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Abstract 

Land use has been a point of tension between rural residents, indigenous peoples, and 

environmentalists since the establishment of the first U.S. National Parks in 1872. Since then, the 

increased number of protected area designations and their unique restrictions has only increased 

the frequency and severity of these conflicts. The ‘No Monument’ movement in the Central 

Klamath River region embodies the core tensions between a variety of communities that intersect 

on a shared landscape. This thesis offers a qualitative analysis of the uses of different 

technologies (e.g. gold dredging, all-terrain vehicles, and iPhones) in rural areas along the 

Klamath River. By focusing on how some technologies gain acceptance while others are rejected 

by those with different interests, I argue that these practices reveal the cultural assumptions that 

shape ongoing land use conflicts. Such conflicts stem from inconsistencies in regulating 

technologies that “enhance” wilderness experiences for some and technologies that “degrade” 

wilderness experiences for others. Drawing on ideas from rural geography, political ecology, and 

science, technology, and society studies (STSS), I propose the notion of a techscape, a 

framework for viewing a landscape as a dynamic product of the technology that co-creates it. 

The techscape offers an alternative way of looking at a landscape that can highlight marginalized 

voices and illustrate the flaws with current land use restrictions.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

The first time I visited the central Klamath as a hiker in 2017, I sat on the passenger side 

of a pickup truck as it pitched and jolted down a shaded dirt road. Ezra1, a local resident, had 

picked me up while I was hitchhiking at Cook and Green Pass, the intersection of the Pacific 

Crest Trail with Seiad Creek Road. We drove past stands of charred tree trunks; the black 

contrasted with the lime green of new growth sprouting around the only creek in sight. Our route 

followed the valley, which wound toward the Klamath River. Red dirt and blackened snags 

characterized the sunbaked hillsides. After a few miles, the dirt transitioned to pavement, and we 

coasted to the intersection with Highway 96. Within minutes of heading east, we passed a sign 

that read ‘No Monument.’ The sign was propped up on a snowplow painted with the words 

‘State of Jefferson.’ We passed the Seiad Café and General Store whose owners both posted ‘No 

Monument’ signs, one with rainbow letters carved into a wooden plank and the other with hand-

painted black letters on a white board. One hundred feet further up the road we pulled into the 

RV Park. At the entrance, a sun-bleached picket sign read, ‘NO MONUMENT. K.S. WILD 

KEEP OUT.’  

While not every house sported a sign, there were enough to make it clear that there was 

an extensive, ongoing protest. Figures 1 and 2 depict ‘No Monument’ signs that epitomize the 

tensions on the river. The faded ink indicated that the opposition had been in action for a long 

time, but the ordeal was not yet settled.  

                                                             
1 In order to emphasize the perspectives that people shared, I use first names for clarity. To maintain confidentiality, 

however, I have changed all names to pseudonyms. Any character in this story whose name corresponds to a person 

who lives along the Klamath River is purely coincidental. 
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Figure 1: Example image of ‘No Monument’ and ‘State of Jefferson’ signs. These were two 

movements that characterized the Klamath River communities. (2018)  

 

Figure 2: ‘No Monument’ sign also protesting dam removal projects. (2018) 
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I camped at the RV park in town for a few more days to plan my next steps for the 

summer and met several permanent residents including Allen and Warren. I accepted their offer 

to join them on an all-terrain vehicle (ATV) ride into Klamath National Forest and utilized the 

opportunity to learn about the ‘No Monument’ movement. The ride was more of an informal 

historical tour of the forest. We drove past 1800s mining cabins, tribal2 ceremonial sites, and the 

hill where several teenagers learned to shoot their first deer. These narratives emphasized 

connections to the landscape. The ATV riders’ initial response when I asked about the 

Monument was simply, “It would kick us off our land.” 

I left that summer with a surficial understanding of what the Monument meant for folks 

living in the town of Seiad Valley. I knew that I wanted to return to better comprehend the 

nuances of the conflict, but first I had to learn the details of the proposal the local residents 

opposed. Through the Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center’s (K.S. Wild) website, I tracked 

down their fifty-seven-page report that outlined the need for and suggested management of the 

proposed Siskiyou Crest National Monument (Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center 2010).  

In the proposal, K.S. Wild listed primary threats to the area as “logging, mining, 

unregulated off-road vehicles, livestock grazing in sensitive areas such as streams and wet 

meadows, and road building” (Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center 2010, 22). Off-road-vehicle-

use included ATVs, so I was particularly interested in their claim that unregulated use “is 

seriously degrading the unique ecological, hydrological and recreational values of the high 

country” (Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center 2010, 26). K.S. Wild further emphasized the 

importance of “roadless” areas to “provide essential habitat connectivity between the larger 

                                                             
2 The terms I use to write about the Karuk Tribe’s practices, histories, and perspectives I repeat from language tribal 

members spoke in conversation and language published on the Karuk Tribe’s official website. To ensure that my 

writing reflects the wording that the Karuk prefer, I repeat the exact phrases or words that tribal members used to 

describe themselves. 
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blocks of pristine landscape” (2010, 7) and called for “road decommissioning” within public 

lands to expand these roadless areas (2010, 25). By categorizing unregulated ATV-use as a threat 

to the landscape and by decommissioning the roads where regulated ATV-use would be legal, 

K.S. Wild’s suggestions effectively banned the vehicle from the proposed National Monument 

area. K.S. Wild further claimed that their “vision for a Siskiyou Crest National Monument is not 

to ‘lock up’ the landscape and leave it completely alone” (2010, 30), but for ATV-users that is 

exactly what their proposal would do.  

When I returned the following summer in 2018, this time as a student researcher, I sought 

information on how local residents used ATVs and further explanation as to why the 

environmentalists desired to ban ATV-use. My initial research question was limited in scope: 

How did the ideological history of environmentalism influence the desire to ban ATVs, and how 

did the conflict over ATV-use shape the ‘No Monument’ movement? I interviewed local residents 

about ATV-use, but it was not the only activity at stake if the Monument succeeded. Local 

residents used the land surrounding the Klamath with complex practices, so I redeveloped my 

research questions to more broadly encompass perceptions of multiple technologies. Moving into 

my analysis, my primary research question morphed: How did the history of environmentalist 

intervention along the central Klamath produce the ‘No Monument’ movement, and how did the 

presence of numerous technologies play a role?  

Through this broader lens, I identified the technologies at work along the Klamath. In my 

analysis, I adhered to a comprehensive definition of technology: the combination of techniques 

and machines used for an applied purpose and derived from scientific, traditional, or non-human 

knowledge. There is extensive literature exploring the philosophy of technology that attempts to 

define it. I constructed my definition primarily from philosopher Mario Bunge’s introductory 
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work. Bunge equates the term ‘technology’ with ‘applied science’ arguing that “the investigator 

who searches for a new law of nature” is one who participates in natural sciences, and “the 

investigator who applies known laws to the design of a useful gadget” produces technology 

through applied sciences (Bunge 1966, 330). Bunge’s theory that natural science informs applied 

science, which produces technology, follows the progression: Natural Science (Knowledge) to 

Applied Science (Technology). I build on Bunge’s philosophy to include traditional, and non-

human knowledge in this framework where Traditional and Non-Human (Knowledge) produces 

Applied Practices (Technology). Therefore, when identifying the technologies of the central 

Klamath, I took a comprehensive approach that incorporated different ways of understanding and 

interacting with the landscape. 

The primary technologies that I identified were gold pans, longtoms, sluiceboxes, 

rockers, suction-dredges, wingdams, hydraulic giants, watercrafts, ATVs, dirt bikes, pickup 

trucks, mules, horses, cattle, iPhones, GPS applications, Cuben fiber, helicopters, logging 

skidders, hydroelectric dam, beaver dams, media, language, tribal ceremonies, and fire (Figure 

3). There were technologies that environmentalists both historically and presently accepted, 

technologies that they rejected, and technologies that they ignored. The aim of this thesis is to 

show how environmentalist’s perceptions of technology-use in rural areas surrounding the 

Klamath River contributed to the ‘No Monument’ movement. To illustrate these perceptions, I 

delve into the politics of how environmentalists frame certain technologies and how those 

perceptions compare to those of the Karuk Tribe, Pacific Crest Trail hikers, and local residents. I 

further discuss inclusive solutions to contentious land protection such as citizen science and 

tribal management, and I propose the techscape as a way of understanding how technology has 

created the landscape that exists today. 
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Figure 3: Primary technologies that environmentalists accepted (orange), rejected (blue), and 

ignored (purple) at work on the Klamath River. 

 

 

The Geography of the Central Klamath 

Steep hillsides rising 6,000 ft. characterize the central Klamath. There are dense forests 

composed of diverse species of conifers and deciduous trees. Highway 96 is the only main road. 

It follows the Klamath from Oregon to the Pacific Ocean with small, rural communities along its 

course. The land and communities that I focus on are located in Siskiyou County, one of the 

largest counties in California by acreage but one of the smallest counties by population. 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Siskiyou County has an approximate population of 

43,724, land area of 6,277 square miles, and roughly 7.2 people per square mile (U.S. Census 

Bureau 2019). The two dominant racial identities are “white” and “American Indian” (U.S. 

Census Bureau 2019). Economically, the median household income is around $40,884 per year, 

and 17.7% of people living below the poverty level (U.S. Census Bureau 2019). According to 
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central Klamath residents, Siskiyou County’s statistics do not accurately reflect their 

experiences.  

The communities on the central Klamath, specifically Happy Camp and Seiad Valley, are 

particularly remote in comparison to towns closer to the coast and closer to Interstate 5. With 

most businesses closed due to economic decline, there were only two restaurants, two 

grocery/convenience stores, and a gift shop along the 65-mile section of river. As a result, most 

residents made bi-monthly excursions to Yreka, CA and Medford, OR for affordable groceries 

and retail. It was a full-day commitment to drive the 90 minutes out, shop for their essentials, and 

return home.  

The remoteness not only complicated the process of re-stocking essentials, but it also had 

more serious implications for residents’ heath and safety. In late-June 2018, I was sitting in 

MidRiver RV Park when I heard a fire alarm sound from the volunteer-run station down the 

road. It took mere minutes for nearly everyone with a vehicle in town to drive to the source of 

the smoke. They worked to extinguish the threat until CalFire’s helicopters arrived. Matt, the RV 

Park owner, explained that fire can rapidly spread, so the local residents learned to react 

immediately. Another event occurred in mid-July 2018, when several people broke into the local 

store and café. They damaged the entrance and stole cash, checks, alcohol, and cigarettes. When 

I asked if the building owner, Frank, called the police, he joked, “Yeah, they’ll be here in five 

days. We’ll take care of it ourselves.” The extended response-time for authorities led to an 

attitude of self-reliance and close-knit community between residents. In exchange for a beautiful 

home, quiet, and independence, residents learned to self-police and self-govern to keep their 

community functioning. 
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Self-reliance, however, led to tensions between different groups of people who held 

claims to the land. For the Karuk Tribe, the region is their territory (Figure 4). Gold miners have  

Figure 4: The yellow outline depicts the Karuk Tribe’s territory. (Quinn 2010) 

 

mining claims on the Klamath River and its tributaries. Cattle ranchers claim water rights. The  

federal government claims substantial public land acreages (Figure 5). For hikers, the area 

includes the Pacific Crest Trail (Figure 6), and for environmentalists, it holds potential for a 

National Monument (Figure 7). The sometimes-cooperating and sometimes-competing land 

claims represented by the technologies that people engaged with led, in part, to the conflict over 

Siskiyou Crest National Monument. 
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Figure 5: This map depicts the area I define as the central Klamath region. It also shows the 

National Forest and Wilderness Areas that agencies of the federal government manage. Created 

by Claire Dumont 2019. Data retrieved from: California Geodata Portal, California Fish, Census 

Bureau, U.S. Forest Service 
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Figure 6: Map of the Pacific Crest Trail crossing through Seiad Valley, CA. Created by Claire 

Dumont 2019. Data retrieved from: California Geodata Portal, California Fish, Census Bureau, 

U.S. Forest Service 
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Figure 7: Proposed Siskiyou Crest National Monument boundary. (Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands 

Center 2010, 2) 

 

Technopolitics of the Central Klamath 

I explore two main categories of technology present on the Klamath: gold mining 

technologies and technologies of recreation. From my initial diagram representing the present 

technologies, I sorted those that appeared most prominent based on the location in which they 

took place. I specifically analyze how discourses surrounding these technologies have created a 

technopolitics on the Klamath River. Paul N. Edwards and Gabrielle Hecht define technopolitics 

simply as “the relationship between politics and technology” (2010, 638). In this study, I 

examine how differently situated people accept, reject, and ignore various technologies (see 
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Figure 8). I explore how perceptions of purity and expertise influence how they make these 

distinctions.  

 

Figure 8: Technologies on the central Klamath categorized by place and environmentalists’ 

framing. The technologies that I do not analyze in depth appear at the bottom of this diagram. 

They offer opportunity for future research and analysis. 

 

In Chapter 4, I weave together histories relevant to the conflict to show how past events, 

interactions, and tensions have produced the central Klamath and the people who live there. I 

chronicle traditional Karuk tribal practices, the Gold Rush, the creation of Klamath National 

Forest, fire suppression, the State of Jefferson movement, the Pacific Crest Trail, and 

environmentalists’ interventions to explain how each group of people, their values, and their 

ideologies came to be. I also distinguish a variety of technologies that have shaped the landscape. 

In Chapter 5, I delve into the hierarchies of gold mining technologies on the Klamath 

River. I identify the technologies used over the course of gold mining’s extensive history 

including hydraulic mining, suction dredging, and gold panning. I show how they transform the 
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landscape to differing degrees. By further analyzing scale and rewilding philosophies in 

environmentalism, I reveal the technopolitics of gold mining on the Klamath. 

In Chapter 6, I provide a similar analysis of technologies of recreation. I outline the 

technologies necessary for hiking, mule-packing, and ATV-riding and the contradictions in the 

discourses surrounding them on the Klamath. I further examine how the technopolitics of 

recreation directly influence access for the Karuk Tribe and local residents3 through assumptions 

of purity in these spaces. 

By unpacking the technopolitics of the central Klamath through these analytical chapters, 

I attempt to better understand the tensions that produced both the Siskiyou Crest National 

Monument proposal and the resulting ‘No Monument’ movement. My aim is to accurately 

represent the primary stakeholders’ perspectives so that the community can work towards 

inclusive management. 

  

                                                             
3 I distinguish between Karuk Tribe members and local residents on the basis of land-use practices, cultural 

connection, and historical land claims. While the Karuk are residents, their cultural understanding of the landscape 

extends beyond that of other residents who relocated to the central Klamath eight generations or months before I 

conducted this study. I use the term ‘local residents’ as a cumulative phrase for all other residents as the most 

accurate descriptor.  
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Chapter 2: American Understandings of Nature and Introducing the Techscape 

The government, environmentalists, and hikers’ value of land that appears absent of 

human presence stems directly from how these groups conceptualize nature. My research 

revealed that hikers and environmentalists viewed wild and rural places as spaces in which 

humans do not belong. It also seemed that a major aspect of the issue was a presence of visible 

technology. In this section, I explore how the different ways that environmental scholars have 

conceptualized the nature-society interface especially regarding technology-use in these spaces. 

 

The Nature-Society Dualism 

The nature-society dualism can be traced back to early European philosophers, but I draw 

primarily on the work of environmental historian William Cronon who focuses specifically on 

how the nature-society dualism has played a role in land protection and the construction of 

wilderness. In his essay, The Trouble With Wilderness (1996), Cronon critiques “wilderness,” 

describing how it was a social construct predicated on the notion that humans did not belong in 

natural spaces. Cronon asks a set of questions that precede the conversation about technology use 

in the wilderness: 

Why does the protection of wilderness so often seem to pit urban recreationists against 

rural people who actually earn their living from the land (excepting those who sell goods 

and services to the tourists themselves)? Why in the debates about pristine natural areas 

are ‘primitive’ peoples idealized, even sentimentalized, until the moment they do 

something unprimitive, modern, and unnatural, and thereby fall from environmental 

grace? What are the consequences of a wilderness ideology that devalues productive 

labor and the very concrete knowledge that comes from working the land with one’s own 

hands? (15)  

Cronon asks a series of important questions, yet from his essay, I raise another: How is the 

acceptance and rejection of certain technologies rooted in this construct? 
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Perceptions of technology-use follow this history and fall into the framework of 

wilderness as a social construct in two key divisions: work and recreation. Richard White (1996), 

an environmental historian, argues in his essay titled “Are you an environmentalist or do you 

work for a living?”: Work and Nature, that social class frames “appropriate” uses of natural 

space. Not only does White reveal the assumptions that yield a rejection of technology in the 

wilderness, but he addresses the contradiction in which environmentalists reject technology used 

for work while they accept technology for some forms of recreation.  

White continues his essay by equating wilderness with the Garden of Eden. He claims 

that representations of wilderness connect directly to the Bible. In its construction, many 

environmentalists and conservationists, such as John Muir, viewed wilderness as a pristine 

paradise where one could be closer to God. It was a place to worship but not to stay because 

humans could visit God’s temple for prayer, but they could not exist within the same world. The 

assumption that humans “taint” wilderness directly derives from the Biblical story of the fall of 

Eden and the original sin. Early environmentalists’ desire to maintain wilderness as a neo-Eden 

eradicates practices of work and labor. In the creation of wilderness, natural spaces became “a 

paradise where we leave work behind” (White 1996, 185).  

According to White, environmentalists and recreationalists often perceive work, and 

specifically work that requires technology, as disruptions to the “peace” of wilderness. This 

technology could be anything from a chainsaw that enables loggers to extract timber from a 

forest to a 70-foot dredge that extracts minerals from a river. Environmentalists and recreation 

purists often view these technologies and the people who use them as detrimental to ecosystems 

and aesthetics of a landscape. However, White maintains that “there are no technologies that 

remove us from nature” (White 1996, 182). In other words, each action is a form of embodied 
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interaction with the landscape. White suggests that “this history [of work] is turned into a bodily 

practice until it seems but second nature. This habitus, this bodily knowledge, is unconsciously 

observed, imitated, adopted, and passed on in a given community” (White 1996, 179). As a 

result, work even as mediated through technology is no less embodied or connected to the 

landscape than recreation. It simply looks different and pushes against the assumption that 

wilderness is exclusively a place for recreation, not labor. 

In K.S. Wild’s National Monument Proposal, they view technologies through the nature-

society dualism. Figure 9 visualizes how environmentalists categorized the technologies that I 

focus on in my analysis as either ‘nature’ or ‘society.’ 

  

Figure 9: Technology of the central Klamath as categorized into the nature-society dualism by 

K.S. Wild’s proposal. 

 

The Technology Network, Hybrids, and Time 

Scholars have noted that Western ideas about nature rely on a linear understanding of 

time. I also argue that the perception of wilderness as a pristine place is rooted in the concept of 

modernity. Cronon claims that “those who have celebrated the frontier have almost always 
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looked backward as they did so” (1996, 7) thus revealing that the replication of the frontier 

through wilderness is also the replication of another time. 

Anthropologist and philosopher Bruno Latour’s critique of perceptions of modernity 

allows us to address the temporal aspect of technology-use in wilderness spaces. Latour defines 

modernity as “a new regime, an acceleration, a rupture, a revolution in time” (Latour 1993, 10). 

He adds: “when the word ‘modern’, ‘modernization’, or ‘modernity’ appears, we are defining, by 

contrast, an archaic and stable past” (Latour 1993, 10). This distinction between ancient and 

modern is political. It renders the moderns superior and relegates the ancients to a stagnant past. 

Only new technologies, epistemologies, and lifestyles define one as modern. Those who practice 

any other ideology are placed backward in time and viewed as less ideal. Instead, Latour 

suggests that we “rethink the definition of modernity…to make a place for the networks of 

sciences and technology” (Latour 1993, 10) through his Actor-Network Theory (ANT). 

Purification, according to Latour, is the placement and sorting of entities into categories often 

rendering them either natural or civilized. Translation is the realization that entities are not 

separate from each other or existing on different points on the historical timeline. These two 

practices in unison create networks. Hybrid networks of translation traverse the timescales of 

past to present. They combine the two to reveal the complexity and fallacy of “modern” objects.  

