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Abstract

A rural cultural landscape, according to the National Park Service, is a defined area in 

which humans have interacted with the natural environment for some period of time. A 

Cultural Landscapes Inventory is an in-depth study of a site that includes an assessment ■ 

of the historic development of a landscape and an analysis of characteristics, its degree of 

Integrity and Significance to the nation and the cultures that have been traditionally 

associated with it. A Cultural Landscapes Inventory (CLI) of Fort Bowie National 

Historic Site (FBNHS) was recently completed (Pinto et al. 2000). (See Appendix A for 

the complete document.)

This Masters Report presents a brief history of federal efforts at preservation of historic 

sites and of the development of the Cultural Landscapes Inventory program. The 

methodology of the CLI is described using FBNHS as a case study. A detailed 

discussion of the findings from the Fort Bowie CLI, associated recommendations, and the 

value of the CLI for the Park Service conclude the report. The report proposes that the 

National Park Service should 1) re-evaluate certain aspects of the Cultural Landscape 

Inventory Professional Procedures Guide (Page 1998) and its accompanying computer 

database form, and 2) expand the scope of its research, management, and interpretation at 

Fort Bowie National Historic Site to include a broader range of themes and cultures.
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Chapter 1
\  ' '  ’ .

Introduction
i

“The proper study of landscapes may not be the landscapes themselves, but rather the 

people who experience them and the human feelings and meanings evoked by external

surroundings”

(Zube, Brash and Fabos 1975:3).

A cultural landscape is an area of land that has been touched and affected by people over 

time. Through the research and writings of a small number of geographers, historians, 

and landscape architects, cultural landscapes are now being recognized as an important 

part of America’s heritage. These landscapes enrich our understanding of and 

appreciation for our ancestors, our own environments, and ourselves.

Along with the recognition of these sites. Cultural Landscapes Program within the 

National Park Service has concurrently blossomed. The goal of this program is to 

examine all properties associated with the National Park Service for the presence of any 

cultural landscapes and assess the value and significance that those landscapes may hold 

for local communities, as well as the nation. Along with the establishment of this 

program, the National Park Service has developed a detailed procedure for identifying, 

documenting and evaluating these landscapes; this process is called the Cultural 

Landscapes Inventory (CLI). A research team from the School of Landscape
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Architecture at the University of Arizona was hired by the National Park Service to 

examine and report on the Cultural Landscapes of Fort Bowie National Historic Site 

(FBNHS) in Bowie, Arizona.

The cultural landscape of FBNHS is multilayered in time and cultural influences. The 

physiography of Fort Bowie’s location, Apache Pass, and its associated natural resources 

of grasslands and multiple water sources have made this site a valuable oasis within the 

Sonoran Desert. Three separate cultures, prehistoric, protohistoric and historic, have 

inhabited the area and used its resources in different ways. The last of these groups, the 

U.S. military, established Fort Bowie in 1862 in order to wrest control of the land from 

the Qhiricahua Apache. In doing so one of the last frontiers in the southwestern United 

States was opened for settlement and development.

Fort Bowie was recognized as early as 1960 as a National Landmark and in 1970 

evaluated and documented as a historic site worthy of inclusion on the National Register 

of Historic Places. The early evaluation methodology used at FBNHS and many other 

locations in the National Park Service was generally limited to one or two site themes and 

a single time period. The CLI procedure of today encourages the use of a much broader : 

set of themes and time periods in order that all significant elements, histories and cultural 

associations with each site should be fully recognized.
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The Cultural Landscapes Inventory of Fort Bowie National Historic Site included 

recommendations that suggest that the cultural landscapes of Apache Pass and Fort 

Bowie are much more complex with more areas of significance to a variety of cultures 

that had been previously documented (Pinto et al. 2000). This Masters report presents a 

detailed discussion of the findings and recommendations of the CLI research and their 

effects on management and interpretation at Fort Bowie National Historic Site. The final 

chapter also includes a discussion of the difficulties that the research team found with the 

Cultural Landscape Inventory methodology and a critique of the NFS CLI Professional 

Procedures Guide and its accompanying computer database form.

1.1 Rural vs. Urban Landscapes

This report will focus primarily on rural landscapes and the issues that are specific to 

them. Rural landscapes are those that still retain qualities of open spaces and function 

under the recognizable influence of the natural environment. The decision to not include 

urban landscapes follows from the fact that the Fort Bowie National Historic Site, as well 

as its surrounding regional environment, retains most of its frontier-like, rural qualities. 

The author does not intend to imply that cultural landscapes in urban environments are 

less valuable or less interesting. Within urban environments, however, the balance 

between human influence and natural is strongly weighted toward the former. Urban 

landscapes are more often dominated by the architectural design of their building 

components and less by the attributes of the land itself. At FBNHS the immediate 

environment and its natural resources were the primary factors that determined original
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settlement and patterns of use. They continue to influence land use and park 

management today.

1.2 What is a Cultural Landscape?

Many cultural landscapes are relatively easy to recognize: we know them as seafaring 

villages along the New England coastline, coal mining towns in the Appalachian 

Mountains, and Amish farming communities in Pennsylvania. They can be as simple as 

the intersection of two roads or as complex as the ruins of Mesa Verde. They are as 

small as a local shrine or as expansive as the Mississippi River corridor. They are all 

spaces that have been used or inhabited sometime in the past, perhaps for generations, 

and may continue to function in a similar fashion even today. They were all settlements 

or sites that were originally defined by and dependent upon the landform and its 

associated natural resources. They are places where structures have not been radically 

altered over time and still retain evidence of their original materials and workmanship.
"’-i

They are landscapes where their histories and land use patterns are readable to the 

perceptive observer. They are places that speak to us of our American heritage and the 

diversity of cultures that have survived in this varied and often challenging environment.

While cultural landscapes may be intuitively easy for us to recognize they, as a specific 

class of landscapes, are not always easy to define because of their diversity of location, 

type, and associated features. Therein lies a symptom of a long-standing problem for 

students and readers of landscapes. What is a cultural landscape? Or what is it not? Even
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its appellation has been a point of uncertainty; it has been termed vernacular, man-made, 

common, rural, historic, and cultural, as well as many combinations of the above.

Pierce Lewis (1979:15) described a cultural landscape in all-inclusive manner as the man 

made landscape, "the ordinary run-of-the-mill things that humans have created and put 

upon earth . . Unfortunately this idea seems so broad as to be unhelpful since little in 

the human-inhabited world could be excluded. But the definition does seem to indicate 

that a cultural landscape is a place that has been altered by human activity.

Others have suggested the cultural landscape is defined by each observer’s own needs. 

D.W. Meinig (1979) in his article entitled "The Beholding Eye: Ten Versions of the 

Same Scene" suggests that any landscape will contain multiple attributes, only a few of 

which will be recognized by each observer. A given landscape might be seen as an 

investment and opportunity for future wealth by an appraiser. To the ecologist that 

landscape is habitat for many organisms including man. Man, however, adapts to the 

landscape and is also adapting the landscape to meet his immediate needs. Meinig’s 

purpose is to show that each of us will interpret the same landscape differently according 

to our past experiences and future desires. This definition could be as unhelpful in its 

specificity as the first was in its breadth.
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Robert Melnick has identified three factors common to all landscapes and suggests that it 

is the interaction of those factors that provides a more functional definition of a cultural 

landscape (Melnick 1981; 1983; 2000; Melnick et al. 1984).

"These [cultural landscapes] are areas which clearly represent or reflect 

the patterns of settlement or use of the landscape over a long time, as well 

as the evolution of cultural values, norms and attitudes toward the land"

(Melnick 1981:56).

A cultural landscape, according to Melnick, is the evolving outcome of the interaction of 

natural environment, culture, and time.

1.2.1 Three Factors of Cultural Landscapes

All landscapes are based in the natural environment. Settlement or land use initially 

occurs because of the physiography (topography and associated natural resources) of the 

site (McClelland et al. 1990). The long-term success or failure of that settlement will be, 

in part, a function of the richness of those resources and their ease of access.

The aspect of culture adds another layer of complexity to the landscape. Each culture or 

group of people has defined systems of belief, behavior and social arrangements that 

affect interactions within and outside of that group. Thus each group will interact with 

the landscape in a manner that is distinct from all others. A group will utilize a landscape
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according to its previous experiences in other landscapes, traditional methods, and 

religious and cultural expectations. An example of such "cultural" responses can be seen 

in the historic differences in water use between Mormon and frontier mining cultures in 

the West. Mormon agricultural communities collectively built and managed their 

waterworks in a manner that maximized benefits to all members fairly. By contrast, 

western miners claimed their right to take water according to the rule of "first-come, first- 

served". This practice permitted the first users to take as much as they needed, regardless 

of harm inflicted on any latecomers, as long as the water was put to "good use". As long 

as that use was economically valid, i.e. the use generated revenue for the manipulator, it 

was deemed "good" (Bates et al. 1993). Both of these traditions developed in response to 

the scarcity of water in the western landscape. The differences in philosophy of 

management arose from divergent cultural expectations about land use. The cultural 

landscape is then a product of both the environment it sits within and the culture that 

created it. Each factor provides context and relevancy for each other within the locus of 

the landscape.

A cultural landscape is not a static element. Time is the third and equally critical factor. 

Time affects both culture and the natural environment. Landscapes are dynamic entities. 

They grow and change according to the economic and social needs of the community. 

Cultural landscapes that are visible today are representative of the multiple generations 

who have lived in and created them. The pattern of human use is an evolving process 

itself. Land-use patterns may change over time as people learn to use natural resources
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more effectively and as technologies improve the efficiency of that use (Melnick 1983). 

Cultural influences, themselves, may also evolve as the makeup of a community changes. 

As newcomers from different groups infiltrate or replace the previous group of 

inhabitants, they bring with them different traditions and patterns of use.

As stated earlier, landscapes are based in the natural environment — itself a continuously 

evolving foundation. Foothills erode; rivers meander; and vegetation develops and 

decays. This dependency on changing elements predicts that each landscape will also 

evolve with time. Human intervention can often accelerate that process (Melnick et al. 

1984). As people manipulate the land, natural processes are interrupted or disturbed. 

Agricultural activities, for example, often alter the hydrology and soil characteristics of a 

landscape. These alterations usually require inhabitants to change their patterns of use in 

order to adapt to the altered state of resources. Even if those human activities are 

terminated, landscape will continue to respond to those human-induced changes until its 

own equilibrium is restored. Thus cultural landscapes are both product and process 

(Melnick 1983; Alanen and Melnick 2000). Both that product and process have evolved 

in the past. They will and should continue to do so in the future.

1.2.2 Cultural Perceptions: the Fourth Factor

Stephanie Whittlesey (2000) has proposed that a cultural landscape involves a fourth 

factor as well: cultural perception. Like Meinig’s (1979) theory of the landscape of 

multiple attributes, Whittlesey also believes that our own cultural perception dictate how
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we interpret and, as a result, interact with any given environment today. Cultural 

perceptions will color what we expect from or see in any given landscape. Our own 

experience, then, will be different from that of any past or future viewer’s experiences. 

That experience will also differ from that of any viewer with an alternative background or 

heritage.

"A cultural landscape, then, is a cognized environment that has been 

created by cultural perceptions. These perceptions determine how we 

interact with the environment, how we exploit and preserve it, the ways in 

which we shape it and in turn are shaped by it. The importance of cultural 

values and perception also means that there is no single cultural landscape 

of the past or present, but as many different landscapes as there are 

cultures, and even potentially numerous variations within a single culture" 

(Whittlesey 2000:5).

1.2.3 Consequences of Different Cultural Perceptions

Cultural landscapes are products of the beliefs and hopes of its inhabitants. The attitudes 

and values concerning the landscape can be different according to the viewer’s cultural 

and religious traditions. The history of land use in southeastern Arizona is a poignant 

example of the results of divergent cultural perceptions. During the 19th century the 

American Dream for westward-traveling pioneers included the exploration of a new
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frontier, settlement in a new place, and, finally, financial gain from hard labors on the 

land. The land and the pioneers’ own energies would be the means to achieve that dream.

Other inhabitants of those western lands had a different set of expectations of the land. 

Among the Apache tribes, the use of the landscape was primarily for subsistence . 

(Castetter and Opler 1934). Their patterns of habitation were semi-nomadic which meant 

that the impact on the landscape was generally short-term. For the Apaches the 

landscape was not a medium for future aggrandizement. The land and many of the 

elements within it were imbued with spiritual power and being (Opler 1941). The 

Chiricahua Apaches believed that this power transcended from the land elements to its 

inhabitants. The connection with the land was a source of inner strength and reason for 

existence for those people (Goodwin 1988). The Apache philosophy of use was to exist 

in careful coordination with the land, harvesting that which was available, so that the land 

would continue to protect and provide for them.

Many Americans (and Spanish and Mexicans before them) believed that if the Apaches 

gave up their own nomadic way of life and adopted American traditions of land use and 

behavioral patterns, both groups might be able to coexist. This adoption of American 

behavioral patterns was ultimately the purpose of the reservation system. But for many 

reasons some of the Chiricahua would not agree to settlement and continued to strive to 

maintain their own land and culture. These differences in perceptions of value and 

purpose of the land were used as part of the justification for both groups to attempt to
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exclude the other (Goodwin 1988). The struggle for control of the land resulted in a 

drawn-out and often bloody conflict between Americans and Chiricahua Apaches that 

lasted over 30 years.

These four factors, time, culture, environment and perception, are common to all cultural 

landscapes. The first three and their interactions are relatively identifiable; they have 

tangible affects within a landscape. The fourth factor, perception, greatly increases the 

complexity of a landscape. Interpretation and appreciation becomes very personal as a 

function of each individual’s cultural traditions and past experiences. The strength of 

these personal interpretations runs deep in many cultures. Indeed differences in personal 

or cultural interpretations of the same landscape have led to conflict over that landscape.

1.3 Why Are Cultural Landscapes Important?

In many ways cultural landscapes represent the real story of our history. Our primary 

sources of history are generated in three forms: oral, written and landscape.

Unfortunately the tradition of oral instruction is infrequently used in many cultures today. 

A book can offer the written word and a two-dimensional image. A landscape provides 

many more levels of information and experience. Perhaps more than any other medium, 

cultural landscapes illustrate the setting and daily activities of our American past. To a 

large extent they are the continuing stories of our struggle to dominate the land and its 

, resources. These stories are still fascinating to us even when (and perhaps because) we of 

the 21st century generation have no more frontiers to conquer.
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Historically the development of the American frontier was driven by the extraction of 

land-based resources, renewable and nonrenewable. Landscapes set many of the limits 

for failure and success of the early entrepreneurs. Richard Francaviglia (1994) suggests 

that the study of historic mining communities and ghost towns provides valuable lessons 

about those landscape limits as well as the American capacity to achieve a goal.

