies involving
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Figure 2.1. Map of Southern Paiute Territory (after Kelly 1934)
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Southern Paiute people (Stoffle and Dobyns 1982, 1983; Stoffle, Dobyns and Evans 1983;
Stoffle, Evans, Harshbarger 1988).

Creation Stories

Southern Paiute oral scriptures have been recorded that generally resemble Christian
Genesis and other creation stories in terms of placing the people on the earth. While there are
different versions of this story, the following account derives from southern California and was
provided by a Chemehuevi Paiute (Laird 1976). According to this account, Southern Paiutes
believe that originally there was only water. Ocean Woman (Hutsipamamau ?u) then created dry
land (Laird 1976:148-149). Once there was land, Creator Coyote and Wolf lived on Charleston
Peak. Creator Coyote later saw tracks of a woman, but when he caught up with her, she was
a louse (Poo ?*avi). Coyote propositioned her, and she agreed to the proposal on the condition
that he build them a house. He ran ahead, built a house, and when Louse caught up she
magically put Coyote to sleep, and continued on. This happened four times before they reached
the Pacific Coast. Louse set out to swim to her home island with Coyote on her back. She dived,
and Coyote let go and turned himself into a water-spider. He reached the island first, and was
waiting for Louse when she arrived. Louse’s mother wove a large basket while Coyote enjoyed
Louse (Kroeber 1908:240; Laird 1976:150-151). Then Louse’s mother sealed the basket, and
gave it to Coyote to tow back to land. As a water-spider, he did so. As Coyote, he found the
basket growing heavy, and full of curiosity, he opened it before reaching Nuvagantu. Louse’s
eggs had hatched in the basket, and become human beings. The new human beings emerged
from the now opened basket and began to scatter in all directions over the land. By the time
Coyote returned to Nuvagants, only weaklings, cripples and excrement remained in the basket.
On Charleston Peak, Wolf (Kroeber 1908:240 says it was Coyote) used his greater power to
create the Chemehuevis and their Southern Paiute kindred. The darker color of Southern Paiute
skin is attributed to the ingredients used by Wolf to create them. Because it is the place where
the Southern Paiute people were created, Nuvagantu -- Charleston Peak -- is holy to Southern
Paiutes.

For each Southern Paiute tribal group there is a slightly different version of this story
(e.g., Lowie 1924, for Shivwits version; Sapir 1930, for Kaibab) "which highlights the
sacredness of their own local tribal territory” (Bunte and Franklin 1987:227). The Shivwits story
has the emergence point at Buckskin Mountain in Kaibab territory (Lowie 1924:104). In general
terms, however, Southern Paiute origin stories share much in common. In the San Juan Paiute
version of the Creation story the culture heros (both Wolf and Coyote) are called Shunangwav,
a name which also translates into English as "God" or the "Great Spirit" (Bunte and Franklin
1987:33). In the San Juan story, Coyote untied the sack [basket in other versions] near Page,
Arizona, and there was made the Southern Paiute people. So for this version of the origin story,
the original home of all Paiutes is in local territory of the San Juan Paiutes (Bunte and Franklin
1987:227). By moving the place of their ethnic group’s origin, the San Juan Paiutes strengthen
their identification with the ethnic group itself and solidify their cosmological ties to that specific
portion of Southern Paiute ethnic territory.
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Despite local variations in the identification of the ethnic group’s place of origin, all
portions of traditional ethnic territory remain sacred to all Southern Paiute people. Puaxantu
Tuvip (variant Puaruvwip) is the Southern Paiute term which translates into "sacred land"
(Stoffle and Dobyns 1982). The Paiute term pua is cognate to the Shoshone term puha, or
"power" (Franklin and Bunte 1993b:3; Miller 1983). The term puaxantu is a derivative of the
term pua; it may be transliterated as "powerful” or "(sacred) power." Thus the indigenous Paiute
term would refer to sacred or powerful lands, that is lands traditionally occupied by the ethnic
group that are made powerful by being where the creator placed the Paiute people.

Constituent Political Units

The Southern Paiute nation comprised several levels of political organization including
possibly two or more major subdivisions or subtribes, a dozen or more districts, and numerous
local groups--sometimes referred to as bands--within each district. Some of the evidence of
hierarchical organization comes from Laird’s (1976) documentation of Chemehuevi institutions,
elicited from her Chemehuevi husband, George Laird.

It appears that a small elite provided the Southern Paiute people with socio-religious
leadership. While male leaders have been referred to as High Chiefs, they functioned as ritualists
rather than political officers (Laird 1976:24). Some federal officials called Tutseguvits the head
chief for a decade, from 1859 (Forney 1859:73) until 1869 (Fenton 1869:203). Another official
in the early 1870s (Powell 1873) perceived that a single tribal chief named Tagon exercised
some authority over all Southern Paiutes. That perception may well have been accurate and a
principal chief may have played a more important pre-contact role.

Leaders occupied a special status with special symbols very visible in pre-contact
Southern Paiute society. So-called high chiefs could wear turquoise. The elite spoke a special
language known as "tivitsi?ampagapi” (Real Speech) as well as normal Southern Paiute. High
Chiefs chanted it with a strong accent. Living members of the elite preserved that special elite
language into the final decade of the nineteenth century. Quail-beans (kakaramurih), or black-
eyed peas, became a special dietary item for the chiefly elite (Laird 1976:24).

Leaders led at least regional polities made up of lineage bands (Laird 1976:24). In 1873,
one identified High Chief active into post-conquest times provided sacred leadership for lesser
chiefs heading at least eight local lineage organizations based at Potosi, Paroom Spring, Kingston
Mountain, Ivanpah, Providence Mountain, Ash Meadows, Amargosa and the northern
Chemehuevi (Fowler and Fowler 1971:104-105; Laird 1976:24). Leaders employed a specialized
corps of runners to transmit communications. These runners were probably young men (Laird
1976:47). The elite appears to have disappeared as the last surviving high chief died late in the
nineteenth century. In the 1870s, Powell and Ingalls perceived the functioning high chiefs as
heads of what they called confederacies of local groups (Fowler and Fowler 1971:109).
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Subtribes

Just below the level of the Southern Paiute nation as a whole, there may have been two
or more large divisions each encompassing a number of neighboring districts. The divisions
would have included geographically contiguous districts having particularly close ties of
economic exchange, intermarriage, and political cooperation. The evidence for these
intermediate-scale political divisions within the Southern Paiute nation is sketchy, however, past
research suggests that prior to about 1825 there may have been two divisions; a western subtribe
called paran’|yitsin® (Sapir 1910:3, herein rendered as Paranayi)] and an eastern subtribe that
derives from a native designation that Jacob Hamblin recorded as Yanawant (Stoffle and Dobyns
1983a, 1983b; Stoffle et al. 1991:7-8; Brooks 1950:27; Little 1969). Depopulation due to
diseases and economic disruption due to Euroamerican intrusion into the riverine oases caused
subtribal functions to be largely eliminated by the 1850s.

The key contributions that riverine oases made to Southern Paiute subsistence made
certain major streams geographically central to aboriginal life. Southern Paiute concepts reflected
that geopolitical reality quite directly in native designations.

Paranayi Subtribe. The term Paranayi loosely translates into "marshy spring people”
(Hodge 1910:202) or "people with a foot in the water” (Palmer 1928:11; Kelly 1934:554) and
refers specifically to the Pahranagat-Moapa watercourse. The name has commonly applied as
a band name for Pahranagat Valley Paiutes.

Previously published studies described that portion of southern Nevada as the pre-
colonization habitat of two so-called "bands" labeled the Moapa and the Las Vegas bands. Our
previous studies (Stoffle and Dobyns 1983a, 1983b) suggested that when Euroamerican
colonization of southern Nevada began, the entire western division of the tribe (including the
Panaca, Paranagat, Moapa, Las Vegas and Chemehuevi bands) was known as the Paranayi. The
water referred to in the designation is that flowing down Meadow Valley Wash, Moapa River
and the Virgin River into the Colorado. From the Colorado north to the headwaters of Meadow
Valley ran the ribbon-like oasis where all contingents of the Paranayi appear to have cultivated
food crops. The western division of the Southern Paiutes seems to have been rather populous
and wide ranging to be properly labeled a band. It might properly be considered one of two
subtribes constituting the Southern Paiute nation, where the term "subtribe” is used in a purely
technical sense to indicate that the tribe formerly consisted of western and eastern components.

Yanawant Subtribe. Southern Paiutes inhabiting the higher altitude plateaus of southern
Utah and northern Arizona planted their summer crops primarily in the Santa Clara Creek oasis,
and up the Virgin River from that tributary. They grew maize and other crops on sand-bar fields
along the Colorado River. The San Juan people may have stayed south of the larger stream,
planting in oases along the San Juan River and its tributaries, at Paiute Canyon, and the springs
and wash floodplains along the Echo Cliffs to the Moenkopi area near Tuba City (Bunte and
Franklin 1987:30). The eastern subtribe may have been self-labeled Yanawant (Brooks 1950:27).
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The Santa Clara Paiute people used a term for themselves that English speakers recorded
as Yanawant with several variant spellings. Jacob Hamblin used the term Yanawan: for the
Indian people of the region. He attributed this usage to the Indian people themselves, including
Chief Tutsigavits. Hamblin quoted the chief as saying "I and all of the Yanawants love the
Mormons all the time..." (Little 1969:39). In his narrative, Hamblin also referred to the local
Indian people as the Yanawants: "the Yannewants were much alarmed" (Hamblin 1951:18); "a
good feeling prevailed among the Yanwants as they call themselves" (Little 1969:39); I started
for Great Salt Lake City in company with Thales Haskell and Tutsegabit (the Yanawant Chief)"
(Hamblin 1951:27).

John Wesley Powell recorded the term U’-ai-nu-ints, which Powell defined as "People
who live by farming" and also glossed as "Santa Clara Indians" (Powell 1971a:156). This may
be the same term as Hamblin’s Yanawant. In another report by Powell, U-ai-Nu-ints are
identified as the people "who live in the vicinity of St. George" (Powell and Ingalls 1874:47,51).
In another manuscript Powell renders the same word as "U-en-u-wunts, The name of the Santa
Clara Indians" (Powell 1971b:161). Elsewhere Powell renders the term as Yen-u-unts, meaning
"Farmers, those who cultivate the soil" and also as Yum-a-wints and Y-gi-nu-intz, People who
cultivate soil; farmers" (Powell 1971a:144).

William Palmer gave the term U-an-no or U-un-o as referring to the St. George area, and
also to the larger region of "Dixie"; he recorded that the meaning of U-un-o was "good garden
place or good fields (Palmer 1928a:24). Palmer also rendered the word as Uaino and Uano
(Palmer 1928b:50). Adding the suffix its or ints, to refer to the people of a place (1928b:40),
Palmer gave the variant spellings of Uain-uints, Uano-ints, Uano-its (Palmer 1928b:50), U-an-
nu-ince and U-ano-intz (Palmer 1933:95) as the term used for people who farm and for people
of the Santa Clara. In one article Palmer noted that these numerous variants of U-an-nu-ince
refer to the economic activity of farming rather than to a specific group of people:

The word "u-an-o" means farmers. The Indians who lived at Washington, St.
George and Santa Clara were farmers and they knew something of the practice
of irrigation. They cultivated corn, beans and sunflowers for their seed, and other
plants used for food and for fibre. For this reason the comparatively small area
of Utah’s Dixie in which farming was done was called "U-an-o," and the farmers
were "U-an-nu-ince" or "U-ano-its.” The name has no clan or tribal significance
but rather vocational. (Palmer 1933:95)

The Indian words which Euroamericans have adopted to label a geographically localized group
of Indian people often did not traditionally have such a limited, localized point of reference.
Thus, Yanawant and its variants may have had a broad rather than a localized meaning, that is
"people who farm." Yanawant referred to the people of the Santa Clara, since they cultivated
crops, but it is probable that Euroamerican usage gave the term a more localized reference than
the term originally had. The same may have been true for Paranayi. Given the likelihood that
such terms may have referred to larger groupings, one might for convenience think of the
Paranayi subtribe as the Nevada Southern Paiutes, and the Yanawant subtribe as the Utah-
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Arizona Southern Paiutes.
Districts

Traditionally there were about a dozen smaller regional units referred to as districts, a
term adapted from Julian Steward’s Basin-Political Aboriginal Sociopolitical Groups (Steward
1938:93). Each district was a sphere of influence with a geographic territory shaped in part by
natural features-—-chiefly watercourses and watersheds--and in part by the existence of
neighboring groups who of necessity reached political agreements about the extent of their
respective spheres of influence and resource harvesting territories.

Each Southern Paiute district encompassed a territory that contained all or nearly all of
the resources necessary for the survival of its population. To provide a full complement of
resources, each district needed to include, and did include, both (1) oasis areas with either
riverine or springfed sources of water sufficient for irrigation farming, and (2) upland and desert
areas with a full range of needed wild resources, including game animals, pinyon nuts, and wild
seed grains. Each district, then, included permanent settlements near irrigated fields in oasis
areas, and outlying upland and desert territories used for intermittent and seasonal harvesting of
wild plant and animal resources from temporary camps. Often small permanent habitations were
maintained near springs in order to safeguard Southern Paiute claims to those crucial resources.
Kelly and Fowler say of the sixteen Southern Paiute subgroups identified in their article that
"Except for two, each territory was self-sufficient economically” (Kelly and Fowler 1986:368).
The exceptions are the Gunlock and Saint George groups, which "had to go outside their own
areas for certain staples” (Kelly and Fowler 1986:368). The fact that the Gunlock area and the
Saint George area were not sufficiently extensive and ecologically diverse to provide all the
resources needed for a self-sufficient and semi-autonomous district indicates that these were not
separate districts but rather components of a larger district that included the necessary upland
resources, which in this district were located on the Shivwits and Uinkaret uplands. The data
suggest that the Gunlock and Saint George groups represent post-contact development of
localized labor gangs and that traditionally the Gunlock and Saint George areas were part of a
single larger subgroup or district that included the Shivwits Plateau and the Uinkaret area.

It was in the core oasis area (or areas) of the district that the population of a district had
the most highly developed sense of territoriality and proprietorship. Core oasis areas and central
places of the districts are readily identified. Outer boundaries of districts cannot be as precisely
delineated, for at least two reasons. First, those areas were not as sharply delineated by Native
American people as were the core oases areas where the most valuable resources were
concentrated. Secondly and not surprisingly, there is much more written documentation for the
central oasis areas where Euroamerican settlement was concentrated than for outlying upland and
desert areas.

Each district had its own political leadership. In the case of the Shivwits/Santa Clara

Southern Paiutes, this included a principal leader (principal chief or head chief) for the entire
district, and lesser leaders (or subchiefs) from the various local groups or bands comprising the
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district. This will be discussed in detail in a later section. There was apparently a similar
pattern of leadership in the other districts as well.

Kelly and Fowler (1986) delineate sixteen Southern Paiute "subgroups”. Their term
"subgroup” corresponds to the term "district" used in this report, though the data suggests some
modifications to the list of groups developed by Kelly and Fowler. The data suggests that four
of the subgroups defined by Kelly and Fowler (the Gunlock subgroup, St. George subgroup,
Shivwits subgroup, and Uinkarets subgroup) in fact comprised a single subgroup or district. In
the decades after contact, the massive impact of Mormon colonization resulted in the gradual
breakdown of regional political organization, the emergence of labor camps associated with
Euroamerican towns (Gunlock, St. George), and the relocation of much of the population into
regions of refuge in the uplands (Shivwits and Uinkarets Plateau). The data also suggest that two
additional districts should be added to Kelly and Fowler’s list--the Pahvants as the northernmost
Southern Paiute district, and the Ash Meadows/Pahrump Southern Paiutes as the western-most
district. With these modifications, the list of districts comprising the Southern Paiute nation
would include the following:

Ash Meadows/Pahrump district
Las Vegas district

Pahranagat district
Shivwits/Santa Clara district (including the Uinkaret area)
Kaibab district

Kaiparowits district

Panguitch district

Cedar City/Indian Peaks district
San Juan district

Pahvant district

Chemehuevi district

For this project, however, it is only necessary to delineate or draw conclusions about the
Shivwits/Santa Clara/Virgin River district, the Kaibab district, and the San Juan district.

Shivwits/Santa Clara Southern Paiute Tribe

The Santa Clara River, the Virgin River, the upper Santa Clara watershed, and the arid
uplands stretching south from the Santa Clara to the Colorado River and roughly from present
Lake Mead in the west to the Uinkaret plateau in the east comprised one district of the Southern
Paiute nation. Within this region, people moved freely back and forth between the oasis
farmlands and the upland areas used primarily for wild-resource harvesting. The data indicates
that the Santa Clara, and to a lesser degree the Virgin River, was the horticultural center and
the population center of a district whose upland territories included the Shivwits Plateau in the
south and upper watershed of the Santa Clara in the north (including the Pine Valley and the
Bull Valley Mountains). For whatever reasons, it was the Santa Clara rather than the Virgin
River that apparently constituted the primary horticultural core of the Shivwits/Santa
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Clara/Virgin River district, with smaller, subsidiary horticultural settlements on the Virgin River
and Ash Creek. The major concentration of population and irrigated fields was on the Santa
Clara rather than on the Virgin.

Anthropologist A. L. Kroeber generalized from his study of the Mojave Indians who
inhabited Mojave Valley and Cottonwood Island Valley, the first large valleys on the lower
Colorado River with cultivable floodplains south of the Virgin-Colorado confluence; and he
concluded that an Indian tribe inhabiting a river valley typically exploits upland resources on
both sides of the stream (Kroeber 1974:31-33). The data suggest that this economic and
ecological model can be transferred upstream to the Shivwits/Santa Clara Southern Paiutes. The
Virgin River and its principal tributaries constituted the riverine core of Southern Paiute
territory. Kroeber’s model suggests that Southern Paiutes who farmed in the riverine core along
the Santa Clara and Virgin Rivers, would have harvested wild resources in hinterlands to the
south (including the Shivwits Plateau), as well as to the north (including the watersheds feeding
the tributaries of the upper Santa Clara).

The Shivwits/Santa Clara people rebelled against Mormon domination but were forced
to take refuge south of the Colorado River among the Northeastern Pai. About two dozen
Shivwits warriors fought beside the Pai in the Walapai war of 1866-1869 (Dobyns and Euler
1970: 38; Dobyns and Euler 1971:18). Later these Shivwits/Santa Clara returned to the north
side of the Colorado River, but they remained culturally conservative in what might be called
a region of refuge (Beltran 1973) on the Shivwits Plateau. There they managed to make a meager
living farming around springs, hunting and collecting in the upland portion of their traditional
territory until this portion of their land also was acquired by a Mormon cattleman. This person
had sufficient political power to obtain federal appropriations to purchase land on the upper
portion of the Santa Clara River to relocate the refugee Shivwits/Santa Clara people. There their
children attended an English language school, and they were exposed to numerous Euroamerican
influences, including lethal germs. Close to St. George, the Shivwits reservation became a wage
workers’s bedroom community, although the people farmed all the lands they could reach with
their irrigation water allocation from the Santa Clara River. The Shivwits reservation attracted
many Paiute people and became the home of famous Paiute leaders such as Uncle Sam
(pronounced Sham) after whom the reservation is nicknamed, and Tony Tillohash (who was born
at Kaibab).

Today, the Shivwits/Santa Clara people are administratively united with four other
Southern Paiute bands into the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah (PITU). PITU was created by a 1980
Act of Congress, which accorded re-recognition to diverse small enclaves whose trust
relationship with the federal government had been terminated in 1954. The 1980 Act defines five
local groups as members (1) Koosharem, (2) Kanosh, (3) Indian Peak, (4) Cedar City and (5)
Shivwits. The five local components of PITU elect delegates to a council, and a chairman. These
representatives speak for all five groups and are the point of consultation between any project
and one of the five groups.
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Kaibab Southern Paiute Tribe

The Kaibab Paiute people irrigated gardens of maize, beans, and squash near permanent
water sources as well as gathered natural plants and hunting or collecting all the fauna available
in their ecologically diverse territory. They had gardens along the Colorado River at 2,300 feet,
roasted agave (yaant) along the upper edges of the canyon, hunted deer in the mountains of the
Kaibab Plateau at 9,000 feet, and gathered hundreds of acres of sunflowers and Indian rice grass
(wa’iv) in the sandy foothills below the Vermillion Cliffs. They utilized all of the ecological
zones within their territory.

They lost access to these ecological zones because of various types of intrusions,
beginning in the early 1860s. Euler (1972), Stoffle and Evans (1976), and Turner (1985) provide
detailed accounts of social, cultural, and ecological impacts of planned Mormon settlements,
unregulated mining, and tens of thousands of cattle, sheep, and horses. Despite these intrusions
and facing the loss of all but a fraction of their original population, the Kaibab Paiute people
continued to reject federal efforts to move them to distant reservations in Utah and Nevada. A
portion of the water from one of their larger artesian springs was reserved for them by the
Mormon Church in 1907 and a 12-by-18-mile portion of land near the spring was reserved for
them by the federal government in 1909. Yet, it was not until the U. S. Land Claims payment
occurred in the early 1970s that sufficient resources were available to the Kaibab Paiute tribe
to begin to build the economic and service infrastructure needed to provide jobs and housing for
most of the tribal members. Today, the tribe has a viable and mixed economy, sufficient housing
for all tribal members, and a strong concern for preserving cultural resources that are located
within traditional Southern Paiute territory.

San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe

The San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe constitutes the eastern-most territorial unit of the
Southern Paiute ethnic group. In aboriginal times, the San Juan people may have been part of
the eastern subtribe that was labeled by a name which Euroamericans recorded as Yanawant.
Along with their western division, or Paranayi, ethnic kinsmen, they share an affiliation with
the ethnic self-term nungwu or nungwuts, which translates into English as "The People" (Stoffle
and Dobyns 1983a:165; Franklin and Bunte 1993b:4). Payuts or Payuts(i) (Franklin and Bunte
1993b:4; Bunte and Franklin 1987:41), which is the Southern Numic term for Paiute, and
variants of this second ethnic-self term are also used by Paiute people (Franklin and Bunte
1993b:4).

San Juan Paiute people occupied, and continue to reside in, their portion of traditional
Southern Paiute ethnic territory. The San Juan Paiute local territory extended roughly from the
Colorado River in the west to Monument Valley and Kayenta in the east, and from the San Juan
river in the north to the Moenkopi Plateau in the south (Kelly 1964:167; Stewart 1942:233).
Like citizens of a state incorporated into a nation, the San Juan people were not limited in
movement or resource use to their local territory. In fact the strength of the Southern Paiute
Nation derived from the control and redistribution through exchange of resources grown,
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gathered, and stored in extremely different ecological zones. So the San Juan Paiutes went
beyond their local territory to harvest wild game and plant resources in places like House Rock
Valley west of the Colorado River and south to the San Francisco Peaks. These trips were
carried out under reciprocal use agreements with other Southern Paiute territorial units and other
American Indian ethnic groups. These reciprocal use agreements were negotiated and cemented
through a number of sacred and secular ceremonies such as round-dance ceremonials (Bunte and
Franklin 1987:19).

The Southern Paiute people continue to maintain a strong attachment to their ethnic group
and its traditional lands as well as to their own local territory, even though Paiute sovereignty
has been lost over portions of these lands due to Navajo ethnic group expansion, encroachment
by Euroamericans, and federal government legislation. Despite the loss of Paiute sovereignty,
Southern Paiute people continue to affiliate themselves with these symbols of their common
ethnic identity. Additionally, all Southern Paiute people continue to perform traditional
ceremonies along with the menarche and first childbirth rites of passage rituals. The locations
at which these ceremonies and rituals were or are performed become transformed from secular
"sites" to highly sacred locations or places. By virtue of the transformation of locations into
sacred places, Southern Paiute people reaffirm their ties to traditional lands because they have
carried out their sacred responsibilities as given to them by the Creator. Southern Paiutes can
be characterized as a "persistent people" (Spicer 1971) with a persistent cultural system (Bunte
and Franklin 1987; Stoffle and Dobyns 1983; Stoffle and Evans 1976; Stoffle et al. 1982; Tumner
1985; Turner and Euler 1983).

CULTURAL RESOURCE PERCEPTIONS

Southern Paiute people express a preservation philosophy regarding traditional lands and
the animals, plants, artifacts, burials, and minerals that exist there. This philosophy primarily
derives from a supernaturally established relationship between these lands and the people who
have lived there since creation. This holy land relationship has been discussed above. One
holistic philosophy that logically derives from this human-land relationship addresses the issue
of how to act towards the land, animals, plants, artifacts, and burials. Simply, the philosophy
leads to the normative assertion that these cultural resources should be left undisturbed, i.e. they
should be preserved as they are, not removed or modified in any way.

This philosophy is in sharp contrast with an instrumental human-land philosophy that
leads to the normative assertion that the land, animals, plants, artifacts, minerals, and even
burials, should be used for economic development or scientific study. This philosophy is
premised on the epistemological belief that humans should dominate and control the natural
environment for the immediate benefit of whomever is sufficiently powerful to hold sovereignty
over the land. Consistent with this instrumental human-land philosophy, unused natural or human
resources have a potential for development, being termed "wild lands" or "wild people”, and
therefore constitute a challenge for development efforts. The process of conquering wild
resources has variously been termed "progress,” "modemnization," “civilization," and
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"development.” The human and natural components of a system are perceived of as "resources”
to be "managed.”

The very terms used to describe the scientific study of these resources -- "American
Indian Cultural Resources" -- reflect a philosophy that is antithetical to the core philosophical
belief of Southern Paiute people. Understanding the existence of a conflict in basic philosophies
is a complex, but essential, starting point for explaining why the Southern Paiute people have
made certain types of cultural resource responses.

Concerns for Plants

Southern Paiutes relied upon plants for their survival, making ethnobotanical knowledge
essential to their "transhumant adaptive strategy" (Stoffle and Evans 1976) for living in the
desert. An intimate knowledge of plant genetics has been suggested as a major "cultural focus”
of desert-dwelling Indian people (Anderson 1956; Shipek 1970). Being horticulturalists is a
cultural characteristic that separates Southern Paiutes from closely related groups in the Great
Basin (Dobyns and Euler 1980).

A wide variety of plants continue to be utilized by Paiute people for food, medicine,
ceremonies, and economic activity (Bye 1972). It is evident that plants are important because
Paiute people say a prayer before a plant is picked and utilized with a request that it provide the
needed medicine or nutrition. The plant, like the people, has rights and human-like qualities. The
prayer is directed to the plant because the plant is perceived as an anthropomorphic organism.

Concern for Animals

Indian people express concern for all animals because of a traditional belief that all
animals, including insects, are important to the earth. Respect for animals is demonstrated in the
kinds of traditional prayers that are said in association with hunting and taking the life of an
animal. Like plants, animals are perceived to have rights and human qualities, because they are
seen as relatives to human beings.

Birds like eagles are perceived as important and are prayed to and talked with when
captured. Other types of animals, like the desert tortoise and the chuckwalla, have been singled
out in previous studies as being relatively unique to certain areas and important to Paiute people.
Both of these animals are cultural resources; the desert tortoise is part of Southern Paiute tribal
religious symbolism and the chuckwalla is used medicinally.

Concern for Natural Elements
The concern of Southern Paiutes for natural elements is strong, because soil, water,
rocks, and minerals are components of the holy land. Many of the Southern Paiute have

commented that they hold in high regard people who have knowledge of water sources, which
are so vital for sustaining life in the desert. The Indian people believe natural elements should
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be protected from contamination, alteration, and even movement without talking to them. Like
plants and animals, Southern Paiutes believe that natural elements have rights, human-like
qualities, and life of their own.

Water

The belief that the water sources are connected to each other underground correlates with
the belief about Water Babies. Southern Paiute people mentioned that Water Babies are often
present at springs. According to the ethnographic literature (Miller 1983), Water Babies owned
springs and had elaborate systems of underground pathways, usually taking form as underground
watercourses. The Water Baby used to travel from one spring to another. Water Babies are
never good, at best being neutral, and are extremely dangerous. If a person angers a Water
Baby, the person will almost surely die. By extension, then, any activity that damages or
destroys the underground water sources will anger the Water Babies who own it, thereby
endangering everyone in the vicinity.

Water bodies like springs, streams, rivers, and lakes are viewed as having rights and
human-like qualities. If water bodies are misused they can become angry and engage in self-
motivated actions. Comments during an interview with two Paiute women during a previous
project illustrates such a case.

Indian Woman #1:

They were probably trying to tell us and we didn’t understand. We didn’t pay
attention to them that much. But the only thing that I really paid attention to is
my grandfather telling me even the lakes and the rivers, the Colorado River
especially, at times it gets mean. It’ll take a life. They’ll run around there and
holler and go wade around in there, it will get angry with you, it’ll take you.
(She tells a story of a little boy who drowned. It validated the belief for her.)

Indian Woman #3:

The elders told me they also believe...rivers are supposed to be flowing freely,
but what does man do today. They dam them up, so therefore those lakes and
dams that are man made are no longer safe because they’ve been forced to stand
like that, and don’t belong there. The water doesn’t flow freely like they’re
supposed to. That’s why you see places like Quail Creek [a new lake in Utah],
it takes people.

Places and Minerals
Ethnographic studies of human societies document that people who live in a region over

long periods of time come to understand, explain, and deal with most of the natural components
of their environment. Such knowledge is termed "local knowledge" or "emic perspectives” of
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the environment. Paiute people certainly qualify as having local knowledge inasmuch as they
have lived in the region for more than a thousand years. One Paiute elder, for example,
discussed places where the old people told him never to spend the night. These were places of
great power that could make you sick if you remained there. He also told about powerful rocks
that could cure or harm and were only utilized by religious leaders. If these rocks were broken,
they could release their power and potentially harm people. Consequently, it was always better
not to break a rock unless you understood the extent of its power.

Other Indian people confirmed these ideas about rocks having power. It is recognized that
some rocks have more or different power than others. Breaking a rock or removing it from its
place without fully explaining these actions not only releases the power inherent in the rock but
also angers the rock.

