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ABSTRACT

While working to maintain contemporary and future relationships with
stakeholders, heritage sites and cultural centers across the United States attempt to tell the
history and experiences of the land and people who were once there, are there in the
present, and will be there in the future. Fort Vancouver National Historic Site is one of
these heritage places. This study is a response to current management needs identified for
the Fort Vancouver National Historic Site. Through an internship with the ongoing Fort
Vancouver National Historic Site Traditional Use Study, my research examines how
heritage sites and cultural centers fulfill the needs of tribes and other diverse
stakeholders, such as community members and park visitors. Using an inductive
approach, my research focused on the roles of history and memory in the intersectionality
of meaning at heritage spaces and how this influences the diverse aspects of these places.
I analyzed the interpretive content and programming of 10 case study sites and two
supplementary sites in Washington, Idaho, and Hawai‘i and completed 15 semi-
structured interviews. I identified five themes in the results: (1) stories told at sites are
controlled by a set of established interpretive themes; (2) stories have a lack of shared
authority; (3) shared stories have little hybridity; (4) contemporary Indigenous
relationships with sites are rooted in ancestral memories and connections; and (5) sites
share contemporary relationships with the public through live cultural programming.
Building on this knowledge, heritage sites and cultural centers can develop interpretation
and programming that is more representational of the memories, history, and Indigenous

experiences of sites.
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INTRODUCTION

Heritage sites across the United States attempt to tell the history and experiences
of the places and peoples who once were there, while working to maintain contemporary
relationships with culturally-affiliated tribes and diverse stakeholders, such as community
members and park visitors. These sites often attempt this through cultural centers, visitor
centers, museum exhibits, reconstructed and preserved historic structures, monuments to
the past, and public art. Commemorations of the past, such as heritage sites, cultural
centers, museums, and interpretive trails, often exclude the experiences of Indigenous
peoples of North America and construct the past primarily through the perspectives of
Euro-Americans (Zerubavel 1995, 11). Heritage work can create a story of the past that
recognizes and teaches difficult histories (Little and Shackel 2014, 128). Heritage spaces
like Fort Vancouver National Historic Site (FOVA) in Vancouver, Washington are
heritage places with unique histories of cultural contact, military activity, and colonial
influences. Researchers at this site identified unequal representation in interpretive
programs and a lack of recognition of cultural and historic forces that maintain a
historical status quo in interpretation (Langford 2000, 42). Additionally, recent
community outreach at the site indicates a desire from connected Indigenous populations
and FOVA staff for improved Indigenous representation and programming.

This paper takes a political economy approach to understanding the
intersectionality of history and memory in public heritage spaces, looking at both heritage
sites and cultural centers that serve the community and provide a gateway to heritage.

Two research questions guided my research: (1) What are the roles of history and

Heritage and Memory 1



memory in the intersectionality of meaning at public heritage spaces, such as contested
heritage sites and cultural centers? And (2) How does this intersectionality of heritage
space influence the establishment, governance, management, interpretation, and use of
these places? Analysis focused on 10 heritage and cultural center case study sites and two
supplementary sites using participant observation of site interpretation and programming
and 15 key consultant, semi-structured interviews. I selected research sites based on a set
of criteria around government management and Indigenous connections and key
consultants through reputational case selection. Participant observation documented
interpretation and programming and interviews focused on key consultants’ knowledge of
site programming, interpretation, and management. Using inductive content analysis, I
analyzed and coded the results from both participant observation of site content and key
consultant interviews for key themes across the sites. I found that (1) the stories told at
sites are controlled by a set of established interpretive themes, (2) stories lack shared
authority, (3) shared stories have little hybridity, (4) contemporary Indigenous
relationships with sites are rooted in ancestral memories and connections, and (5)
contemporary relationships are shared with the public through live cultural programming.
Through this research, I aim to provide guidance for the Traditional Use Study
(TUS), interpretation projects, and the creation of a cultural center located on the FOVA
grounds that will serve the site’s multiple stakeholders. Recommendations from this
project aim to provide the first steps to interpretive planning and management projects.
The recommendations at the end of this paper provide actionable steps that can be useful

to people on the ground and working at heritage sites and cultural centers. These
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recommendations can be adjusted to meet site needs and incorporated into planning
documents. More information can be found in the deliverable report created from this
project by Rosenkranz, Spoon, and Deur (2020). The deliverable from this project may be
useful for the National Park Service (NPS) and other heritage places with contested
histories and cultural centers in their establishment, management, and interpretation.
More broadly, this research contributes to the academic discussion of heritage, which still
largely focuses on materials and technical processes (Winter 2013, 539). Recent attention
to intangible heritage is beginning to reveal the importance of policies and work that is
more understanding of the complexity of heritage and people’s interactions with it
(Winter 2013, 539). Theoretical debates around the larger topics, such as contestation and
identity, have not adequately addressed heritage itself, its practices, or concepts
(Waterson and Watson 2013, 546). Studies of heritage need to go further than looking at
“things” and their representation and begin to look at the meaning of heritage spaces and
lived experiences connected with these sites (Waterson and Watson 2013, 558). My
research can add to these discussions of heritage, heritage’s complex interactions with
people, and heritage sites’ roles in identity and society by highlighting what stories are
being told at heritage sites, who is telling them, how the stories are told, what
contemporary relationships at sites are, and how those contemporary relationships are
shared with the public. These insights can thus assist sites in future interpretive and

programming developments and planning.
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FRAMING HERITAGE AND HISTORY THROUGH INTERSECTIONALITY
AND POLITICAL ECONOMY

Most historical records and accounts of the past typically do not tell what actually
happened, but how the recorder of the event experienced it (Trouillot 1995, 2-26). Parts
of the past are often “silenced” or forgotten; these silences can occur in the “moment of
fact creation,” the creation of archives, the “making of narratives,” and the “making of
history in the final instance” (Touillot 1995, 26; emphasis in original). In North America,
commemorations of the past often exclude Indigenous peoples’ experiences, with
historical representations framed through Euro-American perspectives (Zerubavel 1995,
11). Populations under colonial powers often struggle with representation and comply
with standard Western views of history. They maintain their accounts of contested
histories within community knowledge systems, such as oral traditions. History is about
power, maintaining power, and giving people power; with power, history has been used
to marginalize and ‘other’ people. Often when contested and absent histories are told, it is
because they have been “allowed” (Smith 2010, 33-34). Understanding the complexity of
history and memory is important in making sense of interpretation and dynamics at
heritage sites. Through this understanding, occurrences of silence and marginalization
can be better identified and understood in site interpretation.

Some heritage scholars define heritage, as anything that is important to people
that provides a connection between the past and present, including tangible and intangible
culture (Little and Shackel 2014, 39). Heritage is not history; societies construct heritage

based on what is valued of the past as important (Baird 2017, 10; Hoelscher 2011, 203).
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The objects and places that display heritage serve to produce meaning and understanding
of the past, while affecting the present (Jackson 2016, 24). Heritage landscapes often
serve as places of memory and belonging, knowledge holders, and places of identity
negotiation of communities and nations (Baird 2017, 4). They may also be sites of
conflict, death, loss, displacement, and other traumas that can make heritage difficult for
certain people (Baird 2017, 4). Heritage sites have the potential to construct a
misconception of common memory and agreement that often does not exist (Young 1993,
6). This lack of common memory can result in dissonance and disagreement over
heritage, which may be difficult because of the different meanings, identities, and conflict
associated with heritage places (Little and Shackel 2014, 40). These difficult and
conflicting aspects of heritage sites are referred to as “contested” in this project.
Contestation reflects the meanings and representations that are challenged by
stakeholders of heritage places (Little and Shackel 2014, 40). When approached
correctly, heritage work can create a story of the past that recognizes and teaches difficult

histories (Little and Shackel 2014, 128).

Intersectionality

Additionally, intersectionality is a method for understating the relationships
between “multiple dimensions and modalities of social relationships and subject
formations” (McCall 2005, 1771). An intersectional approach can help to break
hegemony and create a more complex and inclusive discussion (McCall 2005, 1777). The
intersection of race, class, gender, and more can affect our understanding of events

(Ulysse 2002, 17-24). People do not have a single identity or understanding of life
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experiences, such as being only a woman or colonized person, but rather have multiple
and differing experiences. For example, Black women experience discrimination in
multiple ways, with some similar and some different experiences to white women
(Haraway 1991, 190-191; Crenshaw 1989, 149). Intersectionality challenges singularity
and separation (McCall 2005, 1778). Combining the different ‘situatedness’ of people in
their own knowledge, memories, and perspectives can create a better sense of reality and
the complexity of people’s experiences (Haraway 1991, 189-191). In this research,
intersectionality is understood as the overlapping, intersecting, contested, and negotiated
meanings and experiences of heritage places which are both an expression of and
influence human experiences and relations (Smith 2006, 79). By taking an intersectional
approach, the history and meanings of case study sites may be better understood in a
manner that is more inclusive and integrative.
Political Economy

I use a political economy approach to understand the shifting roles and control of
each heritage space and how they function. This approach allows for understanding
different experiences, cultural meanings, and actions within contexts of unequal power,
social relations, and deep historical contexts (Roseberry 1994, 36-44). Political economy
can help to identify the processes that created the current relations and meanings at
heritage places with colonial and contested histories and make it difficult to exclude
groups or their influences on the past from interpretations of history (Di Leonardo 1993,
78). Research that is “historically deep” and “geographically broad” can provide a better

understanding of erased and silenced histories and how these play out in the meaning of
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places (Farmer 2004, 309). For example, Jackson discusses the importance of descendent
narratives in interpreting plantations, with the understanding that the historical slave trade
still affects the current experiences of communities and individuals (Jackson 2016, 30). In
understanding he memories and histories of events that shape the meaning of public
heritage spaces and the spaces’ interpretation, management, and use, a political economic
lens that is spatially and historically broad provides recognition of the unequal power
dynamics, and relations that created the current and past situations at research sites.
Indigeneity

There are several ways of defining the term Indigenous. Many descriptions define
Indigenous peoples as those with “tradition-based cultures,” who were sovereign before
invasion and colonization, and who continue to work for independence and preservation
of their culture (Corntessel 2003, 78; Secretariat of the United Nations Permanent Forum
on Indigenous Issues 2009, 4). Several definitions also distinguish that Indigenous
peoples are descended from the original inhabitants of the land they currently live on or
wish to occupy, sharing language and cultural practices (Corntessel 2003, 78-79;
Secretariat of the United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues 2009, 4-5).
Many scholars and organizations also recognize self-identification to Indigenous groups
as important (Corntessel 2003, 81; Secretariat of the United Nations Permanent Forum on
Indigenous Issues 2009, 5). The term Indigenous has been used in both a way that
relationally distinguishes Indigenous peoples from others, that are non-Indigenous, and in
a way that uses specific qualities or criteria (Trigger and Dalley 2010, 46-47). In this

paper, I use a broad definition for the term Indigenous that recognizes groups in a manner
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that largely recognizes Indigenous peoples as groups other than non-Indigenous, who
have been disrupted or displaced by colonization. A broad definition was used to
incorporate Kanaka 'Oiwi, Native Hawaiian, peoples in the research and analysis, without
a need for separate terms. Hawaiian ancestors were Polynesians who navigated the ocean
to the archipelago now known as Hawai‘i, over time developing a distinct language and
culture (Brown 2019, vii). This complicates how the term Indigenous might be defined.
An additional complication to the definition used in this project was the need to include
both traditionally associated Indigenous peoples and those colonially-relocated to a place;
these two different relations to place effect the experience, knowledge, and history people
have with sites. While there is value in discussing the unique experiences of local or
traditionally associated Indigenous peoples with a special focus or as a unique category
of Indigeneity, for this project these specifications needed to be set aside for a broader
use of the term Indigenous in order to begin to quantify Indigenous representation in
interpretation at the studied sites in a manner that addressed all Indigenous peoples
connected with the sites. Indigenous peoples are heterogeneous and the groups
represented in this project are those that were part of the exhibits studied and were part of
interpretation because they were selected by those creating the interpretation, so there
may be others not included for this reason.
Politics of Interpretation

Interpretation is a process of sharing with visitors the wonder, beauty, inspiration,

understanding, appreciation, and meaning of places as well as the culture and history of a

place (Benton 2012, 7; National Park Service 2007, 7; Tilden 2009, 25; Uzzell 1998).
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The process of creating meaning is an important aspect of interpretation that creates a
deeper relationship between people and places, allowing visitors to create their own
experiences and understandings of a site or space (Hunter 2012, 53-55). In the process of
analyzing interpretation, there is a need to understand the mechanics of interpretation and
the consequences and hazards of this process. Interpretive displays are developed in
several different ways. This process can occur through in-house agency staff or
nationwide agency interpretive staff, such as the NPS Harper’s Ferry Center. The
development of interpretation can also be done with private consultants, university
cooperators, or others hired to work with site management. These processes go beyond
simply writing and designing exhibits for interpretation, but include processes such as
establishing project teams and goals, reviewing foundation documents, budgeting,
evaluating site needs, consultation, gathering data and materials, creating and reviewing
proposals, drafting exhibit plans, review and approval processes, final development and
review, production, and installation (California State Parks 2013; Edwards 1994; Harpers
Ferry Center 2009; Wells 2009). Interpretive displays help to maintain the availability of
information to site visitors, but they are, in nature, static and unchanging, making the
design and selection of information an important aspect (Ballantyne and Hughes 2003,
15).

In general, power and knowledge influence the interpretive processes and
outcomes. The way past colonial governments and museums have identified and
interacted with Indigenous peoples has created experiences of marginalization, exclusion,

and disenfranchisement, that continue to impact relationships today (Onciul 2015; Smith

Heritage and Memory 9



2006, 281; Zerubavel 1995). When Indigenous peoples do choose to participate in
interpretation on their ancestral lands that are now governed externally, it is only often
after they have been invited by those with the power to do so (Smith 2006, 281). They
may decide to participate because of government-to-government relationships, strong
personal relationships, financial benefits, a general desire to participate, the potential to
express their living presence, to challenge colonial concepts, for opportunities to engage
and educate their own Indigenous communities and youth, to interact with their ancestral
lands, and the potential to have some control over defining their identity, narratives, and
representation (Beck et al. 2005; Krmpotich and Anderson 2005, 384; Lonetree 2012;
Onciul 2015; Smith 2006). Euro-American perspectives often frame representations of
the past and the information that is presented often comes from the interests and desired
messages of rangers and managers (Ballantyne and Hughes 2003, 16; Zerubavel 1995,
11). Indigenous voices are often left silent or absent from the telling of history; this is a
similar experience to the voices of enslaved peoples at plantation sites (Smith 2010;
Benjamin and Alderman 2018). Some Indigenous voices may be heard and these may be
the voices of Indigenous people and communities that sites have selected to work with,
have relationships with, have determined traditional ancestral lineage, or work with in
government consultation. Indigenous groups not included by site staff may also have
their voices left absent from interpretation. Within and between Indigenous communities,
there may also be rules and beliefs of who has a right to speak for the communities and

share their stories and culture (Onciul 2015).
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In creating interpretation, sites often use interpretive plans, such as Long-Range
Interpretive Plans used by the National Park Service, site missions, visions, statements of
purpose, statements of significance, and historic timeframes or periods of significance.
The stories eventually shared in interpretation are often selected by interpretive staff,
consultants, and collaborators. Colonial dynamics of the past continue to impact
government and Indigenous relationships, effecting the stories told in the interpretation
established at sites (Onciul 2015). These stories, in turn, tend to fit within an established
narrative of U.S. history, following a larger commemorative, shared memory and
narrative that often legitimizes national ideologies (Smith 2006). When Indigenous
stories are shared, they are often those that are allowed by the site and by Indigenous
populations, often fitting within established themes and, in some instances, written by site
staff and approved by Indigenous consultants (Smith 2010, 33-34; Onciul 2015).
Depending on the information shared in interpretation, including Indigenous
representation can further negative stereotypes of Indigenous cultures. Indigenous
representations have the potential to homogenize diverse peoples, continue to ignore
silences, may still present within the confines of society and sites, create dichotomies of
western science and Indigenous knowledge, commodify indigenous cultures, essentialize
or simplify Indigenous peoples and knowledge to fit interpretive spaces, maintain
outsider views, and perpetuate primitive, materialistic, static, or natural history depictions
of Indigenous peoples that can further negative stereotypes of Indigenous cultures
(Lonetree 2012; Onciul 2015; Wrightson 2017). An additional concern in the process of

interpretation is addressing the heterogeneity of Indigenous voices, both between and
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within Indigenous communities. It can be challenging to address the significance of and
different voices within and between groups, creating difficulty in determining what
information to include (Weisse and Ross 2017). In some instances the Indigenous people
tasked with representing Indigenous groups have found it difficult to provide distinctions
between different cultural and political groups, struggling with who has the right to speak
on behalf of communities, differences in agreements of what should be shared, and with
truly demonstrating the diversity within different groups (Onciul 2015). In these
challenges, there are ways to articulate variation and allow Indigenous perspectives to be
represented (Krmpotich and Anderson 2005).

