Mormon Forestdale

ANDREA SMITH

In the late nineteenth century, more than a dozen Mormon families
settled in a spring-fed valley several miles southwest of present-day Show
Low, Arizona, and called the place Forest Dale (known today as For-
estdale. They lived there for a few years, leaving when it was made clear
to them that the site they inhabited was on the White Mountain Indian
Reservation (now the Fort Apache Reservation). While some families
left the Arizona Territory altogether, others relocated off the Mogollon
Rim to such communities as Show Low, Pinedale, Fool’s Hollow, and
Lakeside, where many of their descendants live today. Another migration
path took some families to the Gila Valley in Graham County. Despite
the brief stay of the Latter Day Saints at Forest Dale, descendants of
these carly residents have retained a social memory of this settlement and
the cvents leading to their ancestors’ departure.! This article discusses
the significance of these memories and their principal themes, which are
contrasted with the often divergent history found in archival sources. An
analysis of the gaps between these versions of history reveals key cultural
values of this Southwestern settler society.

THE LATTER DAy SainTs IN BEasT-CENTRAL ARIZONA

Following religious persecution, successive relocations, and the death
of founder Joseph Smith, leaders of the Church of Jesus Christ of Lat-
ter Day Saints (LDS; also known as Mormons) continued westward
expansionist projects that had the ultimate goal of creating a new Zion,
a Kingdom of God, on earth. In the vision of Brigham Young, Smith’s
successor, this utopian politico-religious entity, the Kingdom of Descret,
would be located outside the boundaries of the meddlesome United
States, eventually encompassing the entire Colorado River basin and
reaching to the Pacific Ocean.2 The feasibility of Young’s vision was
sharply diminished with the annexation of much of this region by the
United States with the 1848 Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, followed
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by the creation by Congress of the territories of Utah and New Mexico
two years later. Despite these setbacks, hundreds of LDS migrants con-
tinued journeying westward, encouraged by periodic calls to mission,
and they developed dozens of Mormon farming settlements across the
intermountain West,

The Little Colorado River basin in northeastern Arizona was one such
locus of LDS activity. Starting in 1876, representatives of the church
established several agricultural communities or added to existing towns
along the Little Colorado or its tributary, Silver Creek, including Obed,
Sunset, Brigham City, and $t. Joseph, in 1876; Woodruff, Snowflake,
Taylor, and Show Low in 1877-78; and St. Johns, Springerville, Eager,
and Alpine, in 1879-80.3 The LDS Forest Dale settlement, located
near Show Low on the other side of the Mogollon Rim, was part of
this migration and dated to the carly spring of 1878, Most of the com-
munities along the northern stretches of the Little Colorado foundered
eventually, however.4 Although the Little Colorado Stake was the first
stake in Arizona, so few communities remained that it was annexed to
the Snowflake Stake in 18875

Porest Dale has been described as “a beautiful sheltered spot”™ located
in 2 wooded valley “where the water of seven springs join to form the
head of Carrizo Creek.”s While this location was undoubtedly known
to indigenous inhabitants of the region,” and likely is associated with an
array of indigenous oral histories and place-names, this cultural heritage
is respected here and is not the focus of this paper. The historical record
tells us that a band of Western Apaches moved to the Forestdale Valley
from Carrizo Creck sometime before Corydon Cooley visited the area
in 1869. Cooley settled, becoming an important local cartle rancher,
trader, and scout for the U.S, military at Fort Apache. He married two
women, daughters of Pedro, a local Apache leader, in 1871, and many
members of this group of Western Apache remained in close relation-
ship with Cooley and the military at nearby Camp Apache.8 The first
Apache scouts, enlisted in August 1871, were from this band or nearby
Cibecue.®

The LDS narrative associated with this place begins with the valley’s
“discovery” by Oscar Cluffin 1877, According to this narrative, built
from early LDS memoirs and written and oral family historics, Oscar
and his brother, Alfred, decided to move to the well-watered valley the
following spring, arriving on February 18, 1878, with fellow LDS mem.-
bers Joseph Frisb , Merrite Staley, Oscar Mann, Ebenezer Thayne, and
David Adams. By July 1878, Mormon-chroniclers were writing about
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Forest Dale, and in September, church leader Erastus Snow reported
seeing thirteen houses, several wells, and approximately 180 cultivated
acres.!? During this visit, Snow asked Mormon leader Jesse Smiith to
preside over the newly established Eastern Arizona Stake and created
the Forest Dale Ward, with Oscar Mann as its first bishop and Alfred
Cluff and Peter McBride as his counselors.!1 In his account of this meet-
ing, newly appointed Stake President Jesse Smith wrote that he spent
the evening at “Orson Cluff’s,” and the following day, Erastus Snow
“indicated a place for a townsite.”12 Was a town ever built? The story
of the settlement is vague on this point. According to some sources,
residents and active missionaries Ebenezer Thayne and Liewellyn Harris
encouraged unnamed Apache families to join them in the valley.13 But by
April the next year, unnamed Native Americans, presumably associated
with Pedro’s group, claimed that the valley was theirs, and most of the
Mormons departed. According to stake recorder Joseph Fish, the LDS
members had completely vacated the vailey by 1880, with Bishop Mann
moving away permanently at this time, 14

By the fall of 1881, rumors reached some LDS members that the
place was “not on the reservation” after all. Fish teported that when a
map indicated that Forest Dale was outside the reservation “by about 15
miles,” four families moved there and others soon followed. In Decem-
ber 1881, Stake President Smith traveled to Fort Apache. Fish wrote
that Smith then met with General Carr,15 who explained that Forest Dale
was outside the reservation “and he would be pleased to have our people
settle there.” Trouble emerged for the settlers the next spring, however,
Fish reported that “in May [1882] the Indians came into the valley for
the purpose of planting their corn (this being their old farm) . . . On
arriving they found all their land planted by the whites, Captain Kramer
was informed that there was likely to be trouble between the Indians and
the ‘Mormons.’™16 The LDS scttlers did not leave right away, however;
according to Fish, they “could get no reliable information unil Decem-
ber when Lieutenant Gatewood came and notified the settlers that the
place was on the Indian Reservation and they would have to leave, and
he gave them undit spring to vacate the place.” After selling their corn
“to good advantage” at Fort Apache, some people moved out in the
winter, and the LDS settlement was completely abandoned by the spring
of 1883.17 From that point on, Forest Dale was understood by all to be
located on the reservation.

Given the short occupation period of the LD$ brethren, it would be
understandable if this episode had all but vanished from Arizona history.
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Based on Mormon records, most colonists lived in the valley during
either the first or second settlement phases (spring 1878 to June 1880
or fall 1881 to winter 1882-83), but not both. LDS members resided
there for roughly three years overall. Nevertheless, the story of this
settlement and its abandonment remains a key event in local Mormon
collective memory, as I discovered when looking for descendants of the
Forestdale residents in nearby Show Low.

BoUNDARIES AND RESERVATIONS

The LDS Forest Dale settlement (1878-1882) occurred during decades
of great flux in the relationships between Native Americans and federal
and state governments. These were the final years of the period Thomas
Sheridan has termed the “incorporation” phase of Arizona history. As
Sheridan notes, while Anglo-American power increased sharply in the
region in the nineteenth century, no single group dominated until the
end of the 1880s. The surrender of Geronimo in 1886 marks the con-
clusion of this phase and the beginning of the next, that of Anglo-
American hegemony,18
There were a few failed attempts to establish reservations in the
1850s, but the creation of the Arizona Territory ushered in a period of
increased violence as the legislature, backed by miners and other set-
tlers, advocated a policy of outright extermination.!9 The War Depart-
ment, Department of the Interior, and territorial legislature wrangjed
over Indian policy during the subsequent decades, with some Anglo-
Americans using the existing confusion to their advantage. While the
Navajo were able to return to a small reservation in 1868, and the
Gila River and Colorado River reservations were established in 1859
and 1865, respectively, the status of the remaining tribes was nebulous
a best. Several temporary “reserves” were set aside for Apaches on
BE..BQ bases such as Camp Goodwin, Grant, and Date Creck, and a
.<S..=n Mountain Reservation was approved in principle in 1870, But
it was only after the Camp Grant massacre in the spring of 1871, and
the national outrage that followed, that a new federal “peace” policy
began to emerge regarding Apache and other ncighboring tribes. Vin-
cent Colyer, secretary of the Board of Indian Commissioners assigned
to establish the terms of such a policy, n&én»ﬁ@mo:_m:m Indians on
“reserves” where they could be protected by the military from settiers.
They would receive provisions while being encouraged to move to some
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new form of self-sufficiency, despite their dramatically reduced resource
base. Colyer recommended that five such “reserves” be developed: a
reserve for the “Coyoteros™ near Camp Apache (later Fort Apache), an
area in New Mexico for the “Mimbreiios,” an area near Camp Grant
for the Arivaipas and other “Pinalefios,” Camp Verde in central Arizona
tor the Tontos and Yavapais, and a temporary reservation at Date Creek
near Wickenburg.20 In September 1871, the boundaries of the White
Mountain reservation werc established by President Grant in an execu-
tive order, and in 1872, Colyer recommended that a San Carlos division
be established, resulting in an expanded single reservation, the White
Mountain Indian Reservation, administered by two agencies operating
at its northern and southern ends,

For native peoples in the territory, a period of contraction scon fol-
lowed. Colyer’s proposed reserves, which already represented a drasti-
cally limited economic base, were further reduced over the next several
years duc to pressure from the ever-increasing non-Indian popula-
tion of the territory. Indians found that they needed to travel beyond
“reserve” boundaries to harvest traditional food sources in order to
survive, and, with the increased immigration of outsiders, who typically
settled in the most resource-rich regions, increased Indian—non-Indian
encounters were inevitable, often leading to violence and loud sertler
claims on Indian lands. Anglo-American settlers used these encounters,
their monopoly on political power, and conflicts throughout the 1870s
between the War Department and the Department of the Interior to
alter the shape and number of reservations in the territories of Arizona
and New Mexico, with immediate consequences for the territories’
native peoples.2! Not only were many reservations reduced in size, but
some were abolished altogether. Camp Grant was established in Sep-
tember 1871, but in 1873, the Indians living there were moved to the
vicinity of the San Carlos Agency and the reservation was abandoned.22
A reservation was created at Camp Verde in central Arizona on October
3, 1871, only to be returned to the public domain in April 1875 by an
April 23 executive order, and approximately 1,400 Native Americans
living there were moved to San Carlos. A large Chiricahua reserve was
created in 1872 but returned to the public domain four years later.