"Every culture needs ruins to emphasize its past accomplishments and its 

relationship to nature . . ." (Francaviglia 1994:10).

Despite the contributions of individual energies and the technologies of the time, mining 

enterprises could not exceed the resources of the land. For most endeavors financial 

success was short-lived. The physical manifestations of that success (businesses, homes 

and industries) were later abandoned to the elements and time. Those manifestations of 

success and failure and the lessons of the landscape can be seen and read in our ghost 

towns and historic remnants of earlier mining communities.

Cultural landscapes create important connections to a location (Low 1987; Arizona State 

Parks 1996). Increased awareness of "Place" enriches the bond between inhabitants and

their community. Schoolchildren from Barrio Anita in Tucson, Arizona initiated their
\

own project to study and write about the cultural landscape of the Santa Cruz River, an 

important feature of their neighborhood. The children studied historical photographs.
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interviewed long-time residents, and collected stories about how their ancestors used the 

river. With financial support from the City of Tucson they wrote and published their own 

book, Un Camino al Rio: Recuerdos del Santa Cruz y Barrio Anita (A Path to the River: 

Memories o f the Santa Cruz and Barrio Anita). Juliet Muise (age 11) commented, "I 

learned a lot about my neighborhood." Joey Sanchez (age 9) agreed. "I learned about the 

memories of the river" (Children and Neighbors of Barrio Anita 2000: 43). Clearly this 

study has brought them a greater appreciation and pride in themselves and their 

community.

Understanding other members of one’s community is as important as an understanding of 

Place. Discrimination, or even simply the lack of inclusion, of other groups originates 

from ignorance of cultural differences. An historical analysis of landscape can provide 

valuable information about differences and similarities in cultural and religious outlooks 

and traditional land-use patterns (Low 1987). By appreciating variations in cultural 

traditions and landscape use we may be better able to accommodate those groups and 

their land ethics as each community plans for future change and challenges (Huckleberry 

2000).

The reasons listed above are ultimately all related to the richness of our own quality of 

life. Cultural landscapes can affect that quality of life both at the personal and 

community level. Our understanding of and concern about these landscapes today will 

also affect the quality of life for future generations. If we do not acknowledge and
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appreciate these places today, communities will be less likely to preserve them tomorrow 

(Lemer 1991; Arizona State Parks 1996).

Cultural landscapes are a critical component in keeping our own history alive. The 

tourism industry has long acknowledged the value of cultural and historic sites (Brink 

1993; Kent and Elliott 1995; Arizona State Parks 1996). Evidence of this recognition is 

found everywhere in travel and community advertising brochures. Cultural landscapes 

regularly attract visitors who bring valuable outside dollars into local communities. In 

1991 tourism was the largest economic generator in seventeen states, and second or third 

in nearly all the rest (Brink 1993). Municipal, state, and federal governments now 

recognize that preservation of these historic sites is essential to maintain the flow of 

tourist dollars.

Numerous private and public programs offer advice and monies to support preservation 

efforts. The Main Street Program of the National Trust for Historic Preservation, a 

private nonprofit organization, brings together state economic and resource teams with 

local business dollars to assist in the restoration of historic buildings and facades. By 

rehabilitating historic downtown structures, the program provides new funds for small 

businesses and assists in small-town revitalization. The federal government under the 

auspices of the TEA-21 Act offers transportation funds to assist in the restoration of 

historic transportation centers (Rails to Trails Conservancy 1999). In Arizona state 

lottery receipts are annually diverted to the Arizona Heritage Fund to support local,
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regional and state historic preservation projects (Lemer 1991). Local governments 

encourage private owners to restore or rehabilitate historic structures with tax incentives, 

offers of financial assistance and regulatory relief (Beaumont 1991). While many of 

these programs and monies are used primarily for urban environments and their 

architectural structures, other programs are more specific to larger landscapes.

Focus on those larger landscapes has come from a new program entitled Heritage 

Corridors. Heritage corridors are linear in form and often center on historic 

transportation routes. These landscapes include the roadways or canals around which 

historic activities developed, and the landscapes that sustained those activities. Farms, 

industrial sites, community centers, and even whole towns become part of these heritage 

corridors. The National Trust for Historic Preservation supports the development of 

heritage corridors with its program "Heritage Tourism Initiative". The program creates 

public-private partnerships and provides assistance in strategic planning, development, 

and research for smaller communities to develop historic transportation corridors (Brink 

1993). Likewise, funds from TEA-21, the Transportation Equity Act, also support the 

preservation of historic transportation corridors (Rails to Trails Conservancy 1999).

Heritage corridors bring national, state and local agencies together to preserve these 

landscapes and increase the awareness of their value to local communities (Alanen 2000). 

In 1986 Congress designated its first National Heritage Corridor under the guardianship 

of the National Park Service. The National Heritage Corridor Program represents an
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entirely new method of landscape preservation at the federal level. The National Park 

Service does not own or manage any properties within the corridor. Instead, it 

coordinates preservation of resources with sensitive development among state 

governments, local municipalities, businesses, nonprofit organizations and many private 

citizens. Together these innovative programs and projects indicate a strong desire on the 

part of many individuals and agencies to preserve historic cultural structures and sites for 

future generations.

1.4 Early Federal Efforts in Historic Preservation

The first impetus for congressional support for preservation of historic sites came in the 

aftermath of the Civil War. By 1900 many battlefields, where the most tragic fighting 

had occurred, had already been altered by agricultural activities (Mackintosh 1999). In 

1906 Congress approved the Antiquities Act and gave U.S. presidents the power to 

proclaim national monuments; many of these included historic forts and battlefields. 

Initially these cultural sites were maintained by the War Department.

The Organic Act of 1916 authorized establishment of the National Park Service and was 

the earliest federal legislation to recognize cultural resources. Congress directed the Park 

Service "to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and wildlife therein . 

.. unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations" (emphasis added) (Krumenaker 

1998; Mackintosh 1999). Despite the wording of its charge, however, the Park Service 

during its early years was primarily focused on the large western parks with their
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spectacular scenery. Historic sites and/or cultural resources were a minor point of 

interest in the National Park Service (Mackintosh 1999).

Horace Albright succeeded Stephen Mather in 1929 as the second director of the National 

Park Service. He believed that the National Park Service should care for all historic sites 

regardless of their commemorative origins. He persuaded President Roosevelt in 1933 to 

transfer those resources along with NFS monuments and national capital parks to the 

control of the National Park Service. In 1935 Congress formally gave the National Park 

Service the responsibility to care for historic properties. Under the Historic Sites Act the 

NFS Congress required the National Park Service to research, acquire, preserve, and 

provide education about nationally significant properties. The focus of the energies of 

the NPS was primarily on its architectural structures. Most landscapes were not yet 

recognized as valuable resources in their own right (Mackintosh 1999).

After the end of World War U, rapid growth and development throughout United States 

began to threaten numerous archeological and cultural sites. Many were being 

submerged under the shopping mall and suburban development of the postwar boom. In 

response to concerns for the protection of these resources, Congress passed the National 

Historic Preservation Act in 1966 (Mackintosh 1999). The act and its subsequent 

amendments authorized the National Park Service to accomplish four major tasks: 1) 

expand and maintain the National Register of Historic Places and include locations with 

state and local importance; 2) identify and nominate qualified properties to the National
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Register of Historic Places; 3) provide funds for research and documentation on the 

importance and significance of the sites; and most importantly, 4) evaluate effects of any 

federal activities on properties eligible for inclusion in the National Register.

The National Historic Preservation Act and its subsequent amendments gave the National 

Park Service a much larger role and responsibility in the process of preservation. 

Definitions of heritage and areas of significance now included more topics of American 

history and culture. The type of site acceptable for nomination was changed. Instead of 

just individual buildings, properties and, ultimately, entire districts were added in order to 

recognize whole villages and landscapes (Mitchell 1996). The NFS must now identify 

sites of regional and local significance as well as national. The inclusion of local and 

regional sites was important in two respects. It gave communities the opportunity to 

preserve historic elements that, while perhaps not unique to the country, were 

nevertheless valuable to their own regional or local identity (Mitchell 1996). This 

inclusion also allowed researchers and historians to assemble a broader range of stories 

about American heritage and individual experiences.

Section 106 was the key protective provision within the Act and required that all federal 

agencies assess the effects of any planned undertakings on designated or eligible 

properties (Mackintosh 1999). This provision requires that those agencies consult with 

and include in the planning process any interested parties or groups that have been 

traditionally associated with the site.
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The National Historic Preservation Act has had far-reaching consequences for the 

National Park Service and historic sites around the country. We will see that many 

aspects of this Act have had consequences for the evaluation and management of the 

cultural landscape of Fort Bowie National Historic Site.

1.5 The History of Cultural Landscape Preservation

Despite the recognition of the need to preserve cultural resources, attention to landscapes 

in particular, was relatively slow in coming (Mackintosh 1999). The focus of much of 

the prior legislation and directives for the National Park Service was on architectural 

resources. Landscapes were noted only in association with those structures or as 

backdrops for important historic events. Reports for these historic sites were based on 

historical documentation. References to landscapes were limited to historic appearance 

during the period of significance. Analysis of the landscape itself was not included 

(Keller 1993; Page et al. 1998).

In the late 1970s a small cadre of geographers and historians began to document and 

explore the value of cultural landscapes (Meinig and Jackson 1979 and references 

therein). These writers from academia and the National Park Service included John 

Brinckerhoff Jackson, Pierce Lewis, Donald W. Meinig, Robert Melnick, and others. 

Their writings helped to generate interest in and a broader understanding of the
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complexity of issues and the interrelatedness of cultural landscapes with other natural and 

manmade resources (Melnick 1983; Page et al. 1998).

In 1988 cultural landscapes were formally identified as a specific cultural resource type. 

The National Park, Service "recognized the importance of considering both built and 

natural features, the dynamics inherent in the natural processes, and continued use" (Page 

et al. 1998:7). In 1990 the Secretary of Interior clarified the urgency of implementation 

of a cultural landscape preservation policy by stating that the sites in the National Park 

Service were being "damaged by neglect or deferred work due to insufficient funds or 

staffing" (as quoted in Page 1998:1).

The process of evaluation of historic sites underwent an important revision at the same 

time. Prior to 1993 an evaluation of the property’s importance would identify a specific 

theme or focus that exemplified that particular site. The earlier National Park Service 

Thematic Framework had 34 different themes from which evaluators would choose only 

one or two for each site (Mitchell 1996).

In 1993 the National Park Service revised its Thematic Framework to encourage 

evaluations not only for multiple contexts but also within a much broader, less restrictive 

set of themes (Figure 1) (National Park Service 1996). Many of these subjects or themes 

are directly relevant to the study of cultural landscapes such as: “transforming the 

environment”, “expressing cultural values”, “peopling places”, and “creating social
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Figure 1.

Categories of Process and Transformation in American History. This figure is taken from 

the National Park Service’s Expanded Thematic Framework (1996:3).
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institutions and movements”. Like the dynamic nature of cultural landscapes, the revised 

NFS Thematic Framework assumes that history is dynamic. Therefore the focus of 

concern should be with process and transformation, and the reasons behind those 

changes. " . . .  [T]he emphasis is on the tension between change and continuity and on 

understanding why and how particular choices were made" (National Park Service 1996). 

Cultural landscapes are no longer viewed as important for just one aspect but for a whole 

range of interconnected issues and elements.

■ i

Such was the impetus for the National Park Service to embark on its Cultural Landscape 

Initiative, an ambitious program to identify, document and prepare management plans for 

all cultural landscapes. Since 1987 the National Register program has produced a series 

of documents and bulletins that provide the researcher with a framework for evaluation 

and analysis of cultural landscapes (Page et al. 1998 and references therein). By 1999 

over 2,067 cultural landscapes had been identified, but, of these, only 110 have been fully 

inventoried (Goetcheus pers. comm.). As a more specific example, 87 park units within 

the Intermountain Region (Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, 

and Utah) contain approximately 500 landscapes. Again, only 5-6 % have been 

inventoried as of this date (Cowley pers. comm.). While it is encouraging to see so many 

cultural landscapes at last being identified, the statistics show that much research has yet 

to be completed.
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Chapter 2

The Cultural Landscapes Inventory Framework

Once cultural landscapes were recognized as a valuable component of the National Park 

resources, the need for developing a documentation process for those resources became 

obvious. The Cultural Landscapes Inventory was the result. This program assembles all 

information concerning cultural landscapes into one common database. This assembled 

CLI information will serve many different needs within the Park Service.

2.1 The Purpose and Context of the CLI within Park Service Management

During the initial stages of implementation, park managers were faced with a 

fundamental problem; many of their Cultural landscapes were essentially unknown, even 

within highly popular parks (Keller 1993). In the past cultural landscapes had been either 

ignored or actively dismantled when managers thought that they interfered with the 

natural resources of the park (Krumenaker 1998; Low 1987). A primary purpose of the 

Cultural Landscapes Inventory, then, is to provide a process to assist managers and 

researchers in identifying individual landscapes within the areas of interest (Keller 1993).

Once the landscape is identified, CLI researchers assemble a systematic overview of its 

historic development. With that documentation researchers can assess that landscape’s 

importance or Significance. Significance, as defined by the National Park Service, is the 

meaning and value ascribed to a landscape through its relationship to the larger historical
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context (McClelland et al. 1990). Researchers must also assess the degree to which the 

landscape retains its Integrity. Integrity is determined according to how much of the 

landscape has retained its historic appearance and, as a result, can still tell its own story to 

the perceptive visitor (McClelland et al. 1990). This assessment provides managers with a 

pretreatment record of a landscape on which all subsequent management decisions can be 

scientifically based (Keller 1993).

Determination of Significance and the degree of Integrity of a landscape provides critical 

information for all aspects of management and planning. Day-to-day maintenance of the 

historic character of the landscape cannot proceed effectively without such baseline 

information. This information can enhance interpretation programs and visitor 

appreciation of the site (Page 1998). Long-term preservation of a dynamic resource 

requires an understanding of the reasons why that landscape is important as well as the 

extent and ways in which the landscape has been altered in the past, and continues to 

change at the present time. Similarly any future design alterations or restoration plans 

depend on a thorough grasp of those features and characteristics that comprise the 

Integrity of the site (Mitchell and Page 1993). Any development that affects those 

features will alter the Integrity of the larger landscape.