Heritage sites and cultural centers commonly use live, public cultural
‘performances’ as part of their interpretive programming, which can have a set of its own
issues. Live interpreters and cultural practitioners can be subject to extensive or invasive
questions from visitors about their lives and experiences. When performing as their
Indigenous selves, they may also become tokenized, ‘othered,” viewed as objects,
reinforce stereotypes of the “noble savage,” or be made a spectacle as a human display by
the tourist gaze of visitors (Benton 2011, 87; Onciul 2015). While these issues may
emerge, live programming and knowledge holders at sites can help to build connections,
bring community perspectives to the site, share personal stories, maintain traditions,
challenge stereotypes, create pride, gain skills, and create new connections between
people, benefiting both visitors and Indigenous peoples (Onciul 2015, 173-208). In this,
live cultural programming provides both benefits and consequences for those

participating in the ‘performances.’
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Interpretation that includes Indigenous voices may complicate situations and the
lives of Indigenous peoples. There can be concerns over who has the right to share
information and speak for a group and what representations should be created. This can
be further complicated through concerns of wanting to create pride in Indigenous
communities and to share difficult truths and histories, while, in turn, providing these
emotional and challenging pasts can be painful for those sharing and for those in the
community that view the interpretation (Onciul 2015). Despite these potential pitfalls,
there are a variety of positive outcomes that can result from Indigenous voice in public
interpretation. Indigenous voice in interpretation can result in self-representation and self-
determination, creating spaces in which Indigenous communities feel represented and
have a voice in society (Krmpotich and Anderson 2005; Onciul 2015). These
representations in interpretation can also authenticate and honor people’s histories,
experiences, and identities (Lonetree 2012; Onciul 2015). Spaces with Indigenous voice
in interpretation also have the ability to reduce bias, challenge misinformation, encourage
reflection, and address contested history in a purposeful manner, creating meaningful
conversations and relationships between Indigenous populations and non-Indigenous
populations represented (Balellantyne et al. 2012; Krmpotich and Anderson 2005;
Kryder-Reid 2016; Onciul 2015). Additionally, Indigenous voice and discussions of
difficult parts of history can encourage understanding and engagement across different
cultures and assist with relationship building and healing (Baumann et al. 2011, 38;
Onciul 2015). Overall, in instances of sites that incorporate Indigenous voice, researchers

such as Onciul (2015) have found that, for Indigenous community members the benefits

Heritage and Memory 13



from working with museums and heritage sites have outweighed the risks and difficulties

because they view the work as important (Onciul 2015, 221).
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CONEXT: FORT VANCOUVER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE

Located in the Portland Basin, the site of Fort Vancouver was a place of travel,
trade, and contact and continues to serve as a travel destination and site of contact and
cultural activity (Deur 2012, 1). Constructed between 1824 and 1835, the fort structure
served as the administrative headquarters and main supply depot for the Hudson’s Bay
Company (HBC) Columbia Department (Deur 2012, 1). An ethnically and racially
diverse population worked, lived, married, and died at the fort site (Deur 2012, 1). During
HBC operations, nearly all Pacific Northwest tribes, Hawaiians, Iroquois, French-
Canadians, British, Americans, and more were represented (Deur 2012, 2). The HBC
occupied the site for about 25 years and was then replaced by the United States Military
and the establishment of the Vancouver Barracks in 1849 to defend Oregon Territory
settlement (Deur 2012, 141; United States Department of the Interior 2008, 25). The
Vancouver Barracks served as the main administrative center for the U.S. Army in the
Pacific Northwest until World War I (United States Department of the Interior 2008, 25).
The occupation of the site by the U.S. military greatly changed the role of the fort in the
lives of surrounding tribes, as residents of the Village slowly relocated and tribes from
around the area were moved to reservations away from the Portland Basin (Deur 2012,
2). Vancouver Barracks housed Indigenous people that the government gathered to
relocate to reservations and, during the mid-nineteenth century, the post served as central
command and supply post for the wars with the Northwest region Indigenous peoples
(United States Department of the Interior 2008, 25; Deur 2012, 2). The Vancouver

Barracks held many Native Americans as prisoners of war, including members from
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tribes such as the Nez Perce, Yakima, Shoshone, Paiute, and Bannock (Deur 2012, 2).
The site also served as a base for explorations, war efforts, spruce production during
World War I, location of the Pearson Airfield, district headquarters for the Ninth Corps of
the Civilian Conservation Corps, and port of embarkation during World War II (United
States Department of the Interior 2008, 25).

Established on June 19, 1948, the Fort Vancouver National Monument preserved
the HBC fur trade post and U.S. Army parade ground (United States Department of the
Interior 2016). The park was expanded and dedicated as a National Historic Site in 1961
(United States Department of the Interior 2016). Later in 1996, the Vancouver National
Historic Reserve was created as a public use area next to Fort Vancouver; it is 366 acres
and contains the Fort Vancouver National Historic Site within its boundaries (United
States Department of the Interior 2016; United States Department of the Interior 2011, 6).
The U.S. Army relinquished ownership of the East and South Barracks to the National
Park Service in 2011, including the space occupied by the HBC cemetery (United States
Department of the Interior 2011, v). The site’s cultural resources consist of
archaeological sites, cultural landscapes, historic structures, and museum collections;
included in these resources are the reconstructed Fort Vancouver Fur Trade Post, the
historic military East and South Vancouver Barracks, the Pearson Air Museum Complex,
the Mission 66 Visitor Center Complex, and Oregon white oak heritage trees (United
States Department of the Interior 2016; United States Department of the Interior 2011,
11). Among these resources is building 410, a South Barracks structure constructed by

the Civilian Conservation Corps in October 1935 (Vogt 2016; United States Department

Heritage and Memory 16



of Interior n.d., 1). Originally used as an automotive repair shop, the building has recently
housed a bike camp and is a potential space for a new cultural center at FOVA. In 2017,
more than 1.1 million people visited Fort Vancouver National Historic Reserve and
approximately 11 thousand local students visited the park on field trips (United States

Department of the Interior 2018, 12).
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METHODOLOGY

Research Design

The purpose of this research was to understand the roles of memory and history in
the intersectionality of meaning at public heritage spaces and how these influence the use
of these spaces, particularly on heritage sites, such as forts and missions, and cultural
centers. With my research, I attempted to answer two questions: (1) What are the roles of
history and memory in the intersectionality of meaning at public heritage spaces, such as
contested heritage sites and cultural centers? and (2) How does this intersectionality of
heritage space influence the establishment, governance, management, interpretation, and
use of these places? Building on consultation and workshops in the development of the
FOVA Traditional Use Study' (TUS) and work with Drs. Jeremy Spoon, Doug Wilson,
and Doug Deur, this research aimed to support the TUS. The product of the TUS will be
a Re-Indigenization Plan for FOVA with suggestions on topics such as interpretation,
programming, and resource stewardship. This research will support this plan. My work
will help provide lessons learned and recommendations for ongoing work at FOVA and a
proposed rubric? for evaluating other heritage sites with Indigenous content. With this
research, I also aim to add to discussions of heritage, specifically our understanding of
Indigenous representation and discussions of contested history at heritage sites and

cultural centers.

! Researchers Drs. Jeremy Spoon and Doug Deur implemented meetings and workshops with tribal and
Native Hawaiian representatives to meet the needs of an ongoing Fort Vancouver National Historic Site
(FOVA) Traditional Use Study (TUS). The FOVA TUS was created in collaboration with Native American
tribes, Canadian First Nations, and Native Hawaiian organizations with historic ties to the area.

2 The desire for a rubric for evaluating heritage sites with Indigenous content was identified in TUS
meetings and discussions of this thesis research. See Appendix E for evaluation rubric.
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Because this research involved Indigenous populations who have traditionally
been silenced or underrepresented, it is essential to recognize the perspectives of those
whose stories are being told (Smith 1999; Zerubavel 1995). The experiences Indigenous
populations have had with colonialism shape their encounters with research (Smith 1999,
19-20). The decolonization of anthropological research requires an understanding of the
motivations and values that served as the basis of past research and considering that
“telling stories about the marginalized populations of the world” is “institutionalized in
western centers of power” (Smith 1999, 20; Behar 2003, 15). When interviewing
Indigenous community members and sharing their stories, it is imperative to recognize
how the colonial past has or is impacting these communities and how it may play out at
research sites with long colonial histories (Behar 2003, 22; Ulysse 2002, 11-22). My goal
was to attempt to shift the balance of power towards Indigenous populations throughout
the research process by using terms, such as partner or consultant, staying connected with
these communities after research has ended, sharing results, and using collaborative
methods with the FOVA TUS working group to determine the research goals (Ulysse
2002, 12-24; Behar 2003, 22; Spoon 2014; Spoon and Arnold 2012). An additional aspect
of this process was to ensure that communities and people were not essentialized, but
recognized as different and unique individuals with varying roles and experiences.

Using an inductive approach, I gathered data to inform the creation of a synthesis
of lessons learned, which in turn informs recommendations on next steps (LeCompte and
Schensul 2010, 18). One component of my research was visiting case study sites that

work to interpret their multivocal histories and memories and serve multiple diverse
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stakeholders in order to determine the roles of history and memory in the intersectionality
of meaning at public heritage sites and investigate how heritage sites and cultural centers
are fulfilling the needs of Indigenous populations and other diverse stakeholders. I visited
and compared 10 case study heritage sites and cultural centers and two supplementary
sites. Focusing on these sites and key knowledge holders, I used two primary research
methods: participant observation and in-depth interviews. I conducted the data collection

on two research trips, one in June and July 2019 and one in August 2019.

Case Study Site Selection

I selected a total of 10 case study sites and two supplementary sites from across
the Pacific Northwest and Hawai‘i for research. The heritage sites in this case study
included: Fort Simcoe Historical State Park, Nez Perce National Historical Park, Fort
Spokane in Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area, Fort Nisqually Living History
Museum in Point Defiance Park, and Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau National Historical Park.
One cultural center in the study was the Volcano Art Center in Hawai‘i Volcanoes
National Park and Niaulani Campus Administrative Office & Gallery in Volcano Village.
Case study sites that serve as both heritage sites and cultural centers included: Spokane
House Interpretive Center in Riverside State Park, Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park,
Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site, and Sacajawea Historical State Park and
Interpretive Center. The two supplementary case study sites were Whitman Mission
National Historic Site and Kamakahonu National Historic Landmark. I selected sites
based on their accessibility via two research trips, one driving through Washington and

Idaho and the other driving on the island of Hawai‘i. Sites in Washington and Idaho were
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selected for their similarities to Fort Vancouver National Historic Site and Hawai‘i sites
were selected because of the Hawaiian population that was part of Fort Vancouver and
the fur trade. Heritage sites were chosen that have Indigenous connections, links to
multiple cultures, the potential for contestation, multiple meanings, are open to the
public, and managed by non-tribal governments. I selected heritage sites based on the
availability of interpretation. Cultural centers were selected that are associated with
heritage sites, used by specific communities and the public, and are “living” centers used
for activities and education. FOVA staff vetted and approved the selected research sites.
See Appendix B for site descriptions.
Data Collection

My research methods included systematic participant observation at case study
sites on two research trips and semi-structured key consultant interviews with 15
individuals, typically with one or two individuals from each site. Research at heritage
sites and cultural centers examined how contested, multi-narrative sites interpret site
information to the public, including, but not exclusively, descendant communities,
vacation visitors, veterans’ groups, genealogical societies, and boosters. Research at
cultural centers examined how these venues fulfill the needs of tribes, descendant
populations, and other diverse stakeholders, such as community members and park
visitors. The study also focused on the sites use by diverse actors, programming, funding,
administration, and public interpretation.

At each site, I conducted systematic participant observation to collect data on the

sites use by diverse actors, programing, funding, administration, and public
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interpretation. Participant observation is a data collection method in which the researcher
is present at, and involved in, the activity and site being observed; from within the field
setting, the researcher observes and records the activities of people and the site itself
(Schensul and LeCompte 2013, 83). During each visit, I spent three to four days at each
site conducting participant observation in which I documented the site, activities at the
site, and the programming and interpretation at the site. I used “walkabout” to document
the site, while also photo documenting signage, interpretive displays, and other important
features of the space, creating a full description of each space and its use with
photographs and notes (Schensul and LeCompte 2013). During the walkabout method,
researchers walk through spaces, observing and documenting the site, atmosphere,
characteristics, and other aspects important to the research topic (Schensul and LeCompte
2013). I photographed all signage and displays relating to culture and history, including
some signage on other information. If available during my visit, I participated in
activities occurring at each site, such as cultural demonstrations or tours and collected all
interpretive and promotional materials made available to visitors. In this process, I not
only observed the physicality of the space, but also what interpretive content is included
at sites and how information, especially contested stories, about the past are presented
and communicated to site visitors.

During each site visit, I also conducted key consultant interviews. Key consultants
were selected through reputational case selection and convenience sampling.
Reputational case selection uses the recommendations of experts or participants in the

community to identify people suitable for serving as experts on the research (Schensul
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and LeCompte 2013, 285). Convenience sampling is the selection of research participants
based on who is willing to take part in the research (Bernard 2011). Key consultants from
the sites included people closely involved with the sites in roles such as managers,
employees, interpreters, community stakeholders, and cultural practitioners. Because of
high turnover rates at many National Parks, I considered past employees for key
consultant interviews. I provided all key consultants with informed consent paperwork
and explained that all questions were voluntary. See Appendix C for informed consent.
Across the 10 case study and two supplementary sites, I conducted a total of 15
interviews, based on the availability of participants at each site. A list of interviewees is
provided in Appendix A. Interviews had a semi-structured format, in which questions are
open-ended, informational, in-depth, and exploratory (Schensul and LeCompte 2013,
171). Interview questions drew on participant experience, opinion, feeling, and
background with a focus on the history and memory of the site as it relates to the
intersectionality of meaning and current relations with the site’s stakeholders (Ervin
2005, 168-173). Interviews focused on each key consultant’s knowledge of the space, its
history, management, use, interpretation, and ability to meet the needs of diverse
stakeholders, while considering how site meaning is constructed and represented.
Questions attempted to trace stories and experiences through time and space, while
looking for where silences may have occurred in the recording and interpreting of history
(Farmer 2004; Touillot 1995). Research questions also looked at how this recording and
interpreting of history impacts current and future relationships with Indigenous

populations, descendent communities, and other stakeholders. With consent, all
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interviews were audio recorded and transcribed for analysis. See Appendix D for

interview questions for both heritage sites and cultural centers.