Even the large White Mountain Reservation?? was whittled away
on all sides, despite the fact that it was accommodating ever-increasing
numbers of people. The reservation was first bordered by the Mogol-
lon Rim on the north, the Gila River on the south, Globe at the west,
and the Territory boundary to the cast. But in 1873, a large portion
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along the Gila River was returned to the public domain. To accom-
modate mining interests, a copper-rich area along the eastern portion
of the reservation was removed in 1874, Two years later, President
Grant removed a portion of the reservation along its western portion to
facilitate mining in the Globe /Miami area, 24 Finally, additional portions
near Globe, and the confluence of the San Pedro and Gila Rivers, were
returned to the public domain in 1877.25 It is in that year that the first
LDS members arrived in the Forestdale Valley.

Forest DaLg REMEMBERED

You can probably talk to anyone in this whole world who knows
more about Forest Dale than I do.
~—David,26 descendant of LDS Forest Dale resident

Since June 2003, I have been conducting interviews with descendants
of LDS Forest Dale residents to understand the persistence of a collec-
tive memory of that place. The response has surprised me: Despite its
brief lifespan, Forest Dale is a well-known symbol in many local people’s
mental maps of Mormon migration history. People I spoke with across
Arizona knew basic details of the settlement’s brief history. This was
n._o case not only for randomly queried volunteers at nearby LDS family
history centers in Safford, Show Low, and Snowflake, but also for staff
and visitors at local history museums in Holbrook, Snowflake, Globe,
Eden, Show Low, and Safford and at several county recorders’ offices.2”
The first of these people was a woman in her cighties who was leading
a house tour I attended in Snowflake, When I mentioned my interest
in finding people who might be descendants of the LDS Forest Dale
residents, she asked her assistant for a picce of paper and wrote down the
name of an acquaintance, a woman, she told me, who had a “mind like
an encyclopedia.” After I contacted this human database, my research
proceeded as if by its own volition. Visits to local family history centers
in Show Low and Safford yielded additional names, and soon I knew
of more descendants—sometimes of the same original settlers—than
I could easily meet. It is from these conversations and from more in-
depth, sometimes audiotaped, interviews with more than twenty people
that I developed the following generalizations. Most of the LDS Forest
Dale residents resettled either north of what was then the White Moun-
tain Indian Reservation boundary along the Mogollon Rim, in modern
Show Low, Lakeside, Pinetop, Claypool, and Pinedale; or south along
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the Gila Valley in Graham County, establishing such towns as Eden,
Central, and Pima. This article is based on conversations with people
living in these two locations.

A study of social memory concerns the meaning and propagation
of representations of the past shared by a group of people. These rep-
resentations may be in oral, written, or nonlinguistic forms, and thus
the array of problems and specific anthropological approaches to this
question are rather staggering. Often rescarchers endeavor to determine
which aspects of the past are most meaningful to whom, thus examin-
ing contemporary values and beliefs. Specific points of view on the past
are often key elements in larger ideologies that assist a social group in
formulating a distinct identity in relationship to others. In the present
study, I consider oral narratives of Forest Dale from settlers’ descendants
in conjunction with the voluminous printed literature prepared or read
by this text-centered religious community. My goal is to determine the
contemporary meaning of the Forest Dale story and the ways it pro-
vides a broader understanding of settler ideologies in this culturally rich
Apache-Anglo-Hispanic borderland in east-central Arizona.

Reconstructions of the past are influenced by wider narrative tropes.
Hayden White’s masterpiece Metabistory raised the question of history
as narrative and the problem of narration as one faced by all historians.
White called attention to the deep structure of the historical imagina-
tion and the ways in which histories are stories with discernable form.
Historical explanation is in part provided by the narrative structure
itself, by its emplotment, which provides the “meaning” of a particular
event by identifying the kind of story being told. White outlines four
primary modes of emplotment that have provided a basic structure to
nineteenth-century historical writings: Romance, Tragedy, Comedy,
and Satire. While any given account might contain stories set in several
of these modes, a historian will emplot “the whole set of stories . . .
in one comprehensive or archetypal story form.”28 A similar process
shapes social memory. Since people cannot discuss every event that ever
occurred during their lifetimes and those of their family members, cer-
tain events are selected over others. [ set out to answer the questions,
Which events are featured in contemporary discussions of the Forest
Dale settlement story? What archetypal story form is developed from
this selection?

I found some patterns in Forest Dale accounts based not only on
individual personalities and family histories, but also on regional affili-
ations. People who grew up in the Gila Valley area expressed a more
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distant, “genealogical” connection to the stories, which is understand-
able since the location is more a symbolic than a physical place to them.
One jovial elderly man working at the Safford Family History Center
exclaimed, “Oh, my aunt was the first white baby born in Forest Dale,”
and proceeded to explain to me just how he was related to her—in his
case, along two separate family lines, He knew of her family’s subsequent
migration route but did not know of any events that had occurred at
Forest Dale. Forest Dale in such narratives becomes one place among
many in the family’s quest for a new home and, like many other loca-
tions featured in histories of the early Mormon “pioneers”—Willow
Springs, Lees Ferry, Sunset, and so forth-—has become a sacred place in
that revered narrative.
The people I interviewed who grew up along the Mogollon Rim have
a keener sense of Forest Dale as an actual geographical location. This is
understandable: It is quite likely that they have driven by the Forestdale
Trading Post, easily seen from Highway 60 (see figure 1). They recount
more varied stories connecting their own life experiences or those of
their ancestors to the place itself. Many had visited the valley in their
youth (the 19205 or 1930s), when it was apparently a favorite location
for local LDS family picnics. When I mentioned Forest Dale, one elderly
woman with long salt-and-pepper hair, in her late cighties, exclaimed,
“Oh, I used to herd pigs in that country. Last time I was there was at a
picnic when I was ten” (i.e., circa 1923). Not everybody I spoke with
was as immediately forthcoming, and some residents tried to downplay
their knowledge. For instance, David, a man in his late seventies, told me
he thought he knew less about Forest Dale than any human alive, only
to proceed to describe in detail his recollections of the local geography
and the limitations it imposed on the settlers:

The way this creck comes in and the other on the other side,
the amount of agricultural land was sparse. I’m sure they planted
fruit trees, but there’s not no great big areas suitable for farming,
though. I cannot recall any place where there was dams or ditches.
I think the reason they didn’t stay there very long was there wasn’t
adequate land for farming.

Aside from these regional variations, over the course of dozens of
such conversations a standard, dominant narrative emerged. While most
people I met did not remember the exact dates, they did know that the
grandparents of this or that friend or relative had arrived in Arizona, usu-
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Figure 1. Forestdale Trading Post, as seen from Highway 60.
(Photograph by author)

ally from Utah. Often these immigrants were participants in nE._.v\ efforts
to colonize the Little Colorado River valley, moving at some point from
failing agricultural communities such as Sunset to the Forestdale Vai-
ley. After a brief stay, usually a year or less, they were forced om., by
“scoundrels” who convinced the government to change the reservation
boundaries. People then told me where the ancestors ultimately settled,
sometimes after they had moved several more times.