Cultural Landscapes Inventory information is used at regional and national levels of 

management. At the regional level the CLI can assist with identification of clusters of 

important landscapes, justification for continued funding for cultural resources, and
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directions for additional research. At the national level Cultural Landscapes Inventory 

information will be assembled into a database of landscape resources available to all 

managers nationwide. Each inventory provides valuable information for later nomination 

of that landscape to the National Register or, if it has been already nominated, a 

reevaluation of the site to include recognition of all cultural landscape values and 

resources (Page 1998).

The Cultural Landscapes Inventory is only one part in the NPS program to evaluate 

cultural resources. The National Park Service has expanded the process of data collection 

to include other aspects of cultural resources. The CLI is one of four research 

publications in which information about the cultural resources of an area is collected and 

disseminated: the Historic Resource Study, Historic Structure Report, and Ethnographic 

Landscape Study. While the four reports may examine the same site, each report presents 

its information from a different perspective. The Historic Resource Study provides the 

in-depth historical context for all cultural resources within a given park. The Historic 

Structure Report serves as the primary source of research on all architectural structures 

and is a guide for treatment, use, and management. The fourth report, the Ethnographic 

Landscape Study, provides additional documentation on the Significance of the landscape 

for traditionally-associated, ethnic communities (Page et al. 1998). ^

The complementary information presented in these four reports comprises the baseline 

data that support the Cultural Landscape Report (CLR) (Figure 2). The CLR guides the
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Schematic Diagram of the Association between the Four Preliminary Research Docu

ments and the Cultural Landscape Report.
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management and long-term planning of both cultural and natural resources for a given 

site. Often management practices for one resource can inadvertently damage or degrade 

the Significance and Integrity of the other. The CLR outlines the requirements and 

limitations of each resource, identifies areas of potential management conflict, and 

provides guidelines and treatment procedures to protect and preserve those resources 

(Page et al. 1998).

2.2 Standardization of Cultural Landscape information

Landscapes come in all sizes and shapes. The variety of cultural landscape types across 

this country is staggering: industrial sites, archeological ruins, early homesteads, historic 

canals, and family farms. This diversity makes categorization of these landscapes much 

more difficult. From the beginning of the Cultural Landscapes Inventory process the 

National Park Service recognized the necessity for standardized procedures for collection 

and assemblage of different types of information (Page et al. 1998).

Once collected this standardized information for each landscape is entered into a 

centralized computer database, the Cultural Landscapes Automated Information 

Management System (CLAIMS). The database will allow Park Service managers to 

access information about other sites that might have similar management problems or 

potential solutions. In order for site comparisons to be useful, the same types of data 

must be collected at each site. The National Park Service has published a procedural 

guide (Page 1998) with an accompanying computer form so that acquisition of
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information and the process of analysis are identical during the inventory of each 

landscape.

Initial categorization of cultural landscapes is accomplished by segregating them by type 

and size. The National Park Service has defined four different types of cultural 

landscapes. These types are not mutually exclusive and often a landscape will fall into 

two or more categories. The initial identification of type can assist in distinguishing 

important landscape values that contribute to and ultimately define its Significance (Page 

et al. 1998). The types include the historic site, historic designed landscape, historic 

vernacular landscape, and ethnographic landscape. A historic site is defined as a 

landscape significant for its association with an important event, activity, or person. The 

Lyndon Baines Johnson Ranch near Johnson City, Texas is not unusual in its architecture 

or arrangement but is still considered of import because it was the private home of 

President Johnson (Foster 1999). The historic designed landscape is typically associated 

with a master landscape gardener, designer or architect or is recognized as a significant 

design or work of art. Fairsted in Brookline, Massachusetts was the home and office of
J

Frederick Law Olmsted, an early landscape architect, and is significant for its association 

with him as well as being one of his designed residences (Zaitzevsky 1997). A historic 

vernacular landscape is one whose use, construction, or physical layout reflects the 

traditions, customs, beliefs, or values of that region. An ethnographic landscape contains 

a variety of natural and cultural resources that associated people define as part of their 

heritage. Canyon de Chelly National Monument contains both historic vernacular and
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ethnographic landscapes. The Navajo have lived on and worked the agricultural lands 

within the canyon for centuries. They built on and altered the lands in patterns that are 

specific to their own culture and the local environment. The canyon also contains 

important cultural landmarks such as large-scale rock formations that have meaning 

specific to Navajo religion and culture (Travis 1994).

In the case of Fort Bowie National Historic Site, the only type of cultural landscape that 

this site does not exemplify is the historic designed landscape. Fort Bowie was the 

location of many important historic events and activities. As a site of Anglo-American 

habitation for 36 years it represents an important example of Anglo-American methods of 

adaptation to southeastern Arizona during the mid 19th century. Fort Bowie is also an 

important ethnographic landscape for the Chiricahua and other Apache people not only 

because of important landmarks but also because it represents a critical change in their 

history and a significant loss to their culture. While the second fort was designed and 

built according to military regulations of the time, its design does not represent a 

significant work of art or differ substantially from other designed forts of that period.

Landscapes are organized according to their size and sphere of context. A landscape site 

might be limited to a single property such as the Carl Sandberg home, the Hubble 

Trading Post in Arizona, or an archeological ruin. A landscape district, on the other 

hand, might be as large as an entire historic agricultural region, such as Boxley Valley 

along the Buffalo River in Arkansas (Melnick et al. 1984). A district will be associated
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with linked activities or collections of buildings that are connected by design of purpose 

(National Park Service 1995). Fort Bowie is designated as a district because of its size 

(1000 acres), the variety of activities that it hosted, and the collection of sites and 

buildings that relate to the Chiricahua-Anglo-American conflict.

Landscapes can be further dissected into component landscapes and even down to 

individual features. Large districts like Gettysburg National Military Park can contain 

several component landscapes including roads, farmsteads, and a national cemetery (Page 

1998). Smaller landscapes are assessed by their individual features both natural and 

cultural such as groves, fields or structures. Fort Bowie National Historic Site contains 

numerous component landscapes and individual features. The importance of these 

features and their association to the larger historical context of Fort Bowie and Apache 

Pass will be more fully dressed in the following chapter.
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Chapter 3

Methodology of the CLI: Fort Bowie National Historic Site As a Case 

Study

Research for the Fort Bowie Inventory was conducted in two parts. The first was an 

archival search for both historic and modem sources. The second was an evaluation of 

the site and its component features. In order to be sufficiently knowledgeable to identify 

and evaluate all elements that are relevant within a landscape, the researcher must have a 

thorough grasp of the depth and breadth of its history. Due to the complexity of the 

history of this site, the Fort Bowie research team spent close to 50% of the project time 

on the archival research component. The team collected material from such sources as 

local historical museums, public and private archives, and state and federal agencies1. 

Documentation of historic events and interpretations came from firsthand sources, 

historic recorded interviews, biographies and autobiographies, military records, historical 

summaries, and academic theses. Personal interviews provided important details and 

corroborative information on all subjects. The researchers conducted interviews with 

Park Service managers, and associated individuals and groups. A short summary of our 

historical survey of the site is presented here to remind a reader of the major events and |

1 These sources included the Western Archeological and Conservation Center, University o f Arizona and Special 

Collections Libraries, Arizona Historical Society, Arizona State Museum, Fort Bowie National Historic Site and 

National Park Service Santa Fe Support Office Archives.
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activities that took place at Apache Pass and to set context for discussion in later 

chapters.

3.1 A Brief History of the Fort Bowie Landscape

Fort Bowie National Historic Site sits within Apache Pass, a relatively accessible transit 

point across the Dos Cabezas-Chiricahua Mountain range in southeastern Arizona. The' 

surrounding environment is defined by the basin-and-range geology that is typical of the 

Southwest. Rows of mountains with peaks sometimes exceeding 9000' alternate with 

broad flat plains of Sonoran desert grasslands.

Until modem times, however, geography and topography were of secondary interest to 

any visitor to this area. The primary element that controlled all movement through and 

ultimately the use of this landscape was the availability of water. In the Arizona desert 

water was often a day's ride or more to the next reliable location. Apache Pass and its 

immediate environs are blessed with three almost perennial sources: Apache, Siphon, and 

Goodwin Springs. Access to those waters of Apache Pass was recognized by all visitors, 

as critical to their very survival.

The history of use of Apache Pass extends back to prehistoric times, perhaps as early as 

200 B.C. Archeological evidence indicates the presence of a village site within the pass, 

probably Mogollon in origin. Results from excavations in nearby locations suggest that
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the area was subsequently abandoned sometime after 1200 A.D. due to severe drought 

conditions (Bronitsky and Merritt 1986). •

When Spanish missionaries and explorers arrived in southeastern Arizona in the early 

1600s, numerous American Indian tribes already inhabited the area. These included the 

Jocomes, Janos, Pimas, Opatas, Sumas, Sobaipuris, Mansos, Chinarras and Apaches.

The Sobaipuri and Pima Indians primarily lived in agricultural settlements along the local 

rivers. Other tribes, however, were semi-nomadic, moving short distances periodically 

according to seasonal changes and resource availability (Wilson 1995).

Spanish missionaries and militia offered to support many of these tribes with food and 

supplies if they settled on designated farmland near established small church settlements 

and military garrisons (Wilson 1995). By the late 1700s most of the tribes and even some 

Apaches had accepted the offer. A few Apache bands, however, rejected settlement. 

Semi-nomadic in their pattern of lifestyle, the Apaches preferred to move regularly across 

the landscape in search of available resources. These available resources often included 

those belonging to other Indian tribes and Spanish (and later Mexican and American) 

settlers. The Apaches were feared and hated by all other inhabitants for their raiding 

skills and their ability to use the landscape to evade pursuers. Ultimately Spanish and 

later Mexican governments were able to reduce the frequency of attacks by offering the 

Apaches regular allotments of food and supplies (Brinkerhoff 1967). This policy worked 

fairly well until civil war erupted in Sonora in the early 1830s. All Indian supplies were
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subsequently discontinued and the local militia withdrawn to the region of civil conflict. 

Apache raiding went unchecked and many settlements in what was then the northern 

Sonoran region were completely abandoned.

At the end of the Mexican-American War in 1848, the Mexican government ceded a vast 

area of land north of the Gila River to United States. Later in 1854 Mexico sold an 

additional portion that included southern Arizona and New Mexico known as the 

Gadsden Purchase. The United States had acquired a vast new territory and all of the 

Apache problems that went with it (Murray 1951).

Gold was discovered in California in 1848. Suddenly the United States government was 

interested in developing a southern transcontinental route in order to assist the growth of 

commerce and trade between East and West Coasts. The Butterfield Overland Mail and 

Stage Company as well as other commercial transport groups followed the trail of the 

‘49ers and chose Apache Pass as the most direct route with water. Apache Pass became a 

critical link in the movement of goods between the rapidly developing state of California 

and established markets in the east (Utley 1959).

This traffic, however, traveled through the center of the Chiricahua Apache homeland. In 

the early years the Chiricahua maintained agreements with transport companies that 

permitted those companies to use the pass unmolested (Murray 1951). Those agreements 

disintegrated in 1861 when a young, inexperienced lieutenant from Fort Buchanan

42



accused the leader of the Chiricahua band, Cochise, of lying about a Apache raid on a 

nearby ranch and the abduction of a young boy. The accusation and attempted capture of 

Cochise initiated a series of attacks and counterattacks betweeh the band and Anglo- 

Americans that lasted 11 years.

In 1862 a second major confrontation with the Apaches became the justification for 

establishment of Fort Bowie. With the declaration of the American Civil War, the 

southern Confederacy claimed Arizona and Mexico as part of its own territory. Union 

Volunteers from California marched eastward to defend New Mexico but were ambushed 

by Apaches in Apache Pass. After a two-day-long battle the Volunteers finally gained 

access to the water of Apache Spring. Major Carleton, Commanding Officer of the 

Western Union Troops, however, called for the establishment of a permanent 

encampment to protect access to both the water source and the pass as a major link in the 

primary southern military supply route (Utley 1959). Troops were also charged with 

protecting all travelers and settlers in the area. That task turned out to be a daunting one 

for the small cadre of soldiers stationed at Fort Bowie (Murray 1951).

Over time Fort Bowie evolved and expanded. The fort, originally built near Apache 

Spring, was rebuilt on a broader, higher plateau eight years later. In 1872 the Chiricahua 

Indian Reservation was established in southeast Arizona with Fort Bowie as its center. 

The Indian Agency headquarters was later moved to the fort.
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Tragically, that reservation was short-lived. At its closure in 1876 some of the 

Chiricahua members agreed to move to the San Carlos Reservation. Others refused and a 

small group fled to Mexico including Naiche, the son of Cochise, and Geronimo, a 

powerful shaman and adviser to Naiche. During the next ten years these individuals 

returned to Arizona periodically to raid settlements and travelers. General Crook and, 

later, General Miles focused all of their military forces and a new form of rapid 

communication, the heliograph, on the capture of the last survivors of the Apache bands..

Fort Bowie was the designated headquarters for these Apache military campaigns.
!

Naiche and Geronimo surrendered to General Miles in 1886 at Skeleton Canyon in the 

Peloncillo Mountains and, with the rest of the Chiricahua Indians from San Carlos, were 

deported to Forts Pickens and Marion in Florida. With no further need for regular 

military activity, Fort Bowie was closed in 1894. Much of the wooden portions of the 

buildings were dismantled by local people and reused in surrounding homes and ranches. 

Pieces of the land within the military reservation were sold at public auction in 1911; the 

rest was returned to the control of the General Land Office as public land. Congress 

authorized repurchase of some of those lands in 1964. Fort Bowie National Historic Site 

was finally opened to the public in 1972.

3.2 Archival Research

The results of the archival research are presented in five documents in the Fort Bowie 

National Historic Site Cultural Landscapes Inventory (Pinto et al. 2000). The first is the
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Preface, an introductory piece entitled "In Their Own Words". It is an assemblage of 

quotations from individuals, historic and modem, players and observers. These 

quotations illustrate the diversity of opinions regarding this landscape and the history of 

events. This document was not required by the CLI format but was included because the 

researchers felt it contained important contextual and associative information that could 

not be accommodated elsewhere. The Regional Context provides background information 

on the physiographic, political, and cultural setting during the Period of Significance.

The primary document that summarizes the history of the Fort Bowie landscape is the 

Site Narrative. It outlines the sequence of occupation and the history of significant 

events, activities and changes in the landscape. Some of this information has already 

been presented in the historical overview in the beginning of this chapter. The Timeline is 

an abbreviated version of the Site Narrative for quick reference.

