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ABSTRACT

The Grand Canyon is one of the most well-recognized natural features in
the world, but it is also a cultural landscape. The way that the interpretatios of thi
natural and cultural landscape has changed over time reveals a great deal about
what values Americans place on scenic areas (especially national patkghey
want to experience them, what stories they want to be told there, and what cultural
values were important in America at the time. This dissertation traceshbow t
interpretation of Grand Canyon has changed over time from its earliest history
until the present day, particularly focusing on National Park Service (NPS)
interpretation of the site. It argues that the process involved in developing NPS
interpretation at Grand Canyon National Park involved give and take between the
local and national levels of the NPS, but also relied heavily on public engagement
and interests. It also explores two sub themes, examining the degree to which
Native American perspectives have been incorporated into Grand Canyon
National Park interpretation, and how important individual personalities have
been in shaping interpretation at the Park. Ultimately, the dissertatiorisrévata
interpretation was a complex act, based upon dynamic interrelationshipgbetwe
author and audience, between professional objectives and public and private
pressures, and between what messages the NPS wanted to convey and what

visitors told the NPS they wanted to hear.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Most people who visit it think of the Grand Canyon as a great natural
wonder, a place where scientists learn about the history of the earth or a place for
urbanites to escape from the pressures of city life and reconnect with the
wilderness. Many marvel at the geological story told in the many layeoslof
that form the Canyon walls; enjoy meandering through the fragrant ponderosa
pines and catching glimpses of squirrel or deer or elk; and gaze admasaly
sunset or sunrise fills the horizon with color and transforms the Grand Canyon.
Some may take the time to visit the ancient Puebloan ruins at Tusayan, or peruse
the history exhibit at Bright Angel Lodge. Few would consider the Grand Canyon
as a dynamic battleground of politics and ideas, as a crucible where American
culture and heritage is created and tested and displayed. Yet, in looking at the
history of the Interpretive Division of Grand Canyon National Park, it quickly
becomes apparent that this is one of the more significant stories left td be tol
about the Canyon.

Even as the Canyon has influenced people’s perceptions of nature and the
ways in which they adapt to it, people have molded the Canyon to fit cultural
needs as well. As Stephen Pyne points out, “This landscape has been shaped by
ideas, words, images, and experiences...the processes at work involved
geopolitical upheavals and the swell of empires, the flow of art, literatieacs,

and philosophy, the chisel of mind against matter. These determined the shape of



Canyon meaning™In other words, the scenery of the Canyon has a meaning, and
this meaning primarily depends on the cultural lens through which it is viewed.
Hundreds of people can stand at Mather Point to view the Canyon, and each
person will have a different perception and experience there because of their
socioeconomic, religious, educational, racial, gender, national, or other
background. While this may seem like a prosaic observation, this diversity of
approaches to and understandings of the Grand Canyon has for almost a century
created challenges and opportunities for the National Park Service Division of
Interpretation at Grand Canyon National Park.

National Park Service (NPS) units are typically understood as either
natural or cultural sites. One NPS site that is usually thought of as a “hatteal
is Grand Canyon National Park (GCNP). Even as water, wind, and erosion have
carved the Canyon, however, different human cultures have given it meaning
based on their own unique world view, making the Canyon a cultural landscape
on one of the grandest scales imaginable. As Kenneth Shields states, “Jdre can
IS not now, nor ever was, as silent, unmoving, and still as it appears from its rim”
and though layers of human history are overlooked, humans have never been
passive in relation to the CanydrBecause there are so many different cultures

associated with the Canyon, and because cultures change over time, intenpretati

! Stephen J. Pynélow the Canyon Became Grafidew York: Viking, 1998),
Xii.

% Kenneth Shields, JiThe Grand Canyon: Native People and Early Visitors
Images of America Series (Charleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2000), 8.
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of the Canyon'’s origin, purpose, and meaning have changed over time too. As a
national park that welcomes millions of visitors from around the world, this
interpretation has the capacity to reach a broader audience than that of most othe
cultural landscapes, and therefore different groups have long fought to get their
interpretation of places, people and events heard by the public.

How has NPS interpretation at the Grand Canyon changed over time, and
what have been the main factors driving these changes? In this studg treagu
the process of developing NPS interpretation at Grand Canyon National Park
involved give and take between the local and national levels of the NPS, but also
relied heavily on public engagement and interests. Interpretation was therefore a
complex act, based upon dynamic interrelationships between author and audience,
between professional objectives and public and private pressures, and between
what messages the NPS wanted to convey and what visitors told the NPS they
wanted to heat As the NPS matured, it became increasingly centralized as the
regional and national offices tried to exert more influence over the types of
interpretation, and particularly the messages told, at individual parks. However,
primary sources such as oral history interviews, manuscripts, persoral lette
handbooks, and other historical documents reveal that local superintendents and
chief naturalists/interpreters exerted a significant influence ovenpratation at
Grand Canyon National Park, as did visitors and other members of the public who

were interested in the site. In other words, interpretation was shaped almost as

3 For my definition of interpretation, and background information on the subject,
see the appendix.



much from the bottom-up as from the top-down. Though local leaders were
sometimes forced to abide by national NPS policies, they were not passive about
their work and often initiated many programs that were never suggested at the
national level. Furthermore, the writings, advocacy, and feedback of private
citizens influenced the development of NPS ideas about what types of
information, what messages, and what activities they desired in ingtipmnet

Two secondary questions guided my exploration of the history of
interpretation at the Grand Canyon as well, and are incorporated in this
dissertation as sub-themes that run throughout the chapters. The first is: to what
degree have Native American perspectives been incorporated into interprdtation a
Grand Canyon National Park? Since the NPS and American public tend to
categorize the Grand Canyon as a “natural” park, cultural interpretattbe of
area for years lagged behind, especially concerning Native Americarige As t
earliest inhabitants of the land, local Native American tribes have developed a
wealth of knowledge about the area and its natural and cultural history. As
neighbors and as self-appointed cultural, natural, and spiritual guardians of the
Park, they also have a tremendous stake in how nature and culture at the Grand
Canyon is interpreted. Although early interpretation at the Park often told about
ancient Native American cultures that inhabited the Canyon, it has been an
ongoing struggle for local tribes to get the NPS to acknowledge their continuing
presence on the land, and devote significant interpretive programming to their

contemporary history and perspectives.



The second narrower question that appears as a sub-theme in this study is:
how important have individual personalities been in shaping interpretation at
Grand Canyon National Park? The work and policies of administrators such as
Miner Tillotson, Edwin McKee, Harold C. Bryant, and Louis Schellbach prove
that, at least early on, specific local personalities were important imgh@pand
Canyon National Park and its interpretive program. Their leadership de¢ermi
what themes local natural and cultural interpreters emphasized and how they
constructed and disseminated interpretive programming and materia¢s. | als
discuss interpretive proposals put forth by various public individuals as well,
whether they were important advocates of national park like John C. Merriam or
interested local citizens like Vernon Dolphin, and assess their impact on GCNP
interpretation.

The Significance of Interpretation

Many scholars such as Alfred Runte and Joseph Sax have argued that
national parks are cultural constructions that reflect cultural values. Asatultur
values have shifted over time, so have the ideas expressed about national parks. In
turn, this has led to an evolution in the interpretation of national park sites.
Particularly relevant to the case of the Grand Canyon is how the cultural
understanding of nature has changed (or remained consistent) over time. Although
primarily a natural landscape, the Grand Canyon also has an important human
history whose interpretation has changed (though in some ways remained

consistent) as well.



As Richard Grusin points out, national parks do not just preserve nature,
they are also complex cultural representations and productions, and therefore have
evolved in relation to and in response to societal changes ovet time.

Interpretation evolves to reflect these cultural shifts and helps keep park
interpretation relevant to the public of the time. Interpretation serves many
legitimate functions at national parks, but it also can also be propagandistic and
proselytizing, both consciously and subconsciously. Often the goal of
interpretation is to alter attitudes and behaviors on topics ranging from the
preservation of natural and cultural resources to support for NPS (or political or
ethical) policies and the continued relevance of the agency, which some observers
and scholars find distasteful, manipulative, and arrogant.

As reflections of certain ideals and visions, Grusin argues that “parks
themselves function as technologies of representation not unlike painting,
photography, cartography, or landscape architecflire"points out that a
proliferation of sources attempt to make sense of the Grand Canyon as a place in
particular, because it is so hard to comprehend. Consequently, interpreters often
cultivate a sense that the Canyon eludes or transcends comprehension. And yet, as

Grusin noted, the more it escapes comprehension, the more we try to comprehend

* Richard GrusinCulture, Technology, and the Creation of America’s National
Parks(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 3-4.

® Douglas M. Knudson, Ted T. Cable and Larry Bésterpretation of Cultural
and Natural Resourcg$tate College, PA: Venture Publishing, Inc., 1995), 6, 94.

® Grusin, 10.



and tame if.Indeed, this lyrical quandary frustrated and inspired generations of
interpreters at Grand Canyon National Park.

Interpretive staffs at GCNP from the time of its inception have struggled
to make the Grand Canyon understandable to the public, which is becoming
increasingly diverse as time goes by. NPS interpreters are hired ¢otpttes
story of NPS sites to the public, but the stories told vary from person to person
and park to park. Historians have described a culture of decentralized
management, authority, and initiative within the NPS, which has made it possible
for the American public as well as individual parks to help shape policy nationally
and at their local NPS unitdn some instances, top-down mandates from the
federal branch of the National Park Service and its Interpretation Division, and
even from administrators at Grand Canyon National Park, have restricted
interpreters. At other times, interpreters have set their own prioritiespomded
to popular movements calling for new interpretations from the ground up, in part
because Grand Canyon National Park carries weight as one of the most
recognizable and most visited of American national parks—one of the National
Park System’s “crown jewels” as it is often called.

This struggle within the Interpretation Division between top-down and

bottom-up control has important implications in American history and culture. As

" Ibid., 105, 160.

8 National Parks for the ZiCentury: Report and Recommendations to the
Director of the National Park Service (The Vail Agend&ontpelier: Chelsea
Green Publishing Company, 1993), 41.
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Hal Rothman pointed out, the NPS has always worried that popular opinion might
unduly influence NPS policies, but nevertheless park administrators havedealize
that their policies must remain relevant to public concerns and values to maintain
support for the agency and its mission. According to Rothman, the NPS therefore
interprets “the historic and cultural past in a manner that gave it measing
American tastes changed” while at the same time making recreation and
entertainment at its sites “acceptable up and down the social spettrum.”
Evidence of this is obvious at the Grand Canyon. For example, in the early 20th
century the majority of Canyon visitors consisted of well-heeled elites who
perhaps enjoyed a mule ride into the Canyon or listened to tall tales spun by a
grizzled miner followed by a lavish dinner at the El Tovar. Today, everyone from
grungy campers to blue collar workers to middle class families, as well as
international visitors, can be found in plentitude at the Canyon enjoying ayvariet
of activities from strolling along the rim to white water rafting to ipgrating in
making Native American crafts or taking a helicopter ride over the Canyon.

As the manager of national historic sites, national battlefields, national
monuments, national parks, and other areas deemed to be of national cultural,
historical, or environmental significance, the National Park Servicespitskf
on being the keeper of American national culture and heritage. As Tonia Woods

Horton states in her dissertation “Indian Lands, American Landscapes:dlawar

® Hal K. Rothman, “Selling the Meaning of Place: Entrepreneurship, Tourism, and
Community Transformation in the Twentieth-Century American Wast¢’
Pacific Historical Revievs5:4 (Nov 1996): 557.
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Genealogy of Place in National Parks,” American national parks are meant to be
cultural repositories. Consequently, politicians, administrators, and the public
pressure the NPS to represent history and culture in particular ways liett ref
their values and interests. The NPS must bend to these pressures while at the
same time preserve and interpret parks in a just and evenhand&tifhay.
history of the Interpretive Division of Grand Canyon National Park reflecse the
struggles to make the parks meaningful and relevant to American culture.
Outline of the Dissertation

The second chapter of this dissertation provides an overview of the earliest
history of Grand Canyon interpretation, examining early Native American
interpretations of the Canyon, as well as the descriptions and stories toltlyby ea
Euro-American explorers and entrepreneurs. The following chapter addtesses
beginnings of American governmental interpretation of the area by the United
States Forest Service and the genesis of the NPS interpretive program at the
Canyon in the decade after it became a national park in 1919.

Chapter four examines what | term the “golden age” of interpretation at
the Grand Canyon, which took place during the Great Depression years. During
this time Edwin McKee helped Grand Canyon National Park’s Naturalisti@nvis
become known as one of the premier interpretive groups in the country. However,
with the advent of World War I, funding for the NPS decreased as did its priority

within the federal government. Grand Canyon’s new Chief Naturalist Louis

19 Tonia Woods Horton, “Indian Lands, American Landscapes: Toward a
Genealogy of Place in National Parks,” PhD diss., ASU, Dec 2003, 6, 25, 224.
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Schellbach helped the park retain its stellar reputation for interpretatiohgbut t
golden years tarnished during WWII, and it took the rest of the decade to begin to
recover, a theme explored in chapter five.

After Conrad Wirth became NPS director in 1952, he helped lift the
agency, and interpretation, out of these doldrums. As shown in chapter six,
Wirth’s new initiatives shook up and energized the NPS, although Grand Canyon
interpreters did not always agree with Wirth’s philosophy or direction. These
changes all laid the groundwork for “Mission 66,” a sweeping NPS revitalizati
initiative. Chapter seven explores the varying effects of this agenda on Grand
Canyon’s interpretive facilities and programming. The eighth chaptessesse
interpretation in the 1960s and 1970s at the Canyon in the aftermath of Mission
66, a time when funding for and interest in NPS interpretive efforts again
declined. By the end of the 1970s, a growing cultural interest in racial and
environmental issues led to new interpretation initiatives throughout the NPS,
including at the Grand Canyon. These new programs attempted to serve the
interests of the public yet stretched already-thin administratieeimess almost to
a breaking point.

The epilogue looks at current issues and questions about the future of
interpretation in the NPS in general and the Grand Canyon in particular, while a
brief conclusion summarizes the history of Grand Canyon interpretation. A
review of the literature on the history of interpretation, the NPS, the Grand
Canyon, and other relevant topics is included as an appendix at the end of the
dissertation.

10



CHAPTER 2
THE ORIGINAL INTERPRETERS: NATIVE AMERICANS, MINERS, AND
EARLY TOURISM OPERATORS
As geographer Barbara Morehouse illustrates in her Baelace Called
Grand Canyon: Contested Geographie$at is today Grand Canyon National
Park has long been a great meeting ground of several cultures, ancient and
modern, and therefore has been the site of conflicts and contests among many
different groups of people. Interpretation is a cultural activity, and with thetyar
of cultures represented at the Grand Canyon, there have been a variety of
interpretations given. Although the federal government, primarily in the éérm
the National Park Service, has been the primary source and provider of
interpretation for most of the Canyon’s recorded history, it built upon a long and
complex history of interpretive themes and methods shaped by many different
cultures, interests, and motivations.
Interpretation at Grand Canyon before the National Park Service
Since NPS interpretation at Grand Canyon National Park adopted many of

the ideas and services that prior inhabitants at the Canyon had developed, it is
important to have an understanding of the history of the area and its interpretation
before the arrival of the NPS. The earliest interpreters (in the sensleeiat
educated visitors about their knowledge and understanding) of what is today
Grand Canyon National Park were the Native American guides who led the first
Europeans to the brink of the Canyon during the age of exploration. As Michael
Anderson states, “Consideration of how native peoples approached the land

11



instructed the first European-American explorers and later pioneers onakgi
transportation routes and survival strategies.”

For example, Hopi guides led a Spanish party of conquistadores under
Captain Garcia Lopez de Cardenas to the south rim of the Canyon in 1540.
Although the guides must have known the location of trails into the Canyon, and
though the Spanish attempted for three days to descend into it, the Hopi chose not
to help the Spanish explorers find a way to the Colorado River, illustrating what
may be the first recorded example of providing selective information about the
Canyon. The scope of the Canyon was incomprehensible to the explorers; they
estimated that the Colorado River was only a few feet wide, and saw no value in
the landscape, with Cardenas not even mentioning the Canyon in his account of
the expedition. Later another Spaniard, Father Francisco Garces, spent time
among the Havasupai attempting to convert them, while in return the Indians
attempted to impart their knowledge and legends about the Canyon tolhim.
both of these instances, it is clear that the different perceptions and goals of the
people arriving at the rim greatly affect how they understood and experiéeced t
Canyon. Only by living in the Canyon or by having guides and interpreters who

helped them understand it could these people gain a deeper appreciation for it.

1 Michael F. Andersor,iving at the Edge: Explorers, Exploiters and Settlers of
the Grand Canyon Regiq@&rand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 1998), 12-
13.

12 Robert C. Euler and Frank Tikalsky, e@iae Grand Canyon: Intimate Views
(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1992), 62.
12



Other exploratory groups that arrived after the United States gained
control of the area in the 1848 Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo also relied on Native
Americans to explain the Canyon to them. Many Euro-Americans spent time in
the region in the 19century individually or as part of larger parties. The first
official government expedition, led by Lieutenant Joseph Ives, utilized Hualapa
guides, and some members of the party encountered Havasupai when they
descended into Cataract Canyddohn Wesley Powell had contact with Paiutes
on his expeditions down the Colorado River in 1869 and 1872, and recorded some
of their stories. Prospectors who traveled through the area in the 1870s also
interacted with local tribes, sometimes causing probférhater settlers to the
Canyon depended on Native American guidance to survive, since the local
inhabitants led them to water sources and taught them how to build “check dams,
water tanks, gardens, and camp structures” adapted to the local envirbhment.

Primary among these was William Wallace (W.W.) Bass. Born in
Shelbyville, Indiana, in 1849, he came to Arizona at the age of 34 for health
reasons and ended up settling toward the western end of the Grand Canyon’s
south rim. Bass gained his knowledge of the Canyon mainly from local Havasupai

Indians as well as his prospecting ventures that led him all across tlee Basg

13 |bid., 65.

4 As J. Donald Hughes reveals, in 1878 Havasupai Indians who were so irritated
with miners bothering them in their side canyon wrote to Governor John C.
Fremont asking him to force white visitors to respect their rights. J. Donald
Hughes,The Story of Man at Grand Cany@@rand Canyon: Grand Canyon

Natural History Association, 1967), 91.

15 AndersonLiving at the Edgel3.
13



had heard rumors of a spring along the rim near where a Havasupai toait l&fd
what is today known as Havasu Canyon, but after repeated searches he never
found it. Finally, a Havasupai friend named Thilwisa (known to Euro-Americans
as “Captain Burro”) led him to the exact location of what Bass named ‘tMysti
Spring,” a spot where water seemed to ooze out of solid rock in a way that to him
seemed magical. This spring made it possible for Bass to settle on the sita (know
as Bass Camp) and to run a moderately successful mining and tourism operation.
Bass also depended on his Havasupai friends to help him construct trails into the
Grand Canyon to facilitate these business ventures and to give him fodder for the
stories he told to his visitof§.

Bass was the first to guide tourists to visit Cataract Canyon (now known
as Havasu Canyon), which the Havasupai tribe called home. According to Lisa
Madsen’s master’s thesis, “Bass had read a rather romantic account of the
Havasupai Indians which gave him the idea that they were a wonderful and
peculiar people still retaining the characteristics of Indians of cestgane
by.”t” Bass developed friendships with several Havasupai, and employed many in
his various businesses. This was a major selling point to some touristshagMic
Anderson states, “Paying customers loved the trip as they had a chance to learn

something of another culture ‘up close and personal’ while secure in the company

% Hughes, 70.

17“The Grand Canyon Tourist Business of the WW Bass Family,” Lauzon Family
Collection, Cline Library, Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff (heteraf

referred to as Cline Library, NAU).
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of a man who held the Havasupais’ respétOVver the years Bass came to see
himself as a patron of the tribe, helping them start a school, get medicine, and
even representing the tribe’s interests to Congress in Washingtoft’, D.C.

Since every tribe had its own story of the Canyon’s creation or role in their
culture, sometimes with varying accounts within the tribes, their storisshraue
been quite interesting and diverse. However, starting in the [4teet@ury Euro-
Americans largely controlled what stories were remembered and whas name
were given to places at the Grand Canyon, and they therefore determined how
much or how little of this Native American history penetrated the mainstream of
American culture. For example, Euro-Americans were determined to riaohe a
the features they encountered at the Canyon. The names that geologists such as
Clarence Dutton and Francois Matthes chose to give them reflected thesriwest
bias. They named some in the typical way—after certain people, descriptions, or
incidents that occurred at the site, such as Powell Plateau or Ribbon Falls.
However, many explorers saw the landscape features as exotic and gave them
names that they thought were equally exotic. For this reason Grand Canyon place

names, such as Wotan’s Throne and Vishnu Temple, recall Greek, Norse, Hindu,

'8 Michael F. Andersor,iving at the Edge: Explorers, Exploiters and Settlers of
the Grand Canyon Regid&rand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 1998), 45.

¥ Hughes, 73.
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Egyptian and other ancient mythologies. Today, of 230 place names at the Grand
Canyon, only 25 are Native Americ&h.

Still, Native Americans retain the names of features and sites with
significance to their own cultures in their own language, and sometimes share
them with Euro-Americans. For instance, the physical feature on the fldo of t
Grand Canyon where many Hopi believe their people entered into this world is
known as th&ipapunito both Euro-Americans and Hopi. However, sites known
to Euro-Americans as Navajo Mountain and the San Francisco Peaks are known
to Hopi asTokonaveandNeuvatikyaoviespectively’! Furthermore, each local
tribe has its own name for the Colorado River: the Havasupai etkdtai the
Navajo call itPockettg and to the Paiutes it Bahaweapneaning water deep
down in the earth, while the Yuma refer to it by the name forHatweal as do

the Pimas, who call Buqui Auimuti Of course, Europeans and Euro-Americans

20 Of these, 8 are Havasupai, 13 are Paiute, and 4 are Hopi. Robert Keller and
Michael Turek American Indians and National Parksucson: University of
Arizona Press, 1998), 133.

L For an in-depth examination of the cultural geography and differences among
Euro-American and Native American nhames of sites in the Canyon, see T.J.
Ferguson et ab)ngtupga niqw Pisisvayu (Salt Canyon and the Colorado River);
the Hopi People and the Grand Canyon. Final ethnohistoric report for the Hopi
Glen Canyon Environmental Studies Proj@gdbpi Cultural Preservation Office,
1998); Alexa Roberts, Richard M. Begay, Klara B. Kelley, Alfred W. Yazzie, and
John R. Thomagsits'iis Ninéézi (The River of Neverending Life); Navajo history
and cultural resources of the Grand Canyon and the Colorado Rivierdow

Rock, AZ: Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department, 1995); and Richard
W. Stoffle, David B. Halmo, Michael Evans, and Diane AudRiapaxa ‘Uipi

(Big River CanyonjTucson: Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology,
University of Arizona, 1994).
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called it by many different names over the years before the Amee@ngnent
officially christened it the Colorado Rivé&f.