On the central Klamath, there are two ways that concepts of modernity work against local 

residents. First, the rurality of the place renders it more as nature than society meaning that the 

activities that land protection designations allow in the area must be natural. Due to the 

construction of wilderness, the place appears to remain in the past. As a result, people cannot 

practice certain activities with new technology as it develops. Second, the assumption that people 
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who live in rural areas also live in the past reduces credibility as a “modern” and civilized actor. 

It decreases their power and undermines the validity of their knowledge. 

Latour’s Actor Network Theory explains hybrid objects as defined by their relation to 

each other. Latour also notes that the concept of modernity, as created by purification ceases to 

exist through hybridization (Latour 1993, 11). The work of purification and dismantling of said 

work by hybridization is abundantly clear in rejections of technology use in natural areas. Figure 

10 illustrates how technologies of the central Klamath would be categorized on Latour’s 

purification-translation diagram. 

Figure 10: Latour (1993) originally developed the diagram of purification and translation. This 

visualization shows how technologies of the central Klamath map onto the diagram. In the 

hybridization portion, I focus on the gold mining network, which I further analyze in Chapter 5. 

 

Since wilderness areas are enclosed spaces meant to emulate the pre-1890s frontier, they 

draw distinct boundaries around what can exist within their romanticized past and what 
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interrupts that past and the performance of it. I argue that technologies on the central Klamath 

such as chainsaws, dredges, cell phones, and ATVs are all hybrid objects that interrupt the past-

present dualism that wilderness areas require. When these technologies enter wilderness or 

become a key transformer of the landscape, they threaten the integrity of God’s temple, the 

rugged man, and the American identity. Technologies used both in work and recreation are 

hybrid objects that dismantle the purification done to achieve wilderness.  

Using Latour’s Actor Network Theory, we can unpack technologies of work such as the 

dredge used for gold mining and all-terrain vehicles (ATV) used for recreation. Both the dredge 

and the ATV are used in protected natural areas, but they are forms of technology that participate 

in networks much larger than a wilderness space. There are the systems of production required to 

build each machine as well as people required to operate them. The market renders gold deposits 

desirable. There are the dirt logging roads, ATV tracks, and trails that provide place for 

recreation to occur. These networks blur the nature-society dualism upon which wilderness relies 

because each object is not entirely nature and not entirely society. Ultimately, the dredge and the 

ATV cross temporal lines that highlight the fragility of wilderness. For supporters of pristine 

protected areas devoid of human presence and for worship, technology appears to push 

wilderness off of its glorified precipice. 

 

Theorizing Landscapes 

Instead of viewing the landscape as a static, pristine place stuck in the past, I engage with 

anthropologist Tim Ingold’s (1993) theory of a “taskscape, where the habitual practices of 

humans form familiar patterns which become landscapes or places” (Cloke & Jones 2001, 652). 

The taskscape frames landscapes as a culmination of processes rather than stagnant spaces. The 
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taskscape is “the entire ensemble of tasks, in their mutual interlocking…[it] is an array of related 

activities” (Ingold 1993, 158). In introducing the taskscape, Ingold first defines the landscape: 

It is not ‘land’, it is not ‘nature’, and it is not ‘space’…thus, neither is the landscape 

identical to nature, nor is it on the side of humanity against nature…the landscape is the 

world as it is known to those who dwell therein, who inhabit its places and journey along 

the paths connecting them. (153-156) 

The taskscape, then, takes the landscape one step further by taking temporality into account. We 

perceive the temporality of the taskscape, “not as spectators but as participants, in the very 

performance of our tasks…the temporality of the taskscape is social” (Ingold 1993, 159). The 

taskscape is a useful framework for viewing a landscape because it takes into consideration the 

evolving nature of action on a landscape rather than forcing an ever-changing space into a 

narrow and constructed snapshot of an idealized past.  

Geographer Doreen Massey further theorizes the landscape in terms of movement. After 

observing ocean rocks in the Lakes District of the United Kingdom, Massey understands “both 

place and landscape as events, as happenings, as moments that will be again dispersed” (Massey 

2006, 46). Massey’s observations further develop the notion that landscapes are dynamic and 

changing not only as the result of human interaction but also non-human events. In my analysis, I 

look at landscapes as dynamic places that the technology creates rather than as static ecosystems 

into which humans intervene. 

 

Introducing the Techscape 

Derived from Ingold’s taskscape and founded upon earlier technology studies literature, I 

propose the techscape as a way of explicitly seeing the technologies that influence landscapes. I 

refuse a static landscape where humans act upon ecosystems always to the detriment of the 
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ecosystem’s health. I look at how technology co-creates landscapes without labeling them as 

healthy or degraded.  

Daniel Dustin and colleagues (2017) recently used the term techscape to explore Dustin’s 

experiences hiking the Pacific Crest Trail (PCT) in 2016 in combination with novels written by 

other hikers. They argue that, “this growing electronic connectedness is changing the nature of 

hiking the PCT” (Dustin et al. 2017, 25).  Dustin concludes that “loss” characterized his hike due 

to other backpackers’ use of technology such as smartphones: “they were less focused…on the 

immediacy of things, the landscape itself, as their technology allowed them to distance 

themselves psychologically from the sublime, the transcendent, and perhaps even the 

metaphysical, as their smartphones took care of the majority of tasks at hand” (Dustin et al. 

2017, 27). After making it abundantly clear that Daniel Dustin himself was a rugged individual 

who was “fully immersed in nature” without the technological aid of the smartphone, the authors 

claim that not all technology brings disconnection and loss: “Unlike other backpacking 

equipment, smartphones do not bring hikers closer to nature. On the contrary, they make it easier 

for hikers to distance themselves from nature even as they are immersed in it” (Dustin et al. 

2017, 29). While the article furthers the notion of the techscape, it does so by problematizing 

technology-use. Cell phone-use on the PCT is central to my analysis, but I do not view cell 

phones as inherently detracting from the wilderness experience. Instead, I am more interested in 

how cell-phones co-create landscapes of the PCT. 

Environmental journalist Robert Moor defines the term techscape in his book, On Trails: 

An Exploration, one of the books that Dustin and colleagues cite in their article. Although Moor 

takes a less problematic approach than Dustin and colleagues, he describes the techscape as, “our 

innovations [piling] up, one atop the other, each forming the foundation for the next, until an 
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entirely new landscape, a techscape, emerges—like a city built on the ruins of a past empire” 

(Moor 2016, 260). I contend that this is not quite accurate because he still frames technology as 

layered upon and covering a “natural” landscape whereas I propose that it is technology itself 

that co-creates the landscape. In the context of wilderness and trails, Moor continues “when 

viewed through the lens of technology, the wilderness can be seen as nothing more than an ultra-

minimalist techscape designed to provide an escape from other, more baroque techscapes” (Moor 

2016, 261). By “baroque techscapes”, Moor refers to cities and industrial landscapes that bear no 

resemblance to a pristine wilderness. While acknowledging that technology riddles the 

wilderness experience, it is still clear that Moor subscribes to a hierarchy of technology-use as 

though there is less technological influence in a rural as opposed to an urban environment. 

In contrast, I do not understand the concept of the techscape as inherently good or bad. 

Nor do I view it as a separate entity layered on a landscape as though it could be removed. 

Instead, a techscape is a recognition of the landscape as a result of the technology that morphs 

and reshapes it. Such technologies include everything from fire, to a 70-ft. dredge, to an ATV, to 

a cell phone. I expand “technology” to include tools and techniques beyond the mechanical. I 

argue that the technology of the techscape includes anything that a human or non-human actor 

uses to intentionally or unintentionally form it. As White (1996) states, “our work in nature both 

reinforces and modifies it” (179) and so does our recreation. For example, a gold dredge has the 

potential to reroute a river thus fundamentally changing the form of the landscape. 

Simultaneously, hikers through walking and camping fundamentally change the form of the 

landscape through erosion processes (Marion, Arredondo, Wimpey, and Meadema 2018, 1). The 

techscape offers a means of viewing these technologies without the hierarchy of purity that the 

construction of wilderness requires. Each technology influences and creates the landscape in 
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ways that are beneficial to some members and detrimental to others. Each actor views the 

techscape according to their own assumptions of which technologies are acceptable and which 

are not. The individual’s own relationship to the landscape and land-use practices directly 

influence their view of the techscape. 

On the central Klamath, the techscape is prominent. While I delve into the technologies at 

play in Chapter 5 and 6, I present here two diagrams for an introduction. Figure 11 depicts a 

ridgeline along the Klamath River that is barren with roads carved into the side. In 2012, this 

ridgeline severely burned leaving a window of time during which it could be helicopter-logged. 

Logging teams remove the burned debris and attempt to salvage what monetary value they can 

gain from it. The result is a barren ridgeline surrounded by burned remains. The burn reveals the 

presence of roads that further shape the hillside. 

Figure 11: This image shows how fire, roads, and helicopters have shaped the landscape. 
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Figure 12 emphasizes the remains of mineral mining, especially gold, in the region. Tailings 

piles, such as the one in Figure 12 indicate how the remains of past activities persist into the 

present and shape the region. 

Figure 12: This image shows a how a tailings pile left from a mine characterizes the landscape. 

2018 

 

I offer the techscape as an essential concept for land protection processes. Protected area 

designations such as parks, wilderness, forests, and monuments all hold their own unique 

regulations on land-use practices. Often, the people who write the legislation and propose new 

regulations for protected areas do not actually live in the areas where the restrictions would take 

hold. Often, the congressional representatives, environmentalists, and the well-intentioned public 

draw on their own notions of what wilderness is supposed to look like to lobby for certain 

protections. These views come from conservation media such as National Geographic, the 

Smithsonian Zoo, and the Metropolitan Museum of Natural History, and Smokey Bear 

campaigns (Brockington 2008; Kosek 2006). It is not to say that protecting land from extractive 
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industry is not important, but it is essential to understand who land-use regulations impact and 

where the need to restrict certain practices comes from. The techscape offers a means of viewing 

technology-use in natural areas that counters the historic construction of wilderness. A new 

outlook enables policy-makers, environmentalists, and the public to change their views of 

technology and create designations that include the work and recreation that local people 

practice. 

I will apply the concept of the techscape throughout Chapters 5 and 6 of this thesis to 

remind the readers that these techniques and machines created and continue to shape the central 

Klamath. I intentionally articulate a counternarrative to common views of rural and indigenous 

people while drawing attention to the importance of technology in these spaces. 
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Chapter 3: Designing the Study 

Establishing Local Connections 

On June 1st, 2018, I sat outside the Black Bear Diner in Yreka, California waiting for the 

STAGE bus that would take me to the Klamath River. I sat under a green awning in the 

afternoon sun with my backpack propped on the seat beside me. As our departure neared, a man 

with a cane and tie-dye bandana walked up to the stop and started up a conversation with me. He 

said his name was Tom, he was a Vietnam veteran and not afraid to kill someone, then mumbled 

about God for a few minutes before walking a lap around the diner. When the bus pulled up, the 

driver opened the door and asked if I was going to the River. 

“Yes, sir.” 

“I figured. I seen you sittin’ here for the past three hours.” 

I hoisted my backpack onto the bus. Tom followed behind me and took a seat across the 

aisle. We drove through Yreka, and he greeted everyone by name as they boarded. We turned 

onto Scenic Highway 96. I watched the scenery change from the dry, volcanic landscape that 

surrounds Mt. Shasta to the damp forest that coats the river valley. After overhearing the 

conversations of my fellow passengers, it became increasingly clear that I was about to enter a 

close-knit community. I grew nervous about the prospect of people refusing to talk to me out of 

distaste for an outsider. Tom leaned over and handed me a passage he tore out of his bible. It said 

something along the lines of “love thy neighbor,” which eased my nerves slightly. We passed by 

homesteads, churches, rundown resorts, and closed stores. I saw the first ‘No Monument’ sign 

posted on the side of the highway in Klamath River, CA. The signs continued through Horse 

Creek, Hamburg, and finally Seiad Valley, where we stopped in front of the general store. It was 

overcast and started to rain. I smiled at the familiar buildings. I waved goodbye to Tom and 
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wandered over to the RV park. Having camped here last summer, I followed the same path to the 

main office and rang the doorbell. Two Labrador retrievers came bounding around the corner 

both holding onto the same plastic bone. Matt followed behind them, greeted me, and asked if I 

was looking to camp for the night, like most PCT hikers. I nodded and scrambled for the words 

to describe what I was doing there. 

“I’m actually not hiking. I’m hoping to talk to people about the Monument.” 

He looked confused. I continued, “For my thesis. Do you think people would be willing 

to talk about it?” 

“Maybe one or two. Go to the café tomorrow.” 

A little more nervous, I pitched my tent. As I fell asleep that night, I overheard a couple 

of hikers camping nearby, whispering about resupply points.  

The next morning, I walked over to the café and took a seat at the counter. Melanie, who 

runs the café, poured coffee into a mug and handed me a menu. I chatted with some of the other 

people at the counter while she cooked. When she asked me if I was hiking, I told her that I was 

not a hiker but a student at the University of Vermont hoping to do my thesis research there. She 

asked if I was researching the spotted owl, chuckled, and gestured to the box of Spotted Owl 

Hamburger Helper on the shelf to indicate how she felt about the bird. I explained that I was 

hoping to interview some local people about land-use practices and the ‘No Monument’ 

movement.  

She laughed, “Oh, so you’re studying us!”  

She asked how long I would be there and where I was staying. Matt was sitting at the 

table next to the counter, so addressing them both, I explained that I was hoping to stay for the 
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summer and camp at the RV park. Melanie suggested that I help Matt out in exchange for the 

facilities, and he quickly agreed. 

When I returned to the park that afternoon, Matt and I agreed that I would clean the 

bathrooms in exchange for use of the facilities. I camped underneath a plum tree near the back of 

the property where I was partially hidden. Living there, I was centrally located and independent 

yet protected. The RV park was a relatively neutral, recognizable location where I could conduct 

interviews. It was also the primary site for PCT hikers to spend a night in town before continuing 

their hike. As a result, I could easily introduce myself to hikers and gain their perspectives. 

I continued to eat at the café every morning, and my relationship with Melanie became 

vital. The café served as a place both to observe community dynamics and meet people to 

interview. Melanie introduced me directly to many of the people I interviewed. It became clear 

that the café was a physical place that drew all members of the community together. The core 

group of people who ate there every morning also played a key role in introducing me to other 

community members and building trust with others about my purpose being there. 

 

Research Methods 

My research methods reflect norms and standards in the interdisciplinary field of political 

ecology. Political ecology identifies key power dynamics within dominant, contradictory 

environmental narratives. It is an interdisciplinary form of analysis that draws on geography, 

environmental history, and anthropology. One of the major themes that the field addresses is the 

conservation/degradation narrative and how it is beneficial to some stakeholders and detrimental 

to others. A key example is in James Fairhead and Melissa Leach’s (1995) study on human-

forest relationships in Guinea. In their study, they examined several commonplace environmental 

narratives including the notion that villagers were causing deforestation through their land-use 
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practices. Through listening to local residents’ expertise and analyzing aerial photographs and 

satellite imagery, Fairhead and Leach discovered that this common narrative was actually 

incorrect. Its basis was in assumptions that Western scientists and conservationists held about the 

role of people in natural spaces.  

Another similar example arose in Jake Kosek’s (2006) work on the controversies in 

Chicano versus federal forest management in New Mexico. Kosek discussed how the local 

conflict stemmed from a history of racism and exclusion on the part of the Forest Service under 

the guise of degradation and danger. In reading through these examples of problematic 

degradation narratives, it became clear that contradictions within conservation discourse were 

common. I was also struck by the level of impact that these problematic narratives held for local 

people’s access to their land. I started to understand some of my earlier experiences in Seiad 

Valley through this lens and wondered what sort of narratives influenced the ‘No Monument’ 

movement. 

I began to study these questions in June of 2018 (see Appendix A for a timeline of the 

project). To be specific, my initial research questions were: 

1. How did the historical and current relationships between stakeholders along the 

central Klamath River create the ‘No Monument’ movement? 

2. How do cultural assumptions of purity influence restrictions on certain technologies 

that allow people to experience and travel through wilderness areas? Which forms of 

technology are acceptable and which are impure? 

With more information before my study, after my study, and during my analysis, I 

adjusted these questions slightly to focus on the following: 

1. How did/does historical and current technology-use shape the central Klamath River? 

2. How did tensions over technology-use lead to the ‘No Monument’ movement? 
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3. How do cultural assumptions of purity in wilderness areas influence restrictions on 

certain technologies that enable access? Which forms of technology are acceptable 

and which are impure? 

4. How does technology determine whose knowledge is valued when writing protected 

area designations? 

To answer these questions, I implemented a multi-method approach that included familiar 

social science techniques alongside approaches specific to my questions regarding perceptions of 

technology in wilderness areas. My standard methods included a qualitative and ethnographic 

approach (see Appendix B for a copy of the project’s IRB Protocol Exemption Certification). I 

chose ethnography because it “is especially good for examining politics in the margins” and 

foregrounding “the politics of less powerful people” (Allina-Pisano 2009, 54). 

I primarily conducted semi-structured interviews with local residents, Pacific Crest Trail 

hikers, and staff of the involved environmental organizations. In this context, I preferred semi-

structured interviews because the conversational tone “offer[ed] participants the chance to 

explore issues they [felt were] important” (Longhurst 2016, 107). I developed interview guides 

for each group (see Appendix C). The interview questions as guidelines rather than strict scripts 

such that participants could drive the conversation with stories that they deemed essential to 

understanding the conflict. I conducted most interviews individually, but several of the 

interviews were in pairs and one group of four.  

 

Interviewing ‘Local Residents’, ‘PCT Hikers’, and ‘Environmentalists’ 

In terms of selecting participants, I adhered to my criteria for each group. In the cases that 

a person bordered the criteria, for example for someone who lives on the Klamath for part of the 

year, I included them in the study. I divided stakeholders into groups based on geographic 
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proximity to the land area in question. Each participant was over the age of eighteen and gave 

verbal consent to take part in the research. 

I included all local people in one group because their lives would be directly impacted by 

the restrictions of the National Monument. This group included several sub-communities that 

could be divided based on land-use. Within the ‘local residents’ group, I interviewed miners, 

loggers, ATV riders, Karuk Tribal members, business owners, Forest Service employees4, 

firefighters, cattle ranchers, farmers, and river rafters. These sub-groups were not exclusive as 

some community members participated in multiple land-uses. I interviewed forty-seven local 

residents.  

I included all Pacific Crest Trail hikers in one group because they pass through Seiad 

Valley and the surrounding protected areas on one trail. They move at similar paces and share a 

similar experience of the landscape. The hikers that I interviewed had to have started their hike 

that season at the northern or southern terminus of the PCT. While the information I gained from 

the hikers who participated was consistent, the group was transient. Hikers came through the 

town each year but rarely did a person hike the PCT more than once. Therefore, it was difficult 

to definitively establish hikers’ perceptions of different activities in wilderness areas. Although 

there was more room for error within this group, hikers’ perceptions of appropriate practices and 

technologies in wilderness were consistent. Geographer Natalie Koch explains that consistencies 

within transient social groups are often the result of “self-policing” within a “system of norms” 

(Koch 2013, 416). For PCT hikers, the norms resulted from decades of conservation campaigns 

and rhetoric defining “proper land-use.” Since hikers aligned themselves with the activity, they 

                                                             
4 The Forest Service employees did not speak on behalf of the Forest Service as a governmental body. 
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often subscribed to similar views on nature. I interviewed ten Pacific Crest Trail hikers to 

represent the group.  

The environmentalists were the most geographically removed from the area, yet they 

played a key role in establishing acceptable land-uses. I interviewed two people who represented 

the Environmental Protection Information Center (EPIC) and the Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands 

Center (K. S. Wild). I sought to speak with more members of these organizations, but I either did 

not receive a response from those I approached, or they declined my interview requests. For 

some added context, the environmental organizations involved in the National Monument 

proposal and land protection generally in the area frequently received threats. Once local 

residents informed me of the death threats made toward the environmentalists, I better 

understood the unease of environmentalists. Although no one spoke out as the perpetrator of 

these threats, the community generally admitted to the threats’ existence. 