The most important document arising from archival research is the Statement of 

Significance. For sites that have not yet been nominated to the National Register of 

Historic Places, the Statement of Significance and the Assessment of Integrity (discussed 

in the next segment) form the core of support documentation to establish eligibility. The 

Statement of Significance is a summary of defining events, activities, and players in the 

history of the landscape as well as an analysis of how that landscape and its associations 

contributed in the larger context to the history of United States or the region.
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A property can be significant with respect to one or more of four different criteria. The 

purpose of employing a variety of criteria is to assist in recognition of different values 

that each property might embody (National Park Service 1995). Criterion A identifies 

properties that are associated with an event, or series of events, or activities or patterns of 

development. In the case of Fort Bowie the site has been associated with multiple events 

relating to the opening of the West, the struggle between the Chincahua and Anglo- 

Americans for control of the land, and the final surrender and deportation of the 

Chincahua Apaches. Criterion B applies to properties that illustrate an important 

individual’s significant achievements. Numerous individuals at Fort Bowie played

important roles in our American history. Again these individuals, both Chiricahua and
/

Anglo-American, were associated with the long conflict in southeast Arizona. Criterion 

C relates to properties that illustrate significant elements of design or construction, have 

high artistic values, or are examples of important builders or architects. This criterion is 

not applicable to landscapes within Fort Bowie National Historic Site. The layout of the 

second Fort Bowie was typical of many forts built after the Civil War. The arrangement 

of individual structures evolved over time and under the influence of many unknown and 

untrained builders. Criterion D is generally applied to archeological sites. These sites 

must have made or have the potential to make important contributions to our 

understanding of prehistory or history. Fort Bowie has at least one potentially significant 

archeological site that may reveal important information about prehistoric Mogollon 

culture.
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The Significance of a property is defined not only by its types of associations but also by 

the span of time during which the important use occurred. Sometimes that use is limited 

to a single event; other times that use may continue for generations. In the case of Fort 

Bowie National Historic Site the Period of Significance was identified as beginning with 

the point of first recorded use of Apache Pass in 1695 by the Spanish and terminating 

with the closure of Fort Bowie in 1894. The necessity of defining a Period of 

Significance will be explored in greater detail in the next section in the discussion of the 

Assessment of Integrity.

3.3 Landscape Analysis

The second half of the research portion of the project was an evaluation of the landscape 

itself. The primary purpose of the evaluation is to identify and document those elements 

and features that contribute to the landscape’s Significance and then to compare their 

degree of Integrity today with their historic condition.

Written and visual information on cultural and environmental resources came from . 

museum archives, federal documents, and scientific publications and environmental 

summaries of southeastern Arizona2. Interviews with Park Service employees and 

scientists were critical in verification of documentary evidence and interpretation of 

photographs. The research team conducted three separate reconnaissance trips to the site

2 Sources included the U.S. Geological Survey, National Resource Conservation Service, Fort Bowie National Historic 

Site, Santa Fe Support Office, National Park Service, Western Archeological and Conservation Center, Arizona 

Historical Society, and University of Arizona Libraries.
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during the summer of 1999, and the winter and spring of 2000. The research team also 

traveled to Willcox, Arizona on a separate trip to interview Chiricahua descendants 

visiting from Fort Sill in Oklahoma. Their information provided a different but important 

perspective on the values of specific site features and the Significance of the Fort Bowie 

landscape to their people.

Four documents resulted from the landscape analysis portion of the research: the Analysis 

and Evaluation, Assessment of Adjacent Lands, Assessment of Integrity, and the 

Inventory Summary. The Analysis and Evaluation (A & E) is the largest and most 

detailed document within the CLI. The A & E contains a discussion of 13 landscape 

characteristics. These characteristics are "the tangible and intangible aspects of the 

landscape that have influenced its development or are the products of its development" 

(Page 1998:70).

Not all 13 characteristics will be found in every landscape. Fort Bowie National Historic 

Site, however, happens to contain all of them: Natural Systems and Features, Spatial 

Organization, Land Use, Cultural Traditions, Topography, Vegetation, Circulation, 

Cluster Arrangements, Buildings and Structures, Views and Vistas, Constructed Water 

Features, Small-scale Features, and Archeological Sites. The first five characteristics 

represent landscape processes: those aspects that affected how inhabitants shaped the 

land. The remaining eight are the physical components: elements that have been built or 

altered during habitation (McClelland et al. 1990).
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These characteristics include the large-scale aspects of the landscape yet are represented 

on the ground as specific, small-scale features. For example, Spatial Organization is the 

three-dimensional arrangement of physical landforms that define and create spaces within 

the landscape. Features that illustrate these spaces are the man-made responses to those 

landforms. These might include roads, arrangements of buildings, and the division of 

properties. Apache Pass is a high mountain pass with numerous washes and narrow 

defiles that transect it at different points. During the period of conflict, most Anglo- 

American travelers moved into and out of Apache Pass along its washes because of their 

relatively easy grade. But the steep, facing walls along the washes put those travelers in 

constant danger of attack from Indians hidden in the surrounding hills above. Landforms 

within the pass as well as its hills and washes determined the choice of locations for the 

Butterfield Overland Trail and Stage Station, and both forts.

Buildings and Structures are physical components of the landscape. The features include 

both sheltering and functional types such as houses, windmills, silos, and power lines 

(Page 1998). Most of the buildings and structures at Fort Bowie National Historic Site 

were located in or clustered near the two forts during the period of Apache-American 

conflict. Most were related to specific U.S. military activities. These buildings were 

constructed from a combination of materials that were readily available nearby: stone, 

adobe brick and lime mortar. Wood was not readily available as a building material until 

late in the existence of the fort in 1880 with the arrival of the railroad. Even after the
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closure of the fort in 1894, wood was considered so precious that local inhabitants 

stripped all wooden components such as roofs, doors, porches, and window frames.

The Assessment of Adjacent Lands is the second landscape analysis document and 

examines those elements or landscapes that exist beyond the park boundaries but still 

contribute to the Significance of the site. Important elements exist beyond the limits of 

Fort Bowie National Historic Site; some within the immediate vicinity, some at a greater 

distance. Many of these landscapes played a contributing role in history of Fort Bowie 

and were culturally important to the Chiricahua Apache.

The Assessment of Integrity along with the Statement of Significance and the Analysis 

and Evaluation are the three most important documents in the Cultural Landscapes 

Inventory. The Assessment of Integrity is dependent upon both the Analysis and 

Evaluation and the Statement of Significance and is attempted only after the other two 

documents are complete.

Integrity is the ability of a landscape to convey a sense of its own history to the interested 

and perceptive visitor; Thus the degree of Integrity of a landscape is dependent upon 

how much of the original landscape and its elements remain and what state they are in 

(Firth 1985; McClelland et al. 1990). A homesite whose structures are still intact and in 

good condition has high Integrity; its contribution to history is readily discernible. That 

same site after historic structures have been removed and new ones built in their stead, 

conveys little of its history and Significance and, therefore, has much less Integrity.
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Since many of the buildings have disintegrated too little more than foundations, the 

degree of Integrity of Fort Bowie’s structures is low. Many of the natural features, 

however, still retain a high degree of integrity.

In order to compare the modem status of an element with its historic one, the researcher 

must be able to define the point in time, when subsequent changes to an element no longer 

contribute to its Significance. Herein lies the importance of the Period of Significance 

mentioned earlier. As we have seen, all landscapes continue to change over time with or 

without the influence of man. The Period of Significance allows the researcher to limit or 

proscribe which changes should or should not be considered. The Period of Significance 

for Fort Bowie National Historic Site was defined as 1695 to 1894. The starting date was 

chosen as the first recorded use of Apache Pass for transportation. 1695 also saw the first 

recorded conflicts between the Spanish military and local Indian inhabitants of the 

Chiricahua Mountains. 1894, the year of Fort Bowie’s closure, represented the point of 

cessation of hostilities between the Apaches of southeast Arizona and Americans. Even 

after closure of the fort, the landscape continued to be grazed by cattle from adjoining 

ranches. Apache Pass is still visited occasionally by Apaches to harvest local plant 

materials or to seek spiritual renewal. Both are uses that occurred during the historic 

period but neither is representative of the relevant criteria for Fort Bowie that were 

outlined in the Statement of Significance.

./
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Like the Analysis and Evaluation of a landscape, the Integrity of a site can be measured 

by the Integrity of the individual components. The landscape characteristics (primarily 

the physical components as they are the ones most easily altered) within the A & E were 

evaluated for their Integrity. The sum of those components provides an overall 

assessment of the more tangible elements of landscape.

In addition to the assessment of individual components, the Integrity of the site is also 

measured according to specific qualities. Some of these qualities such as Location, 

Workmanship, and Materials are relatively quantifiable attributes. Others such as 

Setting, Design, Feeling and Association are less so. Integrity qualities generally relate to 

larger issues of overall cohesiveness, functionality and aesthetics. For example Setting is 

dependent on the physical environment of a site and will often determine the overall 

character of a place. This character can play a definable role in the activities and the 

events at a site. Part of the Setting at Fort Bowie led to its Spanish name of “El Puerto 

del Dado”, the Gate of Chance, because of the ever-present risk of Apache attack that any 

traveler took when traversing the narrow canyons. The Setting at Fort Bowie was 

medium to high because the physical environment, and therefore its character, had 

changed very little.

The overall Integrity of Fort Bowie National Historic Site is relatively high. Since 

southeastern Arizona has seen relatively little development, there have been few changes 

to the Apache Pass landscape with the exception of National Park Service structures. The
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primary reason for loss of Integrity at Fort Bowie is the gradual dissolution of the historic

fort structures. While some ruins have been temporarily stabilized, the loss of structural
\

information of Materials and Workmanship has reduced the overall Integrity of the site.

The Inventory Summary is completed when all other documents are done and includes 

our four recommendations for the National Park Service. These recommendations, 

reprinted below, represent research team’s overall assessment of the state of the cultural 

landscapes at FBNHS (Pinto et al. 2000:13).
*

1. The research team believes that the National Register documentation 

for Fort Bowie National Historic Site should be broadened to include a 

more ethnographically inclusive as well as landscape-based interpretation.

Apache Pass and Fort Bowie are part of a landscape that is still important 

to many people. The values and Significance of this landscape to those 

other groups need to be more thoroughly explored and evaluated beyond 

limits of this inventory in an Ethnographic Landscape Study.

2. Fort Bowie National Historic Site sits within a larger landscape of 

related events and places of importance. Those landscape features such as 

Bowie Peak, Skeleton Canyon and Cochise Stronghold might also be 

recognized for their contributions to the story of this landscape.
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3. The Period of Significance for Fort Bowie National Historic Site 

should be reevaluated following the completion of a thorough 

archeological survey.

4. A Fort Bowie Cultural Landscape Report team should carefully 

examine the restoration process of historic grasslands in order to give 

consideration to both cultural and natural resource requirements.

The following chapter will present a detailed discussion of the process of analysis that led 

to these recommendations. We believe that these recommendations highlight some 

specific deficiencies in the overall understanding of the history of this landscape. These 

problems in understanding have led to planning, management and interpretation efforts 

that have left out other important cultures and aspects that have been associated with the 

landscape at Fort Bowie National Historic Site.
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Chapter 4

Assessment of Findings from the Fort Bowie National Historic Site 

Cultural Landscapes Inventory

Chapter 4 presents the results of our research from the Fort Bowie National Historic Site 

Cultural Landscapes Inventory. While these findings and recommendations are briefly 

stated within the CLI document, the CLAIMS format leaves little room for elaboration of 

the process of development of those conclusions. This chapter contains a detailed 

explanation of a number of issues confronted during research and an analysis of the 

effects of these issues on the cultural landscape of FBNHS.

The cultural landscapes at Fort Bowie today are the result of more than 40 years of 

assessment, planning and decision-making by the National Park Service. The effects of 

early methods of research and site assessment are identifiable in present management and 

interpretation of the landscape. The findings from the Cultural Landscapes Inventory 

become more understandable and relevant when presented with a review of past Fort 

Bowie planning and analysis documents. Thus the purpose of the following chapter is to 

examine how those cultural landscape issues that were identified in the Fort Bowie CLI 

arose.
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A recitation of all Fort Bowie Cultural Landscapes Inventory findings here would be 

redundant. The author assumes that the reader has become familiar with the major 

written portions of the Inventory, especially those referred to earlier in Chapter 3.

4,1 Early Recognition and Appreciation of the Fort Bowie Landscape

Fort Bowie was recognized early in the 20th century as a valuable part of American 

history (National Park Service 1939). In 1937,43 years after its closure, the National 

Park Service began investigating the site for possible addition as a national monument 

(Gomez 1984) but the advent of World War II postponed further efforts to acquire the 

site for the next 20 years. In 1957 Robert Utley, National Park Service historian, was 

assigned to research Fort Bowie’s history. He prepared the first site study that identified 

many of the historic events and their locations within Apache Pass (Utley 1959). Fort 

Bowie was declared a National Landmark in 1960, but this designation had little 

consequence for preservation except to identify the site as historically important.

■ ; ' . .V

In 1964 Congress authorized the establishment of Fort Bowie National Historic Site in 

accordance with the Historic Sites Act of 1935 which had directed the National Park 

Service to preserve for public use historic sites, buildings, and objects of national 

significance (U.S. Congress,H. R. 1963; U.S. Congress, S. 1963; Mackintosh 1999). As 

was common in many evaluations of that period, early site descriptions focused on the 

architectural elements, the ruins of the two Fort sites, and associated Anglo-American

56



historic events that took place within Apache Pass (Utley 1959; National Park Service 

1965; National Park Service 1977).

"Prime historical resources at Fort Bowie include the ruins of the first and 

second Forts, the Butterfield Overland mail station, the post cemetery, and 

traces of the immigrant route/Butterfield Trail and later military roads.

Sites include Apache Spring, the 1854 Parke Camp (part of the southern 

railroad route survey), the Bascom Affair site, and the 1861 Wagon-train 

Massacre site" (National Park Service 1975b).

What was unusual in these early planning documents of FBNHS was the recognition that 

this site was valuable for its natural resources as well as its structures and battle sites. 

Because of the absence of growth in rural southeastern Arizona, Fort Bowie and Apache 

Pass had remained essentially undeveloped since the closing of the Fort in 1894 (National 

Park Service 1965).