The first Euro-Americans to settle more permanently at the Grand Canyon
in the 1880s were mostly miners hoping to strike it rich among the varied
minerals that colored the Canyon walls. Despite the remote and “wild"otliara
of the land (or perhaps because of it) the first tourists were not far behind, which
means that tourists began making the long trek to Grand Canyon decades before
the area became a National Park. The first regular tourist stabgescstarted in
1884, running from the railroad stop at Peach Springs, Arizona, across Hualapai
land to the Canyoff Rumors of the extraordinary scenery drew these early
tourists, but also a sense of adventure and sometimes a desire to learn more about
the Native Americans living in the area. Though later NPS interpretatfons
Grand Canyon history purposefully or unintentionally obscured the Native
American historical and contemporary presence at the Canyon, thetesattkers
and visitors would have been very aware of it since they had likely grown up
reading newspaper accounts of Indian wars and treaties, or romantic imgthrill
stories of abductions and massacres in the West.

Early travel writers discussing the Grand Canyon, such as George
Wharton James, included information about the Havasupai in popular guidebooks.

James wrote two such books for the Grand Canyon, one appearing in 1900 and

2 Hughes, 26-27.
%3 |bid., 68-69.

17



the other in 1910, which included descriptions of where tourists could see local
Native Americans or spots associated with their cultures. Both books were
reprinted many times over the years. An excerpt from his 1910 bbekGrand
Canyon of Arizona: How to Seg iltustrates how Euro-Americans envisioned
Native American culture at the time, and how they interpreted it:

If you are not too squeamish to see aboriginal man in his primitive
dirt, study him in his home. Try to learn to look at things from his
standpoint. If possible, witness one of his dances--a religious
ceremony--and arrange to enter his primitive toholwoh or sweat-
house, where he will give you a most effective and powerful
Russo-Turkish bath Listen to the stories, the legends, the myths
about the stone figures your eye cannot fail to see soon after you
reach the village, which command the widest part of the Canyon,
where the Indians live, and which are called by them Hue-pu keh-
eh and Hue-gli-i-wa. Get one of the story-tellers to recite to you
the deeds of Tochopa, their good god, and Hokomata, their bad
god, and ask them for the wonder fully fascinating legend of the
mother of their tribe--the daughter of Tochopa, from whom the
whole human race descended. Ask one of the old men to tell you
the stories of some of their conflicts with the Apaches, and why
Tochopa placed the Hue-gli-i-wa in so prominent and salient a
position. If you desire something of a different nature, engage
some of the younger men to get up a horse race. The wise and
judicious expenditure of a few dollars will generally produce the
desired effect?

James’s writing shows how Euro Americans tended to see Native
Americans as tourist attractions in themselves, ready and willing taleive
cultures probed and exploited for visitors’ enjoyment. Because of guides like his,
many early visitors purposely made side trips to witness local Nativaxiéam

cultural events and to purchase their handmade arts and’cfadtsinstance,

4 George Wharton JameéBhe Grand Canyon of Arizona: How to SeBioston:
Little, Brown, and Company, 1910), 55-56.
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G.L. Rose, who traveled to the Canyon sometime in 1901 or earlier by team and
wagon, described going to Walpai (on the present-day Hualapai Reservation) to
witness a dance and finding an assemblage of white people there, buying trinkets
and taking snapshots, likely without giving any consideration to what the Native
Americans thought of their intrusiof.
Interpretation Becomes a Business

Tourism at the Canyon at this time was unrestricted and unregulated.
Whereas today most guests tend to cluster around the amenities offeraddat Gr
Canyon Village on the South Rim, in the early days visitors had the option of
choosing from a variety of guides located in a variety of areas along tlyerCan
Because of the long and difficult trek to the Canyon, tourists also wanted to stay
for an extended period once they arrivé&urthermore, visitors had no interest in
simply being carted to the rim and dumped on the side of the road; they sought
someone who could explain or make sense of the Canyon, to tell them about its
unique features—to interpret it for them so they could try to understand it. Early
Euro-American settlers at the Canyon, eager to make a profit, were loappy t
oblige. Of course, most of them incorporated tall tales into their orations on the

minerals and animals and plants of Grand Canyon, so that visitors often had a

> Hughes, 92.

26 G.L. Rose, “A Summer Trip Among the Strange People and Strange Places of
Our Great American Desert in Arizona,” 3 October 1901, FM MSM-9, Arizona
Historical Foundation, Arizona State University Library, Tempe (henmeafte
referred to as Arizona Historical Foundation, ASU).

27 AndersonLiving at the Edge45.
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hard time distinguishing fact from fiction. Though different in many waysgethe
early guided tours were the predecessors of more formal NPS intequretati

Perhaps most important in this early phase of interpretation were the
prospectors who had ventured to the Canyon, eyes shining with the prospect of
striking it rich through mineral wealth. However, as most prospectors came to
realize, mining at the Canyon was ultimately unprofitable. Instead, many
prospectors turned their sights to a much more lucrative resource thabtey c
mine at the Canyon: tourists. In some ways miners were natural and highly
effective interpreters. Prospectors needed at least a passing knowlgegéogl/
and geography to have some inkling of where to best look for veins of mineral
deposits. Some of them, especially Bass, had even cultivated ties with local
Native American inhabitants, whether to gain tips on how to survive in the
unusual environment, to inquire about potential mining sites, to ensure that they
would be considered friends in case of hostilities, or simply to satiate their
curiosity about the people. Unfortunately, since interpretation was almost
exclusively an oral activity at this point, the stories and information that these
early guides passed on to their audience are largely lost to time, with a few
memorable exceptions.

John Hance, who apparently gave himself the title “captain” despite
having no verified military service, is supposedly the first Euro-Americaettie
in the area. He arrived at the Canyon in 1883 as a prospector but soon turned to
making a living running a hotel and telling tall tales about the Canyon until his
death in 1919. He, along with Pete Berry, built a trail and guest ranch in 1897
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near Grandview Point. Hance later sold out his interests and went to work for the
Santa Fe Railway, at which point author Joseph Wood Krutch argued Hance
“declined into a professional ‘character” used only “to furnish atmospf&re.”
However, as Hance later said, he knew that someone was going to telltstories
people for money, so he figured it might as well be him, and he might as well
make them good’

Hance’s storytelling about the Canyon was legendary, and illustrates the
important place of interpretation at the Canyon. As early visitor Chester P.
Dorland wrote in Hance’s guest book (which was later published), “To see the
canyon only, and not to see Captain John Hance, is to miss half the®$how.”
Another early Canyon resident and man of all trades, Buckey O’Neill, supposedly
stated “God made the Canyon, John Hance the trails. Without the other, neither
would be complete®

Hance'’s tall tales often involved stories of his own superhuman strength
and endurance in events that took place at the Canyon. One favorite story of

Hance’s involved a prop: a pair of snowshoes. On days when heavy fog rolled

28 Joseph Wood KrutclGrand Canyon: Today and All Its Yesterdéyew York:
William Sloane Associates, 1958), 51.

29 | Lon Garrison, “John Hance: Guide, Trail Builder, Miner and Windjammer of
the Grand CanyonArizona Highway£5:6 (June 1949): 4-5; Andersdriying at
the Edge62.

% Frank C. LockwoodpPioneer Portraits: Selected Vignett@&ucson: University
of Arizona Press, 1968), 191.

31 bid., 62.
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into the Canyon, he would bring a pair of snowshoes from his cabin and proclaim
to his visitors that it was a great time to walk across the Canyon. Hanad woul
recall to his visitors one such trip that he had made before when he tarried on the
other side too long; as Hance told it, “The fog went out and left me on the other
side without food or drink. | had been marooned three or four days when it
returned, though not so thick as before. | had grown very light by this time and
got across all right, though the fog was so thin in spots that several times | thought
| was going to hit the bottom.” The normally quick-on-his-feet Hance was
outdone on at least one occasion, however. After telling a group of visitors one of
his favorite stories, a long and detailed account of how he himself had dug the
Grand Canyon, a little girl piped up and asked, “where did you put all the dirt?”
According to this version of the story, Hance was speechless for thenfiesiti

his life, and as the legend goes, his last words on his deathbed were, “where did |
put all that dirt?*?

Not all of Hance’s interpretations of the Canyon involved flights of fancy.
Hance also relied on his background as a prospector to give visitors facts about
the Canyon’s mineral deposits and other more serious subjects. As tourist Amelia
Beard Hollenback wrote a journal documenting her trip to the Canyon in 1897,
“When old John Hance starts to tell you the truth, he is very exact about it, and as
all four of us were seeking exact information this evening, we learned many

interesting facts about the mineral deposits of the Canon, and many other things

32 Ipid., 195, 198.
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as well, for no one could be better informed about this wonderful region than
he.3

Frank Lockwood pointed out in his series of sketches of early Arizona
settlers that Hance’s success as an interpreter was no accident, stoddss
were likely meticulously created and rehearsed no matter how offhandedlg he t
them. Lockwood argues “No doubt Hance carefully elaborated his best yarns
before delivering them. He was as much an artist as the short-stony amdehis
typical creations are miniature masterpieces. He had a natural knale& for
business* Like later NPS interpreters, Hance’s presentations to the public were
carefully crafted to capture attention and evoke a desired reaction in res@di
Hance’s tall tales undoubtedly provided what some might describe as a
distinctively Western flavor to the early interpretation at the Canyomchn f
many modern NPS interpretive rangers at GCNP today use his tall tales in thei
programs as a way to introduce visitors to themes such as Western history and
Canyon culture; sometimes they will even dress up as Hance and impersonate
him. However, dissimilar to NPS interpreters, it is unlikely that Handeahg
deep motives or goals for his interpretation other than entertainment and earning a
living. Meta narratives about broad themes such as the significance of §@nCan

in natural or cultural history and its role in American identity were not at the

33 Mary J. Straw Cookmmortal Summer: A Victorian Woman’s Travels in the
Southwes(Santa Fe: Museum of New Mexico Press, 2002), 46, 52-53, 63.

34 Lockwood, 201.
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forefront of visitors’ or interpreters’ minds at this point so much as immediate
answers to immediate questions.

One of the few written records apart from Hance'’s tall tales that give a
sense of what early visitors might have heard in terms of interpretation of the
Grand Canyon comes from the writings of the aforementioned early miner,
entrepreneur, and tour guide W.W. Bass. As mentioned before, Bass came to the
western end of the Grand Canyon in the 1880s and developed a close relationship
with the nearby Havasupai. Bass vigorously promoted the Canyon and his tourist
business, even after the Santa Fe Railway in 1901 diverted traffic from him and
threatened to sue him for trying to round up business among their passengers. In
1894 Bass and famous travel writer George Wharton James prepared lantern
slides they took all over the country trying to drum up business, and ended up
attracting famous people to camp at his site including Zane Grey and Thomas
Moran?>°

Visitors recalling their experiences with Bass described moving arnongs
Havasupai tribal members and participating in dances, ceremoniestsr feas
Therefore it seems likely that he, more than other tourism entreprendugs at t

time, would have shown his guests the Canyon from more of a Havasupai

% AndersonLiving at the Edge45. These early tours were not simply pleasure

trips where visitors experienced all the comforts of home. Bass charged hss guest
$15 for the 64-mile round trip from Ash Fork to his camp, but meals and beds

cost 75 cents extra. Visitors often had to do chores as well. Women were expected
to help with meals, while men often had to help gather animals in the morning.
“The Grand Canyon Tourist Business of the WW Bass Family,” Lauzon Family
Collection, Cline Library, NAU.
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perspectivé® One can also get a sense of the stories Bass would have told about
the Canyon from the poetry that he wrote. In 1909 he published a book of poems
that he recited to visitors around campfires. Many of them obviously focus on the
scenic grandeur of the Canyon, but others refer to the cultural landscape. One that
describes the stagecoach trip from Williams to the Canyon includesea vers
pointing out
At your feet a human dwelling—
See its crumbled walls today
Stone and mortar plainly telling
Of a race long passed away.
Who they were and what their calling,
Not even one is left to tell
Earthquake ravages appalling,
Seething death, their lot befefl””
The verse refers to the Native American presence, but even such a staunch
friend of the Havasupai as Bass seems to fall back into standard Euro-America

romanticized ideas of Native Americans as a vanished or vanishing fEtve.

% Ibid.
37«Bass Poems,” Lauzon Family Collection, Cline Library, NAU.

% |bid. However, another less quotable poem in the collection entitled “A Plea for
the Indian” uses Darwinist ideas to argue that skin color should be ignored and all
humans should be treated with respect and try to get along with each other,
showing that Bass likely played up whichever theme seemed most likely td appea
to his current audience.
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poem also indicates his belief that the Canyon was created by an earthquake that
split the ground apart, which he steadfastly believed as fact and preached to
visitors until his death. This belief in some ways parallels Native Aaestories
of catastrophic events forming the Canyon, such as Hopi tales of a lightning bolt
that struck the ground and formed the Canyon and Havasupai legends of Canyon
walls that moved together and apart to crush people ifisiEGeorge Wharton
James described in his guidebook to the Grand Canyon, Bass rejected the
scientifically-accepted theories of Powell and Dutton on how the Canyon was
formed, instead pointing to the “hundreds of depressions, caves, and crevices”
found along the Colorado River, which he insisted indicated “that the earth’s crust
has been shattered and brok&hOn a business card from 1914, Bass advertised
himself as an “independent guide” with over 25 years of experience at the
Canyon, making sure to point out he had no connection with the Harvey Company
or the Santa Fe Railway, and promising to illuminate his customers on “my theory
of the creation of the canyof"”

As more tourists flocked to the Grand Canyon at the turn of the 20

Century, more entrepreneurs arrived with new ideas about how to serve and profit

39 “Edith Longhoma Oral History,” GRCA 70891, Grand Canyon National Park
Museum Collections, Grand Canyon National Park, Arizona (hereafter teferre
as Grand Canyon Museum Collections); Hughes, 11; Stephenlimtthe

Grand Canyon: The Story of the Havasupai Pe¢@iend Canyon: Grand
Canyon Association, 2007).

0 George Wharton Jamds,and Around the Grand CanygBoston: Little,
Brown, and Company, 1907), 58.

“1«Bass Livery Tickets,” Lauzon Family Collection, Cline Library, NA
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from these throngs of visitors. Among them were Ellsworth and Emery Kolb, the
Babbitt Brothers, John Verkamp, and others. Some simply sold trinkets and curios
to travelers, while others provided services designed to give visitors ameexper

at the Canyon that they would not forget. For example, Thomas and Elizabeth
McKee ran the first real tourist facility at the North Rim, interpigthe Canyon

to their guests by horseback, wagon, and later automobile. Unfortunately, there
are no records of stories they might have told their guests. Other entrepreneurs
the early 28 century tried to promote the North Rim as a dude ranch/hunting

safari area for the British aristocracy, leading cougar huntingepaatid trying to
develop other sport hunting activiti&s.

The Kolb brothers were among the earliest entrepreneurs at the site of the
modern Grand Canyon Village, and they had a lasting effect on the Canyon’s
interpretation. Ellsworth Kolb came to the South Rim in 1901, the same year that
the Santa Fe Railway started its service to the Canyon, with his youoterbr
Emery following a year later. In 1902 they established a photographic studio in a
small cave at the head of Bright Angel Trail. Two years later they begdmbgu
a permanent structure clinging to the Canyon wall. From this prime loch#@on t
brothers took pictures of tourists embarking on the famous mule rides down
Bright Angel Trail, developing the film in time for tourists to pick them up on
their way back out of the Canyon. This enterprise served as their studio’s bread

and butter. However, the brothers also took pictures of landscapes, Native

2 AndersonLiving at the Edgel136, 138, 153, 155-156.
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Americans, and Canyon residents, producing some of the first images of the inner
canyon that were widely circulated to the public. Over the next several decade
the images the Kolbs produced in this studio became iconic, influencing
thousands of people’s perceptions of the Canyon. Their images helped promote
the Canyon as a tourist destination as well as a national environmentaktreasur
For decades (and even today), the NPS relied heavily on their photographs to
create interpretive exhibits and to understand early tourism at the Canyon.

In 1911-12, the brothers undertook a harrowing boat trip down the
Colorado River, which they recorded with a movie camera. They took this film
around the country to promote the Canyon and their business. Beginning in 1915
they showed the film daily at their studio on the South Rim, with Emery narrating.
This became one of the first and longest running interpretive programs at the
Grand Canyon. This film appealed to the sensibilities of an American public
mesmerized by Western landscapes and culture, and attracted even maégeopl
the Canyon. Emery continued taking pictures and showing this film until his death
at age 95 in 1978 Through their film, the Kolbs did much to interpret the Grand
Canyon to visitors and a broader audience, and through their pictures they did
much to help people preserve their memories of the Canyon and promote it to

other potential clients.

*3Today the film with Emery’s recorded narration can be viewed online at
Northern Arizona University’s Cline Library website at
http://library.nau.edu/speccoll/exhibits/kalb/
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The Kolbs influenced early perceptions of the Canyon’s earliest
inhabitants through their choice of photographic material. For example, when they
visited the Havasupai reservation, they bribed “Captain Burro,” W.W. Bass’s old
friend, to stand in nothing but a breechcloth near Bridal Veil Falls. However, the
next day when the Kolbs wanted to photograph him again, “his typical Indian
face, aged and wrinkled, was spoiled by a dirty and dilapidated costume of
‘civilized clothes.” A few years later, when he offered to let the Kolbs hagke
picture again, they once more “informed him that we did not care for an Indian in
a white man’s garb—that we wanted him in Indian clothes such as he used to
wear long ago. He was on hand the next morning, ready for the picture. The
clothes were hardly as elaborate as one might have expected, but he had a
splendid physique, in spite of his great atfe.”

Travel Writing: Interpreting the Canyon to the Public from a Distance

In the late 1800s and early 1900s travel writing developed as a popular
literary genre, and writers searched for exciting new spots to descisaithy
readers who had the resources to contemplate traveling to such destinations. One
such off-the-beaten-track spot that soon became a must-see destination was the
Grand Canyon. Well-known travel writers of the time such as Charles Dudley
Warner and Harriet Monroe penned essays on their experiences at the Canyon.
However, each interpreted the Canyon in a very different way. Warner noted both

the natural and cultural aspects of the landscape. As Paul Schullery pointed out in

4 Ellsworth and Emery Kolb, “Experiences in the Grand Canyational
Geographic Magazin26:2 (August 1914): 102.
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his 1981 bookhe Grand Canyon: Early Impressigrfgvarner’s passing

references to Indians, cliff-dwellings, and cowboy outposts stir our intamgisa

and remind us that the geologic forces that shaped the canyon also shaped its
inhabitants.* Though well-versed in Dutton’s geologic history of the Canyon

and saturated with John Hance’s stories about the area, Warner also exhibited an
understanding of the Native American connection to the area, mentioning that “To
the recent Indian, who roved along its brink or descended to its recesses, [the
canyon] was not strange, because he had known no other than the plateau
scenery.*

On the other hand, Monroe described it as a virtually untouched
wilderness and argued that that should be preserved, perhaps even from people
entirely, since she felt that humanity was only intruding there. She noted how
many of her compatriots pled for modern improvements, including a railroad and
summer hotel on the rim, as well as a tram or some other transportation system
down to the bottom of the Canyon, to open it up for the world to share. However,
Monroe “rose up and defended the wilderness...one of the glories of earth was
still undesecrated by the chatter of facile tourists; that here westillptopitiate

nature with sacrifices..?

> paul SchulleryThe Grand Canyon: Early ImpressiofBoulder: Colorado
Associated University Press, 1981), 33.

“® |bid., 42-43, 45.
7 Ibid., 50-51.
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Irvin Cobb, a humorist with th8aturday Evening Padialked a bit about
the interpretive services he encountered on his trip to the Canyon in his booklet
“Roughing it Deluxe.” Along with his comical recollections, Cobb indicated that
most Canyon guides at the time were cowboys looking to make a little money on
the off-season, and were prone to telling tall tales along the lines of those
recounted by John Han&&Cobb described his first tour guide as a young man
from Wyoming who came down each fall to the Canyon to serve as a seasonal
guide. As Cobb told it, “when [the cowboy tour guide] gets so he just can’t stand
associating with tourists any longer, he packs his warbags and journeys back to
the Northern Range and enjoys the company of cows a spell. Cows are not exactly
exciting, but they don’t ask fool questions.” However, tourists expecting a “real
Wild West” experience could easily be disappointed. As Cobb recounted, a group
of Easterners asked their hotel manager where they could see ckdileetidrey
might find in Western novels or movies. The manager dutifully rounded up a
group of trail guides, all real cowboys—a bunch of quiet, sunburned kids in
overalls who looked like they could have been boys next door back home. The
Easterners expressed their displeasure with this interpretation of iMdsteso
the manager quickly got an employee to go to the curio store next door, purchase
and don a big hat, silver spurs, and leather chaps, jump on a pony, and come

running across the lawn whooping and yelling, much to the delight of the

“8 |bid., 154.
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tourists?® This shows how concessionaires at the time were quick to shape their
interpretations to meet visitor expectations and entertain them (and of course
make the most profit from them), rather than provide interpretation that would
educate the public or put the Canyon into any kind of scientific or historic
perspective.

Another important visitor who interpreted the Grand Canyon for a popular
audience was naturalist John Muir. His 1902 work “Our Grand Canyon” not
surprisingly criticized the intrusion of tourists into the area, yet alsoe®éo
believe that the Canyon was too vast and majestic to be overshadowed by these
intrusions. It was something that had to be seen and experienced to be understood,
yet he lamented that most tourists then, as today, seemed to hurry their tane ther
He urged visitors to not just enjoy the scenery, but “learn something about the
plants and animals and the mighty flood roaring past.” Though he does not give
suggestions on how they were supposed to learn such things, the National Park
Service would later seize upon this idea and use Muir’'s words as a mandate for
their work in providing organized educational and interpretative activities at the
Canyon>°

Muir's description of the Canyon exists somewhat in the middle along the
continuum of those who see the Canyon as a human-filled landscape and those

who see it as a wilderness. He clearly has a love for the plant and animal life of

9 1bid., 163-164. Cobb also comically recounts that at least one visitor was afraid
of an Indian uprising and slept with a loaded revolver.

°0 |bid., 84-85.
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the area, yet he also mentions the Native American presence in passing. Muir
notes that to many Easterners the landscape seems uninhabitable, but

“Nevertheless it is the home of a multitude of our fellow-mortals,

men as well as animals and plants. Centuries ago it was inhabited

by tribes of Indians, who, long before Columbus saw America,

built thousands of stone houses in its crags, and large ones, some

of them several stories high, with hundreds of rooms...Their cliff-

dwellings, almost numberless, are still to be seen in the canon,

scattered along both sides from top to bottom an throughout its

entire length...*
Unlike some other contemporary writers he also pointed out that there was still a
modern Native American presence, stating that certain narrow gardeeserra
dating from ancient times “are still cultivated by Indians, descendantsfof cl
dwellers.® Still, Muir's work was mostly focused on educating the public about
the extraordinary wonders of the natural world and to generate support for the
preservation of the nation’s parks.