Data Analysis

Initial data analysis began during fieldwork as themes emerged in participant
observation and interviews. I took notes on these reoccurring themes for use during
analysis. I completed analysis of the research results in two parts. First, I analyzed
photographs of displays, signage, interpretation, and imagery from participant
observation, interpretive materials, and audio tours using inductive content analysis to
identify common themes, messages, voices, and perspectives (Bernard 2011). Inductive
coding is a systematic approach for analyzing raw data through detailed study to
determine themes and concepts throughout the data (Thomas 2006, 238). I compared
these results for similarities and differences across each site. I transcribed key consultant
interviews for use in the analysis. For the second part of analysis, I coded interview
transcripts for key themes and variables through inductive and deductive content analysis
(Schensul and LeCompte 2013, 183-187; Bernard 2011). A review of transcripts
generated inductive codes, and deductive codes emerged during coding; I used these
inductive and deductive codes in succeeding coding (Bernard 2011). I then compared
these results for similarities and differences across the sites, looking for common
occurrences throughout all the interviews. This recursive analysis process divides the
collected information into categories of main concepts relating to the research questions
(LeCompte and Schensul 2013, 84). In this analysis, I used a political economy lens to

understand the contextual influences on the sites, their interpretation, and their
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programming. In a final stage of analysis, I compared results from participant observation
and interviews, paying specific attention to the intersectionality of meaning of places and
how heritage sites satisfy the needs of diverse stakeholders. Using identified themes and
lessons learned, I created a categorically based evaluation of the state of Indigenous
content and representation at the case study sites. [ used a thematic approach which
identified best practices from research to create a baseline for evaluation of sites, looking
at site information such as the level of Indigenous content, the characterization of
Indigenous populations, and the forms interpretation takes. Once I completed this
analysis, I reviewed the results for larger patterns in the data, determining five major

themes.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

My research found that although staff and cultural practitioners at heritage sites
and cultural centers recognize the importance of contemporary relationships, a living
Indigenous presence at sites, and the need for multivocal and balanced perspectives, site
interpretation is largely established within the confines of the perspectives of the United
States government agencies that manage the sites, resulting in interpretation that follows
specific topics, shares little authority, and is univocal. Many sites established at and after
contact have a historic colonial presence that still remains. Through this lasting historic
colonial presence, colonial dynamics of the past continue to impact government and
Indigenous relationships today and affect the interpretation established at sites (Onciul
2015). While the majority of people on the ground and working at case study sites
recognized the need for establishing the intersectionality of sites in their interpretation,
the pre-established powers of the governments that manage and interpret sites still largely
influence the manner in which sites present information to visitors, seemingly leaving out
the voices of differing perspectives and memories.

In the following sections, I discuss the findings that emerged in my analysis of
interpretive content and key consultant interviews. By looking at the different aspects of
the sites and addressing the questions of (1) what is the story being told, (2) who is telling
the story, (3) how is the story told, (4) what are the contemporary relationships at sites,
and (5) how are contemporary relationships shared with the public, we can better
understand how the different histories and memories of a site influence their

interpretation and programming. I found that (1) an established set of interpretive themes
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control the stories told at sites, (2) stories have a lack of shared authority, (3) shared
stories have little hybridity, (4) contemporary Indigenous relationships with sites are
rooted in ancestral memories and connections, (5) and sites share contemporary

relationships with the public through live cultural programming.

Established Interpretive Themes

In general, a set of established interpretive themes control the stories
interpretation shares at research sites. The interpretive stories told to visitors include the
themes of Indigenous peoples, non-Indigenous history, contact history, and nature and
geology.® The presence of these established interpretive themes across the sites suggests
an established heritage site narrative that controls discourse and follows a larger,
collective United States history narrative. Part of nation-building is creating shared
narratives, identities, and a sense of community through the power of establishments,
such as museums that create representations (Anderson 1991). Smith further emphasizes
that nations have used tangible and monumental heritage to share and legitimize national
ideologies and identities of a collective memory of the past (2006, 48-49). Power lies in
the production and reproduction of stories at heritage sites (Jackson 2016, 23). What
heritage interpretation excludes and shares creates an account of history that continues to
enforce standard Western narratives of the past through Euro-American perspectives
(Zerubavel 1995, 11; Smith 2010, 34). As the interpretation at studied sites demonstrates,

established interpretive themes further tell a larger, collective U.S. history narrative. This

3 In this research, I used the term theme to describe the codes used in interpretive content analysis.
Therefore, some of the themes in this project are larger topics of interpretation and may not be as dynamic
as traditional thematic interpretive themes.
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U.S. narrative presents a constructed, commemorative history of the lives of Indigenous
peoples’ before and at contact with Euro-Americans, Euro-American expansion and
success in the northwest and Hawai‘i, a coexistence of Indigenous peoples and Euro-
Americans, and nature and its protection in American parks. These established narratives
reinforce power dynamics and prevent stories outside these narratives, such as negative
aspects of history and stories valued by Indigenous communities, from being shared.
Beyond site messages for guiding visitors,* the most frequently used interpretive
themes at the case study sites are Indigenous peoples, non-Indigenous history, contact
history, and nature and geology.> See Table 1 for frequencies of these themes. Each of
these interpretive themes occurs in more than one quarter of interpretive units. With the
exclusion of site messages, individual sites, have a similar pattern to this overall larger
trend of established interpretive themes. At each site, there are two or more interpretive
themes that occur in one-quarter or more of interpretive units at the site. This occurs at
both heritage sites and cultural centers. With only a few exceptions, studied site’s major

interpretive themes stick to these four most common interpretive themes.® Within these

4 Site messages is the most commonly occurring interpretive theme, found in 56.2% of interpretive units.
This was not an unexpected result, since visitors to sites often require guidance and parks may need to
enforce certain rules and regulations. This theme includes the sub-themes: activity guidance, artifact and
building description and identification, mission and collaboration, regulations and rule, park creation and
development, welcome statement, and respect due to cultural significance. The majority of these focus on
providing information that guides visitor experiences and behaviors at the site, which is a necessity at most
sites, so it would make sense that this is the most common interpretive theme. Topics that guide visitors are
considered to be site orientation and not interpretation, but because of the nature of signage many site
orientation signs also include interpretive content.

5 Many themes co-occur in an interpretive unit and, as a result, there can be more than 100% representation
of interpretive themes across the case study sites.

¢ Some sites include discussions of negative contact history and preservation and conservation in one-
quarter or more of interpretive units. Discussions of negative contact history typically are combined with
contact history and discussions of preservation and conservation are often integrated with site messages
about protection of the site or integrated with discussions of nature and geology.
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four established interpretive themes, there is a division of narratives across topics
represented in the interpretive content at sites. This division of interpretive themes at
individual sites demonstrates attempts to interpret more than one topic and aspect of each
site, but the discussions within these interpretive topics demonstrate an established
narrative within the interpretive themes.

Table 1: Top Interpretive Themes Occurring in More Than 15% of Interpretive Units’
Top Interpretive Themes

Theme Frequency

Site Messages 56.2%

Indigenous Peoples 35.3%

Non-Indigenous History 28.7%

Contact History 27.9%

Nature & Geology 26.5%
N=731

Of the established interpretive themes, Indigenous peoples was the most
commonly used across the research sites, occurring in 35.3% of interpretive units. Within
this interpretive theme, there are multiple sub-themes, including Indigenous materials and
lifeways, Indigenous history, traditional practices and beliefs, sacredness and connection
to place, and Indigenous people and nature. Indigenous materials and lifeways,
Indigenous history, and traditional practices and beliefs were the most frequent of these
sub-themes. At many sites, these discussions focused on the ways that Indigenous
populations lived before contact with Euro-Americans, often discussing how they fed
themselves, tools they used, the organization of societies and communities, and spiritual
practices or belief systems. When discussing settlement and exploration, these themes

often place Indigenous peoples in contrast with Euro-Americans. For example, at

" Many of the interpretive themes co-occur in an interpretive unit and, as a result, there can be more than
100% representation of interpretive themes across the case study sites.
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Sacajawea Historical State Park individual interpretive units focus on events in contact
history and Indigenous peoples. One interpretive unit near the entrance of the center
discusses Thomas Jefferson’s hopes for westward expansion and the beginning of the
Lewis and Clark Expedition. This leads to more interpretive displays discussing the
expedition and the contact they had with Indigenous peoples along the way. At a different
location in the interpretive center, there is an area with a larger focus on Indigenous
peoples. In this section, an interpretive unit discusses the Indigenous peoples that have
lived on the land and their way of life. Other sites organize Indigenous interpretation into
specific interpretive topics such as basketry, tools and weapons, foods, and clothing and
shelter. Sites focused on Hawaiian heritage still follow these patterns, discussing
Indigenous history and events, while also focusing on traditional beliefs and practices.
Displays on Indigenous peoples often fit within set timeframes and pre-historic
representations, with minimal discussion of the present (Onciul 2015, 132). This type of
presentation of Indigenous peoples is seen across the research sites and demonstrates an
established narrative of Indigenous peoples’ lives before and at contact with Euro-
Americans.

Non-Indigenous history, used in 28.7% of interpretive units, is the second most
frequently used established interpretive theme, focusing on Euro-American experiences
in history. U.S. military, exploration and settlement, the fur trade, missions and
missionaries, and U.S. development are sub-themes of Non-Indigenous history. The most
common of these sub-themes are U.S. military, exploration and settlement, and the fur

trade. At many of the studied sites where this established interpretive theme is present,
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the discussion is focused on the establishment and life of military and fur trading forts,
the life of soldiers and fort residents, the exploration and establishment of Euro-
Americans in the northwest, and the establishment of missions. These themes often
follow the greater American narratives of westward expansion and American success in
the west. At Fort Spokane in Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area, a series of
interpretive units present U.S. military history, discussing the daily lives of soldiers and
the lack of violence seen by soldiers at the fort. One interpretive unit discusses
information like life in the barracks for soldiers and their different nicknames. This
representation of non-Indigenous history focused on the U.S. military, exploration of the
west, and the fur trade is seen at many of the case study sites, indicating an established
narrative of Euro-American and U.S. expansion and success in the northwest, a common
theme presented in U.S. history.

Another established interpretive theme across the sites is contact history, found in
27.9% of interpretive units. Contact history discusses both the positive and neutral
experiences of Indigenous peoples and Euro-Americans in contact-era events with sub-
themes such as exploration and settlement, the fur trade, and missions and boarding
schools. The most commonly discussed theme of these sub-themes is settlement and
exploration. In interpretive units with this established theme, discussion focuses on Euro-
Americans’ interactions with Indigenous populations during westward and Hawaiian
Island exploration and establishment, fur trade efforts, roles, and relationships, and
missionary and boarding school interactions with Indigenous populations. In many

instances contact history themes focus on Euro-American success or efforts in contact
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and collaboration with Indigenous populations, further supporting a positive American
narrative. For example, at Fort Nisqually Living History Museum interpretive displays
discuss the collaboration and fur trade efforts between Euro-Americans and Indigenous
peoples. As seen in one interpretive display, the text discusses collaboration between
Euro-Americans and Indigenous populations along with a description of the different
roles people played at the fort. These positive and neutral accounts of contact during the
settlement and exploration of the west, the fur trade, and missionary efforts is common
across the case study sites and follow an established narrative of the coexistence of Euro-
Americans and Indigenous peoples.

In a less human-focused subject, nature and geology is the fourth established
interpretive theme. The theme of nature and geology is discussed in 26.5% of interpretive
units. The two sub-themes of this theme are nature and geology and natural history, with
nature and geology occurring more frequently. This interpretive theme largely discusses
regional plants and animals, environment, bodies of water, and geological features such
as volcanoes. These narratives focus on the important aspects of nature at the sites and at
times include other interpretive themes to discuss human interactions with the
environment. At Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park there are many instances in which
interpretive units mix information on nature and geology with Indigenous history themes.
For example, one trail guidebook interpretive stop mixes Indigenous knowledge and
traditions into nature and conservation information, discussing the information as one
fluid topic. This approach also helps to bridge the artificial divide between nature and

culture, often expressed in heritage and interpretation (Harrison 2012). National parks
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were established beginning at the end of the nineteenth century, resulting in people
beginning to work to preserve the wilderness from human advancement, furthering views
of humans and nature as separate, and ignoring Indigenous people’s removal from their
traditional lands (Cronon 1996). Overall, the established interpretive theme of nature and
geology exhibits a common narrative of nature and its protection in American parks
through the lens of western conservation where the land is seen as other than humans.
This, in turn, adds to the grand American narrative by further emphasizing the
importance of nature and geology and Euro-American efforts to study and protect it.

In total, the established interpretive themes at research sites demonstrate the
presence of a defined heritage site narrative that follows a larger, collective United States
history narrative. The established interpretive themes of Indigenous peoples, non-
Indigenous history, contact history, and nature and geology provide a broad
understanding of the history of sites. These themes demonstrate common narratives on
Indigenous peoples’ lives before and at contact with Euro-Americans, Euro-American
and U.S. expansion and success in the northwest and Hawai‘i, a coexistence of Euro-
Americans and Indigenous peoples, and nature and its protection in American parks.
Together these interpretive themes provide a broad understanding of the history and
people of sites, discussing multiple aspects of history of different people and times. This
allows for the representation of multiple people, events, and topics at a site, but does not
ensure multiple perspectives are present. Although these multiple themes provide multi-
representational interpretation, they fit within an established narrative of U.S. history that

favors a larger common narrative and shared memory (Smith 2006, 58). As heritage sites

Heritage and Memory 33



and cultural centers develop interpretive plans and create interpretive materials, the work
they develop is often still required to fit within the established site timeframes and
stories. For example, a site interpretive theme of “a place where diverse human
communities have formed, overlapped, and interacted over time,” can continue to
perpetuate interpretation of positive contact between Indigenous peoples and Euro-
Americans and the success of Euro-Americans in settlement and the fur trade (United
States Department of Interior 2004, 13). Staff hired to work at these sites, in turn often
continue to interpret and create content within the confines of these established themes,
missing the opportunity to challenge common narratives. These established narratives
reinforce power dynamics and do not allow for other stories to be told, such as the
negative experiences of Indigenous peoples during contact, the stories and history valued
by Indigenous populations, the different experiences of place-based Indigenous
populations with colonially-relocated Indigenous populations, or other narratives that do
not fall within the common U.S. narratives of a place. Communities ignored or
misrepresented in these common narratives may see these interpretations as degrading or
incorrect (Macdonald 2016, 267). By telling different narratives, sites can challenge
common memories and narratives and expand their representation of the past (Smith
2006, 49).
Lack of Shared Authority

By and large, the stories at studied heritage sites and cultural centers are largely
told by a generalized narrative voice that shares some authority in telling the story with

Euro-American voices. Authority in interpretation, in this research, is the ability of a
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group or person to speak for themselves, be taken seriously as knowledge holders, and be
represented in the data (Onciul 2015). Across the case study sites, there is little shared
authority and Euro-Americans tend to have more authority. The voice used, percentage of
citations and quotations, and people named in history in the interpretive units
demonstrate this lack of shared authority. Interpretive content analysis results on each of
these aspects demonstrate that there is very little first-person voice present, with much
more narrative voice present, more Euro-Americans are cited and quoted, and more Euro-
Americans are named across interpretive units. While quantitative data results revealed
little shared authority in the telling of stories at research sites, qualitative data from key
consultants emphasized the need for living Indigenous voices at sites.