"Much of the land surrounding the site of this early outpost remains as it 

appeared during the height of the Fort’s historic period a century ago. The 

surviving natural and historic resources lend themselves to preservation in 

a primitive state . . ." (National Park Service 1975b: 1).
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This undeveloped state meant that the same landscape as that seen during the historic 

period retained a high degree of Integrity, was still readable to the perceptive visitor, and 

therefore could play an important role in the story of Fort Bowie.

"Located in the heart of the country dominated by the Chiricahua Apache, 

this region was eminently suitable for the guerrilla warfare tactics for 

which these Indians were famous. The land here still evokes the drama of 

the conflict between the Apache Indians and the white man, and the 

eventual subdual of the Apache" (National Park Service 1965:4).

The planners understood that the rugged topography of Apache Pass still created the 

same views, or lack thereof, as those seen during the historic period. These views could 

generate the same feelings of power the Chiricahua Apache might have felt behind their

bulwarks along the ridges or of apprehension such as the emigrants recorded in their
' !

diaries as they traveled through the defiles of Siphon and Bear Canyons (Eccleston 1950; 

Shackelford 1868).

Similarly the surrounding vegetation of Apache Pass, "hostile with thorns and spines", 

would heighten an awareness of contrasting environments — a hazardous desert 

surrounding the rare jewel of life-giving waters of Apache Spring. The topography, the 

vegetation, the water all supported the emotional context for the story of Fort Bowie, a 

lonely outpost in a dangerous and hostile environment (National Park Service 1965).
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These natural resources also supported the chosen theme of "Historic Abandonment" — 

the notion that Fort Bowie had been built, served its purpose, and then been deserted 

when no longer needed (National Park Service 1965; 1982; 1999a and b; Gomez 1984). 

Visitors would see the ruins of Fort Bowie and its landscape just as time has left them, 

unaltered and unprotected. Reconstruction of the original structures would not be 

necessary as long as the ruins were stabilized. This presentation and interpretation of the 

ruins would be accomplished as "a glimpse into the window of the past" viewed through 

the picture frame of the Apache Pass landscape (National Park Service 1965).

The first planners came to the remarkable conclusion (highly unusual for its time) that 

preservation of the historic landscape was crucial to the continued appreciation of Fort 

Bowie (Gomez 1984). Without that landscape, the visitor would not viscerally respond to 

or empathize with the history and events that those ruins embodied.

"[The] evocation of historical values at the site is utterly dependent upon 

protection of its natural-scenic environs — the essential setting for the 

historical resources. Thus, at this historic site natural-scenic resources are 

not secondary or tertiary, but complementary — in the precise sense of that 

word" (National Park Service 1965:5).
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As a result of these conclusions Park Service developers fortunately never completed 

some of their earliest plans for the development of Fort Bowie: no roads were built 

through the middle of the site, no visitor tramway was constructed from the trail to the 

highest point, and no Interpretive Center was stationed at the top of Overlook Ridge 

(National Park Service 1965; Gomez 1984),

Since those early discussions, management at Fort Bowie has been keenly aware of the 

need to preserve those elements that contribute to the visual resources (National Park 

Service 1975a). This meant that the Park Service had to reduce or eliminate any land

uses that would be visibly intrude at its boundaries. In 1964 the National Park Service
v

negotiated with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the federal agency in charge a 

large percentage of the bordering lands, to create a buffer zone around Fort Bowie. The 

BLM agreed to eliminate any new rights to mineral exploration, within the buffer zone 

thereby prohibiting any future unsightly excavations that would mar the surrounding 

hills. With the exception of one historic claim this buffer has contributed greatly to the 

preservation of most of the viewscape at Fort Bowie.

Continued cattle grazing was another concern for visual resource management. Fort 

Bowie National Historic Site was created from federal lands belonging to the BLM and 

from private holdings of neighboring ranchers. Congressional legislation required that 

local grazing leases be continued in order to minimize any economic impact on those 

cattle operations. This arrangement presented a potential for damage to vegetation from
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overgrazing and for unexpected cattle-visitor encounters (National Park Service 1975a). 

The BLM and NPS have worked together to reduce cattle grazing impact on the 

vegetation through a reduction in the permitted number of head and a limitation in the 

grazing period to winter months on part of the leased lands. Cattle-visitor encounters 

have been mostly eliminated by the development of a fenced corridor along visitor trail 

and around the ruins (National Park Service 1999a and b).

Unlike many historic sites within the National Park Service in the 1960s, the landscape of 

Fort Bowie was identified in its early stages of planning and development as an important 

component of visitor interpretation. The unaltered landscape still had the power to elicit 

many of the same feelings as were aroused during the historic period of conflict. The 

National Park Service has been successful in maintaining many of those important 

viewsheds that generated those feelings and associations.

4.2 Lack of Inclusion of Other Cultures Associated with the Fort Bowie Landscape

The research team was pleased to find the degree of recognition of the landscape, its 

scenic qualities, and its contribution to the history and Integrity of the site. Our most 

surprising discovery during our assessment of the cultural landscape of Fort Bowie, 

however, was the absence of appreciation of so many other cultural attributes of this site. 

The focus of research, planning, and subsequently, management of FBNHS has been 

restricted to contexts relating to military and transportation issues during the period of 

westward expansion. Those contexts, as described in the National Register of Historic
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Places Nomination Forms, concern Anglo-American history almost entirely (National 

Park Service 1970; 1987).

Apache Pass with its upland grasslands and valuable water sources has supported at least 

three different cultures during last 2000 years: a prehistoric Mogollon settlement, 

protohistoric Indian and Apache bands that include the Chiricahua, and an historic 

Anglo-American military community. In addition the military community maintained 

long-term relationships with adjacent ranching and mining communities. Each of these 

cultures thought about and used this particular landscape in different ways. The research 

team believes that each of these cultures merit consideration and are important in the 

landscape evaluation.

The Cultural Landscapes Inventory process has also given the research team an 

opportunity to examine and assemble information from a variety of cultural and social 

themes. This information shows that the cultural landscape of Fort Bowie is much larger, 

more complex, and significant to more individuals and groups than originally anticipated. 

A broader understanding of those different patterns of use is valuable to Arizona in 

particular as well as to the nation as a whole. The following portion of this report will 

examine the importance of those cultural aspects and attributes of the history of Apache 

Pass in more detail.
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4.3 Lack of Prehistoric Information

Archeological research has shown that prehistoric cultures have lived in southeastern 

Arizona for more than 11,000 years (Baumler 1984; Brdnitsky and Merritt 1986). At the 

end of the Archaic Period, approximately 2000 years ago, three different prehistoric 

groups were probably using this region: the Hohokam, the Mogollon, and the Salado.

The Hohokam were an agricultural people who developed extensive farming 

communities with complex canal systems. They inhabited the lower Santa Cruz and Gila 

River systems. Both Mogollon and Salado cultures inhabited the San Simon and Sulphur 

Springs Valleys on either side of Apache Pass (Baumler 1984; Bronitsky and Merritt 

1986).

The presence of a prehistoric site in Apache Pass has been known since at least 1977 

(National Park Service 1977). Site managers and visitors have frequently found 

potsherds in the area (Hoy; Ludwig pers. comm.). The site has been tentatively identified 

as a Mogollon village, occupied possibly as early as 200 B.C. The site has been 

frequently referenced in FBNHS resource management documents as a cultural resource 

that required further investigation (National Park Service 1982; 1999a and b).

This putative Mogollon settlement would have existed near the southern limit of the 

culture’s range (Houk 1992). Typical settlements have been found at higher elevations in 

the White Mountains. Archeological remains show that these settlements generally 

included a few to many pithouses and sometimes surrounded a central community
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structure, or kiva (Cordell 1997). Mogollon villagers were originally dependent on 

hunting and foraging for most of their food sources. During later periods (approximately 

1000 A.D.) these groups began to develop small-scale agricultural plots to supplement 

their protein diet. They planted varieties of maize, beans, and squash. Often they 

developed their plots in washes using check dams constructed of rocks to slow the runoff 

of soil and water (Houk 1992). Apache Pass with its higher elevations, relatively flat 

open spaces, abundant water sources and grasslands would have offered many of the 

resources considered valuable to these groups.

Wade Broadhead (1999) has documented the effects of livestock grazing on 

archeological sites. He showed that surface remains, such as potsherds, can be trampled 

and buried as cattle move repeatedly over the site. Broadhead’s evidence suggests that 

continued cattle grazing at the Mogollon settlement site could increase the difficulty of 

any archeological surveys or cause damage to extant archeological remains.

At this point in time, archeological excavations have taken place on a few of the historic 

ruins at Fort Bowie National Historic Site (Morris 1968; Herskovitz 1978; Schuetz 1984). 

These excavations examined areas immediately surrounding the second Fort and the 

Chiricahua Indian agency. Limited research on the Butterfield Stage Station is also in 

progress (Ludwig pers. comm.). So far, however, only one percent of the site has been 

surveyed by archeologists (National Park Service 1999a).
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The prehistoric site contains valuable new information that would enlarge the breadth and 

depth of the cultural landscape of Apache Pass. The historic U.S. military community 

was a major component of the Fort Bowie cultural landscape but other groups have also 

used Apache Pass in the past. This Mogollon settlement may reveal important 

archeological information about one of the last prehistoric groups in the Southwest. 

Evidence of past use is. an important part of the significance of the Fort Bowie landscape. 

This additional cultural component should be investigated and then recognized in the 

National Register documentation and subsequent interpretation at Fort Bowie.

4.4 Lack of Recognition of the Role of the Chiricahua Apache

Historical writings are replete with information documenting the presence of the 

Chiricahua Apache in this portion of Arizona. Early Spanish documentation in the late 

17th century describes the northern portion of the Chiricahua Mountains as the home of 

many different Indian groups (Naylor and Polzer 1986). Later Spanish authors like 

Nentvig (1980) and Lafora (Kinnaird 1958) describe the same area in the mid 18th 

century as the homeland of the Chiricahua Apache alone. During that interlude the 

Chiricahua apparently became the dominant culture of the area (Wilson 1995). Early 

Anglo-American travelers recognize the Chiricahua Apache as a serious obstacle to travel 

through the southeastern portion of Arizona during the mid 1800s (Eccleston 1950; 

Shackelford 1868). Later historical documentation abounds with chronologies of the 

conflict between the Chiricahua Apache and the U.S. military and early American settlers 

(Bourke 1891; Cremony 1868; DeLong 1905; Ellis 1915; Goodwin 1988; Gustafson
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1966; Marion 1965; Mulligan 1979; Murray 1951; Ogle 1940; Reedstrom 1990; Roberts 

1992; Rolak 1975; Sonnichsen 1982; Sweeney 1991; 1997; Tevis 1954; Thrapp 1967; 

1972; Utley 1959; 1961; 1977; Wilson 1995; Worcester 1941; 1979). A small number of 

documents even relate the history of the conflict from the Apache perspective (Ball et al. 

1980; Betzinez 1957; Buchanan 1986; Ellis 1915; Goodwin 1988). An overwhelming 

amount of information illustrates that the Chiricahua Apache were historically part of the 

landscape of Apache Pass and, later, the history of Fort Bowie. Despite the extensive 

documentation, the Chiricahua Apache have never seriously been included in the 

historical landscape context of FBNHS.

From the inception of the National Park Service’s original plan for the historic site, the 

focus of the interpretation of the conflict has been from the Anglo-American point of 

view (National Park Service 1939; Kellner et al. 1961; National Park Service 1965;

1975a and b; 1977; 1982; 1998; 1999a and b).

"For years, Apache Pass has been a cemetery filled with rude monuments 

to pioneer courage and Apache savagery. After the soldiers came to build 

Fort Bowie, travelers crossing the mountains enjoyed a security that 

. contrasted starkly with the apprehension that gripped those who had 

preceded them. It is these stories — the conquest of the Apaches and the 

military protection of overland travel — that the ruins of Fort Bowie today 

vividly recall" (Kellner et al. 1961:2).
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Like the excerpt above, early National Park Service documents often mentioned the 

Chiricahua within historical overview of Fort Bowie. The Chiricahua were generally 

presented as the counterpoint to the U.S. military and their heroic actions. An early 

interpretive plan for Fort Bowie suggested an exhibit might depict "something of the 

history of the Apaches", but the primary purpose of the exhibit was to "introduce Tom 

Jeffords, blood-brother of Cochise, as well as General O. O. Howard, who was sent by 

President Grant make peace with the Indians" (Kellner et al. 1961:4).

Despite the evidence in historical documentation, very little recognition of the Apaches’ 

perspective in the later conflict is found in any planning, management, or interpretation 

documents for FBNHS.

4.4.1 Evidence of Historic Use of Apache Pass by the Chiricahua

Like most Apache groups the Chiricahua were nomadic. They did not remain in one 

location for extended periods of time or create any permanent structures (Opler 1941). 

Nevertheless the Chiricahua returned frequently to a given location during the same 

season in consecutive years. Evidence from numerous secondary sources indicates that 

Apache Pass and its environs were used regularly by the Chiricahua up until the time of 

the establishment of the first Fort Bowie in 1862.
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Apache Pass, historically as well as today, is rich in natural resources considered valuable 

by the Chiricahua. Apache Pass contained three ahnost-perennial water sources, fine 

grasslands that would have attracted game, and wide variety of plants useful for 

medicinal, food and tool purposes (Hoy pers. comm.; Harrow pers. comm.; Castetter and 

Opler 1934). Michael Darrow, a Fort Sill Apache and Chiricahua descendant, has 

described Apache Pass as a location that would have been seen by the Chiricahua as "a . 

grocery store and drugstore all rolled into one" (Harrow pers. comm.). Clearly in the 

absence of any external threats (such as the U.S. military) Apache Pass would have made 

an ideal encampment. Prior to 1862 there were no American military establishments 

within 100 miles of Apache Pass that would have deterred the Chiricahua or any other 

bands from using that area.

John Spring, a soldier stationed at Fort Bowie in 1866, wrote in his memoirs that the 

typical Chiricahua Apache campsite would be found "in a hollow between two mountain 

cliffs, near stream or spring known only to them" (Gustafson 1966). After the 

establishment of Fort Bowie the Chiricahua were known to reside in Cochise Stronghold, 

an unapproachable, natural fortress in the Bragoon Mountains (Murray 1951; Thrapp 

1967; Worcester 1979; Sweeney 1991; 1997). Joseph Sladen accompanied General O. O. 

Howard on his visit with Cochise in his Stronghold in 1872 to negotiate a peace 

settlement. He described the complete security of the Stronghold and the ready 

availability of plant resources for food (Sweeney 1997). In many respects Apache Pass 

would have been very similar to Cochise Stronghold with the same availability of
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important resources: water, food, views and restricted approaches defensible against any 

unwelcome visitors.