The Railroad and the Rise of Corporate Influence in Local Interpretation

For many years local entrepreneurs and miners worked hard to get a
railroad to come to the Canyon, because of its obvious benefits of shipping
supplies faster but also because they knew this would bring more tourists. Though
they finally achieved their goal in 1901, when the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe
Railway first reached the Canyon, it would have consequences that none of them

had imagined. The hegemony of the railroad at the Canyon did not last long,

however, since just one year later the arrival of the first automobile inditaied t

*1 |bid., 86-87.
52 |bid.
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the nature of tourism at the Grand Canyon would soon change again. Still, though
visitors in automobiles would have more flexibility on where they went, how long
they stayed, and what types of services they employed, the railroads corginued t
play an important role in shaping how these travelers understood and experienced
the Canyon.

Despite the early efforts of small local businessmen, it was the Santa Fe
Railway and its subsidiary the Fred Harvey Company that did the most to shape
early visitors’ experience at the Grand Canyon. The opening in 1901 of a spur
from the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway from its main transcontinental
line at Williams to the Grand Canyon was a major turning point in the history of
the Grand Canyon and its interpretation. Suddenly, what had been a ramshackle
tourism effort by a number of small operators suddenly became dominated by a
streamlined, major corporation with lots of money for advertising and a reputati
for luxury. Despite the hard work many local businessmen had put into getting the
railroad to come to the Canyon, not long after it arrived it became ruthless in
trying to eradicate these competitors. This was not only an attempthbststa
economic hegemony, but also a power struggle over who would control the
interpretation and public image of the Canyon.

These efforts to control the Canyon began before the Santa Fe Railway
had even established a permanent presence at the rim. The company decided to
end its spur at modern-day Grand Canyon Village so that it would not have to
compete with the Grandview Hotel on the rim several miles to the east aradlinste
could create their own tourism center. Visitors coming on the train with no other
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source of transportation would have little choice but to rely on the facilities tha
the Railway furnished for them at the end of their line. And visitation itgaifd
expand tremendously, from hundreds per year before the railroad to tens of
thousands per year not long afterwatd.

At first, the Railway made pretences of support for local businesses. The
Railway helped advertise W.W. Bass’s guide services in pamphlets distribute
along their route. They also helped him ship in supplies to build a hotel, and gave
him a free pass to travel coast to coast to help drum up business for his tourism
enterprise. Of course, the Railway would benefit from increased travel to the
Canyon as weft* However, this relationship deteriorated over time, especially
because the Railway would not allow him to solicit passengers at the Grand
Canyon Village Depot itself, but also because the Railway was becoming a
extremely profitable and successful (and therefore permanent) fixtire at
Canyon, meaning it no longer relied on local goodwill or assistance for its
survival. Bass took to traveling on the train between the Canyon and Williams,
lecturing about the Canyon and reciting poetry that he had written about the

Canyon in an effort to attract interest in his business, though the Railway

>3 For example, in 1899 the Canyon saw just 900 visitors, while 20 years later (the
year it became a national park) over 44,000 people came to see the chasm.
Charles Franklin Parker, “Host to the Worldfizona Highway28:6 (June

1952): 13.

> “The Grand Canyon Tourist Business of the WW Bass Family,” Lauzon Family
Collection, Cline Library, NAU.
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eventually protested this as w&liBass eventually admitted defeat, abandoning

his now out-of-the-way camp (about 30 miles west of what would become Grand
Canyon Village) to move closer to the train tracks, though he still guided tourists
on short rim drives to make ends meet. Like Bass, other smaller operators on the
south rim could not compete, and one by one closed their doors to either move
away or work for the Santa Fe Railway.

Another well-known attempt by the Railway to monopolize control over
the interpretation and image of the Canyon involved the Kolb brothers. The Fred
Harvey Company, feeling threatened by the Kolb brothers’ popular photography
business, attempted to run them out of the Canyon by building Lookout Studio on
the rim, which tourists often confused with the nearby Kolb Studio, and by
blocking tourist access to Kolb Studio with a mule corral. The Kolbs refused to
give up their independence or go away, and remained a fixture on the rim of the
Canyon for decades to come, continuing to take photographs and shape the
public’s image of the Canyon.

Understanding of the history of the two railroads that serviced the Grand
Canyon (the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe on the South Rim and the Union
Pacific on the North Rim) is important to understanding the history of
interpretation at the Grand Canyon. As Al Richmond pointed out, each railroad
“brought their particular brand of tourism, architecture, advertising, aft, an

culture. Each in its own way left its stamp on the canyon through promotion and

%5 |bid.
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development of tourisnt® In order to attract an elite clientele, the railroads and
their subsidiaries spent a great deal of time and money producing brochures,
pamphlets, and books promoting the wonders of the Southwest. They also came
up with more creative means of exposure, such as the electric diorama of the
Grand Canyon the Santa Fe Railway build in 1901 in a gallery at the Agriculture
Building during the Pan-American Exposition in Buffalo, New York. A related
brochure told about the Canyon, how to reach it, and what to do’there.

Like many Western railroads, the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe
emphasized the dramatic scenery of the area in its advertisemenbasB
Morehouse argues, it was the railroad more than any other factor that changed
how the spaces of Grand Canyon were defined, as they determined where the
majority of the people would go and how their space would be used, but their
advertisements and promotional campaigns had the additional effect of shaping
how people envisioned the Canyon—thereby shaping their interpretation of what
the Canyon was and why they should go there. The Santa Fe Railway in particular
was also especially concerned with promoting cultural tourism to draw curious

Easterners out to observe Native American people and villages.

*6 Al Richmond, “Rails at Both Rims,” in Michael F. Anderson, édGathering

of Grand Canyon Historians: ldeas, Arguments, and First-Person Accounts:
Proceedings of the Inaugural Grand Canyon History Symposium, January 2002
(Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 2005), 15.

" Marta Weigle and Kathleen L. Howard, “To experience the real Grand
Canyon’: Santa Fe/Harvey Panopticism, 1901-1935” in Marta Weigle and
Barbara A. Babcock, edshe Great Southwest of the Fred Harvey Company and
the Santa Fe RailwajPhoenix: The Heard Museum, 1996), 13.
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Even before the Santa Fe Railway officially reached Grand Canyon’s
South Rim, it started advertising it in national forums. Before and after they
arrived, the railroads on both rims commissioned paintings and color photographs
of the Canyon and hired writers to enumerate the Canyon’s wonders. In 1892 the
Santa Fe Railway made an agreement with famous artist Thomas Moran, who had
produced some of the earliest drawings and paintings of places such as
Yellowstone and Grand Canyon—images that later helped these places gain
federal protection. Moran painted a picture entitled “The Grand Colorado” in
exchange for free passage to the Canyon, and the Railway got to use the painting
in travel publications while displaying the original in El Tovar. Moran continued
to travel to the Canyon almost every year from then until his death in 1926, and
the Railway bought many of his paintings and engravings from these trips,
helping to popularize the Canydh.

In 1895, the Santa Fe Railway created an advertising department and hired
artists to depict the scenery and Native Americans of the region. The pobkcati
and ads this department developed had a significant influence on the
understanding and interpretation of nature and culture at the Grand Canyon. Their
advertisements tended to emphasize three main themes: the luxury of the
accommodations, the grandeur of the landscape, and the Native American cultures

that were on display.

8 Todd R. Bergerlt Happened at Grand CanydGuilford, CT: Morris Book
Publishing, LLC, 2007), 36-37.
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The first two themes were often conflated to show that modern comforts
were never far from the rugged and unusual landscapes nearby. For example, an
advertisement for the San Francisco Railroad from the early 1900s shows how
that company interpreted the Grand Canyon as a safe place and a hot spot for a
young, wealthy generation. This advertisement depicts a “Gibson Girl” and
dapper young man standing at the edge of the Canyon with binoculars, with the
slogan “The California Limited — the train of luxury — takes you to the rithief
world-wonder.®® Another advertisement from the Santa Fe Railway in 1910
proclaims “A mile deep, miles wide, and painted like a sunset. That's the Grand
Canyon of Arizona,” and emphasizes the luxury of its trains (see Fig. 1). The
dress of the female figure in the ad indicates that it is a place for thdse wit
substantial money to visit. These ads mention activities such as sittingealugr
a book, looking out of a window to contemplate the beauty of the landscape, or
doing stargazing at night—indicating that they believed their clientele were
seeking a place for contemplation and relaxation on their vacations rather than a
rip-roaring, constantly on-the-go experiefie.

The second theme, the depiction of Native American culture, contains a
bit more complexity. As Victoria Dye shows in her book on railway promotion in
the Southwest, many Euro-Americans at the turn of the century saw Native

Americans as cultural artifacts or as timeless, unchanging chiolizaof the

%9 |inda L. StampouloVisiting the Grand Canyon: Views of Early Tourism,
Images of America Serié€harleston, SC: Arcadia Publishing, 2004), 30.

%0 |bid., 57.
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A mile c]eep miles wide,

a pamfe(] like a suns e‘[
Thafs]}he Grand Canyon

rizona <

You can o there in a Pullman to the rim
at El1 Tovar,en roufe to Sunny Gl :forma
on the train o nXur’

Cahforma, Limited

Fig. 1. This advertisement for the Santa Fe Railway suggests that tice Gra
Canyon is a vacation spot for well-heeled guests. Note the interpretdes gdio
is apparently pointing out the features of the Canyon. Santa Fe Railway
Collection, GRCA 09507, Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collections.
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Southwest, and the Santa Fe Railway capitalized on this. However, they had only
a superficial understanding of these cultures and did not pay attention to
differences among tribes, often melding cultural symbols from manyesurc
simply because they seemed attractive or appealing to Euro-Amerithetiaes
tastes. As Dye argues, these brochures therefore preconditioned traveésss
Native Americans and the landscape in specific ways and tended to confirm
stereotypes even as they sparked curidSiBor example, in a poster entitled
“Titan of Chasms: The Grand Canyon of Arizona,” is a line drawing of two
Native Americans wearing loincloths and holding what look like spears, one
standing and one on his knees, peering across the Canyon. This image invokes
traditional Euro-American ideas of Native Americans as primitive peopdk, a
implies that they were humbled by and perhaps even scared of the ¢anyon.
Both the Santa Fe Railway and its subsidiary, the Fred Harvey Company,
commodified Native American culture to draw people to their sites in the West,
and the images and ideas they helped create are important to understanding the
history of NPS interpretation at Grand Canyon National Park. As Barnes stated,
“There is no doubt that the Santa Fe Railway and Fred Harvey Company
romanticized Native Americans and their culture in their marketing and

advertising campaigns. By the early part of th8 @entury, the Santa Fe and

®L Victoria E. Dye All Aboard for Santa Fe: Railway Promotion of the Southwest,
1890s to 19306Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 2005), 24, 29.

%2 Christine BarnesHopi House: Celebrating 100 Yeaf®end, OR: W.W. West,
Inc, 2005), 19.
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other railways had changed the image of Indians, and that of the West’'s wilds as
well, from a frightening aspect of American life to one of intrigtfeMarta

Weigle and Barbara A. Babcock agree with this assessmé&heiGreat
Southwest of the Fred Harvey Company and the Santa Fe Railtvay argue
that, through the artists and advertisers these companies hired, “Nature and
natives were nostalgically appropriated in the name of nationaffskuof

instance, a brochure advertising the new El Tovar hotel, completed in 1905,
proudly touted it as “the latest triumph of the American invader,” which implies
not only humans invading the wilderness but also to Euro-Americans invading
another peoples’ lantl. This appropriation of nature and culture would continue
under the National Park Service as well.

A book of photography by Henry Peabody entii@dnpses of the Grand
Canyon of Arizongpublished by the Fred Harvey Company in 1902,
demonstrates both the natural and cultural themes the railway and concessionaire
were trying to promote and interpret. This book helped introduce prospective
sightseers to the region since it was still largely unvisited by theiéamepublic.

In the introduction, Peabody describes the Canyon, along with Yellowstone and

% |bid., 45.
% Weigle and Babcock, 3.

%5 W.H. Simpson, “El Tovar by Fred Harvey: A New Hotel at Grand Canyon of
Arizona,” EPH DG-10 El Tovar, Arizona Historical Foundation, ASU.
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Yosemite, as one of the three great natural wonders of the®Wstincludes
observations on different interpretations of how the Canyon was formed, such as
earlier views that the Canyon formed due to a violent convulsion or cracked open
when the earth’s crust cooled, as well as more modern theories of water erosion.
The photographs included seem to be meant to show the vast scale of the Canyon
compared to human forms, as well as the safety of the area with well-groomed
trails and sturdy horsé$.

However, Peabody also demonstrated an awareness of local Native
American groups and their relationship to the Canyon, and included significant
interpretation of their cultural relationship to the natural landscape. Foipéxam
one of his recommended sites is Crematory Point where the Havasupai burned the
bodies of their dead, and Cataract Canyon where the tribe’s central wilage
located. The book contains several photos of Havasupai as well. Unlike many
later authors and tour guides, Peabody believed that “As these Indians have
always been intimately associated with the Grand Canyon, owned all thayerri
adjacent to its southern edge, and have woven its mysteries and marvels into the

myths of their religion, no book on the Grand Canyon would be complete without

% At this time the Railway had not monopolized the sightseeing at the rim as it
would later; the book mentions several different sites along the rim as important
to visit not just the Bright Angel Trail where railroad visitors unloaded. Henry
PeabodyGlimpses of the Grand Canyon of Arizdikansas City: Fred Harvey,
1902), 1.

" Ibid.
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some reference to therf?” He also mentioned specific points where visitors

could see cliff dwellings. This dual interest in promoting both natural and cultural
resources remained a continuing theme in the history of the Railway anddhe Fre
Harvey Company.

The appropriation, commodification, and interpretation of Native
Americans was not limited to publications, but was also part of the personal
services that the Railway and Fred Harvey Company offered. For instance, a
brochure advertising the newly opened El Tovar hotel in 1905 reveals that the
Fred Harvey Company wasted no time in using Native Americans as a tourist
attraction. The company immediately began arranging camping trips &splac
such as Cataract Canyon, home of the Havasupai tribe, where W.W. Bass had
long provided interpretive toufs.

Most important in the Railway’s efforts to define and interpret Native
Americans at the Grand Canyon was the Fred Harvey Company’s operation of
Hopi House. The Company opened this site in 1905 next door to the El Tovar
hotel as a place to sell Native American crafts as well as displaycthiire.

Weigle and Babcock trace the idea for such a site to ethnographic demonstrations
that had become popular at world’s fairs in the late 1880s. As the authors state,
“In these human showcases, the companies staged authenticity by controlling the

architectural setting, ‘live’ demonstrations and other expressive perioesa

% Ibid., 3.
% Simpson, “El Tovar by Fred Harvey,” Arizona Historical Foundation, ASU.
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museum and sales displays, publications, and virtually all associated ex&Yesis
The Company was eager to have a few Hopi to come live at the house while they
created their arts and crafts, especially once they discovered that Aiaigvecan
children were one of the top attractions for tourists, though they had a hard time
convincing them to leave their homes and cultural connections on the reservation.
Still, some such as Sam Pemauhye, sometimes called “Hopi Sam,” and Porter
Timeche lived there for most of their lives, and have descendants who continued
to work at the Canyon for the company and for the NPS.

The Fred Harvey Company vigorously promoted the fact that visitors to
Hopi House could enter the house and see “how these gentle folk live,” such as
witnessing them making piki bread, putting up girls’ hair into whorls, building
altars, and mending moccasins. The building also contained a collection of Native
American blankets and baskets that had won a prize at the 1904 World’s Fair in
St. Louis, along with the Fred Harvey Company’s archeological colleGtibne
Company advertised that the “quaintly-garbed Indians” who lived at the house
were all busy making pottery, spinning yarn and weaving, creating authentic

objects that tourists could conveniently purchase. Unlike later promotional

"9 Weigle and Babcock, 12.

"L Kathleen L. Howard and Diana F. Pardimenting the Southwest: The Fred
Harvey Company and Native American fftagstaff: Northland Publishing,
1996), 105, 110, 111, 113.

2 Barnes, 27.
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material that called them the most civilized tribe, this brochure deschben as
“the most primitive Indians in Americd®

A pamphlet for Hopi House also pointed out that Navajo lived nearby in
hogans and that women wove blankets and men worked silver into jewelry that
travelers again could conveniently buy. It even mentioned that visitors might
catch a glimpse of Havasupai coming from Cataract Canyon to’fradeoil
painting done by Louis Akin in 1906 showed EI Tovar and the Hopi House with
Native Americans next to the pastel colors of the Canyon, a painting thaethe Fr
Harvey Company used as a popular marketing piece. The Fred Harvey Company
worked hard to ensure that visitors would always be able to see Native American
craftsmen at work at all of their sites on the rim, because craft dentmmstraad
been proven to boost sal@s.

Despite using Native American imagery in their promotions, and apart
from the few artists who worked at Hopi House, for many years the only type of
work at the Park that was available to Native American men and women was
manual labor. Many members of nearby tribes worked at the Canyon seasonally,
including college students on summer break. As Louis Schellbach, who headed
the Interpretation Division at Grand Canyon for nearly 20 years, stated, even by

1959 Native Americans worked at the Park “mostly as bellboys, maids, and

® Ibid., 17.
4 Simpson, “El Tovar by Fred Harvey,” Arizona Historical Foundation, ASU.
> Barnes, 17.
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kitchen help. Guests at El Tovar Hotel gape at the Hopi bellboy in blue velveteen
jacket and bright headband running a vacuum cleaner across the lobby €arpet.”

A few held positions which allowed them to interpret their culture to
visitors, such as “Hopi Sam” Pemauhye. He worked for the Railway for 10 years
before working for the Fred Harvey Company as a porter and shoe shiner at
Bright Angel Lodge. The company also paid him to tell stories to visitors at
Lookout Studio and dance at Hopi House for years. He finally returned to his
village on the Hopi Reservation around 1960 after 44 years of working for the
Company.’ Havasupai George Sinyella first worked at the Canyon by helping
Bill Belknap take tourists into the Canyon on horses and mules for the Fred
Harvey Company, though he served more as an animal wrangler than
interpreter’® For the most part, though, Native Americans were hired for menial
positions or as tourist attractions.

Even though privately owned and operated, when the National Park
Service arrived at the Canyon in 1919 they considered Hopi House and its
attractions as a significant aspect of the interpretive progranalalesat Grand

Canyon. The NPS wished to establish control over tourist facilities and

’® National Geographic Societymerica’s Wonderlands: The Scenic National
Parks and Monuments of the United StgW#ashington, D.C.: The National
Geographic Society, 1959), 172.

""Howard and Pardue, 105, 110, 111, 113.

8 He later began working for the NPS as a maintenance and manual labgeer at a
16 in 1932, making less than a dollar an hour. He would continue to work at the
park for 50 years, but never in an educational or interpretive capacity. “George
Sinyella Oral History,” GRCA 70892, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
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interpretation, yet commercial developers who had been operating them for
almost a quarter of a century had little intention of handing them over. The NPS
had to carefully weigh what companies, structures, and tourist activities to
promote and which to discourage, and Hopi House was at least one site that they
found acceptable and valuable. However, the stories told by Hopi workers at the
house did not represent the cultural heritage of the entire tribe. Each clary, societ
village, and sometimes individual families have their own stories of theurallt
heritage, and different stories are told depending on whether the listener is
initiated into certain social or ritual groups. Also, men are taught seséoates

from women, and each gender is responsible for maintaining different parts of the
cultural heritage. Furthermore, most of the earliest workers at Hopi Haose ¢

from closely related families from just three villages, meaning that thei
interpretations of the cultural significance of the Grand Canyon did not represent
those of a significant proportion of the tribe.

The Railway and Fred Harvey Company continued to look for new
services to provide to the thousands of tourists, including developing new forms
of interpretation. Apart from just having John Hance tell tall tales to gulesys, t
also employed “nature guides” who, as landscape historian Ethan Carr says,
“added immeasurably to the experience of park scenery, flora, and fauna by

providing tourists with enough information to add scientific and historical

"9 Ferguson et al., 71, 73.
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dimensions to their appreciation of placé§.'Unfortunately, records or
transcripts of what these early nature guides discussed do not seem fbhexist
development of this service can be directly attributed to the growing interest in
nature walks, bird watching, and similar activities that became populartahthe
and spurred the development of the NPS naturalist interpreter program itself.

The Fred Harvey Company also continued to experiment with new forms
of publications to reach an even broader audience. For instance, in 1909 they
published a booklet by Pulitzer Prize-winning political cartoonist John T.
McCutcheon calle®oing the Grand CanyorAs Schullery pointed out, “At that
time, park literature, both educational and instructional, was more often than not
produced by private enterprise...That a park concessioner published such a non-
commercial booklet, at a time when practically everything printeddoyyrparks
was heavily promotional (with maps, rates, and train schedules attached) shows
an unusual restraint”

In one part of this booklet, McCutcheon illustrated a mule ride to the
bottom of the Canyon led by cowboy guides. He describes tourists as peppering
these guides with questions, many of which might sound familiar to modern
interpreters at the Grand Canyon, such as “Was anyone ever killed amilRis t
‘How often do you shoe your mules?’ ‘Where do we have lunch?’ ‘How high is

that cliff?’ ‘What makes the stone so red?’ “How old is the Canyon?’ ‘Who

80 Ethan CarrWilderness by Design: Landscape Architecture and the National
Park ServicgLincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1998), 142.

81 Schullery, The Grand Canyon: Early Impressiord 1.
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discovered it?’ and ‘Isn’t it remarkable how much those mountains look like old
ruins of castles?® In response to this barrage, “The guide cheerfully gives the
required information, whether he knows it or not. It doesn’t much matter, for the
questioner has asked another before getting the last one anstekgdin, as in

the example of visitors who wanted to see “real” Wild West cowboys, itsseem
that the Fred Harvey Company was lackadaisical in their approach to
interpretation, apparently giving their guides little if any trainingibstead
encouraging them to entertain and satisfy their guests as best they indyviduall
could.

McCutcheon describes the descent as an adventure—albeit a safe
adventure, for as he comments about souvenir photos taken along the trail, “you
can show them how steep the trail was, and how daring you must necessarily have
been to plunge down those ice-bound ledges. Usually, however, the presence in
the photograph of some peaceful old lady detracts much from the heroism and
daredevil character of your rid&*The booklet still tended to portray visitors to
the Canyon as more elite members of society based on the clothing depicted in the
illustrations and the descriptions of their manners and behavior. This could have
been both to reinforce the perception of elite readers that this was a spot worthy of

their vacationing, but also as a way to enhance the satire of the booklet for readers

82 John T. McCutcheorDoing the Grand Canyo(D. Appleton and Co., 1909),
13.

83 |pid.
84 Ibid., 12.
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from other classes, thereby democratizing the interpretation of the Camyon a
making it more relatable to more peopie.
Summary

A variety of people and cultures interpreted the Grand Canyon to visitors
in the 19" and early 28 centuries, shaping how Americans, as well as people the
world over, experienced the Grand Canyon. As the above examples of early
interpretation of the Canyon by Native Americans, Euro-American entreyms
and corporations show, interpretation did not begin with the National Park
Service. Rather the agency took over, built upon, formalized, and standardized
interpretation when they took control of Grand Canyon National Park in 1919.
For the first decade it controlled the Canyon, the NPS continued to rely heavily on
these resources, especially those the Railway and its subsidiaries hageidvel
to both guide and supplement its own interpretive programming. The next chapter
explores the establishment of the Canyon as a national park and the earliest

interpretive efforts of the Park Service.