Moving FencEs

Why did their ancestors {cave Forest Dale? Who were the “scoundrels”
who forced them off? When descendants of the early Mormon settlers
tatkk about their ancestors’ departure, they often explain that this move
was prompted by the adjustment of the registered White Mountain
Indian Reservation boundaries or by an actual relocation of the TeServa-
tion fences. Most settlers’ descendants I met were under the wa_,nmw_w:
that the site was originally in the public domain. Mary told me quite
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simply, “Some rascals went to the government and got them to move |

the reservation fence, so we had to leave.” In her view, the problems for
the ancestors began when federal officials enlarged the reservation after
they had settled there. Sam, great-grandson of a Forest Dale patriarch,

explained the circumstances in the following way: “So when they moved -

the reservation fence up on the rim, that put the Forest Dale on the
reservation and so the white people were required to leave,”

Oral historians are wary of the imbrication of memories from varioys °

sources—written, oral, film and so forth—and their potential influence
on interviewees’ testimonies.?9 This may be a particular concern when
histories have been fixed in print. The contemporary oral accounts [
heard closely resemble those recorded in family historics, suggesting
a tight connection between oral testimony and written history in this
community. Sam’s story echoes that found in David Adams’s handwrit-
ten reminiscences submitted in 1934 ro the Arizona Pioneer’s Associa-

tion. Adams, then cighty-five, described his settlement in the region as
follows:

So we laid claims and [in] the year 1877 moved on our claims,
The land having been surveyed, we found [our] corners and took
our claims accordingly. Mr. Cooley tried to discourage us in many
ways. . . . So when Cooley found out we would not go, and we
raised good crops he sprung the question of us being on the Indian
reservation, saying the treaty with the Indians was the north line
to be on the watesshed between the Little Colorado and the Gila.
So we sent two men, namely Alfred Cluff and Joseph Frisby, to the
Indian agent, him being the best and highest authority in Indian
affairs, Mr. Hart and he furnished us with a blue print map of
the White Mountain Indian Reservation which showed the White
Mountain Peak to be the Northeast corner containing 50 miles
square running west and south which showed the place Forest
Dale to be about six miles north of the line.30

In David Adams’s view, the homesteaders were encouraged to remain
on these lands by Indian Agent Hart. In another part of his account,
he stated that the government decided to change the boundaries of the
rescrvation to accommodate the economic interests of the powerful Mr.
Corydon E. Cooley. According to Adams, Mr. Cooley didn’t want any
competition from the Mormons in his lucrative business supplying Fort
Apache with corn and forage:
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Cooley was a very influential man with both Indians u:aww”mhnm
at Fort Apache, also an intimate friend of On:.nB_ Onﬂo " m:n
ing served as his interpreter during the subduing A.V: = E_MB
tribe. . . . I suppose Cooley put the inmn.arna question up to
[General Crook] for it was not long until n?nnn. were one or _.:cnw
companies of soldiers at work scalping trees, UEEBN stone B.c::a
ments and putting signs “White 30:5485 Indian ann?m.no:,
which established the line about six ::_n.m north of us. This was
not only an injustice to us but also to Arizona . . . Indian agents

were changed, maps disappeared.3?

What actually happened? Did agents change? UE Bwvm vanish? Mwwm
the reservation indeed expanded in this part of Arizona? ‘H.wn nn_d”» w
tion of these stories of Forest Dale may be partly due to their RM& .
resurrection carly in the twentieth century, when U S. mna.»noM ‘53‘:.~
Ashurst of Arizona went to great lengths to grant &o exiles mo:%n -
sation for the improvements they had B»a.n to their _p:am.,m_u effor :
were ultimately unsuccessful, but it is possible that >m‘wca~ s mn:nwop“.\
distribution of the published senate bill has had a real influence on ho
some people remember this history today.

A SENATOR’S INVOLVEMENT

The most detailed compilation of Qoe.::n:nm.o: the LDS Forest Uﬂn
settlement was submitted in the form of a bill to the C.,m. Senate M
Senator Henry Fountain Ashurst in his attempt to 07.85 nMEWMPS
tion for the former settlers. With Arizona’s wsnmrcoa in 1912, enry
Ashurst became one of the two Arizona senators in ﬂo:mnnmm, becoming
chairman of the Senate’s Committee on Indian Affairs after less than ﬂem
years of service. In 1915, thirty-two years after the last Mormons le
Forest Dale, he introduced a bill to the U.S. mn.nmnn (S 2870) Mﬂa:mmn“.mn
relief for the people displaced in 1882-83. It is unclear Joi. c o_,:u_
Dale case camec to his attention, for there are no _n,nna in his _Xn..onu
files from any of the claimants, and he does not cite the matter in
jary.33

RWMM»MHM%& interest to us here because its underlying Bnﬁsu_uw s.w_m
based on a settiement history nearly identical to E»n‘ mo:_.:.m “_ MS
Adams’s 1934 account and in contemporary oral ._:mnoJ: t _.n“
sources claim that the eviction followed a change in the reservatio
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boundaries. According to Ashurst’s bill, claimants were due the speci-

fied sums in compensation “for loss and damage sustained by reason of -
the eviction and expulsion of the persons . .. from lands at the place

known as Forest Dale . . . which were settled and cultivated by the par.

ties aforesaid as part of the public domain.” After these “public domain”
lands were settled upon and improved, “the northern boundary line of -

the White Mountain or San Carlos Indian Reservation was removed and
extended north about ten miles, more or less,” after which the people
listed in his bill were evicred. 3+

When introducing the bill to the Subcommittee on Indian Affairs in
January 1916, Ashurst outlined this argument in clear terms:

These settlers for whom 1 seek relief took up residence on tracts
of then vacant, unappropriated, unreserved Government lands,
... At that time the land upon which they settled was public
domain. These various claimants made squatters’ claims. . . . The
various claimants were each and all cligible under the law to make
homestead entries, and some of these settlers (for more than three
seasons) cultivated their tracts of land. . . . When they settled
upon the lands, the northern boundary line of the then San Car-
los Apache Indian Reservation . . . lay about 3 miles south of the
said settlement of Forest Dale. Some time in the year 1882 the
said northern boundary line of the said Indian reservation was
extended still farther north by about 10 miles, the effect of which
was to include and embrace within the said reservation the lands
upon which these various settlers of Forest Dale were living.”3s

This sequence of events parallels that recorded in the claimants’ affi-
davits attached to the bill.36 At first glance, these affidavits appear to
stem from a remarkably uniform collective memory of this migration
experience. Upon further examination, however, we find the statements
to be too similar: They are in fact word-for-word copics, clearly indicat-
ing a certain orchestration in advance of their collection. They idendfy
when the individuals first arrived at Forest Dale, their family size, and
the number of acres claimed and cultivated (see table 1), and then each
affidavit includes identical passages regarding the settlement and eviction
process, despite the fact that they were recorded in different locations
at different times (see table 2). For instance, each of the fifteen original
affidavits includes the following passage:

TABLE 1: Forest Dale Claimants

Family

Acreage  Acreage Secasons

Age

Date Arrived

Name

Size

Farmed Farmed

Sertled

60

160
160
40

26
22

2/15/1878
4/30/1881
2/15/1882

Adams, David Edward
Adams, George M.

80
15
40
80
40

11

50
37
35
21

Ballard, William B.
Cluff, Alfred
Cluff, Orson

160

12/1/1880
2/1/1880

January 1878

160

160
50

Cox, William E.

11
3+

50
30
50
35

61

11/23/1880

Ellsworth, M.]. (Edmond)
Farley, Theodore

160

160

21

Spring 1878

28

Spring 1878

Frisby, William (son of J.H.)

Hancock, Elijah

160
40

38

2/15/1882
2/28/1881
3/11/1880
2/1/1881

40
80

42

Huft, Sophia (James)

160

160

58

Jensen, Charlotte (Peter J.)

60
25-50

65

laxton, Adelaide (William)

Mann, Oscar

10

3

160
160
160

160

38
28
55
51

Spring 1878

7/3/1878 25

McBride, Peter H.

10
10

50
40

2/15/1880
2/1/1882

Norton, Henry E.

Saline, Susan R. {John)

40
80

160

160

54
26

3/1/1881

Tenney, Clara L. (Warren R.)

Thayne, Celia (Joseph)

3/1/1880

Source: Senate Bills S, 3771 (1917) and S. 391 (1921).
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That at the time of said settlement the northern boundary line
of the San Carlos Apache Indian Reservation was about 3 miles
south of said settlement of Forest Dale, Ariz., and said settlement
was made with the full knowledge, consent, and approval of the
commanding officer of the military post at Fort Apache . . . That
during the year A.D. 1882 the said northern boundary line of said
Indian reservation was moved and extended north about 10 miles
to the watershed of the White and Mogolion Mountains.

Where Signed
Graham County
Graham County

n/a
n/a
Graham County
Graham County
n/a
n/a
n/a
Navajo County
n/a
Navajo County
n/a
n/a
n/a
Grabam County
n/a
Utah County, UT
n/a

It should be noted that not only is this statement repeated verbatim in
each affidavit, but it is written in decidedly legal discourse, indicating
considerable direction from some unnamed legal counsel.

Given what must have been considerable effort on the part of the
unknown counselor(s), as well as the claimants themselves and their
senator, it is somewhat surprising that the story presented by all of these
parties is, in fact, wrong: The northern boundaries of the reservation did
not change and never had. Ashurst learned this in a lengthy letter from
Franklin Lane, secretary of the interior, to Senator Bryan, chairman of
the Committee on Claims, in which Secretary Lane made it quite clear
that the bill’s central assertion was incorrect: The boundary along that
part of the reservation had remained constant. Lane concluded, “I find,
therefore, that the lands in question were unsurveyed Indian reservation
lands at the time settlement was made thereon and can see no basis for
any substantial claim on the part of the settlers, who entered thereon at
their own risk.”37 The settlers had been trespassers on reservation land
from the very beginning.

When Ashurst returned to the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs
with a virtually identical bill the following year, he altered his presenta-
tion strategy, perhaps in response to the Bryan-Lane correspondence.
This time, he argued that the LDS settlers had been misled by maps
printed by the federal government, which had located the reservation’s
northern boundary several miles below its actual location. 38 He steered
the committee members’ attention away from the erroneous statements
in cach affidavit regarding the alleged movement of the reservation

boundaries, instead directing them to a series of maps on display. He
indicated the location of Apache Springs {Forest Dale) on the “official
Government Map of 1879,” a map he said was accepted and acted upon
by the War Department and the Interior Department, and “accepted
as authentic by the people of the Territory of Arizona.”?® He located

Dixon, Le Roy
Smith, R.C.
Smith, Joseph W.
Smith, R.C.
Smith, Joseph W.