 

Uncovering Spatial Experiences Through Walking Tours 

In addition to semi-structured interviews, I conducted walking tours of the area. These 

tours occurred in Klamath National Forest, the Klamath River, Highway 96, and participants’ 

properties. A walking tour allows various ‘guides’ to show the researcher important places and 

their spatial relationship to these places. Walking tours “seek out spatialized, lived, [and] 

sensually experienced deviations from abstract historical narratives” (Aoki 2015, 274). In 

addition to expanding perceptions of place, walking tours reveal the on-the-ground realities of 

the community. I used walking tours to obtain “data that [is] difficult to get at using more 

traditional, static techniques as participants often screen out the less interesting—as they view 

them—parts of their everyday lives. However, it is the mundane and every day that constitutes 

most of our lives” (Fincham 2010, 6). In this study, I equated ‘walking’ with any type of moving 
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tour. Whether it was walking, riding an ATV, driving in a car, or river rafting, the person giving 

the tour told stories associated with specific places we passed. I received fourteen tours using 

these modes of movement and recorded my findings in my field notebook. 

 

Participating and Observing Local Interactions 

Throughout my time in the Central Klamath, I used participant observation (PO) to better 

understand the place and culture. In participant observation, “the researcher attempts to learn 

about a particular socio-cultural space and those who inhabit it by taking part and continually 

reflecting on what is happening” (Walsh 2009, 77). There are several locations that acted as 

observation points where I viewed the interactions between people in the town, including the 

Seiad Valley Café, the Seiad Valley Store, the parking lot next to the two, the Mid River RV 

Park, and remote logging roads in Klamath National Forest. I noted my observations in my field 

notebook for later analysis. 

 

Historical Document Analysis 

On my first morning at the café, I met Ben. I had sat next to him at the counter and struck 

up a conversation. He was a long-haired man with round glasses and affinity for woodwork and 

iced tea. He was the first person to agree to an interview. Later, at his home, he pulled several 

volumes of yellowed books off of his shelf. They were old publications of the Siskiyou Pioneer, 

a periodical produced by the Siskiyou County Historical Society (see Figure 13). I read several 

volumes while I was staying on the Klamath River, and I then ordered several others upon return 

to Vermont. Written by local historians, the publication contains stories and records of historic 

events in Siskiyou County. There are volumes that focus on specific towns such as Seiad Valley 

and Hamburg. Other volumes focus on the history of gold mining or the State of Jefferson. I  
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Figure 13: Cover of an issue of the Siskiyou Pioneer 

 

primarily drew from the Siskiyou Pioneer to develop an understanding of the historical context 

of place from a local perspective. I also analyzed various documents such as H. L. Wells’ 

History of Siskiyou County published in 1881 and a series of magazine articles the Pacific Crest 

Trail Association has published. The historical analysis primarily informed Chapter 4, which 

connects historical events to the current conflict. 
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Analysis Methods 

Transcriptions 

Once I left the Central Klamath, I transcribed each interview using an organizing 

software program (see Appendix D). I chose to maintain exact speech patterns unless doing so 

would alter the person’s intended meaning. Once I finished transcribing the interviews, I 

organized all my materials based on land-use practices. I conducted my analysis based on the 

most common and significant themes within these practices pulling quotes from my interviews 

and sharing observations to support them. 

 

Types of Knowledge and Their Value 

While most of the children who grow up on the Klamath River leave to pursue 

opportunities elsewhere, there are some who return after seeking higher education. Olivia, who 

now works for the Forest Service, returned to her hometown after studying forestry. She spoke 

strongly about the health of the forest and the importance of careful management, but she also 

emphasized culture. She spoke about the lifestyles that the people she grew up with had practiced 

for generations. At the end of the interview, she simply asked that I “consider everything” when 

writing about her community. 

In my analysis, that meant valuing different forms of knowledge. Scientifically rigorous, 

peer-reviewed studies produce much of the knowledge on the ecological impacts of various 

activities. Of course, I consulted these studies, specifically those cited in the National Monument 

proposal. However, I also took into serious consideration the local knowledge that residents 

shared during their interviews. In her book, Braiding Sweetgrass, indigenous botanist Robin 

Wall Kimmerer discusses Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK). She argues that knowledge 

that indigenous people have held for generations ought to be considered a valuable way of 
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knowing the world. Along the Klamath River, not only does TEK encompass indigenous Karuk 

knowledge, but it extends to the knowledge held by families who have lived on and worked the 

land for generations. In my analysis, I chose to value all forms of producing and passing on 

ecological knowledge. 

The production of knowledge is fascinating in the context of this conflict because of the 

role of rumor. In listening to people talk about the National Monument and its detriments to the 

community, it became clear that rumors created much of the anti-Monument movement. It is not 

to say that there is no truth in the concerns that various community members raised, but it is 

important to recognize that a verbal passing of information played a key role in generating fear 

and panic surrounding the implementation of the National Monument. Historian Luise White 

writes extensively on the role rumor plays in the dissemination of information. She describes 

rumor as “characterized by the intensity with which they were spread” and “conform[ing] to the 

laws of plausibility” (White 1988, 56). Rumors and beliefs regarding the history of events related 

to environmentalism and land protection in the Central Klamath are similarly powerful and 

political. 

There were rumors started that I was planted there by K.S. Wild to try to get everyone to 

agree to the Monument. The anger was directed at the organization for “convincing a nice, young 

girl to lie about who she represents.” The rumors were started by and believed primarily by 

people who lived on the other side of the river, the side not included in the boundary of the 

Monument. I had never actually met or spoken to the people who perpetuated the rumors, and it 

wasn’t until they came into the café and loudly questioned my intentions that I became aware of 

them. 
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I chose not to distinguish between fact and rumor while outlining the history of land-use 

and environmental regulations that preceded the ‘No Monument’ movement. Instead, I focused 

on the narratives that the combination of archival material and oral histories created. 

 

Limitations of this Study 

Although my research was comprehensive due to the abundance of interviews I 

conducted, there were limitations. Regarding timeframe, my experience of the Klamath was 

limited to relatively short periods including approximately two months over the summer in 2018 

and two additional weeks during the winter of 2019. Although I have maintained contact with 

participants, the short time span of my study did not leave room for capturing shifting opinions 

or observing the results of potential developments within the conflict that a study spanning 

several years may have captured. If I had conducted the study over a longer time span, I likely 

would have drawn participation from an even wider variety of perspectives on the Klamath. 

Other limitations stemmed from my methods. Despite the flexibility of semi-structured 

interviews, not all of the important information about the central Klamath could be shared from 

the set of interview questions I generated. Given that I conducted interviews with fifty-eight 

stakeholders, a quantitative analysis of those interviews might have produced significant results. 

While these limitations might not necessarily have changed the outcome of this study and my 

analysis, additional perspectives could increase areas for analysis.  
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Chapter 4: Historical Processes Shaping the Present 

To fully understand how the Siskiyou Crest National Monument proposal and resulting 

‘No Monument’ movement came to be, I analyzed the historical events that have shaped the 

landscape. In this chapter, I chronicle the natural history, tribal management, resource extraction, 

political protests, environmental interventions, and fire regimes in the region. My aim in 

presenting this selective history of the central Klamath is to connect relevant historic events and 

patterns that persist into the present. In this chapter, I illustrate how historical events and 

processes created both the landscape and local residents’ relationship with it. 

 

Geologic Origins 

The tectonic movements millions of years ago created the mountains that people utilize 

for their livelihoods and recreation. During the Devonian period, 400 million years ago, the 

Farallon plate, the Pacific Ocean floor, subducted the North American plate (Schoenherr 2017, 

45). The friction from the slide created a chain of volcanic islands. At the time, the continent’s 

shoreline began close to present day Idaho, and the arc of volcanic mountains appeared where 

the Klamath Mountains would be years later. As the Farallon plate slid further under the North 

American plate during the Triassic period, the heat and pressure created more volcanic islands. 

Thrust faults pushed blocks of land eastward uplifting mountains along the way (Schoenherr 

2017, 48). The tectonic activity continued into the Jurassic period in an event known as the 

Nevadan orogeny. 

The Jurassic period, 210 million years ago, marked the formation of the rocks that exist 

in the Klamath Mountains today. Subduction of the ocean floor created both a large magma pool 

that gave rise to igneous granites and batholiths and a deep ocean trench composed of 
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sedimentary and metamorphic shale, diatomite, and serpentinite (Schoenherr 2017, 48). These 

geologic events were also responsible for the presence of gold in the Klamath Mountains. 

Accretion events in the middle Jurassic period deposited over seven million ounces of lode and 

placer gold in the Klamath Mountains (Goldfarb 1998, 204). Ensuing movement and erosion 

placed these gold veins at or just below the surface. 

One hundred thirty million years ago, the Klamath Mountains separated from the Sierra 

Nevada and migrated west through an extension process. By 65 million years ago, the Klamath 

Mountains stood as an isolated “island” as the Coastal Range formed to the south (Schoenherr 

2017, 191). Shallow seas filled the valleys between mountain ranges. The following epochs 

involved intense erosion through weathering and glacial flux. The erosion and deposition yielded 

the red clay soils that compose hillsides today. At the beginning of the Miocene epoch, 25 

million years ago, basaltic lava flows formed the Modoc Plateau and displaced the seawater that 

separated the Klamath Mountains from the Sierras.  

Two and a half million years ago, during the Pleistocene Ice Age, glaciers and streams 

formed the deep valleys that characterize the Klamath Mountains. At the end of the Pleistocene, 

glacial melt fed the three major river systems that carved the mountains: The Trinity, the 

Klamath, and the Smith Rivers. Creeks and streams continued to feed these rivers and form the 

landscape. This process of erosion that defined the Klamath Mountains continues into the present 

day. Geologic time did not end after the Pleistocene; it continues now, and humans act as 

contemporary agents of geologic processes. 

 

“The Klamath River Indians”: The Karuk, Yurok, and Hoopa 

According to archeological research (Bell 1991, 10), humans first migrated to the 

Klamath Mountains between 600 and 1000 A.D. Linguistic family divided the ancestors of 
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California’s indigenous tribes. Hokan-speakers were the most widespread in California at the 

time. The Karuk descended from Hokan-speakers who settled on the Klamath River. The Yurok, 

descendants of Algonkian-speakers, migrated south to the mountains sometime after 900 A.D., 

which sparked the Karuk evolution from a hunter-gatherer to riverine culture. Athabascan-

speakers who migrated from the northern interior in 1300 A.D. gave rise to the Hoopa Tribe who 

reside downriver from the Karuk (Bell 1991, 11). 

The Karuk narrate a different story of their ancestry and arrival on the river than the 

archaeological account above. After a few weeks of observations and interviews on the Klamath, 

Ben introduced me to Jeffery, a Karuk man who lived his whole life in Happy Camp. Jeffery had 

an energetic presence that filled the room when he strode into the café. He greeted everyone, 

including me, as old friends, then continued through the store and out to his vehicle in one fluid 

motion. Ben grabbed my wrist and led me out to the white truck with the Karuk emblem on the 

side. Through the driver side window, I explained my project. Jeffery agreed to an interview and 

scribbled his phone number on a piece of paper. A few days later, I sat at his kitchen table, and 

he recounted his tribe’s origin: 

All tribes have creation stories. There are tons of them, but we believe the animals were 

first before us. The Creator put us here to manage the animals. When the Creator made 

man, he made man simultaneously. The Africans were made in Africa, the Germans in 

Germany, and the Karuks right here. He set us on two feet to be the stewards of the land. 

We are supposed to be the managers. That is why he made us a little superior to the 

animals to take care of them, to take care of the land, and to manage the land. In our 

ceremonies, we pray for everything from the ground we walk on and the smallest creature 

that crawls up to the air we breathe. It is all very important. 

Nearing the end of our conversation, Jeffery asked about my heritage. I started to explain 

that my family was originally from France when Jeffery corrected me. 

“You are French. You’re not originally French. You are French.” 
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At first, I did not understand his comment. I had never lived in France. How could I claim 

myself to be part of a culture in which I had never been immersed? Jeffery was not talking about 

culture, though. He was not asking me to trace a migration pattern back in time and pick a point 

where I felt a connection. He was asking, according to his worldview, where the Creator placed 

my ancestors geographically on Earth. The answer was France and that is where I had the right to 

control land management. On the central Klamath, it was him. 

The Karuk Tribe managed the land through their daily practices and seasonal ceremonies. 

The Karuk’s practices and ceremonies promoted the wellbeing and reproduction of the species 

essential to their culture. Key aspects of the ecosystem for the Karuk were the salmon and the 

forest vegetation such as grasses for basket weaving and certain trees such as oak or fir. Jeffery 

described the World Renewal Ceremony, Pikyavish, that implemented their primary management 

tool, fire: 

The medicine man would roll a burning tree-round from the top of this mountain, and it 

used to be so clear that he'd burn a strip all the way to the river from miles from up the 

mountain. Gathering this brush was science, ceremony, and work all in one. This stuff 

just had to be done. So, when the medicine man would burn that round, the people would 

gather that fire and start stretching up and down the river. This village would start 

burning, that village would start burning. At this time of year, it's always hot here in 

California, and the river needs help. This fire that went up and down the river would 

create a smoke plume over the river and would cool the system. The smoke plume would 

block the sun out in a corridor of the river and create this cool rush of water. Say it was 

smoky for just a couple days, you'd be amazed at how much cooler it would be in that 

area. It would send this cool water system to the ocean, and the salmon would run with it. 

They would come up. 

Not only did the ceremony illustrate the interdependence between the Karuk and the river 

ecosystem, but it emphasizes the importance of fire for certain, culturally integral species in the 

Klamath Mountains. 
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Imperial Acquisition and the State of California 

In a 1534 letter to the King of Spain, Hernán Cortez first mentioned the Pacific Coast. He 

wrote of “women adorned in pearls and gold” (Wells 1881, 9). Over one hundred years later, 

Spain gave the Jesuits permission to settle California through a series of missions. The Jesuits 

stayed primarily in present-day Mexico establishing sixteen missions over the ensuing seventy 

years. In 1767, the Order of St. Francis adopted the missions and expanded the system into 

California. The order established missions throughout the 1700s between Los Angeles, San Luis 

Obispo, Monterey, and San Francisco. By 1822, there were twenty-one missions on the coast that 

claimed the land and labor of indigenous people. Mexico declared independence that same year. 

In 1824, Mexico “passed a colonization act, giving the Governor of California power to make 

grants of land to actual settlers” (Wells 1881, 11), which led to the end of the mission system in 

1845. Migration to the West Coast increased throughout the first half of the 1800s, and white 

American settlers overshadowed the presence of the French, Russian, Spanish, and British who 

too sought to extract natural resources. In 1848, California became official territory of the United 

States under the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo that ended the Mexican-American War. 

Although Californians often celebrate the Treaty, it devastated indigenous people. I 

interviewed Andrew, a prominent figure in tribal lands management, on a rainy evening at the 

Karuk Tribal Administration’s office in Happy Camp. He spoke of the Treaty of Guadalupe 

Hidalgo as one of the first offenses against indigenous land tenure in the new State of California: 

It was related to when California was established, and people claimed rights under the 

Mexican government under the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. So, they claimed certain 

rights, and you only had a certain amount of time to file a claim. But at the time, most 

Indian people didn't speak English, so they couldn't file a claim. They said if you didn't 

file a claim within that certain amount of time, it was null and void and you gave up your 

rights. For a lot of the land, when tribes tried to assert claims, the government typically 

points back to that time period when you were supposed to file. 
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Not only did the treaty disenfranchise indigenous land ties at the time it took hold, but it 

continued have political ramifications well into the 1900s. 

Only a year later after the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, the influx of immigrants from 

abroad and the Atlantic states prompted the need for laws and local governance. The military-

appointed governor at the time, Gen. Bennet Riley, called for a convention to create a 

constitution. The convention met at Monterey, and votes primarily came from San Francisco, 

Los Angeles, San Diego, Santa Barbara, San Jose, Stockton, and Sacramento. The delegation 

represented people in major cities and neglected the input of indigenous people and those 

residing in remote areas of the State (Wells 1881, 17). While a lack of infrastructure justified the 

exclusion of a majority of the state’s inhabitants, it set a precedent for exclusion from even the 

state’s first legal documents. The newly elected state representatives travelled to Washington 

D.C. seeking admission for the State of California into the Union. There was a significant debate 

in the capitol over an anti-slavery clause, and California became an official free state on 

September 9th, 1850 (East 2014, 17; Wells 1881, 8). 

 

Trapping and the Fur Trade 

The first white settlers to enter Siskiyou County arrived in search of beaver pelts to sell in 

the fur trade. The trade had been growing steadily since the first colonization of North America, 

and the search for beaver drew expeditions of white settlers to the forests across the continent. 

The British-owned Hudson Bay Company first formed in 1670 and monopolized the fur trade 

claiming all territory not occupied by the Russians or the French. In opposition, non-British 

traders formed the Northwest Company in 1783. The two companies competed for trapping 

territory and port-space on the coast. In 1824, after multiple conflicts, the companies merged and 

occupied their combined territory as the Hudson Bay Company. Their territory covered the entire 
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Columbia basin until “the establishment of the boundary line north of Washington Territory 

compelled them to withdraw into British America in 1844” (Wells 1881, 18). John Jacob Astor 

was the most prominent American trapper at the time. Astor founded the American Fur 

Company in 1784 then the Pacific Fur Company in 1810. His American companies primarily 

trapped along the Columbia River. While significant in their production of beaver furs in 

Canada, Washington, and Oregon, these companies did not venture further inland or south.  

That changed in 1825 when Jedediah S. Smith travelled from the Atlantic to the Pacific 

seeking furs. Smith was the first white man to travel south into California overland, and he 

returned with valuable furs and placer gold that represented the wealth the state had to offer. The 

trade brought Alexander Roderick McLeod to follow Smith’s footsteps. The two trapping 

expeditions further established the Siskiyou Trail, a footpath first created by Native Americans 

that connected the Sacramento and Willamette Valleys. While Smith was the first in California, 

the members of McLeod’s party were the first white men in Siskiyou County. Ensuing trapping 

expeditions travelled further. A group led by Thomas McKay, a member of the Hudson Bay 

Company, in 1836 entered Scott Valley via the Klamath, Greenhorn, and McAdams creeks. The 

valley was home to a massive beaver population that promised success to the trappers (Wells 

1881, 44). After the fur trade exhausted the beaver population in the Northwest, the trade lost 

value and dissipated in the region in 1838 (Wells 1881, 21). Although the trade was no longer 

lucrative, the trappers’ explorations opened the mountains to their most intensive industry yet. 

 

The Golden State 

The placer deposits along California’s rivers held the mineral that brought thousands to 

the West Coast in search of riches. James W. Marshall’s discovery on January 19th, 1848 sparked 

an inpouring of gold hunters that would later be known as the Gold Rush. Marshall was a 



50 

 

Mormon who resided on the American River in Coloma. In the process of building a saw-mill to 

support himself, he made his discovery. He was examining the gravel tailings from a ditch his 

workers cut to divert a portion of the river when he noticed a yellow mineral that he did not 

recognize. Through the process of elimination, Marshall determined that the substance was, in 

fact, gold. Marshall brought the specimen on his next visit to Sutter’s Fort and noted additional 

deposits along the river. He shared his findings with Colonel Sutter, the business man who was 

selling and sending provisions up the river to Marshall’s mill. After a series of experiments, the 

two men decided unequivocally that the substance was 23-carat gold (Wells 1881, 26-27). The 

news spread like wildfire. 

After the trappers and the early emigrants, gold miners thoroughly infiltrated Siskiyou 

County and the Klamath River via the Siskiyou Trail. Mining in Siskiyou County began on the 

Trinity and Scott Rivers (Wells 1881, 55). Major P.B. Reading “prospected the Trinity river and 

began the first mining of that system of water-courses that carry the snows of the northern 

mountains through the turbulent Klamath to the sea” (Wells 1881, 28). From those camps set up 

in 1849, miners ventured down river in attempt to find the outlet to the ocean. They discovered 

that the Trinity was only a tributary of the Klamath. Another miner party left the Trinity Mines 

and explored north on the Salmon River eventually reaching the Klamath. They continued east, 

up the river, until they reached Happy Camp (Wells 1881, 59). There, they reported a hostile 

engagement with the indigenous people, likely the Karuk, and returned to their mines on the 

Salmon. In 1850, John Scott led a group of men successfully from the Salmon up the Klamath to 

Scott Bar. The miners moved up and down the rivers via a trail network that the Karuk, Yurok, 

and Hoopa created. The miners travelled with gold pans and mined promising bars as they went. 
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Further development by gold-seeking settlers prompted thousands of people to travel to 

Yreka and the Scott River in 1851. In Scott Bar, Happy Camp, and Seiad Valley, miners opened 

stores, post offices, and saloons. Packers brought supplies down the river and over the mountains 

on mule-trains. They followed the ancient trails that granted them access to the landscape, and it 

was not until 1856 that there was an alternate means of transportation. There were several forty 

to sixty mule pack-trains in the area. Packers ran from Scott Valley to Crescent City. Other mule-

trains ran from Scott Bar to various points on the Klamath including Happy Camp. In 1856, 

A.M. Rosborogh and Samuel Lockhart mapped a wagon-road from the Salmon and Trinity 

mines down the Pit River to Red Bluff. Lockhart first drove an ox-team over the route then ran 

thirty-five wagons to cement the upgraded path. The California Stage Company offered to install 

a stage line if they could garner enough funds. The Scott and Siskiyou Mountains gained their 

first road in 1858, but pack trains continued to service the mines along the Scott, Klamath, and 

Salmon Rivers. Stages continued to run from Sacramento to Yreka, but the California Stage 

Company discontinued the initial route into the mountains from Red Bluff. By 1859, there were 

roads over Trinity and Scott mountains, and in 1861, express lines connected Indian Creek, Scott 

Bar, and Fort Jones. Another line connected Yreka with Oak Bar, the first following the Klamath 

from Yreka rather than the Scott River (Wells 1881, 161-162). 