8 McCutcheon also specifically mentions that at dinner one could see “diners
from every country in the world,” further making it sound exotic but also
accessible. Ibid., 17.
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CHAPTER 3
A NEW MANDATE: THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TAKES CONTROL

Following the long residency of Native Americans and roughly a decade
of occupation by miners and tourism entrepreneurs, what is today Grand Canyon
National Park began as part of a national Forest Reserve in 1893. In 1906
President Theodore Roosevelt declared it a Game Preserve, and two gedrs lat
became a National Monument. Finally, in 1919 the Grand Canyon gained
National Park status. These changes in designation affected how the gaviernm
administered the Canyon and its resources. Though President Theodore Roosevelt
justified designating the Canyon a National Monument in 1908 by citing its
prehistoric archeological ruins and great scientific value, the Forast&er
retained control and continued to administer it. When it converted to a National
Park, the young National Park Service took control of the area, and its different
management purpose and style soon became apparent, though this agency too
focused on natural rather than cultural resources.

The Forest Service Steps In

Although the development of the Grand Canyon as a tourist destination
occurred rather early in the history of Arizona, it was somewhat behind the time
when considering other scenic public lands in the West. As Paul Schullery states
“The Grand Canyon was one of many natural wonders being discovered by a

growing leisure class at the beginning of the twentieth century. It gterastart
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than many of them, even those farther w83 ellowstone, the first national
park, was set aside in 1872. Next were Sequoia and Yosemite National Parks in
California in 1890. In fact, there were 12 national parks in place by the time the
government transformed Grand Canyon National Monument into Grand Canyon
National Park in 1918

Though the area was set aside as a Forest Reserve in 1893, the Forest
Service had little inclination to get involved in the tourism industry. In fact, while
the Fred Harvey Company and the Santa Fe Railroad were trying to grofit b
selling to tourists Indian arts and crafts and “authentic” experiencesaif |
Native American tribes, the Forest Service was trying to minimize theide
and presence of these corporations. In 1898 the Grand Canyon National Forest
Supervisor wrote to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs pointing out the
burgeoning popularity of tourism in the area. He argued that “it should be
preserved for the everlasting pleasure and instruction of our intelligeehs as
well as those of foreign countries. Henceforth, | deem it just and necessary to

keep the wild and unappreciable Indian from off the Reséf&lthough the

8 paul SchulleryThe Grand Canyon: Early ImpressiofBoulder: Colorado
Associated University Press, 1981), 2.

87 The twelve in order of creation (with their modern names given) are:
Yellowstone, Sequoia, Yosemite, Mount Rainier, Crater Lake, Wind Cave, Mesa
Verde, Glacier, Rocky Mountain, Hawaii Volcanoes/Haleakala, Lasseraiol

and Denali National Parks. Arcadia was changed from National Monument to
National Park status on the same date as Grand Canyon, February 26, 1919. The
names and areas included in some of these parks have changed over time.

8 Association on American Indian AffairShe Havasupai: Prisoners of the
Grand Canyor(New York: Association on American Indian Affairs, Inc, nd), 8.
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federal government was trying to push them off the land they occupied for
centuries and confine them to smaller and smaller areas, local NateecaAm
people refused to sever their ties with the Grand Canyon.

The first director of the Forest Service, Gifford Pinchot, believed that
national forests should come under the guidelines of conservation ethics, in which
resources were scientifically managed for efficient and sustaipeddection of
natural resources like timber and forage, rather than under a hands-off policy i
which resources were to be preserved in a natural state. Outdoor recreation and
nature tourism were not yet understood to be important economic resources to
Pinchot or most of the foresters trained to manage national forests. Serving as hos
to tourists was not one of the Forest Service’s priorities. As historian Michael
Anderson points out, the Forest Service simply saw tourism as one of the forest’s
many uses, and even if they had seen it as especially important, constretints
as limited budgets and inexperience with tourism held them back from
concertedly developing the Canyon for this purpose. Furthermore, their
jurisdiction over these enterprises would have been in question since most of the
tourism activities were operated by individuals or companies who had laid private
claims to the land under various homesteading and other laws. Instead, they
simply watched as businessmen and corporations such as the Santa Fe Railway

and Fred Harvey Company established buildings, developed excursions, and
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provided direct visitor contact and interpretation using mule wranglers, tour
guides, and Harvey Girf§.

Grand Canyon archival collections indicate that as early as 1909, a year
after the area was designated as a National Monument, the Forest $@wvice
starting to recognize the significance of the tourism industry at thgoGaw'.R.
Mattoon, a Forest Examiner with the USFS, in that year wrote “A Working Plan
for Grand Canyon National Monument.” He started off by noting that “relatively
little has been done to open up this ‘masterpiece of world’s sculpture’ to the
public” and what had been done was the result of private entrepreneurs. Mattoon
argued that the federal government needed to assert itself, since “The
development of the Grand Canyon is a task too great in its proportions and a
matter too world-wide in its significance and popular and scientific irterdse
handed over to or attempted by private enterprises, whose interests aig/natura

for private gain rather than for the benefit of the public at latfgeldwever, there

8 Michael F. AndersorPolishing the Jewel: An Administrative History of Grand
Canyon National ParkGrand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 2000), 8.
Although Harvey Girls are traditionally remembered for their serviceamiging
prompt, hot meals to travelers, they were also important early interpoétecsl
areas. As Victoria Dye points out, they were trained to give informatiout ab
attractions, the history of the area, and sightseeing excursions. Since thadyirls
little to do with their spare time other than wander around the local area, they
probably would have been able to tell visitors a great deal about the best
viewpoints along the Rim or the best sites to spot wildlife. Victoria E. Bye,
Aboard for Santa Fe: Railway Promotion of the Southwest, 1890s to 1930s
(Albugquergue: University of New Mexico Press, 2005), 35.

W. R. Mattoon, “A Working Plan for Grand Canyon National Monument,” 28
June 1909, GRCA 58395, Grand Canyon Museum Collections. Mattoon was a
Forest Examiner with the local U.S. Forest Service District.
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were no further reports or directives from the Forest Service direltthessing
this matter for almost another decade.

Things began to change when in 1915 the World’s Fair was held in San
Francisco. This event helped spark even greater interest in the Grar@hCany
since many of the people traveling across the country to visit the fair d¢oide
take the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railroad, and often opted to take a
detour to the Canyon. Part of the reason for the increased interest in visiting the
Canyon was because the Fred Harvey Company had an exhibit at the exposition
titled “The Grand Canyon of Arizona” that covered about six acres and included
an Indian village, exhibit building, and a Grand Canyon panoratnaide the
panorama visitors could get into an electric motor coach that moved on a special
track and stopped at seven different stations, each one describing a different
aspect of the Canyon such as the gorge, river, rock strata, and formations. The
foreground was made entirely of material brought from the Canyon, including
rocks, trees, and cacti. This exhibit also included cliff dwellings wher@engsit
could climb up into small holes where Native Americans were making crafts,

which could of course be purchased from the Fred Harvey Conipany.

*! The exhibit also included similar exhibits on the Panama Canal and
Yellowstone National Park. “Grand Canyon: Replica, Panama Pacific
International Exposition, San Francisco,” DG-61, Arizona State University
Archives and Special Collections, Tempe.

%2|bid.; Kathleen L. Howard and Diana F. Pardumeenting the Southwest: The
Fred Harvey Company and Native American (&tagstaff: Northland Publishing,
1996), 72.
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With this sudden boom in visitation, the South Rim saw an explosion of
entrepreneurs setting up shop. Though gradually the Forest Service began to see
the need for planning the growth of what is today known as Grand Canyon
Village as well as paths along the rim to see the scenery, it was fahadave
immediate, critical problems affecting visitors such as a lack of watepaor
sanitation. They envisioned creating some amenities for visitors, such asrgbats
shelters at the most popular viewing points, but seemed to have no plans for any
interpretive materials to be placed th&t&iill, it became increasingly hard to
overlook the growing number of people visiting the region and their demands for
more information about the Canyon. Travel writers and others with a fondness for
the Canyon indicated that they feared over-commercialization of the place unles
the Forest Service or some other governmental agency stepped in. For example,
George Wharton James called for it to be made into a National Park, stating “I am
especially anxious that the mural faces of the Grand Canyon shall not be
desecrated by painted advertisements...it is not unreasonable to fear thsat unles
some action is speedily taken the visitor may find, staring at him from theafal
the Canyon, a painted recommendation to use some special liver pad or try the

only reliable catarrh cure’

%3 Ethan CarrWilderness by Design: Landscape Architecture and the National
Park ServicgLincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1998), 116.

%4 George Wharton Jamds,and Around the Grand CanygBoston: Little,
Brown, and Company, 1907), 255.
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In 1916 Don P. Johnston, a local Forest Service administrator, and Aldo
Leopold, Forest Examiner, produced a document entitled “Grand Canyon
Working Plan: Uses, Information, Recreational Development” that attempted to
address these concerns, including regulating interpretation at the Canyon.
According to the report, visitors were “being subjected to non-dependable
services and discourteous treatment” by concessionaires, electritsalyeigns
marred views, hawkers for guide services pestered visitors, and gossip over local
imbroglios soured their experienc®s.

Much of the Plan focused on regulating the location of tourist facilities,
though some of the proposals focused on issues related to interpretation. For
example, though the Forest Service was not allowed to set rates for guide
services, they could issue regulations to reduce price gouging, and though they
could not dictate the size or number of businesses they could regulate “the
character of service’® The Secretary of Agriculture approved the Plan in 1917.
In a letter from that same year, the Acting Forester Albert F. Petierted on
their efforts to implement it, indicating that the Forest Service waggttg work

out a system of administration at the Grand Canyon “which will make it of

% Rose Houk, “Grand Canyon Master Plan: Circa 1936ind Canyon Guide
4:2 (6-19 April 1980): 1.

% bid., 2.
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greatest value to the visiting public and result in their securing a maximum of
enjoyment from this greatest of all natural wondéfs.”

In the meantime the situation at the Canyon was growing even more
chaotic. Potter noted that the Forest Service had encountered a lot of difficulties
handling tourist traffic in the Canyon, and had been “widely and publicly
criticized for the unseemly conduct of liverymen and others along the rime of t
canyon using megaphones and indulging in brawls and unsightly scrambles for
tourist patronage, to the discomfort and disgust of the visiting puBliriother
forest ranger noted at the same time that visitors often had little undemgtandi
natural or historical phenomena at the site, so “They sought and paid for guide
service, often tipping informative guides handsomely. In the absence of othanize
professional interpretation, some of the wranglers, hotel employees, and driver
merely posed as interpreters, often improvising interesting tales anthtasy
explanations that had little to do with reality” along the lines of John Hanck’s tal
tales?

To counter this, the Forest Service attempted to come up with
administrative guidelines to protect the public from “solicitors, vendors ofsware

or other people seeking to use for business purposes the attractive powers of this

97 A.F. Potter to Senator Henry Ashurst, 28 June 1917, Lauzon Family Collection,
Cline Library, NAU.

% |bid.

% Douglas M. Knudson, Ted T. Cable and Larry Béaterpretation of Cultural
and Natural Resourcg$tate College, PA: Venture Publishing, Inc., 1995), 132.
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wonderful spectacle, and that they may, so long as they are upon National Forest
land, walk along the rim of the canyon without being disturbed by brawls or
disagreements and without being accosted by a liveryman or hack driver looking
for a fare.*®° Although these regulations likely helped improve tourists’
experience at the Canyon, Potter's memo mentioned nothing about the Forest
Service being interested in or attempting to control what type of informatisn wa
being disseminated about the Canyon. The interpretation of the Canyon’s natural
and cultural resources was left in the hands of relatively untrained, seasonal,
commercial guides. As historian Michael Anderson put it, “the Fred Harvey
cowboy guide cheerfully gave ‘the required information, whether he knows it or
not.” ! Although it is likely (considering the popularity of John Hance) that most
of these transient interpreters relied on entertaining stories aralaalta tell to
their visitors, no records of the content of their lectures can be found and therefore
the details and intended messages of their interpretation cannot be analyzed.
The Canyon Becomes a Park

By 1919 thousands of visitors had seen and experienced the Grand
Canyon and had its cultural and natural history interpreted to them by dozens of
guides in hundreds of different ways. However, in this year the history of the

cultural landscape and its interpretation would change dramatically.d&teides

19 A F. Potter to Senator Henry Ashurst, 28 June 1917, Lauzon Family
Collection, Cline Library, NAU.

191 Michael F. Andersomlong the Rim: A Guide to Grand Canyon’s South Rim
From Hermit's Rest to Desert Vigérand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association,
2001), 39.
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of lobbying and several failed attempts, Congress finally transformed Grand
Canyon into a National Park, putting it under the jurisdiction of the fledgling
National Park Service. Created just three years before, the NPS gebelialfed
in managing public lands under preservation principles rather than the
conservation ideas of the Forest Service. Early NPS leaders also saleit as
duty to provide educational opportunities and services in these Parks, meaning
they would take a much more hands-on role at the Grand Canyon than had the
Forest Service.

Grand Canyon National Park was unique in that it was the only National
Park to completely encircle a Native American tribal reservation. Tgenar act
that created the Park included an amendment that explicitly allowed the
Havasupai to use Park lands for “appropriate traditional” purposes, which was
essential for their survival since their small reservation restribtsd to living in
a tributary canyon of the Grand Cany8hHowever, problems arose from the
fact that the government defined what these “appropriate traditional” uses we
and they believed that using Park lands for hunting and residences were
inappropriate activities, thereby restricting the Havasupai preseroe Hatk and
the opportunities for them to come into contact with tourists and have the chance
to interpret their own story and culture for them. Other Native Americars timbe

the region, such as the Navajo and Hopi (some of whom resided at the South

192 The act did not mention any other Native American groups in the region or
grant any rights to them. Barbara J. Moreho#sBlace Called Grand Canyon:
Contested Geographi€¥ucson: University of Arizona Press, 1996), 37, 45-46.
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Rim), had no say in the significant changes happening at the Canyon, despite their
historical ties and physical presence. In fact, in 1927 administratorsleceti
including some Navajo Reservation land in the Park as part of an act that adjusted
its boundaries, an issue about which they apparently never consulted the
Navajo!®

The organic act for the NPS mandated that it was to protect the resources
within the boundaries of National Parks, but it was also supposed to provide for
the “enjoyment” of the Parks. The first director of the NPS Stephen Mather, a
former businessman, interpreted this phrase in more economic terms, seeing it as
a mandate to build elegant tourist facilities and provide educational opportunities
and services to visitors to help them better accept, appreciate, and perpetuate the
Parks. His assistant director Horace Albright also worked to add edutationa
programs and hire ranger-naturalists to interpret them to the ptibtis.Michael
Anderson states, the NPS “considered education within their purview and an
important park enhancement. Since assuming his directorship, Stephen Mather
had been keenly interested in the parks as classrooms for the humanities and
natural sciences and as laboratories for scientific investigations.gtakin

aggressive posture toward visitor educatith.”

193bid., 46. Morehouse indicates that they decided not to take over this land

because they feared resistance from the tribe, though there is no indication that
they had any contact with them.

194 polly Welts KaufmanNational Parks and the Woman'’s Voiggbuquerque:
University of New Mexico Press, 1996), xxxiv.

195 AndersonpPolishing the JeweB3.
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There were many impulses in American culture at the turn of the century
that influenced how the public envisioned parks and their purpose. One important
impulse was a growing wave of American nationalism, influenced by events such
as the Spanish-American War and concepts such as social Darwinism, but also by
popular movements such as “See America First.” The Great Northern Railwa
developed this advertising campaign in 1906 as a way to attract customers to its
budding resorts in the intermountain West, though regional boosters and
supporters of nature preservation alike soon appropriated it as a rallyirog cry f
their own interests. For most of the”‘l@entury, part of the defining experience
for the upper classes in American society was a tour of the great edghedr
castles, and other ancient sites and historic monuments of Europe. The Railway
countered this idea with the argument that Americans should turn their focus
away from Europe and instead celebrate what no other country could boast: the
spectacular scenery of the greatural monuments of the American West. This
campaign coincided with trends in academic thought as well, expressed most
clearly in historian Frederick Jackson Turner’s thesis “The Frontier irridame
History,” which celebrated a unique American culture of independence and
optimism that Americans had cultivated through interacting with the great
expanse of “unoccupied” land in the West. Partly in response to the economic
downturn of the 1890s, and partly due to growing nationalist ideas, the See

America First campaign was hugely successful. Trips to Europe vlere st
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popular, but wealthy Americans began to flock in large numbers to the great
western national park§®

These trends combined in such a way that the American public began to
see national parks as one of the defining institutions of American cultuheiin t
minds, the frontier and their relationship with it had made their civilization
unique; yet they could be even more proud that they had not rapaciously ravaged
this great bounty but instead had magnanimously given ownership of it to all
Americans and graciously preserved it for future generations. No otinatrgo
had done anything like this before—which further proved to them that America
could be considered a city on a hill, a beacon to other civilizations hoping to
improve the lives of their citizens and their standing in the world. The National
Park Service became the guardians of this cultural heritage upon itercieat
1916, and therefore it is no surprise that its policies for the management of the
units under its control, as well as their interpretation, reflected the iddhdisat
sites were significant to understanding not just the natural history but also the
national history of the United States.

The NPS not only absorbed many of these more established cultural ideas
but was also part of a new cultural movement in American history sweeping the
country: progressivism. The Progressive Era was a period marked by a wave of

reform efforts that were loosely connected by ideals such as improvedreffici

1% For a comprehensive study of the See America First campaign and its impact
on American tourism history, see Marguerite S. Shaffeg, America First:

Tourism and National Identity, 1880-194%ashington, D.C.: Smithsonian
Institution Press, 2001).
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more closely regulated industrialization, more democratic participation on
governance, municipal reform, social and moral uplift, and a belief that scientific
knowledge and expertise could help modernize the country and improve dalily life.
Some Progressive reformers believed that contact with nature could heldlpatur
induce some of the reforms they desired. Local efforts at home to beautsy citie
and develop urban parks were reflected nationally with efforts to create more
easily accessible national parks. Partly due to Turnerian ideas aboutttiegff
the frontier on the American psyche, Progressives believed that contact with the
natural world would help decrease crime, improve health, inculcate a desire for
moral purity by bringing people closer to God through nature, and encourage
better education by direct contact with subjects they were studying. Gecour
Progressives also believed that the NPS could nudge such experiences along if
they would develop an interpretive “curriculum” that would gently encourage
these results. Mather, Albright, and many of the other early leaders oPthe N
believed in these ideas, which greatly impacted the goals they developed for the
interpretive programs at national pafR5.

However, in its early years, the young NPS was still in the process of

defining its identity and the means to achieve its preservationist and educationa

197 Eor more information on ideas about nature and its social benefits during the
Progressive Era, see Horace M. Albrigkite Birth of the National Park Service
(Salt Lake City: Howe Brothers, 1985); Samuel P. H&ys)servation and the
Gospel of Efficiency: The Progressive Conservation Movement 1890-1920
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959); William Soregional Park
Service: The First 75 Yea(Philadelphia: Eastern National Park and Monument
Association, 1991); and Lary Dilsaver, efimerica’s National Park System: The
Critical DocumentgLanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 1994).
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missions. In these formative years, park administrators were not immune to
schemes to exploit the resources of the Grand Canyon for less-than-noble
purposes. In 1916, while the Canyon was still under Forest Service control, San
Francisco engineer George K. Davol persuaded the Santa Fe Railroad toeback t
idea of creating a cableway across the Grand Canyon to take visitorsrfeonm

to the other. When the Canyon became a National Park in 1919, he wrote to the
NPS for a permit to start surveying sites for a cableway. The Sgooétiwe

Interior was “heartily in favor of granting this permit” and Horace Albirigd

others were also enthusiastic about it because they saw no other way for people to
easily cross the Canyon. However, when they wrote to NPS director Stephen
Mather for his approval, Mather quickly shot down the idea. As author Robert
Shankland said, “To Mather’s notion, the tying-up of the two rims of this sublime
prodigy of nature with wire ropes would be nothing less than monstrous.” Davol
was officially refused in 1920. Another attempt to resurrect the plan a faw ye

later also failed®®

198 Robert Shanklandteve Mather of the National Parftdew York: Alfred A.

Knopf, 1951), 207-208. Though a trans-canyon tramway was never built, in its
constant efforts to provide tourists with new ways of experiencing the Canyon,
the Santa Fe Railroad in 1925 installed a 6,300 foot cable tram from Pima Point to
Hermit Camp, making it the only rim-to-inner canyon tram ever built in tlaadr
Canyon for tourism purposes. It was expensive and popular, but Hermit Camp
closed in 1930 and the Fred Harvey Company burned it to the ground in 1936.
The NPS had decided to redirect tourism to other areas closer to the Village, and
the Fred Harvey Company therefore decided to turn their attention to their newe
facility at Phantom Ranch. Michael F. Andersbivjng at the Edge: Explorers,
Exploiters and Settlers of the Grand Canyon Ref&mand Canyon: Grand

Canyon Association, 1998), 104.
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The National Parks and Conservation Association, an organization that
would play a significant role in the administration of education and interpretation
in the National Parks, formed in the same year that the government established
GCNP. Its first leader, Robert Sterling Yard, felt strongly that the azgaon
should work to educate the public about National Parks, teaching them to
appreciate the parks and learn what they could about science and history through
park interpretation. He believed that the NPS at this time was insufficiently
attentive to the educational potential of Parks, and speculated that Congress wa
not going to give the Parks sufficient money for education. He even had a hard
time convincing Mather, who supported having educational interpretation in the
Parks, that education was a priority, since he was absorbed in the details of
organizing and running a new agency and creating new parks. Therefore, the
National Parks and Conservation Association made it their mission “To interpret
and popularize natural science by using the conspicuous scenery and the plant and
animal exhibits of the national parks.” To achieve this goal, they provided funding
that allowed the Parks to circulate lantern slides, send out lecturers, develop
traveling exhibits, and create films and bo&KsOnce the NPS was on more solid
footing, Mather created an Education Division in 1925 and became a more active

supporter of this function of Park¥

199 3ohn MilesGuardians of the Park@Vashington, D.C.: Taylor and Francis,
1995), 24-25.

1191bid., 105.
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Under the NPS, regulations began to slowly change the tourist trade at the
Canyon, and therefore interpretation, though largely at the expense of the smal
businessman. For example, the Bass family tourist business was active, though
struggling, until the Canyon gained National Park status. NPS policiegthsist
that concessionaires bid on contracts to conduct business within the Park, which
were written in a way to favor big business. Therefore, in 1920 the Fred Harvey
Company was designated as the primary concessionaire for the south ring maki
it hard for smaller entrepreneurs to compete. As Hal Rothman points out, most of
the early entrepreneurs “were replaced by Harvey cars with uniformesatsdri
who offered the standardized service for which the company was farotrs.”