Dixon, Le Roy

Merrill, Phil

Stratton, Lee
Weech, D.H.
Booth, Alfred
Guthrie, L.V,

Dougherty, M J.

Tuttle, Mark
Dougherty, M.J.

.Notary/Clerk
Merrill, Phil
Merrill, Phil
Merrill, Phit

Moffat, David W.
Smith, Joseph W.

Claimant Residence............
Eden, AZ
Pima, AZ

Provo Bench, UT
Pima, AZ
Pima, AZ

Union, UT
Show Low, AZ
Orangeville, UT
Show Low, AZ
Taylor, AZ
Eagar, AZ
Bluewater, NM
Mesa, AZ
Mesa, AZ
Central, AZ
Pima, AZ
Provo, UT
Mesa City, AZ

Provo Bench, UT

Claimant
Cluff, Alfred

Hancock, Elijah
Ballard, William B.
Farley, Theodore
Mann, Oscar
Norton, Henry E.
Saline, Susan (John)
Cox, William E.
Laxton, Adelaide (William)
Thayne, Celia (Joseph)
Adams, George M.
Tenney, Clara (Warren R.)
Jensen, Charlotte (Peter 1)
Huff, Sophia (James)
Cluff, Orson
Adams, David Edward
McBride, Peter H.
Frisby, William (son of J.H.)
Elisworth, M.J. (Edmond)

TABLE 2: Forest Dale Affidavits in Chronological Order

Source: Senate Bills S. 3771 (1917) and S. 391 (1921)

Date Signed
2/28/1910
3/1/1910
3/2/1910
3/3/1910
3/9/1910
3/9/1910
3/18/1910
3/20/1910
4/25/1910
6/27/1910
8/11/1910
8/31/1910
8/3/1912
12/26/1912
12/27/1912
2/17/1916
2/19/1916
3/29/1917
6/16/1917
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the same site on a map of 1887, and pointed out to the committee that
the reservation boundaries had not been altered on this map either,
even though by this time the Forest Dale settlers had been removed.
He then presented a U.S. government map of 1912 showing the actual
reservation boundaries, and pointed out that even the secretary of the
interior himself had admirted that “the difficulty of these settlers may
be explained by the fact that the northern line of the reservation was
not, apparently, based originally on actual official surveys, but was only
approximated. The maps prepared in the General Land Office in 1879
and 1883 show the northern boundary to lie considerably south of the
boundary line as shown on the present map of Arizona.”#0 According
to Ashurst, the families were due compensation because they had been
misled by these and other U.S. government maps; thus, they had suf-
fered through no fault of their own:

The maps then in existence showed the land to be Government
land and public land. All the people of that surrounding country
regarded it as public land. In the winter of 1882-3 an agent of the
War Department evicted these families, in the wintertime, drove
them away from their houses and farms, upon the alleged reason
that the land was part of an Indian reservation. 4!

While Ashurst was wrong in claiming that the reservation boundar-
ies had been altered after the sertlers established themselves at Forest
Dale, he was not entirely mistaken regarding the map issue. Some maps
from the 1870s and 1880s do show a rather vague if not inaccurate
delineation of the northern boundary of the White Mountain Apache
Reservation. In the map printed by the Department of the Interior in
1876, the northern boundary of the reservation does appear to dip
down below the Mogollon Rim, conceivably placing Forest Dale on the
other side of the line (see figure 2). A similar map appears in the Annual
Reports of the Commissioner on Indian Affairs (figure 3); these should
be contrasted with a map outlining the accurate boundaries (figure 4).
It appears that in preparing his testimony for subsequent years, Ashurst
had uncovered material that could support at least one of his claimants’
arguments.

The members of the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs were some-
what receptive to this argument, noting that precedents had been set for
compensation of this kind. For instance, Mormon residents of Tuba City
were granted compensation for lands returned to the Navajo Nation in

...ur.. T N - "

Figure 2. 1876 Department of Interior map. (Special Collections, University of
Arizona Library, G3701, §1, 1876) :
FRDE

cH€  FORT APACHE
- APACHE

v

Figure 3. 1882 Commissioner of Indian  Figure 4. Map detailing accurate
Affairs map. (Annual Report of the boundaries. (Walkey and Bufkin,
Commissioner of Indian Affairs) Historical Atlas of Arizona, p.44)
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1900. After the quitclaims were signed twenty-one families numbering

some 150 people received a total of $48,000 from the government. 42
Not only were the senators on Ashurst’s committee aware of the detaily
of this case, but they also knew that in the relief of the Tuba City resi-

dents, the secretary of the interior had determined the amounts granted,

whereas Ashurst’s bill simply listed the sum due each individual with
little explanation 43 Furthermore, in the Tuba City case, the twenty-
one families or individuals compensated had lived in the area for some

twenty-five years, and they received a total of $48,000 of compensa-.

tion. Ashurst was trying to obtain a far greater amount ($133,000) for.
his constituents, despite the fact that they had abandoned Forest Dale
almost twenty years before the Tuba City claimants, and had lived in

the valley for a far shorter time. These concerns were raised during the

hearing. Senator Thomas J. Walsh of Montana appeared to find the sums
requested exorbitant.# When Senator Fernald of Maine asked Ashurst

the total amount of compensation being requested, Ashurst responded

that the original amount was $108,000, “but I forgot about two peo-
ple,” and the total was now $133,000. Walsh appeared amazed:

Walsh:  That is $6,000 apiece?

Ashurst: The claims vary,

Curtis:  From $3,000 to $15,000?

Ashurst: From $3,000 to $15,000. These men were similar to all
men—some of them were good farmers, and others were
not so'successful,

Walsh:  How long were they settied there?

Ashurst: The first settlement was made in 1878; the last was made
in the fall of 1882.

Walsh:  And the eviction was in 1883

Ashurst: The eviction was in the winter of 1882-3

Walsh:  They developed pretty rapidly, did they not, Senator?

Ashurst: Yes, sir; they developed rapidly.

Walsh:  That is quite an accumulation of property in that time,

Ashurst: But bear in mind that this was a village. That would not
be an excessive valuation for a village—$133,000. The
town was wiped out; just swept off the face of the earth.

Walsh:  There were 17 families in the town?

Ashurst: 17 families. 45

Ashurst then elaborared on why such a sum was reasonable:
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My esteemed friend, Senator Walsh, ﬁro:.m:n that was m%ﬁnﬁ:
improvement, $133,000 worth of property in three v&?ﬂa. Mmuw
people were Mormons. We western wn.swﬁoa know the on_Boa.L
they are earnest, sober, brave, industrious men, p.sa wna mm endi :
agriculturists, Take a valley where you can not ordinarily nw_ma “..3

thing but a “disturbance” and turn it over 8. 20 Mormon auMM_ ies,
and in two years it will be a smiling farm, with melons an . M:P
corn, fruit, and grain. So it is nothing remarkable .1._2 n_.unwn :..: us

trious Mormon families in three years made a smiling little village
and pleasant farms out of that region.*6

Ashurst was known for his eloquence and skills as an OBBM IM
private papers are replete with letters from senators and n<.n: presi n“a
raising him for his speeches.#7 It is unclear E:.nnrn_. his %nmmaranr .
M.wn day were typical of his everyday public speaking mQ__gn. or ) M_ : M
his constituency (and elections) in mind. anwa_a.mu of his unde. .W”nnm
motivation, his eloquence was not nzo:mw_ to convince 5.." commi N ,
and several members questioned the legitimacy cm. the claims at man M
late date. So much time had passed that the no::wzann members co :
not interview the various government representatives «.c:o% wonm.nwvo:
dence had been included in the bill. Senator Walsh, in vu_‘cMc wam,”\:um
concerned about this problem and asked who exactly had or Q.M . nﬂ
settlers off the land. Ashurst did not know, and Walsh responded wi

concern:

Walsh: Have we heard any story about this matter at all from the

other side? v
: er side, Senator? .
”MM” ¢ %”»»M MHMOB the military authorities or the namnnwmco:
authorities? . . . The probabilities are that the military
authorities who acted in the premises are dead and gone.
I dare say the chairman has had experience nﬂ..ocmw in the
trial of water-right cases, when we are obliged to rely
upon the failing testimony of witnesses who undertake
to tell about conditions that existed 25 or 30 or 40 years
before, to recognize that it is very difficult to get these

facts.

The same point had been raised by the secretary of the interior in Em.
1916 correspondence as well. Walsh continued to challenge Ashurst:
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“Let me inquire further of the chairman, Is there any further history

of this claim from the time the letters were written to which you have
invited our artention in 1882 and 1883 down to the present time)™
Ashurst’s response was brief “Not that I have been able to discover,
and I assume, as I have the right to assume, that the Department of the
Interior, cspecially, has sent all of the data it has.”48 ;

It appears that Ashurst was cager to finish this chapter in his mnau”omn_w

career, for he pushed for a vote that very day. Perhaps shrewdly recog-
nizing a persistent ambivalence on the part of several of the senators on
the committee, and cognizant of the fact that four absent committee

members had informed him that they would approve the bill only if he ;,
reduced the sums to be granted the claimants by half,# he proposed -

cutting the compensation in half. This proposition surprised some com-
mittee members:

Lane:  Senator, that would Dot seem to me quite fair to the

people that you represent.