As populations grew, mining camps became towns and required amenities and services 

for families on the river. There was a distinctly disproportionate male to female and child ratio as 

most men considered their stay impermanent. They either left their families at home on the East 

Coast or in urban centers in California away from the remote mining camps. In 1852, there were 

ninety children in all of Siskiyou County, and in 1853, there were only seventy (Wells 1881, 94). 

The limited number of children did not inspire the capital and political will it would take to 
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establish schools. It was not until 1861 that the first school opened in Scott Bar and 1872 in 

Seiad Valley. 

The influx of miners had disastrous and irreversible consequences for the indigenous 

population. Consistent with the rest of the country since colonization, the white settlers 

perpetuated a genocide against the Karuk and other tribes in the region. Later in Andrew’s 

interview, he told the story of the eighteen unratified treaties that defined Karuk land claims: 

When the miners started coming in, most of the gold they were going after was in the 

alluvial areas where creeks come into the river which was also where a lot of our villages 

are…were. After hearing about the violence, the Federal government sent Indian Agents 

to negotiate treaties. A commissioner named Redick McKee came up the river and he 

negotiated different treaties. He negotiated one down in Yurok territory. He negotiated 

one at Somes Bar. Then he negotiated one up in Seiad. In exchange for ceding a large 

area of land, the tribes agreed to accept reservations. McKee left and went to get the 

treaties ratified. California’s senators at the time opposed the treaties because they 

wanted access to the minerals and timber. But, they did it secretly. It wasn't until 1950s 

when the unratified treaties were even brought to light. 

The result, according to Andrew, was entire tribes believing they had made agreements with the 

Federal government that guaranteed them some lands and services in exchange for tracts of their 

aboriginal land. 

Along with physical violence, miners brought disease and change to the riverine 

ecosystem. In 1851, miners planned and carried out an attack on a village of Karuk people near 

Happy Camp. They killed all of the Karuk’s horses and two people (Wells 1881, 128). The event 

was later called the Fight at Lowden’s Ferry. In 1852, miners in Happy Camp murdered thirty to 

forty Karuk people without cause (Bell 1991, 112). Stories of violence between settlers and the 

Karuk continued from the moment trappers set foot in the area and escalated during the Gold 

Rush. The town of Orleans was home to several Karuk villages. Miners burned the villages and 

established Orleans. They later voted “to kill on sight any Indian possessing a gun” (Bell 1991, 

115). To escape, the Karuk hid in caves in the mountains until the Gold Rush ended. The 
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systematic elimination of the Karuk continued into 1855 with “military operations that claimed 

seventy-five Karuk lives” (Bell 1991),  and miners burned Karuk villages well into 1856. The 

violence of colonization extended beyond single outbursts. Settlers brought diseases such as 

syphilis to the Central Klamath, which killed half the Karuk Tribe by the end of 1851 (Bell 1991, 

112). The intensive mining on the river also limited fish’s ability to reproduce such that a dietary 

staple ceased to exist in substantive quantities. Not only did a lack of food sources lead the 

Karuk to starvation, but miners intentionally destroyed Karuk provision stores before winter. By 

the 1890s, miners had extracted all the easily accessible gold, and a majority of them had left 

California. A few remained on the Klamath and maintained their rural lifestyle. Some became 

cattle ranchers or lumbermen, and others continued to hunt for gold.  

 

Manufactured Wildernesses and the Famed Father of Environmentalism 

The Gold Rush brought a wave of people to the California streams over a brief time. The 

influx overwhelmed the tribes and ecosystems they managed. People beelined for the mountains 

often ignoring the rest of the country along the way. Once the Gold Rush ended, the wave of 

settlers receded resulting in land that only Native Americans and a few residual miners occupied. 

The next wave of settlers, though, were there to stay. As they migrated, they infiltrated every 

corner of land. The Homestead Act of 1862 sparked this mass expansion of European colonial 

migrants across western North America. 

Rhetoric promoting expansion described the man who in the dark and terrifying 

wilderness “could be a real man, the rugged individual he was meant to be before civilization 

sapped his energy” (Cronon 1996, 8). The rugged individualist braved the frontier and the 

dangers of the wilderness to find a better life. This refrain became a prominent American 

national identity in the second half of the 1800s until settlers filled the Pacific Coast. 
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As settlers pushed the limits of expansion, John Muir emerged as a key figure in 

wilderness protection. Upon his first visit to Yosemite in the 1880s, Muir found the wilderness 

devoid of human life. The magnificent vistas and sublime geological formations impressed upon 

Muir a feeling of the divine. Instead of a pristine landscape untouched by humans, Muir had 

found a carefully managed landscape from which miners had removed Native Americans nearly 

a decade earlier. Settlers constructed indigenous people as “dark and dirty” (Merchant 2003, 

382). The presence of Native Americans tarnished the white settler’s racialized perception of 

purity in “God’s space” which served the American identity. Without the knowledge of Native 

American management, Muir declared the wilderness to be a place for man to visit but not stay. 

Wilderness was God’s temple, a place for “religious redemption” (Cronon 1996, 7), not a place 

for people who represented the ‘other’. Out of a fear for “older, simpler, truer world that [was] 

about to disappear, forever” (Cronon 1996, 7) Muir advocated for the creation of Yosemite 

National Park in 1890. He advocated for land management practices that sought to preserve the 

perceived untouched wilderness from human harm. Once set aside and managed by a “modern 

bureaucratic state”, wilderness became a safe place, “a place more of reverie than of revulsion or 

fear” (Cronon 1996, 10). To produce this manicured and carefully managed place, “its original 

inhabitants were kept out by dint force, their earlier uses of the land redefined as inappropriate or 

even illegal” (Cronon 1996, 10). Racism against tribes and their practices led to management 

plans that cultivated a white man’s wilderness as a place for recreation.  

In 1893, American historian Frederick Jackson Turner published his frontier thesis and 

declared the frontier closed. In his thesis, Turner defined the frontier as the “outer edge of the 

wave” of settlement and the “point between savagery and civilization” (Turner & Bogue 2010, 

3). When Turner declared the frontier closed, he did so based on the U.S. Census’ “margin of 



55 

 

settlement which has a density of two or more to the square mile” (Turner & Bogue 2010, 3) 

meaning that white, European immigrants had claimed significant portions of land from the 

Atlantic to Pacific Coast. After years of westward expansion and a continued chorus of manifest 

destiny, the closure of the frontier sparked a national anxiety over the loss of the American 

identity that led to the search for new frontiers. One space in which this search manifested was in 

the creation of protected areas. Environmental historian William Cronon explains that the 

frontier appealed to “easterners and European immigrants [because] in moving to the wild 

unsettled lands of the frontier, [they could] shed the trappings of civilization [and] rediscover 

their primitive racial energies” (Cronon 1996, 7). Without a frontier to penetrate, it seemed that 

the “American identity was temporary and would pass away” (Cronon 1996, 7). The creation of 

wilderness was a direct response to racially charged anxieties about immigration, anxieties over 

rising femininity, and increased aid for disabled bodies (Ray 2013, 41).  

The rising development of civilization marked the disappearance of the rugged 

individualist that wilderness promised. The obvious solution was to preserve wilderness spaces 

in which upper class, able-bodied, white men could perform their masculinity and return to a 

romanticized past. From the perspective of identity, “to protect wilderness was in a very real 

sense to protect the nation’s most sacred myth of origin” (Cronon 1996, 7). In the advent of 

wilderness protection and continued production of parks, forests, and monuments, exclusion was 

the token of these projects. Native American removal was used to “provide tourists with access 

to wild animals and scenery, but without dangerous and negative encounters with Indians” 

(Merchant 2003, 382). White people were able to visit God’s temple without having to reconcile 

the physical and cultural violence enacted to achieve it. 
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People of color were not the only ones whose practices were excluded from wilderness 

through regulations. For wealthy elites, “wild land was not a site for productive labor…rather, it 

was a place of recreation” (Cronon 1996, 9). As a result, wilderness exclusion not only applied to 

Native Americans but acted through other systems of oppression. Often the poor, white settlers 

who were initially powerful actors in natural spaces were excluded through regulations. A 

relevant example is the gold miner who displaced indigenous people only to later be displaced 

themselves. Power shifted to the wealthy recreators who lived in cities and influenced legislation 

that determined the restrictions over protected areas. Cronon sums the resulting tension that 

persists into the present with the statement, “the romantic ideology of wilderness leaves precisely 

nowhere for human beings actually to make their living from the land” (Cronon 1996, 11). By 

assuming that rural places where wilderness exists ought only to be used for recreation such as 

hiking and camping the construct of wilderness excluded resource extraction. 

 

Timber Management and the Role of the Forest Service 

On May 6th, 1905, President Theodore Roosevelt signed 1.04 million acres of land into 

the Klamath Forest Reserve, all of which was Karuk ancestral territory. In so doing, Roosevelt 

handed management responsibilities over to the Forest Service, led by Gifford Pinchot. Pinchot 

took a conservationist approach to forest management. Forest Reserves—later termed National 

Forests—were lands of many uses. While the purpose of the designation was to restrict some use 

such as clear-cutting, the term “many uses” meant the designation allowed for some small-scale 

and selective resource extraction and, later, multiple forms of recreation including motorbikes 

and all-terrain vehicles. There were heavy timber operations surrounding Klamath National 

Forest, and saw mills both drew loggers from other parts of the country and provided a 

livelihood for former gold miners. 
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Throughout the early 1900s, the Forest Service built roads and enhanced trails all 

throughout the Klamath Mountains (Davies 1992). They managed for high value timber 

resources, and the Forest Service followed a strict fire suppression policy while establishing their 

expertise in management on the Klamath River. Political ecologist Jake Kosek investigates the 

roots of fire suppression in the West through his research on local tensions in New Mexican 

forests. According to Kosek, the fear surrounding fire as a threat to life “reached an all-time high 

after the 1910 fires in which more than five million acres of the West burned, killing more than 

eighty people” (Kosek 2006, 190). Yet, bodily safety was not the only reason to reject fire. It 

became a matter of economic and national security. Forests were not simply ecosystems; they 

were timber resources.  

In the early 1940s, there were several incendiary incidents that threatened Pacific coastal 

forests including submarine bombings reportedly carried out by the Japanese (Kosek 2006, 192). 

Though minor in damage, these incidents “intensified nationalist fears about threats to the 

nation” (Kosek 2006, 192). Kosek explains that these events, especially post-Pearl Harbor, led to 

the development of widespread anti-fire advertising such as those deploying the figure of 

Smokey the Bear. Smokey was a violent and oppressive figure to tribal and rural people, both 

according to Kosek’s research in New Mexico and on the Klamath River. There were multiple 

occasions in which I overheard Karuk Tribal members refer to “Smokey propaganda” being 

handed out by the Forest Service. For many indigenous people, fire suppression was a direct 

erasure of their way of life. As a result of this policy, fire was contentious, and there were several 

instances in Klamath National Forest in which the Forest Service fined or jailed indigenous and 

local people for starting fires on their property or within forest boundaries. The Karuk started 

fires as part of their ceremonies and to encourage the growth of plants they used in basketry. The 
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descendants of white settlers started fires to burn the brush out from their properties and 

encourage the growth of feed grasses for cattle. 

Forest Service management continued to expand. The Civilian Conservation Corps 

(CCC) established several camps on the Klamath river during the Great Depression. They 

provided trail maintenance, built bridges, and developed road plans (Davies 1992). The primary 

role of the men in the CCC was firefighting and fire suppression. They worked as lookouts and 

firefighters to put an immediate halt on all flames. Protecting the Northwest’s timber resources 

became the Forest Service’s primary responsibility during the war. During the war, the labor 

force that composed the CCC faded since many young men enlisted. The work the Forest Service 

and CCC provided specifically in building and maintaining transportation infrastructure also 

declined. Government management without the benefits of infrastructure led to rising tensions in 

rural communities, which led to a secessionist movement that defined the philosophy of residents 

in the region. 

 

The State of Jefferson 

While the California State Legislature reviewed the first official proposal to divide 

California in 1852, the ‘State of Jefferson’ movement took a few sputtering starts before taking 

off in the 1940s. These starts, however brief, informed the philosophical basis of the movement. 

In 1853, the newspaper, Alta California, called for the government to create the State of 

Klamath, which would include southern Oregon and northern California due to the regions’ “too 

secondary a nature to receive any effective support either from the people of Oregon and 

California or from their delegations in Congress” (East 2014, 8). The following year, Lafayette 

F. Mosher, the son-in-law of Oregon’s congressional representative, General Joseph Lane, called 

for a convention to establish the Territory of Jackson that would cover a similar geographic 
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expanse. The territory would be a slave-state counter to California’s free-state status. Mosher had 

“close connections with the Western Division of the Knights of the Golden Circle. He was 

commander of this pro-Southern forerunner of the Ku Klux Klan” and he held “pro-slavery and 

anti-Indian” beliefs (East 2014, 9). The territory resolution never materialized, but the California 

Legislature proposed to divide California into three states during its session that year. The State 

of Shasta would include the northern counties including the Siskiyou. Most discussions of 

splitting California were primarily rooted in abolition debates, but there were other reasons why 

the citizens of northern California desired self-governance. In 1856, citizens complained that 

“the area was not getting sufficient military protection, had poor mail service, and too high 

taxes” (East 2014, 11). Complaints continued into the 1880s that the people were 

“underrepresented, overburdened, and neglected” (East 2014, 11) by the state.  

Roads represented the tangible manifestation of the alleged neglect. The lack of 

infrastructure resulted in a lack of access to Siskiyou County. Before 1887, there was not even a 

railroad (East 2014, 4), and the stage coach was the most viable form of transportation to Yreka. 

The State Highways Act of 1910 mandated a highway network (see Figure 14) that connected 

each county, yet by 1916 the highway through Yreka was as well-maintained as a country road. 

Due to threats of secession by J. C. Childs, a judge in Crescent City, CA, the State improved a 

few roads in 1935, but the heat of the movement developed in 1941. Initially, four counties in 

southern Oregon and three counties in northern California discussed secession. The selling-point 

for the states was access to mineral and timber resources to aid the developing war effort. By 

selling natural resources, the secessionist counties could “obtain State and Federal aid for road 

and bridge construction and improvement” (East 2014, 19). Figure 15 displays a map of those 

resources and the unified counties. 
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Figure 14: A map outlining the proposed State Highway System. Although the wording is not 

legible, the dark lines show the extent of highway access. (East 2014, 26) 



61 

 

 

Figure 15: A map that shows in white which countries unified under the State of Jefferson 

movement. (East 2014, 27) 

 

In November 1941, the movement announced the “State of Jefferson” as the official 

name for the 49th state.5 J. E. Mundell suggested this name because “‘Thomas Jefferson was the 

author of the Declaration of Independence, the great instrument that states that the people have a 

right to govern themselves’” (East 2014, 21). The specific phrase, “the right to govern 

themselves,” acted as the underlying philosophy for the rest of the movement. The seal of the 

State of Jefferson has also acted as a visual symbol to indicate the presence of the State. The seal 

(see Figure 16) is “a gold pan with the two Xs painted on the bottom. They symbolized the 

double cross and longtime injustice suffered by the counties at the hands of Salem and 

Sacramento” (East 2014, 22). With the existence of the unifying seal and philosophy, the State of  

                                                             
5 Alaska and Hawai’i did not attain statehood until 1959. 
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Figure 16: Official seal of the State of Jefferson. (East 2014, 23) 

 

Jefferson issued a Proclamation of Independence on November 27th, 1941. The State claimed 

they would secede every Thursday until Oregon and California met their desires. Secession, in 

the way that it could happen once a week, involved stopping cars on Highway 99 and passed out 

handbills and stickers informing the visitor that they were entering the 49th state. 

On December 7th, 1941, only two months after the State of Jefferson movement 

announced its official title, the Pearl Harbor Bombing halted the rebellion. Almost immediately, 

the secessionists ended their Thursday protests and publicly declared that they had made their 

point and would now fully cooperate in the defense effort (East 2014, 42). 

Although the height of the State of Jefferson movement ceased at the start of World War 

II, California and Oregon had not resolved the issues that prompted the movement in the first 

place. In 1956, California’s eight northern counties proposed the State of Shasta over frustrations 

with water rights and deer hunting policies. In the 1960s, Hal Ward started the Jeffersonian 

Journal to emphasize the uniqueness of the area and the lack of road maintenance. In the 70s, 

Kenneth W. Jackson started the movement again with T-shirts and flags. In the 1990s, Highway 
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96 along the Klamath River became the State of Jefferson National Scenic Byway (East 2014, 

45-52), and into the 21st century the seal and state of mind still hold significance for the 

communities in Siskiyou County (see Figures 17 and 18). The philosophy of the movement 

continues to define how residents relate to and view both government and outside agencies and 

interventions. 

Figure 17: The Seiad Valley General Store posts the seal above their business. (2017) 

 

Figure 18: Quigley’s, now closed, posts the seal on their outer wall. (2018) 
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Development of the Pacific Crest Trail (PCT) 

A significant outside force intersected with the Klamath’s rural communities again later 

in the century that comprised additional external management. Catherine Montgomery first 

conjured the idea for the PCT in 1926 during a conversation with Joseph Hazard, a member of 

The Mountaineers, a Seattle-based climbing club established in 1906. Montgomery was a school 

teacher in Washington State who suggested the trail during a business meeting with Hazard: 

‘Do you know what I’ve been thinking about, Mr. Hazard, for the last twenty minutes?’ 

‘I had hoped you were considering the merits of my presentation of certain English texts 

for adoption!’ 

‘Oh that! Before your call I had considered them the best—I still do! But why do not you 

Mountaineers do something big for Western America?’ 

‘Just what have you in mind, Miss Montgomery?’ 

‘A high winding trail down the heights of our western mountains with mile markers and 

shelter huts—like these pictures I’ll show you of the ‘Long Trail of the Appalachians’—

from the Canadian Border to the Mexican Boundary Line!’ (Mann 2011a, 9) 

In the minutes from a Mountaineers club meeting in 1928, there is evidence that Hazard 

shared Montgomery’s idea for the trail. Although the idea did not immediately take root, Clinton 

C. Clarke had attended the meeting. In 1932, Clarke proposed a “continuous wilderness trail 

across the United States from Canada to Mexico” (Mann 2011a, 9). The Forest Service and the 

National Park Service heard his proposal and approved the project. Clarke is most often credited 

as the Father of the Pacific Crest Trail, and there is no doubt that Clarke played an impressive 

role. He organized the first Pacific Crest Trail System Conference in 1932 and remained the 

President for twenty-five years. 

The trail existed primarily in theory until the YMCA PCT Relays from 1935-1938. Over 

those summers, forty teams of young backpackers carried a logbook in a relay of the full PCT. 
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When the boys completed the trail from Mexico to Canada, it established the PCT as a 

“continuously passable” trail (Mann 2011c, 19), which was an essential characteristic when 

Congress considered the PCT for a National Scenic Trail designation. The designation granted 

management rights to trail-specific organizations that foregrounded hiker’s interests when 

developing management plans. The PCT not only existed for hiking but for equestrian travel. 

June and Don Mulford completed the first thru-ride of the PCT on horseback in 1959, which 

established an admittedly harder and less popular mode of recreation on the trail (Mann 2009a). 