Voice is the perspective and style of communication in an interpretive unit (Onciul
2015). Narrative voice is a general, omniscient style of communication that does not
indicate a specific group or person as the communicator. Across the interpretive units,
narrative voice is the most common voice, occurring in more than three quarters (76.1%)
of interpretive units. The second most frequently used voice is management and park
voice, found in 14.9% of interpretive units. See Table 2 for frequencies. Management and
park voice is typically found in interpretive units focused on communicating rules and
regulations to visitors. Management and park voice often communicates site orientation
information. These two voices maintain authority in the site and its interpretation’s
omniscient voice, giving little authority to outside parties. A passive voice, such as these,
gives no agency and removes responsibility for what is shared (Onciul 2015, 7).

Narrative voice in interpretive units can convey a variety of information, but gives little
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or no authority to the people discussed in and connected with the history, such as
Indigenous peoples’ experiences of the past and present.

Table 2: Voice Used in Interpretive Units

Voice
Type of Voice Frequency
Narrative Voice 76.1%
Management & Park Voice 14.9%
Euro-American Voice 5.1%
Indigenous Voice 4.5%

N=731

The results indicated that Euro-American and Indigenous groups have very little
authority, with Euro-American voice used in 5.1% of interpretive units and Indigenous
voice found in 4.5% of interpretive units. Both of these are very low percentages of
representation, with even less representation for Indigenous peoples. Across the sites, the
use of Euro-American voice in interpretive units ranges from 10.8% to 0.0% and the use
of Indigenous voice in interpretive units ranges from 10.5% to 0.0%. This researcher
recognizes that in some instances non-Indigenous voices are disproportionately available
to agencies within historical sources, and obtaining and incorporating content from
historical Indigenous sources and Indigenous voices can be difficult, have extra costs, and
require extra effort and expertise to engage contemporary Indigenous communities. In
many instances, the use of Euro-American or Indigenous voice occurs as an interpretive
unit that consists largely of quotes, rather than a direct unquoted message. For example,
interpretive units at Whitman Mission National Historic Site use Euro-American voice in
the form of quotations from missionary diaries, which make up the entirety of the text in
some interpretive units. Indigenous voice also often occurs in direct quotes from

Indigenous peoples or through the use of traditional stories, similarly to Euro-American
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voice. There are some instances of Indigenous voice in interpretive units that share a
message directly from Indigenous peoples without a citation. At Fort Spokane in Lake
Roosevelt National Recreation Area, one interpretive unit has this type of Indigenous
voice, providing a message directly from the local tribes. This creates a powerful
message, but was rare across the sites. Although Euro-American and Indigenous voice is
used in some interpretive units, it is infrequent. Through this lack of first-person and
shared voice, there is a lack of shared authority across the sites.

Research found that across the studied sites, of all named people in history, Euro-
Americans make up nearly two-thirds (65.6%) of named people, while Indigenous
peoples make up only one-third (34.4%) of all named people in history. See Table 3 and
4 for frequencies. The percentage of both named Euro-Americans and named Indigenous
peoples in history at each site ranges from 0.0% to 100.0%. Many interpretive signs name
several Euro-Americans, while naming only one or no Indigenous person. At only three
sites, all with a distinct interpretive focus on Hawaiian heritage, do Euro-Americans
make up less than half of all named people in history and Indigenous peoples make up
more than half of all named people in history at each site. One example of an interpretive
unit with more Indigenous people named than Euro-Americans from history is at
Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site, in which the interpretive unit names five
Indigenous peoples and only one Euro-American. In this example, all named Indigenous
people were rulers. Overall, at three-quarters of the case study sites, Euro-Americans in
history are named more than Indigenous peoples in history in the interpretive units. With

all sites having Indigenous history and Indigenous peoples involved at the sites, this is a
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significant difference. This researcher recognizes that in some cases there may not have
been names on record for Indigenous peoples, resulting in a greater number of named
Euro-Americans. By naming more Euro-Americans from history than Indigenous
peoples, the interpretive content may be placing more emphasis on the importance of
Euro-Americans’ roles in history. This seemingly provides Euro-Americans with more
authority through greater representation and emphasized importance, resulting in little
shared authority with Indigenous populations in telling the story of sites. Providing
names of Indigenous people within interpretation can indicate their contribution and

knowledge, demonstrating authority in self-representation (Krmpotich and Anderson

2005).
Table 3: Frequency of People from History Named in Interpretation
Named People in History
Named People Frequency*
Named Euro-American Person in History 65.6%
Named Indigenous Person in History 34.4%

N=839
* of total named people
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Table 4: Frequency of People from History Named in Interpretation by Site
Named People in History at Each Site

Euro- Indigenous

Americans Peoples
Site Frequency* Frequency*
Volcano Art Center Gallery and Niaulani Campus 100.0% 0.0%
Fort Simcoe Historical State Park 92.5% 7.5%
Whitman Mission National Historic Site 91.3% 8.7%
Nez Perce National Historical Park 88.7% 11.3%
i(;létaSpokane, Lake Roosevelt National Recreation 86.1% 13.9%
Is)gfliqane House Interpretive Center, Riverside State 74 59 25 59
Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park 66.7% 33.3%
Sacajawea Historical State Park 65.3% 34.7%
IIZZH( Nisqually Living History Museum, Point Defiance 5899, 41.1%
Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site 32.3% 67.7%
Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau National Historical Park 7.5% 92.5%
Kamakahonu National Historic Landmark 0.0% 100.0%

* of total named people at each site

Analysis of interpretive content also revealed that the most cited, quoted, and
referenced group in the interpretive units at case study sites is Euro-Americans. Euro-
Americans make up almost half (46.4%) of all quotes and citations. Less than a quarter
(23.2%) of citations and quotes across all interpretive units are from scientists, historians,
historic texts, newspapers, and other like sources. Similarly, less than a quarter (22.1%)
of citations and quotes are from Indigenous peoples. An additional 8.4% of quotes and
citations are from traditional Indigenous stories. See Table 5 for frequencies. In general,
this demonstrates more authority given to Euro-Americans than other groups. For
instance, at Sacajawea Historical State Park many interpretive units quote Meriwether
Lewis and William Clark’s journals multiple times, giving authority to their accounts of

the Expedition and their interactions with others. Likewise, many sites rely on the
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historical records of Euro-Americans for quotes. References to scientists, historians,
newspapers, and other similar sources are made in a variety of ways, with direct quotes
from scientists, historians, and historic records and journals or simple mentions of
historical records or historians and scientists supporting statements made by the narrative
voice. Both citations and quotes from Indigenous peoples and references to traditional
stories represent Indigenous populations. Most citations from Indigenous peoples are
fairly recent, which helps to emphasize that Indigenous peoples remain connected to
sites. In contrast, the use of traditional stories may place Indigenous peoples in the past if
they are presented only in pre-contact times without appropriate context. Quoted and
referenced traditional stories and songs as direct quotations and references provide an
additional small part or Indigenous representation. With a much higher percentage of
citations, quotes, and references from Euro-Americans, there is more authority provided
to Euro-Americans. Moreover, the citations and quotes from scientists, historians, historic
texts, newspapers, and other similar sources further give more authority to the site and
narrative voice. Indigenous people can have multiple identities and roles, allowing for the
potential for Indigenous site staff or scientists, for example, that could be part of citations
and quotes that might not recognize or highlight their Indigenous identity. This was
observed in Hawaiian parks that provided quotations from Hawaiian scientists in
interpretation. Although there may be a lack of physically documented history from
Indigenous populations, there are still people who could potentially share this knowledge.

Overall, this provides very little authority to Indigenous populations.
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Table 5: Frequency of Citations, Quotes, and References from People in Interpretation

Cited and Quoted People in Interpretation

Cited and Quoted People Frequency*

Euro-Americans 46.4%

Scientists/Historians/etc. 23.2%

Indigenous Peoples 22.1%

Traditional Stories 8.4%
N=440

*of total cited

As a whole, the use of narrative voice and little use of first-person voice, the high
percentage of citations and quotations from Euro-Americans, and the higher percentage
of named Euro-Americans across the interpretive units at the case study sites demonstrate
that there is a lack of shared authority, with more authority given to Euro-Americans. The
use of narrative voice provides little to no authority to the people discussed in and
connected with the history being interpreted. Additionally, the lack of first-person or
shared voice from Euro-American and Indigenous voices results in very little shared
authority. The high percentage of Euro-Americans named and referenced provides Euro-
Americans with more authority through more representation and emphasized importance
in history, resulting in little shared authority with Indigenous populations. As Trouillot
suggests, most historical records and accounts of the past typically do not tell what
actually happened, but how the recorder of the event experienced it (1995, 2-26). The
production of history occurs in situations of unequal power that silence the stories of the
less powerful (Trouillot 1995). In giving authority to tell the story of a site to a general
narrative voice and Euro-Americans, sites largely favor the Euro-American experience of

history. Smith further suggests that groups under colonial powers, such as Indigenous
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populations, are left absent in the telling of history or, in limited instances, are “allowed”
to share their stories (2010, 33-34).

In qualitative data, key consultants discussed the importance of voice and
representation at these venues. Many research participants emphasized the importance of
descendent and Indigenous voices at sites and the need to let Indigenous people tell the
story. In emphasizing this importance, concerns were expressed by some interviewees
that this was lacking at their sites or needed to be improved upon. Quantitative data
validates these concerns, demonstrating a lack of Indigenous voice and fewer references
and citations of Indigenous peoples in interpretation at sites. In discussing Indigenous
voice in interpretation, key consultants expressed concern over who should represent
Indigenous peoples, the need for making sure Indigenous voices are in printed
interpretation, and the importance of emphasizing the current presence of Indigenous
peoples.

Interpretive staff at case study sites voiced concern over the need to ensure that
interpretation, especially live interpretation, on Indigenous peoples comes from
Indigenous people themselves, rather than Euro-American interpreters. Interviewees
discussed concerns of permission, oversimplification, or destructive representations from
improper presentation. Costumed interpreters discussed the importance of only
representing their own heritage and over the last few years decided not to dress a white
woman, as a Metis. Research participants emphasized that the most respectful,
responsible, and empowering way to present Indigenous stories would be from the

communities as they see fit and with the knowledge they wish to share. The right voice
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presenting information can be very powerful and as one interpretive staff interviewee
stated,

[T]f I go to a place where there is a Native American presence and you see

the presence, the Native American presence in the park, but then some

white person comes and tries to tell you that story. That to me can

sometimes be ineffective because it seems like it's not that person's voice

or that person's place to tell this story. And sometimes you want to hear it

from the face, that Native face or, you know, and I think when you do tell

it from that perspective and it's a Native Hawaiian or a Native American

Indian tribe that's sharing this story it's powerful. It's way more powerful...

But I think for some people, you know, having that, the right face to the

story is an experience in itself.
Some studies have raised concern over strictly using Indigenous interpreters, suggesting
that non-Indigenous interpreters can also share authentic information and interpretive
staff have been trained in specific interpretive skills (Onciul, 2015). Creating programs
and opportunities for Indigenous people to share their knowledge, stories, and
experiences can be more effective than a Euro-American retelling the story through their
own lens, in that it can create a connection to the community, provide Indigenous
peoples’ perspectives, share personal stories, continue oral history traditions, challenge
stereotypes, and create experiences of intercultural contact (Onciul 2015, 207).

Interview participants emphasized that sites should try to include Indigenous
voices and perspectives in their printed and interpretive materials, especially local
Indigenous voices. One participant discussed the need to send site brochures out to local
tribes for assistance in redesigning and incorporating Indigenous voice. Generally,
Indigenous voices should be at the forefront of interpretation and interviewed interpreters
want to include firsthand Indigenous perspectives. For some sites, interpretive staff

suggested that one way to bring Indigenous voice to sites would be through audio
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recordings or short podcasts. This would offer Indigenous voice and, for sites unable to
update interpretive signage, provide a manner of featuring Indigenous voices in
interpretation. One interview participant also emphasized the importance of listening to
and accepting the opinions of Indigenous collaborators when developing print materials.
This interviewee described a situation in which print material was written with
Indigenous knowledge holders, but later questioned and changed by a non-Indigenous
person, taking away from the Indigenous voice and knowledge.

Many key consultants believed that emphasizing that Indigenous peoples are still
living and present at sites is an important aspect of having Indigenous voice and
perspectives. In emphasizing the present, site interpretation brings Indigenous
populations’ voices into interpretation and emphasizes that they are not just in the past.
At sites that may not have Indigenous voice or interpreters, changing the language and
semantics can help to accomplish this. As one interpretive staff member described, they
go out of their way to use present tense and explain that living artists create art using
traditional methods to reinforce that the story still continues today. To further emphasize
the living presence of Indigenous peoples in interpretation, research participants
highlighted the effectiveness of living history and live Indigenous interpreters and
cultural demonstrators. One cultural demonstrator stated, “Really driving towards that
living history part of it. Like, Oh, we go to the temple, we do rituals. It's part of our life.
The temple is part of, of who we are now. [emphasis added]” This presence and live
Indigenous voice can stress that heritage structures are still used and Indigenous culture is

still present.
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Scholars and practitioners have increasingly encouraged sharing voice and
authority in museums and heritage sites (Jackson 2016; Krmpotich and Anderson 2005;
Lonetree 2012; Onciul 2015; Quinn and Pegno 2014). By sharing authority and voice
with multiple populations, especially Indigenous populations, interpretation can better
demonstrate the intricacy, variety, and nuances of cultures and history. Also, through
shared authority and voice, heritage sites and cultural centers can bring Indigenous voices
forward and create a space in which Indigenous communities feel represented (Onciul
2015, 7-8). Similarly, Jackson emphasizes the importance of descendent narratives in
interpreting plantations, with the understanding that the historical slave trade still affects
the current experiences of communities and individuals (Jackson 2016, 30). Although
research participants emphasized the importance of Indigenous voices in interpretation,
interpretive materials at the sites suggest that the power to tell the sites’ stories is still
largely held by non-Indigenous peoples. Overall, interpretation at studied heritage sites
and cultural centers is mainly told by a generalized narrative voice that shares some
authority in telling the story with Euro-American voices. The limited use of first-person
voice, cited and quoted Euro-Americans, and named Euro-Americans in history
demonstrate a lack of shared authority in interpretation. Indigenous voice at heritage sites
and cultural centers can authenticate people’s histories, experiences, and identities
(Onciul 2015, 8). In privileging Indigenous voices in interpretation, sites can honor
Indigenous experiences and history (Lonetree 2012, 169-171). By shifting the power of

storytelling to Indigenous populations, heritage sites and cultural centers may be able to

Heritage and Memory 45



move away from singular stories and present a more complex understanding of people’s
experiences at sites.
Little Hybridity

The stories shared with visitors at studied sites appear to lack hybridity. Hybridity
in heritage and museum research is the presence and recognition of varying meanings and
history shared from multiple perspectives and voices, with differences existing without
hierarchy (Quinn and Pegno 2014). Hybridity in interpretation is the presence of multiple
knowledges, including both multivocality and polyvocality. This lack of hybridity at
research sites results from univocal interpretation, that has little multivocality and
minimal inclusion of negative contact history. Interpretation that is univocal demonstrates
this lack of hybridity. Univocality is the use of a single voice or perspective in an
interpretive unit. Three quarters (75.4%) of the interpretive units across the case study
sites are univocal, while less than one quarter (20.4%) of the interpretive units are
multivocal. Multivocality is the use or presence of multiple voices or perspectives in an
interpretive unit. Additionally, there is a very low representation of negative contact
history in the interpretive themes. Together, this shows that the majority of interpretive
units maintain a univocal narrative that shares interpretive themes through a single voice
and perspective, without recognizing the potential for other perspectives or opinions. This
results in a lack of hybridity or a lack of recognition of the varied and overlapping history
and meanings that are shared at each site. While quantitative results revealed little
hybridity in the telling of stories, qualitative data from research participants emphasized

the need for multivocality and balanced history at sites.
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Univocal interpretive units provide a single voice or perspective on the
interpretive theme presented, resulting in a lack of hybridity in interpretation. Across the
sites, the percentage of univocality used ranges from 41.9% to 90.2%. See Table 6 for
frequencies by sites. This type of vocality appears as interpretation that often seems
neutral, but does not recognize the presence of different perspectives. I selected case
study sites based on their connection to multiple groups of people, which would suggest
that there is some hybridity or variance in peoples’ perspectives on the history of the
sites. The univocality in interpretive units does not reflect this hybridity. One example of
this is an interpretive display from Fort Nisqually Living History Museum, in which the
text discusses changes occurring along a trade route without recognizing the potential for
different perspectives on what this change meant, especially for the local Indigenous
populations. Although very common across all the case study sites, univocality provides a
narrow perspective of the past and present, resulting in a lack of hybridity in
interpretation.