Ashurst: That is how I feel about it. I'would like to have the claim-
ants paid the whole sum.

Lane:  Ifthey are entitled to have it they ought to have it, and
if they are not entitled to it, it should not be granted to
them. Why do you compromisc?

Ashurst: I do not believe much in compromises. That is the reason
why I'am going to ask for a vote upon the whole bill.

Lane:  But you think half a loaf is better than none.

Ashurst: That is true. I would rather have these men paid a half
than nothing. I want to get the case closed and get some
compensation for these people. 50

The bill was approved by the committee as amended; however, it
foundered in part because attention was diverted to the country’s sud-
den involvement in World War L. For several years thereafter, Ashurst
persevered, resubmitting a virtually identical bill cvery year through
1921, but he never succeeded in passing it.

Senator Ashurst’s reasons for pursuing this matter so vigorously are
worth questioning, especially given the small number of potential ben-
eficiaries. Some of his sympathy with the settlers may stem from his own
past. Born in Winnemucca, Nevada, in 1874 while his parents were en

route from California to northern Arizona to work in livestock grazing,
he spent the first years of his life in a log cabin south of Biil Williams
Mountain in west-central Arizona. Hardship befell the family when they

-
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) »
H.B. Pitts, at the “Old Ashurst Ranch,
; 5. Henry Ashurst and amm&w@ - 3 .
MNWWE 9. (Specinl Collections, University of Arizona h&w.&\g Ashrurst Papers,
AZ 002, Box 5, Folder 7, Photographs, Early to 1920s, Family)

lost most of their livestock due to drought in 1877. They BoaHmngw_Mu
ing a log cabin six miles northeast of ?.nmn:n.aux Zo..amﬂ.” » n_m._ Ar.
zona. In later speeches, Mr. Ashurst spoke nostalgically o nM < Choo
at the ranch and of his encounters with early Mormon mnr ers F.Enrm
those formative years.51 In 1919, he returned to the Old As M“M mnanL
which was built, coincidentally, in wmww. the same year the
ived i rest Dale (see figure 5). o

E‘_‘Nn“ =SEMM&< that :an&mm» was ?rca.n,m mo._n motivation, roin”“‘“
He was probably motivated as well by E:u a_nh““ MM:OMMMMM.,. ¢ "

i of a broad range of ethnicities, live 8 » fo
MNHUHMZH and foremost a remarkable politician. After the anﬁwﬁ“ W»_, w_.__m
father in a mining accident at the Grand Canyon, he attende " wump
staff public schools, then left school at the age o.m fifteen to io% s
cowboy in Coconino, Navajo, and Apache counties. He was MM amm W
in the Coconino County’s Sheriff’s Department, and later studic mwﬁ.
A meteoric political career followed: He became the <ow:m.wm_~ Mv.m_ ker
of the Arizona House in 1899, was clected to the .A.Q.:noa ) Mooo
in 1902, served as the territorial district attorney in 1904 w_“f._ :»xw
and was licensed to practice law in 1908. He became one od . Nwoo )
first two senators in 1912. Most significantly, he was _.n.a_nn? _S. ! 5,
1922, 1928, and 1934. (He was finally defeated in a primary ¢lectio
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1940.) His Forest Dale bill was one of hundreds he proposed on Gnr&w
of his constituents during this lengthy senatorial career.5? These efforts
did not go unnoticed, and he may have been remembered with special

fondness in the Safford area, where the majority of the Forest Dale-
claimants’ families resided. This is suggested by the fact that a farming:

community in the Eden-Pima area was named Ashurst in 1919, just g
few years after his first submission of the Senate bill,5+ g

The question remains as to whether or not the Senate bill and the oraf’
accounts [ collected stem from the same sources—people’s lived experi-
¢nces——or if peoples’ contemporary accounts may have been shaped by
the information printed in the bill. Copies of Ashurst’s Senate bills were
distributed widely throughout Arizona, stamped with “Gift of Senator
Henry Ashurst,” and these authoritative texts may have influenced how
some people “remember” the past. Ed and Susan, for instance, two
unrelated descendants of Forest Dale settlers, discussed matter-of-factly

the Senate hearings from the second decade of the twentieth century as

if they were common knowledge and had only just occurred, and both
outlined why they believed that their ancestors were owed money by
the government. Ed told me that since they had filed for having made
improvements on the land, it made sense that they should be reimbursed
for all that they had done when they were asked to leave. Although sev-
cral interviewcees had never heard of Ashurst’s bill, its influence on local
social memory should not be discounted.

The size of the Forest Dale settlement, for instance, was addressed
in Ashurst’s statements to the committee. Many people today seem to
accept as fact Ashurst’s claim that this place was a “village,” a “town™
that was “swept off the face of the earth.”ss How many people actu-
ally settled there? While the affidavits indicate that at least seventeen
household heads spent some time there, the length of their stay remains
uncertain. In addition, in the affidavits an astonishing 2,690 acres were
claimed in total, hundreds of acres of which were cultivated (see table
2). These figures must be dramatic exaggerations; since the settlers never
filed their claims, it is impossible to know for certain who settled where
and whether some of the acres cited by Ashurst’s claimants may in fact
have been lands cleared and settled by members of the first wave of
settlers.

Contemporary oral accounts also echo the bill’s affidavits on another
point: They blame U.S. government officials for the settlers’ confusion.
On December 3, 1912, John Frisby swore that he was encouraged to

" the inhabitants of the then Forest Dale,
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3 ctle at Forest Dale by federal officials. He testified that in the carly
-

; . « e of
i 8, he traveled with Alfred Cluff “as a representative o
e o ; in Arizona,” to the San Carlos

Indian Agency to learn if the place was on the reservation. He claimed

that a Mr. Hart, the Indian agent of the San Carlos Agency, in Ari-
zona, informed them that Forest Dale was ;wﬂ on the San Carlos
or any Indian reservation and that he, as Indian agent, would ”a
very glad to have the settlers remain where they were and BM e
permanent homes at Forest Dale for the reason that the Indi-
ans strayed so far from their lands that it was hard to keep track
of them as conditions then were, and that the .mn:_aBnE .om the
country would have a tendency to hold the Indians on their own

lands.56

According to this affidavit, Frisby and Cluff received from EEHH a :_MMS_.
of recommendation addressed to Colonel Andrews, noBB»BWSm:c rnnn
at Fort Apache . . . asking him to give the settlers _u_.oﬂancw:. They
delivered this letter to Andrews and were extended “the promise of vzw.
tection.”57 This sworn testimony quite closely vE..»:.u_m David >a»d,§ s
1934 reminiscence cited previously. A similar narrative emerges 8&.3: My
summarizing the history of Forest Dale, eighty-year-old Janet nun_Bﬂo N
“They were actually encouraged [by Indian Agents] to settle there!

In the development of his case to the U.S. Senate, Ashurst nom_a not
find Hart’s letter of protection nor any other documents mwvvoaam n.do
settlers’ claim that they were encouraged by mnn_nﬂ_.o%mn_&m to remain
at Forest Dale. Neither could I. The best I can do is infer whether or
nut such an action would have been likely based on other records ._AMW
by Agent Hart. This enigma takes us c»n._n to the 1870s E..a the _M%_ y
vacillating balance of power between Indian agents and military officers,
the Department of the Interior, and the Department of War.