Rocks can also be self-willing, inasmuch as they can reveal themselves to people and act
on people. Crystals, for example, have a self-willing, animate power, and will reveal themselves
to a person whom they desire to be with. If this person picks them up, the person will have great
luck. The luck, however, is taken away from others and eventually people will come to
recognize this and single out the excessively lucky person as having used some non-human
power at the expense of his or her people. Threats of community sanctions usually make the
person take the crystal back to where it had revealed itself to them and return it with an
explanation of why it was being returned. The ethnographic literature also discusses the power
of crystals for Great Basin and surrounding Native American groups (Levi 1978; Miller 1983).

Concern for Burials

Burials are among the most sensitive of traditional cultural resources. According to Miller
(1983:75-76):

...As power has a profound affinity for the living, some of it lingers as long as
there is any vestige of life. Hence, there is always some power around graves,
but by its nature it is less vital and so more likely to cause harm or be used in
sorcery. It appears to be power that has been trapped and stagnated, only released
when decomposition is complete. Therefore graves are generally avoided.

Even discussing burials can bring on emotional stress to Southern Paiute people. One Paiute
elder warned during a previous study that if a person walked through the dust of a burial,
physical harm could come to them. Disturbance of burials can potentially bring the spirit of the
deceased back to earth. So the task of identifying burials is physically and emotionally dangerous
to the living person, and is never taken lightly.
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In addition to the belief that burials contain power and they should never be disturbed,
death and the resultant burial ceremonies are significant components of Southern Paiute culture.
Burial ceremonies, both traditional Southern Paiute and recently acquired ceremonies such as
"the cry," are religious events involving great numbers of people who engage in song and
prayer. As part of the cry, the deceased person is remembered at a one-year ceremony of
worship and prayer. San Juan Paiutes continue to perform aspects of the traditional Southern
Paiute burial ceremony, and do not generally practice the cry, believing that the spirit of this
ritual was forbidden to cross the Colorado (Franklin and Bunte 1993b:4). Disturbance of a burial
can require that a ceremony be repeated at great emotional and economic cost to the involved

Indian people.
Concern for Artifacts

Southern Paiute people believe artifacts belong to the original owners, the Indian people.
They believe artifacts were intentionally left in a spot, and they should remain there until their
original owners return. Artifacts left by Indian people in traditional camping, gathering, and
hunting areas are important to Indian identity, history, and culture.

Many people expressed the fear that artifacts will continue to be taken from sites and
hoarded by amateur pot hunters or bulldozed at construction sites. Ambivalent feelings were also
expressed about artifacts taken from sites for study by archaeologists. Many people said the
artifacts should be returned to the appropriate tribe. This is a potential source of conflict between
Native Americans and archaeologists, however, mutually agreeable artifact mitigations have been
developed between many of these involved tribes and regional archaeologists.

33



CHAPTER THREE

LEGISLATION AND REGULATIONS

This chapter outlines the legal relationships that exist between the Southern Paiute tribes
and the United States government which relate to the lands in the Colorado River Corridor study
area. The legal relationships of a neighboring tribe, the Havasupai, are included in the analysis
so that legal relations with the Southern Paiute people can be compared and contrasted.

For the purposes of this discussion, legal agreements of relevance include government
actions that establish tribal claims to any land, natural resource, or cultural resource in the study
area. In addition, legislation and regulations that affect national parks, and policies concerning
cultural resources are reviewed. This chapter is produced by the ethnographic research team and
does not represent legal opinion on any issue involving these tribes and the involved Federal
agencies. Instead, the analysis is meant to provide a general background to the legal environment
within which this project occurs.

The first two sections summarize the legal background for the Havasupai and Southern
Paiute (Shivwits, Kaibab, and San Juan) tribes. None of the four tribes is included in any ratified
treaty with the United States; their claimed lands were simply taken by the United States (U.S.
House of Representatives 1874; U.S. Indian Claims Commission 1965). Therefore, the
reservations of these tribes were all established by Executive Order. Contemporary political
structures of these groups result from U.S. government actions rather than aboriginal
relationships (Dobyns and Euler 1970).

The third section reviews legislation that established public domain lands in the vicinity
of the Colorado River Corridor. 1t also describes legislation and policies that address the study,
protection, and preservation of cultural resources. Cultural resources are defined as "material
remains of past human life or activities that are of significant cultural interest and are more than
50 years of age" (36 CFR 1.4). In addition, cultural resources include Traditional Cultural
Properties, defined as properties that "(a) are rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are
important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community" (Parker and King
1990). The unique Native American policies of the Grand Canyon National Park, under whose
jurisdiction many of the lands in this study fall, are then summarized.

34



METHODOLOGY FOR LEGAL REVIEW

The legal review was accomplished through two avenues, searching documents and
personal contacts. See Appendix A for a detailed discussion of the methodology and chronology.
Documents were reviewed in the University of Arizona Law Library and Main Library,
particularly the Documents Center and Special Collections. In addition, materials were collected
from the library at the Western Archaeological and Conservation Center and from individuals
who possessed relevant information. Documents that contributed to the review are 1)
Congressional Acts, with accompanying reports and legislative histories, 2) Presidential
proclamations and Executive Orders, 3) Indian Claims Commission reports, 4) National Park
Service reports, bulletins, and management plans, including available issues of the Culural
Resources Management Bulletin, and 5) published legal reviews. Legal reference guides and
indices were used to identify existing laws, regulations, and policies of relevance to this task.
In addition, newspaper and magazine articles, ethnographies, and reports provided information
about their historical development.

To assist in the legal review, personal contacts were made with individuals and
organizations deemed relevant to the task. To begin, tribal chairs and attorneys of the affected
tribes provided information about both formal and informal agreements existing between them
and the Federal government in the Colorado River Corridor. Attorneys within the U.S.
Department of Justice and the Native American Rights Fund were also contacted. Information
was also gathered from representatives of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, from the Phoenix Area
Office, Phoenix, Arizona, the Southern Paiute Field Agency, Cedar City, Utah, and the Hopi
Agency, Keams Canyon, Arizona. National Park Service officials from the Grand Canyon and
Washington provided information and documents. Contacts also included individuals from the
Washington and Denver offices of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. In addition,
officials from the U.S. Department of the Interior and Federal agencies, including the Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management, and the United States Geological Survey, and Arizona
Geological Survey, were contacted. Discussions took place with representatives from the Arizona
Geological Survey and State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as well. These contacts
provided information, materials, and references to documents relevant to this review.

LEGAL SUMMARY OF SOUTHERN PAIUTE TRIBES

The aboriginal territory of the Southern Paiutes included the land north of the Colorado
River in the Grand Canyon National Park as well as an area south of the river in the easternmost
portion of the park south of Lee’s Ferry (see map; U.S. Indian Claims Commission 1978). An
early official contact between the Federal government and the Southern Paiute bands was the
1856 visit of George W. Armstrong to examine conditions of the Paiutes (BIA 1982). Shortly
after the visit, the Federal government attempted to consolidate all the Utah Native Americans
onto one reservation. A consequence of this effort was the Spanish Fork Treaty signed by the
Utes. In addition, negotiations with a handful of Southern Utah Paiutes in September 1865
specified the movement of the Southern Utah Paiutes to the Uintah Reservation and a small
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compensation for the tribe, most of which was designated for the signers of the treaty (BIA
1982). The treaty was never ratified by the U.S. Senate.

In 1872, representatives from the Indian Bureau distributed goods to the Indians in the
region from St. George, Utah (Dellenbaugh 1926: 191). A November 1, 1872 report from the
Pioche, Nevada Indian Agency, having responsibility for "the three southern counties of Utah,
that part of Arizona north of the Colorado River, all Lincoln County, and part of Nye County,
Nevada" recommended for the Utah Paiutes a tract east of Kanab located "in one of the most
fertile valleys in Southern Utah" (U.S. House of Representatives 1873: 2). In addition, the agent
acknowledged receipt of communication from General Crook of Arizona urging that several
bands of Paiutes in Arizona and California be withdrawn across the Colorado into the Muddy
Valley because they were "not now attached fo or provided for by any agency: they are very
destitute [italics in original]" (U.S. House of Representatives 1873: 3). The Muddy River Valley
is the traditional home of the Moapa Paiutes. In 1873, a special commission headed by John
Wesley Powell and G.W. Ingalls was sent to Nevada and Southern Utah to seek reservation sites
for the Great Basin tribes (Shoshone and Southern Paiute). Powell and Ingalls recommended the
removal of Indians not already on reservations suggesting first that the Southern Paiutes be sent
to Uintah. This arrangement was unsatisfactory due to the presence of certain Ute bands, who
were traditional enemies of the Southern Paiutes, living at Uintah. Lack of other "good"
reservation land resulted in the Southern Paiutes having the choice of moving to the Moapa
reservation in Nevada or doing without (BIA 1982; Fowler and Fowler 1971). Most stayed
where they were. No further involvement of the Federal government and the Southern Paiutes
occurred until the 1890s. The first federal government program for the tribe was the Indian
school, established in Utah on the Santa Clara River, up river from St. George, to which
Southern Paiute students were sent (Stoffle and Evans 1976).

Southern Paiute use of their traditional lands in the study area was restricted on February
20, 1893, when much of the plateau area on either side of the Grand Canyon, as well as the
Canyon itself, was set aside by presidential proclamation as the Grand Canyon Forest Reserve
(Harrison 1893). On June 29, 1906, Congress approved an Act authorizing the President to
designate areas within the Grand Canyon Forest Reserve to be set aside for the protection of
game animals. The lands within the Grand Canyon Forest Reserve north and west of the
Colorado River were declared a Game Preserve by presidential proclamation on November 28,
1906, further limiting activity within these areas (Roosevelt 1906b). On January 11, 1908, Paiute
use of the Grand Canyon and its northern plateau was further restricted when the Grand Canyon
National Monument was established within the old Grand Canyon Forest Reserve by presidential
proclamation (Roosevelt 1908a). It was not until the 1970s that the Kaibab Paiutes were offered
the opportunity to use natural and cultural resources on the north rim of the Grand Canyon when
the Canyon anthropologist, Robert Euler, visited the tribal council (Stoffle, pers. comm., 1992).

In 1951, the Southern Paiutes filed a claims suit with the Indian Claims Commission
seeking compensation for their lands which had been taken. The Commission made its final
judgment on January 18, 1965, the disposition of funds was appropriated by Congress on
October 17, 1968 (PL 90-584) and the claims money was distributed in 1971. In this settlement,
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the precise value of the land was not determined; the Paiutes were awarded $8,250,000 for
29,935,000 acres of land (U.S. Indian Claims Commission 1965, 1978). Entry of the final
judgment disposed the involved parties "of all rights, claims or demands which the petitioners
have asserted or could have asserted with respect to the subject matter of these claims, and
petitioners shall be barred thereby from asserting any such right, claim or demand against
defendant in any future action” (U.S. Indian Claims Commission 1965). Land claims settlements
did not extinguish other rights, such as those associated with water and cultural resources.

Though the Kaibab, San Juan and Shivwits Paiutes are all part of the Southern Paiute
Nation, their legal histories are distinct due to their inclusion or exclusion from the various laws
and Executive Orders affecting them and will be considered separately.

Shivwits

Today the Shivwits Paiutes are one of five bands included in the Paiute Indian Tribe of
Utah (PITU). The first official government action on behalf of the Southern Paiute people in
Utah was the 1891 authorization by Congress of the purchase of lands along the Santa Clara
River near St. George for a school (BIA 1982). The Secretary of the Interior established a
reservation for the Shivwits Band on this land on November 1, 1903. The rescrvation was
formally established by Executive Order of April 21, 1916 (Wilson 1916) and enlarged by
Congress on May 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 239) (U.S. Senate 1968).

In 1940, the Shivwits tribe organized under the 1934 Indian Reorganization Act (48 Stat.
984), approving a constitution and bylaws on March 21 of that year. A corporate charter was
issued and ratified August 30, 1941. On September 1, 1954, Congress passed termination
legislation (68 Stat. 1099, 25 USC 741 et seq.) that included the Shivwits Tribe. Their inclusion
in the termination legislation contradicted all studies and recommendations made earlier
concerning their readiness for termination (U.S. House of Representatives 1983; BIA 1982). On
February 21, 1957, the Shivwits Tribal constitution was terminated and corporate charter
revoked. The people were left with little other than the marginal lands in their possession.

At the time of termination, the Shivwits tribe had 26,680 acres of land. The surface and
subsurface rights were transferred in trust to the Walker Bank and Trust Co. of Salt Lake City.
The trustee attempted to dispose of the surface rights to all but 840 acres (BIA 1982: 40). The
U.S. Senate report to accompany the disposition of funds appropriated to the Southern Paiute
Nation as a result of the Indian Claims Commission settlement (U.S. Senate 1968) states that
the Shivwits Band had land holdings of 27,520 acres at the time of termination, all but 840 of
which were disposed of by the trustee, Walker Bank and Trust, Co. It further states that the
surface rights to the 840 acres were transferred to the beneficiaries of the trust on April 24,
1964. The failure of the government to later appropriate any new land for the Shivwits due to
their continued possession of the land they retained at the time of termination (PL 98-219)
provides evidence that the Senate report is in error on this point.
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On April 3, 1980, the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah (PITU) became the seventh tribe in
the United States to be restored to Federal recognition status (PL 96-227). The PITU was
established as a composite tribe of the Shivwits, Kanosh, Koosharem, Indian Peaks, and Cedar
City Bands. The Shivwits, Kanosh, Koosharem, and Indian Peaks tribes had been federally
recognized sovereign Indian tribes and all five had previously received federal services and
benefits furnished to federally recognized tribes and their members. The restoration legislation
required that a reservation plan be drawn up allocating land for each band as well as a separate
tract of land to be placed in trust for the entire tribe. The land was to be taken only from the
Utah counties of Washington, Iron, Beaver, Millard, and Sevier. Of the five bands of PITU,
only the Shivwits still possessed a significant amount of land (26,680 acres). Therefore, the
reservation plan did not provide for additional land to the Shivwits band, although the plan
provided for expansion of existing Shivwits facilities (BIA 1982: 135). In addition, though the
Shivwits band was not included in the band land allocations because of its existing reservation
lands, it was to participate in the management of and benefits from the lands designated in the
plan as tribal lands (BIA 1982: 165). The 1982 Reservation Plan was never implemented. Public
outcry and resistance from the federal agencies whose land was targeted in the plan resulted in
allocation of virtually worthless land to the bands. New legislation (PL 98-219) was passed on
February 17, 1984 to void much of the 1980 legislation requiring a reservation plan and to place
in trust 4,770 acres of land and to appropriate $2,500,000 for the PITU in lieu of the 14,800
acres as provided for in the restoration legislation. The description of the parcels of land set
aside for the PITU was published in the Federal Register on September 13, 1984. Included in
the legislation is provision for rights to use and occupy national forest land at Fish Lake for
religious or ceremonial purposes (section 3), including the right to make reasonable use of local
plants and materials and to erect temporary structures (U.S. House of Representatives 1983).
No agreements between the U.S. government and the Shivwits band exist for land or resources
outside of Utah.

Kaibab

Beginning in 1906, the Federal government began appropriating money to the Kaibab
Paiutes. The Kaibab Paiute Reservation was established by an order of the Department of the
Interior October 16, 1907 and made permanent by the Executive Order of June 11, 1913 (Wilson
1913). The reservation occupies a twelve by eighteen mile rectangle lying approximately 30
miles north of the Grand Canyon and immediately south of the Utah border. The reservation was
reduced to 125,000 acres with the removal of approximately twelve square miles for the town
of Moccasin on July 17, 1917 (Wilson 1917).

The Kaibab Paiutes became involved with the National Park Service with the conversion
of 40 acres of land within the reservation boundaries for the creation of Pipe Springs National
Monument by presidential proclamation on May 31, 1923 (Harding 1923a). The proclamation
expressly provided that the Indians of the Kaibab Reservation be able to utilize waters from Pipe
Spring "for irrigation, stockwatering and other purposes, under regulations to be prescribed by
the Secretary of the Interior." Pipe Springs is one of only two flowing springs on the
reservation, so the negotiations for water use have required that the tribe and the NPS maintain
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a relationship, and recent efforts to include the Paiutes in the interpretation regarding the
monument have meant further involvement (Fields 1980).

Money was appropriated by Congress in 1928 for the improvement and maintenance of
a road leading across the Kaibab Paiute Reservation to the Grand Canyon. The Commissioner
of Indian Affairs in 1929 recommended the U.S. government acquire the Heaton ranch at
Moccasin in order to provide sufficient resources to support local Indian people (USDI 1929).
No present agreements or laws concerning the tribe and the area including the Grand Canyon
exist. The tribe was included with the other Southern Paiutes in the 1965 settlement of the Indian
Claims Commission with all the stipulations incumbent upon the Shivwits and described above.
On May 29, 1965, the tribe’s constitution and bylaws were approved by the Secretary of the
Interior (U.S. Senate 1968).

San Juan

The Federal government began appropriating money to the San Juan Paiutes for the
purchase of land beginning in 1906. The San Juan Paiute Reservation, or Paiute Strip
reservation, was established in 1907 in Utah. In 1922, the reservation was restored to the public
domain by an Executive action; nevertheless, that action did not constitute "termination” of the
tribe (BIA 1987).

The lands of the reservation in the region became part of the Navajo Reservation by an
Executive Order on January 8, 1900. These lands included Tuba City, Moenkopi, and Willow
Springs, traditional San Juan Paiute territory (Bunte and Franklin 1987:100). Subsequently, the
Western Navajo Agency was established. A small portion of these lands, now commonly known
as the Bennett Freeze Area, were annexed to the Navajo Reservation on June 14, 1934 (49 Stat.
960). That small portion of land became part of the Navajo-Hopi land claim lawsuit involving
3.5 million acres in the western half of the Navajo reservation. On December 22, 1974,
Congress called for the relocation of Navajos and Hopis from land partitioned between the two
and the Secretary of the Interior was explicitly authorized to allot in severalty to individual
Paiute Indians located with the area (PL 93-531, Sect. 9). In 1984, the San Juan Paiute Band
received permission from a federal judge to pursue its land claims in the Bennett Freeze Area.
On November 4, 1985, a Federal judge in Phoenix reviewed the status of the 1934 dispute and
the Paiute land claims (Elston 1985) and, on August 11, 1987, notice of the proposed finding
to acknowledge the San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe was published in the Federal Register (BIA
1987). On December 11, 1989, the Bureau of Indian Affairs issued notice of final determination
that the San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe exists as an Indian tribe within the meaning of Federal
law. The notice was published in the Federal Register on December 15 and December 29, 1989
(BIA 1989). The tribe received Federal recognition on March 28, 1990. This decision to grant
tribal status to the San Juan Southern Paiute Indians was challenged by the Navajo Nation but,
on March 13, 1992, that challenge was dismissed. The San Juan Paiutes were not specifically
mentioned in the 1965 Southern Paiute land claim settlement, although "Indians living elsewhere
who can establish Southern Paiute lineal descent to the satisfaction of the Secretary of the
Interior” (PL 90-584) were included. Some of the San Juan Paiutes were paid in that judgment
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(Gottschalk, pers. comm., 1992). A judicial ruling establishing San Juan Southern Paiute interest
in land within the 1934 Navajo Reservation was concluded July 10, 1992. Partitioning of land
is still being negotiated. No agreements exist between the San Juan Paiutes and the U.S.
government regarding land or resources in the vicinity of the Grand Canyon although some
decisions made regarding the land under Navajo jurisdiction may become relevant once the San
Juan reservation is established.

LEGAL SUMMARY OF THE HAVASUPAI TRIBE

The Havasupai originally occupied land in the drainage area of Cataract Canyon and
within the canyon itself, and on the high plateau from the Bill Williams Mountain in the south
running north to the Colorado River and Grand Canyon (Spier 1928, Indian Claims Commission
1978). Their territory extended to the east as far as the junction of the Colorado and Little
Colorado Rivers, and Havasupai farms have been identified at Moencopi Wash (Bureau of Indian
Affairs 1979 cited in Morehouse 1993). Involvement of the Havasupai with the U.S. government
began indirectly with the July 27, 1866 indemnity land grants, including traditional Havasupai
lands, provided by an Act of Congress to the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad (14 Stat. 292). The
Havasupai generally stayed out of the Walapai Wars of 1866-1869 and remained in isolated
groups in the canyon during the subsequent removal of the Hualapai people to a reservation.
(Walapai is an alternative spelling used by the Federal government for the Hualapai Tribe.)
Official government involvement with the Havasupai began in 1877 when the Commander of the
Department of Arizona noted that the Havasupai had "never been under control” of the U.S.
government (U.S. Senate 1936:116). Anglo-American perceptions of a distinction between the
Hualapai and Havasupai led to the creation of two separate political units (Dobyns and Euler
1970). Presidential Executive Orders of June 8 and November 23, 1880 (Hayes 1880a, 1880b)
designated 60 square miles as a reservation for the Havasupai. The reservation land was reduced
to 518 acres, primarily the intensely cultivated land at the bottom of Havasu Canyon, on March
31, 1882 (Arthur 1882). In 1865, government officials first recognized in writing that the
Havasupai needed more land. This observation was repeated many times in the ensuing years
(Ducheneaux 1973; Hirst 1985:60, 89, 149).

Grand Canyon Forest Reserve

On February 20, 1893, the presidential proclamation creating the Grand Canyon Forest
Reserve (Harrison 1893) restricted Havasupai use of the area. A bill introduced in 1902 sought
to grant railroad right-of-way through the Havasupai Reservation. The bill passed the House;
the concluding sentence of the recommendation by the House Committee on Indian Affairs
began, "This small reservation should not interfere with the development of mineral interests of
northwestern Arizona..." (House Rpt. 2658:3). In 1905, President Theodore Roosevelt met
Havasupai people living and farming in the area within the reserve that is now known as Indian
Gardens and urged them to vacate the area to allow creation of a park for the American people
(Hirst 1985:71). On June 29, 1906, the Congressional Act designating areas within the Grand
Canyon Forest Reserve to be set aside for the protection of game animals further limited activity
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within these areas. The last farming was done by Havasupai people at Indian Gardens in 1928
(Hirst 1985:132).

Grand Canyon National Monument and Park

On January 11, 1908, Havasupai use of the Grand Canyon and surrounding plateaus was
further restricted with the establishment of Grand Canyon National Monument within the old
Grand Canyon Forest Reserve (Roosevelt 1908a). Later, though, the Havasupai were given
permits to 100,000 acres of land on the plateau designated for horse grazing (Hirst 1985: 74).
Hough (1991:218) cites Hirst but describes this area as occupying 10,000 acres. On February
26, 1919, the Grand Canyon National Park was established (40 Stat. 1175). Section 3 of that Act
includes the first mention of the Havasupai in any government action involving the area, stating

(tHhat nothing herein contained shall affect the rights of the Havasupai Tribe of
Indians to the use and occupancy of the bottom lands of the Canyon of Cataract
Creek as described in the Executive order of March thirty-first, eighteen hundred
and eighty-two, and the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized, in his
discretion, to permit individual members of said tribe to use and occupy other
tracts of land within said park for agricultural purposes.

The Congressional Act included the first mention of the Havasupai tribe in government
decisions regarding the Grand Canyon area. The law authorized the Secretary of the Interior to
permit individual members of the tribe to use and occupy the tracts of land within the park for
agricultural purposes. Through a Park Service permit Havasupai grazing land was then increased
to 150,000 acres, although grazing permits in the most valuable traditional areas, the Pasture
Wash area, went to white ranchers (Hirst 1985: 87-89). On April 5, 1910, the U.S. government
bought five acres of land in the wider section of Havasu Canyon for a new school and agency
site (Hirst 1985). During the 1920s and 1930s, the Havasupai began raising cattle on the plateau
south of the Grand Canyon and several dozen young men were employed by the park. These and
other Havasupai people lived in traditional homes on a 160 acre piece of land which had been
surveyed by the park superintendent and known as Supai Camp. On August 14, 1920, the Office
of Indian Affairs made an attempt to remove 87,000 acres of land from Tusayan National Forest
for the benefit of the Havasupai people without success (Hirst 1985: 89). On December 22,
1932, the relinquished lands in the Atlantic and Pacific indemnity-grant lands in the Havasupai
western winter range were set aside by presidential proclamation as Grand Canyon National
Monument (Hoover 1932; Hirst 1985). In 1934, the Park Service burned the traditional homes
of the Havasupai people in Supai Camp. The Park Service built frame cabins, making the
Havasupai residents tenants and erasing their aboriginal status there. The Havasupai paying rent
thereby entered an implied contractual relationship with the Grand Canyon National Park at the
camp (Hirst 1985:151).
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Havasupai Land Claims

The constitution and by-laws as well as the corporate charter of the Havasupai Tribe were
approved on March 27, 1939 and amended July 22, 1967, June 18, 1968, and September 23,
1972. In 1940, the Department of the Interior issued a departmental order withdrawing four
sections of land around the upper portion of Havasu Canyon, reserving it for Havasupai use. On
January 28, 1941, Hualapai lawyers filed a suit before the Supreme Court of the United States
concerning the forfeited Atlantic and Pacific Railroad lands in the Havasupai and Hualapai
range. The decision was made in favor of the tribes retaining title to those lands (Supreme Court
1941). Conclusion of the follow-up investigation determined the Havasupai Tribe retained
exclusive right of use and occupancy there. The Interior Department issued an administrative
order on May 28, 1942 which recognizing the Havasupai claim to federal lands between Cataract
Canyon and the Hualapai Reservation. On March 4, 1944, the four sections of land withdrawn
by the Department of the Interior in 1940 were added to the Havasupai Reservation by a
Congressional Act (58 Stat. 110); none of the other land covered under the Supreme Court
decision was included. Money was appropriated by the Department of the Interior for
improvements on those lands on June 28, 1944 (58 Stat. 463) and July 3, 1945 (59 Stat. 318).
In 1957, the Park Service opened a campground adjacent to the Havasupai Reservation.

On April 13, 1949 the Havasupai filed a claim with the Indian Claims Commission, and
on August 6, 1969 the Commission decided that the Federal government had wrongly seized
2,257,728 acres of aboriginal Havasupai lands for which the tribe accepted $1,240,000 in
compensation. The final judgment was entered to dispose of all claims and demands which the
Havasupai Tribe had or could have asserted against the government from the period from June
8, 1880 until January 22, 1951 but not those accrued before June 8, 1880 or arising after
January 22, 1951. Tribal Chairman Daniel Kaska, in testimony before the Commission, stated
the Havasupai people had not realized before voting for the settlement that acceptance could
affect their right to their aboriginal land (Hirst 1985:190). The money from the settlement was
distributed in September 1973.

Expansion of Grand Canyon National Park

Beginning in the mid-60s, members of the Arizona Congressional delegation
recommenced efforts to get land returned to the Havasupai Tribe. Activity increased with
National Park Service efforts to expand the Grand Canyon National Park in the 1970s. A Master
Plan was developed to incorporate some national forest lands around the Havasupai reservation.
Initial maps included in the plan failed to show the existence of the Havasupai reservation (Hirst
1985:191). During this time, a Havasupai proposal to use compensation money to improve
permit grazing lands on the plateau was rejected by the Park Service. Consequently, the
Havasupai opposed the master plan for the park. The conflict focused on visitor access to the
park across the reservation, management and use of the proposed Havasupai Use Lands, and
Supai Camp. On January 25, 1973, the Havasupai Tribal Council adopted a resolution requesting
"return of all Havasupai allotments and permit areas presently under U.S. Park Service and U.S.
Forest Service control, including the 160-acre Havasupai residency area at Grand Canyon; the
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return of the 1866 Atlantic and Pacific Railroad indemnity-grant lands; and the return of Havasu
campground to the Havasupai Tribe as part of the Havasupai Reservation” (reprinted in Hirst
1985:209). One tribal member argued that he did not feel that lands under continuous use and
occupation would have been included in the Havasupai claim against the government (U.S.
Senate 1973). On January 3, 1975, the Grand Canyon National Park Enlargement Act (PL 93-
620) was passed to expand the park. Included in the legislation is the expansion of the Havasupai
reservation by 185,000 acres to include land on the plateau around Havasu Canyon and 95,300
acres of national park land between the new reservation and the Colorado River to be designated
as Traditional Use Lands (TUL). Hunting, gathering of plants, and other traditional activities
are permitted in the TUL. The Havasupai people also were given the right to control and
develop tourist access to the park. Havasupai ownership of Supai Camp was terminated in the
legislation, but the tribe has maintained control of the area through five-year Special Use Permits
(Hough 1991; Balsom, pers. comm. 1992). The most recent Special Use Permit is in effect until
June, 1994. After this time the Havasupai continued to claim much of the park land south of the
Colorado River as rightfully theirs. On May 14, 1982, the Havasupai use plan for their returned
lands, as stipulated by PL 93-620, received final acceptance by the Department of the Interior.

Havasupai-Park Service Relations

The Park Service is bound by Congressional mandate and the Havasupai sovereignty over
the TUL is thus a concern for Congress and the National Park Service. The Grand Canyon
Enlargement Act requires a formal relationship between the Park Service and the Havasupai.
This relationship is specified in a series of Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) between the
Park Service and the Havasupai Tribe. The initial MOU specified that an annual meeting would
take place between park officials and members of the tribe. The MOU was renewable on an
annual basis. In 1985, a revised agreement was drafted by the Park Service, but it was never
signed by the Havasupai (Hough 1991). Following a meeting between the Superintendent and
the Havasupai tribal council in March of 1993, it was agreed that the extant MOU be redrafted
and sent to the tribal chairman for signature.

In 1982, a MOU was signed by both parties allowing grazing of horses and cattle in the
TUL. Grazing of sheep, however, was to be determined by "an outside agency,” namely, the
U.S. Forest Service (Hough 1991). The range capacity of the TUL was set by a scientific study
conducted by the USDA; the carrying capacity for horses was thereby set at zero. The Grand
Canyon Backcountry Management Plan (NPS 1983) gives control of visitor use and access to
the TUL to the park. A MOU lays out the Havasupai concerns. The special relationship between
the Havasupai and the park is again explicitly recognized in the 1984 Grand Canyon Natural and
Cultural Resources Management Plan (NPS 1987b).