1923, Bass sold out his tourism outfit to the Santa Fe Railway, partly because he
could no longer make a profit and partly because he was growing older. Other
early tour guides and entrepreneurs around the Canyon did likewise, except for a
few hardy souls like the Kolb brothers who fought tooth and nail to maintain their
interests theré*? By the middle of the 1920s, the NPS, Santa Fe Railroad, and
Fred Harvey Company were the main purveyors of interpretive servites a

Park. As Rothman states, the Canyon’s “sublime characteristics had been

packaged and promoted for an upper- and upper-middle-class clientele that could

11 Hal K. Rothman, “Selling the Meaning of Place: Entrepreneurship, Tourism,
and Community Transformation in the Twentieth-Century American \Widst”
Pacific Historical Revievs5:4 (Nov 1996): 531.

112«The Grand Canyon Tourist Business of the WW Bass Family,” Lauzon
Family Collection, Cline Library, NAU.
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find all the amenities to which it was accustomed as well as enjoy anexnqeeri
its members regarded as genuifg.”

Despite changes in management and business practices, this new
designation as a national park did not necessarily mean that drastic cinaihges
message of interpretation immediately took place. Concessionaires wheenad s
years developing profitable businesses were not about to relinquish control to the
NPS newcomers. Likewise, no matter how much they may have despised certain
aspects of the concessionaires’ practices or interpretations, the NPS cquid not
ignore them and start from scratch. They had to decide which facilities,
businesses, activities, and traditions they could live with, and which they would
try to influence to change. Therefore, the concessionaires at the Parkedm
significant sources of information and interpretation for visitors to the Park for
many years, and the NPS would often partner with them in its efforts to interpret
the Park to the public. In fact, historian Michael Anderson sees this intimate
relationship between the concessionaire and the NPS as one of the major themes
in Grand Canyon’s administrative history.

While things may not have changed much at the ground level of NPS
interpretation, at the national level Stephen Mather and Horace Albright became
increasingly intent on advertising the Canyon “through public address, the print
media, and associated business and civic boosters.” In order to retain the support

of Congress, businessmen, and the public, the NPS had to prove the Parks had

113 Rothman, “Selling the Meaning of Place,” 531.
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economic value, and as preserved landscapes this value could most easily come
through tourism. According to Michael Anderson, these men saw visitors as
consumers to be satisfied, and the landscape was the commodity to be sold,
although only after being enhanced with “bucolic service villages, rustic
architecture, scenic drives and tradducational programsand creature comforts
[emphasis added]-**

Many early Park supporters had envisioned National Parks as serving an
educational function, providing urban dwellers with a deeper understanding of
and closer connection to nature, which they believed would uplift and reinvigorate
them. Anderson points out that the early NPS directors at the national level
focused most of their time and energy on marketing, working with the
Government Printing Office to publish press releases, park bulletins,
informational brochures, and guidebooks but also providing materials for lectures,
slides, traveling art exhibits, and movies to public groups, in what could be
considered the NPS'’s earliest form of interpretative services (thiksew
analyzed in more detail later in the chapter). Therefore, the earliésibdsc
about how the National Park System and its units such as the Grand Canyon were
interpreted to potential visitors and the messages they were meant to cangey w
made from a top-down perspective. At the same time, however, the form and
degree of interpretation at the Park level seems to have been left largely to the

discretion of the local administration.

114 AndersonpPolishing the Jewell 2.
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By the mid-1920s both Mather and Albright were intent on using Parks as
educational tools. In 1929, Albright circulated a “General Plan of Administration
for the Educational Division” of the NPS. When discussing the interpretation of
natural features, Albright notes that Parks were set aside to protedegteats,
and “educational service to the public in the national parks is based primarily
upon this major objective.” He noted that the primary function of the Educational
Division, besides helping protect and better display natural features, was to get
people to interact with them, since he felt this was the best way to make certa
that parks were ensuring “the benefit and enjoyment of the people.” He goes on to
explain that interpretation is a specialized field of education whose mairtiobjec
was not primarily to raise the intellectual standard of visitors or to ynerel
dispense facts. According to him, “Our function lies rather in the inspirational
enthusiasm which we can develop among our visitors—an enthusiasm based upon
a sympathetic interpretation of the main things that the parks represetiitewhe
these be the wonder of animate things living in natural communities, or the story
of creation as written in the rocks, or the history of forgotten races as reédiyrde
their picturesque dwellings*®

Despite not consulting Native Americans when creating Grand Canyon
National Park, the National Park Service believed that they would be important to
helping the NPS achieve their goal of generating tourist interest inuhPE and.

At the dedication ceremony for the Park, the NPS and Fred Harvey Company

115 Horace Albright, “General Plan of Administration for the Education Division,”
1929, GRCA 58733, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
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decided to include a Hopi interpretation of the history of the Canyon. The Fred
Harvey Company asked a man called “Hopi Joe” to speak for a few minutes in
Hopi at the end of the ceremony with someone translating it to English for the
hundreds of guests gathered at the Canyon. This interpretive event seems to have
been highly orchestrated to portray the Hopi in a way that appealed to Euro-
American culture and ideas about Native Americans at the'tfine.

The script for the ceremony instructed the narrator to explain, “The story
and legends of the Grand Canyon and the Hopi Indians are so closely related that
it seemed fitting for representatives of that race to participatesimddication.”

It mentioned that the Hopi consider the Canyon sacred, and compared their
attachment to the place to the Jewish attachment to the river Jordan. In the Fred
Harvey Company translation of Hopi Joe’s story, Hopi “wise men” predicted the
coming of white men, dBah-ha-na“a race of men who would be the saviors of

the tribe, who would come to rule over them justly and wisely and save them from
the attacks and oppression of the wild Indians of the hills and plains.” The
narrator concluded the speech by making a Biblical analogy statingp¢hat t

Canyon was the Garden of Eden to the Hopi, and that they hoped that by
becoming a National Park, the Grand Canyon would be placed “more directly
under the wing of a paternal government...a wise and just government will rule

wisely and justly over [their] people, that the American people may yet pyove t

118\W. W. Peters to J. F. Huckel, Fred Harvey Collection, Cline Library, NAU.
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be the reaBa-ha-nawhich have been a part of their prayer since time
immemorial.**’

Following this speech, six other Hopi were to join Joe and chant a prayer
to the Hopikatsinasas a sacred invocation. This was meant to be a carefully
planned production, with the lights dimming dramatically to the sound of a drum
as the Indians sang their prayer. After this, the Hopi were scheduled tdeprovi
entertainment around a small campfire in front of the hotel by dancing to “songs
of war and of the hunt, which have come down through the centuries unchanged,
and the same no doubt as witnessed by Del Tewgdrgnd his men when they
discovered this Canyon four hundred years a&dThis ceremony was therefore
meant to connect people not only to a long, supposedly unchanging, romanticized
indigenous past (as the inaccurate and distorted interpretationBdi-ihe-na
story shows), but also to a longer romanticized (and false, since El Tovar never
saw the Canyon) Euro-American past. The Hopi were supposed to perform three
dances, with the Navajo dancing a fourth separate dance, all with a NPS narrator
explaining their significance to the audience. However, despite theiemssst
that Native Americans participate in this ceremony, soon administratorarad G
Canyon National Park would decide that the Native American story was not
significant enough to be included in their interpretive programming, which

instead focused on the scientific importance of the Canyon.

17 bid.
118 bid.

73



Not long after taking control of the Canyon, the NPS looked for new ways
to enhance visitors’ experiences. As their presence at the Grand Canyon grew
more secure, the NPS began regulating concessionaires more, and began
competing with them by building their own camps, trails, and educational
programs. Right away the NPS Washington, D.C., office started producing
publications that were meant to inform and attract potential visitors and to “sell”
their vision of the Park as an educational, morally uplifting wilderness experienc
The Government Printing Office published annual circulars from 1921 to 1941
that were particularly important in this endeavor. These circulars desthibe
Park, what there was to do and see there, and the amenities and services.available
Just as Fred Harvey and the Santa Fe Railroad had done, they often drew upon
Native American imagery to make the Canyon seem even more EXotic.
Although they used this cultural imagery to attract interest, once visitorschat
the Canyon almost all of the NPS-provided activities dealt with geology oahatur
science, with very little interpretation of human history or culture offered. i$hi
particularly ironic considering that archeological resources playedaa roé in
helping convert Grand Canyon from a National Forest to a National Monument,
even being recognized in the Supreme Court case that upheld this new designation

in 190812°

119 AndersonpPolishing the JeweP1.
120 MorehouseA Place Called Grand CanyoB7.
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For example, the first of the government-printed informational circulars on
the front page showed a picture of the Canyon with what appears to be a Native
American wearing traditional clothing sitting on a rock outcropping. The first
interior page consists of two pictures—one of the Havasupai Reservation in
Cataract Canyon with a caption that explains how the tribe considered the red
sandstone pillars depicted as sacred, and one of a Havasupai woman grinding corn
on ametatewith a caption proclaiming that “These Indians are extremely
primitive in their methods and manner of lifé®

Still, the authors believed that the primary importance of the park was its
natural features. When describing the most distinctive characteristie of t
Canyon on the next page, the circular states it is “The greatest exarapbsioh
and the most sublime spectacle in the wotfd This inaugural circular gave a
general description of the Park, such as when it was created and what tourists
could see there, and attempted to clear up misconceptions about the formation of
the Canyon—refuting claims that it was formed by earthquakes or volcanoes,
something that interpreters struggle to do even today. Lest people worry that the
Park was some boring outdoor museum with nothing but lectures and educational
programs, the circular pointed out that it was “a pleasure resort of therdiest”

urging people to stay for a week or two, or three to four days at the very/feast.

121 Rules and Regulations: Grand Canyon National Park, 1®24shington,
D.C.: GPO, 1921), 1-2.
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This 1921 circular does a better job than many later materials in talking
about the Native American and early Euro American presence at the Canyon,
perhaps because they were not as far removed in time. Unlike later informational
brochures, this circular pointed out that the Hopi had revealed the Canyon to
Cardenas, and it gave a substantial human history of the region, pointing out that
“For many years the Grand Canyon was known only to the Indians, Mormon
herdsmen, and the trappefé**Must-see” sites include particular viewpoints, as
well as Native American sites such as “Pictograph Rock” on a trail ndavar
(likely the pictographs along today’s Bright Angel Trail) and Native Ana@ric
dwellings and fields at Indian Gard&?.

This circular also makes clear that at this time NPS administrators
considered the Havasupai Reservation as almost a subsidiary of Grand Canyon
National Park, even though it was legally managed by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs (also in the Department of the Interior). Although Havasupai veeedy
consulted or hired as interpreters at the Park itself, the NPS for a long time
attempted to exert significant control over how the reservation and its natural and
tourism resources were managed. The 1921 circular mentions that visitors could
arrange camping trips to the Havasupai Reservation and waterfalls incTatar
Canyon, and has quite a long section giving the history of that canyon and its

people. In fact, the map of the Park shows the Havasupai Reservation but does not

124 pid., 14.
125 pid., 17.
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say much about visiting the Painted Desert or nearby Hopi or Navajo
Reservations, references to nearby attractions that would be added over time.
However, it does mention the Santa Fe Railway’s Hopi House and a nearby
“camp” of Navajo, and explains that Indian Garden was named because
Havasupai cultivated crops théf8.

This circular goes into the greatest detail on the Hopi and Navajo,
emphasizing characteristics the NPS believed would be most attractiveoto Eur
Americans. It describes the Hopi as “among the more primitive of our Indians,”
and praises them as “industrious, thrifty, orderly, and mirthful.” It champlens t
idea that the Hopi had not changed much in the 350 years since their first contact
with Europeans, praising them for maintaining their individuality and refusing to
become wards of the government, probably because Euro-Americans at the time
were enamored with the romanticized idea of noble Indians living simple lives.
The circular was admiring of the Navajo for a similar reason as welpaang
them to the nomadic Bedouins and noting that “although ‘civilized’ they still cling
to old customs and old religious forms” although it called their dance ceremonies
“weird in the extreme?’

Subsequent versions of the circular through the 1920s continued to utilize
a combination of natural and cultural history and imagery when portraying the

Grand Canyon to the public. The 1923 version in particular added much more

128 |pid., 10-11.
127 |pid., 38-309.
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information about both topics. It included greatly expanded information on the
story of science at the Canyon, particularly its origin and geologic history.nt eve
incorporated a diagram of the different strata, describing how each wasdform
different stages, which had not been used in tourist literature before. It aésa ga
great deal of information on early Euro-American history at the Canyon,
including many minor characters not typically mentioned in Grand Canyon
literature. Unlike the 1921 version, this one explained the names used on Grand
Canyon maps, and even listed different birds seen at the Canyon. Similar to the
previous circular, it gave information on camping trips to Havasu Canyon,
describing the scenery and the people, and noted their importance in creating the
paths that later became important modern Grand Canyon'ffails.
Beginnings of the Naturalist Division at Grand Canyon

At the local level, for the first few years after the transition to Nakiona
Park status, the Fred Harvey Company and Santa Fe Railroad continued in their
role as the major point of contact and source of information for visitors. They
touted their knowledgeable guides who could lead visitors to the best sites and
provide the best experience at the Canyon, though their interpretations tended to

focus on entertainment rather than educaltfdfor example, Ernest Dick, who

128 |n 1925 these circulars started advertising tours to sites on the Hopi and
Navajo Reservations, led by the Fred Harvey CompRuales and Regulations:
Grand Canyon National Park, 1928Vashington, D.C.: GPO, 1923), 8, 18, 27,
55-56.
129«stop Off and Visit Grand Canyon National Park” Chicago: Rand McNally
and Co., April 1925, DG 56 Santa Fe Railroad, Arizona Collection, Arizona State
University, Tempe (hereafter referred to as Arizona Collection, ASU).
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visited the Grand Canyon in 1929 at age 9, vividly recalls the trip he took down to
Indian Garden with a local man for a guide. Though he could not remember the
specific stories nearly 50 years later, he recalled that, as a kid who veaesiad

in cowboys and wild West stuff I'd eat those old yarns up...He was telling about
the years he spent in the West and they may have just been yarns, | have no way
of knowing. But he was a good talker and he was a nice old maf...”

The genesis of the modern NPS interpretation division and programming
at Grand Canyon National Park began in 1922. In this year the Park opened an
Information Room, funded by tl&grooklyn Daily Eagldollowing a tour they had
sponsored to the Park, where the public could view photos, natural history
exhibits, and a reference librar{. Though the Superintendent’s Annual Reports
from 1920 always noted that data on flora and fauna, and information about other
nearby NPS sites, were available at information desks, it was not until this poi
that the staff made a formal attempt to reach out to the visitor proactively.

Also at this time, Ranger I. I. Harrison started giving daily lecturés wi
slides at El Tovar Hotel. This was partly done in cooperation with the Fred
Harvey Company and Santa Fe Railroad as a way to advertise their services

Harrison would give an “oral description of the scenes displayed on the screen” in

130«Ernest Dick Oral History,” GRCA 40201, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.

131«gyperintendent’s Annual Report, 1922,” GRCA 54706, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections; C. Frank Brockman, “Park Naturalists and the Evolution of
National Park Service Interpretation through World WarJdgtrnal of Forest
History 22:1 (January 1978): 34.
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a lecture that audiences apparently greatly enjoyed. Within two, yeahad
spoken before approximately 60,000 pedpféthe Superintendent noted that
through Harrison’s effort, the NPS “has thus been able to make contacts of great
value with Park visitors who otherwise would have been missed. The visitors
themselves have been officially informed, by this means, on many points where
previously much misinformation or many misconceptions were prevalent.
Unquestionably, this illustrated description, as thus presented, has been of
immense value to all*®® Unfortunately, there are no extant copies of Harrison’s
lectures or records of what topics he discussed or information he conveyed.

The 1925 federal government circular was the first to give information on
NPS-led interpretive activities, including the free nightly lecturé wibving
pictures and slides on the Canyon and surrounding country held in the music
room of El Tovar** In this circular all the photographs were provided by “El
Tovar Studio,” likely the precursor to the Fred Harvey Company’s Outlook Studio
that was built to compete with the Kolb Brothers’ business. These photos included
a view along Tonto Trail, El Tovar from the roof of Hopi House, and the Village

of Moenkopi on the Hopi Reservation, but did not include any pictures of Native

132 «Interpreter’s Manual: Grand Canyon National Park,” 1973, Grand Canyon
National Park Research Library.

133 3. Donald Hughe& he Story of Man at Grand Cany(@rand Canyon: Grand
Canyon Natural History Association, 1967), 147; “Superintendent’s Annual
Report, 1923,” GRCA 54706, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

134 Rules and Regulations: Grand Canyon National Park, 1®2&shington,
D.C.: GPO, 1925), 38.
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Americans. This helps indicate again the significant partnership betweeRP8e N
and its concessionaires at the time, especially in how and what the park promoted.
The circular also advertised summer auto trips that started at the Canyoardand w
to the nearby Navajo and Hopi reservations via the new Navahopi Road; these
trips allowed visitors to observe children in government schools and see everyday
life “almost untouched by white civilization,” except for all the gawkingritsis
of course:®

Also in this year, GCNP Superintendent J.R. Eakin requested a ranger to
be regularly stationed at the information desk at Park headquarters, hiring Glen
Sturdevant to fill the role. Sturdevant was a graduate of the University amnariz
where he majored in geology and paleontoltyapparently on his own
initiative, he began collecting natural history specimens, especiallysfassil
build exhibits and other interpretive displays. A tour guide published by Rand
McNally in that year advertised this information desk to visitors, notinghiegt t
could get NPS information on Grand Canyon flora and fauna there, as well as

browse the library and enjoy the specimen collection tHéta.his annual report

135 |pid., 52.

1381 ouis Schellbach, “Manuscript of Interpretive Data,” 14 October 1942, GRCA
58396, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

137“Trails and Automobile Drives, Grand Canyon National Park,” Chicago: Rand
McNally and Co., 1925, DG-2 Grand Canyon: Trails and Auto Drives, Arizona
State University Archives and Special Collections.
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for 1925, the Superintendent promised that these types of programs would be
expanded in the futurd®

In spring of 1926 Sturdevant’s position changed to that of ranger-
naturalist, and he was given one assistant to help him. That summer he began the
first campfire lectures, a daily guided nature walk along the rim, and pdduc
monthly “Nature Notes,” which were short snippets of information about natural
history research or popular knowledge relating to the Cati/dropics ranged
from theories of how the Grand Canyon was carved, to why the Canyon
sometimes appears to have a blue haze, to the evolutionary history of the Abert
squirrel, and many others. These “Notes” were important because, as Susan Lamb
of the Grand Canyon Natural History Association (GCNHA) would later say,
“They identified the main themes that are still interpreted for Canyon sitor
today.”*° Later, the GCNHA took over producing these “Notes,” publishing them
until 1935 and intermittently after that. Early interpretive staffers ager

contributed articles about geology, trails, weather, birds, lizards, inpkatss,

138 «gyperintendent’s Annual Report, 1925,” GRCA 54706, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.

139Todd R. Bergert Happened at Grand Canyduilford, CT: Morris Book
Publishing, LLC, 2007), 10; “Plan, Interpretive Development Outline,” GRCA
28818, Grand Canyon Museum Collections; Louis Schellbach, “Manuscript of
Interpretive Data,” 14 October 1942, GRCA 58396, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections; “Superintendent’s Annual Report, 1926,” GRCA 54706, Grand
Canyon Museum Collections. The Superintendent noted that these activities
served over 6,000 visitors, and he hoped Congress would give more funds to the
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140 5ysan Lamb, edhe Best of Grand Canyon Nature Notes, 1926-1838nd
Canyon: Grand Canyon Natural History Association, 1994), xi.
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and management challenges. Some installments discussed human history, such as
an article detailing the excavation of ancient ruins at Tusayan, the usep#r]

and other plants among ancient and modern Native Americans, and an account of
the explorations of the Coronado expeditioh.

In an April 1926 article ilNature NotesScoyen wrote about the
educational work of the NPS, one of the earliest statements by a Grand Canyon
employee of the role of what would later be called interpretation at the Rark. H
noted that National Parks were often called outdoor museums, “where the
wonders of the great American out-of-doors are preserved, not behind plate glass,
but as geologists often say: ‘in place’...It is with the intention of having all people
appreciate these facts, and to enable them to interpret the great lessatnseof
and life, that the educational work in the National Park is undertaken.”

In 1927, Sturdevant became the first Park Naturalist at Grand Canyon, the
term that today corresponds to the position of Chief of Interpretation. He also had
two seasonal ranger-naturalists appointed to assist him, Stephen B. Jones and Earl
W. Count. This staff gave nightly lectures on the origin of the Canyon during four
summer months near the public campgrounds, with an average of 150 visitors
each night. Though the text of these lectures does not remain, it is likely that the
addressed themes that are fountature Notepublications from around the
time, which mostly focused on discrediting theories that a cataclysmct sweh

as an earthquake or volcano created the Canyon and instead pushing the idea that

14 pid., xii.

142 pid., xv.
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water and erosion were the major factors in carving the Canyon over millennia.
They also tried to get geologists and other scientists visiting thed?adkitess
the audience in special lectures. Sturdevant himself gave a daily nature walk on
the rim and produceNature Notes** He continued working to build the
interpretive foundation for the Park, in 1927 and 1928 leading extensive
explorations in the field to gather material for interpretive prografiidowever,
naturalist and interpretation services seemed to be disorganized and iateratitt
this point, and there was no regular schedule upon which visitors coufdrely.
Another significant event in Grand Canyon history that took place in 1927
was the appointment of Miner Tillotson as Superintendent of the Park; he
remained in this position for the next 12 yefsThis was a major turning point,
since in the first eight years of its existence GCNP had already sediffesient

superintendent§.’ The stability that Tillotson brought allowed the NPS staff to

143«guperintendent’s Annual Report, 1927,” GRCA 54706, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.

1441 ouis Schellbach, “Manuscript of Interpretive Data,” 14 October 1942, GRCA
58396, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

145 | etter from unknown (presumed to be David White, National Academy of
Sciences, Washington, D.C.) to John C. Merriam, 17 July 1929, GRCA 65071,
Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

148 Tillotson left the Canyon in 1939, and a year later became the regional director
of Region Three, serving in that capacity until his death in 1955. American
Academy for Park and Recreation Administration, Cornelius Amory Pugsley
Awards. Available online: http://www.aapra.org/Pugsley/TillotsonMinamlht
Accessed 19 October 2010.
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finally settle down into a routine and begin to make progress on various programs
they initiated. Tillotson had originally come to the Park in 1922 as an engineer,
and this background showed in the priority he gave to building projects. In fact,
Edwin McKee (who served as Park Naturalist under Tillotson) later exdrbsse
belief that Tillotson would not have supported interpretation and education at the
Park if NPS Director Horace Albright had not so strongly champioré it.

Still, Tillotson did a great deal to publicize the nature of the Canyon by
writing many articles and co-authoring the b&atand Canyon Countrin 1929,
which was reprinted for decades. This book gives insight into what the early park
administration envisioned in terms of the messages that interpretive personnel
should communicate about Grand Canyon National Park. Most of the book is
devoted to information about the natural features and resources of the Canyon that
were standard for the time, though it did include discussions of the Canyon’s
cultural history as well.