ForcEp MIGRATION TO SaN CARrLOS
AND ASSESSING AGENT HART

The period just prior to the arrival of the LDS contingent was omo wm
great upheaval for the region in general, and Gn énmwnﬂ.: Apac n:S
particular. Many Western Apache were fortunate in comparison to ot nh
Native American groups in that they were not permanently remove
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from their homelands.58 From 1875 until 1880, however, they suffered
the utter confusion and mismanagement of their affairs as civilian Indian
agents and military officers bickered over their fate. Indian Agent John
P. Clum ordered them to leave lands near the Camp Apache Agency and
resettle at the Gila River Valley near the San Carlos Agency headquarters
in June of 1875.5% Ostensibly this move was designed to assist them in
their “advancement to civilization” by settling them in a “more acces-
sible” agricultural region.®0 Somehow the administrators who designed
this policy had forgotten that most of the Western Apaches concerned
already had well-defined agricultural lands where they were actively
growing crops.s! Critics of this removal included Indian Agent W. E,
Morford, who arrived to administer Camp Apache just as Clum was
closing it down. According to Morford, Clum’s real goal was to replace
New Mexico contractors who held lucrative contracts for supplying
the army with competitors from Tucson and San Francisco.62 Despite
Western Apaches’ strong opposition to this move, particularly in mid-
summer before their crops were harvested, Clum proceeded with his
plans. He encountered considerable resistance; at first, some two-thirds
of the Western Apache remained behind, and others who migrated to
San Carlos returned the next year. Most significant for the present study
is the fact that relatives of the Apache scouts, including those who had
families based at Forest Dale, were allowed to remain, Anthropologist
Grenville Goodwin undertook a careful study of the hunting ranges and
farming sites of the subgroups, bands, local groups, and family clusters
of the White Mountain Apache. He reported that whereas most Western
Apache moved to San Carlos in 1875 and returned to their original lands
by the 1880s, the “red rock strata people” based in the Forestdale Valley
were not required to leave their farms and homes.s3 Apache scout John
Rope remembers when Clum came to Fort Apache to commence the
removal: “Then he said that all of us were to come down and settle at
San Carlos, the Eastern White Mountain and the Western White Moun-
tain people, the Cibecue people, and the “red rock strata people.” We all
moved down to the Gila River after that, all except the “red rock strata
people” who never came at all,”# Thus, despite a mandated depopula-
tion of much of the northern portion of the reservation, the red rock
strata people were allowed to remain, and encounters between them and
the LDS newcomers were inevitable.
Was it likely that Agent Clum’s successor, Henry L. Hart, would have
encouraged the LDS immigrants to settle at Forest Dale, as Ashurst’s
claimants testified? John Dibbern warns that the reputations of Indian
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agents are creations of their contemporaries ﬁ?.: r~.<n persisted due to
their uncritical reproduction by subsequent historians. In:nu:m qu a
return to the archives to challenge fixed mnn__.ncnvﬁnw of the .mooa or
“corrupt” agent. Clum, in particular, has nnna.:,na o<n.3<:n_§_:m_< posi-
tive assessments over the ages, a fact that U_U.Unn: links to the anmnun.
to which he served not the interests of the native peoples, but those ,,i
local settlers. It is interesting, then, that the wo agents who appear in
Ashurst’s bill, Henry L. Hart and Joseph C. ‘_,_wm_:% are mRRoQMx..Q as
corrupt, and it is quite possible that their reputations v_ﬁ.&a a role in the
construction of the claimants’ affidavits. Both >mm:G Tiffany .»:a m_uz
had served at the San Carlos Agency on the c,ﬁcnn Mountain :.u&m:
Reservation. Each resigned amidst allegations of fraud and was maligned
after his departure by former colleagues and employees. Both had also
i arted the region.6s
_osam\w_“nc“nm”swan Enmﬁ“ogan:ﬁ left behind .3 Agent m.E.n fol-
lowing his brief tenure at the White Mountain Indian Reservation, «mn
find that any welcoming of the LDS settlers, as asserted by >mr=8~.w
claimants, would have been quite out of character. In contrast to his
predecessor, Agent John Clum,5¢ Hart seems to have voa:. concerned
primarily with the welfare of his charges. He granted the Indians greater
freedom in secking off-reservation sources of food and Ewi& many
to return from San Carlos to their “old planting grounds.”s7 In »a.&.
tion, Hart was opposed to any non-Indian n:QOwn?.:nun on reservation
lands. While Clum assisted nearby settlers in carving out lands from
the White Mountain Reservation on two Onnwmmon.-m, Agent Henry Hart
consistently opposed such actions. He was especially concerned about
incursions by settlers and miners along the western .X.VR.*Q‘ of E.n reser-
vation. He wrote on October 8, 1877, to the nOBB_mw._o:M_. of Hn.&»:
affairs that “pumerous complaints have been made” to him SJH miners
are locating and developing mines on the San Carlos whmn.—éucoa mwn a
distance of three miles from the supposed line vnn.éaob this reservation
and Globe Mining District.” He reported that :wc,oa was Gn:wm sold
and timber cut “and taken from here to other mining camps. :kﬁ.ﬂn_m
traveling to the location in question to investigate, he ..HS,OR that “all oa
the above complaints” are true. In order for “troubles” to be vngn:n.n
and to protect the rights of the reservation, rm requested the authority
“ro have the entire western line of the reservation be .mcﬁnwna and G»n
good and sufficient monuments of stone be crected at _zz.:.wm_m sufficient
to show said line.” Hart was quite insistent, adding, “This is a matter of

great importance and should be done at once.”68
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Hart’s pleas were unsuccessful, and he had turther difficulties with
intruders. In January 1878, he again requested permission to remove
intruders from the reserve. At the end of March, he reiterated this
request and asked to have the western boundary surveyed and “properly
defined with monuments,” writing that “there are a large number of
mines located and some being worked close to the supposed boundary,”
and “it is imperatively necessary that the actual boundary should be de§-
nitely settled.” Part of the problem lay in determining who would pay
for this work; as a result of conflicts between federal administrations, the
reservation boundaries remained unsurveyed.¥ Hart also noted what
may have been the first wave of LDS settlers removed from Forest Dale,
writing, “There are a number of settlers in the northern portion of the
reserve whom [ have already caused to be removed with the assistance
of the commanding officer at Camp Apache.”7¢

When Indian Inspector Watkins arrived at the reservation in the sum-
mer of 1878 to investigate allegations that Hart was engaged in graft, he
Proposed that a portion of the west side of the reservation be restored
to the public domain. Despite the fact that his career as Indian agent
was now in jeopardy, Hart nevertheless wrote to the commissioner of
Indian affairs strongly opposing such a move, stating that it “will not
only take away from the Indians the most valuable timber lands of the
reservation and deprive them of their yearly supply of walnuts, acorns,
juniper berries etc. of which they gather great quantities, but also of sey-
eral good bottoms of farming land that in a few years will be invaluable
to them and cannot be replaced.””! According to Hart, the motivations
of those promoting the return of these lands to the public domain were
obvious:

The idea of making the boundary line run due north from Levines
Butte was originated by the present trespassers wishing to gain
legal possession of the timber and farming land above mentioned
and I therefore earnestly protest against any further encroach-
ments than that mentioned as a gross injustice to the Indians.
The reason given of the natyral boundary being made is absurd as
the natural western boundary was abolished by Executive Order
dated April 27, 1876.

Hart clearly understood that the illicit activities of squatters, settlers, and
speculators were often granted tacit approval by local authorities, 2 and
that without a vigorous enforcement of existing property laws, trespass-
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ers had little to lose and everything to gain from unlawfully occupying
the lands of the indigenous inhabitants. In January 1879, Hart again
requested military assistance to remove intruders.

From these sources, it appears unlikely that Agent Hart would have
encouraged families of non-Indians to make their home so close to the
reservation boundaries. In fact, in Hart’s view, the reservation was too
small: One of the grounds on which he was criticized and ultimately
fired was that he had granted too many passes to allow Indians to travel
off the reservation to collect foodstut¥s. Moreover, he would have been
one of the authorities granting the red rock strata people authority to
remain near their traditional lands. Accusations of corruption against
him stemmed in part from Hart’s alleged practice of bartering with
agency supplies to purchase goods—farming tools, food, blankets, and
clothing—for his charges, of which Ogle claims “in all cases the trades
had benefited the Indians.””3 Would such a man have encouraged non-
Indians to move closer to the reservation, “to remain where they were
and make permanent homes . . . [because] the Indians strayed so far
from their lands that it was hard to keep track of them™? This seems
unlikely. Instead, the statements attributed to Hart in Frisby’s atfidavit
and subsequent sources resemble positions of an idealized Indian agent
from the settler perspective.

INTRUDERS AND Evicrion

Following Hart’s departure in July 1879, Inspector Hammond carried
on with Hart’s effort to have the boundaries clarified, and his insights
provide more evidence that the actions of Agent Clum, in stark contrast
to those of Hart, benefited miners and settlers at the expense of the
local Indians. Hammond wrote that the executive order of 1877 “cut
off all the agricultural land in the south-western part of the Reserva-
tion, recommended, I understand, by Agent [Clum] and Territorial
Legislature, none of whom ever saw it. Executive Order dated July 30,
1873 cut off all the agricultural land in the southern line of the Reserve,
viz: the Pueblo Viego Valley. Both these cut offs took from the Indians
magnificent land; plenty to have supported them well.” While they had
lost these rich agricultural lands, the Indians were left with lands which
he described as “horrible.” Hammond wrote to the commissioner that
in his recommendation for a southern boundary, “I will keep all there
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is and ask for more. The loss of these fine lands referred to is directly
to be charged to want of survey and monuments.” He not blame the
settlers but the government for this state of affairs: “I do not find the
settlers here lawless or desiring to infringe on Indian land, but where
the Government makes no bound, and the Agent knows nothing of the
limits, of course the poverty stricken settler is sure to go on the best
ground, and he has both law and necessity to justify him [to] say noth-
ing of local juries.”74

The survey question continued to haunt subsequent agents.”s Agent
Tiffany indicated in 1880 that violence was imminent: “There are many
prospectors, who I believe are infringing upon the southern boundary
and also in the neighborhood of McMillen. These men are generally des-
titute of everything but selfishness and would at any time kill an Indian
if it suited their purpose. A clear and marked survey and establishment
of boundary line especially on the south and western side would prevent
much trouble in the future.”7s

Tiffany’s words appear prophetic to us today, for tensions between
native and non-native residents of the area reached a breaking point
in the summer of 1881. The elimination of promised reservations, the
repeated “reductions™ and miserable conditions on existing reserva-
tions, the corruption and constant rotation of new agency personnel,
and continued settler incursions on Indian lands were all too much. A
Western Apache healer and spiritual leader, Nockaydelklinne, began
preaching millenarian prophecies, which were interpreted by local offi-
cers as calls to revolution.?7 Alarmed military officials attempted to arrest
the leader, leading to a violent encounter between Cibecue Apaches
and the troops that resulted in nearly a dozen deaths, including that of
prophet Nockaydelklinne himself. General chaos followed, during which
a half-dozen ranchers and other white settlers were killed, and dozens of
Apaches were killed or imprisoned.”® Tensions calmed, only to rekindle
in the summer of 1882, linked again to boundary disputes as settlers
and Indians clashed over grazing lands, When General Crook was reap-
pointed as commander of the Department of Arizona, he returned to
Camp Apache and sought out meetings with local Apache leaders to
determine the source of local conflict. According to Bourke, Apache
leader Alchise (or Alchesay), who had served as Apache scout, said that
all was well immediately after Crook left, but then a new agent (presum-
ably Clum) came up from San Carlos and asked them to move: “One
day the agent at the San Carlos sent up and said that we must give up
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our own country and our corn-patches and go down there to live, and
he sent Indian soldiers to seize our women and children and drive us all
down to that hot land.”79

Bourke added, “A matter of great grievance with the Apaches, which
they could not understand . . . was why their little farms . . . should be
destroyed—as they were-—and why their cattle and horses should be
driven off.” His own assessment was that these decisions were designed
to aid local business: the “Tucson ting” could benefit financially only
if the Apache needed to rely on their provisions, and this was why the
self-supporting Apache living in the northern stretches of the reserva-
tion were moved: “Therefore, they must all be herded down on the
malaria-reeking flats of the San Carlos, where the water is salt and the
air poison, and one breathes a mixture of sand-blizzards and more flies
than were ever supposed to be,”80

Upon further discussion with local leaders, it became clear that among
their many concerns was the fact that “the Mormons had trespassed
upon the fields already cultivated by the Apaches at Forestdale™! The
War Department finally decided to survey the White Mountain Indian
Reservation. The survey, carrded out in the winter and spring of 1882~
83, revealed what many had known for some time: that Forest Dale was
on the reservation, Military authorities asked the settlers to leave.