Table 6: Frequency of Univocality in Interpretive Units
Univocality in Interpretive Units at Each Site

Site Frequency*
Kamakahonu National Historic Landmark 100.0%
Fort Nisqually Living History Museum, Point Defiance Park 90.2%
Spokane House Interpretive Center, Riverside State Park 88.3%
Volcano Art Center Gallery and Niaulani Campus 76.0%
Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park 75.9%
Sacajawea Historical State Park 73.1%
Whitman Mission National Historic Site 72.0%
Nez Perce National Historical Park 70.9%
Fort Spokane, Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area 67.4%
Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site 61.8%
Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau National Historical Park 57.9%
Fort Simcoe Historical State Park 41.9%

*of total number of interpretive units at each site
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Less than one-quarter of all interpretive units were multivocal. Multivocality
allows for the presence of multiple voices or perspectives, creating hybridity in the
interpretation. The percentage of multivocality used across the sites ranges from 2.2% to
29.1%. See Table 7 for frequencies by sites. When used in interpretation multivocality
can remain neutral or take a stance on the topic. The use of multivocality at the sites
ranged from simply using terms or statements to suggest there may be other perspectives,
to sharing multiple perceptions in one statement, or to interpretive units that place the
different perspectives side-by-side. At Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site, one
interpretive unit is multivocal by stating that there are multiple perspectives on a topic,
even though only one may be presented in the following interpretive units. Other
interpretive units create multivocality by stating contrasting views or opinions that might
contradict a common narrative. Fort Spokane in Lake Roosevelt National Recreation
Area has an interpretive unit that does this, making it clear that for many Indigenous
populations the boarding schools were not a positive experience. Some interpretive units
at Sacajawea Historical State Park create multivocality by putting different perspectives
side-by-side on a rotating display, such as scientific and Indigenous views on salmon.
These different approaches to multivocality can create an understanding that multiple
perspectives and opinions are present at a site, creating hybridity in the interpretation of
the site. But, with less than one-quarter of interpretive units using multivocality,

hybridity, in general, is not being created.
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Table 7: Frequency of Multivocality in Interpretive Units
Multivocality in Interpretive Units at Each Site

Site Frequency*
Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site 29.1%
Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park 27.1%
Nez Perce National Historical Park 25.5%
Fort Spokane, Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area 25.3%
Sacajawea Historical State Park 24.7%
Whitman Mission National Historic Site 24.0%
Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau National Historical Park 21.1%
Volcano Art Center Gallery and Niaulani Campus 12.0%
Fort Nisqually Living History Museum, Point Defiance Park 4.9%
Spokane House Interpretive Center, Riverside State Park 3.3%
Fort Simcoe Historical State Park 2.2%
Kamakahonu National Historic Landmark 0.00%

*of total number of interpretive units at each site

The interpretive theme of negative contact history only occurs in 12.0% of
interpretive units across all the research sites. Compared to many of the other interpretive
themes, this is a low percentage. Sub-themes within negative contact history include war
and violence, missions and boarding schools, reservations, disease, and land destruction;
these aspects of sites are important in understanding a site’s full history. These topics
provide a different perspective of the past, that does not fit within the positive and neutral
aspects of history. In this lack of negative aspects of history, there is less hybridity in
interpretation. Negative aspects of history may be difficult to discuss at sites that do not
want to offend visitors. Discussing negative parts of the past and topics such as war,
violence, boarding schools, reservations, disease, and land destruction can provide a
better understanding of the different aspects of a site’s history and the multiple
perspectives people have of the past. In providing these different perspectives and aspects

of history, interpretation can demonstrate hybridity. For example, at Fort Simcoe
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Historical State Park one interpretive unit discusses treaties and addresses the negative
aspects of this part of history, creating hybridity in the site’s interpretation in that unit.
Although these examples exist throughout the sites, they are very minimal. At case study
sites that do attempt to interpret negative aspects of history, key consultants emphasized
that visitors to sites tend to come to learn general American and site history, but respond
well to negative information in interpretive texts and talks. Many interview participants
emphasized that since their audience is so wide and changing, in interpretive talks they
tried to gauge how much people were comfortable with. At Fort Spokane in Lake
Roosevelt National Recreation Area, visitor reflection cards demonstrated sadness over
the history they had learned about boarding schools, but also emphasized the importance
of such difficult aspects of the past being shared in interpretation. An important aspect of
negative messaging is considering who sets the agenda and consideration may need to be
given to what topics are important to and approved by those connected with the history,
especially Indigenous peoples. A lack of use of the interpretive theme of negative contact
history results in a less hybrid interpretation and representation of the past through a lack
of multiple perspectives. The limited discussion of negative contact history further
perpetuates the existence of established interpretive themes. By excluding negative
contact history and focusing on the neutral and positive aspects of contact, sites maintain
the common U.S. narratives and present less diverse perspectives of the past (Smith
2006).

The high use of univocality, limited use of multivocality, and the low

representation of the interpretive theme of negative contact history demonstrate a lack of
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hybridity in the interpretation at case study sites. Univocal interpretive units provide no
hybridity by only representing a single perspective. Furthermore, the lack of multivocal
interpretive units results in a lack of hybridity through the absence of multiple
perspectives. The low percentage of interpretive units discussing the interpretive theme of
negative contact history creates interpretation with less hybridity in its representation of
the past. In total, this results in interpretive units that maintain a single perspective and
little recognition of the varied and overlapping history and meanings at each site,
suggesting a lack of hybridity in interpretation. Aspects of the past are often silenced in
the creation of narratives of history that are univocal (Touillot 1995). Farmer suggests
that the erasure of history is a part of the process of creating “hegemonic accounts” of
history (2004, 308); through a lack of hybridity in interpretation, the history told largely
remains neutral and there is less challenge to the grand U.S. narratives being shared.

Several key consultants stressed the importance of creating spaces, programs, and
interpretation that support multivocal and balanced perspectives as an essential aspect of
heritage sites and cultural centers. In emphasizing multivocality, some interviewees
expressed concerns over sites having too narrow of a focus or not enough depth in certain
aspects of interpretation, such as Indigenous perspectives. As quantitative data
demonstrates stories told at case study sites lack hybridity through multivocality and the
inclusion of negative and difficult aspects of history. Research participants expressed the
need for sites to provide multiple perspectives and balance different aspects of history in
their relationships and programming. Through these types of actions, interview

participants felt that sites could provide the multivocal and balanced perspectives that are
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needed at sites to potentially allow for a better understanding of the intricacies of sites’
histories and the people that experienced them.

Research participants identified the need for multiple viewpoints in interpretation
and programming as a way to create sites that provide multivocal and balanced
perspectives. Creating interpretation and programming that provides multiple
perspectives comes from recognizing that there are different ways of knowing, using
different methods to provide multiple perspectives and voices in the interpretation, and
understanding that there is no singular group perspective.

By and large, each site has its own distinctive history and peoples connected to it.
These histories are multi-faceted, with different ways of knowing and understanding the
past and present. People will each bring their own perspectives to a site and these can be
considered in the decisions made in interpretation in order to create a story at heritage
sites and cultural centers that demonstrates these different perspectives and opinions.
Some sites show this in how they name places and features. Names and languages can
have different meanings depending on the understanding a person brings with them and
this can be used to share difficult aspects of history. Thurston Lava Tube in Hawai‘i
Volcanoes National Park is named after a man many Hawaiians disagreed with. As one
interviewee explained,

And yet we have perhaps the world's most famous lava tube here named
after him (Lorrin Thurston). I'm surprised that's not controversial. You see
controversy can work both ways. And you know, you could have
something like, like the name of a place... It reminds me of the confederate
statues, you know, it’s that this guy is honored and there are people and
you know, we do have a name, Nahuku is the name of that, Hawaiian
name that was given, it's more of a contemporary name, but officially it's
still the Thurston Lava Tube. It's in all of our print media and all of the
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maps of the, but um, I think that we, you know, it should be named
Nahuku and, and not Thurston as an example. And then maybe why that,
letting people understand like why that could be offensive to some people
to name, uh, this really cool feature with, um, someone who's connected to
a huge injustice and tragedy.

Although this example focuses on a name, it demonstrates how understandings of sites
and history can differ. Interview participants encouraged that the local and Indigenous
perspectives were given priority, but for that to occur different ways of knowing needed
to be recognized first. Another interview participant suggested the importance of
recognizing different ways of knowing and encouraged combing these different
knowledges. Referencing Dr. Robin Wall Kimmerer’s Braiding Sweetgrass, Indigenous
Wisdom, Scientific Knowledge and the Teachings of Plants, the interviewee stated,
“['Y]ou've got these three different ways of knowing, of plant wisdom, Indigenous
knowledge, and then scientific information. And so instead of pitting any of those against
each other, she says, you know, braid those together and then let them inform each
other.” In recognizing multiple ways of understanding, sites can create spaces and
interpretation that understand and incorporate these different perspectives.

Key consultants emphasized a desire to find creative ways to provide multiple
perspectives and voices in order to provide sites with multivocal and balanced viewpoints
in their interpretation. Participants cautioned the use of single stories and instead argued
for interpretation that used multiple methods such as audio, visuals, personal stories from
different individuals, and living history to tell multiple stories and perspectives. Some
sites use Indigenous knowledge and views of the world and nature to incorporate multiple

perspectives at a site. In discussing the nature and geology of Hawai‘i Volcanoes
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National Park, the site incorporates Indigenous perspectives and knowledge throughout
the interpretation. Interviewees discussed that interpretation should recognize the
contested and negative aspects of history that occurred at sites. At Fort Spokane in Lake
Roosevelt National Recreation Area, an interpretive staff member discussed the site’s use
of side by side perspectives on different aspects of the site’s history. Quotes from soldiers
contrasted by quotes from children of the boarding school “brought the story to light for
many folks.” Another participant emphasized the need to address the difficult aspects of
sites, explaining the importance of discussing unpleasant topics so that people can learn
from the past. In providing these different voices and perspectives, sites can make
different communities feel welcomed and validated, bringing relevancy to their sites.

Understanding that there is no singular group perspective can be a key aspect of
creating heritage sites and cultural centers that provide multivocal and balanced
perspectives. Several interview participants emphasized this point, with one stating, “No
two people have the same opinion as to what really happened.” Each person within a
community has their own perspectives and opinions on what occurs in the past and
present. This sentiment is true in Indigenous communities and perspectives presented at
sites can try to recognize this. For example, at Fort Nisqually Living History Museum
interpretive staff are aware of this in how they discuss Indigenous perspectives with
visitors and in interpretation. As one staff member explained,

As I'm telling you this Native American’s view, that person's view,

remembering that's theirs and theirs alone. They're not speaking for a

whole tribe of people and it's their experience and there's value in that, but

it doesn't necessarily translate into a whole tribe’s point of view or a group

of individuals point of view. And so, looking at that that way that as I'm

speaking to this, I recognize those individuals are sharing with me their
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individual stories, their individual experiences. And it's not necessarily
broader than that.

By and large, in providing Indigenous perspectives and voice at sites, it is important to
recognize that within groups there are several perspectives and different voices. There is
no one Indigenous voice, but many, and in recognizing this, sites can create multivocal
and balanced perspectives.

Research participants identified the importance of balancing different aspects of
history, as a way to create sites that provide multivocal and balanced perspectives. By
touching on all the different parts of history, a site can enhance interpretation and create a
balance of what is presented. Site staff discussed that creating a balance in interpretation
can be difficult, but they continue to try to be inclusive. As quantitative data
demonstrated, established interpretive themes tend to guide interpretation and negative
aspects of history are rarely discussed. By providing a balance of negative and painful
aspects of history to the positive and neutral aspects that are more commonly discussed in
interpretation, sites have the opportunity to create conversations and potentially lead to
better cultural understanding. One interviewee explained the importance balance can
have in cultural understanding, stating,

[I]f we can help the visitor understand the Hawaiian history, to the point
where they... have some respect for Hawai‘i and for not only Hawaiians
...the whole history of Hawaiians... [T]he history is quite difficult at
times, with the overthrow of the Hawaiian kingdom and then being
annexed to the United States. And many Hawaiians feel it was an illegal
annexation and that America is occupying Hawai‘i... I think that side of
the story is important to tell as well as the culture sharing, the cultural
demonstrations, and all of that. But I think it's important to balance it. |
think it's important to also say that history and have a place to say it in the
park... And sometimes it can be difficult to share that story with folks. But
I think when you share it with visitors who don't have all of that history
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about Hawai‘1, it helps them to understand things even better. And it also
helps to validate stuff with the Hawaiian community... If we can add into
our interpretation parts of our history that are not as easily talked about or
told, then I think that will help people better understand Hawaiians and
Hawaiians today, the connection between the Hawaiians today and why
there's so much mistrust in the government. So it helps for everyone else
to understand why we, why Hawaiians may not trust the government... So,
it's those difficult stories that need to be told.

Through a balance of topics, sites can move towards cultural understanding and make
Indigenous populations feel more understood and represented.