Consideration of the Grand Canyon Overflight Act (PL 100-91) led the Havasupai to
request a meeting with the National Park Service in order to gain input into discussions on the
aircraft overflight policies and regulations (Hough 1991). The Act recommended prohibition of
flights below the canyon rim except to and from Supai Village and the lands of the Havasupai
Tribe (NPS 1987a).
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Comparison of Southern Paiute and Havasupai Legal Histories

The occupancy areas and early lifestyles of the Havasupai and Southern Paiute tribes in
connection with the Grand Canyon are quite similar; the Havasupai utilizing the canyon and
plateau regions south of the Colorado River and the Southern Paiute doing so to the north and
south. San Juan Paiutes interacted frequently with their Havasupai neighbors in the 18th and 19th
centuries, before Navajo occupation, as they began to expand into the Moenkopi area (Bunte and
Franklin 1987:22, 42-44, 47, 50, 83). These interactions were occasionally violent
confrontations as boundaries came under dispute (Bunte and Franklin 1987:31) among expanding
ethnic groups.

Nevertheless, the extent of Federal government interaction with these two groups is
decidedly different. Because the Havasupai reservation was designated within Cataract Canyon
and adjacent to parklands, even though their "legal" use of the canyon and plateau has fluctuated
through the years, they could not be ignored by park service and other federal agencies. Neither
the Havasupai nor the Southern Paiutes received much recognition in the nineteenth century; they
lacked the visibility resulting from the use of horses and did not engage in aggressive military
activity which would force persistent and regular contact with the Federal government. In
addition, by the mid-1930s, these groups differed from those such as the Hopis and Navajos
because they largely lacked the capacity to speak English and therefore the willingness to
communicate with non-Indians that would have made it possible for them to have made their
interests known to federal officials and the public at large, despite having similar historic
exposure to English language education (Bunte and Franklin 1987:164). The general
powerlessness of these tribes did not challenge the ignorance of federal officials. These groups
also remained hidden from the public. According to a 1929 report of the Board of Indian
Commissioners concerning the Southern Paiutes, "Until recently the general public had little
knowledge of these Indians” (USDI 1929:27). The Assistant Secretary of the Interior at that time
visited the Havasupai and noted that the tribe was "adverse to moving out where it might come
into closer contact with the outside world" (USDI 1929:38). The high visibility of the Havasupai
in the latter part of the twentieth century is due largely to the presence of visitors to the Grand
Canyon. In contrast, of the Southern Paiutes, only the Kaibab Paiutes have even possessed a
reservation for much of this century, and that is located approximately thirty miles north of the
Grand Canyon.

LEGAL SUMMARY OF THE COLORADO RIVER CORRIDOR

This section will examine the legal history of the Grand Canyon National Park, the Glen
Canyon National Recreation Area, and previous National Park Service involvement with the
region’s tribes regarding cultural resources in the area. In addition, a review of Federal policy
regarding cultural resources and Native Americans is included.



Grand Canyon

U.S. government policy in the Grand Canyon region began on February 20, 1893 with
a presidential proclamation establishing the Grand Canyon Forest Reserve, setting aside the land
south of the Grand Canyon to be protected from settlement (Harrison 1893). The Reserve was
enlarged by presidential proclamation on May 6, 1905 (Roosevelt 1905). Then, on June 29,
1906, the Congress authorized the President to designate lands for the Grand Canyon National
Game Preserve. The purpose of the reserve was to set aside areas within the Grand Canyon
Forest Reserve as an animal breeding area and for the protection of game animals. Trapping,
hunting, killing and capturing of game animals were prohibited in this area. The boundarjes of
the Forest Reserve were modified on August 8, 1906 (Roosevelt 1906a) and the lands within the
Grand Canyon Forest Reserve north and west of the Colorado River were declared a Game
Preserve by presidential proclamation on November 28, 1906 (Roosevelt 1906b). On January
11, 1908, a presidential proclamation established the Grand Canyon National Monument
(Roosevelt 1908a). Persons were thereby forbidden from appropriating, injuring, or destroying
any feature of the monument. The new classification was not intended to prevent the use of the
lands for forest purposes; nevertheless, the National Monument was designated as the dominant
reserve. The Grand Canyon National Game Preserve was enlarged on June 23, 1908 (Roosevelt
1908b). Also, on July 2, 1908, the Grand Canyon, Coconino and Kaibab National Forests were
established by Executive Order, created out of the Grand Canyon Forest Reserve (Roosevelt
1908c). At that time, 100,000 acres of land were restored to the Havasupai from the Forest
Service (Hirst 1985). Modifications to the boundaries of the National Forests and the Game
Preserve created out of the original Grand Canyon Forest Reserve were made throughout the
next several decades (Roosevelt 1909; Taft 1910a,b,c; Taft 1913; Harding 1923b; Hoover 1931;
Roosevelt 1935).

On August 25, 1916, a Congressional Act established the National Park Service (NPS)
within the Department of the Interior to supervise, manage, and control the natural parks,
monuments and reserves of the United States. The Secretary of the Interior was given authority
to grant the privilege to graze livestock within any national park or monument, except
Yellowstone National Park. Shortly following the creation of the NPS, on February 26, 1919,
Congress established the Grand Canyon National Park (GCNP). The Act repealed and revoked
the 1908 Executive Order which created Grand Canyon National Monument and removed from
the Grand Canyon Game Reserve lands lying within the new park boundaries. The Act stated
that nothing in it would affect the rights of the Havasupai Tribe on their reservation and also
authorized the Secretary of the Interior to permit individual members of that tribe to use and
occupy other tracts of land within the park for agricultural purposes. In addition, it authorized
the Secretary of the Interior to permit the utilization of areas within the park necessary for the
development and management of a Government reclamation project. On May 10, 1926,
Congress provided that certain patented lands in the park be exchanged for government lands
there (44 Stat. 497). Additional land was added to the GCNP in the Department of Interior
appropriations of March 7, 1928, and livestock grazing in adjoining national forest areas was
permitted to cross the land (45 Stat. 234). A presidential proclamation of December 22, 1932
created a new Grand Canyon National Monument including a portion of the Grand Canyon down
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river from the Grand Canyon National Park and bordering the Hualapai Reservation (Hoover
1932). An Executive Order of 1933 reorganized the executive branch and consolidated the
administration of parks into the NPS (Roosevelt 1933). On January 3, 1975, the Grand Canyon
National Park Enlargement Act (PL 93-620, 88 Stat. 2089) abolished the Grand Canyon National
Monument and Marble Canyon National Monument and expanded the park. It also enlarged the
Havasupai Reservation as well as providing for Havasupai Use Lands. Section 10 of that Act
provides a detailed description of the area involved and the relationship to be established between
the National Park Service and the Havasupai Tribe. The 1975 Act prohibits the taking of Indian
lands except with approval of the governing body of the respective Indian tribe or nation (section
5). The Act also authorizes and encourages the Secretary of the Interior to enter cooperative
agreements with interested Indian tribes for the protection and interpretation of the Grand
Canyon in its entirety (section 6). The Grand Canyon National Park Enlargement Act further
restricted grazing within the park by generally prohibiting the renewal of grazing permits beyond
1985. Exceptions were made for permits on land within the former Grand Canyon National
Monument (est. 1932); these may be renewed for the life of the present holder.

Glen Canyon

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area was established on October 27, 1972 (PL 92-593,
86 Stat. 3611). It includes Lake Powell and tributaries as well as 15 miles of the Colorado River
from the dam to Lee’s Ferry. The Act states that "(n)o lands held in trust for any Indian tribe
may be acquired except with the concurrence of the tribal council.” Land in the area was
originally received in exchange with the Navajo Tribe through 76 Stat. 1686 (Sept. 2, 1958),
subsection b. An Environmental Assessment and Management Plan for Lake Powell’s Accessible
Shores was published in April 1988 (NPS 1988b). The cultural resource inventory included only
Navajos in November and December 1987; interviews were conducted with Navajo people in
the Piute Mesa and Nokai areas of the Navajo Indian Reservation to determine use of natural
and cultural ethnographic resources for religious and other purposes by Navajo people (see p.
76 for results). In the July 10, 1992 judicial ruling regarding the San Juan Southern Paiute land
claims within the 1934 Navajo Reservation recognizes that San Juan Southern Paiute access and
use of religious areas in traditional lands, even if they are part of another Indian reservation, is
guaranteed by the 1974 Act (25 USC § 640d-20; Judge Earl H. Carroll 1992:63). San Juan
Paiute access and use of locations and resources in the GCNRA should be protected by other
federal laws and regulations pertaining to Indian rights in federal lands (Bunte and Franklin
1993a; see below).

Laws Governing Management of Cultural Resources
National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act NEPA, PL 91-190, 42 USC 4371, 40 CFR 1500
et seq.) requires completion of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for any federal action

determined to have potentially significant environmental impacts. Relevant to the purposes of
this study, NEPA encourages the preservation of historic resources and requires consideration
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of social impacts. A report of the Council of Environmental Quality specifically directs the
solicitation of input from affected Indian tribes at the earliest possible time in the NEPA process
(40 CFR 1501.2). The lead agency in the process is also directed to invite the participation in
the scoping process of any affected Indian tribes as well as Federal, State, and local agencies
or other interested persons (40 CFR 1501.7). In addition, the agency preparing the draft
environmental impact statement is directed to request the comments of Indians tribes where
effects may be on their reservation (40 CFR 1503.1). However, the NEPA legislation also
clearly indicates that in those cases where project impacts are entirely social or economic no EIS
is required regardless of the severity of those impacts. NEPA can be an effective means by
which to incorporate Native American interests into NPS planning, but concerns have included
the possibility that non-artifactual cultural resources considered only under NEPA could be
vulnerable to Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests, thereby eliminating protection of
confidential site locations, and the fact that NEPA requires documentation of impact but provides
no real protection for any specific resource (Stuart 1979). Those early concerns have been
answered by other legislation and also addressed by specific policies of the implementing
agencies. These will be reviewed briefly here.

Early Historic Preservation Legislation

Concern for historic and cultural resources has been expressed in legislation throughout
the twentieth century. In 1906, the Antiquities Act (PL 209, 16 U.S.C. 431-33) authorized the
President of the United States to declare landmarks, structures, and objects of historic or
scientific interest to be national monuments and to reserve land to aid in their protection. The
Act also established the necessity of obtaining permits for the excavation of archaeological sites
on public lands. On August 21, 1935, the Historic Sites Act (PL 74-292, 49 Stat. 666) provided
for the preservation of historic American sites, buildings, objects and antiquities of national
significance and confirmed the role of the National Park Service as the Federal government’s
central agency for historic preservation. On October 26, 1949, Congress created the National
Trust for Historic Preservation to receive donations of sites, buildings, and objects significant
in American history and culture and to preserve and administer these for the public benefit. On
June 27, 1960, Congress provided for the preservation of historical and archeological data
threatened by the construction of a dam (PL 86-523, 74 Stat. 220). The Act requires any agency
of the U. S. involved in construction of a dam to give written notice to the Secretary of the
Interior who shall then order a survey to be conducted to ascertain whether the affected area
contains historical and archeological data which should be preserved in the public interest. If
indicated by the survey, the Secretary shall then see that the data be collected and preserved.
The 1974 amendments to the Act (PL 93-291) added significant scientific and prehistoric data
to the others which would require notification and preservation in the public interest. The
amendments also require consent of "public entities having a legal interest in the property
involved."
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National Historic Preservation Act

On October 15, 1966, the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, PL 89-665, 80
Stat. 915, 16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) increased the scope of historic preservation as public policy
and broadened the duties of the National Park Service (Connally 1986). The Act expanded the
properties to be preserved to include those significant in American history, architecture,
archeology and culture (section 101-2). The Act provides assistance to szates and established the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation whose duty it is to advise the President and Congress
on matters relating to historic preservation, encourage public interest and participation in historic
preservation, and assist state and local governments in drafting legislation relating to historic
preservation. The Director of the National Park Service, or his/her designee, serves as Executive
Director of the Council. PL 94-422 of September 28, 1976 amended Section 102 of the NHPA
and established the National Historic Preservation Fund. The 1980 amendments to the Act
directed the Secretary of the Interior to study the means of "preserving and conserving the
intangible elements of our cultural heritage such as arts, skills, folklife, and folkways..." and
to recommend ways to "preserve, conserve, and encourage the continuation of the diverse
traditional prehistoric, historic, ethnic, and folk cultural traditions that underlie and are a living
expression of our American heritage” (PL 96-515, 94 Stat. 2989, 16 U.S.C. 470a). The
amendments are explicit in the requirements for the protection of the confidentiality of the
location of sensitive historic resources. They direct the head of any federal agency to "withhold
from disclosure to the public, information relating to the location or character of historic
resources whenever...the disclosure of such information may create a substantial risk of harm,
theft, or destruction to such resources or to the area or place where such resources are located”
(section 304). National Register Bulletin 29, Guidelines for Restricting Information on the
Location of National Register Properties, provides full detail for agency directors.

The NHPA amendments also demonstrate the shift in U. S. policy toward the recognition
of Native Americans, including for the first time in historic preservation legislation explicit
mention of the federal government’s partnership with Indian tribes in the protection and
preservation of prehistoric and historic resources (section 2). A report, Cultural Conservation,
was prepared to respond to the directives of the Act and submitted to the President and Congress
by the Secretary of the Interior on June 1, 1983 (Parker and King 1990). That report directed
the National Park Service to prepare guidelines to assist in the documentation of intangible
cultural resources. National Register Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting
Traditional Cultural Properties fulfilled that purpose with specific inclusion of Indian Tribes
(Parker and King 1990:2). That bulletin is significant for preservation of Native American
cultural resources because the policies and procedures of the National Register can be interpreted
by Federal agencies and others to exclude historic properties of religious significance to Native
Americans from eligibility for inclusion in the National Register (Parker and King 1990: 3). On
October 1, 1985, a Joint Resolution recognized the fifty years of accomplishments resulting from
the Historic Sites Act (PL 99-110).

On October 30, 1992, the National Historic Preservation Act was again amended,
providing considerable greater authority and assistance to Native Americans. The 1992
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amendments specifically mention the need for Federal agencies to contact and consult with
Indian tribes. Properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe may
be determined to be eligible for inclusion on the National Register, and a Federal agency must
consult with any tribe that attaches religious or cultural significance to such properties. In
addition, Indian tribes are to receive assistance preserving their particular historic properties.
Coordination among tribes, State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs), and Federal agencies
is to be encouraged in historic preservation planning, and in the identification, evaluation,
protection, and interpretation of historic properties. Additional language is also included in the
amendments regarding confidentiality. Tribes are also eligible to receive direct grants for the
purpose of carrying out the Act. The amendments also provide for tribes to assume part or all
of the functions of a SHPO with respect to tribal lands.

In response to the 1992 NHPA amendments, a new policy statement, "Consultation with
Native Americans Concerning Properties of Traditional Religious and Cultural Importance,” was
adopted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) on June 11, 1993. That
policy provides explicit principles for application of the amendments, including particularly that
Native American groups who ascribe cultural values to a property or area be "identified by
culturally appropriate methods" and that participants in the Section 106 process should learn how
to approach Native Americans in "culturally informed ways" (ACHP 1993: 3-4). Consultation
with Native Americans must be conducted with sensitivity to cultural values, socioeconomic
factors and the administrative structure of the native group. Specific steps should be taken to
address language differences and issues such as seasonal availability of Native American
participants as well. According to this policy, Native American groups not identified during the
initial phases of the Section 106 process may legitimately request to be included later in the
process. The Advisory Council’s policy statement also reaffirms the US government’s
commitment to maintaining confidentiality regarding cultural resources and states that
participants in the Section 106 process "should seek only the information necessary for planning”
(ACHP 1993:3).

Archaeological Resources Protection Act

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA, PL 96-95, 93 Stat. 712, 16 USC
470) was signed into law on October 31, 1979 and extended protection of archaeological
resources on Federal and Indian land. Archeological resources are defined as material remains
of past human life or activities that are of archeological interest, having retrievable scientific
information, and over 100 years old. Under ARPA, excavated resources remain the property of
the U.S. government, subject to inventory and repatriation in accordance with the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA, see below). ARPA provides the
first significant criminal penalties for the vandalism, alteration, or destruction of historic and
prehistoric sites or for any transaction conducted with an archeological resource that was
excavated or removed from public or Indian lands or in violation of State or local law (section
6). The Act directs Federal land managers to notify any Indian tribe considering a site as having
religious or cultural significance prior to issuing a permit for excavation or removal of
archeological resources from the site. Section 9 restricts the release of information concerning
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the nature and location of any archeological resource requiring a permit for excavation or
removal.

In 1984, uniform regulations were promulgated, as required by the Act, by the
Secretaries of the Interior, Defense, and Agriculture and the Chairman of the Tennessee Valley
Authority (43 CFR Part 7; Carnett 1991:3). Additional regulations may be promulgated by
Federal land managers as needed by their agencies. The January 25, 1988 amendments of the
Act (PL 100-555 and PL 100-588) strengthened ARPA with requirements that Federal agencies
develop plans for surveying lands not scheduled for projects.

American Indian Religious Freedom Act

Additional legislation which affects tribes and cultural resources includes the American
Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of August 11, 1978 (PL 95-341, 42 U.S.C. 1996).
AIRFA reaffirms the First Amendment of the United States Constitution rights of American
Indian people to have access to lands and natural resources essential in the conduct of their
traditional religion. In Section 2, Congress asks the President of the United States to direct
various federal departments and agencies to consult with native traditional religious leaders to
determine appropriate changes in policies and procedures necessary to protect and preserve
American Indian religious practices. The Act requires the NPS, like other Federal agencies, to
evaluate policies and procedures with the aim of protecting the religious freedoms of Native
Americans including "access to sites, use and possession of sacred objects, and the freedom to
worship through ceremonials and traditional rites." During the twelve years since AIRFA was
passed by Congress, all federal agencies have developed means of interacting with American
Indian tribes having cultural resources potentially impacted by agency actions. The Bureau of
Reclamation has established an Office of Native American Affairs that helps to facilitate
interactions between tribes and facilities. The National Park Service has published specific
policies concerning American Indians; these will be discussed at greater length below.

Specific guidelines regarding AIRFA are presently being prepared. Until they are
published, most of the guidelines and regulations that address the spirit of AIRFA have been
passed as part of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). It is important to note that
while these guidelines and regulations deal with issues of concern in AIRFA, there are a number
of issues that are not covered by NHPA guidelines.

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA, PL 101-601,
104 Stat. 3048) became law on November 16, 1990. NAGPRA makes provisions for the return
of human remains, funerary objects and associated sacred items held in federally-funded
repositories to American Indian, Native Alaskan, and Native Hawaiian peoples who can
demonstrate lineal descent, cultural affiliation, or cultural patrimony. In addition, the Act
provides for formal consultation with, and participation of, indigenous peoples to decide the
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disposition of these resources. This process should occur as a result of repository inventories and
in the event they are encountered by activities on Federal and tribal lands (Price 1991: 32-33).

According to a memorandum from the Executive Director of the Advisory Council for
Historic Preservation (Bush 1991), the NAGPRA will affect the Section 106 review process in
at least three ways: (1) with regard to the conduct of archeological investigations, formal
consultation must occur with appropriate American Indian groups regarding the treatment and
disposition of human remains and other cultural resources recovered during archeological studies
on Federal and tribal lands, and tribes must give their consent to the excavation of human
remains and removal of remains and other cultural resources from tribal land beyond that
normally required of the Section 106 process; (2) in discovery situations, agencies are
encouraged to develop plans to deal with unexpected discoveries of archeological materials and
in the event of inadvertent discovery, all project activities must cease, appropriate Federal
agency or Indian tribe notified, and activities must not resume for 30 days. Disposition will be
resolved in accordance with the provisions set forth in NAGPRA; (3) with regard to curation,
NAGPRA allows for the affiliated American Indian group to decide on the treatment and
disposition of recovered cultural items, which goes beyond the ACHP policy that simply requires
professional curation.

National Park Service and Cultural Resource Policy

The historic preservation laws apply to cultural resources in general, but this account will
examine those laws as they affect Native American groups. Early NPS management policies
limited the definition of cultural resources to archeological, historical, and architectural
resources. Concern for intangible cultural resources, particularly for Native Americans who
identify locales of traditional importance that do not exhibit physical evidence of human
behavior, began to be expressed by the late 1970s (Stuart 1979). The September 1984 keynote
address by NPS Director Russell E. Dickinson to the First World Conference on Cultural Parks
called for park officials to "seek innovative forms of rapprochement among native communities,
government land managing agencies, and groups who share that concern.” Working together
requires recognition and respect, developing permanent working partnerships, recognition of the
value of cultural differences, and recognition that culture means more than objects or structures
(Scovill 1987). Natural and cultural features are now viewed as park resources with traditional
subsistence, sacred ceremonial or religious, residential or other cultural meaning for members
of contemporary park-associated ethnic groups, including Native Americans (Crespi 1987).
Bulletin 38 does not address cultural resources with no property referents and the National
Register is not seen as the appropriate vehicle for recognizing cultural values that are purely
intangible due to the lack of legal authority to address them under Section 106 without
relationship to a historic property. Nevertheless, the Bulletin is meant to encourage users to
address the intangible cultural values that may make a property historic. Also, the Bulletin is
intended to supplement rather than supplant more specific guidelines such as those used by
Indian Tribes (Parker and King 1990:3-4). The Bulletin provides guidance in conducting cultural
resources surveys, noting the importance of background research about what is already recorded
and consultation with persons who have been students in the cultures and traditions of the area
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under review. The agency conducting a cultural resources survey has the responsibility for
coordination and consultation with Indian tribes. Recommendations include making contact with
knowledgeable groups in the area and specifically seeking out knowledgeable parties in the
affected community outside the official political structure, with the full knowledge and
cooperation of the contemporary community leaders (Parker and King 1990:6).

National Park Service policies (NPS 1988a) provide explicit direction for involving
Native American groups, and commitment to creating cooperation with Native American
authorities and seeking to establish both formal and informal lines of communication and
consultation. The NPS Management Policies specifies that the integrity of contemporary Native
Americans necessitates that the NPS consult with affected communities before reaching decisions
about the treatment of traditional associated resources. Accordingly, potentially affected Native
American communities will be given opportunities to become informed about and comment on
anticipated NPS actions at the earliest practicable time (NPS 1988a: 5:4). Each park with
cultural resources is to prepare and periodically update a cultural resource component of the
park’s resource management plan, defining and programming the activities required to perpetuate
and provide for the public enjoyment of those resources. Any action that might affect cultural
resources is to be undertaken only if, in cases involving ethnographic resources, associated
Native Americans and other ethnic groups have been consulted, and their concerns have been
taken into account. In addition, certain contemporary Native Americans and other communities
are permitted by law, regulation, or policy to pursue customary religious, subsistence and other
cultural uses of park resources with which they are traditionally associated. The policies also
state that the NPS will actively consult with appropriate Native American tribes or groups
regarding interpretive programs, repatriation of museum objects, etc. The NPS will conduct
appropriate cultural anthropological research in cooperation with park-associated groups to
develop interpretive programs accurately reflecting Native Americans. Discussion of Native
American involvement includes both formal tribal leaders and traditional elders.

The data stored in the memory of Native American elders, extraordinary in quantity and
quality, can only be acquired by setting up intimate and equitable working relationships
with them...Native American elders who are interested in working with NPS personnel
should be contacted immediately, worked with extensively and seriously, and their
information integrated with already available material. (Bean and Vane 1987: 27-28)

NPS policies require establishment and maintenance of consultative relationships with
Native American groups who have historical ties to specific park lands and direct the Service
to "seek the broadest feasible range of views from members of the involved group, while
recognizing that it must also respect the views of the group’s tribal chair or other formal
leaders” (NPS 1987c: 2457). NPS mandates for cultural resource management are further
outlined in Cultural Resources Management Guidelines (NPS - 28). One aspect of this document
is the requirement that "properly selected, sensitized, and trained people shall serve as
intermediaries between the NPS and local groups” (NPS 1981: 2-18). Further, the "Native
American Relationships Management Policy” (NPS 1987c) presents the National Park service
philosophy regarding Native American relationships and outlines NPS policy toward American
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Indians, Eskimo, Aleut, and Native Americans of the Pacific Islands. The policy expands and
clarifies Special Directive 78-1, Policy Guidelines for Native American Cultural Resources
Management, and provides guidance to NPS personnel for management actions affecting Native
Americans. Emphasis is placed on implementation of activity in a "knowledgeable, aware, and
sensitive manner” (NPS 1987c: 35674). Park managers are directed by the policy to identify and
consult with Native American groups traditionally associated with park lands and other
resources.

Grand Canyon and Cultural Resources

National Park Service involvement with Native American tribes in the Grand Canyon
region has focused primarily on the Havasupai; however, Western region employees have
recognized that the Grand Canyon National Park includes the ancestral lands of the Hopi,
Southern Paiute, Navajo, Hualapai, and Havasupai (Kelly 1980: 2). Treatment of cultural
resources within the Grand Canyon is specified in the Grand Canyon National Park: Natural and
Cultural Resources Management Plan (NPS 1987b). The document provides an overview of
cultural resources within the park, including both prehistoric and contemporary ethnic and
ethnohistoric groups. Specific mention is made of the Hopi, Navajo, Havasupai, Hualapai and
Southern Paiute tribes, all of which have long histories in the area and heritages that must be
preserved.

A recent project, "Liaison With Indian Tribes" was proposed by Grand Canyon staff in
January 1992. The purpose of the project is to recognize the shared concern of the Kaibab
Paiute, San Juan Southern Paiute, Hopi, Navajo, Havasupai, Hualapai, and Zuni tribes and the
park. General issues of concern include the desire by park service officials for a joint fire policy
and by each tribe for the collection of plants for religious purposes (under the American Indian
Religious Freedom Act). Under the 1992 program, a proactive approach to involvement with
the seven tribes will be attempted, including at least two meetings per year and frequent
telephone contacts. The Park Archaeologist is designated as the liaison in order to best comply
with Federal and NPS mandates for establishing regular communication by a culturally sensitive
staff person.

History of the Glen Canyon EIS

In 1977, the BOR wrote an Environmental Assessment of the impacts from Glen Canyon
and found that they were significant. In 1982 the Department of the Interior initiated the Glen
Canyon Environmental Studies to collect the technical information required to assess the impact
of low and fluctuating flows on the natural and recreation resources in Glen Canyon and Grand
Canyon. The initiation of these studies stemmed from the BOR desire in 1980 to upgrade and
rewind the dam’s generators. The Secretary of the Interior subsequently directed the preparation
of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the effects of the operation of the dam on the
downstream environmental and ecological resources and historic properties of the Glen Canyon
National Recreation Area and Grand Canyon National Park (BOR 1992). On October 27, 1989,
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notice of intent to prepare a draft EIS on Glen Canyon Dam was published in the Federal
Register (BOR 1989).

The Glen Canyon Dam was authorized and constructed prior to enactment of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), so no EIS was prepared at the time; none had been
completed by 1989. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), Upper Colorado Regional Office,
administers the releases of water from the dam and is the lead agency for the EIS process. The
NPS is responsible for the administration and management of historic properties within the
boundaries of the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and the Grand Canyon National Park
and is a cooperating agency in the effort.

The presence of several Native American tribes with concerns in the area led
representatives from the Department of the Interior to recommend the inclusion of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs, Phoenix Area Office, as a cooperating agency. Early attention was paid to the
Havasupai Tribe, with reservation and traditional use lands in the park interior, and the Hualapai
Tribe, which is responsible for the administration and management of historic properties within
the boundaries of reservation lands affected by the program. The formal public involvement
process and scoping efforts of the EIS began in January 1990. The Section 106 consultation
process for cultural resources began in June 1990 with all of the tribes, the ACHP, and the
SHPO. In the fall of 1990, the BIA representative in the process called attention to the need to
bring the affected tribes into the process as cooperators. In addition, the BOR received a formal
request from the Arizona Department of Game and Fish requesting status as a cooperating
agency. Initial resistance to the involvement of these additional parties was attributed to desire
to limit the participants to federal agencies. The General Counsel from the President’s Council
on Environmental Quality attended a meeting of the cooperating agencies and clarified the
requirement under NEPA that tribes and states be afforded the opportunity to be involved in an
EIS. The BOR consented to the inclusion of the Arizona Department of Game and Fish, but the
request for participation of tribes was again denied. The tribes expressed interest in participating
in both the EIS process, to participate in cooperating team meetings and to be represented in the
writing process, and also in the Glen Canyon environmental studies, with the opportunity to do
their own research and data gathering (Huslein, pers. comm., 1992).

The NPS organized a river trip to begin informal consultation pursuant to section 106.
The trip occurred from July 31 to August 7, 1990. On June 21, 1990, the survey design and
scope of work was sent to all the tribes. In February 1991, a trip was taken to visit the
Havasupai, Hualapai, Hopi, and Navajo tribes. The trip was organized and led by the BIA Area
Office in Phoenix and included representatives from the BOR and the BIA agencies with
jurisdiction over those tribes. The agency representatives met with the councils of the Hualapai
and Havasupai tribes and with staff members at the Hopi and Navajo offices. After the trip, the
BOR began to accept the four tribes as cooperators in the EIS process. In the fall of 1991, the
BOR began to bring the Kaibab Paiute, San Juan Southern Paiute, and Zuni tribes into the
process. Finally, in 1992, the Shivwits Paiutes were included.
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Pursuant to the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the Glen Canyon Dam
operations was developed among the BOR, the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation, the
NPS, and the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office. Formal consultation between the three
agencies began on October 21, 1991. Meetings to draw up the PA regarding the operation of the
Glen Canyon Dam began on March 10, 1992. A draft agreement was initially drawn up March
5, 1992 and has been revised numerous times since. The final draft PA was accepted in
November 1992. The final PA was signed in spring of 1994. The Havasupai, Hopi, Hualapai,
Kaibab Paiute, San Juan Southern Paiute, and the Shivwits Paiute Tribes, the Navajo Nation,
and the Zuni Pueblo were included as concurring parties. The final draft of the PA was delivered
to the tribal chairperson of each tribe for review.