Tillotson’s book began with a forward by Horace Albright, who was
serving as the Director of the NPS at the time. Albright mourned that most
visitors rushed through the Canyon and surrounding areas, which included “the
Painted Desert, the land of the Navajos, and the pueblos of the Hopis, the ancient

cliff dwellings, the petrified forests:*° In turn, he hoped that Tillotson’s book

148 «“Edwin McKee Oral History,” GRCA 35718, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.

149 M.R. Tillotson and Frank J. TayldGrand Canyon CountrgStanford
University, California: Stanford University Press, 1935), v.

85



would help convince people to linger in the region longer to more fully absorb its
landscape and culture. Tillotson likewise believed that visitors should take time to
fully explore the region, thereby gaining a more personal, tangible connextton t
and, possibly, a desire to help maintain its status as a jewel of the Natadkal P
Service.

Whereas most guides and history books at that time (and often even today)
began the story of the Canyon with the Spanish arrival at the rim in 1540,
Tillotson incorporated Native Americans into the story of the Grand Canyon from
the beginning, though he couched it in very Eurocentric terms. For instance, his
book started with the Navajo story of how the Canyon was formed by a flood (of
Biblical proportions, as Tillotson put it) that cut the chasm and turned Navajo
ancestors into fish, which according to him is why today they do not eat fish.
Although he did not mention the tribe, he also told the Paiute version of the
Canyon’s creation. Tillotson revealed his low opinion of these stories stating
“these explanations of the Indian seem naive and childish.” Likewise, he argued,
many Euro Americans misunderstood how the Canyon was formed as well,
attributing it earthquakes and volcanoes. After profiling the quaint and the
erroneous, Tillotson provided the scientific version of how the Canyon was
created™>® Unconcerned about the cognitive dissonance Tillotson stated that the

Grand Canyon was the first modern National Park to be “discovered,” yet

150 bid., 1-2.
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afterwards told stories about Hopi and Havasupai who lived there for centdries.
This traditional ethnocentric viewpoint portrayed Euro Americans as the
discoverers, not the indigenous people, and implied that Native peoples were
simply a feature of the place being discovered.

Tillotson included an entire chapter on local Native Americans and their
customs, but seemed to envision them primarily as a curiosity to help sell the park
to the public:®? For instance, he stated that “Indians of the Grand Canyon country
are one of its most fascinating lures,” then discussed several ancisat Nat
American sites around the CanyGaTillotson went on to describe three different
local tribes, and though his descriptions seem simplistic and often cringeAgduci
by modern standards, his comments on the Native American lifestyle and
appearance reflected views typical of most Euro Americans at the time. For
example, he stated that the Canyon region was “one of the very few areas in the
United States where the ‘red’ man still lives in his native state, pveristut
happy, contented, unchanged by the white man’s civilizafiiHe also played
into the romanticism that painted many Euro-Americans’ views of Native
Americans by bringing up the idea of a vanished ancient civilizations. For

example, when discussing the ruins that dotted the Canyon, Tillotson said “These
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cliff dwellers may have been the forerunners of the present-day Indirens w
thrive in the Grand Canyon country, or they may have been a lost race, who
perished from the earth notwithstanding their ingenuity in sheltering and
protecting themselves,” though he also noted that pottery and other artifacts
resemble Hopi work>®

Most of the book, however, focused on the scientific history of the Grand
Canyon. Tillotson made sure to point readers to the services that the NPS
provided to help them have a more fulfilling experience at the Canyon. He noted
that in recent years the NPS had not been content with just answering visitors’
guestions, but had begun to take the initiative to actively educate people. Ranger-
naturalists were therefore “trained in the lore of the region” and conducted
important interpretive activities such as lectures, auto caravans, and masetena
of Yavapai Observation Statidrf The many re-printings of this book ensured
that Tillotson’s interpretation of the Canyon’s history would influence visdots
Canyon enthusiasts for many years to come.

Yavapai Observation Station and Edwin McKee

Despite these efforts of individuals at the local level, outside national
influences sparked the most dramatic changes in the early history of NPS
interpretation at Grand Canyon National Park. The young NPS at this pibint sti

struggled to define its mission and message, and fought to get appropriations from

155 |bid., 31-32.
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Congress to fund them. Therefore, other interested parties attempted toastdp |
influence how educational activities at Grand Canyon would be initiated and
implemented. For example, in 1924 Superintendent Eakin revealed that the Fred
Harvey Company had proposed to lend them an “Indian Exhibit” valued at
$250,000 if the NPS would build a museum to house it at the Grand Canyon
(which never happened)’ Other less practical proposals were made as well, such
as by a group that wanted to reconstruct a Mayan temple to study astrology, and a
group from Paris that wanted to create an astronomical observatory at Comanche
Point to take advantage of the dark skies at the Cafi§on.

In particular, John C. Merriam of the Carnegie Institute in Washington,
D.C., was involved in many early interpretive projects at the Grand Canyon. As
early as 1924 he wrote to Superintendent Eakin offering to help create an exhibit
along Hermit Trail displaying a collection of fossils he had noticed while on a
hike there. Merriam believed this site to be of great importance and that the
setting would be unique, stating “I doubt whether any exhibit more impressive

than this could be made anywhere in the woffd e was a member of many

157 J.R. Eakin to A.R. Crook, 6 September 1924, Box 101 Folder D6215: Museum
and Exhibit Activities: Planning, Preparation, Maintenance, and Preservation
1924-29, RG 79: Records of the National Park Service, Grand Canyon National
Park, Central Subject Files, 1919-1979, National Archives and Records
Administration, Laguna Niguel, California, (hereafter referred to as AJAR

18 park officials seriously considered the latter proposal because of itsiglotent
scientific value, but ultimately chose to prioritize preserving the landsdaigl.

159 John C. Merriam to J.R. Eakin, 1 August 1924, Box 101 Folder D6215:
Museum and Exhibit Activities: Planning, Preparation, Maintenance, and
Preservation 1924-29, NARA.
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committees and advisory boards that debated and made recommendations on
educational and interpretive activities in National Parks, such as the Coenmitte
for Guidance in Study of the Educational Problem of National Parks (which also
included Harold Bryant, future Superintendent of GCNP). In 1929 this committee
issued a report arguing that the most important aspect of National Parkbewere t
inspirational and educational value, not in their potential for outdoor recrédtion.

It also stated that educational programs at individual Parks should be confined to
the “essential features” special to that Park, and other messages should only be
included as they supported the major théffe.

Among the many publications Merriam wrote, many focused on issues of
interpretation at National Parks, particularly Grand Canyon. Merriamipngiyc
predicted that interpretation at the Canyon would always face diffisustiating
that “it will always be difficult to find a naturalist staff competent itceg
information which will be scientifically and philosophically correct andhat t
same time intelligible to persons of average intelligeritete noted that the

educational program there was still in the early stages of developing its@urpos

%0 Harold C. Bryant et al, “Reports with Recommendations from the Committee
for Guidance in Study of Educational Problems in the National Parks,” 1929,
GRCA 57833, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
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Studies of Educational Problems in National Parks,” GRCA 57833, Grand
Canyon Museum Collections.
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programming, equipment, and personnel, and argued for an expansion of
interpretation to include road signs, personnel presenting information at specific
points, excursions done in cooperation with concessionaires, carefully planned
talks at camp sites or auditoriums—all suggestions that would later be
implemented.

Merriam espoused what would later be seen as standard interpretive
philosophy by announcing his belief that educational and interpretive services at
the Park should be designed to bring out personal initiative amongst visitors to
learn more about the topic, rather than lecturing them in a standard academic
format. However, he did not think that there needed to be any specific message
about NPS values or emphasis on themes such as conservation. In decades to
come, these latter types of themes would become increasingly importaatrand |
Mather’s philosophy to also become standard in NPS interpretation. He argued
that education in the Parks should not rely on an accumulation of facts, but should
be stimulating and inspirational. At this time, this likely meant that they ghoul
invoke visitors to strive towards social improvement, such as working to beautify
the areas where they lived, cultivate a sense of American nationalism, and evoke a
desire for personal moral uplift, even appreciation for religious ideas suoh as t
presence of a divine creattr.

In 1927, Merriam took over as the new head of the National Parks and

Conservation Association and established an Advisory Board on Educational and

183«Reports of John C. Merriam on Studies of Educational Problems in National
Parks,” GRCA 57833, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
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Inspirational Uses of National Parks. This board was created to “identifgt broa
principles that should guide educational and inspirational programs in the national
parks, and to develop a demonstration project that would show how these
principles could be applied® Yavapai Point Trailside Museum (soon renamed
Yavapai Observation Station) at the Grand Canyon was the culmination of all of
these partnerships and the premier project that the board undertook.

As Park Naturalist, Sturdevant served as the main NPS liaison on the
project and helped oversee construction of the Station in 1928. This structure was
the earliest centrally located NPS interpretive site at the Canydns ane of the
oldest interpretive structures in the National Park system. Even todaytibe sta
is considered the key site for interpretation of the scientific story of Grand
Canyon. Following the success of Yavapai Observation Station as an
experimental educational facility, the parties involved in its development went on
to assist in developing museums in at least four other National Parks by the end of
the 192082°

The structure was originally conceived as a small trailside museum
sponsored by the Laura Spellman Rockefeller Foundation, Carnegie Institute, and
the American Museum Association (which had a Committee on Museums in
National Parks), and was influenced by input from committees of the National

Parks and Conservation Association. The site was budgeted to cost $12,000, with
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another $1000 for exhibits. Though sometimes referred to as a museum, for many
years GCNP superintendents and naturalists alike strongly resisted this
designation and insisted that it be called an “observation station.” They did not
want the site associated with dusty display cases packed with irrelenketst
and unnecessary texXf§.Another consultant agreed that the facility would not be
a museum and should not be advertised as one; instead, he argued that the NPS
should be run as a business, and creating something attractive and interesting to
tourists would help bring in visitors and increase prdfits.

From the beginning, this site was meant to interpret the scientific story of
the Grand Canyon, and more specifically the geologic history. Human hisitry h
no place at all here. Some of the premier scientific minds in the nation wex call
upon to help advise the planners on exhibits, including men from the National
Academy of Sciences, National Research Council, and Geological Society of

America’®® Representatives from these agencies concluded that the major

1% Edwin McKee to Merle Stitt, 1978, Fred Harvey Company Collection, Cline
Library, NAU.

167 Letter from unknown (presumed to be David White, National Academy of
Sciences, Washington, D.C.) to John C. Merriam, 17 July 1929, GRCA 65071,
Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

168 3 R. Eakin to Frank Spencer, 2 December 1926, Box 89 Folder D3415:
Museum Building File 1925-1949 [2/2], NARA; John Merriam to Stephen
Mather, 5 May 1927, Box 89 Folder D3415: Museum Building File 1925-1949
[2/2], NARA; Edwin McKee to Merle Stitt, 1978, Fred Harvey Company
Collection, Cline Library, NAU; Louis Schellbach, “Manuscript of Interpreti
Data,” 14 October 1942, GRCA 58396, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
McKee lists out the specialists by their topic, including preeminent figures as
geologist N.H. Darton and F.E. Matthes, paleontologist Charles Gilmore,
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interpretive program should stress “those features determined to be ofigreate
significance in the story” of how the Canyon was created and the communication
of this geologic story to the publtt® However, as always Merriam argued that
the site should not just be used to saturate visitors with knowledge, but instead
should encourage philosophical interpretation and spiritual appreciation of the
Canyon*"°

After a great deal of study, the group determined that Yavapai Point was
the best place to locate this structure because its view encompassedalothe
features they wanted to interpret. Merriam became extremely persmvaibfed
in the project, working to collect specimens, getting friends who were gptxial
in various areas to check and recheck facts and interpretations presented there
and even donating his own money to help complete the exhibits when funds from
the Rockefeller foundation ran oUt.Glen Sturdevant also worked with the
National Academy of Sciences and American Association of Museums to develop
a series of lectures to be given at the station on the Canyon’s geology vmesv it

created, and how it was continuing to change. When completed, the structure

astronomer Fred E. Wright, and geomorphologists and biologists including
Harold Bryant, who would later become superintendent of the Park.

%9 Edwin McKee to Merle Stitt, 1978, Fred Harvey Company Collection, Cline
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offered expansive views where NPS rangers could tell the scientificasttirg
Canyon. The building was constructed to blend into the surrounding environment,
with walls of local rock and a wooden roof. Originally it was open to the weather
on the side facing the Canyon, making visitors’ connection with the Canyon more
intimate, and had one room serving as an observation deck and another as an
exhibit ared."?

Before the building was fully completed, however, Sturdevant tragically
drowned along with ranger Fred Johnson while attempting to cross the Colorado
River in February 1929. Although this could have seriously damaged an
interpretive program that was still in its infancy, or left it vulnerable to
domination by outside interests, it instead marked the beginning of a new era in
interpretation at the park. This is because Edwin McKee, Sturdevant’'s
replacement as Park Naturalist, would deftly guide the development of this
department at the park, leaving an indelible imprint on the history of
interpretation at the Grand Canyon.

Born in 1906, McKee as a youth joined a Boy Scout Troop led by
Francois E. Matthes, who had made the first small-scale topographic shibets of
Grand Canyon in 1903. Later, Matthes helped arrange a summer internship for
McKee with John C. Merriam in which he assisted scientists hands-on at the
Canyon. This experience inspired him to enroll in Cornell University to study

geology. McKee continued volunteering at the Canyon during the summers, and

172\Windows were installed in 1953 to help protect it from the elements and
provide more comfort for visitors.
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although he had not yet completed his degree, he was considered the logical
choice to replace Sturdevant after his untimely d&3tklcKee would continue
working at the Canyon as Park Naturalist until NPS employment policiesiforce
him out of this position in 1941. At that time, in order to remain near the Canyon,
he took a job as assistant director of research at the Museum of Northern Arizona
Later he joined the Department of Geology at the University of Arizona and
became department chair there, eventually ending up as a researgisyémio
the U.S. Geological Survey. He wrote many essays and books focusing primarily
on geology, though in 1975 he and his wife published a book on Havasupai
basketry. McKee helped establish the Grand Canyon Natural History Agsociat
later renamed the Grand Canyon Association, which today continues to assist wit
interpretive programs at the Park. He also wrote iateire Noteghan any
other single person. The editor of a collection of these notes wrote that he was “an
intensely observant man, a talented teacher and scholar who greeted every day
with enthusiasm®*

McKee quickly became known among visitors and NPS personnel for his
dynamic talks and passion for presenting the geologic history of the Canyon. He
also often gave popular talks on subjects as diverse as paleontology, ornithology,

botany, ethnology, archeology, and history. When McKee passed away in 1984

173 McKee later completed his degree while employed with the park. Earle E.
Spamer, “Rock Star: Grand Vision of Edwin D. McKe&CA Today(November
1999): 18-19.
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his ashes were buried at Grand Canyon Cemetery. A small marker at hstgrave
refers to him simply as “teacher,” a plain but fitting reminder of hisaslan
interpreter at Grand Canyon National PHrk.

McKee’s philosophy about his job matched the later philosophies of
interpretation incorporated into the NPS’s organizational identity. As he later
stated, “From the beginning, | had thought of my department as being education
and research. Now | know that this wasn't true in a lot of the parks at that time,
most of them.*’® Although his outlook was not shared by other parks at first, it
later became standard throughout the NPS, showing the Grand Canyon’s
importance in helping shape interpretation in the NPS. McKee credits thesucce
of his approach to the fact that he and his staff were trained to do research and
enjoyed doing original work, creating a personal tie to their work and enthusias
they were eager to share with others, while other parks hired people from the
outside to do it for them and had no sense of personal attachment to the data. His
personal interests tended toward geology and natural history, which imftlenc
the shape that interpretation would take at the Park under his leadéfship.

One of McKee'’s first major responsibilities as Park Naturalist was
overseeing completion of the first exhibits at Yavapai Observation Statiore Thes

included a relief model of the Grand Canyon (see Fig. 2.) that illustraisidrer

17> Spamer, 18-19.
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Fig. 2. Edwin McKee interprets the Canyon to visitors at Yavapai Observation
Station. Note the variety of interpretive devices, including the relief nuddieé
Canyon and binoculars with interpretive labels; the glass cases visibletbheneat
them contained exhibits. GRCA 05829, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

Fig. 3. An interpretive ranger describes the geology of the Canyon using the
famous rock column McKee developed. A similar interpretive device is used at
Yavapai Observation Station even today. GRCA 05823, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.
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and a rock column that showed the sequence of rock strata with samples from
each layer (see Fig. 35 This geological column was deemed “one of the most
important single exhibits in the station...an indispensable aid to ranger-reagurali
or other attendants telling the story of the sequence of the Grand Canyon
formations.””® McKee also built a column with different fossils from every layer,
which remained at the station until the 1970s. These columns were part of an
interpretive concept McKee had developed to help people better understand and
visualize geologic time by organizing it as if it was “pages and chaptdre
history of the earth™@ In other words, the earth’s history was a huge book,
different eras of history were chapters, and specific time periodswedth era
were like individual pages. Other displays used transparencies, lantern slides, and
motion pictures to show specimens of flora and fauna common to the region and
tell the story of how the Colorado River cut the Can¥fdn.

One of the most popular interpretive devices McKee conceptualized for

the Station was a series of 15 binoculars and telescopes mounted on the parapet.

178 Edwin McKee to Merle Stitt, 1978, Fred Harvey Company Collection, Cline
Library, NAU.

179 Ansel F. Hall to Dr. John C. Merriam, “Report on Development of Yavapai
Station, June 1930-Jan 1931,” 24 February 1931, GRCA 58375, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.

180 Edwin McKee to Merle Stitt, 1978, Fred Harvey Company Collection, Cline
Library, NAU.

181 Ansel F. Hall to Dr. John C. Merriam, “Report on Development of Yavapai
Station, June 1930-Jan 1931,” 24 February 1931, GRCA 58375, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.
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Each view described a different interpretive theme, and when viewed in
consecutive order, were meant to give a comprehensive, chronological story of
the Canyort®? The NPS purchased the binoculars from the War Department and
received the telescopes on loan from them; these would remain in constant use for
the next 15 year$: The first two illustrated how the Canyon was made, the next
four placed this in the context of earth building, the following five described life
through the ages, and the final set discussed how the Canyon affected modern
plant and animal life (though it did not mention humans at#ll).

From the beginning, these interpretive displays were supplemented by
personal interpretive services as well. In the first year it was irabpey a staff
member would give one 20-minute talk at 1:30 each day when the Fred Harvey
buses from their afternoon scenic tour stopped there, covering the creation of the
Canyon and a brief overview of its major geologic features. When the NPS began

offering auto caravans at the Canyon in 1930, this service was expanded to

182 | ouis Schellbach to John R. Fitzsimmons, 26 November 1941, Box 114 Folder
K1815: Naturalist and Educational Activities 1930-1945, NARA.

183 Louis Schellbach to GCNP Superintendent, 14 September 1944, GRCA 65065,
Grand Canyon Museum Collections; Ansel F. Hall to Dr. John C. Merriam,
“Report on Development of Yavapai Station, June 1930-Jan 1931,” 24 February
1931, GRCA 58375, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

184 United States Department of the Interior, “NPS Educational Leaflet No. 1,”
April 1939, Box 101 Folder D6215: Museum and Exhibit Activities: Planning,
Preparation, Maintenance, and Preservation 1934-39, NARA; Louis Schellbach to
John R. Fitzsimmons, 26 November 1941, Box 114 Folder K1815: Naturalist and
Educational Activities 1930-1945, NARA; Ansel F. Hall to Dr. John C. Merriam,
“Report on Development of Yavapai Station, June 1930-Jan 1931,” 24 February
1931, GRCA 58375, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

100



include a 40-minute lecture in the morning as well. The Yavapai talk was so
popular, the staff was soon instructed to try to gather groups of visitors together
often as possible for informal lectures, and they quickly made plans to give a
scheduled longer lecture six times a day for the 1931 sé&s¢isiting scientists
also sometimes gave special lectures, and were so well-receivedftlamdt
advisors for the Station hoped to develop this aspect of the interpretive program
more intensively in the futuré® The emphasis on these programs was to give
visitors a general understanding of how the Canyon was formed and how geology
influenced its scenic majesty; neither the policies of the NPS nor its mnperin
protecting the site was mentioned, nor were rangers intent on deluging guests i
information as if they were preparing to take an exam or become an expert on the
subject. Interpretation was simply meant to introduce the public to the Canyon
and help them better enjoy it through understanding its geologic history,
significance, and allure.

Yavapai Observation Station, due in large part to the interpretive services
it provided, soon became known to NPS personnel as “the key to the Grand

Canyon.*®’ It became a model for interpretative structures used in other Parks,

185 Ansel F. Hall to Dr. John C. Merriam, “Report on Development of Yavapai
Station, June 1930-Jan 1931,” 24 February 1931, GRCA 58375, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.
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187 Edwin McKee to Merle Stitt, 1978, Fred Harvey Company Collection, Cline
Library, NAU; Louis Schellbach, “Manuscript of Interpretive Data,” 14 Oatobe
1942, GRCA 58396, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
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such as the Sinnott Memorial Overlook at Crater Lake National Park, and its
interpretive devices such as the binocular setup were mimicked at sine¢aasit

far away as Nepaf® A generation later, Ronald F. Lee, Chief of Interpretation

for the NPS in the 1950s, would call Yavapai Observation Station “a classic
example of interpretive planning, a standard against which to measure fatkire P
Service efforts®° The success of Yavapai Observation Station, as well as similar
sites built at Yellowstone and Yosemite National Parks around this time, made
them models for future interpretive work, and helped the NPS get larger and more
regular government appropriations to build and staff more interpretive

facilities."

John C. Merriam continued to be involved in shaping the direction of
interpretation at the Canyon even after Yavapai Observation Station was
completed. He wrote up guidelines for the operation of the Station, including the
importance of having a knowledgeable attendant stationed there to help enrich the
visitor experience, although he suggested that the attendant should mostly try to

let the Canyon tell its own stofy* To better anticipate visitor needs at the site,

188 | ouis Schellbach to Grand Canyon National Park Superintendent, 14
September 1944, GRCA 65065, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

189 Quoted in LewisMuseum Curatorship in the National Park Seryi4e.

190 «National Park Service Administrative Manual, Vol. 25: Information and
Interpretation in the Field,” GRCA 55370, Grand Canyon National Park Museum
Collections.