Limited documentary information indicates that sites in and around Apache Pass were 

regularly used as encampments for the Chiricahua (Mulligan 1979). Nicholas Lafora in 

1766 recorded the presence of Apache "rancherias" in Apache Pass (Kinnaird 1958). 

Lieut. John G. Parke in 1854 noted "Apache trails" emanating from Apache Springs 

(Parke 1855). James Tevis (1954), the first Butterfield Stage Stationmaster between 1857

and 1858, wrote that "Old Jack" and his band often camped under Helen’s Dome.
) .

Goodwin Spring, originally known as Cochise Spring, was also known as a favorite 

campsite of Cochise and his Apache band (Utley 1961, Sweeney 1991).

None of these encampments were permanent, however; Apache groups frequently 

migrated to new locations according to seasonal climate variations and local resource 

abundances (Sweeney 1997; Castetter and Opler 1934; Opler 1941; 1983a and b). 

Because of their nomadic patterns of living, the Chiricahua built no permanent structures 

and left little lasting evidence of their use or habitation of a site. Nonetheless, a few 

locations in the Chiricahua Mountains have been identified that indicate historic Apache 

use (Gillespie pers. comm.) and at least one historic encampment, probably occupied in 

the 1850s, has been found in the Apache Pass region (Ludwig pers. comm.).

69



The struggle between Anglo-Americans and the Chiricahua for control of this portion of 

the Southwest was long and often violent. The Chiricahua believed that their way of life 

and even their very existence were indelibly linked to this landscape.

"The reason why we fought so hard was that without the land we would 

not be the people we are. Our belief was a part of the land and everything 

that goes on it. This is how we were placed on earth and we could not see 

any way around it" (Berle Kanseah in Goodwin 1988).

By understanding their historic patterns of use we can begin to decipher how the 

Chiricahua perceived their homeland and why that landscape was so important to them. 

That understanding, in turn, provides a much deeper, richer context for the conflict and 

all of the subsequent events.

Despite a paucity of archeological data, anecdotal, documentary and resource evidence 

suggests that the Chiricahua probably made frequent use of Apache Pass during the 

protohistoric period. This evidence of past use is an important part of history and 

Significance of the Fort Bowie landscape.

4.4.2 Lack of Agreement between Boundary Demarcations and the Chiricahua 

Cultural Landscape

This limited perspective of not recognizing the historical landscape of the Chiricahua has
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created consequences for the Fort Bowie National Historic Site as early as the initial 

process of property acquisition. In 1964 congressional authorization of Fort Bowie 

placed a specific cap of 1000 acres on the property size available for purchase (U.S. 

Congress, H. R. 1963; U.S. Congress, S. 1963). For the size of the landscape of Apache 

Pass (the watershed of the entire pass probably exceeds 2000 acres), this site designation 

was very restrictive. Such a limitation meant that only certain areas with recognized 

historic value could be included instead of the entire landscape of the pass.

The criteria used to determine these areas of historic value did not include the context of 

the Chiricahua Apache. When a visitor examines a map of FBNHS there are few sites 

that reference the Chiricahua except in conflict (See Figure 12 in Pinto et al. 2000). Areas 

that might have been considered important to the Chiricahua were not included such as 

Bowie Peak, the site at which Ussen spoke to Geronimo and informed him of his magical 

powers (Ball et al. 1980; Sweeney 1991); Goodwin Spring (Cochise Spring), Cochise’s 

favorite campsite and possible birth site (Hoy pers. comm.); and other areas of historic 

habitation, critical events or sacred associations in the Chiricahua history of Apache Pass.

The research team identified Cochise Stronghold and Skeleton Canyon as two other 

associated landscapes that were closely connected to the Chiricahua-Anglo-American 

conflict but beyond the boundaries of FBNHS (see Figure 12 in Pinto et al. 2000). 

Cochise Stronghold in the Dragoon Mountains was the main site in which the Chiricahua 

took up residence after their exclusion from Apache Pass in 1862. Skeleton Canyon in
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the Peloncillo Mountains was the site of the final, formal surrender of Geronimo and 

Naiche to General Miles in 1886. These sites, especially Skeleton Canyon, still have 

important historical Significance for the descendants as was so aptly expressed by 

Mildred Cleghom (Goodwin 1988):

"I realize how much they truly loved their homeland in Arizona and New 

Mexico. And that’s a real deep feeling I didn’t realize that I had until last 

year in ’86 when I went to Fort Bowie and stood in a place like Skeleton 

Canyon where Geronimo surrendered and rode down the trail where my 

grandmother and grandfather walked down the trail to Fort Bowie and 

were taken prisoners of war."

The FBNHS boundary limitations affect the ability of the National Park Service to 

interpret the story of the Chiricahua and their traditional patterns of land use effectively 

for the visitor. The Anglo-American concept of a site or place is a limited area with a 

specified boundary. The Chiricahua, like many Native American tribes, did not view 

edges in the landscape in the same way. They regularly moved through many different 

landscapes according to seasonal variations and food supplies (Castetter and Opler 1934; 

Opler 1941; Fills 1915; Sweeney 1997). The traditional-associated landscape of the 

Chiricahua extended south'into the Sierra Madres and north to the Gila River (see Figure 

11 in Pinto et al. 2000). The landscape of Fort Bowie represents a very small piece of the 

Chiricahua Apache range. Without a concerted effort on the part of the National Park
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Service to explain Chiricahua patterns of movement and land use, the cultural landscape 

of the Chiricahua in Apache Pass remains unclear for the public.

4.4.3 Reasons for Lack of Inclusion of the Chiricahua Apache in the Context of Fort 

Bowie’s Cultural Landscape

Possible reasons for the narrow interpretation of FBNHS from only the American 

perspective are numerous. As discussed in an earlier section in this report, the primary 

reason may relate to the original documentation methodology within the National Park 

Service, the National Historic Landmark Program, and the National Register of Historic 

Places. Early documentation efforts were expected to identify on single primary context 

for the site. In 1970 the National Register of Historic Places documentation identified the 

historic period as the only period of interest and areas of Significance limited to military 

and transportation (National Park Service 1970). A second documentation in 1987 

expanded the range of contexts to include historic archeology, community planning, 

engineering, exploration, military, and transportation (National Park Service 1987). Yet 

all of these themes again related to Anglo-American use of the site as a military 

establishment.

Another important reason is the paucity of documentation either written about the 

Chiricahua or by themselves (Bourke 1891; Ball et al 1980; Buchanan 1986; Betzinez 

1957; Ellis 1915; Goodwin 1988; Castetter and Opler 1934; Opler 1941; 1983a and b; 

Stockel 1991; Sweeney 1997; Worcester 1979). Like many other Native American
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tribes, the Chiricahua had no tradition of a written form of history; information was 

transmitted by oral means. Anglo-Americans historians have produced the 

overwhelming bulk of documentation on Fort Bowie. As result there has been little 

discussion or interest in the Chiricahua interpretation of events. A small amount of 

literature has been produced by Anglo-Americans who have transcribed oral histories 

given by Chiricahua individuals (Ball et al. 1980; Stockel 1991) or by historians who 

have assembled documented evidence of Chiricahua actions (Thrapp 1967; 1972; 

Sweeney 1991; 1997 Worcester 1941; 1979). A few early works by ethnographers 

(Castetter and Opler 1934; Opler 1941) examined their culture, tradition and plant use 

from interviews with Chiricahua members of the Mescalero Apache tribe in New 

Mexico.

The third reason for the lack of information is the removal of the Chiricahua from their 

historic landscape. Their departure has reduced the immediate connection between the 

Chiricahua and their original homeland. Subsequent generations have not had the benefit 

of living in and continuing their intimacy with that landscape. Even for those Chiricahua 

and their descendants who wished to return to the area, travel from their present 

reservations at Mescalero, New Mexico or Fort Sill, Oklahoma may have been financially 

difficult for many of them. Similarly historians and park managers have not had the 

benefit of regular exchange with the Chiricahua (National Park Service 1999 b). This lack 

of connection is especially troubling when issues of historical accuracy or resource value 

arise. In the absence of any thorough ethnographical landscape research, there will
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always be a dearth of information about Chiricahua land use practices, cultural traditions 

and their viewpoint of historic events.

4.4.4 Continued Significance of the Fort Bowie Landscape to the Chiricahua 

Culture

The Chiricahua Apache were deported from their homeland in September 1886. They 

spend a year at Fort Marion in St. Augustine, Florida where many of tribe died of 

malaria. In 1887 they were moved to Mount Vernon Barracks in Mobile, Alabama.

They were moved yet a third time to Fort Sill, Oklahoma in 1894 where they were given 

small plots of land to farm (Worcester 1979). Finally in 1913 the Chiricahua were given 

the opportunity to move further west to the Mescalero Reservation in New Mexico. 

Approximately two-thirds of the tribe chose to join the Mescalero Apache on their 

Reservation. The remainder chose to stay at Fort Sill where they had already established 

homes and working farms (Betzinez 1957). Like most Native American tribes, the 

Chiricahua would never allowed to return to their homeland (Johnson pers. comm.).

Despite an extended absence from their homeland, the history and landscape of Fort 

Bowie and Apache Pass remain culturally significant to the Chiricahua people. In 1986 

the National Park Service, in conjunction with WGBH Broadcasting Systems, hosted a 

reunion for the Chiricahua descendants on the centennial anniversary of Geronimo and 

Naiche’s surrender. As the resulting documentary film showed, this return was an 

emotional reconnection for these descendants with their heritage and a landscape that
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they had known only through traditional stories (Goodwin 1988). Many of these 

descendants were third, fourth, and fifth generations removed from the original 

participants. Most had never returned to their homeland before this event (Goodwin 

1988; Hoy pers. comm.). The film, entitled "Geronimo and the Apache Resistance", 

provides the only documentation that records the feelings of these people about the 

historic events and their landscape from the Chiricahua cultural perspective. Since that 

visit, an annual gathering of all Apache Indians has occurred in Sunsites, Arizona in the 

adjacent Sulphur Springs Valley. These gatherings provide a more regular opportunity to 

the Chiricahua to return to their homeland.

Interaction and exchange between the Chiricahua and federal agencies of southeastern 

Arizona is also beginning to improve. As result of the legislative mandate from the 

National Historic Preservation Act, the National Park Service and National Forest Service 

are required to actively involve all traditionally-associated groups in management and 

planning of ethnographic and traditional landscapes (Parker and King 1990; Carroll 

1993). Recently archeologists from the Coronado National Forest toured the Chiricahua 

and Dragoon Mountains with members of the Fort Sill Apache tribe to identify and assess 

the significance of certain cultural and archeological sites (Gillespie pers. comm.). The 

Chiricahua National Monument and Fort Bowie National Historic Site staff recently 

visited the Mescalero Reservation to initiate personal connections and, perhaps, a 

continuing dialogue with tribal members (Ludwig pers. comm.).
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4.5 Additional Anglo-American Cultural Aspects of the Fort Bowie/Apache Pass 

Landscape

Among the Anglo-American historical themes, FBNHS has been recognized for its 

contributions to the expansion of the Western frontier because of the presence of a 

military community of Fort Bowie. The site is also significant for its contributions to 

transcontinental transportation as the site of one of the most critical and dangerous of 

Butterfield Overland stage stations (National Park Service 1939; 1965; 1970; 1975b; 

1982; 1987; 1999b). The Butterfield Overland Stage Company was the first 

commercially successful transcontinental transportation enterprise. The Butterfield Co. 

moved U.S. mail as well as people between Tipton, Missouri through Tucson and Los 

Angeles, and finally San Francisco (Theobald and Theobald 1961).

During the early stages of archival and landscape research, the CLI team recognized that 

there were many aspects of the history and cultural landscape of Fort Bowie that had not 

been acknowledged or investigated to any degree. These aspects included periods of 

time, cultural groups and types of land use that at one time or another played some 

important role in this landscape. A schematic diagram (Figure 3) was generated by the 

CLI team to visually represent the multiplicity of these aspects. The diagram is by no 

means considered complete; as research on Fort Bowie and landscape of Apache Pass 

continues, other important aspects will come to light and should be included.
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Figure 3.

Schematic Diagram of the Cultural Landscape Perspective of Fort Bowie National His

toric Site. This figure was part of a presentation, “The Fort Bowie Cultural Landscapes 

Inventory” by Robin Pinto, Irene Herring, and P. Annie Kirk, April 14, 1999, at the 

University of Arizona Department of Landscape Architecture.
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The expanded Thematic Framework encourages researchers to move beyond static 

elements and "Stages of American Progress" to examine processes and transformations 

throughout the history of our country (National Park Service 1996). Local and regional 

experiences should be acknowledged and celebrated because they helped to explain and 

defined changes and trends that have affected our entire nation. While these stories are 

not packed with the adventures found in many of the military encounters, they are 

important to our overall understanding of how early Americans lived in and used this 

landscape: Indeed they are the stories that make Fort Bowie "come alive" for the visitor 

(National Park Service 1982).

The Thematic Framework recognizes eight broad, somewhat overlapping themes (Figure 

1) (National Park Service 1996). Upon careful consideration the landscape of Fort Bowie 

and its events and activities can be seen to intersect with many, if not all, of these themes. 

For example, the effort of the federal government to take control of Apache Pass would 

fit with the "Changing Role of the U.S. in the World", "Developing the American 

Economy", and "Shaping the Political Landscape". The daily lives and activities of the 

Mogollon, Chiricahua, and Anglo-American communities fall under "Peopling Places", 

"Expressing Cultural Values", and "Creating Social Institutions and Movements".

When the landscape of Fort Bowie was first identified in the mid 20th century as a 

valuable part of American history, preservation was often dependent upon the site’s 

recognition as a premier example of national significance (Gomez 1984; Mitchell 1996).



Since the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, sites with local or 

regional significance are now accorded equal validity. In addition to its national 

significance as a critical frontier outpost, Fort Bowie was the hub of many regional 

activities as well.

The transcontinental Butterfield Overland stage line went through. Apache Pass during its 

brief period of existence between 1858 and 1861. Even after the line was relocated north 

to Colorado at the onset of the Civil War, Apache Pass continued to be the major east- 

west conduit for communication. With the establishment of Fort Bowie in 1862, military 

couriers maintained communications between Union outposts. After the end of the Civil 

War until its own closure in 1894, Fort Bowie was one of the few US. post offices in 

southeastern Arizona (Theobald and Theobald 1961).