The Grand Canyon Protection Act of 1992 was passed on October 30 as Title XVIII of
the Reclamation Projects Authorization and Adjustment Act of 1992 (PL 102-575). The Grand
Canyon Protection Act directs the Secretary of the Interior to continue to operate the Glen
Canyon Dam under the interim operating criteria established in October 1991. The Act specifies
that implementation be carried out in consultation with Indian tribes as well as appropriate
federal and state offices and members of the general public. Section 1804 of the Act requires
completion of the final Glen Canyon Dam environmental impact statement no later that October
30, 1994. Section 1804 provides for the establishment and implementation of long-term
monitoring programs and activities to ensure that the Dam is operated in a manner consistent
with the provisions of the Act. Again, the monitoring programs and activities must be conducted
in consultation with Indian tribes, the Secretary of Energy, state governments, and members of
the general public. In January 1993, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was signed
between the BOR and Southern Paiute Consortium (composed of the Shivwits and Kaibab Paiute
Tribes). The San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe signed a separate MOU. The MOUs were signed
to establish the Southern Paiutes’ formal role as active participants in the preparation and review
of the Glen Canyon Dam EIS.
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CHAPTER FOUR

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS

Southern Paiute people have lived since they were created along the Colorado River.
During this period they used the resources of this vast area to survive and prosper as a people.
These resources were used in ways defined by the supernatural and by the resources themselves,
for to Southern Paiute people the plants, animals, soil, minerals, and water of this land have
their own self-willed life forces. Paiute people have talked and continue to talk to these
resources, receiving guidance as to how the resources desire to be treated. During the raft trip
in the summer of 1992, one of the Paiute people received three songs from separate places in
the Grand Canyon. The Southern Paiute people are alive and the resources of the Colorado River
are alive, and their relationship continues.

The purpose of this chapter is to compile an inventory of cultural resources that Southern
Paiute people have used and continue to use along the Colorado River Corridor. This inventory
is compiled from documented evidence, such as books, articles, and unpublished manuscripts.
The great bulk of these documents is eyewitness accounts of Spanish or Euroamerican travelers
who recorded the presence and activities of Paiute people at some location in the Colorado River
Corridor. Some documents come from oral history interviews with Paiute people conducted by
an anthropologist early in the twentieth century. Archaeology is used to document prehistoric
Southern Paiute occupation and activities.

SOUTHERN PAIUTE PLACES

Southern Paiute people occupied areas, hunted, gathered wild resources, and farmed in
the Grand Canyon and this is partially evidenced by the many contemporary place names, such
as Nankoweap, Chuar, Tapeats, and Unkar, that derive from Paiute terms which have been
defined for the general public in popular guidebooks and anecdotal volumes (Brian 1992; Euler
1990:6-3; Granger 1960). Even geological formations, including rock formations and sandstone
layers (e.g., Muav, Kaibab, Toroweap, and Tapeats), are named with indigenous terms.
Archaeological and ethnographic research documented Southern Paiute territorial boundaries and
occupation of locations in and around Grand Canyon. Many of these locations were named and
the Paiute people who lived there were referred to by the place name. This practice caused some
confusion among Euroamericans including anthropologists, who often equated local place names
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for people with names for people living within a district. The latter social-spatial unit is the one
closest to the contemporary designation as a Paiute tribe so it is used to organize the place names
discussion. In this section, we rely firstly on contemporary Southern Paiute oral testimony to the
extent possible, secondly on primary and scholarly sources, including contemporary
ethnographies, and thirdly on secondary sources. For some names, popular books were consulted
as a last resort when no other information regarding a place name could be found.

The Colorado River

The Colorado River is an extremely sacred and culturally significant location to Southern
Paiute people. John Wesley Powell collected numerous Southern Paiute place names during his
work among Paiute people between 1868 and 1880. One of the names obtained was Pa-ga-we-
wi-gum, the Paiute name for the Canyon of the Colorado (Fowler and Fowler 1971:141).
Another Paiute individual with the initials TT (Edward Sapir’s consultant Tony Tillohash
[Fowler and Fowler 1971:134]) rendered the name as paya’ ?uwi’pi, meaning "’big stream
(tiver) canyon’" (Fowler and Fowler 1971:141). Fowler and Fowler also note that Edward Sapir
(1931:704) listed the name paya’oipi, which Sapir translated as "Great water canyon” (Fowler
and Fowler 1971:141). Franklin and Bunte (1993b:6) have rendered the term as paya?uwipi. In
the early 1900s, William Palmer noted that of all water sources, "first in importance to the
Pahute was, perhaps, the Colorado. He called it Pa-ha-weap. Interpreted it means water down
deep in the earth,’ or *along way down to water’” (Palmer 1928:21). In the 1930, Isabel Kelly
recorded that the Colorado River was called by Kaiparowits people paxa (spelled Paga in Kelly
1964:147), or "big water." This same term and its meaning were given by Kaibab Paiute elders
during a focus group meeting on July 9, 1992. The distinctive term paxa or paya refers
specifically to the Colorado River as the "most powerful river" (project field notes) among
Southern Paiutes. The term, therefore, does not refer to any watercourse in general. A Shivwits
elder referred to the Colorado River as pianukwintu, meaning "big water."” Franklin and Bunte
(1993b:6) note that Tony Tillohash gave this term as the name for the Sevier River, citing Sapir
(1931:590; 1910:5). During the second raft trip in November of 1992, a Kaibab Paiute
representative referred to the Colorado River as Pigpaxa, meaning "Big River.” From these
various sources, we have added the term ’uipi, the Paiute word for canyon, and transliterated
the Paiute place name as Pigpaxa ’uipi, or "Big River Canyon." Paiute people retain sacred
stories regarding the river. Elders mentioned that some of these may have been documented by
early "ethnographers" such as William Palmer.

San Juan Paiute District

San Juan Paiute territory includes sacred places and areas such as the Salt cave at the
confluence of the Colorado and Little Colorado Rivers, the Marble Canyon gorge, and Paiute
Canyon and Rainbow Bridge. The Salt Cave, Marble Canyon, Paiute Canyon and Rainbow
Bridge all have traditional San Juan Paiute names, although the San Juan individual interviewed
did not remember them.
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The San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe is composed of two subcommunities that were
identified as early as the late 1930s. These "semiautonomous territorial divisions" emerged by
the end of the nineteenth century (Bunte and Franklin 1987:35). The northern subcommunity is
located at Navajo Mountain, and the southern area is near Tuba City at Willow Springs.
According to Kelly’s consultants, the Paiute name attributed to the San Juan Paiute by Kaibab
people referred to the San Juan Paiutes as "rock river" or "gravel canyon" people (Kelly
1964:31). Omer Stewart (1942:237) described the two subgroups and elicited the names
"Tatsinunts," or "People of the Sands," which lived in the southern area, and "Kaiboka-tawip-
nunts," which referred to the northern community at Navajo Mountain.

Bunte and Franklin (1987:35) have rendered these terms as Aratsi[nungwu]tsing and
Kaivyaxaruru[tuvwipunungwultsing, respectively. The second term more specifically refers to
Navajo Mountain people. More recently, Franklin and Bunte (1993b:6) have rendered variants
of these terms as aratsingw and kaivyaxarurutsingw.

Historically, rituals associated with agave roasting served to transform the location of the
activity into a highly sacred location. The agave roasting ritual is still practiced in modified
form, according to elders interviewed in September of 1993. Agave roasting pits, generally
perceived by archaeologists as being somewhat insignificant archaeological sites or features, are
in fact highly sacred features by virtue of being the locations where agave roasting rituals were
(and still are) performed. This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter Six (see also the quote
in the Executive Summary).

One Kaibab elder interviewed in July of 1992 mentioned that the San Juan Paiute people
called the San Francisco Peaks nuvaxaruru. The term was verified by the San Juan Paiute tribal
president on November 3, 1993. Franklin and Bunte (1993b:6) point out that the term is used
by San Juan and Kaibab Paiute speakers to refer to the San Francisco Peaks. This name is
similar to Nuvagantu ("it has snow;" Charleston Peak) in that the root word for both is nuva,
meaning snow.

Euler in 1960 noted a large scattering of ceramic sherds in an eroding alluvial terrace in
front of Beamer’s cabin a short distance above the mouth of the Little Colorado River. The site
is AZ C:13:4 (PC). Among Kayenta Anasazi, Pai and Hopi sherds were indigenous Southern
Paiute ceramics, diagnostic and not representing "intrusive trade ware" (Euler 1969:11-12).

San Juan Paiutes crossed the Colorado River at two locations. The first location was a
place known as parovi [parovu], which means "crossing." Today the place is known as Crossing
of the Fathers, upstream from ILee’s Ferry. San Juan people also crossed the river at the
confluence with the Paria River, a place known as Lee’s Ferry, which they called pari [pary],
which means "intersection of rivers" (Kelly 1964:89).

Paiute elders mentioned that "Joe Lee," or Joedie, as he is named in documents, the

father of a San Juan elder, used to herd sheep at or near Lee’s Ferry. A Kaibab elder recalled
visiting the San Juan Paiute people frequently. Her San Juan hosts killed a sheep and roasted it
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for guests. According to this Kaibab elder, Joe Lee’s (Joedie’s) Paiute name was Akamanaxwats.
His wife’s Paiute name was Ta’ats. She was at one time married to a Mormon trader named Joe
Lee, and so Joedie was jokingly called Joe Lee by Paiutes (Franklin and Bunte 1993b:6).

Blue Lee, Joedie’s son, recalled during a September 1993 interview the period of time
when his family moved from the Page area, crossed a small stream, built a stone hogan, and
planted crops and herded livestock at or very near Lee’s Ferry. According to Lee, the family
of five moved there around 1901. They stayed there for two years. This residence was on the
north side of the Colorado River. According to San Juan elders interviewed, after two years the
family moved up on to "the ridge” (the Paria Plateau?). Blue Lee said he was about eight years
old at this time. The reason given by elders for the family moving that way was "that they were
headed for Kaibab, maybe for visiting or something like that."

At the time the family was living along the Colorado River, there were "Paiute or other
Indians living at that place...there were some White people moving in, crossing the river by a
raft, and also they had some wagons...nowadays they call that bridge the Grandfather Bridge."
While the family was living there, Paiute people from the Moccasin area came down to visit
them. Two male individuals were named, and we transcribe their names as Pangaksi’a and his
son Kiyiwaits. Blue Lee said he also knew Fred Bulletts, from the Kaiparowits Plateau, and
described the whole of Paria Plateau (Paiute name Tamutsi, which means "sandy place,"
according to the elders interviewed) as Paiute land.

In addition to having a field on the north side of the river, the Lee family had another
field on the south side of the river, at a place they referred to as "Lee’s Station."” They planted
watermelon, corn, and squash. When the new bridge was put in, the family crossed. The
residence site included old houses and trees that the elders said the family planted at the location
about three or four miles from the bridge. Water was obtained from a spring that is above where
today a motel and a store are located. At this time Blue Lee was ten years old.

After leaving their residence along the river, Blue Lee recalls that his father periodically
returned to the river to collect medicinal plants for headaches, ear aches, and toothaches. His
father also smoked Indian tobacco that he collected from along the river. According to the San
Juan elders interviewed, the stone hogan remains at the site.

San Juan Paiute elders at Navajo Mountain, interviewed in November of 1993, stated that
there were Paiute people living at Lee’s Ferry and along the canyon near Navajo Bridge prior
to the time when Blue Lee resided there. Elders recalled that San Juan people hunted in the
Canyon. Animals mentioned as being hunted in the canyon included porcupine
(yungwputsingws), squirrel (kaihpuisingws), badger (huna), jackrabbit (kams), mountain sheep
(naxa), deer (tuxia), bobcat (kokotsingww), and a green lizard called chakwaraingwu. In addition
to hunting, elders stated, through an interpreter, that Paiute people

...used to go a long way to gather pine nuts (tuva)...they stored it down in the
Canyon in a cave...the seeds of the cedar (waapamp) were gathered and eaten
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raw...[they also gathered] agave, on the other side of the Grand Canyon...His
grandmother and grandfather told him...They went from here [Paiute Mountain]
to the Canyon...by the Little Colorado River...they would gather salt there,
t0o...his grandfather and his grandfather before him would gather salt and agave
there...Blue Lee was living there on the other side of Lee’s Ferry... They were
really happy that their paths met in the Canyon...they had fields down in the
Grand Canyon and along the rivers; when they built the dam, some of the fields
were flooded. This made them sad [shuta’iki]. (San Juan Paiute elders interviewed
at Navajo Mountain, November 2, 1993)

San Juan Paiutes from the Navajo Mountain community cultivated fields in Paiute Canyon
and along the San Juan River 20 miles upstream from the confluence of that stream with the
Colorado. San Juan Paiute hunters crossed the confluence of the rivers to hunt in the Henry
Mountains. The oasis of the San Juan River was described as rich with fish and "willows"
(sumac, Rhus trilobata, called suuvi in Paiute). San Juan Paiutes constructed irrigation canals
(paavur). While not in the study area, San Juan Paiutes at Navajo Mountain fondly remember
the old homesteads and fields in the area that were inundated by the Lake Powell reservoir
following the construction of Glen Canyon Dam. Elders stated

There were a number of houses in there...under the lake...(made of) sticks and
dirt, and cottonwood (logs). They used to say that they used to farm there, live
down there. It’s all covered, but they still mention it...In the winter, down in that
canyon, [there’s] no snow. They still remember that place down there...They had
irrigation canals...It’s all covered now...It was made by old people, some of
them, way before.

Kaiparowits Paiute District

Kaiparowits Paiute territory extended from the Aquarius Plateau in the north to the
Colorado River on the south (Kelly 1964:146). The southernmost point of Kaiparowits territory
is at or very near Lee’s Ferry. Kaiparowits people traded and visited with the San Juan Paiutes.
One of Kelly’s Kaiparowits consultants told her that "upon occasion, her mother crossed the
Colorado to visit the Paiute near Tuba City; a few instances of intermarriage were reported; and,
presumably, in comparatively recent times (circa 1933), fancy basketry’ was learned from the
San Juan" (Kelly 1964:144).

Kaibab Paiute District

In the early 1930s, Isabel Kelly recorded that a local Kaibab chief named Pafakwi, who
owned Pipe Spring and Moccasin Spring, and his son, Tompocoaroc, a rattlesnake shaman, and
unmarried brother named Katavi, visited neighbors at Antelope Spring and wintered with them.
During the spring of the year, these three Kaibab people accompanied members of the Antelope
Spring camp "to Colorado Canyon, just west of Kanab Canyon, for mescal" (Agave) (Kelly
1964:12). They camped the first night and reached the rim of the Grand Canyon the next
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morning. According to Kelly’s consultant, the people "stayed about a month, living in
caves...[r]Jeturned to" Antelope Spring "with supply of mescal” (Kelly 1964:12). Kelly (1964: 16)
notes that a series of springs along the Vermillion Cliffs, in Wildcat Canyon, and Kaibab Gulch
were claimed by the father of one of her consultants. This man originally came from Nankoweap
Canyon. There were five camps at a location which may have been 16-Mile Spring. The
residents of four of these camps would move in the spring of the year to collect Agave and meet
other Kaibab people from Houserock Valley. A person named Sakic and his people at the
settlement of Mukuvac wintered in a cave at Cane Ranch on the east base of the Kaibab Plateau.
Kelly noted that when the "pinenut crop was insufficient, [they] went to Colorado Canyon for
mescal..." (1964:18).

When Sakic died, ownership of the spring passed to his younger sister’s son, Kwaganti,
who maintained the same seasonal subsistence cycle as his predecessor. Kelly notes that
"Powell...named Kwagunt Valley...for Kwaganti, who claimed ’that his father, who used to live
there, had given it to him.”" Kwaganti, his brother and sister "’found’ the valley when trying
to hide from Apache raiders. The brother and sister remained there and, after their death,
Kwaganti claimed the site. He discouraged visitors to the valley *because he wanted to keep the
sage seeds for himself’; sometimes he went there for mescal” (Kelly 1964:19).

Cane Ranch was owned by Kisaici, who lived by himself. In separate camps were
Satimpi, who had a daughter, and his brother Kwiuinimpt, who had a son. Both were widowers
and both were shamans. According to Kelly’s consultant, they wintered just below the rim of
Colorado Canyon, sometimes east of the southern tip of the Kaibab Plateau. They returned to
Cane Ranch in spring with mescal (Kelly 1964:20). Kwiavac (Oak Spring) oasis was owned by
Kwinivac, a big chief over a series of camps. At Oak Spring in the De Motte region of the
southern Kaibab Plateau, he lived with his unmarried brother, another man and his wife, who
was Kwinivac’s sister, and another woman and her husband. In the winter, members of these
three camps went below the rim of Colorado Canyon, near the southeast base of the Kaibab
Plateau (Kelly 1964:20).

People along the western base of Kaibab Plateau were called "gravel people” by their
kinsmen. They wintered "nearly to the Colorado Canyon, " but not within it, according to Kelly’s
consultant. In the spring they returned to their own water sources with mescal (Kelly 1964:21).
During interviews, Kaibab Paiute elders mentioned that Buckskin or Kaibab Mountain is referred
to by Paiute people as kaivars, kaivaravich or kaivavarits [kaivavits], which means "mountain
lying down." The popular books by Granger (1960:15) and Brian (1992:139) both cite Powell’s
rendition of the name as "Kaivavwi", from "kaiuw," meaning "mountain” and "avwi," meaning
"lying down." The shorter term kaivavits, according to elders, refers to the forest lands of the
Plateau (see Brian 1992:139).
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According to Kelly, late winter and especially spring were times of near famine among
Paiute people. When their stored caches of yucca fruits, pinenuts and other foods were
exhausted, "many traveled to the rim of the Colorado and several tributary canyons to gather
mescal, the standby when all else failed; cacti and juniper berries also were starvation foods"
(Kelly 1964:22, 36). Perhaps because Agave and other resources were perceived by Kelly to be
only famine foods, she surmised that the Kaibab Plateau and "the rim of the Grand Canyon,
were virtually devoid of established camps. They functioned as communal lands, exploited by
the Kaibab at large" (Kelly 1964:23).

One Kaibab elder recalls a place called Bullrush. She remembers being told that a lot of
Paiute people were killed as bounty there during one winter by Mormons, who beheaded them
and took the heads of the victims to Salt Lake City. A Mormon man whose family had
befriended a Paiute woman saved her and her son from the bounty hunters. According to the
Kaibab elder, these people went to the Grand Canyon to obtain food.

According to Kaibab elders, the Paiute name for the modern town of Fredonia is a’tska
or a’tskum. The name refers to a location where hunters dehorned their deer. The name may
therefore be Aatsika, which means "homn-cut off” (Sapir).

According to Brian’s book, Paiute people referred to the Hurricane Cliffs as
"Chunquawakab, meaning a line of cliffs" (Brian 1992:120). According to Kaibab elders, they
refer to the area as nuarunkani, which means "wind house” or "house of the wind" (Franklin
and Bunte 1993b:7), because of a sacred cave located there. Paiute elders have visited the cave,
and noted that non-Indians have disturbed the cave.

Paria. Paria is an English transliteration that comes from the Paiute word parwyapa,
which means "elk-water” and is the place name for the Paria River (Franklin and Bunte 1993b:7;
Kelly 1964:15, 148). It comes from the word parxy, which means "elk" or, literally, "water-
deer" (Franklin and Bunte 1993b:7; Sapir 1931:607). The name applies both to the plateau and
the tributary stream on the boundary of traditional Kaibab and Kaiparowits Paiute territory.

Tapeats. Tapeats Creek was named by the Powell expedition after a Paiute guide of the
same name who claimed ownership of it and showed Powell where it was located (Dellenbaugh
1908:240; Thompson 1939:90). Kaibab Paiute elders interviewed on July 9, 1992 mentioned that
the name Tapeats may derive from the Paiute words tampits, meaning "heel," or rumpits,
meaning "small rocks."

Kaibab Paiute people refer to the Little Colorado river as oavaxa, which means "salt

water” or "salt river." One Kaibab Paiute elder mentioned that her grandmother called the river
by this name, and the elder learned it from her.
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Kaibab elders also mentioned that Paiute people also had a name for the area in which
the modern city of Flagstaff is now located before Navajo and Euroamerican colonization. The
Paiute name was not remembered, but they contrasted this with the Navajo name which,
according to Kaibab elders, means "big town." This indicates that the Navajo name reflects post-
settlement knowledge.

Kwagunt. Tt is widely recognized that this place is named after a Paiute individual, even
by popular writers (Granger 1960:16; Brian 1992:38, 107). Fowler and Fowler stated that
Dellenbaugh (1908:326n) noted that the Kwagunt valley and creek were named by Powell for
"Kwagunt...a Uinkarets Paiute (Fowler and Fowler 1971:139)." According to Kaibab Paiute
elders, Kwagunt is the name of an elder’s grandfather’s uncle. He lived on the east side of
Houserock (Paiute au’sak) Valley. Elders mentioned that the Mormons thought he was a Navajo.
Brian adds some additional interesting information on the place and the person for whom it is
named:

Powell named this place for a Paiute Indian named Kwagunt (Quawgunt or
Kwaganti, a Southern Paiute name meaning quiet or quiet man), but he was also
known as Indian Ben. He told Powell that he owned the valley, for his father had
given it to him. He discouraged visitors, as he wanted to keep the sage seeds
which were available there for himself [this information is lifted from Kelly’s
data]. One story reports that he escaped to the valley when trying to hide from
Apache raiders, while another states that as a child, he and his sisters where [sic]
the only survivors of an attack by Yavapai Indians on his family’s band camped
on the Kaibab Plateau. The children made their way to another band camped by
Kanab Creek. Later, this tributary to Kanab Creek, was named Kwagunt Hollow
for him (Brian 1992:38).

Mt. Trumbull. Mt. Trumbull is known by all Paiute people as ywvinkaru, meaning "place
with ponderosas (pines)." Paiutes utilized the water source at the top of the mountain. Additional
evidence of the appropriateness of the name is the Kaibab Paiute recollection that Mormon
settlers in the area constructed a large temple from pine logs. During the focus group interviews,
one Kaibab Paiute elder recalled traveling on an Indian trail down through Whitmore Canyon
on his way to Bundyville in the area around Mt. Trumbull. Elders also remembered an Indian
man from Moapa, Nevada who stored meat and vegetables and camped in a cave on Mt.
Trumbull.

Parashant. Parashant derives from a family name. One Kaibab Paiute elder’s father’s last
name was Parashont. Parashont’s people came from Beaver, Utah. Brian (1992:120) states that
the word Parashant has two variant meanings. One meaning may refer to tanned elk skin.
Another meaning may refer to plenty of water. According to Brian, citing Barnes (1960), Palmer
(1928), and personal communication, the "area was a favorite gathering place for the southern
Paiute bands after the fall hunting season where they visited, dried their meats and tanned skins"
(Brian 1992:120). Kaibab elders recall that some Kaibab people’s ancestors came from the
Parashant and Beaver areas.
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Nankoweap. Nunku ’uip or Nananku ’uip is the Paiute rendition of the term. Kaibab
elders stated that the word means "fighting river." One story relates a Paiute family fighting over
their children. Another story recalls this as a place where white people, possibly members of
the Powell expedition, fighting during their journey. In Granger’s popular book (1960:18), the
name is transliterated as "place where Indians had [a] fight."” Brian’s book notes that

The Southern Paiutes called this Ninkuipi meaning Indians killed or people killed,
in memory of an incident in which Apache marauders forded the Colorado River
and came upon a Kaibab Camp at night. They hit each sleeping Indian on the
head, killing all but one woman who escaped to Moccasin. This account agrees
with information on file at the Grand Canyon, that an Indian, named Johnny, said
that a fight between Indians took place at Big Saddle, near the head of
Nankoweap. Other information states that Nankoweap is a Paiute word meaning
singing or echo canyon. Dellenbaugh said Powell gave the creek this name on his
second trip because of the deep echo heard in the canyon (Brian 1992:34).

Brian cites Dellenbaugh (1908), Barnes (1960), Kelly (1964), and Wilson (1941) for the history
of the name Nankoweap. The connection to killing of Indians is supported by Sapir, who lists
the term nunku, meaning "to bury."” This term may be the root for nunku ’uip, which means the
place name would gloss into English as "burial canyon."

Shinumo. According to Brian (1992:88, citing Simmons and Gaskill [1979]) and Granger
(1960:21), Shinumo is a Paiute word for ancient people or cliff dwellers, and Dellenbaugh
applied the name to natural features. A. H. Thompson, who participated in the Powell
expeditions, spelled the name Sheno-mo. Thompson is also responsible for naming Toroweap
valley. In addition to the "altar,” creek and rapids, there is also a place known as Shinumo
Gardens. Granger notes that

William Bass owned this garden where he raised cantaloupe, onions, corn, beans,
squash, and radishes, as well as peaches. It was reported to be a prehistoric
garden. In the wall behind it are several cliff dwellings (Granger 1960:21).

Shinomu comes from the Hopi word sinom, meaning "people” (Shaul, personal communication).

Chuar. 1t is widely recognized that this place name derives from a shortening of
Chuarumpeak (Paiute Charumpik), a Kaibab southern Paiute "chief" who interacted with Jacob
Hamblin and John Wesley Powell during the latter’s explorations of the Canyon country
(Granger 1960:7; Brian 1992:41, 48). Euroamericans called the chief Captain Frank. Kaibab
Paiute elders remembered that Powell was called kavaruats by Paiute people. No meaning of the
name was given. One Kaibab woman’s grandfather accompanied Powell on some of his
journeys.

Unkar. This name derives from the Paiute word akaxars (Franklin and Bunte 1993b:7),
which means "red."




Muav. Muav comes from the word for mosquito (moavi) in Paiute. The canyon is so
named because of the insect-infested swamps and springs at the top according to elders
interviewed. Granger’s popular work (1960:18) states that the Paiute name translates into
"divide" or "pass."”

Kanabanwits. In Paiute, kanavuts means "place where there are willows."

Parussawampits. In Paiute, paruasuwampits means a "trickle of water," and may derive
from paruasu 'uip, the Paiute name for the Virgin river canyon, according to elders interviewed.

Kanab Creek Canyon. This name comes from the Paiute kanava ’uip, meaning "willow
canyon" from kanav, "willow." Kaibab Paiute elders remembered vividly that the area used to
be a stream of water with willows on both sides and wild grass that grew taller than knee-high.
Paiute people crossed back and forth on this stream with relative ease before Euroamerican
colonization and subsequent flooding in the 1870s that turned the creek bed into a deep gorge
now dominated by thorns and tumbleweed. There is a Kanav Spring that A. H. Thompson
recorded "as ten miles southeast of Rock Springs and seven miles north of the Colorado River”
(Granger 1960:15).

Paguekwash. According to Kaibab Paiute elders, the name could derive from the word
meaning "water running.” Franklin and Bunte (1993b:7) have rendered this term as
paanukwintu, noting there is no linguistic relationship between the two terms. Brian’s popular
book (1992:107), citing Barnes (1960), states that the name derives from a Paiute family name
that means fishtail (see also Granger 1960:19). Franklin and Bunte (1993b:7) note that there is
a linguistic fit between the Kaibab Paiute term paywkwasi, as spoken by Tony Tillohash,
meaning "fishtail," and the English transliteration Paguekwash.

Tuckup. No meaning or Paiute derivation of the word was given by Paiute elders. Brian
(1992:113) cites the name as deriving from the Tucket Mining District. It is likely not a Paiute
name.

Toroweap. This place name derives from the Paiute turu "uip which, according to Kaibab
elders, means "deep wash" or "deep canyon.” Kaibab and Shivwits elders on July 9, 1992
mentioned the word turampi, which means plains, desert, or open area (elders said hard clay or
sandy), as a possible root word for the canyon. One elder repeatedly noted, however, that the
place name did not refer to clay or sand, but to a deep wash or deep canyon. This meaning of
the term derived from contemporary oral testimony, contradicts that given by Brian who, citing
Palmer (1928), Wilson (1941), a 1932 letter from Grand Canyon National Park Superintendent
Tillotson to Frank Bond, Chairman of the Bureau of Geographic Names, and a personal
communication with La Van Martineau in her popular book, writes that

Toroweap is a Paiute word meaning either a gully or a dry wash. Ir does not

mean canyon, valley, or deep gorge. Toro or tono can also mean greasewood,
while weap means canyon. In a 1932 letter to the BGN [Bureau of Geographic
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Names], the Superintendent of the Grand Canyon states, "Near Lee’s Ferry there
lives an old Paiute Indian whom we know only as ’Joedie’ and who told me,
through an interpreter that Toroweap means 'Garden Spot in the Canyon.’ He
also says that the common English pronunciation of this word differs from the
Paiute pronunciation and they pronounce the word more nearly as if there were
no ’r’ in it." A Paiute word toayoweap means Cattail Canyon. A variant name is
Torowip or Mukoontuweap. Professor Almon Thompson, of Powell’s party,
named the valley from the Paiute word Mukoomtuweap meaning straight canyon,
as the valley is about 25 miles long (Brian 1992:116, emphasis added).

Franklin and Bunte (1993b:7) render the Paiute term as fuunauip, or "good-gardening-canyon."
The "Joedie" in the above quote who provided the meaning of this place is Akamanaxwats, or
"Joe Lee," known as Joedie, who was discussed previously. Franklin and Bunte (1993b:7) noted
a "possibility that Akamanaxwats might have made this name up on the spot,” citing "common
Paiute (and Anglo) practice with names outside one’s own familiar territory."” There is no basis
or evidence to support the assumption that the name was spontaneously made up, except for the
contradictory meanings of the term provided in this discussion.

Dellenbaugh recorded in his diary that Toroweap valley was so named by Uinkaret Pajute
people (Dellenbaugh 1908:192). At the foot of the valley on the edge of Grand Canyon was
located a water pocket that Dellenbaugh recorded as Teram Picavu [turave picavu?], the
Uinkaret Paiute name for the spring.