91 3ohn C. Merriam, “Memorandum Regarding Use of Yavapai Station,” GRCA
65065, Grand Canyon National Park Museum Collections.
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Merriam oversaw creation of a visitor survey. It concluded with a quiz which
tested their knowledge of facts and figures about the Canyon—indicatingehat t
goal of interpretation at the time was to inform people with the expectation that
they retain specific knowledge about the area, a goal from which the NPS would
later retreat®

In 1930 McKee submitted a statement of the many things his small
division had accomplished in his first year as Park Naturalist. This repmd sta
that in 1929 (the first year such figures are available), the NPS allotonent
interpretive programming at Grand Canyon was $3,650, but McKee ended up
spending just over $4,548° At this time the entire interpretive staff at the
Canyon consisted of McKee plus five part-time ranger naturalists (inclodimg
woman, Pauline “Polly” Meade, who later married ranger Preston Patnaw) a
“museum attendant” Dean Tillotson, the superintendent's%¥dtis small staff
had to accommodate the various interpretive needs of 188,204 visitors who came
to GCNP that year’> Most of the achievements McKee listed focused on his
staff's work at Yavapai Observation Station. McKee also oversaw thengaofti

a small botanical garden at the site to illustrate the life zones of #mel Gr

192 «1visitor Survey],” GRCA 65065, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

1931 ouis Schellbach, “Manuscript of Interpretive Data,” 14 October 1942, GRCA
58396, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
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Canyon, with ranger-naturalists transplanting plants all summer. Unforfynate
he reported, deer and other wildlife frequently ate and trampled the éxhibit.
Though at this time Yavapai Observation Station was his main focus,
Edwin McKee and his staff still made a concerted effort to develop other
interpretive services. He and his staff gave lectures at Yavapai, theisouth r
campfire, and Grand Canyon Lodge daily. They conducted guided nature walks
on both rims and gave special lectures for university groups or other societies. H
also assigned a naturalist ranger to supervise the archeological excévait
was currently underway at what would later be named Tusayan Ruin.
McKee initiated several new interpretive services during his filest e
Park Naturalist. He helped convince the management of the Grand Canyon Lodge
on the North Rim to set aside a room as a museum, displaying exhibits on
geology, biology, and archeology. He established a reference libraryRdrthe
Naturalist office and continued publishing items such as mohlalyre Notes
that detailed scientific and popular interest items about the Park; a manual for
Fred Harvey guides which gave them basic dependable information on local
plants, animals, geology, and Indians; and various leaflets about natural history
done by John Merriam. McKee also focused on seriously building the Park’s

natural history specimens and ethnographic artific@nce the final exhibits

19 Edwin McKee, “Statement of Naturalist Work at Grand Canyon,” Box 114
Folder K1815: Naturalist and Educational Activities 1930-1945, NARA.
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were installed at Yavapai Observation Station, McKee worked to coradilatie
the other exhibits and displays in the rest of the Park to match the main story told
there!®®

McKee and his staff also felt free to experiment with different ideas and
forms of interpretation, some of which drew the attention of the NPS’s
Washington Office. For example, interpretive programs at the Canyon were
announced to the public by means of hand-lettered posters and placed on bulletin
boards at various spots. The NPS Washington Office planned to observe the
public’s use of these types of announcements “as similar posters will probably
stimulate the use of museums and observation stations in other ks’
staff also toyed with the idea of establishing exhibits at the points most\bgite
the public, such as the auto camp, administration building, and lobbies of El
Tovar and Bright Angel Lodge—taking the interpretation to the visitor whereve
they might be. These displays were intended to stimulate interest in and
encourage visitors to come to Yavapai Observation Station and take advantage of
the trips and lectures “offered under Government superviéfdihe 1929
annual NPS circular for Grand Canyon National Park boasted to a national

audience about this growing variety of interpretive activities availabBanyon

199 Ansel F. Hall to Dr. John C. Merriam, “Report on Development of Yavapai
Station, June 1930-Jan 1931,” 24 February 1931, GRCA 58375, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.
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visitors, for the first time mentioning that the NPS was offering natudeand
lecture services in addition to those of the concessiorfdires.

Another innovation in interpretation that came to the Canyon during
McKee's first year as Park Naturalist were auto caravans, which probed to
extremely popular. Merriam had invented the concept in 1929 at Yosemite and
Mesa Verde National Parks and it quickly spread to other NPS sites, arriving at
Grand Canyon in September 1930. It started as an experimental program “to
determine its value in the park educational program, and secondly in order to
increase the effectiveness of the park educational $fafRanger Naturalists led
daily walks each morning, but had an average attendance of just seven visitors, so
the auto caravan was offered as an alternative. On the first day, 84 visitenly ea
lined up for the 25 mile drive east from El Tovar led by a Ranger Naturalist that
stopped at Yavapai Observation Station, Grandview Point, the archeological ruins
at Lipan Point (later known as Tusayan Ruin) and Desert ¥i&Whis
experiment demonstrated the potential of this form of interpretation, since “a
single ranger-naturalist can in this manner thoroughly interpret the stonafl G

Canyon to a large number of specially interested visifdrsAs the tourist season

292 Rules and Regulations: Grand Canyon National Park, 1®28shington,
D.C.: GPO, 1929), 30.

203 Ansel F. Hall to Dr. John C. Merriam, “Report on Development of Yavapai
Station, June 1930-Jan 1931,” 24 February 1931, GRCA 58375, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.
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ended participation dwindled, and the caravans were discontinued until 1931,
though their popularity ensured they would be offered for many years to come.
Two oral history interviews with Polly Meade Patraw provide valuable
details about the early interpretive programming at GCNP as welligbtgsito
gender roles in the NPS at the time. Patraw was the first woman natair st
Grand Canyon—and the last for many years. She first came to the Canyon as a
botany student at the University of Chicago on a field trip in 1927. She had been
friends with one of Stephen Mather’s children in high school, though it is unclear
if this is what influenced her to pursue a job with the NPS. She only worked at the
Park as a seasonal ranger for a year and a half until she married in 1931hat whic
time her husband encouraged her to give up he®’fdatraw did all of the
regular naturalist duties expected of all rangers: she led nature takes, g
campfire lectures, and conducted the daily Yavapai Observation talk, even leading
auto caravans sometimes. Still, she recalled that some of the men resented her
being on the naturalist staff, and that she was sometimes teased by {/5itors.
Patraw gave lectures on a wide variety of topics, including scientific
themes as well as the human history of the Canyon, and demonstrations such as
Native American uses for the yucca plant. However, this interpretivenatmn

was all secondhand; Patraw recalled that she “read about them, and talked about

206«poly and Preston Patraw Oral History,” GRCA 35737, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.
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it, but I didn’t talk to the Indians. The Havasupai were sort of scorned there on the
rim of the Canyon, you know. They were kind of scummy people, we looked
down our noses to them? Patraw also indicated that at the time naturalists were
given quite a bit of leeway in developing interpretive programs. She remasnber
that McKee did not give his employees much guidance in creating theraprsg
and did not correct them much either, so she just tried to prepare programs that
were interesting to her and to give the audience what they w&ited.

At the same time Edwin McKee and his naturalist staff were
experimenting with new interpretive techniques and building a larger integpreti
program, they were also both supplementing and competing with businesses at the
Park. In 1926, Charley Mayse of Williams, Arizona, began offering the firdt pai
sightseeing flights over the Canyon; a few years later the NPS wouldis@se
assign naturalists to accompany these flights and provide interpretation to
customer€’® Naturalist Russell Grater in an oral history interview severakyear

later mentioned that, in his opinion, the NPS had a good relationship with local
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businesses, including the Fred Harvey Company, in terms of their goals tor wha
they wanted interpreted at the local le%!.

These early interpretive programs at the Canyon were important services
that the NPS provided to visitors, but they also benefited the NPS and became
significant administrative tools. As Ethan Carr argues, early interpreféorts
meant “the unique educational opportunities and scientific content of national
parks were asserted more vigorously not only as reasons for park preservation, but
also as criteria to guide future park planning and managerffétie
interpreters, along with the programs and lectures and museums theg,create
helped visitors see new aspects of the Parks that they might otherwise have
missed, deepening their appreciation for the parks and their desire to preserve
them.

Despite the admirable efforts by McKee and his small staff, many people
thought that more could be done to improve interpretation and the visitor
experience at GCNP. John C. Merriam, deeply concerned about and invested in
interpretation at the Canyon, wrote to NPS Director Horace Albright in March of

1930 about the problems he perceived at Grand Canyon Nation&fPark.

2l1«3ean Tillotson Anderson Oral History,” GRCA 36260, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.

212 carr,Wilderness by Desigri45.

?131n an oral history interview, McKee described Albright as a strong supporter of
the Merriam concept of interpretation and education in parks, and stated his belief
that much of their work would not have been possible without Albright’s support.
“Edwin McKee Oral History,” GRCA 35718, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.
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Merriam said he knew that it had been a struggle for the NPS to develop
educational programs because they had no central educational office. However, he
offered several suggestions on how to improve the situation at Grand Canyon,
particularly at Yavapai Observation Station. He argued that this site desirfande
close correlation between the natural elements of the panorama seen from the
Point and the arrangement of the materials to aid in their interpretation,” and he
did not feel that McKee and his staff had achieved their potentiat?yet.

McKee himself probably agreed with this assessment. In a memo written
in the early days of Yavapai Observation Station, he noted that many people did
not enter the building because they did not realize it was an observation station
and museum, mistaking it for simply another curio shop. He also was frustrated
that, although exhibits had already reduced complex geological ideas to what he
thought were simple terms, it was still hard for people to understand them, and
they did not read many labels. He recalled with dissatisfaction one visitor who
walked around the station for three minutes looking at the exhibits, then
proclaimed as he exited ““Wouldn’t this be interesting if a person could
understand it?”” However, he estimated that 90% of the visitors who heard the

lecture given at the station left with a clear understanding of the story of the

214 3ohn Merriam to Horace Albright, 10 March 1930, Box 114 Folder K1815:
Naturalist and Educational Activities 1930-1945, NARA.
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Canyon. McKee realized that he and his staff had to capture visitors’ attemtion a
arouse their interest, not simply provide facts to thtm.

McKee had many future plans for the Naturalist Division that he was
eager to implement, including having ranger naturalists accompany
concessionaire-run bus trips, scheduling auto caravans for the West Rim as well
as East Rim, and cooperative training of NPS and concessionaire staff and
seasonal workers? However, at the end of 1930, McKee temporarily resigned
his position for three months to attend classes at the University of Arizona. Clyde
Searl was appointed as the acting Park Naturalist, with Polly Mead as his
assistant, during this time. Over the next several years McKee would cowltinue t
take temporary leaves of absence while he pursued his bachelor's degree, though
he remained one of the leading forces in shaping the early history of inteqgoretati
at Grand Canyon National P&¥.

Summary

In the early years of Grand Canyon National Park, the NPS had very clear
goals for the Park. Like other NPS sites, park managers wanted it to be a
recreation spot while providing an educational experience for visitors. They

presented it as both a natural and cultural landscape by using promotional

15 Edwin McKee, “Memo,” GRCA 65065, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
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materials with Native Americans and scenic images. However, it wésctle

NPS staff that had a great deal of influence over the shape that the intenpretati
took. They decided how the recreational facilities would be developed, what
shape the interpretive service would take, and what subjects they would
emphasize in these educational programs.

At this time, the NPS Washington Office did not mandate that
interpretation convey any particular messages, whether about the NPS or any
other ideology or theme. Rangers were left to decide themselves what rmessage
and content to emphasize. Their research was self-directed according to their
personal interests, which shaped the direction that interpretation would take at the
Park. Despite the federal NPS advertising the Grand Canyon at least isn @art a
cultural landscape, the majority of the interpretive programs ignored this
dimension. Since the earliest interpreters were naturalists, theastsevere
mostly focused on the natural world, and they spent most of their time collecting
insect, fossil, geological, animal, and other samples rather than catptodjiural
resources or conducting archeological research. As the Canyon’s ooltecti
these materials grew, it subtly (or perhaps not so subtly) shaped the emphasis of
interpretive exhibits at the Park, since they could not display what they did not
have. And, as the Park’s reputation as a nature park grew, it attracted even more
people with a strong background in natural sciences. This trend strengthened

through the 1930s and 1940s.
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CHAPTER 4
THE GOLDEN AGE: THE GREAT DEPRESSION

In the 1930s the National Park Service underwent major changes in its
structure and scope of activities. Despite the Great Depression that yndelibl
marked the decade, it was actually a period of growth and expansion for the NPS.
Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal programs such as the PWA and CCC helped
develop the Parks in new ways, while his decision to give the NPS administrative
control over all national heritage sites in 1935 added a new historical and cultural
dimension to the national park system. As the NPS found its footing as an agency,
growing more stable and secure in its continued existence, it expanded its
purposes and identity as well as the services it provided. Though it grew stronger
as a national organization, it still remained decentralized in some waydas in t
area of education and interpretation.

The changing composition and mandate of the NPS affected the way that
it envisioned interpretation, and allowed interpreters at the local level to branch
out into new areas of study. However, this did not mean that the NPS mandated
programs or forms of interpretation; instead, the agency still encouraged local
interpretive staff to experiment in developing programs and themes that fit their
particular park units. Although the social, political, and economic upheavals of
the Great Depression indelibly affected Grand Canyon National Park, the story of
interpretation at the Canyon in the 1930s was really the story of Edwin McKee.
McKee continued to make great strides in laying the foundation of NPS
interpretation at the Park that would guide it for many years. During thesleec
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McKee and his staff strove to professionalize interpretation at the Cangton a
assert ‘more influence over the messages being conveyed and the means
employed for interpretation. The park concessionaires also worked to develop
new interpretive services at the Park, and though the GCNP interpretiveistaff tr
to remain friendly toward them, the growing NPS assertiveness someteades m
this relationship strained.

This decade was the Golden Age of interpretation at Grand Canyon
National Park for several reasons. Edwin McKee’s leadership was key; his
enthusiasm, skill, expertise, and connections made him one of the most beloved,
successful, and admired naturalists in NPS history. The staff was aldpdode
quickly and intelligently to local interpretive needs and implement intevpreti
strategies that were meaningful to them without much oversight or bureaucracy.
They also enjoyed the benefits of having federal government and NPS officials
who were enthusiastic about their work. Furthermore, funding, while not adequate
for them to achieve all of their visions, was more closely aligned with the
department’s needs than it would be in the decades to come. The degree of
contact between the naturalist staff and visitors also seemed to be at its apex
during this decade. Finally, the desires of the visiting public seemed to be more
aligned with the goals of the interpretive division than it would be in decades to
come, with visitors seeking out an educational experience rather than justya pure

recreational one, a trend that began to change in the postwar era.
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Setting the Stage: National Events Shaping Grand Canyon
Interpretation in the 1930s

Though at first it seems counterintuitive, the Great Depression actually led
to a period of expansion in the National Park System. New Deal programs put
people to work across the country in construction, writing, arts, conservation, and
other public projects. Perhaps most important to the NPS was the Civilian
Conservation Corps, which played a major role in transforming the infrastructure
and appearance of parks and how people experienced them. CCC men were
heavily utilized to build park infrastructure, which freed rangers and nistsred
work on other activities and tasks had been delayed for years. Also important was
the Public Works Administration (PWA), which in some parks helped build
museums or other structures. The NPS could now implement projects that had
been previously scrapped for lack of time, labor, and/or money.

As national parks began benefiting from New Deal programs, many
administrators cautiously created wish lists of what projects they woula|deet
completed at their parks. At Grand Canyon, the interpretive staff proposed a
centralized museum to cover all topics of interest at the Canyon. Future stgurali
and superintendents became obsessed with this idea, yet it never ultimagely cam
to fruition (this project will be discussed in more detail later in the chapter).
Though building proposals at the Grand Canyon could have easily gotten out of
hand, especially with an engineer like Tillotson administering the Padems
that the NPS and even the public saw that there should be limits to development
in the Park. For example, an article frémzona Highwaysn 1935 criticized a
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proposal to build roads in and across the Canyon. Even though it was a magazine
devoted to promoting roads and travel in Arizona, the editors hoped that this
would never happen, stating “Too much romance and mystery has already been
lost to commonness in our country by failure to recognize the proper halting
point.”#8

Another significant development in the NPS occurred in the 1930s when
Franklin Roosevelt turned over administration of all the national historic sites,
memorials, battlefields, and monuments from the War and Agriculture
Departments over to the National Park Service. This led to not only an expansion
in the size of the NPS but also a shift in its identity and purpose. Instead of just
preserving the amazing natural wonders of the United States, the NPS was now
responsible for managing the most significant sites of its cultural heatagell.

Despite this added responsibility, the NPS still emphasized its tradition of

natural resource protection and education. According to cultural geographer
Barbara Morehouse, during the 1930s the NPS was particularly influenced by
scientific trends and the new discipline of ecology, which stimulated a new eff
to preserve desirable species and habitats. In other words, natural science
increasingly influenced management decisions for natural parks compéting w
recreational development and cultural interpretation. The movement that had

begun in the 1910s to turn parks into field laboratories for scientific research and

classrooms to educate the public blossomed at this time, which in turn led to a

218«New Facts About Arizona’s Front Yardtrizona Highway<.1:4 (April
1935): 28.
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new emphasis on how scientific and natural features should be interpreted to the
public?*® Therefore, even as the NPS was expanding into custodianship of
historical and cultural areas, its emphasis on natural sciences receivedargw
and support, a trend noticeable at Grand Canyon National Park. However, McKee
also noted that the strategies of the interpretive division also relied on
Congressional support, which fluctuated wildly over time. The distribution of
Congressional appropriations affected what areas were emphasized in the NPS
whether it was education, construction, maintenance, or other aspects of park
administratiorf®®

During the 1930s the NPS leadership in Washington, D.C., underwent
significant changes as well. In 1933 Arno Cammerer moved up from his job as
Assistant Director to replace Horace Albright as Director of the NfitBstayed
in that position until he suffered a heart attack in 1939. McKee believed that
Cammerer was much different from Albright as well as his eventual succes
Newton B. Drury. Cammerer was a lawyer by training and had no background in
natural history or geology. McKee believed that for this reason he did not try to
influence the messages interpreters at GCNP sought to convey. In fact, McKee
recalled that Cammerer’s policies had little impact on what the intempsaff

did at Grand Canyon. This was in part because Cammerer took over leadership of
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the NPS at the same time that Roosevelt transferred all of the new cultural and
historical properties to the NPS, meaning his work load was much heavier than
his predecessors Mather and Albright, and he had little time or inclination to get
involved in the management of specific Parks. With virtually free reign, the
GCNP interpretive division continued to expand and improve (in McKee’s
opinion) throughout Cammerer’s tefft.

After Cammerer suffered a heart attack, Newton B. Drury, executive
secretary of the Save-the-Redwoods League, took over as Director of the NPS
1940 and led it until 1951. He was the first director of the NPS with no prior
experience working for the Park Service. Drury became known for resiafiig
some success, calls by the government and private interests to open the parks to
logging, mining, and other extractive activities during the war effoiicKee
described Drury as a close friend of John C. Merriam who had a deep interest in
science and nature, so that under his tenure the NPS re-emphasized education and
natural history. Interestingly, therefore, while the interpretive progtahea
Grand Canyon benefited from the hands-off approach of Cammerer, it also
benefited from the hands-on approach of Drury. Although McKee did not head
the interpretive division for most of Drury’s term, he believed that the interpretive

program at GCNP improved through the 1940s because of the enthusiastic
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support and shared vision of the Director of the NPS, Superintendent of GCNP,
and the interpretive staff at the PAtk.

Changes were also taking place at the federal level in regards to Native
Americans that shaped local interactions and interpretation at the GrarohCany
Though this led to a more visible Native American presence at the Canyon and
more interpretation of their ancient past, it did nothing to solve the derogatory
attitude some NPS personnel maintained toward them, and failed to give Native
Americans any more voice in the park’s administration and interpretation. In the
1930s, the Bureau of Indian Affairs under the direction of John Collier began
pursuing a policy of cultural pluralism, rejecting assimilationist effartd
instead encouraging self-determination with a variety of policies under tfaa Indi
Reorganization Act. Still, the NPS (and many other agencies in the federal
government) did not always share this point of view. For example, at Grand
Canyon, local NPS officials felt that they were responsible for takingotaned
trying to “civilize” the Havasupai, by such means as giving them jobs working on
trails or roads at the park and allowing them to live in a settlement near the
Village. After Collier resigned from the BIA in 1945, his successors largely
abandoned his ideas for cultural pluralism. At the same time, the NPS began

trying to remove the Havasupai from the rim, and hired fewer Havasupai to work

223 «Edwin McKee Oral History,” GRCA 35718, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections. Drury had been offered the directorship of the NPS in 1933 but
declined it, at which time Cammerer was approached and accepted the job.
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in the Parké?* Although NPS interpretive personnel made efforts to improve their
interpretation of Native Americans, their overall treatment of the sudetthe
people was the major blemish marring this otherwise golden age of integoretat
Wayside (Tusayan) Museum and the Development of
Native American Interpretation

Throughout the 1930s, Park Naturalist Edwin McKee continued to build
on the interpretive program at the Grand Canyon that he helped establish, as well
as come up with new innovations. Particularly important among these were his
efforts to expand interpretation at the Canyon to incorporate more cultural themes
especially by including more Native American history. However, just bedause
and his interpretive staff were telling more stories about Native Aarexidid not
mean that they were consulting with them about what stories were appropriate to
tell, or what themes they would like to have interpreted about their history or
culture. Everyone involved in the administration of GCNP, as in other parks, was
Euro-American. All Native Americans working for the NPS at this timeewe
hired for manual labor, while those working for concessionaires were salespeopl
artisans, or hotel employees and were not considered for management or other

leadership positions>

224 Jacilee Wray, “The Havasupai: Their Ethnohistory on the South Rim of Grand
Canyon National Park: A Case Study for Cultural Resource Management in the
National Park Service” (MA thesis, Northern Arizona University, May 1990), 10.

22> pcting Superintendent Patraw indicated in 1930 that they were implementing

preferential hiring of local Native Americans, especially Havasupathlese

were all positions of manual labor, mostly related to CCC work. Preston Patraw t
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Not long after Yavapai Observation Station opened its doors, McKee
oversaw construction of the next significant interpretive facility bu@@NP—
the MacCurdy Wayside Museum (later renamed Tusayan Museum) near the
Tusayan ruins. In 1929 Harold S. Gladwin of the Gila Pueblo in Globe, Arizona,
applied for permission to excavate these prehistoric ruins south of Lipan Point. At
the same time, he also proposed a museum at the site and pledged $5,000 to
reconstruct part of the ruin for this purpose. He wanted the museum to be devoted
solely to archeology, especially as it related to the local ancient Natiegican
culture he was researching. As part of the deal, he would donate half of all the
material recovered to the Park, and take the other half back to his base in Gila
Pueblo for researci®

At first, the park administrators and its consultants were not enthusiastic
about this idea. John Merriam advised the agency to carefully consider the
application, expressing his belief that

the matter of excavation of archeological sites at the Grand Canyon

is relatively one of the lesser features of this partiqodak, and it

should be subordinated...While it is true that everything in nature

ultimately relates itself to the problem of man, it is alse tthat

the problem of man’s development can be forwarded in a more

satisfactory manner elsewhere... At the Grand Canyon it is quite
clear that the major features of nature so marvelously exugress

NPS Director, 16 October 1930, GRCA 32096, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.

226 Harold S. Gladwin to Minor Tillotson, 10 October 1929, Box 89 Folder
D3415: Museum Building File 1925-1949 [2/2], NARA.
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have to do with the background of development of man rather than
with the specific steps of human progrésss.

