Theme Issue: Native American Land
Management Practices in National Parks

Literally thousands of lakes, rivers, cities, and other features in
the United States have names thar are either directly or indi-
rectly derived from Native American words. It seems strange,
then, that the names of most of the counrry’s 388 national parks,
monuments, recreation areas, and historic sites (for example,
Yellowstone, Zion, Pipestone, Rocky Mountains, Crarer Lake,
Everglades, Wind Cave, Grand Canyon, Badlands) bear no ref-
erence to their earlier inhabitants, despite their extensive histo-
ries with indigenous peoples.

It may be thar these park names provide a clue to the think-
ing that was prevalent at the time these “narural” areas were first
created—they may, indeed, reflect the American sense of being
a chosen people with a manifest destiny, the notion that enshrin-
ing God's landscape creations would bring us closer to par-
adise/heaven than even the uplifting magnificence of the
European cathedrals, and the idea that because these were sacred
sites they must be preserved as places where little or no human
interaction should or had taken place. These places, then, were
“newly found” and were given “new” names that emphasized
their spectacular natural features and the arrival of the American
civilization. The people who named them paid little heed to what
had happened before, cither ecolagically or culturally. This “New
Waorld” history, supported as it is by language and management
practices, continues to pervade the public perception of national
parks in the United States. But it is an incomplete account, a his-
tory that may be leading park managers astray as they attempt to
restore natural processes, structure, and composition in our
national parks.

As Mark David Spence recounts so poignantly in his book,
Dispossessing the Wilderness: Indian Removal and the Making of the
National Parks (Oxford University Press, 1999), indigenous peo-
ples lived on or used parts of the 78 million acres we now call
national parks, monuments, recreation areas, and historic sites.
This should not surprise anyone since more than 800 Indian
nations, speaking 418 languages, occupied what is now the
United States at the rime of European conract. However, the fact

remains rhar, despite early calls by 19th-century proponents of

national parks, such as the landscape painter George Catlin, to
include Indians in national parks and the current realization of
the parks” deeper history with indigenous peoples, national parks
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in the United Srates have, l‘-y-;un|-|.|rgc, evolved without any
kind of meaningful mdigenous presence.

This special theme issue of Ecological Restoration sheds
light on the interactions, such as hunting, fishing, burning,
pruning, sowing, weeding and rtilling, thar indigenous peoples
had with nature—a relationship that shaped the enviranment
of much of North America and the national parks of the
United Stares. The authors, many of whom are National Park
Service employees, explore the question: Should we try restor-

ing indigenous, land management pracrices to portions of our
national parks if we want the parks to be representative of the
landscapes at the rime of Euro-American contact with indige-
nous peoples!

To answer this question requires accepting the fact thar
indigenous peoples were crearive, thinking humans who devel-
oped socio-economic systems that depended on management of
their local environments. Moreover, it demands the acknowl-
edgment that the management and accompanying ritualistic
processes employed by indigenous peoples not anly produced
goods and services but a system of experiencing nature that is
now called raditional ecological knowledge (TEK) (see writings
of Dennis Martinez and Winona LalDuke) or native science (see
writings of Gregory Cajete). This question also requires ar least a
cursory understanding of the history of the Nartional Park Service
and the terminology it uses ro define, organize, and manage the
landscapes under its protection. Finally, it demands the recogni-
tion that there are no easy answers and that the answers that
might be found will require meaningful interactions between sci-
entists, researchers, and policymakers on both sides of the sci-
ence-humanities divide and berween people on either side of the
Anglo-Indigenous culrural divide.

The sugeestion, which many authors in this theme ssue
raise, thar “Old Ways" of tending nature can not only he discov-
ered, but restored, elicits a myriad of questions about our ideas of
nature and culrture, and how we might bridge that and the other
intellectual divides we have created. [t also suggests that we begin
to see that not all human interactions with narure are destrucrive
and that protection alone may nor be the best policy for preserv-
ing hiodiversity. Moreover, if properly supported, the restoration
of the “Old Ways” could provide the practical means by which
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the land and the indigenous people who live on it might be re-
united and healed—a process that is long overdue.

Somie of the questions raised by the idea of restoring indige-
nous land management practices include: Where do ancient life-
ways fit within the context of our technologically advanced yet
drawn-to-wilderness society? Under whar conditions does an indi-
vidual or a society conserve biological diversity! Are there ways
that indigenous people interact with nature that allow bath
humans and nature to flourish? What do economic systems that
depend largely on local resources have to teach us abour ecology
and sustainability? Canwe bridge the gap between the two culrures
of the sciences and the humaniries and build a new way of know-
ing? What can Western Shoshone pruning or Miwok and Western
Mono burning techniques tell us about restoring ecosystems?

What we have atrempred ro doin this issue is explore a few
facets of this much larger question—indeed, a question with
global analogies and importance. The initial question; we set out
to explore is the elusive, “What is natural?” Three essayists—
Dennis Martinez, a Native American from California who works
with tribes interested in ecological restoration, David Louter, an
environmental historian with the National Park Service in
Seattle, and James Pritchard, an author and professor at lowa
State University, each explores this question. Their perspectives
provide us with some clues as to the undetlying assumptions and
outward positions that surround the idea of using Native
American land use techniques in our national parks.

Next, we present a summary of the terminology, regulations,
and other literature that the National Park Service personnel use
when working with cultural landscapes. David Ruppert, who isa
cultural anthropologist for the Rocky Mounrain Region of
National Park Service, provides a short essay describing how
tribes and the National Park Service have worked out agreements
for collecting on national park lands. Ruppert argues thar such
agreements strengthen the lines of communicarion berween the
tribes and the National Park Service, allow tribes to disseminate
their cultural knowledge to their next generation, and may offer
opportunities to study how gathering and collecting affected
plants and their surrounding environment.
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Ethnobiologist Kat Anderson and ecologist Michael Barbour,
both at University of California in Davis, make the case for
including indigenous land management techniques in national
parks and present a new model for doing so. David Graber from
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks takes the opposite
view claiming that conditions (climatic, ecological, and political)
have changed so dramarically that indigenous land management
practices are no longer viable alternarives for managing national
parks or other protected areas.

A series of case studies follows, each of which presents the
story of efforts thar are underway at a national park thar have
either the potential or the objective of restoring indigenous prac-
tices. The locations of these case studies include the Bald Hills
prairies and oak woodlands of Redwood National Park in north-
ern California, the Hawaiian fish ponds in Kaloko-Honokohau
National Historical Park on the island of Hawai'l, the Quito-
baquito eco-cultural landscape in Organ Pipe National Monu-
ment in southern Arizona, the prairie ecosystems of Olympic
National Park in Washington, the honey mesquite and pinyon
pine groves in Death Valley National Park in southeastern
California, and the various ecozones within Hawai'i Volcanoes
Narional Park on the island of Hawai'i.

The National Park Service has a legislative mandate to con-
serve the parks and the “scenery and the natural and historic
objects and the wildlife therein, unimpaired for the enjoyment of
future generations.” Nearly everyone agrees that the parks are at
a crossroads in terms of meeting this mandate, especially as it
relates to protecting biodiversity in all its forms (genetic, species,
populations, ecosystems). Whether indigenous land manage-
ment practices—practices that built diverse socio-economic sys-
tems from basic plant and animal resources—will be allowed to
play a role in restoring biodiversity remains to be seen. If they are,
it will change the context of park management by encouraging
the interaction of biological and cultural resource professionals,

and represent a huge step across the nature-culrure divide.

Dave Egan and M. Kat Anderson
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