The Apaches were notorious in their ability to move rapidly across very long distances. 

During General Crook’s Apache campaigns throughout Arizona in the early 1870s, there 

was an obvious need for more rapid forms of communication than U.S. Post or courier 

service (Walker and Bufkin 1986). Federal funds finally became available to develop a 

military communication network in 1877 (Hyve 1980). Fort Bowie became part of a 

telegraph system that spanned the distance between San Diego, California and Fort 

Bayard, New Mexico.
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Telegraph communications were limited to sites in direct physical contact. Areas without 

a telegraph station or telegraph line (when the Apaches learned how easy it was to cut it) 

were still dependent upon couriers. When General Miles took over the final Apache 

campaign in 1886, he established a heliograph system across Arizona and New Mexico 

connecting 14 line-of-sight stations to track the movements of the last of the renegade 

Chiricahua, The Fort Bowie position on the top of Bowie Peak was known as Heliograph 

Station No. 1 (Murray 1951; Kelly 1967; Rolak 1975). Remnants of that station are still 

visible (Ludwig pers. comm.).

Fort Bowie was also a commercial and supply center in southeast Arizona throughout its 

existence. Most well-established forts or camps had a Post Trader store that provided 

many of the non-military or luxury items necessary for everyday life. At Fort Bowie the 

store was operated initially by John Anderson until 1869, and later in 1870, by Sidney R. 

DeLong (DeLong 1905; Murray 1951). DeLong had recently become a partner in the 

interstate wagon supply firm of Tully, Ochoa & Co. The Post Trader store at Fort Bowie 

thus became a major source of supplies to the military, the surrounding ranching 

community and, during existence of the Chiricahua Reservation, to the Apaches (Bourke 

1891; Kane 1978; Murray 1951).

In addition to its function as a supply center, Fort Bowie was a market for local ranching 

and lumber enterprises. Local ranches regularly supplied both meat and dairy products to 

the companies stationed in Apache Pass (Murray 1951). Col. Hooker established one of
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the largest ranching businesses, Sierra Bonita Ranch, in 1872 in Sulphur Springs Valley 

in order to produce beef for Forts Bowie, Grant, and Lowell (Wagoner 1952, Bailey 

1994). The Riggs family began their ranching empire in the San Simon Valley in 1880s 

for the same purpose. Many of these same families also sold their homegrown vegetables 

and fruit to the Fort (Baumler 1984). Prior to the arrival of the Southern Pacific Railroad 

in 1880, most lumber for construction came from mills in the Chiricahua Mountains. 

Tully, Ochoa & Co. was known to have delivered large amounts of lumber from local 

mills in 1879 (Murray 1951).

Fort Bowie was a magnet for many people in the area. At the height of the Apache 

campaigns. Fort Bowie supported a civilian community of over 100 people (Murray 

1951). Civilian members included laundresses, prostitutes, whiskey sellers, military 

families, officers’ servants, builders, and even an hotelier (Murray 195.1; Leavengood 

1987; 1995). No report has ever been compiled documenting the social and cultural life 

at Fort Bowie but small pieces of information are available. Dances were held especially 

in the latter years of the Fort, to which young women from local ranches were often , 

invited (Cook 1971). Weddings for the two daughters of Col. Eugene Beaumont, the 

commander of the Fort during the 1880s, were publicized and well reported in local 

newspapers as gala events (Greene 1980).

The presence of the. military hospital was another important draw for the community of 

southeast Arizona. Civilian members utilize medical facilities and personnel at the
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hospital. Lillian Erickson, the daughter of a neighboring rancher, was bom at the Fort 

Bowie hospital in 1888 (Leavengood 1995). The value of hospital to the surrounding 

civilian community became a significant rallying cry during the argument over the Fort’s 

continuation or dissolution in 1894 (Murray 1951).

Managers and interpreters of Fort Bowie have noted a regular interest by the public in the 

social and cultural history of Fort Bowie (National Park Service 1982). Visitors want 

information about the day lives of those men and women: their dress, activities, forms of 

entertainment, and living accommodations. Park interpreters remarked, at tlie time, that 

"no concentrate source on these subjects (had) been compiled" (National Park Service 

1982:36).

The assembly and dissemination of this kind of information is important to the National 

Park Service's interpretation of the broader cultural landscape of Fort Bowie. No longer 

are historians limited to the documentation of sensational events. The stories of the 

everyday lives of people long ago allow the visitor of today to connect emotionally with 

those players of the past. These stories also provide insight into their experiences with 

the land that, in turn, might assist those of us in the modem age to cope a little more 

intelligently with our present environment.
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4:6 Natural Resource Management Vs. Cultural Resource Management

The National Park Service has been charged by Congress to preserve and protect natural 

resources and ecosystems that encompass those resources. The Park Service is also 

required to protect and preserve its cultural resources (Mackintosh 1999). Unfortunately 

those two charges can often be at odds with each other (Page et al. 1998; McClelland et 

al. 1990; Andrus 1992). When that situation arises, a research team composed of experts 

in the fields of cultural landscapes, ecology, botany, anthropology, archeology, and 

architecture is assembled to analyze the site and both sets of resources.

Recommendations for long-term management and treatment are written up in the form of 

a Cultural Landscape Report (Page et al. 1998). Such a conflict between management of 

natural and cultural resources may be occurring at Fort Bowie.

Management staff of Fort Bowie National Historic Site has recently proposed to clear a 

substantial portion of the Triangular Valley of mesquite (National Park Service 1998) 

(See Figure 42 in Pinto et al. 2000). The population of mesquite appears to have been 

increasing since Anglo-American habitation in the mid 19th century. The reason for 

removal of the mesquite is to restore what was believed to have been the original 

environment of open grassland within the valley. The issue of concern is whether or not 

the Park Service should manipulate a previously uiimanaged environment in order to 

restore that area to a supposed cultural setting of an earlier period.
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As undeveloped as Apache Pass might be, this landscape and its vegetation are not 

pristine. The Triangular Valley has seen a long history of different kinds of use. While 

Apache uses are less well documented than those of Anglo-Americans, Castetter and 

Opler (1934) describe numerous Apache uses of plants found in Apache Pass. Some 

historians (Dobyns 1981) have suggested that the Apaches used fire to manage game 

although the evidence for this is limited.

Cattle grazing has probably had the largest impact on the vegetation of the valley. The 

Spanish Jesuit missionary, Eusebio Kino, introduced livestock to southeastern Arizona at 

the end of the 17th century. Large-scale ranching began with the Spanish land grants in 

the early 1800s. Owners of the San Bemadino Ranch at the southern end of the 

Chiricahua Mountains apparently released their cattle into the Sulphur Springs Valley 

when they abandoned their ranch after Apache attacks in the 1830s (Wagoner 1952; 

Bahre 1991; Wilson 1995). The Mormon battalion passed through the area and noted 

that thousands of these cattle were still roaming the valley in the late 1840s. Cattle, 

horses, and mules were certainly present in Apache Pass after the construction of the 

Butterfield Overland Stage Station. Livestock numbers probably increased throughout 

the lifetime of the Fort and peaked in 1886 at the height of the Apache campaigns when 

more than 300 people were living at Fort Bowie. Even after the closure of the Fort, cattle 

continued to graze on both private arid BLM portions of the site up until present-day. 

Woodcutting and lumbering comprised some of the other uses of vegetation in Apache 

Pass (Schuetz 1984; Murray 1951; Dennett and Clark pers. comm.).
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Actual descriptions of what Triangular Valley looked like prior to or during early stages 

of Anglo-American habitation are limited to passing comments in private diaries and 

survey reports. Nicholas de Lafora (Kinnaird 1958) remarked in 1766 on the unlimited 

pasture found in El Puerto del Dado, the Spanish name for Apache Pass. John Parke in 

his survey of a viable route, for the proposed southern railroad camped in Apache Pass in 

1854 and commented, "Finding the much desired water, we encamped in a small 

triangular valley with an abundance of grass and wood . . .  Our animals are now doing 

well, having an abundance of fine grama grass . . . " (Parke 1855:12). Mrs. Granville 

Oury wrote in her diary as she traveled across Arizona in 1865, "we are camping in a 

beautiful spot, in an opening in the mountains entirely surrounded by thickly timbered 

hills . . .  Wood and grass are abundant and our mules are reveling after being tied up for 

five nights in the pass . . ." (as quoted in National Park Service 1998:10). Another diarist, 

Mrs. Shackelford (1868), traveled through Apache Pass and commented, "We . . .  are 

camped at the foot of the pass between mountains near a station where there is a company 

of soldiers.. . .  There is plenty of grass and wood here but water is scarce". Not only did 

these travelers express relief at finding the water of Apache Spring (which is what they 

were all primarily searching for) but they were also thankful for the bountiful fodder for 

their animals and the open camping area.

The earliest photographic evidence of the landscape is dated 1867 (see Figure 62 A in 

Pinto et al. 2000). The image shows parts of the Triangular Valley in the middle ground
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as relatively open grass populated with other shrubs (probably juniper and mesquite). 

Figure 30, taken in 1886, shows the same middle ground with the areas of more densely 

populated trees and shrubs. Figure 62 B, taken in 1998, shows the Triangular Valley 

almost covered in mesquite shrubs with few junipers and little open grassland.

Historic cultural use of the Triangular Valley also provides an interesting insight into

what the setting may have looked like in the past. The Butterfield Stage Station was built

in 1857 as an intermediate rest stop for animals, travelers, and stage employees. It was

located on the Butterfield Trail that entered the Triangular Valley at the southern end and
' .

exited into Siphon Canyon at the north (see Figure 12 in Pinto et al. 2000). The station /  

could have been situated closer to Apache Spring a few hundred yards to the east. Such a 

building site would have provided easier access to water but reduced viewsheds due to 

the enclosing hills. Instead the builder of the stage station chose the center of the open 

valley with, we suspect, the intent to utilize the open viewsheds for the purpose of 

keeping a wary eye on the movements of any approaching Apache Indians. By locating 

the station with its corral at the center of the grasslands, the attendant could also keep 

livestock close to the stone corral as a deterrent to theft.

Viewsheds into and out of the valley would have been considered important resources. 

Locating the stage station in the center of the Triangular Valley would have been planned 

for safety reasons. For any stage driver or emigrant having traversed the first set of 

hazardous canyons, that open field would have been a welcome sight (see comments on
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the landscape in the Preface (Pinto et al. 2000)). Thus the historic viewsheds and the 

vegetative structure surrounding the stage station both contributed to the historic setting 

and the emotions that were generated by that setting. Preservation of those views and 

vegetation would be an important component in maintaining the Integrity of that 

landscape (Page 1998).

Long-term effects of cattle grazing on the landscape of Arizona have been documented 

by many scientists and geographers (Hastings and Turner 1965; Cooke and Reeves 1976; 

Bahre 1991 and references therein). In the past continued overgrazing of the grassland 

has led to removal of vegetation cover, changes in species composition, soil compaction, 

and increased rates of erosion. Some of these, especially changes in vegetation 

populations, have occurred in Apache Pass. Comparisons between Soil Conservation 

Service aerial photographs taken in 1936 and 1992 show that the percent cover of 

mesquite within the Triangular Valley has increased dramatically over time while the 

grass cover has decreased (See Figures 60 A and B in Pinto et al. 2000). These mesquite 

forests have altered the viewsheds and the historic setting of the Triangular Valley; their 

growth and development have recently aroused the concern of Park Service management.

The National Park Service has proposed removing all mesquite trees under the height of 

6-10 feet over an area of approximately 40 acres (National Park Service 1998). The 

proposed method of removal was to cut the mesquite with chainsaws, bum any unwanted 

L brush, and apply herbicides upon signs of resprouting. At the time of our visits to the site
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in 1999 and 2000, management had completed approximately one-third of the clearing. 

Unfortunately there are numerous areas of concern regarding the mesquite removal 

project that, in our view, have not yet been adequately addressed.

While Apache Pass and Triangular Valley have had a long history of use, there is no 

evidence that the grasslands have been actively managed. Research by range scientists 

on mesquite management has shown that honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa) and

velvet mesquite (Prosopis velutina) continue to germinate and grow despite 100%
% .

removal of all plants (Gibbehs et al. 1992). Plant growth and germination rates indicate 

that without regular maintenance cleared grasslands will return to a mesquite-dominated 

environment. This evidence suggests that once initiated, this removal project will require 

regular active maintenance to retain the open grassland setting (Gibbens et al. 1992).

Sonoran desert grasslands have probably never been pure communities populated only by 

grass species (Bahre 1991). It is likely that mesquites distributed by native ungulates 

were always present to a limited degree within those environments. Despite their 

common assertions descriptions from early surveyors and diarists provides little 

conclusive information on the historic balance between mesquite and native grass 

populations in the valley. Historic photographs themselves are also limited in resolving 

this uncertain balance. The earliest photographs were taken 10 years after the arrival of 

Anglo-Americans and possibly 40 years after initial exposure to Spanish cattle. Thus 

neither anecdotes nor photographs provide a comprehensive understanding of the
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vegetative populations in the Triangular Valley at the beginning of Anglo-American 

habitation. If the original balance of mesquite and grass populations is unknown, this 

uncertainty that begs the question, "How much removal is enough?" All? Half? Only 

the shorter varieties? How is that choice justified?

The direct causes of this "brush invasion" of Arizona’s grasslands are yet to be fully 

agreed upon. Evidence exists for both climatic variation and human-induced impacts 

(Bahre 1991). If, perchance, the changes in percent cover are due in part to climatic 

variation, then this vegetation removal project would be contradicting the original charge 

to the National Park Service under the Organic Act not to interfere with natural 

processes.

The most recent Resource Management Plan (National Park Service 1999a) repeatedly 

states that the natural resource database for Fort Bowie National Historic Site is 

insufficient and inadequate to guide long-term management. If the historic plant 

population balance is uncertain and the present resource database inadequate for 

management, it would seem imprudent to begin a long-term active management project 

with so little scientific guidance. In the absence of a thorough analysis of this portion of 

the Apache Pass landscape by more qualified individuals, the Cultural Landscapes 

Inventory research team can only raise questions as to the appropriateness of this 

vegetation management project.
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Chapter 5

Assessment of the CLI Methodology

The Cultural Landscape Inventory Program is a relatively new addition to the National 

Park Service. Only 110 of some 2000 identified landscapes have been analyzed and 

evaluated so far. The methodology of the Cultural Landscape Inventory was generated 

during the 1990s and recently codified in 1998 in the Cultural Landscapes Inventory 

Professional Procedures Guide (Guide) (Page 1998). The computerized CLAIMS 

form, into which the CLI data are entered, continues to undergo revision (Cowley pers. 

comm.). Clearly the process and procedures of inventorying cultural landscapes are still 

in flux. The research team, however, confronted a number of difficulties with the.NPS 

methodology during the Fort Bowie Inventory. Some of these difficulties arose because 

the entire team was new to the CLI process. We believe that as more researchers are 

. trained to the process, such problems will disappear. Nevertheless it is important to 

examine all of the difficulties here in the hopes that other researchers might be able to 

circumvent the same obstacles.