Heritage sites and cultural centers can encourage reflection on history and diverse
perspectives can be represented and better understood by incorporating multivocality and
hybridity in interpretation (Kryder-Reid 2016; Balellantyne et al. 2012). In combining
different perspectives of a site’s history based on people’s own knowledge and memories,
interpretation can demonstrate the complexity of a site and its history and meaning to
different people (Haraway 1991). Furthermore, including Indigenous and multiple voices
in interpretation can help to provide multiple perspectives and ensure that non-colonizer
voices are expressed in places where they lack power (Butler 2011). This process can
reduce bias, challenge misinformation, and address contested history in a meaningful
manner (Onciul 2015, 163). Altogether, studied heritage site and cultural center
interpretation maintains a univocal narrative. This narrative shares interpretive themes
through a single voice and perspective, with little recognition of the potential for other
perspectives or opinions, resulting in a lack of hybridity in the discussion of sites’ history
and meanings. While recognizing this limitation, research participants emphasized the
need for multivocality and balanced history at sites. By telling the story of sites in a

manner that is multivocal and hybrid, heritage sites and cultural centers share the power
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of representation and the complexity of sites is better understood in a manner that can

enhance cultural understanding.

Contemporary Indigenous Relationships Rooted in Ancestral Memories and
Connections

Heritage sites and cultural centers serve and provide meaning to varied groups
and peoples in different ways. Interview participants discussed a variety of visitor
connections and reasons to visit sites that demonstrate the contemporary relationships of
people with places of heritage and cultural centers. The most commonly discussed
meaning of sites to visitors and staff was ancestors” memory and connection. Visitors’
desire to honor their ancestors’ memories, connect with the past, visit a place important to
their culture and people, and practice traditions on traditional lands is evidence of
ancestral memories and connections importance in contemporary Indigenous
relationships. Similarly, key consultants suggested that visitors, staff, and cultural
practitioners wanted to teach and learn their own culture and identity at case study sites.
Other reasons interviewees felt connected to sites and believed visitors felt connected to
and drawn to sites were nostalgia for the site or park, history interests, recreation and fun,
inspiration and experience, and science and learning.

Key consultants emphasized that a living Indigenous culture across the landscape
and throughout the past and present is an important aspect for heritage sites and cultural
centers. This Indigenous presence is important in understanding contemporary
relationships at sites. The importance of cultural and ancestral connections to sites and

the land expresses the presence of living Indigenous cultures across space and time. At
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several of the studied heritage sites with colonial histories, these connections were
important to many different populations, but the importance of the connections for
Indigenous peoples connected to the land was strongly emphasized. This cultural and
ancestral connection is reinforced through ancestral memories and spirituality, the
importance of these sites in teaching and learning one’s own culture, and the ability to
conduct cultural practices at sites.

According to research participants, many people connect to heritage places by the
memories of their ancestors that were once at the site and visit to honor their ancestors
and their cultural connections to the past. Although many interview participants
emphasized this connection for Indigenous populations, this tie to ancestors from a site
was a universal theme. Visitors to sites have military, fur trade, and missionary ancestral
connections. Staff explained that many visitors come and share stories about their
ancestors who were once there. Some visitors recall memories of their grandparents
sharing about their experiences at sites, such as growing up in a boarding school or
gathering food by a river. One interviewee explained,

I have had some tribal members talk about remembering their
grandparents telling them stories of coming out here to harvest plants, to
catch salmon. And prior to the dam, heard a lot of people talk about how a
lot of the older folks who come out here talk about how the McNary Dam
altered this, what it used to look like before the dam went in.

Other visitors point out pictures or the names of their family in interpretation at sites and
ask questions about their family and ancestors that were there. Cultural practitioners
strongly emphasized how a spiritual and personal connection was something that brought

many people to sites, especially Indigenous populations. Cultural practitioners at
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Hawaiian sites emphasized the sacredness of some sites, describing how some people are
spiritually called to these places. As one interview participant stated,

So, I have that, which is a very personal, very spiritual relationship with
the place. And because I've taken the time to learn the rituals that also
means I've basically made a commitment in my life to always come back
and always to maintain those things, to make sure they happen. One day
I'm going to have to teach these things to someone to pass it down to make
sure that these traditions continue. Which is why we have a whole kind of
a whole family, an entire Ohana, of people dedicated to these practices and
to making sure that they can continue when the day comes that I'm not
around, you know, and things like that. So, yeah, I have a very, a very
personal relation, with the Place of Refuge, with these grounds through
that cultural connection and as one of the Ritualists and caretakers of the
site.

Through these ancestral memories and spiritual relationships with sites, people are able to
connect with their ancestors’ memory and culture.

The ability to teach and learn one’s own culture and identity is an important
aspect of living Indigenous culture and contemporary relationships at case study sites.
Interview participants emphasized the importance of place-based leaning and teaching at
these sites where the heritage and culture is in the landscape. Many emphasized that part
of this cultural education was for children and community members who may not have
had access to this knowledge. Although not all Indigenous visitors come to sites to learn
the difficult parts of their history, some interview participants discussed how families
have come to sites to learn those aspects and share them with their children, such as their
great grandparents’ experience at a boarding school. Many sites support this by providing
Indigenous populations with the ability to teach and learn traditional crafts and practices

on location. At Fort Nisqually Living History Museum one individual is working with the
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site to develop a Chinook Jargon language “guild” that speaks and learns the language
and another individual offers basket working classes at the site. One cultural practitioner
discussed visiting an important heritage site regularly and for events with students to
teach them traditional cultural practices, learning chants, hula, crafts, gardening, food
preparation, and more. By visiting these sites and learning or teaching traditional
practices and crafts, Indigenous people are able to work towards perpetuating their
culture and sharing it with others, especially children so that the knowledge and practices
can continue. The importance of cultural perpetuation was recognized by both staff and
practitioners interviewed at sites. As explained by one interview participant, “And that's
all we do here is to perpetuate the culture or teach other people so they can teach other
people too.”

Cultural practices at sites are part of the important ancestral and cultural
connections Indigenous populations may have with sites. Traditional cultural practices
allow for Indigenous populations to honor ancestors and places and engage in spirituality.
These practices can range from leaving offerings, to hula or chants, or more in-depth
ceremonies. At Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park many Indigenous people come to the
park strictly to pay ho‘okupu, or leave offerings. These types of practices happen at other
sites as well. As one interviewee explained,

We have the local community come over. You know, a lot of them come
and they like to place their ho‘okupu or say, do a chant, you know, oli
before, and place the ho‘okupu either, like I said, going on the Heiau to
place the Ho‘okupu, but letting us know, or just placing it where the lele
is, yeah. And a lot of them come as a respect of the area, a lot of local
people do that from all islands.
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Other cultural practitioners come to the site and perform hula to pay homage to Pele and
access and use archaeological features in cultural practices and rituals. Typically, both
private and public cultural practices are important. Many offerings are left in visible
locations during the day while sites are open to visitors. At some sites, cultural practices
occur when the site is closed to the public to provide privacy. Research participants
expressed that an important aspect of cultural and traditional ceremonies and practices at
sites is protecting and aiding the cultural practitioners. One part of this is helping the
public to understand that sites are sacred and that the cultural practices, including
offerings and ceremonies, deserve respect. At Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park in order
to provide a safe and respectful environment for reflection and cultural practices, a sign is
placed along the trail requesting quietness and respect from visitors. At other sites such as
Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau National Historical Park, rangers help to explain cultural
practices to visitors and request respect and distancing from them. A cultural practitioner
described this, saying,

To be able to be down here, to be able to put on the loin cloth and carry
our Lonomakua across the trail and do our rituals at the site, and to
actually have Park Rangers not only witness the thing, but they'll actually
help regulate crowds so that we can go in and, and, and complete our ritual
and leave. And, and to know that we have Park Rangers that are letting
visitors know that, 'Oh, you know, this, this isn't a show. It's not a
performance, but if you want to stand here and witness it, you're
absolutely welcome to do that.' And they actually explain to the visitors
what we're doing and then we can just do our thing and leave and we don't
even have to talk to the tourist. [F]or me, that's been really, really
amazing. In contrast to going over to Kealakekua Bay in the same day...
and we go up on the temple, a lot of times we have to have one of our own
group, kinda stand outside the temple and you got to tell people, 'No, you
can't follow us in. This is a cultural practice going on..." We have to, yeah,
kind of ask people not to take pictures, not to interrupt us. And sometimes
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we have people shouting at us to get off... And so, it's, yeah, it's just a
whole different environment. Whereas when we're here, it's like, it's
almost like we're in a safe place to just do the practice... [B]y supporting
cultural practices, you're actually supporting the park cause it's the cultural
practice that brings the life to the park.

By providing protection and aid to cultural practitioners during traditional and cultural
practices, sites enhance these practices and give more freedom to those doing them.

The contemporary relationships at sites vary by visitors and staff. Research
participants felt connected to sites and believed visitors feel connected with and drawn to
sites because of nostalgia for the site or park, history interests, recreation and fun,
inspiration and experience, and science and learning, but most commonly because of
ancestors’ memory and connection. A living Indigenous culture and presence is important
in understanding contemporary relationships at sites. This presence of living Indigenous
cultures across space and time at sites is expressed in the importance of cultural and
ancestral connections to sites and the land. Ancestral memories and spirituality, the
importance of heritage sites and cultural centers in teaching and learning one’s own
culture, and the ability to conduct cultural practices at sites reinforce this cultural and
ancestral connection. As Baird explains, heritage landscapes can serve as places of
memory and belonging, knowledge holders, and places of identity negotiation of
communities and nations (2017, 4). This contemporary relationship with sites serves to
connect Indigenous populations to these aspects of heritage. In total, research
participants suggested that contemporary Indigenous relationships are rooted in ancestral

memories and connections. These cultural and ancestral connections are reinforced in the
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memory and spirituality of places, the importance of sites in teaching and learning one’s

own culture, and the ability to conduct traditional cultural practices at sites.

Contemporary Relationships Shared Through Live Cultural Programming

Contemporary relationships at sites look very different in site interpretation than
in the programming discussed by interview participants and observed during field
research. Case study sites share contemporary Indigenous relationships with the public
with minimal interpretive content, relying largely on live cultural programming and
demonstrations that create a living Indigenous cultural presence at sites. Similar to the
patterns of who tells and how site stories are told, interpretive materials at sites do not
meet the desires and programming established by research participants.

Quantitative analysis of interpretive units demonstrated minimal interpretive
focus on the theme of cultural continuity, contemporary peoples, and cultural education.
This theme included discussions of cultural continuity, contemporary Indigenous peoples,
topics of continued Indigenous cultural education, current practices, and contemporary
projects and collaborations. Many of these contemporary references were in the form of
quotes from contemporary Indigenous people, discussions of contemporary traditional
practices, beliefs, and education, and the sharing of contemporary projects and
collaborations. Only 9.6% of interpretive units used this interpretive theme and 0.0% to
17.2% of interpretive units at each site discussed cultural continuity, contemporary
peoples, and cultural education. This indicates fairly minimal interpretation of
contemporary Indigenous people and relationships at sites. Excluding or minimally

interpreting contemporary relationships and peoples can be problematic in that it tends to
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“reinforce the view of static, unchanging cultures,” ignoring the living people and the
cultural importance and relevance of places, structures, and artifacts (Lonetree 2012, 14).

Interview participants indicated that case study sites share contemporary
relationships with the public through Indigenous programming that establishes a living
presence of Indigenous cultures at sites. This effort to share contemporary relationships
and a living Indigenous presence contrasts with the lack of these topics in interpretive
units at sites. Case study heritage sites and cultural centers provide a variety of
programming used to educate, engage, and entertain visitors. Established Indigenous
programming at sites is offered in the form of collaborative educational programs,
cultural demonstrations, and cultural events.

Staff at sites discussed a variety of educational programming offered at sites and
Indigenous programs were largely the result of collaborations. With the help of
collaborators, some sites are able to offer classes workshops, and other educational
Indigenous programs on a weekly basis. These programs are often free to the public and
funding often comes from partner organizations. A partner program at Sacajawea
Historical State Park brought in a Nez Perce educator who talked with students from a
local school. This interaction created a tribal voice and presence, that the site hopes to
replicate with future programs. These types of programs are important to emphasizing
Indigenous people’s current presence and sharing meaningful stories. One interview
participant stated,

[T]he live programming is kind of where it's at. Because like, that's where
you can really get, like, modern relevancy to the context of these stories.
To me, that's been some of the more memorable stuff in my career has
been these events and these opportunities to participate in tribal
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community events in parks that are working with modern carvers doing
traditional carving, but, you know, teaching people how to do that. I mean,
there's a lot of things we could be doing in a modern programming

sense. ..

Without these programs, many sites would lack much of their living Indigenous presence.

In general, cultural demonstrators are an important aspect of establishing and
sharing an Indigenous presence and relationship at sites. Demonstrations from cultural
practitioners and teachers create a regular tribal presence at sites that is educational and
can result in close interactions. Staff at several sites discussed how cultural demonstrators
provide hands-on teaching of traditional crafts, working closely with visitors.
Demonstrations include a variety of activities such as language teaching, basket making,
lei making, food preparation, planting, and other traditional crafts. When discussing the
effectiveness of sites, one cultural practitioner emphasized the importance of cultural
demonstrations, stating they are effective because “they're constantly trying to ensure that
it's the local/Hawaiian community that's leading those programs.” Not all cultural
demonstrators provide hands-on training. At Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau National Historical
Park cultural demonstrators wear costumes and spend time carving or basket weaving and
speaking with visitors as they stop by. Other practitioners spend time doing
demonstrations at the site, creating a living history for visitors.

[W]hen someone comes down and it becomes a regular part of the
experience to, you know, 'Oh, there's people working on canoes.' And, and
not just one guy working on canoes. It's, 'Oh, it's a class of students." And
it's like, 'wow, so the schools are involved here." When they have the
groups of women weaving in the other house and it's like, 'Oh wow.' And
they can see how they take the leaves from the tree and how they use the
resource and, and what the resource transforms into. That yeah, that just
creates a sense of relevancy and they can see like, 'Oh, wow, yeah, this is a
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living cultural practice and we're getting to witness it happening right
here.' And this is one of the places where that happens. And you know,
there's not a lot of places where the culture can live in that way, that it
does down here.

Having cultural demonstrations at sites continues cultural traditions and brings a living
presence and relevancy to the site.

Cultural events at heritage sites and cultural centers can create large impact
Indigenous programs and highlight contemporary relationships. Interview participants
that described these events emphasized the large number of cultural demonstrators that
participate in these events and the public draw these events have. Cultural events can
often include cultural practices, hands-on learning of arts and crafts, and food. Staff
discussed that these events are often hosted with partners and cultural practitioners are
compensated in some form. At the Annual Ho'oku'ikahi & Establishment Day Hawaiian
Cultural Festival at Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site practitioners conduct both
private and public ceremonies. An important aspect of this event is providing private
opportunities for group interactions and ceremonies. One cultural practitioner stressed the
importance of cultural demonstrations and ceremonies, but also the significance that the
event feels like a reunion for those who attend and participate each year. The public
ceremonies are open to anyone and those that attended the event in July 2019 were
respectful. These types of cultural events are a significant experience and Indigenous
presence for not just visitors but also those who participate.