The National Trails System Act stemmed from the need for a mechanism of protecting a 

trail corridor that maintained a wilderness experience for rugged, masculine travelers. In 1962, 

the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission called to establish the Bureau of 

Outdoor Recreation (BOR). Although the bureau did not directly manage the public lands, it both 

lived within the Department of the Interior and the Deputy Chief of the Forest Service, Edward 

C. Crafts, became the director. The BOR further tied the expectations of outdoor recreations to 

land management. In 1966, they “recommended three types of trails: National Scenic Trails (like 

the AT and PCT), which would require an act of Congress; Park and Forest trails; and 

Metropolitan area trails (Ogden 2008, 15). When the bill went to Congress, the House replaced 

Park and Forest trails with National Recreation Trails and added National Historic Trails. 

President Lyndon Johnson signed the National Trails System Act into law in October 1968, thus 

protecting the Pacific Crest Trail. 

The 1970s marked the trail’s first thru-hikes, a continuous hike beginning at either the 

northern or southern terminus and ending at the other in one season. Eric Ryback completed the 

first thru-hike of the PCT in October 1970 (Mann 2009b, 23). He was eighteen years old and 

chose to hike southbound from Canada to Mexico. In 1976, Terri Boston became the first woman 
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to solo thru-hike the PCT (Mann 2011b, 18). The rugged and adventurist spirit that these two 

hikers embodied along with an excited media sparked the popularity of the PCT. 

The PCT first wove through Seiad Valley in 1980 when trail maintainers installed a 80’ 

bridge across Grider Creek (Helsaple 2002, 89). The community has supported PCT hikers ever 

since. Nearly everyone I spoke with adored the hikers’ stories and their presence. They offered a 

change of scenery and company every year. They also supported Seiad’s few business owners. 

The hikers influenced the businesses. They camped at the RV Park. They sent packages to the 

post office. They resupplied and snacked at the store and ate at the restaurant. 

In 1997, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) planned to develop a subdivision on 

land that the PCT crossed. After protesting the decision, the Pacific Crest Trail Association 

(PCTA) signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with federal and state agencies that 

recognized the PCTA as a key partner in the management of the land through which the trail 

passed (Ballou 2012, 22). The MoU led the PCTA to develop a Comprehensive Management 

Plan for the full length of the trail. The PCTA wrote policy on timber management, ski areas, and 

mountain bike use to create a trail that appealed aesthetically to hikers. 

In the following years, the PCTA developed a network of trail maintenance crews to 

ensure an easily navigable footpath. The association has also installed a permitting system and 

trail registries to track the number of hikers that start and complete the trail each year. The PCT 

and thru-hiking as recreation has steadily increased in popularity, but the activity truly 

skyrocketed after Cheryl Strayed published her book, Wild, in 2012. Two years later, Reese 

Witherspoon starred in the adapted film. Strayed told her story of hiking the trail in 1995. 

Strayed chronicled her hike with stories of grief, humor, and human connection. She was so 
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unprepared for the hike ahead of her that the mantra of many current hikers is “if she could do it, 

I can do it.”  

The PCTA’s visitor-use records illustrate the impact of her book (see Figure 19). 

Between 2008 and 2011 the PCTA reported 572 total completions. After Strayed released her 

book, the number spiked to 433 in 2012 alone. Once the film came out in 2014, 489 people 

completed the trail. By 2016, the number jumped to 751, and in 2018, the hiking season that I 

spent on the Klamath River, 1,142 hikers reported their completion of the trail ("PCT Visitor Use 

Statistics" 2018). The rising popularity of the PCT has had tangible impacts on both the forest 

ecosystem and rural communities. 

Figure 19: Graph of reported PCT completions produced by the PCTA 2018. 

 

Environmentalist Engagement 

 Environmentalists posed perhaps the most significant, remembered, and conflict-riddled 

interventions for communities on the Klamath. From the advent of land protection in the late-

1800s, environmentalism shifted in scope and focus. The most significant environmental 
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legislation that the federal government enacted was the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) of 1970 that entities consider and assess the environmental impact of their activities 

before proceeding with their projects. While large-scale gold mining had already been phased out 

with legislation such as the Sawyer Decision of 1884 (Katibah, Nedeff, & Dummer 1984, 54), 

timber extraction dominated the Klamath’s forests. Although NEPA limited logging practices, 

the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) fundamentally altered the Klamath’s economies. It 

began with the spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina). 

 In the late 1980s, environmentalists centralized the plight of the spotted owl, “a species 

[believed at the time to be] heavily dependent on old-growth forests” (Robbins 2004, 206). When 

the Fish and Wildlife Service officially listed the spotted owl as threatened in June 1990 

(Robbins 2004, 209), the ESA required them to establish Habitat Conservation Areas (HCA) 

with the aim of preventing extinction. HCAs blocked all industrial and extractive forest use in 

spotted owl habitat. These areas overlapped and covered large swarths of land, which effectively 

eliminated logging in Klamath National Forest. The result was significant for rural communities 

on the river. Seiad Valley and Happy Camp local residents remembered when there were six saw 

mills running between the two towns alone. They remembered prosperous businesses, crowded 

schools, and fulfilled adults. The spotted owl symbolized the decline of their community’s 

success. Further, the spotted owl feud escalated and perpetuated local tensions with a seemingly 

extremist environmentalist community. 
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 Current engagements have moved away from the owl, though the restrictions are still in 

place to protect it. The Karuk Tribe backed by several river-oriented environmental groups have 

been fighting for dam removal on the Klamath. There are four dams on the Klamath (see Figure 

20): Iron Gate, Copco, John C. Boyle, and Keno. As massive technological interventions, the 

dams play a role in river course and the ability of the salmon to travel up the river. According to 

the Karuk, the dams are scheduled for removal in the coming years, but no dates had been set. 

 

Figure 20: Map showing the four dams on the Klamath River. Created by Claire Dumont 2019. 

Data retrieved from: California Geodata Portal, California Fish, Census Bureau, U.S. Forest 

Service 
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A Cowboy’s Poetry 

 I had never met a Cowboy Poet before, but they seemed to arise at every bend on the 

Klamath. After a particularly impassioned interview with Paul, a former gold miner, he asked if I 

would be interested in reading his poetry. He said that it more clearly articulated his life 

experience with environmentalists and why he felt at odds with their mission. The following 

poems illustrate his lifetime of frustration: 
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The miner’s poetry represents a common perception of environmentalism by local residents on 

the Klamath. The communities have watched environmental regulations eliminate the industries 

from which they gleaned their livelihoods. In environmental rhetoric that values biodiversity and 

untouched ecosystems, they do not often see room for themselves. Given the history of self-

reliance and legacies of neglect by central governance, it is understandable why the vast majority 

of local people opposed an environmental regulation that was proposed by people who do not 

live there and does not require a vote by state representatives. Paul’s poetry reflects the core 

tensions that produced the ‘No Monument’ movement. I explore these tensions and technology’s 

role within them in the following two chapters.  



72 

 

Chapter 5: Hierarchies of Gold Mining Technologies 

When I asked Noah, a representative from one of the environmental groups, about the 

miners, he groaned, “Those fuckers are the worst.” Noah had worked in environmental advocacy 

since he graduated high school and had specialized in northern California since 2014, so I was 

surprised at his distaste for the people who defined the region. After spending months 

interviewing gold miners, I realized that the tension between the groups stemmed from a legacy 

of environmental restrictions limiting miners’ access to the river.  

The tension between gold miners and land-users who value other means of interacting 

with the land has persisted since the 1800s. The longest-standing tension has been between 

miners and the Karuk Tribe after early gold-seeking settlers violently displaced indigenous 

peoples. The tension has persisted regarding management rights and the impact of mining on the 

salmon. Tensions have also arisen with environmentalists through the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1970 (NEPA) and the Endangered Species Act of 1973. The legislation requires 

assessment of environmental impact and potential threat to endangered species before a 

corporation, agency, or organization proceeds with a project. These environmental policies 

created tension among gold miners because they limited the space in which miners could mine. 

Often, miners cited the General Mining Act of 1872 which permitted prospecting and mining on 

federal public lands. Miners did so to support of their “right to mine” on numerous California 

rivers. Conflicts arose over which legislation overrode the other. The tensions escalated when the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife added a suction dredge moratorium that banned the 

practice in the state in 2009. In 2012, Governor Jerry Brown signed a bill (AB120) that extended 

the ban indefinitely. While the Karuk Tribe and most environmental groups that worked in the 
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Klamath Mountains supported the moratorium with positive intentions toward ecosystem health, 

it intensified animosity between stakeholders.  

With the extensive history of conflict over river-use, gold miners developed disdain for 

environmentalists as a whole. In this section, I examine my interactions with the gold miners to 

attempt to understand how this tension persisted and identify the perceptions of technology 

underpinning it. 

It was a sweltering, 100-degree day the first time Allen brought me to his mining claim 

on the Klamath. We packed his Jeep with buckets, riffle pans, sieves, snuffer bottles, a shovel, 

and gloves. Parked in a turnout off Highway 96, we slid down the bank to the den Allen had 

cleared in the willow. The coyote scat indicated that we were sharing the space. Allen led a few 

feet down the bank to the hole where he and Leon, another miner, had been digging the day 

prior. Overnight, light sediment and gravel had almost filled the holes. Allen explained the 

process. He started by identifying a spot to dig then panning a sample. He stacked the sieve over 

a riffle pan and piled gravel onto the metal grid. He let the river run over the sieve then emptied 

it to the side. The riffle pan had about an inch of sediment. He filled the rest with water and 

shook the pan back and forth to let the gold fall to the bottom. He swirled water over the 

sediment to wash it away. With delicate movements, he separated sand from gold and created a 

pile of sediment at the base of his pan opposite the riffles. Every ten cycles, he dunked the excess 

sediment back into the river and continued the motion. Once finished, his pan held only small 

pieces of gold separated from the sediment. He dubbed them “bug turds” and sucked them up 

with the snuffer bottle. 

Then, it was my turn. Naturally, Allen made panning look easy with his forty plus years 

of experience. I took Allen’s place in the mud and tried to find a comfortable position. I 
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crouched for a few minutes, then knelt until my legs fell asleep, then plopped down with a 

splash. I followed Allen’s directions through the same process. I dug a sample and filled the 

sieve. I misjudged the amount of material and overfilled the riffle pan causing Allen to laugh at 

my ineptitude. Following his direction, I shook the pan sloshing material over the sides. 

“Faster, Claire! Like Jello!” Allen hollered over the sound of the river. 

He chuckled to himself, “Jello, that’s a good miner name. Like Jello, Jello!”  

I struggled to control the sediment while he appreciated his own genius, but I finally 

figured out what he meant. It took time to attain the nuance needed to move the sediment such 

that the gold could settle. I shook, swirled, and dipped the pan whittling away at the sediment to 

uncover the gold.  

Allen peaked over my shoulder, “Well, that’s a solid retirement fund.” 

I looked back at the yellow specks and rolled my eyes. After testing a few more times, we 

decided it was a rich spot. At that point, I abandoned the pan and sieved material directly into a 

five-gallon bucket. Allen, much quicker than me, started on his own testing process and began to 

fill his bucket. Once the buckets weighed as much as we could carry, we packed up and drove 

home. 

Back at Allen’s garage, he set up his sluice box to sift through the rest of the material. He 

had jerry-rigged a system to pump water through a hose at the top of the box that washed the 

lighter sediment across ridged metal. Spoonful by spoonful, we worked through the buckets to 

collect our findings. It was slow going, and while we waited, Allen showed me his old mining 

equipment. Hidden under several tarps, he showed me his suction dredges and collection of old 

pans. He recollected his dredging memories and described diving toward the riverbed like flying. 

He promised that if they ever opened dredging again, he would teach me how to dive. 



75 

 

We finished sluicing our sediment the following day. Allen used the snuffer bottle to 

collect the bug turds from the riffles then dumped them in a pan. He swirled water to isolate the 

gold then sucked up the pieces again. He put them in a vial to represent the afternoon and 

grinned, “You’ll be lucky if you can buy a candy bar.” 

 

What Makes Gold 

Gold (Au) is a dense, malleable metal. It is bright yellow in color with a high luster and 

low chemical reactivity. There were two types of gold deposits in the Klamath Mountains. Lodes 

were “veins of mineralized rock (called ore) which is firmly embedded in surrounding rock” 

(Stumpf 1998, 9). Igneous extrusions primarily formed lode deposits. Through erosion and 

seismic events, gold travelled down rivers and streams. Being a dense material, gold sunk below 

other sediment resulting in collections of the mineral in riverbeds. These deposits, in which gold 

was already separated from the rock, were known as placers. Placer gold was easily extractable 

in comparison to lode gold and drew the influx of miners to California in 1849. It was principally 

gold’s weight that determined where it collected and how miners extracted it. 

Gold, however, encompassed more than the mineral. It also included the broader 

implications of gold as a natural resource. I use geographer Gavin Bridge’s research on carbon 

resources to substantiate this distinction. Regarding carbon, Bridge claims that “‘natural 

resources are not naturally resources’ but the products of cultural, economic and political work” 

(Bridge 2010, 821; Hudson 2001). He continues, “Carbon is a strikingly generative cultural 

object…Carbon transforms the relations and conditions of production, putting people, places and 

ecological systems into particular configurations that give shape to carbon resources” (Bridge 

2010, 829). Gold became a resource through similar cultural, economic, political, and, I add, 
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technological processes. During the 1849 Gold Rush in California, gold became much more than 

a mineral; it, like carbon, became a cultural object. Culturally, gold became a symbol of 

settlement, westward expansion, and wealth. It shaped the western white-American identity. 

Economically, gold provided new wealth, stimulus, and growth for individual entrepreneurs as 

well as burgeoning corporations. Politically, gold led to the establishment of California as a state. 

Technologically, the physical properties of gold shaped the methods of extraction that miners 

developed. The result of each of these powerful processes was specific structures that shaped 

how people lived, the visual aesthetic of the place, and the function of the ecological systems on 

the Klamath River. Over the next few pages, I chronicle the evolution of gold mining 

technologies, a key technological process, that shaped the people, place, and ecology of the 

Klamath. 

Gold’s hefty weight led to a slew of techniques and machines that relied on gravity to 

separate the valuable mineral from sediment. These techniques and machines combined 

encompass “gold mining technology.” The most pervasive method was gold panning, which was 

simple and portable (Stumpf 1998, 9). It required only one person to operate and a backpack to 

carry a pan and sieve. Although it was the most accessible technology, panning was only 

lucrative if working a particularly concentrated claim. Otherwise, miners designated gold pans 

for sampling, the act of identifying lucrative deposits where they then deployed a more efficient 

extraction technology. 

The rocker, long tom, and sluice box chronologically marked the next advances in 

efficiency by quadrupling output. Rockers were three to four-foot-long boxes with riffles at the 

lower end (see Figure 21). A sieve sat on the upper end with a canvas apron below. The whole 

apparatus rocked back and forth to facilitate the sieve’s work in sifting material. One person dug,  
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Figure 21: A gold miner operates a rocker near Happy Camp, CA. (Stumpf 1998, 6) 

 

another carried buckets of material to the rocker, and the third person filled the sieve while 

pouring water (Stumpf 1998, 10). The water flushed smaller minerals and sediment through the 

metal net. The canvas caught most of the gold, but the pieces it missed landed in the riffles at the 

base of the contraption. The rocker evolved into the long tom, which again quadrupled efficiency 

(Stumpf 1998, 12). The long tom consisted of two troughs that were narrow at the top and 

widened toward the bottom. Instead of a separate sieve, the first trough ended with a punctured 

metal plate that allowed finer material to pass. The lower trough contained the riffles that further 

separated light sediment from dense gold. Miners channeled a consistent stream of water through 
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the troughs such that more people could dig at once. Sluice boxes, derived from long toms’ lower 

trough design, tripled the output (Stumpf 1998, 13). Sluices were simply twelve-foot riffle boxes 

at the end of a trough. As with the long tom, miners channeled a consistent stream of water to 

pour over the gravel. The increased number of riffles increased the amount of gold they 

collected.   

Sluice boxes paved the way for techniques such as “ground-sluicing” and “booming” that 

employed large-scale sluice boxes (Stumpf 1998, 15). Ground-sluicing involved digging a ditch 

that directed water from the main river or creek (see Figure 22). The water washed lighter 

sediment downstream leaving gold and rocks in its wake. Sometimes miners laid a sluice box at 

the end of the ditch to catch additional material. Booming worked in a similar manner but 

involved damming the waterway then flushing sediment through the sluices in one release.  

Figure 22: Ground-sluicing near the Black Bear Mine. (Stumpf 1998, 14) 
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Booming soon gave rise to “river mining,” which involved “wingdams,” “China pumps,” 

dip wheels,” and sluice boxes (see Figure 23). Miners built dams in a rectangular fashion to 

cordon off a section of the river. A China pump extracted the water while miners shoveled the 

gravel into sluice boxes. Dip wheels supplied the consistent stream to run through the sluice 

boxes which emptied back into the river. 

Figure 23: A wingdam mine across from Long Gulch in the 1890s. (Stumpf 1998, 23) 

 

Flumes and ditches carried the necessary water supply to run sluices where the present 

water flow was not sufficient. Miners preferred ditches due to their longevity and relatively low 

cost. If built well, ditches did not require much maintenance. Flumes, in comparison, required 

constant upkeep but enabled miners to create a water flow “across open spaces, along vertical 

cliff faces, or through terrain where soil prohibited the use of ditches” (Stumpf 1998, 75). Miners 
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built flumes from timber they harvested from the surrounding forest. The flumes and ditches 

could stretch miles and facilitated mining development. 

Increasing ability to control water supply yielded additional mining techniques. 

Hydraulic mining granted access to the deeper placer deposits. In 1852, a miner named Edward 

Mattison first used a hose to direct a high pressure stream of water at a hillside instead of digging 

through the sediment (Stumpf 1998, 28). As the technique became more popular, miners 

developed increasingly pressurized nozzles to dissolve entire mountainsides (see Figure 24). The 

debris washed through a network of sluice boxes placed below. The riffles collected the gold and 

the sediment piled at the base. By 1898, there were 229 hydraulic mines operating in Siskiyou  

Figure 24: Hydraulic giants at work. (Stumpf 1998, 31) 

 

County (Stumpf 1998, 30), though the Sawyer Decision of 1884 closed them shortly after. This 

technique moved massive amounts of material, and the tailings soon characterized the riverbank. 

Mercury (Hg)-use boomed during the Gold Rush. By filling sluice boxes with liquid 

mercury, miners could capture even smaller gold particles. They added “hundreds of pounds of 

liquid mercury (several 76-lb flasks) to riffles and troughs in a typical sluice. The high density of 
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mercury allowed gold and gold-mercury amalgam to sink while sand and gravel passed through 

the sluice” (Alpers 2005). Although the sluice riffles were supposed to capture the gold and 

mercury, the high volume of water and sediment and fast-paced flow often knocked particles of 

both elements loose. The tailing piles and riverbed sediments are still laced with mercury from 

the Gold Rush and ensuing decades. The use of mercury was an especially significant mining 

technique because its legacy poses a threat to the well-being of people and ecosystems far into 

the future were the sediment ever disturbed. 

Suction dredging began in the early 1900’s and spread to northern California’s rivers 

over the first half of the century. The largest dredges were multiple stories high and dug 

hundreds of feet deep. Suction dredges vacuumed sediment from the riverbed which passed over 

a series of riffles collecting gold in the same manner earlier technologies employed. The large-

scale dredge pumped the water back into the river and produced a series of tailings piles the size 

of houses behind it. When a slew of regulations restricted large-scale mining technologies, 

miners invented small-scale suction dredges. These dredges required only one or two miners to 

operate and processed much more material than a pan. Most solo-dredgers use a two to four-inch 

dredge—inches referring to the size of the nozzle—while pairs can manage five or six-inch 

machines. By the 2000s, small-scale suction dredging had become the most common extraction 

technique on the Klamath. 