The format of the Professional Procedures Guide has been organized to follow the 

sequence of the CLAIMS database form. This CLAIMS form is visible as the skeleton 

(the chapter headings and lead-ins) of the Fort Bowie Cultural Landscapes Inventory 

document (Pinto et al. 2000). Thus the first section in the Guide instructs the reader to 

insert the appropriate data in the first section of the form and so on. This process is
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adequate as long as no problems or questions arise for the researchers. Even with expert 

guidance and tutelage from Jill Cowley, Historical Landscape Architect at the Santa Fe 

Regional Office, the process was often confusing and difficult. Rarely did the Guide 

offer any explanation or clarification as to why procedures should be done in a given 

manner or even why they were important. This information would have been valuable to 

the research team in that it forms the boundaries for that section and helps the writer 

formulate the appropriate description and response. Instead we had to regularly consult 

other National Park Service bulletins and documents (Keller and Keller 1987;

McClelland et al. 1990; National Park Service 1995; Page et al. 1998; Parker and King 

1990) in order to develop a broader understanding of the issues and specific requirements 

for each of the major documents.

The organization of the CLAIMS form was chosen apparently to make the job of the 

computer technician easier to input the data into the National Park Service central 

database (Cowley pers. comm.). The sequence of topics within the form does not follow 

any logical order of discovery and analysis that would be useful to a first-time reader.

The Statement of Significance precedes the Chronology and Site Narrative which means 

that the context of the site’s Significance remains unclear until later in the document. The 

Assessment of Integrity does not follow the Analysis and Evaluation. These two 

documents are intimately related to each other; an understanding of the Integrity of a site 

is dependent on knowledge of its individual features. The major documents within the 

form are also interspersed with individual items of information that are not clearly
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related. In general, these items inhibit the flow of the Inventory as a whole. The purpose 

of the research would be much clearer and the overall comprehension of the reader would 

increase with a few simple changes in sequence and organization.

Readers of the Cultural Landscapes Inventory who have not had previous experience with 

the CLI process find extracting usable information very difficult. The manager at 

FBNHS, as well as other members of the Chiricahua National Monument staff, was 

unfamiliar with purpose and content of the CLI at the beginning of our project. After his 

review of the first draft, the manager commented, "As I am not sure what a Cultural 

Landscapes Inventory is supposed to look like, the form seems rather confusing to me. It 

probably makes more sense to someone more familiar with the system." Clearly this kind 

of comment should raise some red flags. Comprehension of this information is critical 

since these individuals are ultimately responsible for. implementing any future changes 

and recommendations from the Cultural Landscapes Inventory. A training program for 

Park Service staff during the CLI project would be helpful to both staff and researchers. 

Staff would be able to anticipate the kinds of resources and documents that researchers 

might need. Training would also assist staff in understanding the results of the final CLI 

document.

Perhaps the steepest slope in the learning curve for the research team was due to the 

extensive nomenclature used to describe and define parts of the landscape. The variety of 

features, aspects, criteria, characteristics, qualities, and other divisions of landscape
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elements and attributes seemed overwhelming and at times arbitrarily distributed. The 

landscape was separately defined by size, type of property, and criteria of Significance.

It had attributes assigned by context, areas of Significance, and types of activities and 

impacts. It was further divided up and analyzed according to characteristics and 

qualities. The CLI attempts to identify and articulate both the tangible and intangible . 

aspects of a landscape and its cultural history. These intangible elements are always 

more difficult to describe and define than tangible ones. In general it is the CLI 

nomenclature for the more intangible aspects that presents the greatest difficulty in 

comprehension for the first-time reader, the uninitiated Park Service manager and the lay 

community.

With continued exposure over the development and completion of the documents this 

problem decreased for the research team. We have noticed, however, that we were not 

the only ones for whom nomenclature was a problem. Many other people struggle with 

the same difficulties as they attempt to work with the CLI methodology. While we 

recognize the need to differentiate all the landscape elements, the complexity of 

nomenclature will mean that application of NPS procedures into the larger local and 

regional realm where fewer researchers are as extensively trained will be much more 

difficult.

The issues and ideas within the Cultural Landscape Inventory are difficult and complex. 

Increased exposure to these topics will, no doubt, make completion of subsequent
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inventories easier over time. But until both researchers and those Park Service staff 

members who will be using these documents are more familiar with the concepts, the 

organization of the guide, the computer data form, and the final CLI document will 

continue to impede a broader understanding of these resources. The National Park 

Service needs to create a set of CLI procedures that 1) provide adequate explanation 

within a single document, and 2) create a logical, easily readable format for the final CLI 

document.

The Cultural Landscape Inventory Program by the National Park Service has undertaken 

at Herculean task. The program addresses, for the first time, important national resources 

that have, hitherto, been ignored or, in some cases, intentionally dismantled. The 

National Park Service has created an Inventory methodology that is capable of 

identifying and analyzing, a wide variety of landscapes and their myriad elements and 

features. The Cultural Landscape Inventory brings together important historical 

information with landscape analysis. We commend the National Park Service for its 

leadership in the field of Cultural Landscape research and management. But if the CLI 

process of assessment and preservation is to extend beyond limits of the National Park 

Service and its own properties and on into local and regional communities, the process 

needs to be simplified and streamlined. The Inventory must be relatively straightforward 

and easy to follow with adequate descriptions and directions in one location. The 

concepts and categories in landscape identification, if not reduced in number, should be
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better clarified so that more people can readily grasp and appreciate these 

multidimensional resources.
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Chapter 6

A Reevaluation of Fort Bowie from a Cultural Landscape Perspective

Unlike many other National Park Service sites, the landscape of Fort Bowie was 

recognized early on as a valuable component of the collected historical resources of the 

site. The landscape provides the context for the Fort’s historic ruins and the events that 

occurred within the pass. Because of its remote location Apache Pass has been largely 

unaltered until the National Park Service acquired property. The Park Service has 

carefully limited construction and development at the site. As a result large portions of 

historic landscape remain intact today.

Initial research and site evaluation generally guide subsequent interpretation and planning 

decisions at National Park Service sites. In the 1960s site evaluations attempted to 

identify one or two themes within a restricted period of interest. The initial site 

evaluation at Fort Bowie identified a limited range of topics that centered on Fort Bowie 

as a strategic military outpost in one of the last Indian-dominated lands and site of the 

first commercial transcontinental route across the Southwest. The most prominent 

features in landscape, the architectural ruins and remnants of the Butterfield Trail, helped 

to justify that choice. This evaluation has clearly prescribed the focus of interest and 

restricted later planning and interpretation actions at Fort Bowie. Other aspects of the 

cultural landscape, such as the social and economic experiences of the Anglo-American 

community and the history and culture of other past inhabitants, were essentially ignored.
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In the last 10 years the process of site evaluation within the National Park Service has 

changed radically. Since the recognition of cultural landscapes the National Park Service

has begun a reassessment of all of its properties. The National Park Service has recently
. /

revised and expanded its Thematic Framework, the list of categories that define areas of 

historical interest and importance. The consequence of this new framework has been to 

dramatically change the way researchers examine the past. The framework now permits 

historic sites to be documented for their processes and patterns of evolution rather than
f

pigeonholing them into limited topics.

The primary tool for assessment of all National Park Service sites is the Cultural 

Landscapes Inventory. The Inventory process is divided into two components; the first 

involves research of all historical documents, the second is an analysis and evaluation of 

the landscape and its features. Despite problems of confusing nomenclature and 

document organization, the Cultural Landscapes Inventory provides a thorough yet 

flexible methodology for examining a wide range of attributes in a variety of sites.

The primary value of the FBNHS Cultural Landscapes Inventory has been the 

opportunity to reexplore the entire history of the site, and identify and evaluate those 

landscape characteristics and qualities that make this site significant to many people and 

cultures. Our Cultural Landscapes Inventory has indeed shown that Fort Bowie National 

Historic Site and Apache Pass is far more rich in the depth and breadth of its landscape
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history than any of the original planners ever anticipated. The Inventory has also created 

an opportunity to assess how site staff have viewed its cultural landscape resources and 

addressed them in management programs.

The research team has recommended that the National Park Service expand the scope of 

research, management, and interpretation at Fort Bowie National Historic Site to include 

a broader range of themes and cultures (Pinto et al. 2000). The connecting thread 

between these different themes, groups and time periods has been and still is the 

landscape. Each group recognized the Apache Pass contained a closely spaced 

assemblage of resources that were unusual and valuable in this region of the Sonoran 

Desert. Each group used and appreciated those resources in different ways according to 

their own traditions and cultural heritage. Along with the changing patterns of use, the 

landscape evolved as well. These changes may have been driven by human impacts or 

even short-term climatic fluctuations. These changes would have an important effect on 

how subsequent groups used and interpreted the landscape. Without a more complete 

understanding of all of the cultures that have used Apache Pass, long-term changes in the 

landscape may never be fully appreciated.

The cultural perceptions of and patterns of use by Anglo-Americans have been fairly well 

documented in their own and in subsequent writings of historians. Our understanding of 

how the Chiricahua perceived this landscape, the conflict, and their own separation from 

the landscape is much less well known. An Ethnographic Landscape Study would assist
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the National Park Service in the augmentation of that information and understanding. 

Increasing the opportunities for contact and exchange between the Chiiicahua 

descendants and Fort Bowie National Historic Site would be beneficial to both parties. 

Contact would improve lines of communication and information exchange, and provide 

the Chiricahua opportunities to visit and reconnect with places that remain part of their 

cultural heritage. When the National Park Service includes interpretation of the 

Chiricahua traditions and culture, those sites and features of the Chiricahua landscape 

will become more relevant to the visitor at Fort Bowie. Associated landscapes such as 

Bowie Peak and Skeleton Canyon, although they remain outside of the formal property 

boundaries, are significant cultural features and clearly part of the history of Fort Bowie.

Initiation of the Period of Significance for FBNHS was chosen as 1695. This date was 

chosen as the first recorded use of the area when the Spanish military travel through 

Apache Pass in their pursuit of rebellious Indians (Naylor and Polzer 1986). The 

research team, however, believes that a more appropriate starting date would coincide 

with the initial occupation by the prehistoric Mogollon culture. An archeological survey 

of FBNHS, and possibly an excavation of the prehistoric site, would be able to determine 

that date as well as provide important information about the third culture to inhabit 

Apache Pass.

With, perhaps, the exception of the town of Tombstone, Arizona, Fort Bowie was 

probably one of the most important cultural centers in southeastern Arizona during its
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lifetime. The Cultural Landscapes Inventory has shown that Fort Bowie is rich in 

information about social and economic activities of local people during the late 1800s. 

Management reports from park rangers indicate that the visiting public is hungry for this 

kind of cultural information. These stories illustrate the day-to-day patterns of how 

people lived and coped in an environment that was both difficult and dull at times. They 

also "bring the. history of Fort Bowie alive" to the visitor as much or more than bloody 

battles and dramatic confrontations.

In the past managers of many national parks have ignored or even dismantled cultural 

landscape elements in the belief that they were not important or compatible with the 

preservation of natural resources or scenic values. Management at Fort Bowie has 

recognized the value of preservation of the visual landscape as an aid to interpreting the 

history of the site. National Park Service directives now require that management of 

natural and cultural resources be considered in a balanced approach. The decision to 

remove mesquite from the Triangular Valley was made in order to preserve cultural 

resources: the historic viewsheds. The stated goal was to reduce the amount of mesquite 

cover and increase that of grasses within the valley. Yet this management action also 

affects natural processes and resources in the valley. In the absence of solid evidence of 

what the pre-Fort species balance was, we can only conjecture what the final balance 

should be. The Cultural Landscapes Inventory can assist site managers and rangers in 

identifying inconsistencies in management practices. Final determination of long-term
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management goals and plans should be generated from interdisciplinary research by 

experts in the cultural and natural fields.

Application of the expanded Thematic Framework and the Cultural Landscapes Inventory 

invites the landscape historian to examine the sites in a more holistic manner. One might 

call this viewpoint a ‘cultural landscape perspective’. This perspective provides a 

research opportunity to bring together disciplines and aspects that might have previously 

been considered disparate: political science, anthropology, architecture, ethnobiology, 

physiography, and landscape architecture. The common or unifying element among 

these disciplines is the landscape. Historical aspects come together in a given place 

unique because of its set of resources, its water, minerals, vegetation, and topography. 

Those resources attract different groups of people with specific cultural traditions and 

technologies of that time. To a large degree the landscape determines whether or not 

those groups will survive or prosper in that location. This degree of success in survival, 

in turn, affects how those individuals interact with other groups in the larger landscape.

The cultural landscape perspective encourages us to ask different kinds of questions 

about a given place, not just the what and when but the deeper how and why questions. 

Why should so many people find this specific location important? How did they utilize 

the resources of land? How were those patterns of use similar or dissimilar among the 

different groups? How did their cultural traditions effect away each group used the land?
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How did each group view the landscape and how did differences in perception effect their 

interactions with other users?

This cultural landscape perspective assists both researchers and NFS staff to understand 

larger issues of history and landscape. It brings together all of the influences that have 

affected how people, have survived in a challenging environment. It recognizes that both 

the landscape and the cultures that have inhabited it are dynamic; each has evolved and 

changed in conjunction with the other.

Fort Bowie National Historic Site has a fascinating history. As Robert Melnick 

suggested, this history is multidimensional with time, culture and the land as labels on
. j

three different axes. The dimension of time extends back at least 2000 years to the 

earliest settlement at Fort Bowie. The dimension of culture moves through.many 

influences: Mogollon, Apache, Spanish, Mexican, and Anglo-American. The dimension 

of land use and changes to the land varies according to culture and technology. These 

dimensions illustrate a continuum of processes and patterns rather than static points of 

achievement. They encourage us to celebrate the differences as well as the similarities 

amongst all influences and not simply focus on one.
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Appendix A

A copy of the Cultural Landscapes Inventory of Fort Bowie National Historic Site 
(Pinto et al. 2000) forms the unattached Appendix A to this Masters Report.