In creating interpretive materials and programs that demonstrate an Indigenous
presence at sites, contemporary relationships are shared with the public in meaningful

ways. Although contemporary relationships are minimally represented in interpretation at
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sites, collaborative educational programs, cultural demonstrations, and cultural events
serve to share contemporary Indigenous relationships and presence at sites. For example,
a collaboration from southern Nevada illustrated Nuwu/Nuwuvi (Southern
Paiute/Chemehuevi) connections to federally managed lands through welcome
statements, various forms of dynamic interpretation and public art as well as
programming, such as multigenerational events and cultural practitioner programs (Spoon
and Arnold 2012). Through these interpretive messages and programming, sites are able
to share contemporary Indigenous relationships with the public. Overall, interpretation at
studied sites demonstrated minimal discussion of contemporary Indigenous people, while
live cultural programming and cultural demonstrations create a living Indigenous

presence at sites.
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CONCLUSION

In response to needs identified in collaboration with the ongoing Fort Vancouver
National Historic Site Traditional Use Study, this research examined how heritage sites
and cultural centers fulfill the needs of Indigenous and other diverse stakeholders, such as
park visitors and community members. My research studied the roles of history and
memory in the intersectionality of meaning at heritage spaces and how this influences a
wide range of aspects of these places, such as their interpretation, use, and management.
Using an inductive approach, I analyzed the interpretive content and programming of 10
case study sites and two supplementary sites throughout Washington, Idaho, and Hawai‘i
and completed 15 semi-structured interviews. Overall, my research found that (1) an
established set of interpretive themes control the stories told at sites, (2) stories have a
lack of shared authority, (3) shared stories have little hybridity, (4) contemporary
Indigenous relationships with sites are rooted in ancestral memories and connections, (5)
and sites commonly share contemporary relationships with the public through live
cultural programming.

Heritage sites and cultural centers managed by government agencies and their
partners situate interpretation within the structure of historical colonial powers, which
excludes stories and perspectives outside the common narrative. Sites often tell their
history and stories within established narratives of colonial and imperialist Unites States
nostalgia. These stories come from generalized, omniscient and Euro-American voices
that share little authority with Indigenous peoples, and provide hegemonic, univocal

accounts of history. Interpretation and shared history and memories often privilege
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colonial, Euro-American perspectives of history, ignoring the lasting effects of
colonialism and the current presence of Indigenous peoples and their relationships with
sites. Cultural practitioners and staff involved with sites are aware of these imbalances
and are working to address them in their live programming and relationships with
Indigenous groups. Cultural and ancestral connections with heritage sites are a vital
aspect of contemporary Indigenous relationships with sites and live programming,
cultural demonstrations, and events serve to build this relationship and communicate it to
the public. Places that display heritage produce meaning and understanding of the past
and these heritage landscapes serve as sites of memory and belonging, knowledge
holders, and places of identity negotiation of communities and nations (Jackson 2016, 24;
Baird 2017, 4). Lasting colonial influences continue to impact government and
Indigenous relationships today and affect the interpretation established at sites. While the
majority of people working at case study sites recognized the need for establishing the
intersectionality of sites in their interpretation, the pre-established powers of the
governments that manage and interpret sites still largely influence the manner in which
sites present information to visitors. The intersectionality of the meaning and history of
sites is lost in interpretation that follows common narratives, shares little authority, and
lacks hybridity and multiple voices. Programming at sites recognizes some of this
intersectionality as it brings Indigenous voices to the sites. As Onciul states, “Heritage
sites and museums are important points of entry for Indigenous peoples’ voices into
mainstream society because they have the ability to validate identities, histories, culture

and societies (2015, 8).” As heritage sites and cultural centers identify the ways in which
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they tell stories of the past, they can work towards building interpretation and
programming that raises Indigenous perspectives and voices and recognizes
contemporary relationships with sites. Bringing Indigenous voices, multivocality and
hybridity, stories outside the common U.S. narrative, and a live Indigenous presence to
sites can help to broaden the representation and perspectives in interpretation and cultural
centers.

The findings from case study and supplementary sites can guide other heritage
sites and cultural centers in their own self-reflection and study. Although sites may find
aspects that need attention, there is a possibility for change and improvement in
interpretation and programming. Recommendations from this project suggest ways for
sites to improve their interpretation, programming, and relationships. See Appendix E for
the site evaluation rubric. These recommendations are based on and informed by the data
and findings of this study and can serve as feasible steps for changing heritage sites and
cultural centers. Some sample recommendations include incorporating a welcome
statement from Indigenous groups, making interpretation multivocal by including the
voices of many, allowing and protecting cultural practices, and engaging in regular and

open conversations with Indigenous populations.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

This section includes recommendations developed in a report written based on the
findings of this research project (See Rosenkranz et all 2020). The following discussion
provides recommendations for use in updating and developing interpretation,
programming, and relationships in a manner that will enhance. understandings of shared
history, management of cultural resources, and potentially contribute to healing.
Although developed in response to needs identified at Fort Vancouver National Historic
Site, these recommendations are generalized so that they can be used by other heritage
sites and cultural centers managed by government agencies. These recommendations
were written with the understanding that implementing all of these at once is likely not
feasible, but sites can work towards a select number that are reasonable based on funding
and staff. In discussing heritage representation and interpretation of slavery and
segregation in America, Antoinette Jackson, states, “There is no single solution, nor
approach that can be applied universally (2010, 89).” This is also the case for heritage
sites in the Pacific Northwest and Hawai‘i; staff and collaborators at sites will likely need
to determine how these different recommendations would apply to their sites’ history and
can be implemented to meet their specific needs. Before beginning to take steps to
implement changes, sites will likely need to evaluate their current interpretation and
programming, determining immediate and long-term needs and changes that can be

implemented.
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Recommendations are organized by (1) Interpretation, (2) Cultural Centers and
Programming, and (3) Relationships. Examples from case study sites are provided for
some recommendations.

Interpretation

e Include Indigenous names of sites to emphasize the Indigenous cultural
connection and presence at the site. See Figure 1 for example.

Figure 1: Indigenous Site Name — Nez Perce National Historical Park

g Interic

‘ Nez Perce National
Historical Park

Iyiwewly

Note the Indigenous site name aligned with the Spalding site name, creating an immediate indication of
Indigenous presence to site visitors.

e Include a welcome statement from Indigenous population at sites. These can be
included in interpretive displays and in interpretive materials. These messages
should be directly from an Indigenous group or person and if possible, cite those
people or groups. See Figure 2 and Figure 3 for example.
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Figure 2: Indigenous Site Statement in Park Brochure — Nez Perce National Historical
Park
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Note that his message is directly from a member of the Chief Joseph band of the Colville Confederated
Tribes and that he is named. Also note that this message engages this visitor to reflect on the site’s history
and meaning. “In some places we are also visitors, as are you. Remember this when you enter the Salmon
and Snake River and the Wallowa Valley countries, that this was also our home...once.”

Flgure 3: Site Welcome — Sacajawea Historical State Park

123

Welcome... TRl

to the homelands of the American Indian tribes of the
Columbia Plateau. As you travel the Lewis and Clark
Trail and across tribal homelands, please be good
stewards and respectful visitors.

‘e Leave no trace - help protect the environment
‘and the pla.nts and ammals living here.

r R‘"‘F’eCt private pr0perty ~ do not trespass.

~® Protect archaeolog:cal and cultural resources —
- leave things where you find them. R6port '

,) whatyou find. PR y

Note that although this message is not directly from an Indigenous person or group, it still helps to orient
the visitor to the site as a homeland to Indigenous peoples.
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e Consider including a land recognition that is culturally appropriate and has been
discussed with culturally affiliated tribes and Indigenous populations. This could
be in the form of statements at the beginning of live interpretive programs and
tours, including a statement such as that at Ash Meadows National Wildlife
Refuge which states, “Nuwuvi Ancestral Lands” under the site name on entrance
signs, or providing an interpretive sign that provides land recognition(Spoon and
Arnold 2016).

e Use contemporary imagery of Indigenous populations with color photos and
contemporary people.

e Use Indigenous language beyond plant and animal names to emphasize
Indigenous presence and culture. See Figure 4 and Figure 5 for examples.

Figure 4: Indigenous Language Interpretive Sign — “No ka Hanau ana o Kamehameha,”
Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site

Note the entire interpretive text is in the Hawaiian language. The reverse side of this interpretive sign
provided an English language version.
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Figure 5: Simple Indigenous Language Inclusion in Interpretive Sign — “Beaver or
Money,” Spokane House, Riverside State Park
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o required to buy a knife, a capot, or a twist of tobacco, as
well as the amount of credit given for various provisions.
o At Spokane House in 1824-25, a dozen buttons were worth
L one “made beaver,” while a new gun cost 18 pelts.
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Note the signs heading with both the Spokane and English language. Although minimal language use, this
serves as a reminder of the Indigenous presence at the site.

e Incorporate Indigenous voice throughout interpretation.
e Make interpretation multivocal by including the voices of many.
e Provide multiple perspectives and viewpoints throughout interpretation. This can

be side-by-side and allow visitors to make conclusions for themselves. See Figure
6 for example.
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Figure 6: Multiple Perspectives Interpretation — “Viewpoints,” Sacajawea Historical State
Park
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Note the three different perspectives provided from the views of historians, the Hidatsa, and the Shoshone.

e Extend interpretation beyond the confines of a historic structure on site or Euro-
American history and timelines. When possible, timelines should extend from
time immemorial through the present and into the future. See Figure 7 for
example.
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Figure 7: Extended Interpretive Timeline — “Timeline of the Northern Plateau,” Fort
Spokane, Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area

Note that this timeline begins with a statement from the Spokane and Colville Tribes explaining that they
have “lived continuously on this land since time immemorial” and then continue until the present.
Throughout the displays a representation of a calendar ball ties together oral history and later events in
time.

e Link nature and the landscape with the story of the site, culture, and people.

e Share authority with Indigenous populations. Cite, quote, and reference
Indigenous people and groups. Name Indigenous peoples now and in history.

e Demonstrate the living cultural presence of Indigenous people at the site.
e Portray contemporary people and events in discussions of topics such as living

Indigenous populations and groups, recent activities at sites and elsewhere, and
current indigenous practices. See Figure 8 and Figure 9 for examples.
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Figure 8: Contemporary People in Interpretation — “For Generations to Come,”
Sacajawea Historical State Park

Note the discussion of current tribal programming and recommendations to visit the tribal institutions.
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Figure 9: Contemporary People in Interpretation — “Celebrating Hawaiian Culture,”
Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site

Note the discussion of current Hawaiian partners and a fairly recent event related to the site.

e Provide multiple ways for visitors to learn. Consider creating learning experiences
that are hands, experiential, or interactive.

e (reate programs and opportunities for Indigenous people to share their
knowledge, stories, and experiences.

e Connect interested visitors with additional resources. Consider referring them to
books, websites, and Indigenous cultural education institutions.
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e Create accessible interpretation. Consider offering multiple languages of
interpretation through additional paper guides that translate interpretation.
Consider creating interpretation for those visually and hearing impaired.

e Discuss difficult history and tell what really occurred at a site. Do not shy away
from the difficult aspects of history.

e Create space for reflection and thought for interpretation that is challenging or
difficult. Consider ideas such as a space for quiet reflection and decompression or
a place for visitors to record their thoughts and reflections. See Figure 10 and
Figure 11 for an example of a place for recording thoughts and reflections.

Figure 10: Site Comment Box — Fort Spokane, Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area

Note that at a site without a space for reflection this simple comment card station allows for visitor
reflection after experiencing the interpretation.
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Figure 11: Visitor Reflections — Fort Spokane, Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area

Note the feelings expressed in the comments written on the cards. This simple exercise helps visitors
verbalize their feelings after being exposed to the difficult history of the site and boarding school.

Cultural Centers and Programming

e Allow and protect cultural practices at the site. Make spaces, including protected
sites, available to cultural practitioners. Protect those involved in ceremonies and
traditional practices by providing private spaces, guiding site visitors verbally and
with signage, and by placing barriers. See Figure 12 for example.
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Figure 12: Designated Quiet Area Sign, Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park
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Note the request for quietness and respect.

e Create spaces for cultural demonstrations and practices. See Figure 13 and Figure
14 for examples.
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Figure 13: Hula Platform: Kahua Hula, Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park

Note the space created for traditional Hula and chant.
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Figure 14: Hale — Hawai‘i Volcanoes National P
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Note the structure still under construction. This space has been rebuilt and will be used for cultural
education and as part of cultural demonstrations.
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e Create programming through collaboration. Collaboration can be with community
members, community organizations, and site related non-profit organizations.

e Create programming that appeals to a variety of constituents. For example, the
Volcano Arts Center has programming that ranges from Hawaiian cultural
programs, scientific and academic programs, film and arts programs, and yoga
programs.

e Establish large cultural events in collaboration with several partners.

e Provide opportunities for private cultural practice that is closed to the public.

e Work with partner organizations to fund some programs and events.

e Provide cultural practitioners with some form of stipend or compensation for their
efforts. Cultural practitioners have spent time learning their crafts and this should
be respected. Consider providing a stipend, materials, transportation and meals, t-

shirt, honorarium, or other forms of compensation.

e Create programs for youth education. Find ways to bring Indigenous youth to the
site or to go to their community or school to provide education and programming.

e (Consider external grants to fund programming and events.
Relationships
e Engage in regular and open conversations with Indigenous partners.

e (o out into the community and be a presence at events and programs of partners
for site events and programming.

e Involve the Indigenous population in the entire decision-making process.

e Give actual power to Indigenous partners and strongly consider their
recommendations and suggestions.

e Ask Indigenous populations and stakeholders what they want from and would like
to see done at the site.

e Make information sharing a beneficial exchange for all parties involved.

e Involve Indigenous populations in the site as employees, interns, or through
student learning programs.
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Take time to fully learn and understand Indigenous populations’ relationships
with the site and landscape.

Recognize that there are multiple views and understandings of the past and
present. Enter into conversations with this understanding.

Engage in site changes that will make Indigenous populations feel welcome and
comfortable at sites with difficult histories.
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APPENDIX A: LIST OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

Mark Alvarez: Park Ranger and Limited Commission Officer, Fort Simcoe Historical
State Park

Keola Awong: Chief of Interpretation, Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau National Historical Park
and Kaloko-Honokohau National Historical Park and former Area Manager, Kahuku

Unit, Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park

Denise Bausch: Chief of Interpretation and Education and Public Information Officer,
Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area and Ice Age Floods National Geologic Trail

Lynne Brougher: Former Chief of Interpretation, Lake Roosevelt National Recreation
Area and Public Affairs Officer, Bureau of Reclamation at Grand Coulee Dam

Joel Johnson: Trades and Agriculture Interpreter, Fort Nisqually Living History
Museum, Point Defiance Park

Nalei Kahakalau: Kanaka Maoli Cultural Adherent, Educator, Pu‘ukohola Heiau
National Historic Site Supporter

Ryan Karlson: Interpretive Program Manager, Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commission

Mary Keffer: Interpretive Specialist II, Blue Mountain Area- Washington State Parks

Conall Kahaka‘io Ravenscraft: Cultural Demonstrator and Practitioner, Hawai‘i Pacific
Parks Association, Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau National Historical Park

Nancy Keller-Scholz: Historical Interpreter Lead, Fort Nisqually Living History
Museum, Point Defiance Park

Paul Neddo: Park Ranger, Centennial Trail and Spokane House Interpretive Center,
Riverside State Park

Benjamin Saldua: Chief of Interpretation and Education, Pu‘ukohola Heiau National
Historical Site

Lane Sample: Education and Outreach Coordinator, Fort Nisqually Living History
Museum, Point Defiance Park
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Emily C. Weiss: Director of Development and Galleries, Volcano Art Center

Please note that not all participants are included in this list, only those that agreed to be
named are represented.
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APPENDIX B: SITE DESCRIPTIONS

Visited Sites:
Fort Spokane
& Mission
Point

Site Name Site Type | Location Description

Fort Simcoe | Heritage | Yakima This pre-Civil War fort is located within the

Historical Site Indian boundaries of the Yakima Indian Reservation.