The gold mining technologies that miners developed and utilized were the direct result of 

the physical, cultural, economic, political, and technological properties of the mineral they 

sought. Political theorist Timothy Mitchell’s research on the role of malaria-transmitting 

mosquitoes in Egyptian national politics during the mid-1900s theorized the power of nonhuman 

entities in human worlds. In attempting to combat the public health crisis that malaria posed, the 



82 

 

Egyptian Health Ministry employed experts to eradicate the insect. The chemicals they utilized 

to exterminate mosquito populations affected irrigation courses and ultimately led to food 

shortages, which rendered Egyptians more susceptible to mosquito-induced pathogens. Mitchell 

claimed that due to the mosquito, “national politics was organized around programs of health 

improvement, rural reconstruction, technical development, and above all the engineering of the 

river Nile” (Mitchell 2002, 50). Mosquitos were an integral actor in a much larger network that 

produced the situation, yet the mosquito “belong[ed] to nature. It [could not] speak” (Mitchell 

2002, 50). According to Mitchell, categorizing the mosquito as nature “arrang[ed] the world as 

one in which science was opposed to nature” (Mitchell 2002, 51) rather than the co-creator of it.  

Gold on the Central Klamath worked in a similar fashion. Like the mosquito, it could not 

speak. Gold represented nature while the technologies that extracted it represented society; 

however, gold was part of the network that also included these technologies. Gold drove rural 

and technical developments in rural northern California. Rapid white settlement of Siskiyou 

County reconstructed the rural community. The demographic shifted from predominantly 

indigenous tribes to gold miners. The miners constructed wagon trails and roads that led to the 

infrastructure that local inhabitants rely on today. Gold drove technological development. The 

weight of gold and its reaction when water flowed over it demanded certain equipment for 

extraction. High demand for gold rendered the material valuable which called for increasingly 

efficient production techniques. Much like the relationship between the mosquito and the Nile, 

the technologies that gold produced heavily shaped the Klamath River. Through the phenomena 

that produced the technology, gold held political power over the activities that produced the 

region. The element shaped the technology, and the technology shaped the landscape. 
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The Network: How Gold Makes the River 

Gold mining technologies fundamentally changed the Klamath River in both its course 

and its ecosystems. In this section, I utilize Actor-Network Theory (ANT) to illustrate the 

connections and tensions between various human, non-human, and technological presences on 

the Klamath River. Anthropologist Bruno Latour defines the theory simply. ANT “means that 

whenever you wish to define an entity (an agent, an actor) you have to deploy its attributes, that 

is, its network” (Latour 2011, 800). An actor’s network is composed of all the components that 

make it. To understand the tensions surrounding gold mining technologies, I outline the role each 

actor and notable technology holds within the network that composes gold including hydraulic 

mining, suction dredging, gold panning, indigenous management, salmon, and environmentalist 

management. It is important to note the degree to which the technology caused change, the scale 

of that technology, and the people entangled with the technology.  

On the Klamath, there were myriad arguments outlining the pros and cons of each mining 

technique, and each group held those beliefs as a result of their “situated knowledges” (Haraway 

1988), meaning knowledge that people produce from their social context and world view. 

Situated knowledge values scientific knowledge but considers it neither objective nor absolute. 

Situated knowledges simultaneously value knowledge that stems from world views other than 

the scientists.’ Geographer and science and technology studies scholar Rebecca Lave (2012) 

outlines several types of knowledge that I focus on in this section in addition to knowledge 

produced through the scientific method. In a conventional scientific model, “knowledge is 

produced by scientists and then transferred to people who apply that knowledge in the way 

scientists envisioned. There are very few actors, no feedback among the stages, and no agency on 

the part of those who apply scientific knowledge. Nor is there any recognition of the broader 
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political-economic context within which this process plays out” (Lave 2012, 20). On the 

Klamath, the people who are affected by and who apply scientific knowledge hold their own 

knowledge systems that science often ignores. The Karuk hold indigenous knowledge, which is 

“culturally embedded knowledge” (Lave 2012, 27) that native peoples continue to build and 

develop. Gold miners hold local knowledge, which is “ecological knowledge developed and held 

by geographically, economically, and politically marginal white people in developed countries” 

(Lave 2012, 27). The convictions all stakeholders hold stem from their own values and 

contributed to their interpretation of environmentalists’ interference on the river. 

 

Hydraulic Mining and the Large-Scale Suction Dredge 

While each mining technique that preceded large-scale operations shaped the river and 

surrounding hillsides through erosion, hydraulic mining and suction dredging had lasting effects. 

Hydraulic mining physically washed entire hillsides down river, and suction dredging dug deep 

into the riverbed. Both technologies left massive tailings piles on either side of the river corridor. 

Tammy and her husband, Henry, showed me around their property while tending their goat herd. 

Tammy bottle-fed some of her youngest goats and spoke about life events that occurred at 

certain locations. She gestured toward the swing set their children played on, the hill where she 

spotted a mountain lion, and the tailings piles that signified the history of their land. She did not 

reference the tailings with disdain or reverence. They were simply a part of the landscape she 

called home. 

A local miner by the name of Malcom felt differently, and once he started speaking, he 

realized he had much to say. To him, the tailings emblemized the height of American 

productivity in the region, a past to which he hoped they would return. Malcom, and many other 
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retired miners, spent their working years fueled by the mantra that hard work brought success. 

Malcom explained his frustration with the lack of work on the river now, “I’ve got a great load 

of garb because I worked 14 hours breaking rocks with a 12-pound sledge hammer since the 

50’s. I felt good about working and felt sweat running down my face. I felt good about it because 

I enjoyed it.” To Malcom, hard work measured success, and he blamed environmental 

restrictions, such as the Sawyer Decision of 1884 (Katibah, Nedeff, & Dummer 1984, 54), that 

interrupted mining for the economic decline in his community. 

 

The Small-scale Suction Dredge 

While environmental regulations and land protection designations eliminated large-scale 

mining on the Klamath by the 1970s, small-scale mining and suction dredging persisted. It 

became the most controversial activity to take place on the river in recent history. Dredging 

brought the majority of the local residents I spoke with to the Klamath and its tributaries either 

through their own or others’ mining aspirations. In their discussions of the pros and cons of 

dredging, the miners often equated the alleged negatives with other natural processes that had 

similar outcomes as if to say, “Hey, we’re part of the ecosystem too.” The way that dredgers 

spoke about their preferred mining technology revealed their observed knowledge and 

understanding of their role in the aquatic environment. 

For many gold miners, dredging was how they communed with the land and the river. 

Yes, it was possible to make a living, and the value of gold was attractive, but most dredgers 

found enjoyment in the activity itself. The motions of diving and digging connected them to the 

land. Much like river rafters or canoers, dredgers experienced the environment through a form of 

recreation and labor that also offered an income. Paul, a gold miner renowned in the area for his 
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kindness and generosity, spoke about his experience dredging and the environmental impact he 

observed, “Although we’ve chosen a path of resource extraction, you don’t shit where you eat. 

That is the way most of us were, the dredgers in the area. We were professionals. We were 

responsible.” Paul led me around his property pointing out the native trees and flowers that he 

had planted to support the local ecosystem. We settled in a set of wooden chairs within his 

garden that attracted humming birds, bees, and butterflies. He took pride in the ecosystem he had 

cultivated in his corner of the forest, and he claimed that his care extended to the river where he 

dredged: 

There have been studies and studies that have shown the environmental impact of 

dredging at worst is de minimis. The advantages we provided were removal of mercury 

and lead from the water. I can show you ten pounds of mercury that I’ve taken out of the 

streams…I even took a person from the Fish & Game Department up to my claims on 

Horse Creek and showed him that the only spawning redds for the Steelhead in the spring 

were on tailings that I had created over the past three years. The places that hadn’t been 

dredged had no redds. 

Paul’s claims that dredging had low impact and helped the fish were common. Many 

miners told similar stories that stemmed from their own observations and immense concern for 

the welfare of the ecosystem. Allen, the man who taught me how to pan, chuckled while 

remembering his interactions with the fish. When he dove into the river and moved material, he 

described hordes of fish swimming near him. Whenever he moved a river rock, he unleashed a 

cloud of aquatic invertebrates that the fish fed off. Allen particularly enjoyed the activity because 

he got to interact with the fish in a symbiotic manner that mutually benefited himself and the 

fish. Leon, the Swiss miner who often worked with Allen and had been mining on the Klamath 

for fifteen years, felt similarly. He fixated on his direct interactions with the fish stating that he 

dredged explicitly to not harm them. In his eyes, catching fish far exceeded the detriments of 

dredging. Paul agreed: 
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The State says it’s about the fish. The courts have agreed. There is not one record of 

dredgers harming or taking even one fish. In all the years since the early 50s when diving 

became a part of the mining process, there is not one record of a dredger taking a fish. On 

the other hand, the State sells you a license and says you can take two every day, and 

there are hundreds of people who do that. 

To the dredgers, fishing caused far more damage to the trout and salmon populations in terms of 

direct contact. While dredgers recognized the cultural importance of fishing for some community 

members and certainly did not believe fishing should be banned, they maintained that they chose 

not to fish to support the existence of the population. 

Although this was an argument that dredgers offered in their favor, most people who 

opposed dredging did not cite directly killing fish as an issue. The environmentalists, biologists, 

and tribal members were more concerned with the indirect consequences of dredging on the 

fishery such as increased turbidity and pollution. These were issues for which dredgers had a 

response: 

Nobody cleans the river except the dredger. When I find something in the river, nails, 

bottles, a refrigerator, I take them out. This is not what belongs in the river, and common 

sense tells me, “Come on. Take it out.” Maybe they used mercury in the past, but nobody 

here uses any mercury. People use common sense. They don’t run around like idiots with 

a gas tank. Putting mercury or gas in the water is very dangerous. Nobody does that. 

Leon’s comment above matched my experience with Allen. When we panned, we brought an 

additional snuffer bottle specifically to capture mercury should we find it. Allen also brought 

bags with which to pack out any trash or treasures that we found. This was a common practice, 

and most miners’ collections contained not only serpentine, jadeite, and gold but also rusted 

mining equipment from earlier decades that they dug out of the river. 

Neil addressed the issue of turbidity. A long-time gold miner, Neil had been dredging 

since he was fourteen on various claims in Alaska, Oregon, and California. To him, gold mining 

was the continuation of his family’s culture and relationship to the natural world: 
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I like dredging. It’s the cleanest, most efficient, environmentally friendly, productive, and 

positive. There are not very many negatives, hardly any at all. The only negative is you 

have a little cloud of water coming out into your sluice, but every rainstorm, the river 

looks like a milkshake. 

Other miners echoed Neil’s observation that the river was often opaque with sediment as 

the result of weather. Within days of the weather event ending, the sediment settled, and the 

water cleared again. Neil saw no difference in the sediment churned up by a suction dredge. By 

equating the increased turbidity caused by mining to turbidity caused by flux in water level, the 

miners called into question what defined a natural process. To them, mining was no less natural 

than rain. Combined with the perceived benefits, the naturalness of the process rendered miners a 

part of the ecosystem.  

Even so, the dredgers understood that open access to the river could cause harm, an 

awareness that Neil articulated, “Now, you would have to regulate the mining. You couldn’t 

have ten thousand people on a hundred-acre spot. You’d have to have rules. You’d have to have 

enforcement. You’d have to have conscious teaching within mining organizations.” Regulation 

of gold mining raised questions surrounding the local versus outsider dichotomy, which was the 

root of the ongoing conflict between various groups in the area. The complexity of this 

dichotomy was twofold: who got to manage the land and who got to use it. The people who lived 

in the area year-round maintained that they held right to utilize the resources the area offered. 

They also asserted that local people were not the ones harming the ecosystem; it was the 

outsiders. 

Dredgers held a strong conviction that they were not causing excessive damage due to the 

cultural understanding of proper care between miners. Similar to ethics common among hikers, 

miners had a code passed down from teacher to student. To local miners, everyone who lived in 

the area followed that code. The harm came from outsiders who did not. An additional source of 



89 

 

harm stemmed from forces acting on the fish populations as the fish traveled to and from the 

Klamath. Paul cited an unchecked bird population and oceanic fishing operations as additional 

stressors for the fish. Some miners cited the lack of sufficient fish ladders at each of the four 

hydroelectric dams. Another miner even cited human-induced climate change as a contributor. 

Paul and these other miners seemed frustrated more by the lack of nuance in the dredging ban 

than attached to the assertion that they were impact-free. While showing me the mine he had on 

his property, Paul challenged the environmentalists: 

Why doesn’t any of this get taken into account when you make regulations? I mean 

really, you’re going to put me out of business? You’re going to take away my livelihood 

for doing something that’s never taken a fish, that creates habitat, that takes mercury and 

lead out of the water? 

Miners did not see that significant measures had been taken to address the other, larger-scale 

causes of fishery collapse. They viewed the dredging ban as a direct attack on their livelihoods 

and presence in the area. The persistent narrative regarded environmentalists as purists who 

wanted the area free of people, extraction, and technology; the things that made wilderness less 

wild. 

Furthermore, the lack of nuance would not have been so significant had the dredging ban 

not devastated the economic stability of the community. After calculating the years since the ban, 

Malcom concluded, “I haven’t been able to use my eight-inch suction dredge for ten years. I 

mean think about that. You don’t have to make very much money a year and you multiply that 

by ten. I’ve lost a fortune.” While the dredgers blamed outsiders for any improper use, local 

business owners relied on people returning to the river annually to mine. There were a number of 

local residents who left after the ban eliminated their ability to derive a sufficient income from 

the land, but the majority of miners migrated to their claims on the Klamath for the summer. 

Leon was one of the miners who returned yearly. He noticed the change, “I see the impact on the 
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industry here, and I see the people with a small shop. They are closed now. What are they going 

to do? I guess they are starting to grow weed.” Leon’s comment hedged at a prominent and 

sensitive issue. With the economic decline came the need for other sources of income. Many 

former miners turned to producing marijuana before it was legal, which produced the 

infrastructure that enabled heroin, methamphetamine, and cocaine to easily enter the community. 

Most community members noticed a change and agreed that it was the direct result of economic 

decline in the area. 

Paul summed up the complaints surrounding environmentalism well, “When dredging 

was allowed, all the trailer parks on the river were full. All the stores were doing a vibrant 

business. So, all these new rules in the name of the environment have destroyed virtually 

everybody.” The bulk of the businesses that catered to dredgers closed within a couple years of 

the dredging moratorium, but not everyone had the resources to leave in pursuit of other business 

ventures. Some people chose to or had to stay and attempt to generate business. Matt’s story was 

the most telling: 

I came here looking for gold. I joined the mining club based out of Happy Camp. I came 

down here at the end of the summer, and I mined through the end of October. Then it just 

got sloppy, so I left and went down to Arizona to mine in the desert. It was a horrific 

learning experience. I have no talent for finding gold in the desert. I didn’t find enough 

gold to pay for the salt in my sweat. In March, I came back up here to the park. I got that 

spot right there, and that’s where I stayed. That was in ’03. I bought into this place in ’05 

and got the title transferred over to me in April of ’08. Then, in 2009, they passed the bill, 

shut down suction dredging, and 70% of my business walked out my door never to 

return. It’s been a joy ever since…It’s crushing everything. 

Naturally, the ban devastated Matt’s business, and he did not have the financial privilege to 

relocate, especially since his business was tied to the land. Matt’s story is not solely about his 

devastated livelihood, but about how decision makers drew the conclusion that dredging was the 

primary problem: 
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When they ran the dredging test, they used 1970s equipment. They ran the test directly 

down from the Humbug mine, which was the largest hydraulic mine in California. It was 

also a place where they used more mercury than anywhere else. They clouded it 

intentionally. They concluded that the mercury was encapsulated by silt, and the only 

way that silt would be disturbed was by dredgers. They would release these mercury 

pockets. The problem with it is that dredgers don’t dredge where silt settles. First of all, 

gold doesn’t settle where silt settles. Their entire study was just a lie. Just because your 

sensibilities are offended, it doesn’t mean the universe is crashing. But, when your 

sensibilities get offended and you crash my universe, well I’ve got a big problem with 

that. Apparently, I’m not supposed to, and I should just be accepting of it. I’m not. I’m 

not. 

Matt’s frustrations were significant and contributed to broader mistrust of experts due to 

their tendency to ignore local knowledge (Fairhead & Leach 1995; Mitchell 2002). For the 

dredging study Matt references, how scientists constructed dredging reflected the “equally 

powerful impact [of social forces] on the ways that environmental science is produced in the first 

place” (Lave 2012, 20). Lave outlines three key areas in which social forces influence science: 

“a) the questions investigated and, perhaps more important, funded; b) the beneficiaries of 

science; and c) the ‘principles of vision and division’ with which natural scientists think” (Lave 

2012, 20). I argue that the scientists who devised the dredging study were influenced by social 

forces that shaped their choice in subject matter, location, and means of measuring degradation. 

According to Matt, there were several major flaws that clouded the study and could have 

been avoided had the biologists consulted those who partake in the activity. First, the location of 

the study ought to have taken place in various points along the river rather than concentrate on a 

particularly polluted section. Second, the dredging equipment ought to have accurately reflected 

the equipment that dredgers most commonly use. Third, the sediment ought to have matched 

areas that dredgers would mine due to the physical properties of gold. When the conclusions of a 

study that miners viewed as inaccurate resulted in a ban on their livelihoods, it is understandable 

that they assumed the aim was to get rid of them rather than protect the ecosystem. Regardless of 

intent on the part of environmentalists and the Forest Service, it appeared that they had skewed 
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the studies to fit their agenda. The resulting narrative among local residents was that these 

authoritative organizations wanted control and financial power rather than to care for the 

landscape. The persistent narrative further undermined any useful insights these organizations 

offered. Furthermore, it discredited future knowledge or management plans that 

environmentalists produced. 

 

Tribal Technologies and the Salmon 

To the Karuk Tribe, mining tailings represented the destruction of the ecosystem and 

their culture. Andrew and Jeffery, the Karuk Tribal members who recounted much of the tribe’s 

history during our conversations, both identified the tailings as reminders of the violence they 

endured on the part of white settlers searching for gold. Not only was colonial violence 

entrenched in the physical landscape, but its legacies persisted.  

The interruptions to the salmon’s lifecycle revealed the historical violence and 

symbolized how it continued into the present. Nina Gee (2009), a former teacher in southern 

Oregon, wrote a narrative of the salmon’s journey. According to her book, salmon are 

anadromous fish, meaning they spend portions of their life in freshwater and saltwater (Gee 

2009, 4). The fish travel thousands of miles from birth to reach the ocean then rely on instinct to 

return to their birth-stream to spawn. Figure 25 illustrates the salmon lifecycle which came into 

contact with the humans who inhabited villages surrounding the river. 
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Figure 25: Life cycle of the salmon. (Gee 2009) 
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The Karuk played an essential role in managing the salmon for sustenance. Andrew told 

the story of salmon management among indigenous tribes on the Klamath: 

Traditionally, there used to be a ceremony called Sar’uk’ām’kuf, which means Downhill 

Smoke that used to happen over at Ike’s Falls. There was a village where my family 

originally came from called Ameekyáaraam. It means “Where Salmon Was Made.” That 

ceremony was pretty important because it kicked off the fishing season. If you did 

everything right in the summer and the fall, you were able to store acorns, dried fish, deer 

meat, and bulb plants. Towards the end of winter, when a lot of times those food stores 

would be getting pretty scarce if not run out, a run of fish came up the river. It was a 

spring run of fish, and it was really important because if you had a bad winter, you might 

have people starving. The spring run would come up just in time to help everybody, and 

it was important to protect the head of that run. The ceremonies protected the head of that 

run because as those fish were coming up in March or April, there would be a guy 

fishing. Once he caught that first fish, it would initiate the ceremony. The fish had a term, 

ishyâat. Before the ceremony was done, that fish was ishyâat, and you weren’t supposed 

to eat it. The Yuroks obeyed this rule too. Nobody was to fish until that medicine was 

made at Ameekyáaraam. They started the ceremony where the fisherman caught the first 

fish. It was a ten-day ceremony where the medicine man was secluded, and there were a 

lot of rituals that culminated in the ceremonial sacrifice of the first fish. They would lay it 

out on the altar, and the medicine man’s helper would eat it. Once the ceremony 

concluded, they sent a runner down the river to tell everyone they could fish. It’s legal to 

fish. It’s no longer ishyâat, it’s áama. It’s legal. As he went down, he told different 

people, “You can fish now.” What that did was protect the head of that run. Instead of 

everybody saying, “We’ve got to catch because we’ve got people starving,” and knocking 

out the head, the ceremony protected that genetic thing that made the fish come up early. 