The flux in U.S. government-Indian relations and in reservation loca-
tions and boundaries may have created confusion on the part of native
and non-native authorities as to where the rescrvation lands ended and
the public lands began. The relocation of most Western Apache to the
San Carlos agency may have made it difficult to know which lands were
claimed by whom. Yer, despite this disruption, several Native Americans
were not only aware of the correct borders of the reservation lands, but
clearly communicated this information to the Forest Dale residents,
according to above-mentioned LDS sources. The question remains to
what extent the LDS residents were also aware of these people’s claims
to the Forestdale farmlands, and thus of their own usurpation of Indian
lands. The LDS residents, of course, were new transplants, many of
whom had arrived only months before from overseas—Scotland, Nor-
way, England-—via Utah, and they may have been further confused
by faulty maps. Yet the entire blame cannot be placed on these maps.
It would have been unusual for such documents to have been widely
available to migrants in the 1870s, and they would have had access to
other sources of information as well, The Forest Dale settlers certainly




194 ¢ JournaL oF THE SOUTHWEST

knew that they were on lands settled previously by native peoples. As
Stake President Smith wrote in his journal after visiting Forest Dale in
Un.nn_.:vﬂ. 1881, “One thing was evident, the Indians had farmed there
quite extensively, and the place was well adapted to raise corn without
irrigation.”%2 In addition, it appears from Fish’s chronicle that he knew
of the red rock strata people’s permission to remain at their traditional
lands. He wrote, “In May [1882] the Indians came into the valley for
the purpose of planting their corn (this being their old farm) they having
permission to the leave the reservation for this purpose. On arriving they
found all their land planted by the whites,”83 Conflict escalated, and in a
meeting in the summer of 1882, LDS member Turley apparently stated
“that this had been the home of the Indians for ages and if they were
crowded off there would be trouble.”® Smith claimed that he advised
the settlers at this time to look for places to move to “in case the place
proved to be on the reservation.” Ashurst was clearly mistaken when he
told the Senate committee, “All the people of that surrounding country
regarded it as public land.”85
While we may never know the extent to which the LDS settlers were
aware that they were trespassing, it is likely that some members of their
community would have known how fluid reservation boundaries were
at this time and that squatting was often a successful means of obtaining
lands. In fact, their brethren living nearby either instigated or directly
bencefited from two of the above-mentioned reductions of the White
Mountain Indian Reservation (those of 1873 and 1877). It is not unrea-
sonable to assume that some Forest Dale residents, if not the church
authorities involved in creating the Forest Dale Ward, may have hoped
that they would achieve similar “success” there as well and that this
region too would be returned to the public domain at some point.86

INTERPRETING SETTLER MEemMorigs

I have considered various forces that have shaped the ways in which the
Forest Dale settlement story has been told by contemporary descendants
of the LDS settlers and have contrasted this story with archival sources.
Along with the influence of such authoritative texts as Ashurst’s bill

there may be additional reasons why this particular narrative—one Enn,
argues that Indian agents encouraged the LDS members to settle at For-
est Dale, that these were then public lands, and that the boundaries of
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the reservation were changed—is perpetuated in this community despite
its being contradicted by other pieces of evidence. As oral historian
Alessandro Portelli reminds us, gaps between “fact” and “memory”
can reveal a great deal about the contemporary worldviews, goals, and
motivations of the tellers: “The discrepancy between fact and memory
.. . is not caused by faulty recollections . . . but actvely and creatively
generated by memory and imagination in an effort to make sense of
crucial events and of history in general.”87 Oral history tells us less about
specific details of events than about their meaning. While we might not
learn the exact material cost of a strike, he explains, oral sources can
communicate quite exactly its psychological costs. In this view, there are
no false oral sources: Even “wrong” statements are psychologically true.
These insights accord well with the Forest Dale oral testimonies, Emily,
for instance, told me that there were fifty “white” families living in For-
est Dale when they were asked to leave. While this figure is unlikely to
be accurate, I cannot challenge the emotional content of her statement:
In her view, this eviction was a major event. We should now consider
what other messages are communicated by the eviction narrative in this

particular community.

An LDS Romance: “One More Hardship in Their Tragic Life”

First and foremost, the Forest Dale narrative is one shared by a once
much-maligned religious minority, and as told today, it fits neatly into
a wider narrative structure common to local LDS historiography. This
is a trope that outlines the difficulties of the early Mormon settlers, its
“pioneers.” It is a narrative of successive hardships that tested the faith
and character of the pioneers as they followed the call to mission and
populated the western United States. The sites settled, even if ultimately
abandoned, become holy places in this narrative. This narrative struc-
ture is apparent in the many published and unpublished family histories
available at LDS family history centers, as in the following publication
prepared by descendants of William Tenncy, briefly a resident at Forest
Dale:

Frailties of individuals, lack of depth of leadership among Priest-
hood authorities, local and general; difficult [and] challenging
circumstances of living and survival, distance . . . and the difficulty
of travel and communication was more than the majority of indi-
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viduals could stand. . . . Our Tenney ancestors had now braved
the trials and failures of the Kirtland, Ohio period, the Missouri
period, the Ilinois-Nauvoo period, the martyrdom period, the
exodus 1o the Territory of Deseret and settlement period, and
the beginning settlement of the tertitory of Arizona period. The
descendants of Warrant Reed Tenney can be proud of the legacy
that was being left to them. 38

The Cluff Family Journal, published in the early 1900s, presents a
similar framing of the account of the travels and travails of the various
Cluff family members:

The trials of life experienced by pioneering into new and unin-
habited districts of Western America are often times of the very
gravest character, and require the stoutest heart to cope with and
endure, faithfully to the cause, which impelled the migration of the
Saints from civilized communities into the wilderness of the West,
Of these experiences, Father and Mother Cluff, with their large
family, had quite a multiplied share before and after their arrival in
Utah. Nor did the trip to Arizona, and years of residence in that
country, lessen responsibility or ward of trials.$9

We can learn about the Cluff trials in more recent publications as
well:

Leaving their comfortable Provo home, the Senior Cluff and wife
- - - started on a journey that finally reached an end near Cooley's
Ranch, and not far from present day Show Low. The Show Low
country proved to be a Paradise on earth, bur after crecting log
cabins and while preparing for a saw mill and grist mill, the Cluffs,
along with other Mormon families, were told they were estab-
lished on Apache reservation land and ordered by the military to
leave.90

This narrative structure exhibits many features of Hayden White’s
Romantic trope, a drama like the story of the Holy Grail that involves a
hero’s transcendence over a series of obstacles, a tale of the triumph of
good and virtue over evil and vice 9! It is within such a wider strucrure
of multiple hardships borne without complaint, including the rejection
and trickery endured by the LDS pioneers at the hands of the wider U.S.
society and the federal government in particular, that the story of the
settlement of Forest Dale is situated. It becomes one in a string of such
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obstacles, as in the following examples:

[They] stopped off at Forest Dale where they planted corn. When
it was nearly ready to harvest, they were told to move on as they
were on Indian land. They were promised their share of the corn
when it was harvested. They never did get any of it.92

When they got to Showlow, a number of old friends who had
settled at Forest Dale . . . persuaded them to remain and sertle
there. They bought a place with a guarantee that it was not on the
reservation. They were well satisfied and raised a fine crop but their
new found happiness did not last long. The government had the
land surveyed and as it was on the reservation they were ordered
off and were never reimbursed for their investment.93

A similar narrative is apparent in contemporary oral testimonies as
well. As Janet, an cighty-year-old descendant explained, “They were
actually encouraged to settle there. But when the corn was nearly nnw&
to harvest, they had to leave. It was one more hardship in their tragic
life.” The Forest Dale residents become victims of forces beyond their
control. Humble and obedient, they followed the call to mission and the
advice of others, only to encounter further deception, yet they moved on
without complaint, receiving nothing for all of their efforts. As before,
whether in Nauvoo or Kirtland, they endured antipathy, discrimination
and, ultimately, banishment.