Tuweap. This name stems from the Paiute word for earth or land, vip, according to
Kaibab elders. Another term given was tuvipuintu, which implies a land claim (i.e., "my land,"”
literally "having land"). Kaibab elders recalled that Kaibab people roasted yaant (4gave) hearts
in pits and then dried them as patties on flat rocks for storage in the Tuweep area.

Whitmore Wash. No Paiute name was given for Whitmore Wash. As mentioned earlier,
Paiute middens have been investigated at Whitmore Wash that date to 1285 AD. One Kaibab
Paiute elder recalled early trips he made down Whitmore Wash, traveling by wagon and foot
trail. He remembers seeing Cane Spring near the head of the wash as it enters the inner gorge.
Another Kaibab elder remembers the area as cattle country, especially in and around Hack’s
Canyon. She remembered the presence of wild longhorn cattle in the area. Her family lived in
this area during the copper mining period. She also remembers harvesting greens in this location
during spring and summer. In addition to yucca fruits (uus, Yucca baccata) and yaant (Agave),
plants harvested included fwmar, or Indian spinach (Stanleya pinnata), wa’iv or Indian ricegrass
(Stipa hymenoides), which was clipped at the top and seared over hot coals in a winnowing
basket lined with pitch to remove the seed head or cover. This same process was used to prepare
the ricegrass seeds for planting. Elders also remember harvesting kuuvi, a cicada larvae, and a
large grasshopper or locust called arankampits. Hunting was also plentiful on the Shivwits
Plateau in the area of Hack’s Canyon. Elders remember hunting deer and porcupine. Porcupine
spines were burned off, the entrails were cleaned out, and the carcass stuffed with onions and
potatoes. The meat was then roasted in a pit, perhaps wrapped in a gunny sack. It is considered
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a delicacy among Paiute people. Antelope were present on top of the plateau. Mountain sheep
were not seen in Hack’s Canyon, but have been observed down by the Colorado River.

Some elders currently resident at Kaibab were born on the Shivwits Plateau. Later, they
moved up north to Kaibab to live. This may reflect patterns of intermarriage among local
groups.

Uinkaret Paiute District

Dominguez and Escalante recorded the names Yubuincariri and Ytimpabichis (Chavez and
Warner 1976:89). William Palmer documented the names of local groups in this district and
their locations.

Uinkarits: There were two clans living on Trumbull Mountains who were called
Uinkarits and Ulintkarar. Jointly they claimed the country from Trumbull south to the
Colorado River. They were visited both by Escalante and by Major Powell. The latter
called them U-ink-arets and the former gives the name Yubuincariris (Palmer 1933:100).

Timpeabichits: On the northern benches of Mt. Trumbull (Arizona strip) and running east
into the Toroweap Valley were located the Timpeabits Pahutes. Escalante visited them
in 1776 (Chavez and Warner 1976:89). He recorded the name as Ytimpabichis. They
were sometimes called Timpe-pa-caba which means water in the rocks (Palmer
1933:100).

A Kaibab Paiute elder knew Palmer and remembers talking to him about the salt cave
along the upper Virgin river that was traditionally used by Paiute people. She remembers that
Paiute people also dried meat in the salt cave. Another Kaibab elder recalls that people would
dig in the salt deposit for the clear, glass-like crystals that were preferred over the upper salt
layers. People sucked on the crystals. This elder also recalls another salt mine in Zion.

The Kaibab people referred to the Uinkaret Paiute as Yuinkariri-ninwin, or pine mountain
(Mt. Trumbull) people (Kelly 1964:32). A spring near Uinkaret Mountain, presumably the site
of a major Uinkaret Paiute village recorded by Bishop (Kelly 1947:161), was named Innupin
Picavu, or "witch-water pocket” (Dellenbaugh 1908:251). Thompson (1939:103) recorded the
name as Do-nu-pits, or Witches Spring. Near this spring were a series of cinder cones that
members of the Powell expedition explored. Various diarists recorded the Paiute name as
Oonagarechits (Dellenbaugh 1908:254; Thompson 1939:103).

East of this area lay the Antelope Plain, known to the Uinkarets Paiute as Wonsits Tiravu
[Wantsi Turave]. On the edge of this plateau was another spring that Uinkarets people called
Tiravu Picavu, or "Pocket of the Plain.” The Powell expedition camped at this location based
on information given them by Uinkaret Paiute packers (Dellenbaugh 1908:254-255). Brian
(1992:141), citing Powell’s journals, attributes the term Wonsits Tiravu to the Uinkaret Plateau
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proper, noting that later it was called Antelope Plains because of large herds observed there in
the late 1800s.

Shivwits-Santa Clara District

The term Shivwits derives from the Paiute self-term sivizs, according to Shivwits Paiute
elders. Brian’s popular book, citing Barnes’ Arizona Place Names, notes that the name means
"either whitish earth or coyote spring..." (Brian 1992:140).

William Palmer documented the names of local groups in the Shivwits area during the
early 1900s. Among these were

Paugaumpatsits: "West of the Uintkarets and on the lower side of the Hurricane
Fault a tribe called Pagaumpats were located. The name means cane springs
Indians. These were also visited by Escalante who gave them the name
’Pagambachis’” (Palmer 1933:100).

She-bits: The Shebits Indians proper...They were a timid, retiring people who
lived for the most part down among the broken and rocky points along the Virgin
and Colorado rivers...Their country skirted the Virgin and Colorado rivers fronts
from Littlefield, Arizona south and east to Hurricane Fault (Palmer 1933:100).

Shivwits Plateau. According to a Shivwits Paiute person now living at Kaibab, the
Shivwits people traditionally lived most of the way down the Shivwits Plateau. Many Shivwits
people were born in the area on the Plateau close to the rim (see below for further discussion).
The Paiute term for the Plateau is sivintuvip. At one point they were to be moved to Burlington,
but were eventually moved to their present location (by Ivins?) (Tape 1, side 2, 5/22/92).

Shivwits elders recall that the plateau was an extensive and important gathering area, rich
in willow and sage, and well as wildlife for hunting, before Euroamerican colonization. The area
around St. George, Utah, was prime farmland. According to one elder, yaant (Agave) was
wrapped up and baked under ashes like bread or mashed into flat patties. The elder’s
grandmother had personal grinding stones for preparing corn, wheat (from which flour and an
oatmeal-like mush was made), meat, dried berries, and seeds. All of these items were dried and
stored for winter use.

One Shivwits elder, who is the daughter of Tony Tillohash, recalls that her grandfather,
known as Indian Simon, ran cattle on the Shivwits Plateau for a family with the name of
Gardner, who were from St. George. In addition to being so employed, this woman’s
grandfather also was a mail carrier. His route involved crossing the Colorado River at Lee’s
Ferry to deliver the mail on the other side every several days. Having delivered the mail, he
swam back across the river to resume his regular activities. Indian Simon was also involved
during the late 1800s, in guiding logs cut in the kaivavits forest during the Boulder dam building
period. He helped to ensure that the logs made it all the way down the river, and when the job
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was finished, he walked back again. According to the Shivwits elder, Indian Simon quit this job
after encountering a whirlpool while guiding logs one day on the river. He grabbed a log, but
the strong current spun him to the bottom of the river before pushing him back to the surface.
During this incident, something told him to "leave this water alone or you’ll get hurt.”

Shivwits Crossing/Lava Falls. Brian’s popular book, citing Dellenbaugh (1904) and
Powell (1895), among other more recent sources, "Lava Falls Trail drops over 2,300 feet from
Toroweap Valley. It follows an old Indian trail to what was called Shivwits Crossing, where
Indians would cross the Colorado River" (Brian 1992:117, emphasis added). Whether this is a
traditional Paiute name or borrowed by Euroamericans is unclear. The presence of an old Indian
trail, however, suggests a known and recognized (named) indigenous location.

Tuunkwint. This is the Paiute name for the Santa Clara river. Shivwits elders said that
when the first reservation was established in the Washington area, some people probably stayed
"up the Plateau” by the river.

Pocum Cove. According to Shivwits elders interviewed on July 10, 1992, the name may
derive from the Paiute word pakum, but they were not sure. The meaning of the word was not
given.

Boysag Point. According to Brian’s popular book (1992:109), the name comes from a
Paiute word meaning "bridge." The place is located around mile 150.

Shanub Point. According to the popular books by Brian (1992:109) and Granger
(1960:21), the place name may derive from the Paiute word for "dog."” The place is located
around mile 150.

Shivwits elders interviewed on July 10, 1992 translated the term. In addition, during the
focus group discussions, elders used a tribally-archived genealogy book illustrating kinship and
demographic information for a large number of Shivwits tribal members. According to the book,
several Shivwits people were born south of the present reservation, further down on the Shivwits
Plateau, in Arizona. Several of these places are discussed below.

Sanup. The term sanapi means "pine sap" or "pine gum" in Paiute. Several Shivwits
people were born around Sanup Mountain. Snow family relatives are listed in the genealogy
records as having been born at "Sunup Mt."

Tassai. According to Shivwits elders, this is a place in Arizona where many Shivwits
people were born. Elders believe the name may derive from the Paiute word zasa [tasua-iv?].
No meaning for the word was given. The word rasua-iv means "dawn." Another similar word,
tasua-vi, means "ants.” The place was said to be near the town of Bunkerville, near Mesquite.
The birthplace of several Shivwits people is listed in the genealogy record book as Tassai,
Arizona. A woman named Ida Toab was born at Tassai in 1879. Her father, Toab, was born
around 1830 at Tuweap Valley.
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Tassai was a wintering location where Paiute people stayed. Camps and seasonal
residences were established on the sunny slopes of one of a series of hills that characterize the
location. According to elders, this place is south of the present highway at a midpoint about 30
miles from the river, and 50 miles from Sham, the nickname for the present reservation, named
for a leader known as "Uncle Sam."

Parashant/Poverty M. Parashant Wash runs past the southwest slope of Poverty
Mountain. Parashont, as mentioned above, is a Paiute family name. Some Shivwits people were
born around Poverty Mountain. The Snow family line, for example, have traced their ancestry
back to the fourth generation. A man named Old Snow was born sometime in the early 1800s
(his son was born in 1871) at Parashant, according to the genealogy book.

The place names discussed above and the oral history associated with them clearly
illustrate that many Shivwits people were born and resided near the Grand Canyon on the
southern tip of the Shivwits Plateau prior to the reservation period. Patterns of intermarriage
among individuals from various Southern Paiute districts is apparent from the genealogy records.
Relatives of contemporary Shivwits people come from Cedar City, Mountain Meadows, and St.
George in Utah, as well as Moccasin, Kaibab, Parashant, Mt. Trumbull, and Parker in Arizona,
even as far away as Needles, California.

PLANT RESOURCES

Farly ethnographic fieldwork among Southern Paiute people included the recording of
Southern Paiute use of plant resources in and around the Grand Canyon. The traditional basis
of Paiute plant use focused on irrigated horticulture. Cultivated crops included maize, beans, and
squash. Paiute people used a wide range of other plants to supplement irrigated horticulture.
Grand Canyon provided important foodstuffs to Paiute people that were collected seasonally,
processed and stored for year-round use.

Cultivated Crops

Robert Lowie, who early on worked among the Shivwits Paiute, reported "From the
Shivwits the following brief account was obtained. The Indians planted corn (hawii’B’) [hawivi]
and squashes (pdrafiaré [meaning a kind of squash; naxurus means "squash"]) before white
contact. Irrigation was employed” (Lowie 1924:200).

The Paiute gardens that Bradley recorded seeing with Powell on August 26, 1869 (Darrah
1947:69, 131), "apparently were near the mouth of Whitmore Wash. No trace of them or of a
Paiute campsite at this point has been recorded” (Euler 1969:18). In addition to the maize,
squash and melons observed in the fields, Bradley noted that Paiute shelters were covered with
maize stalks and other brush (Darrah 1947:69).
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Agave

Kelly reported that mescal or Agave was used throughout the year, but that optimum
times for gathering it were in winter and spring, when other foodstuffs were scarce. As
mentioned, Agave served as a principal famine food among Paiute people. Agave was found
principally "in Kanab Canyon and just below the rim of Grand Canyon (including Nankoweap
area)" (Kelly 1964:44). The Paiute term for Agave is rendered variously as yant, yaant, or nant.
Yaant is the most accurate rendering.

Harvesting and Processing

According to Kelly’s consultants, "...women fixed nanta every day they camped near
Grand Canyon" (Kelly 1964:44). A stone was used to pound or cut the plant off at the base.
Half of each leaf was then cut off with a stone knife, leaving what resembled a cabbage head,
according to Kelly’s consultants. Paiute people fashioned a special bone knife for cutting agave
(Kelly 1964:44).

The heads were placed in a basket and carried back to camp. At the camp, women dug
a pit about 3 feet deep and 8 to 10 feet in diameter. Stones were placed in the pit and a fire was
started. Ashes from the fire were spread evenly along the bottom of the pit. Women who had
individually collected agave then dumped their harvests into the communal pit. The agave hearts
roasted under a covering of hot rocks, a type of bunchgrass, cedar bark and soil. The oven took
on the appearance of a low mound with no steam vent. The Agave hearts were left to roast for
two nights and one day, after which the women probed the pit to monitor the roasting process.
If the food was ready the earthen lining was opened and removed by hand, or baking was
allowed to continue. The roasting process took place under the supervision of one woman (Kelly
1964:44).

When the Agave hearts were fully roasted, the leaves were peeled from the cooked plant.
The hearts were pounded into thin sheets that were spread on a mat of grass to dry. Once dried,
the sheets could be eaten or dried further for storage. This process took five days. Portions of
the dried sheet could be broken off, soaked in water, squeezed in the hand, mixed with tansy
mustard and drunk. The leaves that were peeled off also were dried, pounded, and ground in
to a meal. This cornmeal-like food was saved for winter, when it was made into a mush or
mixed with water and drunk as a beverage. The dried Agave was carried back to home camps
and stored for future use. Women transported it in baskets and men carried it in sacks or nets
(Kelly 1964:45).

According to some of Kelly’s consultants, Agave blossoms were gathered in large piles
and roasted for two days and two nights in an oval earthen oven. Sapir’s informants told him
that Agave stalks also were "roasted in spring when fresh and juicy" (Kelly 1964:45).

A few eyewitness accounts mention Paiute people harvesting Agave hearts and mention
that they were baked and fashioned into cakes (W.C. Powell, Kelly 1948:403-404).
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The extensive quotes in the Executive Summary, given by San Juan Southern Paiute
elders, demonstrate that Agave roasting was (and still is) much more than simply an everyday,
secular food processing activity.

Cactus

Kelly reports that a type of cactus called tasi [tasu] was "collected in large quantities any
time of year, usually when gathering mescal by Colorado Canyon" (Kelly 1964:45). The
botanical name for this cactus given in Kelly is Phellosperma tetrantcistra, distinct from the
varieties of Opuntia mentioned. This cactus was carried by the roots and placed in a fire to
remove the spines. Once these were removed, the meat was eaten without further roasting (Kelly
1964:45). This suggests that the pads, in addition to the fruits, of cactus were consumed.

Dellenbaugh (1908:253) noted that the Powell expedition received compressed wads of
cactus fruit in trade from Paiute people. Hiller also recorded that Paiutes consumed cactus fruits
as a major food during the fall, and that it was abundant in Grand Canyon near Kanab Creek
(Fowler 1972:143).

Yucca

Yucca fruit and fiber were traditionally used by Southern Paiute people. Dellenbaugh
(1908:253) mentioned that the Powell expedition acquired dried cakes of yucca fruit (Southern
Paiute uus, uusiv, Yucca baccata) from Paiute traders. Baskets also acquired by the expedition
were probably partially woven with yucca fiber. Yucca fiber was made into rope and used to
tie the logs of rafts together for crossing the Colorado River (Lowie 1924:249).

Willow

Southern Paiute people have traditionally used, and continue to use, willow for
manufacturing purposes. On the Kaibab Plateau, W.C. Powell recorded Paiute women carrying
infants in "willow baby baskets," the Paiute name for which he wrote as konunkwas (Kelly
1948:403). The plant may have been Rhus trilobata, sumac, and not willow, given that Paiute
people commonly call the sumac or squawbush by the name "willow."

Seeds

The seeds of numerous kinds of plants were used for food by Southern Paiute people.
Perhaps the most commonly gathered seeds were those of Indian ricegrass, or Stipa hymenoides
(formerly Oryzopsis, Paiute wa’iv). Dellenbaugh (1908:253) noted that the Powell expedition
received "bags of food seeds" from Paiute traders, but it is not known what kind of seeds were
acquired.

Thompson recorded in his journal a camp of Paiutes parching "grass seed preparatory
to grinding" in Oak Spring Valley (Thompson 1939:103).
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Wood

Robert Lowie reported that "From the Shivwits I secured a model firedrill
(mdaruni+inump) apparatus (Museum specimen 50.1-8646ab). The hearth (d@x) was formerly
made from the wood of the gwinduramp bush, which grows on the Colorado River, but for lack
of this material samdBiu-u+ip wood was substituted" (Lowie 1924:222).

Wood from Grand Canyon was also collected and fashioned into tools for digging
irrigation ditches. Lowie noted that "Ditches were dug with an implement called passai ™, which
was shaped with a sharp rock. Along the Colorado River driftwood furnished the material,
elsewhere a species of willow or the mesquite” (Lowie 1924:200).

Wood also was used to make rafts for crossing the Colorado River. According to Lowie’s
account, "The raft was called poBfntsaxdp’ ; the logs and crossbeams were tied together with
yucca (@#‘s) string” (Lowie 1924:249).

ANIMAL RESOURCES

Several kinds of animals were hunted by Southern Paiute people in and around Grand
Canyon. Explorers and other eyewitnesses recorded numerous incidences of Paiute hunting and
consumption of animals in the study area. Paiute guides and packers often killed an animal and
shared the meat during evening meals in camp with explorers.

Deer

Deer was, and still is, an animal that is hunted by Southern Paiute people for its meat
and hide. Jones mentions Paiute hunters returning to a small settlement near Stewart’s canyon
with a deer, part of which Jones’s party traded for (Gregory 1948:139). The valley and spring
from which the deer was taken was described as a traditional Paiute camping and hunting
location. Given settler occupation in this area in 1872, Paiute people may have lost access to this
valley. W.C. Powell noted that the Paiute willow baby baskets were lined with buckskin (Kelly
1948:403-404).

Rabbit

Rabbits were likely the most common animal hunted for its meat and fur, in addition to
deer. Dellenbaugh (1908:252, 254) gave a relatively detailed account for the time of rabbit
processing and cooking by Paiutes who accompanied the Powell expedition. In other accounts,
frequent mention is made of rabbit (Gregory 1948:139, 157, 170).
Mountain Sheep

Paiute people hunted mountain sheep throughout the year. Mountain sheep were found
along the rim of the Grand Canyon, among other places further north of the Canyon (Kelly
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1964:50). Mountain sheep were even transported across the Colorado River. Lowie noted that
among Shivwits Paiute river crossers, "Sometimes a mountain sheep was carried across the
Colorado on the swimmer’s head" (Lowie 1924:249).

The horns of mountain sheep were traditionally made into spoons by Paiute people.
Dellenbaugh (1908:253) recorded that the Powell expedition received mountain sheep horn
spoons in trade with Paiute people.

Wildcat

Paiute people hunted and consumed wildcat in and around Grand Canyon. Dellenbaugh
(1908:256) and Jones (Gregory 1948:170) recorded incidences of Uinkaret Paiute packers for
the Powell expedition skinning and boiling the meat of a wildcat they had killed before reaching
that evening’s camp. Skins were used for mats, blankets or "rugs,” as Bradley described them
(Darrah 1947:69).

Porcupine

Several other kinds of animals were hunted and consumed by Paiute people. Jones
recorded one Paiute hunter returning to camp with a porcupine (Gregory 1948:139).

SOIL, MINERAL AND STONE RESOURCES

A number of natural materials found in and around Grand Canyon were and still are used
by Southern Paiute people for manufacturing and ceremonial purposes. These materials included
stone, wood, minerals such as natural salt, and a hematite clay or pigment commonly known as
red ochre (Southern Paiute ompi).

Stone

Kelly mentions that pipes were made by men. Pipe bowls were fashioned from stone;
most of this stone was "a gray-blue-green color obtained in [a] cave of Grand Canyon near [the]
river" (Kelly 1964:47). Once collected, this stone was transported back home and shaped into
pipe bowls, and drilled with a stone tipped shaft for inserting a cane stem.

Salt

Kelly noted that Paiute people obtained a dark-colored "salt called timpi-oavi (rock salt)"
from the Grand Canyon (Kelly 1964:55). The San Juan Paiutes traditionally gathered salt from
the salt cave at the Little Colorado River junction. According to Kelly (1964:172), the salt was
"[c]ollected in a *cave where the water dripped all the time.’" The cave is described as "situated
on Little Colorado, some 30 miles north of Cameron.’" There is a San Juan legend that tells
how a supernatural being, danungwuts ("salt person”), visited the San Juan and left a trail to the
salt cave. The salt cave remains an extremely sacred site today.

74

-n



Kaibab and Shivwits elders recall using the salt cave around the now submerged town
of St. Thomas in Nevada. The Lake Mead reservoir inundated the town, along with portions of
an old Indian trail and wagon road that ran through present Mesquite and Overton.

Pigment

Dellenbaugh recorded that red ochre (ompi), used by Southern Paiutes who collected it
from "a cave down the side of the Grand Canyon off the Shivwits Plateau,” was used to paint
the legs of a table in the house of Lyman Hamblin. Hamblin told Dellenbaugh he had gotten the
paint from the Paiutes. Dellenbaugh noted that in addition to trading the ochre to the Mormons,
the Shivwits Paiute likely traded the hematite to Walapais, Havasupais, Apaches, and perhaps
"even as far east as the Pueblos of the Rio Grande" (Dellenbaugh in The Masterkey 7 [1933]:85-
87).

Kelly reported that there was some use of paint among Paiute people. "A red pigment
(ompi) looked ’just like red earth’; obtained in Ankati district and near Grand Canyon" (Kelly
1964:66).

Clay

Clay that was unique to the study area also was used for making pottery. Lowie
documented that

"The Paiute cooked in earthen kettles (pambd’n’) made of hard clay (widp).
According to one hardly convincing Moapa statement these used to be made by
a man specializing in the art for the rest of his people. This is indeed contradicted
by the Shivwits, who say their ’mud buckets’ [pambd ’ni] were made by women,
as we should expect. It proved impossible to have a pot made, but a brief
description was given. The clay used was of a yellow color but became brownish-
black on firing. Only two localities were believed to yield suitable material, one
near the Colorado River and the other to the south of the Reservation on a
mountain over which the Shivwits originally roamed, near the boundary line of
Utah and Arizona" (Lowie 1924:225).

INTERTRIBAL INTERACTION ACROSS THE COLORADO RIVER

The historical record is filled with accounts of Indian people crossing the Colorado River.
Most ethnographic accounts support this contention, collectively describing the Colorado River
as a place that was regularly crossed at more than two dozen locations. This perspective is
shared by contemporary Paiute people who have both oral history and personal experience about
crossing the Colorado River.

Only one ethnographer, Isabel Kelly, concluded mistakenly that the Colorado or Grand
Canyon was an effective barrier to communication south and southeast. Her consultants indicated
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that very few Kaibab people crossed the Colorado. One man had journeyed to Hopi country and
returned with knowledge of making pottery. Another man visited the San Juan Paiute and
reportedly returned and built the first sweathouse in Kaibab territory (Kelly 1964:86).

The journeys that Kelly documented, as well as trail and river crossing evidence
presented in this portion of the chapter, strongly support the position that Paiute people
frequently travelled to Grand Canyon, crossed the Colorado River in a variety of locations, and
interacted with other Indian people in mutual trade, ceremony, and marriage.

Trails North of the Colorado River

Kelly lists some trail routes that Kaibab Paiute people traveled, gleaned from consultants
and from secondary sources. One trail led from Antelope Spring in a direct line to the Canyon,
coming out just west of the mouth of Kanab Canyon (Kelly 1964:88). Another trail is said to
have run "along the western front" of the Kaibab Plateau to the Grand Canyon. A "branch to
the southwest reached [the] canyon just east of [the] mouth of Kanab Creek” (Kelly 1964:88).

Still another trail led from Cane Ranch to the Grand Canyon. According to Kelly, the
“trail apparently ran along eastern side of Kaibab Plateau, encircled a peak, and continued to
winter camp, just below rim of Colorado gorge" (Kelly 1964:89). She believed that this was the
same trail that Dellenbaugh (1909:92) wrote about in that it came "down from the north,
reaching the river a few miles below the Little Colorado."

Trails South of the Colorado River
Peach Springs-Diamond Creek Complex

Along the Colorado River frontier between Southern Paiute and Northeastern Pai
territories, the Peach Springs-Diamond Creek Canyon complex constituted the largest
topographical break in Grand Canyon configuration. It gave Paiutes easy access to the Pai trail
network. From the Colorado River’s south bank, native trails ascended both canyons at an easy
grade. Diamond Creek provided abundant drinking water, and Mesquite and Peach Tree Springs
flowed short distances down Peach Springs Canyon.

A male member of the Milkweed Canyon Band Pai who claimed to have been born about
1856, stated the following concerning Paiute-Pai relationships prior to the Walapai War. "They
were friends with the Paiutes across the river; they traded. Some were related. The Paiutes
stayed a few days to a month to hunt or trade, before the whites came." [Kate Crozier, July 22,
1953, p. 1 in H. F. Dobyns field notes recorded while preparing evidence concerning Pai
aboriginal territory to present to the United States Indian Claims Commission.]

Members of Joseph C. Ives’ exploring party followed a native guide into Peach Springs

Canyon in 1858, passing natives traveling along the trail. "Crossing the plateau north of Truxton
Canyon, Ives wrote ’a splendid panorama burst suddenly into view. In the foreground were low
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table-hills, intersected by numberless ravines; beyond these a lofty line of bluffs marked the edge
of an immense canon...The famous "Big Canyon’ was before us; and for a long time we paused
in wondering delight.”" Anglo-American awe at the scenery was not shared by two Walapai
guides who "plunged into a narrow and precipitous ravine that opened at our feet, and we
followed as well as we could, stumbling along a rough and rocky pathway...The descent was
great and the trail blind and circuitous. A few miles of difficult traveling brought us into a
narrow valley flanked by steep and high slopes” (Ives 1861:98-99), which was Peach Springs
Canyon near the springs (Dobyns 1954:20).

In 1867 during the Walapai War, Bvt. Lt. Col. William R. Price led a United States
cavalry scout into Peach Springs Canyon. Riding down Box Canyon, Price and his command
struck Peach Springs Canyon about five miles below Peach Springs. Price sent his pack train
up to those springs, and "continued down the bed of New River a hot and tedious ride...for
fifteen miles. At this point another large canyon entered...we came upon a small limpid stream
of water” which was Diamond Creek. Price returned up the canyon to Peach Springs. A couple
of days later, Price led his men out toward Diamond Creek Canyon "on an old Indian trail...We
continued on this trail for 20 miles without Sign of Water. We could see in the distance the
Valley and Canyon of the River" (U. S. Senate 1936:45-46) but gave up and returned to Peach
Springs (Dobyns 1954:18-19). Refugee Paiutes used this trail frequently while residing with the
Pine Springs Band Pai.

In 1881, U. S. Army Surgeon Elliott Coues rode through Peach Springs Canyon. "The
trail was plain, and though then unimproved, we made the descend on horseback, only finding
it convenient to dismount once or twice at some little jump-off” (Garces 1900:11:327).

Soon after the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad Company in 1883 began transcontinental train
service and the town of Peach Springs was established on the plateau above Peach Springs, an
entrepreneur hauling tourists from the station to the Colorado River bank via Peach Springs
Canyon converted the native trail into a Euroamerican wagon road (A. G. 1885:517).

Toroweap Valley-Prospect Canyon Trail Crossing

Convenient as the Peach Springs-Diamond Creek Canyon break was south of the
Colorado River, topography north of the stream did not make it the most convenient crossing
for Paiute-Pai interaction. Farther upstream, the Toroweap Valley afforded Paiutes ready access
to the inner gorge opposite Prospect Canyon, which provided Pai ready access to the inner
gorge. "The Prospect Canyon end of this feeder trail gave the Hualapais access to one of the few
natural breaks on the opposite rim of the Canyon by which Paiutes were able to descend to the
Colorado River to trade with them--the Toroweap Valley trail north of the River" (Dobyns
1954:18; Indian Claims Commission 1953:130 [Tony Tillahash]).

The trail from the Colorado River crossing to the Pai Inter-Canyon east-west trail

ascended Prospect Canyon and crossed the plateau separating it from Mohawk Canyon, up which
it continued. From the Inter-Canyon Trail perspective: "’There is another trail north quite a
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ways, trail to Whala Tev Giova [a rock shelter in Mohawk Canyon] and around way below to
Prospect Valley --the next canyon west of Mohawk Canyon’ (JM Aug. 10 p. 8). In Mohawk
Canyon this trail is still quite clear because of continued usage" (Dobyns 1954:17-18).

"Between the Hopi mesas and Mojave Valley the trade goods moving between the Pacific
Coast and the Rio Grande were carried along two parallel routes. North of the main trail in the
Hualapai country lay a much more rugged route twisting through the South Rim gorges breaking
into western Grand Canyon. This Inter-Canyon Trail converged with the Rio Grande-Pacific
Ocean Trail either in the Cerbat Mountains or in Mojave Valley. It was traversed mainly
between local points by Hualapais, and only occasionally by Havasupai traders going to the
Cerbat Mountain Band rancherias whose Hualapais traded directly with the Mojaves, or all the
way to Mojave Valley. In broader perspective, this section of the trail was only the western
section of the Canyon Rim route from Havasupai village to Oraibi known as "Moqui Trail.” On
Hamilton’s 1884 map of Arizona, part of the Hualapai portion of this route is shown as such a
westward extension of the ’Suppai & Moqui’ Trail west of Cataract Canyon to a point in
Mohawk Canyon corresponding to the Whala Kitev Giova and Oya Sivli Klavlava rock shelters,
and continuing west into the western Grand Canyon (Hamilton 1884: map). The entire route is
a single trail, the eastern portion of which was more heavily traveled--and much easier traveling.
It was by this trail that Father Francisco Garces returned to the Mojave Valley from Oraibi in
1776, accompanied from Cataract Canyon by *two Yavipais Jabesua [Havasupais] who brought
mantas, leggings, and pieces of cowhide to trade with the Jamajabs [Mojaves] for shells’ (Garces
1900:11:392-413)" (Dobyns 1954:13-14). This was the major inter-ethnic trading path Southern
Paiutes could and did reach from Toroweap Valley via the Prospect-Mohawk Canyon north-south
feeder trail.