Tillotson wholeheartedly agreed that archeological and anthropological feature
were of minor importance at the Canyon, stating “there is one main story to be
told and such stories as will be told by the proposed Lipan Point project should be
considered only as supplemental or addenda the?®t®ther Euro-Americans
with a long history at the Canyon concurred. For example, in Margaret Verkamp’s
1940 master’s thesis on the history of Grand Canyon National Park (which
focused mostly on the development of mining and tourism there), she noted that
people were mainly attracted to the Canyon as nature lovers and naturaltscientis
not for human histor§?°

It is likely that Euro-American opinions of local contemporary Native
Americans at the time influenced this hesitancy. For the most part, NPS pérsonne
viewed them as a source of cheap labor and colorful stories at best, or as dirty,
inferior, uncivilized squatters at worst. Nearly every early superintendent o
person in administration at the park seems to have hired at least one Native

American girl, usually Hopi, to help with their housework. Barbara McKee, wife

227 3ohn C. Merriam to Jesse L. Nusbaum, 8 February 1930, Box 89 Folder
D3415: Museum Building File 1925-1949 [2/2], NARA.

228 Minor Tillotson to Jesse L. Nusbaum, 19 February 1930, Box 89 Folder
D3415: Museum Building File 1925-49 [2/2], NARA.

229 Margaret Verkamptistory of Grand Canyon National Pa(klagstaff: Grand
Canyon Pioneers Society, 1993). Verkamp was the daughter of early Canyon
entrepreneur John Verkamp (who settled there in 1905 after a brief business stint
in 1898) and grew up at the Canyon.
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of Park Naturalist Edwin McKee, recalled that she hired a Hopi girl to help

around the house and required her to wear a traditional uniform, stating “I used to
have her dress in her Hopi dress, you know, dark blue blanket, one shoulder bare.
She’d wait on tablesic].”**° When asked about the relationship between Native
Americans and GCNP staff, Jimmy Lloyd, who was the Assistant Superintende

at the Canyon from 1932-41, described it as “very good,” pointing to the fact that
many personnel hired Native Americans as servants in their homes. Obviously
this was a very culturally one-sided view, largely based on ideas of white
paternalism which believed that Native Americans should be grateful to Euro-
Americans for providing them with “opportunities” and an excuse to move off
their reservations; Native Americans undoubtedly had a very different perception
of the situation.

Euro-Americans by this time had also developed a hierarchy by which
they ranked the tribes. Lloyd made clear that the Hopi were considered the best
for employment in the park, since they “responded more to education and
adaptation to civilized dress, costume and so forth, than did the other tribes. They
were the better educated. They didn’t mind going to school and the government
did a good job for them?3! Dean Tillotson recalled that the Hopi who lived at

Hopi House were considered part of the community; their children attended

230«Barbara McKee Oral History,” GRCA 65884, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.

231« 3immy Lloyd Oral History,” GRCA 40190, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.
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school with white children, they celebrated together at parties, and shaisd me
together. Dean also recalled that some Hopi would invite his parents to eat with
them, and they would come, sit on the floor, and eat out of the common pot. On
the other hand, he stated, “The Havasupai had a reputation for not being too
smart. The Hopis were the smart ones, and the Havasupai were the dumb ones,
and the Navajos were kind of in between. We know different now, but...your
initial reaction, you felt that way*®* For others, the Native American presence
was virtually nonexistent; naturalist Russell Grater could not rememipiirao
about Indians apart from them working at the village while he was there from
1931-34?* These biases had a significant effect on how NPS personnel
interpreted these tribes.

The cultural values Americans ascribed to national parks further
complicated the decision about whether interpretation of Native American history
was appropriate at the Grand Canyon. Administrators at GCNP felt a paterna
responsibility to local Native Americans but at the same time saw theamnoees
as a problem with no easy solution. The problem was two-fold. First, the
American public was invested in the idea that national parks were created out of
wilderness—Iands that were uninhabited, natural wonders with little economic

value to potential Euro-American settlers or developers apart from thegnour

232«Dean Tillotson Oral History,” GRCA 40193, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.

233«Russell Grater Oral History,” GRCA 65556, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.
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potential. If the public were to learn more about the modern Native American
presence and their dispossession, it could easily sour their vision of national parks
as great symbols of freedom and democracy. Still, this was a tourist site, and
romanticized, ancient Native American history sold easily and attractazl|
anyone who had seen the success of Fred Harvey’s Hopi House well knew.
Secondly, the relationship between NPS and local tribes was rocky at best.
For example, although the BIA agent for the Havasupai saw Minor Tillotson as a
friend of the tribe, GCNP administrators and officials in Washington were not
entirely accepting of the Havasupai. In this time period the NPS freguentl
implied that the Havasupai were a doomed race, and therefore their beautiful
canyon home should come under NPS management to ensure that it would be
protected forever, but the BIA continuously resistédn the early 1930s the
Havasupai made a significant effort to have some plateau lands restored;to them
instead, in 1932 President Herbert Hoover created Grand Canyon National
Monument along the western boundary of the park, which included land the
Havasupai used for grazing, further restricting their access to et In
1938 NPS Director Arno Cammerer expressed an interest in working with the
BIA to remove the Havasupai to areas outside the Park but was rebuffed.
Tillotson wrote that he did not believe it would ever happen, but he expressed his

opinion that if the GCNP could “be relieved of the responsibility of looking after

234 Stephen Hirst, Am the Grand Canyon: The Story of the Havasupai People
(Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 2007), 154, 159-160.

235 Morehouse, 66.
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these Indians” it would lift a great burden from the administratiddust two
years later, NPS Acting Director A.E. Demaray asked the Commissiohetian
Affairs again if there was any possibility of moving the Havasupai away,
suggesting that they relocate them to the Hualapai Reservation and add @re form
Havasupai Reservation to the park, but in keeping with their emphasis at the time
on cultural pluralism and resisting assimilation, the BIA again refusecitad®
Despite these reservations about the desirability of interpreting Native
American history at the Canyon, excavation of the Tusayan site began in 1930
with the $5,000 funding provided by Mrs. Winifred MacCurdy, for whom the
museum was originally named. Gladwin, Emil Haury, and a staff of seven other
archeologists completed the project within a few months, and construction of the
museum began in 1931. The data Gladwin and Haury recovered from this site
allowed him to prove that it marked the western boundary of Ancestral Puebloan
settlements, making it a significant site for understanding archeologg in t

Southwest3®

236 Quoted in Wray, 74.
23" \Wray, 75.

238 Emil Haury,Kivas of the Tusayan Ruin: Grand Canyon, Ariz¢Gibe, AZ:
Private printing for the Medallion, Gila Pueblo, 1931), 1-3; Janet R. Balsom, “A
Little Knowledge Goes a Long Way: A History of Archeological Redeatdhe
Grand Canyon,” in Michael F. Anderson, el Gathering of Grand Canyon
Historians: Ideas, Arguments, and First-Person Accounts: Proceedings of the
Inaugural Grand Canyon History Symposium, January 2@2nd Canyon:
Grand Canyon Association, 2005), 112.
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In early 1932, the naturalist staff unloaded a truckload of material from
Gila Pueblo and installed displays at the musétiranlike the massive
collaborative effort of premier scientists, museum curators, and NPS esthusia
from around the country who had come together to consult on the displays and
themes of Yavapai Observation Station, McKee noted that he alone planned all of
the exhibits and only the archeological staff of the Gila Pueblo were ceshsoilt
approve them. It was also completed with less than half the niGhay.
conjunction with the museum’s opening, McKee distributed a memo meant to
acquaint his rangers with Indian legends of the Grand Canyon. He included fairly
detailed versions of Navajo and Paiute stories about the creation of the Canyon,
Hopi stories of their emergence from the Canyon, and Havasupai stories about
two stone pillars that they believed guarded their home in Cataract Canyon
noting that they were the only stories of which he was afffafelying on
secondhand stories that had been passed around to visitors for years without
adding any new information or insight to them does not represent the innovation
or detailed primary research for which McKee was generally known, anthwas

removed from the scientific research to which he was usually dedicated.

2391 ouis Schellbach, “Manuscript of Interpretive Data,” 14 October 1942, GRCA
58396, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.

240«gyperintendent’s Annual Report, 1932,” GRCA 54706, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.

241 Edwin McKee, “Memorandum,” 25 May 1932, GRCA 52836, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.
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The museum itself was designed to pick up where the Yavapai
Observation Station left off by describing the emergence of man in eartiosyhis
and at the Grand Canyéff.By today’s standards the early exhibit texts at this
museum were Eurocentric and unsophisticated. Take, for example, the display
case on “Early Man in America.” The text label began by pointing out that
humans were relatively recent arrivals in the Americas compared to the Old
World. The case included skeletal remains showing that American Indians were
“normal” people and that no one had ever discovered fossils of “ape-men” in the
New World like they had in the Old Worfd The exhibit case also discussed
theories of where these people came from, including a Mormon Church-inspired
theory about Native Americans being one of the lost tribes of Israel amarthe f
fetched theory that they may have been survivors of the fabled lost city of
Atlantis. The exhibit did not mention a single origin story from any of the local
tribes. Instead it focused on the anthropological theory of Asiatic migratiom, usi
as its evidence “the fact that the American Indians are not ‘red men’ bawyell
brown’ people” who resembled Asiaff§.The museum included several cases
describing different phases of ancient Basketmaker culture before concluding

with an exhibit on modern Puebloan Indiafts.

242 Harold C. Bryant to Supervisor of Research and Information, 10 January 1940,
GRCA 70901, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
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After the MacCurdy Wayside Museum opened in June 1932, Miner
Tillotson admitted that it fit into the park’s educational program “far betser t
had anticipated” and noted that many people were “intensely interested” in the
archeological story. However, he still stood by his belief that the archeallogic
features of the park should not be overemphasized, stating “The main educational
story to be told here is one of geology and such archeological stories ageve ha
are, and should be, incidental only.” Instead of seizing this opportunity to expand
the interpretation of the park, he encouraged tourists to visit other NPS sites like
Mesa Verde and other nearby national monuments, recommending that the
naturalist stationed at the museum read up on these sites in order to give people
more information about thefft

Still, it seems that visitors’ surprising interest in the Park’s arclyeszb
features influenced some changes in the naturalists’ focus, at least fotr a sho
time. The 1933 NPS guidebook to the Park encouraged visitors to take advantage
of the interpretation available at the museum, where they could learn about “the
stages of human history represented by house types and pottery in the American
Southwest.*’ In the same year the naturalist staff began systematicallydiegor
prehistoric sites at the Canyon, and by 1949 had plotted 491 of them on contour

maps and collected, recorded, and filed materials from them. However, this work

246 Minor Tillotson to Edwin McKee, 18 July 1932, GRCA 70901, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.

247«Guide Leaflet No. 1,” 1933, DG-67, Arizona Collection, ASU.
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was not a priority, and was hampered by growing constraints on time and
personnef*® In 1934 McKee proposed replacing a display on pottery shards with
an exhibit showing a column of sediments from a pre-historic midden and
mounting artifacts from different levels—exactly as his geologioalmn with
fossils did at Yavapai Observation Statf§h.

Unfortunately, this was the last time in this decade that the museum would
receive significant attention. In 1940, Superintendent Harold Bryant wrote to the
Supervisor of Research and Information for the NPS, begging the museum
division to take pity on them and help improve Tusayan Museum in any way
possible. Since the museum was seen as secondary to the main interpretive
mission to the Park, no money had been allocated to maintain or update it. None
of the displays had been changed in six years; instead, the Park had spent their
entire museum budget on Yavapai Observation Station and had no mof&y left.

McKee’s Early Innovations in Grand Canyon Interpretation

Despite the flurry of activity surrounding the planning and construction of

Wayside Museum in the early part of the decade, most of Edwin McKee’s energy

and inspiration went into improving interpretation of natural history at the Grand

248«plan, Interpretive Development Outline,” GRCA 28818, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.

249 Edwin McKee to Minor Tillotson, 9 July 1934, Box 102 Folder D6215:
Museum and Exhibit Activities: Planning, Preparation, Maintenance, and
Preservation 1940-53, NARA.

20 Harold C. Bryant to Supervisor of Research and Information, 10 January 1940,
GRCA 70901, Grand Canyon Museum Collections.
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Canyon during the course of the 1930s. Developing wayside exhibits, improving
auto caravans, helping to found the Grand Canyon Natural History Association,
and paying attention for the first time to developing North Rim interpretation
were just a few of the more important innovations that became part of McKee’s
legacy from this period.

One of the key elements in NPS interpretation that McKee played an
important role in introducing to the Grand Canyon during this time was wayside
exhibits and self-guided trails. Originally known as “wayside shrinesysida
exhibits were meant to be a small, open structure containing educationalsfeature
like flat maps on a table, topographic relief models, wall maps showing
topographical or geographical features, panoramic charts showing intporta
features, or even small exhibits with rocks, fossils, or similar mafétisicKee
recalled that Horace Albright’'s administration gave a great dealpgort to
creating trailside exhibits, though backing for them fluctuated with subsequent
directors®>?

McKee oversaw the creation of many wayside exhibits at Grand Canyon
National Park. He also developed side trails that led to exhibits at sites with

exceptional interpretive value, such as an area with many fossil ferns, dad ma

251 Unknown to Minor Tillotson, 2 February 1934, Box 89 Folder D3415:
Museum Building File 1925-1949 [1/2], NARA.

22«gdwin McKee Oral History,” GRCA 35718, Grand Canyon Museum
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signs to locate and explain thémn a later oral history interview, McKee
mentioned that he believed these wayside and trailside exhibits were one of the
best ways to stress important ideas because it allowed people to look at and
experience the original thing being interpreted, which allowed themndlgai

most understanding of it. For example, he got excited talking about how providing
labels and diagrams and allowing people to touch the rocks at the point of contact
between sandstone and granite at the Great Unconformity provided a great mul
sensory experience in which visitors could touch a moment in time 500 million
years agG>*

It seems that McKee'’s intuition on this matter resonated with visitoes. In
1939Arizona Highwaysrticle, H.G. Franse argued that personally walking on
trails taught people more about geology than reading a dozen books, and that the
exhibits on different kinds of fossils that McKee had placed along theadtails
Grand Canyon added enormously to this understarfdifdpwever, Barbara

McKee recalled that many of these wayside and trailside exhibies wer

253 Edwin McKee, “Statement of Naturalist Work at Grand Canyon,” Box 114
Folder K1815: Naturalist and Educational Activities 1930-1945, NARA.

254 «Edwin McKee Oral History,” GRCA 35718, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.

> H.G. Franse, “Seven-Down Seventy-Seven BpZzona Highway45:11 (Nov
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vandalized, destroyed, or stolen, including a fossil exhibit at Cedar Ridge on the
Kaibab Trail and metallic signs at several significant geological foomsft®

Despite these efforts to develop interpretation on trails, the nature of
visitation to the Grand Canyon, and the kinds of interpretation that visitors
expected, began to change in this time, a fact that McKee also recognized and to
which he tried to adapt. The 1930s saw increasing numbers of people arriving at
the Grand Canyon by personal automobile, and NPS interpretation shifted to
accommodate this trend, such as with the aforementioned auto caravans. Their
popularity continued to grow throughout the decade until, McKee recalled,
visitors began to greatly prefer them to foot walks along thé¥iMcKee
therefore decided that the subject matter covered on these interpretive trips be
expanded. Russell Grater, who worked as a naturalist at GCNP from 1931-34,
described how he and his co-workers conducted auto caravans at the Canyon. A
ranger in a car would lead a group of tourists, each in their own car, to specific
spots along the rim drives. Caravans usually consisted of about 10 to 15 cars.
Naturalists were supposed to cover geology, history, biology, and archeology on
each trip. At each point the people would disembark and the ranger would tell
about the forests, wildlife, history, or other aspects of the area. In the caravans, a

well as the campground talks and ranger walks that he led, Grater stated that his

256 «Barbara McKee Oral History,” GRCA 65884, Grand Canyon Museum
Collections.
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goal as an interpreter was “to acquaint the visitor with the values of the park,
environmental needs and problems, general information about the park and its
operation.*®

Recognizing that auto travel was making more NPS sites readily
accessible to visitors, McKee also made efforts to expand the interpretgrarpr
regionally by visiting nearby Zion and Bryce Canyon National Parks, observing
their museums and working with them to better correlate the geologiesstori
being told at the three park®.This trend was also a response to a growing
awareness among geologists such as McKee that geological and naturad system
did not conform to the boundaries that humans assigned to them, but that the
stories told about the Grand Canyon related to other regional sites as well.

Another significant moment in the history of interpretation at GCNP
occurred in February 1932, when McKee joined with others who wanted to assist
the NPS in their interpretive activities to form the Grand Canyon Naturedridis
Association (today known as the Grand Canyon Association). For the next half
century, the Park Naturalist would also serve as the executive secfdtay o
Association. This was the fourth such “cooperating association” to be formed for
a National Park site. Today these types of nonprofit associations are etiedcr

at NPS sites “to support museums, libraries, exhibits, publications, and other

258 «“Russell Grater Oral History,” GRCA 65556, Grand Canyon Museum
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aspects of the interpretive, educational, and scientific research prggoaitrest

the time the GCNHA was created it was still a rather unique cofi@efe

purpose of the GCNHA was “to stimulate and encourage scientific research and
investigation in the fields of geology, botany, zoology, ethnology, archaeology
and related subjects in the Grand Canyon redi®rits mission did not end with

the mere collection of facts and items to be stored in dusty warehouses, however;
it also was determined to help the NPS “further visitor understanding and
enjoyment of the scenic, scientific and historical values of Grand Canyon
National Park.®?

The GCNHA was an essential partner in helping establish Grand Canyon
National Park’s interpretive program on a basic level. Most of the funding for
interpretation at the Park over the years came from this Association—not the
federal government. As Todd Berger points out, “NPS’s Naturalist Division
received GCNHA money that was earmarked for specific, tangible puschase
many basic needs for a largely do-it-yourself operation.” In the firsedaésyof its
operation, the Association helped the division buy items essential to helping them

create displays, such as a jigsaw, electric sander, entomological araddabor

250 Quoted in Todd R. Berger, “Science and Education, Birdseed and Power
Tools: The History of the Grand Canyon Association. Part I: The Early Years
Canyon Viewd43:1 (Spring 2007): 10.

61 Nature Noteg:1 (April 1932): 1.

262 3. Donald Hughe&he Story of Man at Grand Cany¢@rand Canyon: Grand
Canyon Natural History Association, 1967), 149.

135



supplies, lantern slides and slide viewer, a microphone, and many othef’ftems.
As time passed, production and creation of displays would be contracted out to
regional labs and later a national centralized lab, but for the time being
interpretation was a home-grown operation.

The Association did not employ any workers; instead, volunteers worked
on projects in their spare time from their everyday jobs with the RfR$der
McKee, the first duties of the Association were to help develop new exhibits for
Yavapai Observation Station and prepare other natural history exhibits.
Association members often became experts on the Canyon and could volunteer to
give interpretive programs when necessary. They also supported research that
contributed not only to the academic community but also assisted NPS staff in
developing more up-to-date interpretive programs for the ptfBlin.cooperation
with the NPS, the group published aforementioned “Nature Notes” and technical
bulletins about science topics at the Canyon. Their assistance in producing
publications would become especially important when the government started to
reduce its printing budget in the 1940s. The small amount of money the GCNHA

made from selling books and other items went right back into projects such as

263Todd R. Berger, “Science and Education, Birdseed and Power Tools: The
History of the Grand Canyon Association. Part @gnyon Viewd.3:2 (Summer
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creating exhibits or developing publications, making it an essential pillar of NPS
interpretatiorf®

Another area that McKee was determined to address in his early years as
Park Naturalist was the purpose and method of interpretation on the North Rim, a
problem that the Naturalist Division would continue to struggle with well into the
1960s. The North Rim received substantially fewer visitors than the South Rim,
and therefore there was much debate over how much time, money, and effort to
devote to interpretation there. The first NPS effort at interpretation ondleatfs
the Canyon seems to be when McKee opened an exhibit room with the permission
of the Utah Parks Company in the Grand Canyon Lodge in 1932. The exhibits
focused primarily on plant and animal life there, as well as geology. However,
neither McKee nor NPS officials in Washington seemed to have a clear idea of
how to proceed beyond this introductory effort. Instead, a series of letters and
memos circulated within the Park from the 1930s-60s indicated ongoing debates
about whether to stress stories not told elsewhere at the Park, or to make
interpretation on the North Rim the same as on the South Rim, or exactly what
stories to tell. Debates also continued over the need for interpretive sites on the
North Rim. Little was resolved, and the North Rim remained more neglected than

the South for many decad®s.
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Not all innovations that took place under McKee’s leadership were
suitable for implementation throughout the NPS. Whereas auto caravans had
blossomed at other parks after their successful start at Yellowstone, in 1932 his
staff initiated an idea that did not immediately take off at other siteqagpavi
naturalists accompany privately operated airplane flights over tkéBatis is
likely because the Grand Canyon was uniquely well-suited to this type of
interpretation, since many of its features were nearly impossibledio ogafoot
or by car. Junior Park Naturalist Donald McHenry began this service (without
McKee’s knowledge or official NPS approval) in cooperation with Grand Canyon
Airlines on the North Rim. McKee eventually grudgingly approved it, and the
federal government-printed circular that advertised “A ranger-naturalis
accompanies parties on the daily scenic flights, and points out places of special
interest.?®® An article fromArizona Highway$y Grand Canyon Scenic Tours
manager James Kintner lauded how air tours made interpretation of the Canyon
easier, giving flyers a better idea of how natural forces work on tHéseamtst
because they can more easily see lava flows, huge faults, and the &ege-sc

effects of earth movements and erosirHaving naturalists participate in these

268 Barry Mackintosh|nterpretation in the National Park Service: A Historical
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tourist flights not only reinforced the NPS’s role as premier interigrefethe
Park, it also ensured that visitors were hearing the NPS-approved, scstotific
of the Canyon.

Apart from initiating new projects, the naturalist staff also had to maintain
and update those they had already started. In 1932, McKee noted that “In the
steady effort to reach the ultimate refinement of service at Yavdysar@ation
Station a considerable amount of revision was done during the year.” This
included replacing old black and white exhibit transparencies with color,
installing a large relief map, and placing a guide barrier “to fatlitlirecting
visitors to parapet views in such a way that the views are studied in proper
sequence®! Another small but important change that McKee initiated at this
time was to have naturalists give introductory talks at El Tovar beforeede Fr
Harvey Company evening entertainment began. McKee believed this change was
significant since “for several years the Park Service has been iatenedeing
represented in these programs as they are a means of reaching thoséorail visi
who do not take the bus trip, or otherwise get around in the pArktis allowed
the NPS a chance to give at least some educational information to the public who

might otherwise slip past them.

27t «gyperintendent’s Annual Report, 1932,” GRCA 54706, Grand Canyon
Museum Collections.
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The popularity of McKee’s innovative interpretive programming is
evident by the sheer numbers of visitors who participated in them. In 1932 McKee
estimated that about 90% of the park’s 117,700 visitors had talked directly with a
ranger or received a copy of the latest NPS park circular at the Irtffonma
Office, and about 88% were reached by the interpretation department either
through the Yavapai Observation Station talk, auto caravans, nature walks, or
campfire talks.”® This is a staggering accomplishment considering that his entire
staff consisted of just half a dozen individuals.

The onset of the Great Depression did not seem to severely impact the
interpretive program at the Grand Canyon until 1933. Though he had struggled
for years to find some way to end the Depression, Herbert Hoover could not
ignore the shrinking federal budget, and in the final year of his administration he
urged Cong