State Park Reservation, | Approximately 38 miles southwest of Yakima,

White Swan, | Washington, Fort Simcoe is surrounded by
Washington | farms, small towns, and hills. Listed on the

National Register of Historic Places, this site is
a day-use area with a primary focus on historic
preservation. Fort Simcoe features
reconstructed fort structures and interpretation
on the Yakima Nation, fort, Bureau of Indian
Affairs, and boarding school.

Nez Perce Heritage | Washington, | Nez Perce National Historical Park consists of

National Site Idaho, 38 separate sites, ranging across Nez Perce

Historical Montana, & | homelands and four states. Many of these sites

Park Oregon are owned by agencies and people outside of
the National Park Service and managed

Visited Sites: through cooperative agreements. The park

Spalding Site, features interpretation on the living Nez Perce

Craig Donation

Land Claim, culture and a range of events from throughout

Fort Lapwai, history. Throughout the park there are

Lapwai Indigenous heritage sites, sacred sites,

Mission, Saint battlefields, missions, a fort, Lewis and Clark

Joseph’s expedition sites, burial sites, and more. The

MISS‘OI}’ park represents and preserves the continuum of

Coyote’s the Nez Perce culture and people, allowing for

Fishnet, & Nez . ..

Perce Village thg c.ontmued traditional use of the resources
within the park.

Fort Heritage | Northeastern | Located in northeastern Washington, Lake

Spokane, Site Washington, | Roosevelt National Recreation Area ranges

Lake Davenport, | from Grand Coulee Dam to Onion Creek just

Roosevelt Washington | south of the U.S.-Canadian border. Located

National & Kettle within the park is the lake created by the

Recreation Falls, construction of the Grand Coulee Dam, Fort

Area Washington | Spokane, and St. Paul’s Mission. The park

offers recreational activities as well as
interpretation of the area’s history, including
the ice age floods, Fort Spokane’s use as a
military fort, Indian boarding school, and
tuberculosis sanitarium, and the Kettle Falls
area’s use as a traditional gathering and fishing
location, Old Fort Colville, and St. Paul’s
Mission. Fort Spokane features historic
structures and foundations.
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Site Name Site Type | Location Description
Fort Heritage | Tacoma, Located outside of downtown Tacoma,
Nisqually Site Washington | Washington, the Fort Nisqually Living History
Living Museum is a representation of Fort Nisqually
History in 1855. Fort Nisqually was a site of trade and
Museum, global connections. The site features
Point interpretation of the history of Fort Nisqually
Defiance and the people that lived, worked, and traded
Park there. Live interpreters bring history to life and
involve visitors in experiencing history.
Pu‘uhonua o | Heritage | Honaunau, Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau National Historical
Honaunau Site Hawai‘i Park is located on the western side of Hawai‘i
National on the southern Kona coastline. The site
Historical historically served as a residence for royal
Park chiefs and a place of sanctuary for warriors
and kapu breakers. Preserved in the park are
historic sites and features of the Royal
Grounds and sanctuary. The site interprets
traditional Hawaiian lifeways and continues
the connection between Native Hawaiians and
the sacred site.
Sacajawea Historical | Pasco, This park, named for Sacagawea, the
Historical Site and Washington | Agaiduka Shoshoni woman who accompanied
State Park Cultural the Lewis and Clark Corps of Discovery
Center Expedition, is located within Pasco city limits
and serves as a marine and day-use park.
Located at the confluence of the Columbia and
Snake River, this site is significant as a
gathering place of Indigenous peoples and as a
camping stop for the Corps of Discovery. The
park features interpretation on Sahaptian
speaking tribes, the Corps of Discovery, and
Sacagawea.
Spokane Heritage | Nine Miles | Riverside State Park provides recreational
House Site and Falls, opportunities to visitors, with multiuse trails,
Interpretive Cultural | Washington | water activities, and climbing. Approximately
Center, Center 9.5 miles northwest of Spokane, Washington,
Riverside the Spokane House site is located in an area
State Park significant as an Indigenous gathering place

and hub for the fur trade. The Spokane House
serves as an interpretive center focusing on the
fur trade and the Indigenous population, with
an interpretive trail along the Spokane River.
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Site Name

Site Type

Location

Description

Hawai‘i
Volcanoes
National Park

Heritage
Site and
Cultural
Center

Hawai‘i
County,
Hawai‘i

Located in southern Hawai‘i, this park
serves multiple purposes. The park is home
to tow active volcanoes and multiple
endemic and endangered plants and animals.
This site was important in human
development on the island and is a site of
spiritual and cultural significance.
Interpretation throughout the park includes
discussions of the geography, volcanism,
ecosystems, endangered species, traditional
Hawaiian practices, Hawaiian history that
took place on the site, and Hawaiian spiritual
beliefs.

Pu‘ukohola
Heiau National
Historic Site

Heritage
Site and
Cultural
Center

Kawaihae,
Hawai‘i

Located on the northwest coast of Hawai‘i,
Pu‘ukohola Heiau National Historic Site
(PUHE) sites on the ‘Hill of the Whale,’
overlooking Kawaihae Bay and the ocean.
Pu‘ukohola Heiau, one of the finale major
temples constructed on the Hawaiian
Islands, was important in the unification of
the islands and Kamehameha’s rule. The site
still stands as a memory of Kamehameha’s
efforts and the unification of the Hawaiian
Islands. The park features interpretation on
the temples, Kamehameha, the unification of
the islands, John Young, and traditional
Hawaiian life.

Volcano Art
Center Gallery
and Volcano
Art Center
Niaulani
Campus

Cultural
Center

Volcano,
Hawai‘i and
Hawai‘i
Volcanoes
National
Park

The Volcano Art Center is a nonprofit
organization, partnering with the National
Park Service, to showcase art from local
artists and offer programs for residents, kids,
and visitors. The Volcano Art Center Gallery
is located within Hawai‘i Volcanoes
National Park in the historic 1877 Volcano
House Hotel. The Volcano Art Center
Niaulani Campus serves as the
administrative offices, a gallery, and an
educational facility in Volcano Village in the
Niaulani Rian Forest. Through art and
education, the Volcano Art Center works to
promote, develop, and perpetuate the
Hawaiian culture, environment, and arts.
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Site Name Site Type Location Description

Whitman Supplementary | Walla This mission site is located west of the
Mission Site Walla, Blue Mountains in southeast Washington.
National Washington | Approximately seven miles west of Walla
Historic Site Walla, Washington, Whitman Mission is a

historic mission site on the original land
settled by the Whitmans. Established to
bring Christianity to the Cayuse people,
the site was the location of the deaths of
the Whitmans and others at the mission.
Whitman Mission features interpretation
of the site’s history and the Cayuse people,
while also serving as a memorial.

Kamakahonu | Supplementary | Kailua- Located in the northwest edge of Kailua
National Site Kona, Bay, Kamakahonu National Historic
Historic Hawai‘i Landmark is located in Kailua-Kona on
Landmark the Island of Hawai‘i. The site is surround

by tourist activities and a hotel.
Kamakahonu is a National Historic
Landmark and features interpretation on
the site’s history and structures. The site
serves as a reminder of the Kamehameha I,
the capitol of the Kingdom of Hawai‘i, the
ending of kapu, and the landing of the first
Christian missionaries on the islands.

Background Resources Reviewed

Ahu'ena Heiau Inc. “Ahu'ena Heiau: Malama I Ko Kakou Ho’olina, Preserving Our
Past.” Accessed April 5, 2020. https://ahuena-heiau.org/index.html.

BUCY Associates. 2003. Interpretive Master Plan for Fort Simcoe State Park. Corvallis,
OR.

BRCA, Inc. 2015. Point Defiance Park: Master Plan Update. Tacoma, WA: Washington
Metro Parks Tacoma. https://www.metroparkstacoma.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/05/Point-Defiance-Park-Master-Plan-2015-FINAL-1.pdf.

Confluence. “River Sites: Sacajawea State Park.” Last modified 2020.
https://www.confluenceproject.org/river-site/sacajawea-state-park/.

Davis, Marty and Bruce Beyerl. 2005. Riverside State Park Management Plan. Olympia,
WA: Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission.
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https://parks.state.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/1547/Riverside-Management-Plan-
PDF.

Dunbar, Helene R. 1985. National Register of Historic Places Inventory — Nomination
Form: Kamakahonu National Historic Landmark. Washington, D.C.: National Park
Service. https:/npgallery.nps.gov/NRHP/GetAsset/NHLS/66000288 _text.

Fairleigh, Larry. 1998. Land Classification, Long-Term Boundary, and Acquisition,
Surplus and Management Plan. Olympia, WA: Washington State Parks and
Recreation Commission.
https://parks.state.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/11718/Land-Classification-Long-
Term-Boundary-and-Acquisition--Surplus-and-Management-Plan-1998-PDF?bidId=.

Fielding, Andrew. 2010. Sacajawea State Park Management Plan. Olympia, WA:
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission.
https://parks.state.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/1551/Sacajawea-Management-Plan-
PDF?bidld=.

Gilbert, Cathy A. 1984. The Historic Landscape of Fort Spokane: A Preliminary Study,
Coulee Dam National Recreation Area. Seattle, Washington: Cultural Resources
Division, Pacific Northwest Region.

Hamilton, Dwight. N.d. History of Hawai‘i Volcanoes National Park. Hawai‘i: USDI,
National Park Service. http://www.npshistory.com/brochures/havo/history.pdf.

Kaser, Cara. 2007. National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: Sacajawea
State Park. Washington, D.C.: State of National Park Service.
https://npgallery.nps.gov/GetAsset/03bc3762-4cc3-445¢e-8ala-37f636587768.

Metro Parks Tacoma. “Fort Nisqually.” Accessed March 10, 2020.
https://www.metroparkstacoma.org/place/fort-nisqually-living-history-museum/.

. “Point Defiance Park.” Accessed March 10, 2020.
https://www.metroparkstacoma.org/place/point-defiance-park/.

Moniz Nakamura, Jadelyn J. and Geoffery Mowrer. “The Establishment of Kilauea
Military Camp: The Early Years 1898—1921.” Hawaiian Journal of History 53(2019):
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APPENDIX C: INFORMED CONSENT

Portland State University
Consent to Participate in Research
History and Memory in the Intersectionality of Heritage Spaces

Key Consultant Interview

You are being invited to participate in a research study being conducted by Portland State
University graduate student, Leah Rosenkranz. This study hopes to gain an understanding of
the meaning and memory associated with sites and how history and memory influence
aspects of sites, such as their use, programming, administration, and interpretation.

Participation in this study will take approximately one hour and you will be asked a series of
questions. There are no known risks if you decide to participate in this research study, aside
from potential emotional distress in response to questions or the loss of time spent
participating in the research.

Your name and title will be used, if you provide consent. If this is an issue you can request
that your name is not used in the reports on this study. Your participation in this study is
completely voluntary. You have the right to choose not to participate or to withdraw your
participation at any point in this study.

With your permission this interview will be audio recorded to better document the discussion.
All records, including audio recordings, will be kept on a password protected computer.

If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints at any time about the research study, Leah
Rosenkranz will be glad to answer them at 360-931-5653 or leah32@pdx.edu or Dr. Jeremy
Spoon at 503-725-9729 or jspoon@pdx.edu.

If you have questions regarding your rights as a research participant, you may call the PSU
Office for Research Integrity at 503-725-2227 or 1-877-480-4400. For more information, you
may also access the IRB website at https://sites.google.com/a/pdx.edu/research/integrity.

I am grateful for your time, cooperation, and support.
CONSENT
You are making a decision whether to participate in this study. Your signature below

indicates that you have read the information provided. By signing this consent form, you
agree to participate in this study. A copy of this consent form will be provided to you.

Name of Adult Subject (print) Signature of Adult Subject Date
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APPENDIX D: RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Heritage Site Key Consultant Interview

I will conduct key consultant interviews during site visits with knowledge holders closely
involved with the sites in roles such as managers, employees, community stakeholders, or
have been involved in establishment of the space in its current state and use. I will
conduct a total of 10-20 interviews across the five heritage sites and the five cultural
centers. Interviews will use a semi-structured format and will be focused on each key
consultant’s knowledge of the space, its history, management, use, and ability to meet the
needs of diverse stakeholders, while considering how site meaning is constructed and
represented.

1. Please tell me about yourself and your role at this heritage site.

2. If you were involved with the establishment of this site and its interpretation, can
you tell me about the process?

a. What were the goals of this process?
b. What was the message that was trying to be communicated to visitors?

3. Ifyou are involved with the interpretation of this site to visitors, can you tell me
about these processes?

4. Tell me about the interpretation of this place?
a. How do you feel about this interpretation?
b. What is effective about the interpretation?
c. What is ineffective about the interpretation?
5. What memories and stories do different populations connect with this place?
a. What memories and history do you associate with this place?

6. Do people relate to this space differently and associate it with different aspects of
history?

7. How do you personally relate to this place and what makes it meaningful to you?
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10.

11.

12.

13

How do these differences intermix in the space and its meaning?
How does this site share difficult or contested histories?

a. Is this effective and meaningful?

What do you feel are the most effective and meaningful ways to communicate and
share difficult and contested histories with the public?

a. What are ineffective ways to communicate these histories?
Are there untapped potential and resources for sharing information at this site?

a. What has been fully utilized and what has not been used to its full
potential?

What changes could improve the future relationships of stakeholders with this
site?

. What do you find most effective and successful about this heritage place?
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Cultural Center Key Consultant Interview

I will conduct key consultant interviews during site visits with knowledge holders closely
involved with the sites in roles such as managers, employees, community stakeholders, or
have been involved in establishment of the space in its current state and use. I will
conduct a total of 10-20 interviews across the five colonial heritage sites and the five
cultural centers. Interviews will use a semi-structured format and will be focused on each
key consultant’s knowledge of the space, its history, management, use, and ability to
meet the needs of diverse stakeholders, while considering how site meaning is
constructed and represented.

1. Please tell me about yourself and your role at this cultural center.

2. Ifyou were involved with the establishment of the center, can you tell me about
the process?

a. What were the goals of this process?
b. What was the message that was trying to be communicated to visitors?

3. Ifyou are involved with the governance of this site, can you tell me about this
process?

4. Ifyou are involved with the management of this site, can you tell me about this
process?

5. How is this place used by different populations?
a. Ifyou use this place, how do you utilize it?

6. Tell me about the interpretation of this place?

a. How do you feel about this interpretation?
b. What is effective about the interpretation?
c. What is ineffective about the interpretation?
7. Tell me about the cultural programming at this cultural center?

a. How do you feel about this programming?
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b. What is effective about the programming?
c. What is ineffective about the programming?

8. What memories and stories do different populations connect with this place?
a. What memories and history do you associate with this place?

9. Do people relate to this space differently and associate it with different aspects of
history?

10.How do you personally relate to this place and what makes it meaningful to you?
11.How do these differences intermix in this space and its meaning?

12. Are there untapped potential and resources for sharing information at this cultural
center?

a. What has been fully utilized and what has not been used to its full
potential?

13. What changes could improve the future relationships of stakeholders with this site
and cultural center?

14. What do you find most effective and successful about this cultural center’s
interpretation?

15. What do you find most effective and successful about this cultural center’s
programming?
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APPENDIX E: SITE EVALUATION RUBRIC

This evaluation rubric is underdevelopment and will be completed with feedback from
the Fort Vancouver National Historic Site Traditional Use Study partners.
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