The ecological cycle that brought the salmon upriver directly provided food security for the 

tribes on the Klamath, and their ceremony illustrated a deep understanding of the management 

practices necessary to support the fishery.6 I argue that the Karuk Tribe’s ceremonies were a 

form of cultural technology that were crucial for managing the salmon. I do not intend to 

diminish Karuk ceremony to a mere technology that anyone can apply anywhere. It is important 

to emphasize, that the cultural technology of ceremony exists only within the broader Karuk 

                                                             
6 When I discuss the Karuk Tribe’s relationship to technology, it is not only ceremony and fire on which they rely. 

Other tribal technologies include dip-nets that they use for fishing. While there is extensive literature on the issues 

regarding subsistence hunting and restrictions on technologies that indigenous people can use to hunt (Nowak 1975; 

Condon, Collings, and Wenzel 1995), at the time, the Karuk were more interested in maintaining their traditional 

strategies. 
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religious and cultural lifeway. The ceremony cannot be extracted from the rest of tribal 

knowledge. It is situated within it. I frame ceremonies as technologies to reveal how colonial 

violence rendered such ceremonies invisible. 

This delicate, yet well-established, cycle relied on multiple factors for the salmon to 

successfully reproduce including a navigable, recognizable, and unpolluted route back to their 

spawning grounds. Mining as a manifestation of the violence of settlement was the first major 

disruption to that cycle. I am particularly interested in the intersections between the mining 

seasons and the salmon cycle. There are points when the salmon are vulnerable and times when 

they are able to withstand the disruption miners cause. There is also a significant difference in 

the timelines of large-scale and small-scale mining. Large-scale mining occurred throughout the 

year, thus interfering with the delicate aspects of the salmon cycle. When hydraulic mining, 

dredging, diversion ditches, and flumes re-routed the river, they fundamentally changed its 

course. These activities destroyed potential spawning ground and salmon nests, also called redds. 

They made it more difficult for a salmon fry to swim from the river to the ocean. By changing 

the Klamath’s course, large-scale mining severed the imprint that young salmon leave on their 

home waters. Re-routing the river made it even more challenging for adult salmon to return 

home. 

Mining’s effect on the salmon had severe implications for the Karuk since salmon were a 

staple of their diet. Jeffery noted that Karuk adults used to eat several pounds of salmon per day, 

but now they are down to zero. Between the devastation of their spawning grounds and mercury-

contamination, the salmon no longer existed in the Klamath in quantities substantial enough to 

sustain the Karuk nutritionally or culturally. 
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If the loss of a significant food source was not enough, large-scale gold mining 

influenced the spiritual aesthetic that the Karuk relied on for their ceremonies. Andrew spoke 

about the importance of viewsheds for the tribe: 

When the medicine man is out doing his business, you want him to not be influenced 

aesthetically by human activities. So, him looking out at a bunch of clear cuts, old mine 

tailings, and all that sort of stuff isn’t the mental place where you want him to be. You 

want him to be in a more pristine frame of mind, thinking more about the importance of 

nature. You also want him thinking about the people. When the medicine man comes up 

off the river and up into the mountains, there are a number of places where he will stop 

and pray. A lot of those places overlook village sites, so he can see who he is praying for. 

Aesthetic things are important too. 

To many of the Karuk, the tailings represented the destruction of the ecosystem they were 

culturally obligated to manage. This destruction limited their ability to perform religious 

ceremonies central to their culture. For tribal members who want to practice their traditions, 

large-scale mining shaped the landscape in a manner that obliterated their ability to do so. 

Most resident gold miners agreed that the large-scale mining of the 1800s degraded the 

river, but they argued that there is a difference in their small-scale mining practices. As is clear 

in the section above, many miners believe that their activities actually benefit the salmon, or, at 

the very least, do not cause harm. To understand the temporal points of tension between miners 

and the salmon, it is important to look at where their “seasons” collide. According to local 

suction-dredgers, mining occurs throughout the summer. At other points of the year, the water is 

much too cold to weather. The salmon cycle begins in October when a female salmon arrives at 

their spawning grounds to procure the next generation. A female salmon builds a redd by 

slapping her tail against the riverbed to create a small basin. She lays her pink eggs of the basin 

floor, and a male fertilizes them. She uses her tail to cover the redd with small stones and silt to 

hide it from potential predators. As long as the redd remains undisturbed through the winter, the 

eggs hatch in the spring. The first tension comes into play once the eggs hatch depending on how 
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early the dredging season begins. The newly hatched creatures are known as alevin. They stay in 

their redd and feed from the yolk sac still attached to their belly. Though less vulnerable than as 

eggs, disruption to the redd exposes the alevin to the predators of the river before they have 

developed into fry. When the alevin consume their yolk sac, they push through the gravel 

covering their redd and swim downriver. For a fish born on the Salmon or Scott Rivers, it took 

months for the fledgling fry to reach the Klamath. Fry are developing fish. They are less 

vulnerable than the alevin or eggs, but still learning to avoid predators. Depending on the 

species, the salmon will spend a matter of months or years growing in freshwater. It is this 

fluctuating period where the bulk of the tension between gold miners, indigenous peoples, and 

environmentalists resides. There is debate as to whether or not dredging causes increased stress 

for fledgling fry. The salmon continue to swim until they reach brackish water where they 

undergo smoltification to prepare their bodies for sea water. Once the fish reach the sea, they 

follow the various currents that compose the Pacific Ocean Gyre. The salmon continued to grow 

and toughen in the presence of orcas, sharks, and trollers. It takes three years, but the salmon do 

not encounter miners again until they instinctually return to their birth-waters. At this point, the 

salmon are sea-hardened, and it is unlikely the dredge can cause them harm. 

For members of the Karuk Tribe, the points of contact between the mining and salmon 

cycles meant very little. To the Karuk, small-scale mining was an extension of the activity that 

displaced their tribe. The Tribe, along with the Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Forest 

Service, had devoted massive amounts of time and resources rehabilitating the species. Tribal 

resource managers viewed any activity that placed stress on the ability for the fish to reach the 

sea and return as harmful. To recover and maintain their culture in the wake of the Gold Rush, 

the Tribe pursued every possible benefit they could give the salmon. 



98 

 

The Environmentalists 

Noah, one of the environmentalists I spoke with, and his colleagues had a history of 

tension with gold miners. Each side perpetuated it. The environmentalists did so by dismissing 

the miners as wealth-driven resource extractors, while the miners took a more aggressive 

approach toward environmentalists. Noah mentioned the threats his colleagues received. 

Evidently, miners in Seiad Valley had hung effigies of two of Noah’s colleagues. Noah also 

referenced the threats of violence that other environmental organizations received from those 

who opposed the dredging ban and Siskiyou Crest National Monument. The threats worked, and 

environmentalists physically stayed away from the localities they sought to manage for fear of 

bodily harm. Their distance felt even more so like ignorance of the community’s knowledge, 

thus maintaining the tension. 

The idea of the “outsider” recurred when local residents spoke about the 

environmentalists. Local people complained that outsiders could not know the most effective 

parameters of regulation. They used the term “outsider” to discredit anyone claiming to be an 

expert on the Klamath who did not derive their livelihood from the land. Timothy Mitchell’s 

(2002) work in rural Egypt is relevant in unpacking the role of the outsider. Mitchell observed in 

rural Egypt that “processes of change came from outside the community, namely, the national 

government;” therefore, “the forces of change [were] more or less synonymous with a central 

power, the state, which impos[ed] itself on a resistant periphery” (Mitchell 2002, 167). Mitchell 

continues to explain that “power is not simply a centralized force seeking local allies as it 

extends out from the political center but is constructed locally” (Mitchell 2002, 169). A similar 

dynamic was at work on the Klamath with local gold miners rejecting the state. The state, in this 

context, manifested locally through environmental organizations like EPIC and K.S. Wild who 

focused on northern California and southern Oregon natural areas. 
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Environmentalists such as Noah had serious concerns about the role of gold miners in the 

river, and the studies supported his beliefs. Noah claimed that dredgers cause sediment problems 

and disrupt natural stream flows. The way that Noah framed the issue was notable because he 

explicitly designated dredgers as unnatural outsiders acting negatively on the ecosystem. This 

philosophy assumed that all erosion caused by humans was inherently unnatural while erosion by 

other actors or processes was simply part of the ecosystem. I argue that it is the visible presence 

of technology that creates this perception rather than an actual difference in erosion rates. 

 

The Problem with Panning 

Panning for gold was the only extraction technique allowed on the Klamath. While it was 

widely accepted as the activity causing the least change to the river, environmentalists still 

complained. Though to a lesser degree than dredging, moving sediment while panning increased 

the turbidity of the stream. Miners panned closer to the shore, so the activity had a higher impact 

on riparian vegetation. The roots of riparian plants often trapped gold pieces leading miners to 

dig out the base of the plant and rinse the sediment caught in the roots into their sluice box. 

Without the stability that roots provided to the streambank, the sediment eroded at a faster rate. 

The Modern Riparian Ordinance, implemented by California Fish and Game, categorized plant 

removal as illegal after the 1980s (Sommarstorm 1984, 275) but not before miners left their mark 

on the course of the river. 

Allen made it clear that unless a miner had an outrageously rich claim, it would be next to 

impossible to draw a living from panning as a sole extraction technique. Panning became more 

of a recreational activity. It drew cultural tourism to the area but not nearly in the quantities that 

dredging did. While panning required equipment (see Figure 26 and 27), it distinctly lacked a 
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motorized machine, which is what allowed dredgers to move noticeable amounts of material. 

Environmentalists viewed panning as less impactful because it echoed a romanticized, historic 

use of the landscape. Despite regulations and without a motor, panning still affects change on the 

course of the river and the ecosystem it supports. Both historically and presently, panning has 

shaped the Klamath River. 

Figure 26: Contemporary sluice box. 2018 

 

Figure 27: Contemporary panning equipment. 2018 
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The Technopolitics of Scale and Rewilding 

Comprehending the influence of gold mining on the Klamath River demands an 

understanding of the role of scale, the force that drove the Gold Rush and the technology 

resulting from it. Anthropologist Anna Tsing (2015) discussed the importance of scale regarding 

matsutake mushroom hunting in the Pacific Northwest. Tsing explains that “making projects 

scalable takes a lot of work. Even after that work, there will still be interactions between scalable 

and non-scalable project elements” (Tsing 2015, 38). Gold mining on the Klamath and the 

associated tensions embody the concept of scalability, and Tsing’s work aids in understanding 

the role of scale in technology’s shaping of the landscape. Matsutake mushrooms grow in the 

Klamath Mountains at the southern scope of their range and draw a strong foraging community. 

According to Jeffery, a Karuk tribal member, the mushrooms were an essential supplement to 

traditional Karuk diets. In her work, Tsing analyzed matsutake growth patterns. She found that 

they grew in disturbed areas and were nearly impossible to produce in the mass quantities 

required by capitalist agriculture. Matsutake refused to “scale up” (Tsing 2015, 38).  

Unlike matsutake cultivation, gold extraction was easily scalable. With the evolution of 

mining technologies, miners during the Gold Rush extracted copious amounts of gold at 

increasing rates of efficiency. I argue that gold and its network dictated what types of technology 

miners produced. Gold mining being a scalable activity in combination with gold being a 

valuable commodity produced the technology that had the capability for large-scale extraction. 

In accordance with Tsing’s writings, there were aspects of gold mining in which tensions 

developed between the scalable and non-scalable elements. The core tension was, and still is, the 

Karuk Tribe’s dependence on the salmon run. Yet, there is reason to distinguish between gold 

mining technologies as each level of extraction intersects with various non-scalable elements. 
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Panning intersects with non-scalable time; it is impossible to create more hours to work beyond 

the day, and panning is inefficient. Meanwhile, hydraulic mining conflicts with non-scalable 

lifecycles; the salmon require intact, navigable, and memorable waterways. Suction-dredging 

clashes with these elements somewhere in between. 

Environmentalism seeks to combat these tensions in the name of the non-scalable. The 

environmentalists I spoke with primarily cited past large-scale mining and logging as the most 

significant threats to the area. Their mission was to facilitate the ecosystem’s recovery from 

these activities. Without explicitly using the term, the environmentalists essentially were 

attempting to rehabilitate the non-scalable elements of gold mining. Their mission, however, 

echoed the controversial idea of rewilding. Geographer Jamie Lorimer and colleagues. define 

rewilding as a conservation practice whose “aim is to maintain, or increase, biodiversity, while 

reducing the impact of present and past human interventions through the restoration of species 

and ecological processes” (Lorimer et al. 2015, 39). Conservation biologist Michael Soulé and 

environmental activist David Foreman first coined the term in the 1980s, but the controversy 

escalated with their co-authored publication promoting “Pleistocene Rewilding.” In their article, 

they among other academics argue that “reinstituting ecological and evolutionary processes that 

were transformed or eliminated by megafaunal extinctions” (Donlan et al. 2006, 661) would 

reestablish the pristine ecosystems of the pre-human Pleistocene epoch. The article advocated for 

designation of large areas of land and connecting corridors to support the reintroduction of 

megafauna and key species. The goal was to “complete” the ecosystems that human presence 

had degraded. 

Their proposal was met with controversy from both ecological and social scientific 

conversations. Over the course of several years, scientists rebutted Pleistocene rewilding as a 
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conservation technique citing lack of sufficient research, a debate that spanned several papers 

and counter-papers (Rubenstein & Rubenstein 2016; Svenning et al. 2015, 2016). Dustin and 

Daniel Rubenstein articulate a key argument against rewilding within the scientific community: 

“Today’s reality is that wildlife and people must coexist. Setting aside large tracts to bring back 

communities of disrupted cascades is a luxury” (Rubenstein & Rubenstein 2016, E1). Their 

argument crossed into social science debates about the ideological and lived implications of 

restructuring large areas of land to replicate the Pleistocene. 

Environmental historian Dolly Jørgensen explains that rewilding “attempts to erase 

human history and involvement with the land and flora and fauna, yet nature and culture cannot 

be easily separated into distinct units. Rewilding as currently practiced disavows human history 

and finds value only in historical ecologies prior to human habitation” (Jørgensen 2015, 487). 

Not only does rewilding render natural spaces inhabitable for humans, but it aligns with the 

exclusive philosophy with which the United States constructed wilderness areas with in the 

1800s. Much like the implications for indigenous peoples (Merchant 2003), rewilding would lead 

to massive displacement. Environmental philosopher Martin Drenthen builds on Jorgensen’s 

analysis by addressing the social implications on people. Rewilding was more than a 

conservation practice; it required a re-examination of the cultural identities rooted in the human-

landscape history (Drenthen 2018). Like the creation of wilderness, erasing human interactions 

with the land poses a violence to local and indigenous knowledge and culture. 

There are key ways in which the concept of rewilding appears in environmentalist 

rhetoric on the Klamath River, and the implications on local people and land-uses are much the 

same. Lorimer and colleagues. claimed that with the first use of the term in the 1980s, Soulé and 

Foreman “sought to position wilderness conservation and biodiversity conservation as 
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complementary agendas” (Lorimer et al. 2015, 41). K.S. Wild framed Siskiyou Crest National 

Monument as “America’s First Climate Refuge” and repeatedly highlighted the mountain’s 

incredible potential for biodiversity (Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center 2010). While they do 

not promote reintroduction of Pleistocene megafauna, they emphasized the importance of 

continuous land corridors for wildlife and framed past and present human interaction as damage 

from which the ecosystem needed to recover. 

The visible technology of gold mining on the Klamath paired with scalability and 

contrasted with rewilding philosophies created a technopolitics that rendered some forms of gold 

mining technology acceptable and others detrimental. To understand this, I again draw on 

Timothy Mitchell’s work in rural Egypt. For simplicity and clarity, however, I use Paul Edwards 

and Gabrielle Hecht’s definition of technopolitics from their research on identity in Apartheid 

South Africa. Technopolitics is “the relationship between technology and politics” (Edwards & 

Hecht 2010, 638). From Mitchell’s perspective, the mosquito’s power over public health both 

directly and indirectly drove technological interventions, such as dams, that had lasting effects 

on the Nile River. Through his analysis, Mitchell uncovers the network of connections and forces 

that shaped this technopolitics. He notes that “ideas and technology did not precede [this 

network] as pure forms of thought brought to bear upon the messy world of reality. They 

emerged from the mixture and were manufactured in the process themselves” (Mitchell 2002, 

52). I contend that the ideas that defined gold mining technologies and environmentalism on the 

Klamath River too stemmed from a larger network and history of complex power dynamics.  

The politics of technology on the Klamath River were directly shaped by 

environmentalists’ rewilding philosophy that underpinned how they wrote the National 

Monument designation. Technology represented the human and stood in contrast to a 
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management strategy that sought erasure of human presence and histories. I argue that scalability 

played a significant role because it rendered some technologies more visible than others. Gold 

panning, on one hand, was a relatively light weight and light impact technology. Panning was so 

small-scale on an individual level that both the act itself and the changed landscape were hardly 

visible. In contrast, hydraulic mining and suction dredging could not go undetected due to the 

sheer scale at which they operated and altered the landscape around them. In essence, the greater 

the visible legacy of the technology, the less acceptable it was on the Klamath landscape. The 

competing views over gold mining technologies on the river had lived economic and cultural 

implications for rural residents. 

 

The Role of the Techscape and Future Knowledge Production 

In this chapter, I have provided insight into the contradictory knowledges at play 

regarding gold mining in the Klamath with the intention of highlighting the nuance necessary for 

river management. I present my analysis of the role of scale and rewilding to help understand. 

My analysis in this chapter supports the notion of the techscape by revealing how gold mining 

technology has shaped the Klamath River watershed. Moreover, I employ the techscape as a 

counternarrative to that which the environmentalists tell. The techscape offers a means of 

looking at gold mining technologies not as objectively detrimental but as agents of change that 

have shaped the Klamath River region. Depending on their scale, these technologies have 

contributed both massively and subtly to the form the mountains and valleys take today.  

It is not to say that environmentalism and land protection has not been useful in 

preserving and regulating the type of extraction that devastated the ecological cycles of the area, 

but in the words of Andrew, a member of the Karuk Tribe, “perhaps it is time for the pendulum 
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to swing back to center.” From his observation, the metaphorical pendulum swung far to the 

right with heavy resource extraction during the 1800-1950s. Starting in the 1960-1970s, the 

pendulum swung far to the left with environmental restrictions. He predicted the pendulum 

balancing somewhere in between that allowed local people to attain management rights for their 

own land. He envisioned a system where they could sustain themselves from the resources while 

avoiding exploitation. 

It is not my position to identify who holds most right to the river. In fact, it is exactly my 

point that it is not the place of those who do not live in the area to determine proper management. 

However, there are means of producing knowledge that foreground local and indigenous 

knowledge systems. I call back Rebecca Lave’s work on knowledge systems and suggest 

implementation of citizen science practices. Lave defines citizen science as “practices of activist 

or counterscience centered in low-income communities, often of color, such as popular 

epidemiology, participatory mapping, and the knowledge production practices of the 

environmental justice movement more broadly” (2012, 28). On the Klamath, it would benefit 

both those writing management policies and residents to take into consideration the observations 

of gold miners in regard to their interactions with the river ecosystem. It is further important to 

consider who those writing the policies are. Most environmental policies that govern the region 

acknowledge the Karuk Tribe’s existence and the cultural significance of the land, yet they do 

not foreground the return of management rights to the Tribe. For Andrew, these kinds of actions 

would indicate that the pendulum of management had swung to center. 
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Chapter 6: Hiking, Horses, and ATV’s Near and On the Pacific Crest Trail 

Almost four weeks after arriving in Seiad Valley in June 2018, one of the RV Park 

tenants, Grayson, hosted an impromptu barbeque for the hikers spending the night. He bought 

burgers and buns from the store and spread all the fixings out on a table. He lit his charcoal grill 

and cooked burgers to each hikers’ custom order. We stood on the lawn in front of his trailer 

happily munching and listening to the hikers share stories of their adventures. The hikers 

reminisced about the cheeseburgers in Tehachapi, the free beer at Vermillion Valley, getting lost 

in the Sierra snowfields, and the nasty bathrooms in Big Bear. At this point, they were early in 

the season and complained about a lack of trail maintenance on the descent into Seiad from the 

Marble Mountains. Several pulled up their pantlegs to let the others admire their cuts from 

blackberry thorns. One hiker named Popeye7 pointed to the ‘No Monument’ sign and asked what 

it was. He said that he had seen them all the way down Grider Creek Rd.  

Another hiker, Roadrunner, who had asked Matt the same question, jumped in and 

explained, “The local folks don’t want the land protected here.” 