"Havasupai traders had the option of taking one of the paths from their village to the
head of Truxton Canyon, there striking into the much easier Rio Grande-Pacific Ocean main
trail. The Hualapais themselves used the Havasupai section of the Inter-Canyon Trail as often
as the direct route to Oraibi around Cataract Canyon, beyond Havasupai Village following the
Havasupai *Moqui Trail’ to Oraibi through Havasupai country (YB May 23 p. 40).

“The main Hualapai trail into Havasupai Village is called simply Havsoowa
Inya’a--Havasupai Trail. It has no other special name (JM Aug. 20 p 7). The indefatigable Fr.
Francisco Garces was the first non-Indian to descend this trail, so far as is known. Lt. Joseph
C. Ives found the April sunlight on the plateau oppressively warm and was searching for
water--being without guides—-when he struck ’the head of a ravine, down which was a
well-beaten Indian trail. There was every prospect therefore that we were approaching a
settlement similar to that of the Hualapais, on Diamond river. The descent was more rapid’ (Ives
1861:105)" (Dobyns 1954:14-15).

Ives failed to reach Havasupai Village because he struck the trail with a vertical space

requiring using a ladder which one of his party broke. Having reached Havasupai Village via
this trail, Garces required his guides to lead him out by a different route.
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"A Mormon party under Jacob Hamblin sighted Cataract Canyon in March of 1863 and
struck a trail they were able to ride down. We, at one time, traveled about three miles
continuously on a trail made with considerable labor in the side of the shale rock. I do not
remember of a place in this distance where we could have turned our animals around to return,
had we wished to do so’ (Corbett 1952:221). These alternative trails all feed into the main
Hualapai "Havasupai Trail’ on the plateau.

"The "Havasupai Trail’ strikes off over the plateau southwest toward the Lagoon and Pine
Springs, passing some potholes in red rock just east of the modern Hualapai Indian Reservation
fence called Wila Hatoov Giyo’o (JM Aug. 20 p 7) and a spot just out from Pine Springs known
as Whala Tev Kal Koowa, "Place of Large Double-Trunked Pine Trees’ (JM Aug. 24 p 10).

"From Pine Springs this trail continued southwest to the head of Diamond Creek Canyon,
where it branched right down the canyon and left along the rim to Truxton Canyon (JM Aug.
24 p 3) via Inyak Tav Kava on the rim. Fr. Francisco was guided down the right hand fork in
1776, descending the length of Diamond Creek Canyon (Garces 1900:11:410). At the mouth of
Peach Springs Canyon he turned up-canyon to cross over to Hindu Canyon ("over some little
hills"), following the Hualapai trail to Spencer Canyon and either Milkweed or Mata Widita
Canyon where he topped out onto the plateau again before descending the escarpment into the
Hualapai Valley (Garces 1900:11:411-412). The section of this route between Mata Widita and
Milkweed Canyons and Diamond Creek through Spencer and Hindu Canyons was the route *The
people used to travel that way to Peach Springs, through Hindu Canyon--the old people’ (GT
Aug. 22 p 3)" (Dobyns 1954:15-16).

Crossing Points

Several locations along the river corridor served as crossing points, which Indian people
used to interact with neighbors. Lowie mentioned that "The Shivwits had the following scheme.
When there were people who could not swim they and the baggage got on the center part of a
log while some swimmers got in front to pull the raft and others in the rear to push it forward.
Thus they crossed the Colorado, the only river that required any such device...Another method
of carrying goods across was for a swimmer to take his load on his head, holding it with one
hand, and taking a long log under the other arm. A child might be carried across with its chin
resting on the person’s head" (Lowie 1924:249).

Travelers, including Navajos, crossed the river at a place known in Paiute as parovu
(parovi in Kelly 1964:89), meaning "crossing," or what is today known as the Crossing of the
Fathers, upstream from Lee’s Ferry. Lee’s Ferry, in turn, was called paru (pari in Kelly),
meaning "intersection of rivers," and referred to the confluence of the Paria and Colorado (Kelly
1964:89).

Kaibab Paiute people carried on commerce with the San Juan Paiutes, who crossed the

Colorado river and journeyed to the Kaibab Plateau to exchange what were likely Navajo rugs
for buckskin (Kelly 1964:90). Navajo people traded with Kaibab Paiutes by swimming across
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the Colorado River on the "’other side’ of Lees Ferry" (Kelly 1964:91). Again, blankets were
exchanged for buckskin.

Paiute Refuge Among the Hualapai

One of the most detailed accounts of Paiute people crossing the Colorado River was
provided to anthropologist Leslie Spier (1928:360-362) by a Havasupai informant between 1918
and 1921. The time period encompassed by the account is during the Walapai War, which began
in 1865. The events involving Paiute visitation to Havasupai and refuge among the Walapai
occurred between 1868 and 1879. These are discussed by year for convenience.

1866

On 12 April, Lt. Daniel Loosley reported from Fort Mojave, A. T., hostilities along that
post’s communication route with the Pacific coast. "At present the Chemehuaves and Piutes
appear to be causing a little trouble. Some three days ago three Whites were killed by the Piutes
between here and Camp Cady. I believe that if the whites will only leave the Indians alone there
will be no trouble” (Loosley 1866).

1867

"On May 30th, 1867, the Wallapi Indians said to be about 250 in number attacked the
mail at Beal Station, 40 miles from this post. It was guarded by an Infantry Corporal and 3 men
from here. There were also present the Mail Carrier and hostler and 4 other citizens with a
tearn, making ten (10) men in all...One of the Citizens...went out of the stockade, contrary to
the advise of the Soldiers, when he was mortally wounded and died the following day. They
report having killed five Indians. The Indians retired during the night...it is thought that there
are a number of Paiutes and Yavapais in this band" (U. S. Senate 1936:42). [It is extremely
unlikely that any Yavapais participated in this engagement.] A leader of the attacking Native
Americans identified Paiutes as participants.

"One of their number who appeared to be their leader and spoke very good English called
out to the men below that they (the Indians) were Hualapais, Paiutes and Navajos, and that they
were not going to allow one of the white men to get to the river alive and that the white men
should pass over or leave on the road" (Stevenson 1867:1-2).

Between 5 and 6 September, a prospector named James White inadvertently rafted
through Grand Canyon from the lower San Juan River to Callville. "On the thirteenth day I got
up and the moon was so bright I thought it was day, but it was about three o’clock. I set sail and
pretty soon I heard some voices and I hallowed and they hallowed back to me, and pretty soon
four or five Indians waded out in the water to their waists and got my raft and pulled me in to
shore. I asked them if they were friendly and they said yes. When I got to shore I saw about
seventy-five Indians and asked them and they said they were all friendly. I asked for bread and
one old squaw gave me some mesquite bread. I asked for more, but she said, "Me much
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papooses!’ and would not give me any more. This was about four o’clock in the moming on the
thirteenth day when I went out with the Indians. They stole a hand-axe and a revolver from me,
and one Indian wanted my coat. He was a Hualapai. He got a gun and was going to kill me, but
the chief of the [Pai]Utes said no." (White 1932:48-49).

[Taken at face value, White’s reminiscence indicates that he visited a comparatively large
Paiute encampment on the north bank of the river, which included at least one visiting and
armed Walapai. White’s account also documents Paiute utilization of edible pods of the mesquite
trees that grow at the low elevations along the Colorado river in the depths of Grand Canyon.]

On September 6, "I went down to my raft about day light and set sail again. I traveled
all that day. There were no rapids to amount to anything. That night I met some Indians and
traded them a revolver for a dog. They killed the dog and dressed it. I took the hind quarters.
They took the forequarters” (White 1932:49). [Although White’s reminiscence is too laconic to
indicate whether these natives were Paiutes or Pai, it documents dog consumption by one or the
other ethnic group. As a engineer-explorer who later ran the river commented: "I very much
doubt if White and Strole, after the death of Baker, knew or cared whether Utes, Sioux,
Hualapais, or Pai-utes were after them, just so they got away safely” (Stanton and Chalfant
1932:14). About 3 p.m. on his fourteenth day rafting down stream, White reached Callville
where Mormons pulled him from the river and fed him. The natives who shared a dog with
White may, therefore, have been Grass Spring Band Walapais encamped near present day Pierce
Ferry west of Grand Canyon.]

On "October 7th. Lt. Travis returned from Maj. Clendenen’s party reporting that when
Six miles north of the Spring previously found where they had camped, in moving along through
the foothills, they were attacked by a force of over 50 Indians, armed mostly with fire
arms...We subsequently learned positively that this was Chirino’s [Cherum’s] band, and that
between 80 and 100 warriors were concentrated there. The Pahutes who live on the opposite
bank of the Colorado, and who had heretofore been on friendly terms with the Hualapais, report
that 3 Indians were killed in this fight, but as we have no positive information they are not
reported” (U.S. Senate 1936:59). [For Paiutes across the Colorado River from the theater of the
Walapai War to report Cerbat Mountain Band Walapai battle casualties, they must have been
in frequent communication with the embattled western Pai bands.]

1868

In the summer, Walapai Chief Leve sued for peace, and regular army troops from Camp
Mojave continued scouting without precipitating engagements. "Knowing of a small band that
lived a short distance N. of Willows, on Sept. 4th Col. Young, Guide O’Leary, Indian
Interpreters, with five men of Co. "K", moved with me...fresh Indian signs were seen, and they
soon made their presence known to us by yelling from all directions;...I moved slowly to the
highest grounds, on which a number of them were, when five of them threw down their arms
and came in; it proved to be a hunting party of 55 Hualapais and 21 Sovintz [Sebits] Indians (a
branch of the Pahutes who live in the neighborhood of Diamond River on S. side of Colorado
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River.)...The Captain of the Hualapais in this party was Quam-a-la-poca” (U.S. Senate
1936:74).

"On Monday, [September] 7th, I started for Camp Mojave...From this scout I learned
the Ranges of the different Captains...Quam-a-la-poca ranges from Truxton Springs and Tank
Range N. and N. E. to Peach Springs, joining there with the [refugee] Sevitz Indians" (U.S.
Senate 1936:75).

"I have the honor to Report that on the 4 inst. [October] Cherrum, Kleva-heva, Wassa
Merima, Quam-a-la-poca, I have a Rind (and) Amorhoana, Captains, with about 250 Indians
(Hualapais) came in to this Post. They were most of Sherrum’s band, 150 of the warriors being
from N. of the Road.

"There were also in the party two Sevintz Indians with 22 warriors. There were also at
the Post at this time 50 Paiutes from up the river" (U.S. Senate 1936:77).

The majority of the refuge Shivwits band Paiutes apparently returned to their ancestral
homeland north of the Colorado River. At least two of them chose, however, to remain in Pai
country. They married women belonging to the Pai Pine Springs Band and became themselves
members of that band. One Paiute sire’s family died out, but descendants of "Indian Honga"
survive today as members of the Hualapai Tribe of Arizona. Members of this family have served
as elected officials of the Tribe. In mid-twentieth century, Pai still lived who were born not long
after the Walapai War and who preserved Pai oral history of the refugee Shivwits.

"He said there are three different kinds of tribes across the river--Chimwava, Shivits, and
Utes. I don’t know to which of these tribes Wilson Honga’s grandfather belongs. What he heard
was that quite a number of those Indians on the other side came across to live with the Pine
Springs Indians.

"That Honga’s father was Chimwava--there’s different names over there--called Paiutes.
One time these Pine Springs Indians were living in Wivwukwa’s country, and had big fires on
the Prospect Valley side. They built fires, lots of smoke started in that country. That bunch of
Chimwava--Paiutes--on the other side saw that and came across, and came to these places where
these Indians start fires, and mixed with them and lived with them, because before that quite a
number of Utes were living with them. Honga’s father and others came over and stayed with
them a while. Then when the others went home, he stayed and married a Pine Springs Indian.
Honga’s father married Wahathama’s sister. He belonged at Hapakute and that country.

"There’s another man, Paiute, married, too, Patoiva. They raised children from that
woman, but every one of them died. None are living. Patoiva died too." All these things that
he says were not what he saw happen, but was just a story he heard from his father. That little
story that Honga’s father and others came across because they saw fires on this side, he heard
that story from Honga’s father, the Paiute. Some of it he heard from his father. He says the
Honga-Walapai marriage must have happened before I was born, because the oldest Honga was
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a woman married in Supai. She died. The other one living here, Mrs. Ed Nodman, is old too.
She must be married way before I was born. Honga was older than me, too. [Young Beecher,
23 May 1953, pp. 5-6 in H. F. Dobyns field notes recorded while preparing evidence concerning
the location and limits of aboriginal Pai territory to present to the United States Indian Claims
Commission. Translated by Fred Mahone.]

1889

Most Pai bands participated in the Ghost Dance millenarian movement of 1889-1890.
"This dance made its first appearance among the Wallapais in May of 1889. The old chief
Surrum being the first convert, and the Paiute medicine men conferred the rights of the *ghost
dance,’ and the first dance of the tribe was held at an isolated point, called Grass Springs..."
(Mohave County Miner Nov. 29, 1890) immediately across the Colorado River from Paiute
country.

A Paiute missionary appears to have played a considerable and perhaps key role in
transmitting expertise in conducting Ghost Dance rituals from his people to the western band
Pai. U. S. Army officers informed federal investigator James Mooney (1896:814) that a Paiute
was "inciting" Walapais "to dance for the purpose of causing hurricanes and storms to destroy
the whites and such Indians as would not participate in the dances.”

Pai oral history preserved the Paiute missionary’s name as Panama’ita. Pai shaman Indian
Jeff (Doinhu’ka) "took Panamita among the Walapai, and then a party of prominent Walapai
including Jeff and several recognized chiefs went to St George and witnessed the dance"
(Kroeber 1935:198).

A local newspaper attributed the selection of the Grass Springs (Tanyika) Ghost Dance
ground to Paiute leaders of the millenarian movement. *The Piutes are responsible for the
gathering of the various tribes at Grass Springs. The medicine men of that tribe say that the
Great Spirit told them to gather all the good Indians at that place and sometime during two
moons the Hicos [i.e., haikoo, the Pai word for Anglo-Americans] would be totally wiped from
the face of the earth by some pestilence and they would become possessors of all the land again.
These medicine men keep apart from the rest of the Indians and claim to be in direct

* communication with the Great Spirit’ (Mohave County Miner Aug. 17, 1889)" (Dobyns and

Euler 1967:18).

As the intense Ghost Dance rites failed to achieve their millenarian goals, Pai dropped
out of the movement in early 1891. Consequently, "Old Sherum, head war chief of the
Wallapais, in company with one of his lieutenants, is on a visit to the Piutes near Utah. He has
gone to consult with the medicine men of that tribe in regard to his ghost dances which of late
have begun to lose interest for his savage fanatics..." (Mohave County Miner April 25, 1891;
Dobyns and Euler 1967:31).
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These ethnographic accounts serve to illustrate that the Colorado River was not a
formidable barrier. Instead, Indian people crossed it at a variety of locations for various reasons.
These crossing patterns will emerge more clearly as eyewitness accounts and other ethnographic
information are presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CHRONOLOGY OF SOUTHERN PAIUTE OCCUPATION

The process of human change in the Colorado River Corridor can be understood by
compiling eyewitness accounts. Most observers have chosen to organize eyewitness accounts by
time periods that seem to reflect particularly important social change processes or factors of
change. For example, an analysis of Southern Paiute responses to the arrival of Mormons in the
Arizona Strip suggests that Paiute adaptive strategies were radically altered once they lost the
power to effectively defend themselves and their traditional lands (Stoffle and Evans 1976). This
analysis defined two major periods. The first period, from 1863 to 1873, was defined as a period
of encroachment and competition during which Paiute people lost resources but primarily
retained most traditional lands (Stoffle and Evans 1976). The period from 1874 to 1909 was
defined as a period of domination and reciprocal manipulation, when most lands were lost to
Euroamerican and Paiute people were largely powerless to defend the remaining natural
resources (Stoffle and Evans 1976).

The following section of this chapter summarizes briefly the historical periods of
European and Euroamerican contact and colonization in the Colorado River Corridor region, as
well as later national efforts to protect and preserve the Grand Canyon environment, and the
impacts that these processes and policies had on Southern Paiute people. A subsequent section
presents recorded instances of Southern Paiute occupancy and use of the Colorado River
Corridor and their interactions with outsiders.

ETHNOHISTORICAL SUMMARY

Archaeological research has documented that Southern Paiute people occupied rock
shelters and former Pueblo ruins in the north rim portion of the Grand Canyon as early as 1150
AD (Euler 1969:9). Euler (1992:49) has recently revised the date of Paiute arrival to 1300 AD.
A Paiute midden near the mouth of Whitmore Wash has been radiocarbon dated at A.D. 1285
(Jones 1986; Fairley 1989:147).

Initial Euroamerican Presence in the Region: 1540-1850
Euroamerican travel into the region of the Colorado River Corridor began with Spanish

expeditions out of New Spain. Arizona became known to the Spanish as early as 1540 and
contacts between the Southern Utes and Spanish at Abiquiu and Santa Fe were made in the
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1600s, but explorations to the region were not extensive until the late 1700s. By that time,
journeys into the region were fairly common. The Spanish were familiar with the Ute and
Paiute territories and both official and unofficial trading took place. The Spanish believed there
were riches, especially silver, to be found in the area, so by 1765 the government had "decreed
that no person could enter into Indian country without a specific license from the provincial
governor” (Cutter 1977:6). In June 1765, an exploring party led by Juan Maria Antonio Rivera
was sent northwest from Santa Fe in search of a Paiute guide he had heard could lead him to
the Colorado River. The group traveled up through eastern Utah and reached the Upper
Colorado River near Moab. One of the explorers, Gregario Sandoval, later accompanied Fray
Francisco Atanasio Dominguez and Fray Silvestre Velez de Escalante into the same general area.
The Dominguez-Escalante expedition left Santa Fe on July 29, 1776 and took the Spanish
explorers into the Grand Canyon region where they came across Southern Paiute Indians living
north and south of the Colorado River.

On October 17, Escalante noted that the servants of the expedition obtained some pieces
of squash "from the "Parussi Indians," who are identified as the Shivwits Paiutes (Chavez and
Warner 1976:83, n330). On October 19, Escalante purchased from Uinkaret Paiutes "about a
bushel of seeds and all the cactus pears,” some of the latter being "fresh cactus pears already
ripened in the sun, and others dried in cakes”"...They told us that they called themselves
Yubuincariri..." (Chavez and Warner 1976:86, n336). The Uinkarets described themselves not
as cultivators but as gatherers of seeds, cactus fruits, pinon nut, jackrabbits and other game.
They told Escalante that the Shivwits people planted crops of corn and squash. They identified
neighboring Paiutes as "Payatammunis” and "Huascaris," the latter group being identified as the
"Cedar Indians" (Chavez and Wamer 1976:87, n338, n339). Escalante encountered
"Pagampachi” or Kaibab Paiutes on October 22. Kaibab individuals indicated that the
"Ytimpabichi" were their neighbors to the north-northwest (Chavez and Warner 1976:89, n350).
This term was translated or rendered as "Timpeabits, a Paiute band" (Chavez and Warner
1976:89, n351). Escalante crossed the House Rock Valley on October 24, and after crossing the
Paria River, they camped beside the Colorado (Chavez and Warner 1976:94, n364). They
attempted to cross the Colorado, knowing that the Kaibab and Uinkarets Paiutes they met had
advised them that the river "was very deep except at the ford," and they eventually crossed
successfully (Chavez and Warner 1976:95).

On November 7, the expedition came to Navajo Mountain, the name for which Escalante
recorded as "Tucane," meaning Black Mountain, and attributed to the Payuchis, or Southern
Paiutes (Chavez and Warner 1976:101, n390). Here they met the "Payuchi Yutas," among other
Indian peoples such as Utes (Chavez and Warner 1976:102-103). Given the location, there is
little doubt that these Paiutes were probably San Juan Paiutes. Bunte and Franklin (1987:42)
suggest that the term Payuchi may have referred "to only Paiutes living in the historic occupation
zone of the San Juans, whom they thus distinguished from Southern Paiutes in general." The
suggestion is based on the diary entry which describes these Paiutes as "the westernmost
Payuchis" (Chavez and Warner 1976:101; Bunte and Franklin 1987:42). Upon departing, the
expedition found the descending trail to be one maintained with stones and sticks, as well as a

86



constructed staircase "more than three yards long and two wide" (Chavez and Warner 1976:104;
Bunte and Franklin 1987:42).

Early Spanish influence on the Southern Paiutes was principally indirect. No discussion
of this indirect impact is complete, however, without recognizing that the primary effect of
Spanish exploration was demographic in nature. Imported Old World diseases to which Paiute
people had no immunity decimated the Paiute population through their trading networks with
other Indian peoples (Stoffle and Evans 1976; Stoffle and Dobyns 1982, 1983). These diseases
spread well beyond the Spanish frontier prior to any direct contact. In addition to the
demographic collapse among Southern Paiute people caused by contagious diseases, the spread
of horses and weapons to the Utes and Navajos increased the mobility of those groups and
intensified pressure upon the Southern Paiutes (Kelly and Fowler 1986). One result of the
increased contact between the Spanish and Utes was the development of active slave trading.
Slave raids by the Utes were devastating to many Southern Paiute bands, although the Kaibab
Paiutes appear to have escaped much of the Ute aggression (Malouf and Malouf 1945, Kelly and
Fowler 1986).

In 1823, Jose Antonio Vizcarra encountered Paiutes herding goats north of Hopi near
‘White Mesa, a short distance from modern-day Shonto, while on a military campaign against
a group of Navajos. He mistakenly assumed the Paiutes were Navajos and attacked, killing four
men and taking captives. When he realized they were Paiutes, he released them. Another
member of the expedition, Col. Francisco Salazar, encountered San Juan Paiutes near the
confluence of the Colorado and San Juan Rivers (Bunte and Franklin 1987:44-46).

The San Juan Paiute were encountered again by the Spanish in 1829. Antonio Armijo
headed up a pack train over the Old Spanish Trail. On November 30, Armijo recorded in his
diary that "At the water hole of the Payuche: three Indians were found, no trouble ensued, and
it was necessary to scale a canyon for which purpose we had to carry the baggage in our arms"
(Hafen 1947:94). The editor of the journal noted that the place may have been Piute Canyon or
a location near the canyon called Upper Crossing Springs. This trail leads down into the area
where San Juan Paiutes cultivated their fields. His journal entry suggests that he passed through
the fields and observed an impoundment dam for creek or spring water, which he described as
a lake and named it "Las Milpitas," or little cornfields (Bunte and Franklin 1987:46-47).

Anglo exploration in the Grand Canyon region first occurred in the early 1800s when
Jedediah Smith traveled in 1826 and 1827 from the Great Salt Lake to the Colorado River
(Woodbury 1931, Dale 1918). Smith came across the Shivwits Paiutes living along the Virgin
River. In the fall of 1830, William Wolfskill and George Yount attempted to follow Smith’s
route from the Sevier to the Colorado River (Woodbury 1944:128). The impact of the early
explorers and traders was most significant in that these individuals and groups found and
reported information about Indian trails that were then followed by others seeking to enter and
occupy the area.
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Fur trappers were also present in the west in the early years of the nineteenth century and
a few entered the Grand Canyon area, but these had little impact. In the late 1820s, Ewing
Young and his band of trappers moved up the Colorado River to the Bill Williams Fork but then
left the river and proceeded along the south rim of the canyon until reaching San Juan Paiute and
Navajo country south of the San Juan River (Hafen 1965:55). The Colorado River below the
Glen Canyon had little connection with the history of the fur trade because the “physical
character of the country precluded access to the river for the greater part of its length until it
emerged from the Grand Cafion near the mouth of the Virgin river” (Chittenden 1935:782). In
1849, a party of packers followed by several wagon trains set out from Salt Lake City for
Southern California. These groups traveled through Southern Paiute territory in western Utah
near the Virgin River but did not enter the Grand Canyon (Hafen and Hafen 1954).

Increased Euroamerican Pressure: 1850-Present

Furoamerican encroachment in the Colorado River Corridor escalated by the mid-1800s
and involved both permanent settlers and temporary visitors. Each of these groups had a
distinct influence on the region. Permanent settlers had tremendous impact on local resource
use and distribution. These included primarily Mormons and cattle ranchers. Temporary
visitors, in contrast, had more restricted immediate impact at the local level but served to
significantly alter the resource use patterns in the area through their contacts with people outside
the area and their influence on policy making. These groups included explorers and surveyors,
miners, and tourists.

Permanent Settlers

Sustained contact between Euroamericans and Southern Paiutes began in the mid-1800s
when the Mormons in Utah moved south toward the Colorado River. The impact of the
Mormons has been well documented. In the words of a Utah historian, "The declarations, and
in most cases the intentions, of the Mormon pioneers were friendly and constructive, but they
were nevertheless the carriers of cultural conflict and social disorganization as far as the Indians
were concerned" (Poll 1978:358). The Mormon settlers moved quickly to occupy areas
surrounding key water sources and began raising cattle and sheep (Pendleton 1939, Woodbury
1944). They also utilized Indian crossings of the Colorado River and by 1863 had established
ferries south of the mouth of the Virgin River and at and near Grand Wash to supplement the
Crossing of the Fathers (Woodbury 1944).

Cattle ranchers, both Mormon and non-Mormon, impacted the ecology of the area.
Large numbers of cattle helped disrupt native vegetation and deplete the area. Deliberate
changes, such as the removal of pinyon trees, served to further alter existing ecological patterns.
By the latter part of the nineteenth century, cattle was transported from the Arizona Strip to
other parts of Arizona across the Colorado River (Haskett 1936). Despite the changes, Southern
Paiutes continued to use the Colorado River Corridor to collect plants, hunt, and gather
minerals.
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In addition to the direct impact upon the Southern Paiute people and their lifestyles, the
presence of permanent settlers in the area altered intertribal relationships. Like the Spanish
before them, the Mormons established trading relations with certain Indian groups, often at the
expense of others. Especially significant was the decision by the Mormons to promote trading
with the Navajos. This, in effect, opened the Southern Paiute territory to Navajos, their
traditional enemies.

Temporary Visitors

Despite the more dramatic visible changes to the area brought about by permanent
settlers, temporary visitors had a significant impact on the extent to which resources in the area
were available to Southern Paiute people. These short term occupants generated local and
typically restricted disturbance in the immediate area, but their tendency to bring non-native
ideas and expectations with them and spread information about the area to a wide audience
proved to be at least as critical for the Paiutes. These persons affected regional and national
policy for the area. This, in turn, affected Southern Paiute occupation of the area and access
to the resources traditionally collected and utilized in the canyon, including plant resources,
animals, and minerals.

After the initial visits to the region by independent trappers and explorers, Euroamerican
activity increased due to U.S. government funding of exploration and survey parties. Official
national interest in the region included mineral exploration and the search for travel routes via
water and railroad. Exploring expeditions through the region include:

1) the Fremont expedition to the Rocky Mountains in 1844 that passed through
the confluence of the Virgin and Santa Clara Rivers (Fremont 1845),

2) Sitgreaves’ expedition along the Colorado River in 1852 in search of a
navigable route to the interior from the Pacific Coast (Sitgreaves 1853),

3) Whipple’s 1853-54 survey to ascertain a route for a railroad from the
Mississippi River to the Pacific Ocean (U.S. House of Representatives 1856)),

4) Lieutenant Ives’ exploration of the Colorado River in 1857 and 1858 in search
of a navigable passage from the mouth of the Colorado River inland (Ives 1861),

5) Simpson’s explorations across the Great Basin that included two visits to the
canyons of the Colorado River below the Crossing of the Fathers (Simpson 1876),

6) Macomb’s 1859 expedition from Santa Fe to the junction of the Grand and
Green Rivers taking the party along the southern side of the Colorado River
(Macomb 1876),

7) Powell’s 1869 and 1871-72 expeditions through the Grand Canyon,
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8) Wheeler’s several reconnaissance trips between 1869 and 1879 for the purpose
of topographic and geologic mapping (Wheeler 1875, USACE 1872, 1874, 1875),
and

9) Stanton’s 1889-90 railroad survey of the Colorado River (Stanton 1965).

The Mormons, too, were interested in Colorado River navigation by 1855, both as a
transportation route and a defense strategy for the south, and they began to investigate its
possibilities (Smith 1970). Mormon supported enterprises shipped goods from San Francisco
to the mouth of the Colorado River and then up the river to a point near the Grand Canyon in
1866 and 1867. (Arrington 1966:239). The failure of both waterborne and railroad surveys to
provide feasible transportation routes through the region led to the abandonment of grand
schemes for the canyon. However, the provisions for explorers and surveyors to enter the area
and the resulting reports and photographs that accompanied their return turned attention to the
region.

Miners were another group of temporary inhabitants of the Colorado River Corridor who
had a substantial impact on the region. Prospecting in the Grand Canyon began in the late 1860s,
but it was not until the 1870s that activity in the area was accelerated. Word of the discovery
of gold along the Colorado River within the Grand Canyon in 1871 was quickly transmitted to
the east via news reports and word of mouth (Thompson 1939, Kelly 1947). Miners flocked to
the canyons for several months before most were convinced that there was not much to be
gained there. Mormon reports indicate these individuals were frequently aggressive and
disruptive (Cleland and Brooks 1955). Southern Paiute people were excluded from use of the
area due to their presence. Passage of the Mining Law of 1872 established individual rights for
mining claims and set limits on those rights (BLM nd: 2). The law set the policies by which
U.S. citizens could stake claims for both metallic and nonmetallic minerals, but U.S. citizenship
was not unilaterally granted to American Indian people until 1924 (Citizenship Act of 1924, 43
Stat. 253, 1923-25). The onslaught of miners to the canyon ended rather quickly, but mining
continued in the canyon until the 1970s.