A Sertler Narrative

It is important to note the many ways in which the Forest Dale story is
also a classic settler narrative. It is a representation from a previous era,
one in which a burgeoning population of fortune seckers was arriving in
the Southwest, ready to claim any lands and resources that were avail-
able. They mounted a near-constant challenge to the White Mountain
Indian Reservation boundaries. This was also the time of the regular
“adjustment” of these boundaries, almost always carried out to meet
the needs of the newcomers. Instead of recounting this past in such a
way, however, the Forest Dale story details instead a rare occasion 2.:3
a boundary dispute was settled to the benefit of the native population.
The story moreover reinterprets this as an instance in which nrm federal
government turned public domain into reservation land. This “gap™
between story and fact belies the narrative’s settler origin.
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Due to a long-term emphasis on “American exceptionalism,” schol-
ars until recently have avoided considering the United States a settler
socicty.9* Increasingly, historians see little reason to view the settlement
of the western United States, manifest destiny, and other forms of impe-
rialism as distinct phenomena 9% Settler societies—such as Australia,
Canada, and the United States—are those in which Europeans have
settled and their descendants remain politically dominant over indig-
enous peoples, and which were built to a large degree upon strategies
that defended the appropriation by newcomers of indigenous lands.
As a result, such societies often feature “extensive systems of exclusion
and exploitation” of indigenous peoples through a variety of political,
administrative, and ideological mechanisms, including the propagation
of narratives and ideologies that justify the massive “land-taking.”%6 This
tand-taking is often silenced, rationalized, or naturalized in later national
and local histories, and the Forest Dale story neatly fits such a pattern.
In this particular example, the settlers themselves become the popula-
tion that has been dispossessed and who never receive compensation.
The image of the evicted settler conjured up by this story screens from
view the thousands of stories of dispossessed and uncompensated first
peoples. When we consider the wider context of the mass dispossession
and “land-taking” that characterizes the region’s recent past, from which
the narrators benefited so greatly, the perpetuation of the Forest Dale
story appears similar to the strategy of recounting of the few examples
of African Americans who owned slaves: It is a “formula of erasure™? in
which a wider social process is contradicted and denied by the repeated
elaboration of an contrary example.

Silencing these more difficult aspects of the recent past is widespread
in the Southwest. The many reductions of the White Mountain Reserva-
tion, for instance, are not widely reported either by local history muse-
ums or by most descendants of the Forest Dale settlers [ interviewed. A
display at the Graham County Museum in Safford contains a map of the
current Fort Apache and San Carlos reservations, and the accompanying
text states that the reservations have been “virtually unchanged” since
their formation, a statement that occludes the 1873 boundary changes
that allowed for the creation of the very town in which the museum
is located. A similar omission can be observed in local social memory.
When discussing changing reservation boundaries with Janet, a relative
of one of the early founders of the village of Pima, and Mabel, & woman
in her sixties, [ asked if these women knew whether or not the area had
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once been part of the White Mountain Reservation. “Oh, no! I don’t
think so,” Mabel replied. {In fact, this land had been returned to the
public domain in 1873.) “Of course, it was all their territory before,”
Janet added. In the settler worldview, the “settlement™ of the land by
their ancestors is the status quo, a “nonevent™ not worthy of discussion.
Only those instances in which land was preserved instead for indigenous
inhabitants are viewed as noteworthy.

Only one interviewee seemed cognizant of the fact that the LDS
newcomers were in fact the ones trespassing, not the Indians. Emily was
proud of what she saw as the good relations her grandfather and grand-
mother had with local Apaches both during and after their residence at
Forest Dale, and her narratives contain many stories about such Western
Apache leaders as Pedro, Petone, Alchesay, and Baha. She explained to
me once that the reservation boundaries had moved on three separate
occasions. In her view, the last shift in the boundaries, the one that
affected the Forest Dale residents, was designed to compensate the Indi-
ans for all the land they had lost in the south and east: “The border of
the reservation moved south of the rim, and was moving along on the
southeast too, so they gave the Indians Forest Dale to compensate. They
moved the fence three different times.”

On another occasion, she and a relative told me the following
accounts:

Emily: The Indians both from the valley and from Forest Dale
came and they came as far as where—what is it? . . .
I—Lake at Taylor—they came as far as that to raise their
crops in the summer. And when the white people begin
to come in with the cattle and their sheep, they went to
the government, and the government, this was the forest,
and the government moved it to below the rim.

AS: The reservation?

Emily: The reservation. Below the rim. So the Indians were really
very unhappy about losing their land. And when they
asked them to move [i.c., leave Forest Dale}, there was
fifty families, and Indians—this was fifty white families
and Indians living in Forest Dale—and they all had
crops.

Sam:  And this was when the reservation fence was down there
because the white people could come in. It was below the
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rim. So when they moved the reservation fence up on
the rim, that put the Forest Dale on the reservation and
so the white people were required to leave.

Emily:  The white people had to leave,

Emily’s account provides details missing in other narratives and cap-
tures the wider historical context of the arrival of so many outsiders
with their livestock, While today we find some elements of this narrative
“erroneous,” the changing reservation boundaries are the turning point
that explains her ancestors’ loss of Forest Dale. The underlying anxiety
associated with this period of flux is communicated powerfully.

OOZOFCUmZO Hﬂﬁ?—.}ﬂ—n%

The LDS Forest Dale story, one of dispossession and community dis-
persal, may point to additional anxieties faced by the tellers today. LDS
members who grew up along the Mogollon Rim have seen tremendous
changes as their small agrarian communities have evolved into burgeon-
ing vacation centers full of gated communities, second homes, and golf
courses. This narrative may remind some people of the value of living
off the land or in community. This may be a story worth telling in
light of the current dispossession of the aging agriculturalists, who find
themselves aliens in a changing world where their beloved lands are of
little interest to their adult children, who may be only too willing to sell
the land to developers, working as they do in “offices”: for the “phone
company, local government, or Wal-Mart,” as one elderly Forest Dale
descendant told me.

In the end, we can identify many influences on the current form
the oral history of Forest Dale takes among local LDS descendants.
Certainly, authoritative printed works such as Ashurst’s bills may have
influenced the stories people tell today. We should also take into account
the wider sociopolitical context in which the existence, disappearance,
or changes to reservation boundaries shaped life in the western United
States. The romantic trope shaping Mormon pioneer histories may have
encouraged the construction or maintenance of this version of the Forest
Dale story as well. Finally, this narrative is constructed in part through
a selective silencing that may be typical of the settler worldview. The
protagonists of settler narratives are often the settlers themselves. Despite
these cultural patterns shaping silencing and narrative structure, other,
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non-Anglo protagonists do emerge in stories told by mninJ about the
LDS departure from Forest Dale. David Adams’s rm:&,<_.._3n= _c.m.»
autobiography tells dramatically of the assertion by a mysterious Indian
of his claims to the land:

In a short time the population increased to about thirty families.
Then there was a strange Indian appeared in our midst all dressed
up and painted. He did not speak English, or we, Indian, but he
made out by motions to give us to understand we were to leave or
be killed and the place burned. Well that worked pretty well, as it
caused us to hold a meeting in which part were in favor of leaving
saying count the Indians then count ourselves and see where we
stand. Another speaker got up and said it was a bluff, as we were
on the best of terms with the Indians but if it came to the e.<oar
count your bullets and make your bullets count. Neither did we
all leave but gradually dwindled away.

In this autobiography, Adams offers intriguing clues »vo.:n a.,n.cnrnn.
indigenous, actors in this episode of Arizona history. His testimony
reminds us that the present study analyzes accounts of Forest Dale from
the settler perspective, and the ways in which written records and arche-
typal story structures and narrative conventions may have helped mruvmm
it into its present form. It would be fascinating to learn the ways in
which this episode in settler-Apache relations—as well as the painted
hero Adams described—are discussed today, if at all, by descendants of
the other actors in this encounter. %
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Arizona and Japanese American History:
The World War II Colorado Riyer
Relocation Center

Tuomas Fujita-Rony

While research on Asian Americans has typically been direcred towards
port cities like San Francisco and New York City, the Southwest too
has long been important for Asian Americans. For instance, carly Chi-
nese American and Japanese American communities are known to have
formed in Arizona, creating pioneer sites of community settlement and
contributing to the history and diversity of the area. However, Arizona’s
significance for the growth of Asian America has not been only as a loca-
tion for permanent settlement, but also as a place and space in the larger
regional economy of the U.S. West, Chinese Americans and Japanese
Americans who settled in Arizona in the late nineteenth and carly twen-
tieth century were a segment ofa larger pool of Asian American workers
that circulated throughout the region in search of work, whether in
agriculture, on the railroads, or in other industries that dominated the
emerging regional economy.t

In this article, I will undertake an analysis of one Asian American
community that sprang up in Arizona in the carly 1940s as a result of
World War II: the War Relocation Authority camp on the Colorado
River Indian Tribes Reservation, commonly known among the Japa-
nese Americans who resided there as “Poston.” During World War 1,
thousands of Japanese Americans from California, along with a smaller
number of Japanese Americans from Arizona, were sent to the Colorado
River Relocation Center. The site became the third largest “city” in
Arizona during that time.2

Despite its brief history, the Colorado River Relocation Center pro-
vides us with an opportunity to assess how people’s participation in the
regional economy of the Southwest was shaped by federal intervention,
as well as by race and ethnicity. In addition, these issues speak to central
topics concerning Arizona’s economic development during World War
IL, as well as offering us an additional avenue to consider the relation-

TroMAs Fujita-RONY is assistant professor in the Department of History,
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