Another category of people who sought to exploit the resources of the Grand Canyon
region was that group interested in the timber available there. Both individuals and lumber
companies were successful in capturing the resources for their benefit and in controlling the
utilization of the land on which they were found. Though the activities of these people were
restricted largely to the forests surrounding the canyon, their presence and influence among
policy makers impacted the designation of the Grand Canyon region and the speed with which
policies were implemented (Morehouse 1993).
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The beauty and grandeur of the canyon proved eventually to be as significant for
attracting people to the area as the presence of valuable minerals and timber resources there.
The desire to preserve the area came initially from preservationists and increasingly from local
residents who saw a potential tourist industry on the horizon. The Grand Canyon became
recognized as one of several national treasures located in the west that could set the U.S. apart
from its European rivals (Runte 1987:27). As early as 1882, Senator Benjamin Harrison of
Indiana introduced the first bill to establish Grand Canyon National Park (Congressional Record
1882:3741). That legislation did not succeed, but the canyon had become a recognized tourist
spot by 1887, and tourist accommodations quickly became available (Wallace 1961, Poling-
Kempes 1989). Also, by 1890, several miners recognized that the canyon held greater economic
potential as a tourist attraction than as a source of mineral wealth. They improved existing
mining trails for use by tourists and began to actively work to attract more people to the area
(Billingsley 1976).

The canyon was rapidly brought into the wake of federal preservation activity that began
with the Forest Reserve Act of 1891. That Act authorized the presidents to proclaim permanent
forest reserves on the public domain. By 1893, Benjamin Harrison had become president, and,
by presidential proclamation, he created the Grand Canyon Forest Reserve within the Arizona
Territory. As a Forest Reserve, the area was to be managed for long-term productivity under
multiple-use conservation principles (Mackintosh 1991). As a consequence of forest reserve
status, the lands within the forest were regulated regarding 1) the taking of fish and wildlife by
hunting, trapping, or fishing; 2) removal of timber and timber products; 3) occupancy and use
of the lands; 4) control of water flow in structures such as dams or impoundments; and 5) any
other use of the land and resources, designated as "special uses."” Though the designation of the
Grand Canyon Forest Reserve was initially ignored by lumber companies, cattlemen, and miners
(Morehouse 1993), the establishment of the reserve put the land within the federal domain and
set the stage for future action. Livestock grazing was restricted on forest reserves through the
establishment of a permit system in 1901 (Wilkinson and Anderson 1987). At the time of the
establishment of the Grand Canyon Forest Reserve, the Southern Paiutes in Arizona were
ignored in the reports of both the Commissioner of Indian Affairs and the governor of the
Territory of Arizona, within which the reserved lands were found. Their title to the land was
therefore not recognized.

Activities to establish a profitable tourist industry in the Grand Canyon continued through
the end of the nineteenth and into the twentieth century. Several individuals began the
construction of tourist accommodations and competition between them grew. As a result, roads,
trails, and railhead access points were developed at multiple places along the south rim (Hughes
1978). Soon, efforts to develop the north rim and the construction of a trail and cable car across
the canyon from the south to the north rim were also undertaken (Woodbury 1944). In 1905,
the Grand Canyon Forest Reserve was enlarged by another presidential proclamation. From that
point forward, all federal action concerning what is today the Grand Canyon National Park was
accepted because the land was said to lie within the federal domain. For example, in 1906
Congress authorized the president of the United States to designate from within the Grand
Canyon Forest Reserve, the land north and west of the Colorado River, as a game preserve.
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That land was the only timbered portion of the Arizona Strip (Senate Report 1586:1). The new
designation provided greater protection from fires and created "havens of refuge for the
surviving wild birds, game, and fish" within the reserve (House of Representatives Report
4973:1). The authorization was approved because the land "[was] all public land, [was] now in
a state of reserve, and [was] protected by Federal custodians”" (House Rpt. 4973:1).
Subsequently, on November 28, 1906, the area was designated the Grand Canyon National
Game Preserve by presidential proclamation. The new designation protected deer while it
encouraged the hunting of predatory animals. Hunting mountain lions with dogs became a sport
on the north rim, and the first game warden for the Preserve was credited with killing more than
500 lions on the Kaibab Plateau (Hughes 1978). From 1906 to 1923, "more than eight hundred
cougars, thirty wolves, nearly five thousand coyotes and more than five hundred bobcats were
removed” (Woodbury 1944:192). The consequences of the near elimination of predators did not
become evident until the crash of the deer population in the 1920s (Russo 1964). Nevertheless,
the management policies and the addition of cattle, sheep and both wild and domestic horses
impacted the ecology of the area from the start.

The Southern Paiutes were granted reservations between 1903 and 1907, none of which
were within the Colorado River Corridor, although the Paiute Strip reservation on which the San
Juan Paiute people resided was bounded on the north by the Colorado River. This physical
separation from the area reinforced the exclusion of the Southern Paiutes from the canyon and
its resources.

In 1907, the head of the Division of Forestry redesignated forest reserves as national
forests to be managed for continuing use and development (Hughes 1978). A 1908 presidential
proclamation established the Grand Canyon National Monument within the Grand Canyon
National Forest. A national monument can be established by presidential proclamation, instead
of an act of Congress, only when the land in question is already federally owned (Hartzog
1988). Again, the initial assessment of the land as part of the public domain guided policy
making. As a consequence of the new designation, prospecting was forbidden and mining was
prohibited on all lands not covered by valid claims. An additional presidential proclamation and
an Executive Order within the same year enlarged the Grand Canyon National Game Preserve
within the Grand Canyon National Forest and established the Coconino and Kaibab National
Forests out of the remaining land of the Grand Canyon National Forest.

The number of visitors to the Grand Canyon grew annually throughout the early 1900s.
The first automobiles arrived at the south rim in 1902 and at the north rim in 1909 (Woodbury
1944, Hughes 1978). In 1915, 106,000 tourists visited the Canyon’s South Rim (Sen. Rpt.
1082). Tourism became more important than any other economic activity in the Canyon
(Hughes 1978). Legislation to create the Grand Canyon National Park continued to be introduced
into Congress (see Morehouse 1993). Interest in the creation of a national park at the Grand
Canyon was officially entered in the public record as resolutions of the Phoenix Chamber of
Commerce in 1915 (Vorkamp 1940 in Morehouse 1993) and the Yavapai County Chamber of
Commerce in January 1916 (Cong. Rec. 1916:1292). The idea was promoted by the first
director of the National Park Service and influential individuals elsewhere (Shankland 1951) and
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finally supported in both houses of Congress. In 1919 Congress established the Grand Canyon
National Park to consist of "996 square miles of public land" (S Rpt. 1082: 1). The Act repealed
and revoked the 1908 Executive Order and redesignated the lands lying within the new park
boundaries. Jurisdiction over the lands was transferred from the Forest Service to the National
Park Service at that time. The boundary lines were approved after review by the Department of
the Interior, the National Park Service, and the Congressman from Arizona, and it was "believed
that the line described in the bill is the proper one to secure a practical administration of both
the national park and national forest lands" (Sen. Rpt. 1082:3).

National Park designation shifted the purpose of the Grand Canyon. Consistent with the
objective of all parks, the primary purpose of the Grand Canyon National Park became "to
conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide
for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired
for the enjoyment of future generations" (National Park Service Act Section 1). The prohibitions
against mining and prospecting that existed for the National Monument were extended to the
entire park and private development within the area was restricted. Also, although the concept
of the national park has been credited to George Catlin, the western artist who desired to
preserve the animals and Indians of the western United States as representations of nature’s
beauty, the park designation further cut off the Southern Paiutes from their traditional resources
(Catlin 1926). At the time of the creation of the park, Coconino County, the Havasupai tribe,
and assorted individuals were recognized as possessing rights within the new park. Three
hundred ninety-one of the 613,120 acres of the park were privately owned (Cong. Rec. 1919:
1774). The Secretary of the Interior was encouraged to purchase the Bright Angel Toll Road
and Trail from Coconino County, the erection of buildings was restricted between privately
owned land and the rim of the canyon, and the Havasupai Tribe was allowed to remain within
the canyon. The year 1919 was also the year of the first recorded airplane flights over and into
the Grand Canyon. The first airport for Grand Canyon was located 20 miles south of the park
boundary. Airplanes were used for photography and providing scenic flights for visitors. An
airport was established on the south rim and planes also landed and were kept in a park on the
north rim (Hughes 1978). In 1923, the U.S. Geological Survey began the operation of a gauging
station within the Grand Canyon at the confluence of Bright Angel Creek and the Colorado
River. The station recorded fluctuations in river rise and fall and stream discharge.

With the establishment of the Grand Canyon National Park, tourist development on the
north rim was pursued in earnest. Bus trips, mule trips into the canyon, and lodging were
provided. River trips through the canyon also increased (Lavender 1985, Hughes 1978),
especially after the completion of Glen Canyon Dam. The National Park Service began efforts
to acquire any private or state-owned land within the park as soon as the area achieved national
park status and thus acquired many mining claims as well. As additional land was added to the
park, the restrictions on mining and development were extended to the newly acquired lands as
well. By November 1974, prior to the 1975 enlargement of the park, John Hance’s asbestos
mining project had not reverted to the national park (Billingsley 1976:86). The Orphan Mine was
also considered active and remained under private ownership until the late 1980s. The Grand
Canyon Enlargement Act of 1975 expanded the park boundaries again to include the Grand
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Canyon and Marble Canyon National Monuments. The Act also expanded the Havasupai
Reservation and designated 95,300 acres as Havasupai Use Lands within which hunting,
gathering of plants, and other traditional activities would be permitted. At the same time, the
Act generally prohibited the renewal of grazing permits beyond 1985. The Southern Paiutes have
remained excluded from any activity in the park, although the 1975 Act authorized and
encouraged the Secretary of the Interior to enter cooperative agreements with interested Indian
tribes for the protection and interpretation of the Grand Canyon in its entirety and the Kaibab
Paiutes received an offer from the Canyon archaeologist to use the natural and cultural resources
on the north rim of the Canyon. The north rim has become heavily used by tourists and pressure
continues to be exerted for further development of the area.

The next section presents recorded instances of Southern Paiute use of the Colorado River
Corridor. These observations were recorded by explorers, trappers, and Mormon colonists who
kept diaries of their activities in the region of the Grand Canyon. Such individuals also recorded
the presence of other American Indian peoples in the area. Besides documenting their
observations of Indian peoples, diarists recorded the processes of colonization, change and
development in the Grand Canyon region. Recorded instances of these processes are also
presented in the following section.

DOCUMENTED HISTORY IN THE COLORADO RIVER CORRIDOR

The following eyewitness and oral history accounts are organized by time periods. Within
time periods, however, accounts have been kept together by eyewitness. Isolated observations
are similarly recorded by time. The following section presents (1) eyewitness accounts of
Southern Paiute occupancy and use of the Colorado River Corridor, (2) recorded instances of
Euroamerican activities in the area of Grand Canyon, and (3) evidence that other Indian people
visited and used portions of Southern Paiute territory.

Euroamerican Chroniclers

Documentation on the various journeys into the Colorado River Corridor is varied.
Many reports and descriptions provide at most a couple of sentences regarding Southern Paiute
presence in the region at the time of the visit. However, several individuals kept detailed diaries
of their experiences. These individuals and their purposes in the region are briefly described
here.

Jacob Hamblin was an Indian agent for the Mormon Church. Hew was called to
establish missions and seek suitable places for Mormon expansion into Southern Utah and
beyond. He began his work in Southern Utah in 1854 and traveled across the Colorado River
in 1858 and 1859 on expeditions to the Moqui (Hopi) Pueblos. Between 1859 and 1863,
Hamblin made four additional trips across the Colorado River.

Thales Haskell accompanied Jacob Hamblin on Hamblin’s second trip across the
Colorado River to visit the Moquis in the fall of 1859. Haskell and one other individual
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remained with the Moquis for a year before returning back across the river. He recorded his
experiences in a daily journal.

George Y. Bradley was one of Major John Wesley Powell’s chief boatmen on the First
Colorado River Expedition in 1869. Bradley also assisted with geological work. He kept
detailed notes of the journey and recorded many encounters with Paiutes and other Indians in
the Grand Canyon region.

John D. Lee was a Mormon pioneer who established several homesteads on and near the
Colorado River. His home at the junction of the Paria and Colorado Rivers was established
sometime between 1869 and 1872. The location was a major crossing of the river and later
became Lee’s Ferry. '

The Second Colorado River Expedition led by John Wesley Powell began at Green River,
Wyoming on May 22, 1871. The expedition left the Crossing of the Fathers on the Colorado
River on October 13, 1871. For more than a year from that date, members of the expedition
were in and around the Grand Canyon and Colorado River region exploring, mapping,
surveying, and taking photographs. All but one participant in the expedition kept journals, and
a majority have been published (Morgan 1948-1949). Members of the expedition were often
split into groups to accomplish particular tasks, so individual accounts describe different
encounters with the Indians living in the region.

Frederick S. Dellenbaugh was an artist and topographer of the Second Colorado River
Expedition led by John Wesley Powell. His experiences in 1871 and 1872 were recorded and
published as a narrative, 4 Canyon Voyage, in 1908.

Francis Marion Bishop also served as a topographer of the Second Powell Expedition.
His journal records his time in the Grand Canyon region between October 1871 and June 1872.

E.O. Beaman began his work in the Grand Canyon region as the photographer to
Powell’s Second Expedition. In February 1872, Beaman left the expedition and began
independent work in the region. He attempted a trip across the Colorado River to visit the
Modqui Pueblos in April 1872 but was unsuccessful. He began a second journey in May of that
year and successfully traveled across the Colorado River and reached the Moqui Pueblos in
August.

Jack Hillers was the second photographer to the Second Colorado River Expedition. He
spent considerable time going into the Grand Canyon and its tributaries to photograph the
scenery.
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W.C. Powell participated in the 1871 Powell Colorado Expedition as an assistant to the
party’s official photographers. He spent much time in camp preparing photographic plates, and
his journal records numerous encounters with Paiutes and other Indians.

Stephen Vandiver Jones was another topographer with the Second Powell Expedition.
His journal records his work in the Grand Canyon from October 1871 until December 1872.
He accompanied the exploring party through the Grand Canyon and was also charged with
completing topographic work in the vicinity of Pipe Springs, Kanab, and Lee’s Ferry between
August 1 and December 12, 1872. He had frequent encounters with Paiutes and other Indians
in the area, and these are recorded in his journal.

Almon Harris Thompson was an astronomer and topographer on the second Powell
expedition. His diary records his experiences in the vicinity of the Colorado River from October
1871 to December 1873.

John Hanson Beadle was a newspaper reporter who traveled through the west for five
years. He crossed the Colorado River at Lee’s Ferry in the early 1870s and encountered Paiutes
as he traveled across their territory.

In addition to the diaries, information about Southern Paiutes in the Colorado River
Corridor is scattered throughout the Walapai Papers, a collection of historical reports,
documents, and extracts from publications relating to the Hualapai Indians.

As mentioned above, the following accounts are broken into various categories: The first
subsection, Early Historic Accounts of Southern Paiutes, is broken into categories that include
1) early Spanish and Euroamerican explorers’ accounts, 2) entries from various early
Euroamerican diarists, named in the headings, from 1859 to 1873, and 3) other miscellaneous
accounts from 1875 to 1900. The second subsection, Chronology of Euroamerican
Encroachment, repeats the same general categorical progression with multiple entries from
individual chroniclers grouped together under a separate subheading, and other miscellaneous
accounts. Finally, the third subsection, Chronology of Native American Encroachment, presents
various recorded instances of the presence of other American Indian peoples in the traditional
portions Southern Paiute territory along the Colorado River Corridor.

EARLY ACCOUNTS OF SOUTHERN PAIUTES AROUND GRAND CANYON

1735 Spanish Exploration of Colorado River: "If the Tizon [mistakenly assumed to be
the Colorado River] were as wide as the Payuchi said, but nonetheless crossable,
the Spaniards were to find out if the Payuchi intelligence concerning a great
defensive trough beyond the river might be correct and whether it provided an
impassable barrier to penetration of the other side of the river" (Cutter 1977: 10).

1765 Spanish Exploration of Colorado River: "The governor in Santa Fe, Tomas Velez
Cachupin, now alerted to the possible advantages of more complete knowledge
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of the area to the northwest, had determined to send Rivera and his companions
once again to the little-known area...Rivera was to locate the Payuchi who had
earlier in the year offered to show him the route to the Rio del Tizon (mistakenly
assumed to be the Colorado River). To ensure their cooperation he took with him
some tobacco and had been warned not to let the Indians have the least cause for
displeasure. The instructions also stated that once the great Rio del Tizon had
been found, he was to note the nations of natives that inhabited it on both banks,
to find out if there were large towns on the other side of the river, and to learn
whether or not there were white, bearded strangers dressed in the European
manner. If there were no evident danger in doing so, some explorers should
cross the river, accompanied by the Payuchi, or the interpreter, as well as by
some of those people who were experienced in trade with these natives. In doing
so it would be necessary to pretend that they were not Spaniards and to not give
reason to anyone to believe that they were there for the purpose of exploration,
but rather that they were coming for commerce and trade as was the custom"
(Cutter 1977: 9-10).

Spanish Contact with Shivwits Paiutes: On October 16, the Dominguez-Escalante
expedition’s servants obtain squash from the Shivwits Paiutes (Chavez and
Warner 1976:83).

Spanish Contact with Uinkarets Paiutes: On October 19, the Dominguez-Escalante
expedition purchases seeds and cactus fruits from the Uinkaret Paiutes, who
describe their Paiute neighbors to them. The expedition had previously
encountered the Cedar Paiutes (Chavez and Warner 1976:86-87).

Spanish Contact with Kaibab Paiutes: On October 22, "These Indians are called
Pagampachi in their language, and their immediate neighbors along the north and
northwest, Ytimpabichi" (Dominguez-Escalante Journal 1776, in Warner
1976:89). Footnote identifies Pagampachi as the Kaibab band of the Paiute
Indians and Ytimpabichi as the Timpeabits, a Paiute band.

Spanish Contact with San Juan Paiutes: On November 7, Dominguez and
Escalante travel in the Navajo Mountain area. On November 9, they encounter
San Juan Paiute camps in the Weed Bench area (Chavez and Warner 1976:101-
103). The diary notes that Paiutes and Hopis "share great enmity” (Chavez and
Warner 1976:103). On November 10, they ask through an interpreter if the
Paiutes would sell them provisions, but the Paiutes respond that they have none
(Chavez and Warner 1976:103-104; Bunte and Franklin 1987:41).

"...but as to the points of the compass and the number of days there is much
contradiction in the notion of the reverend padre that the transit has itself to seek
(i.e. must be sought) through the Yutas who live at the confluence of the rivers
to the north of the Moqui of whom I learned that they were friends of New
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Mexico, and that, having here passed the Rio Colorado, they roam southwest,
descending to the Chemeguet Cajuala who live on the other side, and seeking the
Rio de San Felipe, they follow it to where I was" (Garces 1776:469-475, in Alter
1928:55).

Vizcarra encounters a group of San Juan Paiutes near White Mesa and, assuming
them to be Navajo, kills four and takes seven captives, who are later released
when it is realized they are Paiutes (Bunte and Franklin 1987:44-45).

Colonel Francisco Salazar, a member of Vizcarra’s expedition, encounters San
Juan Paiutes at the confluence of the San Juan and Colorado Rivers (Bunte and
Franklin 1987:45).

Paiute tools: "The Pa Ulches have a number of marble pipes, one of which I
obtained & Send you-altho’ it has been broken since I have had it in my
possession-they told me there was a quantity of the same material in their
country.-I also obtained of them, a Knife of Flint which I send you, but it has
likewise been broken by accident.” (Smith’s Letter to Clark, Woodbury 1931:44)

Antonio Armijo encounters San Juan Paiutes and documents cultivated fields and
water impoundment around Paiute Canyon, east of the Colorado River (Hafen
1947:94-95; Bunte and Franklin 1987:46-47).

(Apparently near the Virgin River) "Next day we traveled and found some Indian
caches from which we took some corn and squash and melons, leaving in their
place some knives and awls and beads. We were soon on the Colorado river."
(Adams 1930:11)

(Comments of Doctor Lyman, who traveled through the region of the Colorado
in 1841, transmitted through T.J. Farnham.) "Piutes.-The northern banks of the
Colorado, the region of Severe [sic] river, and those portions of the Timpanigos
desert where man can find a snail to eat, are inhabited by a race of Indians,
which I have partially described in my former book of travels before mentioned,
under the name of Piutes...The food of these Indians is in conformity with the
character of the country they inhabit. They collect the seeds of grasses, growing
on the margins of the springs and salt ponds, roast and pulverize them between
two stones, and then boil them into a thick mush. Upon this they subsist
tolerably well while the gathering season continues; but being too stupid and
improvident to make provision for the remainder of the year, they are often in the
most wretched condition of want. Sometimes they succeed in ensnaring a hare,
the flesh of which they eat, and the skin of which they cut into cords with the fur
adhering; and braid them together so as to form a sort of cloak with a hole in the
middle through which they thrust their heads. The bark of pine trees growing on
some of the trap mountains, is also a general article of food; so are the roots!
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Ants, grasshoppers, and lizards, are classed among their choicest dainties.” (T.J.
Farnham, cited in Snow 1929:77-78)

Dr. P. G. S. Ten Broeck, a surgeon at Hopi, records in his journal: "I saw three
Payoche (San Juan Paiute) Indians today. They live on a triangular piece of land,
formed by the junction of the San Juan and the Colorado of the West..." (quoted
in Schoolcraft 1860:82-83; reprinted in Euler 1966:70; Bunte and Franklin
1987:56).

Paiute cross Colorado River to visit Havasupai: A group of Paiutes crossed the
Colorado River to visit Havasupai village. Eyewitness account of the event by
Sinyella (a Havasupai elder), oral account was recorded by Spier in 1918-1919
(Spier 1928:360).

Shivwits Paiutes: "The Seovietz are a small nomadic tribe, who live by hunting,
upon roots, mice, &c., along parts of the valley of the Colorado, in the Grand
Wash, and numerous canons and narrow valleys that lead into it. Here and there
they plant small fields of corn, wheat, squashes, and melons, but the amount
raised furnishes only a small share of their subsistence. South of the Colorado,
about New Creck and Diamond Creek, they are quite successful in hunting, but
to the north they live a squalid and miserable existence. At the date of our
crossing the Colorado, a party of volunteers and Pah-Utes, about seventy in
number, had just been collected to go on a scout with General Crook against the
Apaches." (Simpson 1876: 37)

Paiute Camp on Colorado River: A camp of Indian were observed by Jacob
Hamblin’s missionary expedition to the Moqui on November 1, 1859. The camp
was located on a small creek of alkali water on the trail just above the west bank
of the Colorado River near the mouth of the Pahreah River (Corbett 1952:172).

Paiute Home on the Colorado River: Jacob Hamblin’s Paiute guide said that an
Indian lived on the opposite side (eastern bank) of the Colorado River. The next
day several "Ute Indians" arrived and talked with Jacob Hamblin just before he
crossed the Colorado on November 2, 1859 (Corbett 1952:173).

Paiutes cross Colorado River to live with Pine Spring band of Walapai:
Eyewitness account of event by Sinyella (a Havasupai elder); oral account was
recorded by Spier in 1918-1919 (Spier 1928:360-362). Paiutes crossed river in
rafts to escape Mormons. Lived several years [ten or fifteen?] with Pine Spring
Walapai and traded regularly with the Havasupai. Arrived and returned as a

group.
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Haskell’s Journal
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1859
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(October 27) "Remained in camp. Traded some with the Indians. They said that
the Indian that we wanted to guide us across the Colerado was off on a hunt. We
therefore concluded to go to the old Ute trail [the Crossing of the Fathers]. If we
could have got a guide we had been thinking of making a boat or raft and going
a more direct route and missing some 4 or 5 days of hard traveling. br Hamblin
gave the head and entrails of the beef to the Indians and stuffing themselves to
their hearts’ content, they all left except one old gent who honored us with his
presence over night" (Haskell’s Journal, 1944:76, brackets in original).

(October 28) "Remained in camp...Old Indian loaded himself with bones, scraps
of rawhide, & left. Shortly afterwards a young Indian came to camp with
antilope skins to trade. br Hamblin I think gave him some amunition for them.
18 miles from mountain camp to this place. Good feed and water here but not
much wood" (Haskell’s Journal, 1944:76).

(October 29) "Got things together and started, leaving several Piutes on the
campground. br Shelton stopt behind to drive up the ox. We traveled a short
distance when an Indian came running and said that Shelton could not drive the
ox and wanted to help. br Crosby went back to help him" (Haskell’s Journal,
1944:76).

(October 30) "Had a good view of the Colerado, the trail leading us in close to
it in this place. Came to quite a large creek emtying into the river [Paria River]"
(Haskell’s Journal, 1944:76).

(October 31) "Very hard pack on our mules, and in some places very dangerous.
We however had no bad luck. As we were traveling along we saw a smoke rise
and then the fire was suddenly put out. We concluded that we were discovered
by Indians...As we were eating some Indians made their apearance, one of which
had never seen a white man before. He acted very wild and timid. We gave
them some meat which they seemed to relish very much. They apeared to be
friendly and one agreed to go with us as pilot" (Haskell’s Journal, 1944:77).

(November 1) "Traveled a mile or 2 and came to the Utah trail. Went on some
distance farther and came to a small creek of alkali water and a camp of
Indians...Came to a deep, muddy, nasty ravine leading to the Colerado. Had all
we could do to get the animals down into it and after we got down had to unpack
several mules before we could get through the river, it being so muddy. We
however, after wading through much tribulation in the shape of mud, water,
willows, bulrushes, &c. succeeded in getting down to the ford where our 2 Indian
guides said that the river was too high to cross and refused to take the lead. We
however concluded to try it and bro Hamblin and myself started in. The Indians
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having provided themselves with long willows anchored themselves to br Peirce,
he holding to one end of the willows and they to the other. We got out a short
distance when our guides got frightened and went back to the shore, yelping and
powowing, telling us all to come back or we would be drowned. We however
went ahead, got into deep water, floundered around a while, and finally took the
Indians advice and went back-not in very good humor by the way, as we were all
wet up to our middle-packs, blankets, guns &c most all wet-and a devil of a cold
night in the bargain. I gave the Indians quite a lecture for being cowards and
good-for-nothing skunks for not taking the lead, they being acquainted with the
ford. They only said they were afraid” (Haskell’s Journal, 1944:77).

(November 2) "Guide said there would be an Indian in camp that lived on the
other side and knew the ford and would not be afraid. He arrived in due time
with several others. They stood on the bank and jabered awhile and finely said
that the water was too high. Said we had better wait 8 or 10 days till it got
lower...The Indians by this time had all left...[The group crossed anyway.) Saw
no more of the Indians" (Haskell’s Journal, 1944:78).

(November 5, 50 miles from the Colorado according to previous days’ estimates
of travel) "Saw a big fire to the right of us. Bro. Hamblin and Pierce went onto
a high rock and struck up a big light thinking to raise some Indians. In a short
time four made their appearance. Said there was plenty of water at their camp
which was only about a mile from us” (Haskell’s Journal, 1944:79).

(November 6) "Heard something yell. Some pronounced it a wolf and some an
Indian. I thought it was an Indian. Went to bed. Had not fairly got to sleep when
2 Indians came to camp. Said there was plenty of water at their camp a short
distance to the right of the trail. They lay down awhile but soon got so cold that
they got up and went to their own camp” (Haskell’s Journal, 1944:79-80).

(November 7) "Commenced packing at daylight. Soon discovered another Piute
coming. He led out and we followed about a mile and a half to water where some
four or five of them were camped. We traded for some antelope meat and took
breakfast. Remained in camp and let the animals rest. bro Young traded his gun
for a pony and blanket with an Indian. bro Shelton went a hunting and discovered
some ancient ruins..." Footnote places the travelers, "Near the trail from the
Colorado River across the Shato Plateau and Black Mesa, Arizona, to the village
of Oraibi, ruined villages and farmlands mark sites once occupied by ancient
Pueblo tribes. The particular ruins mentioned by Haskell seem not to have been
described by archaeologists" (Haskell’s Journal, 1944:80).

(November 8) "One Indian volunteered to go with us. Took breakfast, packed up,

and started. Traveled 18 miles and camped at Kootsen tooeep. Indians said that
we had better keep a good lookout for our animals as we were in Navijoe
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country” (Haskell’s Journal, 1944:80). Bunte and Franklin (1987:61) render
Haskell’s "Kootsen tooep” as ku’utsian tuvwip, which translates as "my father’s
older brother’s/younger brother’s child’s country,” confirming that these were
resident San Juan Paiutes.

Walapai Papers

1867

1867

1867

1869

(June 30, Extract from Report of John Feudge, Superintendent, U.S. Agent,
Colorado River Indians) "The hostile determination of the chief and his followers
arises from the killing of the head chief of their tribe, Wauba-yuma, in the winter
of 1865, by some Americans; and because the Mohaves rejected the overtures
made them by the disaffected or aggrieved Hualapais to unite with them in
conjunction with the Chimihueves and Piutes to exterminate or drive out of the
country all the whites, their hatred of the Mohaves has become as great as it is
towards the whites" (Walapai Papers, U.S. Senate 1936:41).

(July 20, Letter to Assistant Adjutant General of the Department of California)
"It will also be necessary that there be security on the road East of the river, that
the Piutes in the Nanigocian range should by the Exhibition of a large Command
be notified that War would be made against them is they did not cease their
depredations. On the thorough whipping of the Hualapais, I think they would
Consent to be peaceful. They are in Communication and I think a number of the
Piutes are on this side of the River" (Walapai Papers, U.S. Senate 1936:47).

(October 29, Consolidated Report of operations against Indians in the Upper
Colorado District to Assistant Adjutant General of the Department of California
from Camp Mohave) "The Indian guides, Varanap and Pauline were here sent
into Camp Mohave. The former was a prominent Chief of the Paiutes, who I had
succeeded in getting to accompany me for the reasons that I would be sure of no
outbreak from them while absent, that I wished to get them in hostility with the
Hualapais, whose Country adjoins theirs, separated by the Colorado River, and
that T wanted them to know the strength of my Command and how much better
it was to be at peace than at War. When he left he agreed to get all the Pahutes
in to Camp Mohave and have a talk, and to advise them all to come upon the
reservation" (Walapai Papers, U.S. Senate 1936:62).

(April, Report of Brevet Brigadier General of the Eighth U.S. Cavalry,
Commanding District of Arizona regarding Hualapai hostilities) "Their
ammunition is supposed to be obtained principally from the Mormon Settlements
on the Upper Colorado, either directly or through the Pah-Utes" (Walapai Papers,
U.S. Senate 1936:91).

102




1869

1869

1870

1870

1871

1871

(Fuly 21, Report of Lt. Col. Roger Jones regarding the Hualapais) "It is believed
that they obtain ammunition from Mormon settlements on the Upper Colorado,
either directly or through the Pah-Utes" (Walapai Papers, U.S. Senate 1936:93).

(August 26, a few miles above Separation Rapids on the Colorado River) "We
found an Indian camp today with gardens made with considerable care. The
Indians are probably out in the mountains hunting and have left the gardens to
take care of themselves until they return. They had comn, mellons [sic] and
squashes growing. We took several squashes, some of them very large, and
tonight have cooked one and find it very nice. Wish we had taken more of them.
The corn and mellons were not up enough to be eatable. There were two curious
rugs hung up under the cliff made of wildcat skins and sewed like a mat. They
were quite neat looking and very soft, probably used for beds. They had no
regular lodges but seemed to live in booths covered with brush and corn-stalks.
From signs and scraps of baskets we judge they are Utes, probably Pah-Utes
[Paiutes]” (Bradley’s Journal, Darrah 1947:69).

(September 17) "Yesterday we made the Spring at the Uingkaret [Uinkaret]
village, and today we are off for the Canon" (Bishop’s Journal, Kelly 1947:161,
brackets in original).

(September 19) "After resting awhile Mr. Hamblin and our Indian guide (one of
the Uingkaret Utes) struck off to try and find a pass for our animals” (Bishop’s
Journal, Kelly 1947:161). The group was attempting a descent to the river in the
vicinity of Toroweap Canyon.

"When we arrived on the cliffs before crossing the Colorado, the Piutes living in
the Navajo Country came to me and said as they had taken part with the Navajos
in raiding on our people, they desired to have a good peace talk. They were about
thirty in number..." (Hamblin’s diary, Little 1971:104). This meeting took place
with San Juan Paiutes on the east side of Ute Ford (Bunte and Franklin 1987:63).

Dellenbaugh’s Diary

Patnish, San Juan Paiute leader--"The only Indians the settlers dreaded were some
renegades, a band of Utes and Navajos, collected by a bold and skillful chief
named Patnish, whose ’country’ was south of the Colorado around Navajo
Mountain. He was reputed to be highly dangerous, and the Kanab people were
constantly prepared against his unwelcome visits. He had several handsome
stalwart sons, who dressed in white and who generally accompanied him. Though
Patnish was so much feared, I do not remember to have heard that he committed
any depredations after this time" (Dellenbaugh 1908:167-168).
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Tapeats Creek-- Dellenbaugh (1908:240) recorded that on September 6 they
reached a "fine clear cold creek" that they named "Tapeats Creek, because a
Paiute of that name, who had pointed it out to the Major from the Kaibab,
claimed it."

Shinumo Canyon--"On Wednesday, March 6th, the whole party packed up and
left the valley by its narrow canyon outlet, a tributary of the Kanab Canyon. It
began eight hundred feet deep and continually increased. We called it Shinumo
Canyon because we found everywhere indications of the former presence of that
tribe” (Dellenbaugh 1908:184).

Mt. Trumbull--"The next day [March 22] we travelled on over hilly country,
following a moccasin trail, with here and there cedar groves as we approached
nearer to the mountains. On the edge of night traces of water were found in a
gulch near the foot of Trumbull...I scoured the vicinity in search of a spring or
pocket, but though we found many old wickiups there was no water. The
Uinkarets had evidently camped here in wet weather” (Dellenbaugh 1908:186).

Separation Rapid--Dellenbaugh reported that "Jacob through one of his Pai Ute
friends had information that they [Shivwits Paiute] were preparing to lay an
ambush" (Dellenbaugh 1908:243).

Oak Spring--"Near the Oak Spring camp was an extensive sheet of lava, seeming
to have cooled but a year or two before...Beside this spring one of the men from
the ranch had found a human skeleton, covered with fragments of lava, with the
decayed remains of a wicker water-jug between the ribs, marking some
unrecorded tragedy" (Dellenbaugh 1908:188). March 28.

Toroweap--"The following day Jack and Fennemore went down to the brink of
the Grand Canyon, at the foot of a sort of valley the Uinkarets called
Toroweap..." (Dellenbaugh 1908:192).

Black Rock Canyon--"At two o’clock I reached Black Rock Canyon, where there
was a water-pocket full of warm and dirty water, but both the mule and I took a
drink and I rode on, passing Fort Pierce at sunset. Off on my right I perceived
ten or twelve Shewits Indians on foot travelling rapidly along in Indian file, and
as the darkness fell and I had to go through some wooded gulches I confess I was
a little uncomfortable and kept my rifle in readiness; but I was not molested and
reached camp about ten o’clock...” (Dellenbaugh 1908:193). April 20.

Paiute guide--May 31--"Towards night we passed another very small settlement

called Clarkston, and camped near it, the last houses we would see for some
time. Several Pai Utes hung around, and Prof. engaged one called Tom to
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accompany us as interpreter and, so far as he might know the country, as guide"
(Dellenbaugh 1908:197).

(June 1) "In one of the dry gulches we passed a grave, marked by a sandstone
slab with E. A. cut on it...They were the remains of Elijah Averett, a young
Mormon, who was killed pursuing Pai Utes in 1866" (Dellenbaugh 1908:197-
198).

(June 2, Table Mt. area) "We could plainly see on the left a high, flat, cliff-
bounded summit, which was called Table Mountain, and early in the afternoon
we reached a series of *hog-backs,’ up one of which the old Indian trail we were
now following took its precarious way" (Dellenbaugh 1908:198).

"Arriving at the top we found ourselves almost immediately on the edge of a
delightful little valley...down which we proceeded to or three miles to a spring
where Dodds and Jacob had made a cache of some flour the year before. The
flour had disappeared. We made a camp...Our interpreter that was to be did not
enjoy the situation and I think he dreaded meeting with the stranger Indians we
might encounter. He declared himself *heap sick’ and begged to be allowed to
return, so Prof. gave him several days’ rations and we saw him no more"
(Dellenbaugh 1908:198-199).

Tapeats Creek--Dellenbaugh (1908:240) noted finding "some ancient house ruins
not far up the side canyon” of Tapeats Creek. In addition, "I discovered a fine
large metate or Indian mill, deeply hollowed out, and foolishly attempted to take
it to camp." Upon his arrival, he dropped the grinding stone, breaking it in two,
to the consternation of Powell, who told Dellenbaugh he should have left it alone.

On August 27, 1872, Frederick Dellenbaugh recorded what may have been a
Paiute hut in the vicinity of the Unkar delta, between the mouth of the Little
Colorado and Unkar Creek, some 11 miles down the Colorado. He described the
structure as a "small abandoned hut of mesquite logs” (Dellenbaugh 1908:224).
No one has ever been able to relocate the abandoned hut site

recorded by Dellenbaugh (Euler 1969:12-13).

Kanab--"After a few days the Major came in from a trip accompanied by several
Pai Utes, among whom was Chuarooumpeak, the young chief of the Kaibab band,
usually called Frank by the settlers and Chuar by his own people...Frank was a
remarkably good man. He had been constantly devoted to the safety and welfare
of the whites. A most fluent speaker in his native tongue, he would address his
people with long flights of uninterrupted rhetorical skill" (Dellenbaugh 1908:250).

Patnish--"Old Patnish came in occasionally. Though he did not look particularly
dangerous his eye was keen and his bearing positive” (Dellenbaugh 1908:250).
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Powell Journey to Uinkaret region--..."we started November 2d, taking with us
three of the Kaibab band-Chuar, another called George...and Waytoots..."
(Dellenbaugh 1908:250).

Spring Near Uinkaret Mt.--"...we arrived at the rocky pool...which we learned
now from Chuar the natives called the Innupin (or Oonupin) Picavu, or Witch
Water-Pocket. They said the locality was a favourite haunt of witches. These
were often troublesome and had to be driven away or they might hurt one"
(Dellenbaugh 1908:251).

Rabbit Hunting--"The Pai Utes had killed some rabbits, which they now skinned
and cooked...Dexterously stripping off the skins they slit open the abdomen,
removed the entrails, and, after squeezing out the contents by drawing between
thumb and fingers, they replaced the interminable string in the cavity, closing the
aperture with the ears, and stowed the carcass in the hot ashes for a few minutes.
Then they ate the whole thing with complete satisfaction” (Dellenbaugh
1908:252).

Paiute Spirits--"Chuar was reclining...on a bank near the fire. Suddenly he rose
to his feet...I asked him what he had heard. *Oonupits,” he whispered solemnly,
never ceasing his watchful gaze...he fired a shot and seemed satisfied that the
intruder was driven away or destroyed. He described the noise of the Oonupits
as a whistling sound. He and his men had a habit of waking in the night in our
various camps and singing, first one beginning very low, the others joining in one
by one, and increasing the power as they did so till all were singing in full
voice..." According to Dellenbaugh, when asked why they sang, Chuar replied
"’to drive away the Oonupits’" (Dellenbaugh 1908:252).

Paiute Spirits--"Oonupits or Innupits is the singular, Innupin the plural. It may
be translated witch, elf, or goblin, with evil tendencies. On the other, they did
not fear a spirit. When on the Kaibab in July with Chuar and several other
Indians, Prof...heard a cry something like an Indian halloo." Powell recorded in
his diary that Chuar had told him that it was the cry of a spirit, "the spirit of a
dead Indian" (Dellenbaugh 1908:252-253n).

Uinkaret Chief--(Nov. 6) "...we found there a short, fat, Uinkaret whom Chuar
introduced as Teemaroomtekai, chief. In the settlements...he was known as
Watermelon... Teemaroomtekai had a companion and next day Prof. and the
Major climbed Mt. Trumbull with them" (Dellenbaugh 1908:253).
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Uinkarets and Shivwits Paiutes (Nov. 9) "Wishing to have a talk with the Shewits
we moved...around to Oak Spring, near which some of them were encamped with
their kinsmen the Uinkarets. Except for a wilder, more defiant aspect, they
differed little from other Pai Utes. Their country being so isolated and unvisited
they were surly and independent. The Uinkarets on the other hand were rather
genial, more like the Kaivavit band" (Dellenbaugh 1908:253).

Powell Trade with Paiutes--"The Major traded for bags of food seeds, baskets,
spoons made from mountain sheep’s horns, balls of compressed cactus fruit from
which the juice had been extracted for a kind of wine, rolls of oose-apple pulp,
which they ate like bread, etc., all for the Smithsonian Institution" (Dellenbaugh
1908:253).

Meeting with Shivwits Paiute--"With the Shewits the Major and Prof. had a
conference...Prof...explained to them what he wanted to do. An agreement was
reached by which he was to be permitted without molestation of any kind to go
anywhere and everywhere with two Shewits for guides...” An assistant from
Powell’s party was advised to remain in camp, "so that he would know as little
as possible, and should not tell that little to the "Mormoni’ whom the Shewits
disliked" (Dellenbaugh 1908:253).

Shivwits Guides--"The next day, November 12th, our party divided into
three...Prof. with Nathan Adams, one Shewits, named Paantung, and our guide
*Judge,” who may have been a Shewits also for all we could tell, prepared for the
entrance into Shewits land" (Dellenbaugh 1908:254).

Toroweap Water-Pocket--"the Major, Jones, and I proceeded to the foot of the
Toroweap, to a water-pocket near the edge of the Grand Canyon called by the
Uinkarets Teram Picavu...we hired Uinkarets to carry our goods nine miles down
to the pocket, descending 1200 feet at one point over rough lava” (Dellenbaugh
1908:254).

Return to Spring--"After some work at the canyon we went back to the spring on
the 14th, the Uinkarets again acting as our pack horses...we killed some rabbits
and cooked them on hot coals...found little, round, beaming, Teemaroomtekai,
who knew our plans, already there” (Dellenbaugh 1908:254).

Paiute Name for Cinder Cones--"I continued measuring and locating the
oonagaritchets or cinder-cones, of which there were more than sixty, and got in
four more on the 15th [of November]" (Dellenbaugh 1908:254).

Another Paiute Spring--"the Major decided to move to another water-pocket the

Uinkarets told about, farther east across the lava, a pocket they called Tiravu
Picavu or Pocket-of-the-Plain. It was on the edge of the basaltic table overlooking
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what they termed the Wonsits Tiravu or Antelope Plain...Jones and I struck along
the moccasin trail, leaving our goods to be brought on by the Uinkaret packers”
(Dellenbaugh 1908:254-255).

Eating Wildcat--"The [Uinkarets] Indians thawed a little under the influence of
the fire, but they would barely speak when spoken to. They skinned a wildcat
they had killed on the way and boiled the red meat briefly in our kettle and ate
it like hungry wolves" (Dellenbaugh 1908:256). November.

Mt. Dellenbaugh (Nov.25)--"Prof. had come in on the 25th by way of St.
George, having had a successful tour through the Shewits region, all agreements
on both sides having been carried out to the letter. he had been two weeks in the
wild country...Prof. had climbed Mount Dellenbaugh, though the Shewits
objected to Adams’s going up and he remained on the trail...On the summit were
the ruins of a Shinumo Building circular in shape, twenty feet in diameter, with
walls remaining about two feet high. It was not far from the base of this mountain
that the Howlands and Dunn were killed, Paantung, Prof.’s guide, saying it was
done by some ’no sense’ Shewits. Prof. was of the opinion that the guide had
been of the party himself" (Dellenbaugh 1908:259).

Dellenbaugh (1909:93) mentions an old trail down Kanab Creek Canyon, which
crossed the Colorado into Havasupai territory. Dellenbaugh also mentioned seeing
Paiute trails also crossed in Nankoweap and Kwagunt valleys. These trails led
down to the river from the eastern front of Kaibab Plateau (Dellenbaugh
1902:326).

*On the right were two minor valleys within the canyon called Nancoweap and
Kwagunt, named by Powell after the Pai Utes, who have trails coming down into
them" (Dellenbaugh 1906:326). Footnote adds: "Kwagunt was the name of a Pai
Ute who said he owned this valley--that his father, who used to live there, had
given it to him" (Dellenbaugh 1906:326n).

(April 19, Colorado River below Hurricane Hill) "Fred and Capt. came down,
having finished their work. Capt.’s Indian did not come to pilot him." (Hillers’
Diary, Fowler 1972: 105) {Capt. is Captain Dodds.}

(May 31, Adair Spring) "Saw lots of ducks. The rest hiding in the reeds which
surround the lake... Called it Swallow’s park, and Lake Adair. Indian guided us
across.” (Hillers’ Diary, Fowler 1972: 113) Editor’s footnote reads, "’Indian
Tom,’ a Kaibab Paiute, had agreed at Skutumpah to guide the party to Potato
Valley (Jones, Journal,” p. 128)." (Hillers’ Diary, Fowler 1972: 113)
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(August 13, Lee’s ranch at Lonely Dell) "Found the Major, Prof. and wife, Prof.
Du Mott [DeMotte] and George Adair. Indian Ben for a guide. ’Quawgunt’
[Kwagunt] In the evening Jones, Fred and myself took Mrs. Thompson and Du
Mott boat riding.” (Hillers’ Diary, Fowler 1972: 132-133) Editor’s footnote
reads, "Kwagunt was a Southern Paiute Indian. As a young child, he and his
sister had reputedly been the only survivors of an attack (presumably by Yavapai
Indians) on his family’s band then camped on the Kaibab Plateau. The children
somehow made their way to another band camped near what is now Kanab.
Kwagunt Hollow on the Kaibab Plateau is named for him (see Brigham A. Riggs,
'The Life Story of Quag-unt, a Paiute Indian, told to Brigham A. Riggs, a
cattleman of Kanab, by the Indian himself,” MS on file Bancroft Library,
University of California, Berkeley)." (Hillers’ Diary, Fowler 1972: 132-133)

(September 15, Grand Canyon near Kanab Wash) "Made fine work today. Lots
of cactus apples grow all along the sides of the canon - eat lots of them every
day. They are very delicious fruit and I think are very healthy. Indians live on
them this season of the year. They also make wine from their juice, which they
say makes drunk come." (Hillers’ Diary, Fowler 1972: 143)

(September 20) "Major and Jones gone to upper Kanab." (Hillers’ Diary, Fowler
1972: 145) Editor’s footnote reads, "Powell and Jones had gone with
Chuarumpeak and another Kaibab Paiute man to upper Kanab Creek and Long
Valley. From there, Powell, Jones, and Joseph W. Young, a resident of Long
Valley, hiked and waded their way down the East Fork of the Virgin River
through Parunuweap Canyon to Shunesburg (Jones, "Journal,’ pp. 160-61). They
were apparently the first white men to make the hike." (Hillers’ Diary, Fowler
1972: 145)

W.C. Powell’s Journal

1872

1872

(January 9, Kanab camp) "We found Prof. at Kanab, and we three men went over
to the Pah-Ute camp a mile or more away. Found them sitting around their camp
fires, ragged, naked and dirty. Talked with Frank awhile, then rode home."
(W.C. Powell’s Journal, Kelly 1948: 386)

(March 21, Kaibab Plateau) "The Pah-Utes prowl about, begging, doing odd jobs,
and selling Indian trinkets. Short in stature, half-starved, scantily-clothed, they
present a pitiful, abject appearance. The squaws transport their progeny in
Konunkwas - willow baby baskets, covered with buckskin...Most of the tribe are
now out on the plateau, gathering yant - a species of the rose [Agave]. From this
product they made a cake, by baking it in the ashes. It is said to taste like
roasted chestnuts.” (W.C. Powell’s Journal, Kelly 1948: 403-404)
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(April 3, Kanab camp) "The Pah-Ute bows have sinew backs." (W.C. Powell’s
Journal, Kelly 1948: 406)

(April 5, Mount Trumbull) "We start today for Mount Trumbull. A council of
the Indians will be held there, and gifts distributed.” (W.C. Powell’s Journal,
Kelly 1948: 406)

S.V. Jones’ Journal

1872

1872

1872

1872

1872

1872

(February 3, camp near Kanab) "I kept camp alone except for the company of 2
Pa-Utes, who staid as long as they could be anything, then left for Pipe Spring,
where the best [rest?] of the tribe have gone." (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:
108)

(February 10, camp near Kanab) "Got into camp at dark. found old Margats, a
Pa-Ute in camp. He agreed to show us a route to the Colorado from Stewart’s
Ranche for a blanket." (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948: 109)

(April 13, above Berry Spring) "Before breakfast Pa-Ute Frank and another
Indian came to see us and remained to talk and eat until we left." (Jones’ Journal,
Gregory 1948: 118)

{NOTE: Editor’s footnote locates Berry Springs, "Berry Springs, on the bank of
the Virgin River, opposite the mouth of Quail Creek, was chosen as a winter
sheep camp and later as a home site by the "Berry" brothers in the late 60’s," and
in the "early 70’s was the residence of 5 or 6 families.” ... Berry Springs was an
important station on the Kanab-St. George wagon road to Washington and St.
George." (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948: 115)}

(April 12-15, near Harrisburg across the Virgin River) Jones describes passing
Paiute wickiups on two occasions and stopping to visit there. (Jones’ Journal,
Gregory 1948: 117-119)

(April 17, Fort Pearce Spring at the base of Hurricane Cliffs) "Met Frank and
another Indian coming in to talk as they said, but really to eat. We have arranged
a meeting with all the Utes at the Fort Pierce Spring in 6 days from now. Intend
distributing some goods the Major procured in Salt Lake City, and sent to
Toquerville" (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948: 119). {NOTE: Frank appears in
several journals.}

(April 22) "Adair and Hattan went to Toquerville after some goods that the Major

had procured in Salt Lake City and shipped down for distribution among the
Sheviwits [Shivwits] and Pa-Utes." (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948: 120)
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(April 23, Washington) "Started George Adair to Fort Pierce Spring via of
Washington with the Indian goods...sent Adair to tell the Indians to come to town
and receive their things there...The Indians began to come in the afternoon.
Twenty or more slept near the wagon.” (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948: 120)

(April 24, Washington) "Indians began coming in early. There were the
Sheviwits, to whom this distribution was made, also most of the Santa Clara, and
some of the Kaivav band to see. The Sheviwits were arranged in a circle seated
on the ground, each band with its chief, of whom there were 3. We had for an
interpreter a young man of the Santa Clara band, called George. After getting
the names of the men, together with the number of the squaws and papooses
belonging to the band, the distribution began. The presents were blankets, shirts,
cotton cloth, drill, a few pieces of blue flannel, butcher knives, and some hoes,
axes and shovels. About 11 A.M. the natives became very hungry and we gave
them some flour and meat, and waited until they had eaten, when the young men
gave us a dance, then we finished the distribution. Old Moqueop, an old
Sheviwit, made a speech telling them that they must be good "wano" Indians or
the Americans would make them no more presents. Then Pa-Ute Frank talked
awhile and the conference closed. he (Frank) is a good speaker, is a young man
and is trying to become chief of all the tribes in southern Utah. There were
present [ ] men of the Sheviwits. There are in the tribe [ ] squaws, and [ ]
children making a total of [ ]. Counted while they were at dinner 106 Indians,
mostly men; but few women or children present. Think the government can be
induced to establish an agency for them." (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948: 120-
121)

(May 16 - 23, Kanab camp) "Distrib-[uted] some goods to the Pa-Utes on
Monday, the 20th. There are in the band - men, women, boys and girls - Total
[]. Jacob Hamblin will try to persuade them to farm some." (Jones’ Journal,
Gregory 1948: 126)

(May 31, at Kanab preparing for trip to Dirty Devil) "Some Pa-Ute Indians were
camped near and several came in before breakfast. One called Tom agreed to go
with us. Said that he knew the country as far as to Potato Valley on the
headwaters of the Dirty Devil... The outlet of the lake named Swallow’ was a
narrow canon of white sandstone - very pretty. Tom said that it opened into
another valley with springs, that into another canon that could be followed to the
Paria farm, that we supposed to be about 15 miles distant.” (Jones’ Journal,
Gregory 1948: 128-129) Editor’s footnote adds, "As shown on recent maps of
the U.S. Geological Survey, Swallow Park is a cliff-enclosed area from which the
drainage passes through a slit in a sandstone wall and along Park wash to Kaibab
Creek and the Paria River. On its floor is the swamp-rimmed Adair Lake."
(Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948: 129)
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(July 7, Johnson Canyon) "Found Beaman at Johnson waiting for the Major. He
had been on the Kaivwav Mountains with Pa-Ute Frank, and had made some fine
pictures” (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:138).

(July 15, Kaibab Plateau) "Thompson, Adair and self taking Pa-Ute Frank and
Charley as guides started to try and reach the Colorado from the Kaivwav
Mountains [Kaibab Plateau]. Took 6 horses. Started at 10 A.M. Soon saw
ahead of us 4 Pa-Ute men and 2 squaws with 3 ponies. Frank said they were
going to the mountains to hunt...Made camp at Oak Spring at 6:45 P.M. Some
prospectors had been there since we were last, and had built a wick-i-up of Cedar
limbs around a tree. In this we stopped. The Pa-Utes camped near and were
ready to dispose of any surplus rations. They had killed 3 rabbits so we gave
them nothing. Frank and Charley ate with us" (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:
139).

(July 16, Stewart’s Canyon and beyond, trying to reach Colorado River) "Three
miles up Stewart’s Canon came to the houses of John Stewart and Almon
[Ammon] Tenney who have a herd of stock and are farming a little. Here the
squaws stopped, and one of the men. Three followed us...stopped for dinner at
12:30 P.M. Had carried water from Stewart’s Canon. The 3 Indians said they
were very hungry but we told them to hunt game. Started at 1:45 P.M. travelled
nearly south for 3 miles on the mountain and through small canons or valleys
among large timber consisting of pine, fir, spruce, balsam and aspen, following
an old Indian trail, and made camp at 3:15 P.M. at a small spring in a beautiful
little valley. The Pa-Utes used to camp here and hunt. All the Indians soon
started out hunting...Indian ’Bishop’ came in near sunset with a deer, and Charley
soon after with a porcupine. We traded for one quarter of the venison, and had
a good supper” (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:139).

(July 17, on Kaibab Plateau trying to reach Colorado River) "Followed the old
Pa-Ute trail winding around through the canons, and shortly after 9 A.M. reached
the brow of the mountain...In the valley below us was a spring and the Indian
trail led down the cliff. We did not go down knowing that it would be impossible
to get horses to the river...Struck across the mountains without any trail and
reached the upper houses in Stewart’s canon at dark. The Indians wanted to go
down to Tinney’s [Tenney’s] house, near which the squaws were camped, and did
so after supper” (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:140).

(July 18, Stewart’s Canyon) "At Tinney’s found all the Indians ready to start for
Kanab. A runner had brought word that Ben’s squaw had died. She was a sister
to Frank’s squaw" (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:140).

(Paria River crossing) Editor’s footnote, "As early as 1867 (?) the Mormon
pioneers had learned that the mouth of the Paria marked the place where the
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Colorado River could be reached by pack trains...Clem Powell records the
statement of *old timers’ that the crossing was discovered by tracing sheep stolen
by Navajos and driven across the Colorado on the ice. Jacob Hamblin, who
previously had crossed the river at the Ute Ford and at the mouth of the Virgin
River and at Grand Wash, reports that in October, 1869, "20 white brethren and
20 Paiutes crossed the Colorado where Lee’s Ferry now is" (Jones’ Journal,
Gregory 1948: 143).

(August 14, camp at the mouth of the Paria) "Indian Ben went up the Paria
Canon after the stock” (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:144).

(September 12, leaving the Colorado River via Kanab Wash) "Followed the canon
until it ran out, then travelled in all directions reaching Kanab at 3 P.M., having
rode 30 miles...Saw "No-goots," the chief of the Toquerville Pa-Utes, who is a
friend to the whites and came to tell them about the Shivwits" (Jones’ Journal,
Gregory 1948:155). Editor’s footnote describes the decision by Powell to leave
the Colorado River at Kanab Wash rather than continuing farther. "As reported
by Dellenbaugh, the factors which led to the discontinuation of the river traverse
were not only the perilous high water, but also the poor condition of the boats,
the reported plot of the Shivwits Indians to ambush the party, and the belief of
the topographers that the Colorado below the mouth of the Kanab could be
mapped more advantageously from the rim and by descents into side canyons”
(Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:154).

(September 17, Kanab Canyon) "Major, with Frank & George, Pa-Ute Indians,
and self went up the canon 1 3/8 miles farther and camped. The Major is going
to make a Geological Section, I to run Kanab Canon and its branches" (Jones’
Journal, Gregory 1948:156).

(September 19, Kanab Canon) "The top of this is a plateau [Skutumpah Terrace]
stretching for many miles...Making our Indians of service in getting wood and
water and taking care of the stock. Just above camp someone had begun a small
log house. A few miles to the northeast is the settlement of Upper Kanab”
(Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:156).

(September 20, Kanab Creek) "Frank killed two fine rabbits" (Jones’ Journal,
Gregory 1948:157). {NOTE: Frank is a Paiute guide. See July 7 of Jones’
Journal.}

(October 30, Kanab camp) "Some of the Santa Clara Pa-Utes have stolen the

horses of a small party of Navajo’s camped here, and while one has gone in
pursuit the rest remain anxiously waiting” (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:167).
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(November 2, trip to Mt. Trumbull) "Frank Hamblin, Adams, Major, Thompson,
Fred and self - Indians Frank and George. Made 7 miles to small spring on the
lower line of cliffs toward Pipe Spring. Indian Wa-to-its went to Shivwit
Mountains" (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:167-168).

(November 6, camped at water pool about 30 miles east of Mt. Trumbull) "Indian
Frank went to the camp of the Uing Karets, and their Chief came to our camp”
(Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:168).

(November 9, camp east of Mt. Trumbull) "A camp of Shivwits near and the
Uing-karets 2 miles away...Indians all around" (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:
168-169).

(November 10, camp east of Mt. Trumbull) "The Indians came in early with
seeds, yant [Agave], baskets, etc. to trade” (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:169).

(November 11, camp east of Mt. Trumbull) "Frank (Indian) started for Kanab"
(Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:169).

(November 16, camp east of Mt. Trumbull) "Four Indians packed our things,
except blankets, and we started for a water pocket on the north edge of the Basalt
plateau...Supper of meat. A rabbit. The Indians had killed a wild cat, and ate
that" (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:170).

(November 18, camp northeast of Mt. Trumbull) "Paid the Indians for their work
and let them go" (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:171).

(November 19, camp northeast of Mt. Trumbull) "Tou-mer-in-tou-cow-av and
another Indian came to see us, and staid all night" (Jones’ Journal, Gregory
1948:171).

(November 21, camp northeast of Mt. Trumbull) "Found 8 Indians in camp.
Among them the one who went to St. George and took rations to Thompson down
the Grand Wash. He reported that party all right" (Jones’ Journal, Gregory 1948:
171). {NOTE: It appears these are also Paiutes.}

(November 25, spring south of the Vermillion Cliffs called by the Indians, Walk-
eUmp-Spits.) "... found one of Wheeler’s parties camped there, under charge of
Lieut. Dindurdie [Dinwoodie]. They had