Popeye’s smile faded, “They just don’t know what they have, huh? That’s why others 

have to fight for it.” 

I looked out of the corner of my eye at Grayson who had opened his home to the hikers. 

He shifted back and forth on his feet. Clearly hurt, he disappeared into his trailer. The hiker’s 

comment stereotyped rural people as careless and ignorant. He assumed that his way of valuing 

and using land was superior to that of the people who live there. The question I explore in this 

chapter is why. 

                                                             
7 I address hikers by trail names in this section. Each trail name I use, however, is a pseudonym I generated based on 

popular trail names. The names I use do not belong to anyone I met while conducting the study. Any connection 

between names I used and actual hikers is purely coincidental. 
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Soul-Searching at “Disneyland”: Hikers of the Pacific Crest Trail 

The Pacific Crest Trail offers a 2,650-mile, 6-month adventure to anyone who dared 

attempt it. Hikers chose the hike for a multitude of reasons. It stretched from Mexico to Canada 

winding through California, Oregon, and Washington. The trail took hikers through deserts, 

mountains, and forests presenting beautiful landscapes the states have to offer. Protected land 

surrounded the trail such that hikers only interacted with other hikers and encountered rural 

people when they resupplied in towns. Otherwise, the trail seemingly belonged to hikers.  

Such an isolated community creates its own “trail culture.” The trail enables hikers to 

become the rugged individuals they imagined themselves to be. There were cultural norms and 

social contracts that hikers subconsciously adopted. Hikers expected each other to practice Leave 

No Trace trail ethics. Trail culture was organized and helped both hikers and trail angels, people 

who helped hikers, predict the interactions they would encounter. There was an entire language 

full of jargon that sounded like nonsense to anybody who had not lived on-trail. Hikers chose 

“trail names” often gifted to them by other hikers after a particularly comical, harrowing, or even 

legendary event. One woman’s name was Sprinkler, which she acquired on a windy day. She had 

been climbing switchbacks, a zig-zagged trail pattern that enables a hiker to climb uphill on an 

evenly-graded slope, when she stepped off trail to relieve herself. Not realizing that there were 

hikers just below, the wind came up and sprayed her urine down the mountain onto the other 

hikers resulting in disgusted hiking partners for the rest of the day. Thru-hikers created a trail 

culture where bodily functions and general filth were not problems to be fixed. Hikers accepted 

each other’s dirt and stink as simply part of the trail. A lack of hygiene often helped hikers feel 

as though they shed the weight of social expectations. This was part of what drew people to the 

simplicity of trail life.  
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Simplicity also existed in a heightened appreciation for necessities. Another hiker, Pizza 

Lord, earned his name after convincing a delivery-person to drive fifteen pizzas down a maze of 

dirt roads to the campground where nearly twenty hikers had gathered. The ravenous joy he 

described when the hikers descended on the pizzas illustrated their gratitude for a hot meal. 

Hikers’ spoke similarly about the kindness they encountered. When residents of the towns the 

PCT passes through invited hikers into their homes, it meant a warm shelter and a hot shower. 

Not only do these stories illustrate the gratitude for basic needs that hikers develop, but they 

reveal the privilege that people must have to choose to hike. Thru-hikers go at least half a year 

without income and actively choose to forgo comfort and luxury. While I did not explicitly ask 

how hikers financed their experience, many offered their answers. Most hikers were at a 

“transition point” in their lives. They had either just finished a degree, quit their job, or were 

ready to make a significant change in their lifestyle. Some hikers received funds from outdoor 

gear sponsorships, but the vast majority had spent the preceding months and years saving money 

for their hike. Their privilege exists in varying degrees, but it shapes trail culture and how hikers 

value the environment. 

Performance and privilege have been defining features of hiking since the form of 

recreation took hold as the United States established various protected areas. Geographer Sarah 

Jaquette Ray discusses the role of performative masculinity and purity in the context of outdoor 

recreation. In the advent of wilderness creation for recreations such as camping and hiking, 

“wilderness became a ‘purification machine’ that produced ideal Anglo-American men” (Ray 

2013, 9). Wilderness was created to be a place for able-bodied white men to flex their muscles 

and display their self-reliance. Performativity, however, stretched far beyond displays of physical 

strength. The story of Sprinkler illustrates the performative role that filth played in displays of 
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ruggedness, a crucial component of the ideal fit body that “both the early wilderness movement 

and the nascent field of ecology glorified” (Ray 2013, 9). This body politic that glorified hyper-

masculinity in wilderness areas “justified social expulsion on the bases of physical and mental 

ability, race, and national origin” (Ray 2013, 9). What accompanied the fit body was the self-

reliance that body afforded a hiker. I add to Ray’s analysis by arguing that intense focus on light 

weight gear among thru-hikers was the direct idealization of self-reliance. This is where the 

second story I told above comes into play. The story of Pizza Lord illustrates the privilege of 

self-reliance manifested as immense gratitude for delivered pizza in the desert. It is important to 

recognize both performativity and privilege because they contribute to the elitism of hiking that 

“sports a sense of moral superiority that is tied to white, elite identity” (Ray 2013, 39). This 

elitism is crucial because it persists into the present day and excludes certain technologies and 

people from the landscape. 

The hikers who came through Seiad Valley had been on-trail for around three months. 

Most were cheerful to reach a town where they could get fresh fruit and replenish their supplies. 

Some were tired of the trail and in various states of disbelief that at over halfway through, they 

were still in California. While each hiker had their own story of why they decided to hike, there 

were some phrases that recurred. They commonly repeated phrases such as “escaping the rat 

race,” “decluttering,” and “living simply.” Sometimes, they channeled their favorite naturalist, 

John Muir, using the romantic line, “The mountains are calling, and I must go.” One man in his 

mid-40’s was a wildlife photographer seeking inspiration. Another sought the physical challenge. 

There were several foreign hikers who had travelled from Switzerland, France, and Germany to 

complete the trail. One Swiss man spoke about spending time connecting to God in a way that he 

could not in his urban home. A couple of Australian women solo-hikers wanted respite from 
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their occupations. A dietician sought patience and understanding. A young woman desired 

connection with her body, and a middle-aged woman pursued connection with her ancestors. A 

veteran attempted healing, and a retiree had only just found the time. Some people were on their 

second, third, or fourth thru-hikes of the PCT. The openness and triumph they experienced on 

previous hikes drew them back again and again. Each hiker wanted something unique, but when 

it came down to it, they all chased a form of self-actualization. They were all soul-searching, and 

they believed that wilderness was the place to find it. 

It is no accident that across such varied life histories, hikers viewed wilderness as a pure, 

divine place. Their desires echoed those of the people who constructed wilderness through 

management and protection in the late-1800s and into the 20th century. The hikers defined 

wilderness predominantly as “pristine and untouched” with no human intervention. When 

imagining a true wilderness experience, hikers described bushwhacking on unmaintained trails or 

herd paths. Sometimes they allowed a well-groomed trail in their imagined experience, but there 

were no other signs of human existence. There were no cars, no roads, no telephone lines, no 

cellphone service, no industry. A hiker named Rattler, presumably after an unfortunate encounter 

with a snake in the desert, described wilderness as, “land preserved just as it’s always been.” 

When imagining wilderness, hikers envisioned an Eden that existed in its exquisite beauty 

untarnished by sinful human beings. They conjured images of Yosemite or Yellowstone as 

places that embody purity, yet the images they hold were from the 1800s at the earliest. Long 

before European settlers entered the American west, indigenous people heavily managed the 

landscape. Even now, the state and federal government manage protected areas through active 
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reforestation efforts, passive restrictions on land-use, and educational programs such as Leave 

No Trace8. 

Although the untouched wilderness seemed to be the ideal, hikers agreed that the PCT 

was not a complete wilderness experience. One hiker, who went by the name Packups, described 

his perception of the hike: 

The PCT is sort of like a theme park, a carefully manicured outdoor adventure theme 

park. We’re very carefully led along the side of a mountain in a very safe way to see the 

most beautiful views. We’re told where to camp, and you’re not seeing America. You’re 

not seeing the urban areas, the suburbs, the rich parts, the poor parts, or the people. 

You’re also not seeing the wild parts that are properly wild. You’re in this liminal zone 

between the two. It’s not a real place. It’s just for hiking. I felt like this place was 

cordoned off as precious and was highly monitored from all angles, almost like the 

Truman Show. There was one way through it, and maybe Disney World was around the 

next corner. It really feels more like a theme park than the wilderness. 

Packups was not the only one to describe a curated, Disney-esque experience. Another hiker, 

Rocket, chronicled the trail’s flow in and out of Yosemite like hiking into Disneyland. Hiking 

into the valley, the trail transformed from relatively isolated wilderness into a bustling tourist 

destination. While Rocket did not explicitly say it was negative, he implied that the plethora of 

people, roads, and cars disrupted his peaceful wilderness experience. He described a similar 

feeling hiking into towns like Seiad Valley from the Marble Mountains Wilderness. For Rocket, 

there were visible signs that he had left the wilderness. The presence of dirt roads and 

homesteads marked a transition. He struggled to define it, but ultimately determined that it was 

the presence of permanent residents that rendered the place rural rather than wild. 

Defining rural has been a point of debate among academics, but leading rural geographer 

Michael Woods defines it as “a space with many functions” (Woods 2011, 1) including 

agriculture, resource extraction, and recreation. He also identifies rural places as “not urban,” 

                                                             
8 The Leave No Trace principals can be found at https://lnt.org/ 
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“scenic,” “home to diverse indigenous cultures,” “signifiers of national identity,” and “the 

counterpoint to modernity, backwards” (Woods 2011, 1). Another notable distinction Woods 

makes is that rural areas “are celebrated variously both as wilderness and as a bucolic idyll” 

(Woods 2011, 1). Through his many definitions, Woods emphasizes the muddled difference 

between wilderness and countryside both being constituted as rural. I add that it is exactly this 

uncertainty that renders rural space on the Klamath difficult for hikers to navigate given their 

preconceived image of what wilderness is supposed to be. 

Oldtimer, who was sixty-seven and on her third thru-hike of the PCT, reflected on how 

she has watched the trail change. While the increased number of hikers did not seem to bother 

her, she cited cell phones as the most significant harm to trail culture. She claimed to watch the 

younger hikers focus more on capturing vistas for social media than hiking in communion with 

nature. She claimed that cell phones made the trail too easy. With GPS applications such as 

Guthook’s (see Figure 28), hikers could use their smart phones to locate themselves. The 

Guthook’s guide mapped campsites, water sources, and resupply points along the trail. It also 

enabled hikers to crowdsource information such as water availability. People could post whether 

there was water when they passed a spring or trough, so hikers had real-time information about  

Figure 28: Screen shot of the Guthook’s Guide Application. 2019 
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future resources. Hikers could hiker further with lighter packs knowing that water would be there 

when they arrived. With more information, hikers could more easily and confidently predict the 

ever-changing course ahead. Guthook’s produced a virtual blueprint of the PCT that cocreated 

the experience for hikers. Hikers followed the guide while simultaneously contributing to it. 

Then, future hikers followed their suggestions while adding their own. The on-trail 

communication system connected hikers at various geographic points creating a sense of 

community that had never existed before on a thru-trail. The newfound communication 

physically created the trail that thru-hikers experienced. 

 Nature 2.0 literature references a body of scholarship that analyzes the virtual nature that 

the digital era creates. Geographer James Stinson describes applications that provide information 

on trails to hikers as a “blurring of the boundaries between recreation and work” through neo-

liberal, “‘virtual labor’” (Stinson 2017). Stinson outlines how virtual nature relies on the often-

uncompensated labor of recreationists to collect data. Apps such as Guthook’s follow suit and 

rely on free labor for their success. For example, a key feature of the guide is crow-sourced, real-

time updates that hikers can post to share information about tent-sites and water sources. Without 

hikers’ labor, Guthook’s would fail to be such a unique and useful resource.  

While the blend of work and recreation is notable, I am more interested in how virtual 

nature, or Nature 2.0, creates shapes the landscape itself. Especially with the popularity of 

Guthook’s Guides, this virtual nature shapes the trail by showing hikers exactly where to step 

and camp. The erosion and pollution that results from hikers physically changes the landscape as 

dictated by the app. In this case, not only do hikers perform labor to create the app, but their 

labor in turn creates the trail. 
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Smart phones eased both organizing the logistics of the trail and mental-emotional 

support. With access to music, hikers no longer had to struggle in silence. They could create and 

share playlists for hiking up passes or battling homesickness. Cell phones allowed hikers to 

communicate with people back home. For one of the Swiss hikers, the ability to stay connected 

with his fiancé determined whether he could hike at all. He claimed that were he not able to 

video-call her from towns along the way, he would not want to complete the trip.  

Cell phones with GPS and cameras were not the only technologies on which hikers 

relied. Most of the gear that hikers used is the result of years of technological innovation. After 

attempting to list all of the technologies that he carried in his gear, Scarecrow, a plastics 

engineer, paused and concluded, “Everything is technology.” From his profession, he understood 

the extent of the applied science necessary to synthesize the lightweight, waterproof, insulating, 

and durable fibers that compose backpacking gear. When thru-hiking, a lightweight pack is 

everything. Pack-weight can determine probability of injury, miles per day, and physical 

comfort. An entire sector of the outdoor industry caters to the expanding market for “ultralight” 

gear. Retailers sell Cuben fiber9 tents and backpacks that weigh less than two pounds. They sell 

sleeping bags and quilts that replace goose down with synthetic fibers. They sell titanium stove 

sets that weigh a matter of ounces. Companies advertise these products with the subtle refrain: 

the lighter one’s pack, the more likely one will succeed. 

Technology plays a role in comfort. Scarecrow noted that if he could not wear advanced 

shoes designed for the trail, his feet would hurt, which would slow down his hike. If he did not 

have an inflatable sleeping pad, exhaustion would slow him down. High-tech fibers render 

                                                             
9 The toxins such as PFOAs that Cuben fiber and Gore-Tex, another popular material in outdoor gear, release into 

the ecosystem and human bodies also illustrate how hikers impact the environment. Though it was not the focus of 

this study and analysis, there is literature that addresses the need for comprehensive testing on how toxins affect 

both humans and their environments (Nicole 2013; Liboiron 2016). 
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clothing breathable and quick-drying or warm and waterproof. Carbon trekking poles promise 

durability and provide support while climbing and descending. High quality trekking poles can 

decrease risk of injury and pain through sections of the trail with significant elevation change. 

While expensive ultralight gear adds to the elitism of hiking, it enables more people to 

access the outdoors. For those who can afford the high price tag, or buy gear at used prices, these 

technologies broaden accessibility. Physically, an older person or someone with prior injuries 

who may not have been able to carry a sixty-pound pack could easily carry a twenty-pound pack 

designed to put less strain on their back and knees. Someone who has a three-month window 

rather than six can hike more miles in one day increasing their probability of finishing the trail. 

With the Guthook’s Guide, a person without prior experience or strong navigation skills can 

develop the confidence they need to start the trail. 

As a result of each of these technologies, an increasing number of people thru-hike each 

year. Hikers’ footsteps and tent sites contribute to the process of erosion that has shaped the 

Klamath Mountains since the Jurassic period. Erosion is the process of gradually wearing away 

of soil or rock. It is done by wind, water, animals, and people. Erosion is the process that creates 

and maintains trails such as the PCT. Native Americans initially created trails in the Klamath 

Mountains for hunting, fishing, and travel between villages and ceremonial sites. They 

established trails by repeatedly traveling the same route. Their footsteps prevented new plant 

growth and carved a path that would lead future walkers to the same places. Animals such as 

deer, bear, and elk created game trails that sometimes became further established by Native 

Americans, and game contributed to the human paths. White settlers continued to use these trails 

throughout the Gold Rush and eventually developed roads over some of them. The Karuk still 

use some of their trails for ceremony, and the rest of the old trails provide hikers and local 
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residents’ access to Klamath National Forest and Marble Mountains Wilderness. These trails, as 

maintained by human and animal erosion over time, gave rise to the Pacific Crest Trail. Each 

year, maintenance crews remove debris and vegetation, build drainage ditches, and install rock 

stairways to control the level of erosion by water and human feet. Simultaneously, these 

practices are acts of erosion to create an easily traceable pathway through the wilderness. Each 

season, the trail subtly changes course. Snow melt clears new pathways and causes the old trail 

to collapse in places. The erosion that maintenance crews and hikers cause when recreating the 

trail physically changes the appearance of the landscape.  

Though natural, erosion is a heavily contested process when caused by human beings 

especially at rapid rates or a severe degree. It was the process cited most commonly in my 

interviews with both hikers and environmentalist as the primary cause of environmental 

degradation in the region. I suggest that there is nothing inherently positive or negative about 

human-induced erosion. In fact, to suggest that there is, is to fall upon exclusion that renders 

wilderness problematic in the first place. In the following sections, I show how other forms of 

recreating on and working the landscape complexify environmentalists’ perceptions of erosion. 

 

Mules, Mares, and Cowboys 

Almost everyone I spoke to on the river raved about Cowboy Carter. They cited him as 

an expert on the Pacific Crest Trail and trail maintenance in the area. He was an engaging 

storyteller and a renowned cowboy poet. Carter had been a mule packer on the Klamath since 

1970. He moved to Seiad Valley after serving in the Navy and worked for the Forest Service 

clearing trails, supporting trail crews, and supplying firefighters. His mule-train ranged over fifty 

miles of the PCT from the Marble Mountains in California to the top of the Siskiyous in Oregon. 
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For him, the job blended his professional and personal life seamlessly. There was no boundary 

between his life, his work, his hobby, and his passion. He used all his own equipment and 

animals to work from April through the summer. He took his responsibility for the trails 

seriously, and the job remained his despite available funds. Carter recalled a few years where he 

got a call from the Forest Service apologizing that they would not be able to pay him until June. 

He responded that the trails needed to be cleared starting in April. So, he would start clearing, 

and they could pay him when the money came through. He worked seasonally for thirty-one 

years with no guarantees of a paycheck. When he retired, there were only twelve Forest Service 

packers left in California. 

When Carter spoke about the mules, he smiled to himself, chuckled, and recounted their 

quirks with a sparkle in his eye as though they were his children. According to Carter, the mules 

were his best friends, bottom line. He asked if I wanted the whole spiel. I did. He launched in, 

“So mules are a crossbreed between a jackass (a male donkey) and a mare (a female horse). 

They’re sterile hybrids. There have been a few cases where a female mule has had a baby, so 

they’re not always sterile. If you cross a stallion with a jenny, you get a henny, which is also a 

sterile hybrid.” He stopped for a moment and smiled to himself muttering that they were 

wonderful, wonderful creatures as if amazed all over again in his own recollection of his 

animals. He continued, “They’re so smart, and they remember everything. If you treat them 

right, they’re like your best dog and your best friend all put together.” Carter shared one of his 

poems about the mules to give a taste of his adoration:  
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It was clear that after working with equines for decades, Carter had developed a deep 

understanding of their behavior, and the animals commandeered his everyday life. To emphasize 

how observant the mules were, Carter described his constant morning battle to enjoy his coffee 

on his porch without alerting the mules of his presence. His squeaky backdoor was often the 
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culprit, and once the mules heard it, they brayed until he fed them. A mule’s bray sounds as 

though someone is screaming while being strangled, so it is not conducive to peaceful coffee 

sipping. If Carter could balance his mug in one hand and sidestep through the door without a 

sound, he was safe. If he poked his head out the door and two animals with perked ears were 

staring back, he had better go feed them first.  

As descendants of donkeys, mules can be ornery. After interviewing Carter, he took me 

upriver to his field to meet the mules (see Figure 29). He warned me to always keep an eye on 

their hooves and to make myself known before entering kicking range. As we pulled up, the  

Figure 29: The Klamath River mules. 2018 

 

animals trotted to the fence to greet Carter. They whinnied, snorted, stomped, and nosed each 

other out of the way. We entered the corral from the other gate, and a tan mule with a blonde 

mane wandered over. The rest followed. Carter reached up to pat her nose, and she nipped his 

hand. He scolded her and turned to me, “See what I mean?” A brown mule with a white diamond 

on her head nuzzled Carter’s back and tried to take his hat. He gave her a handful of grain to 

distract her. I walked around the corral getting to know the mules. They were cautious at first, 
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but their curiosity bested them. It only took a few minutes for the mules to kick each other out of 

the way for attention. 

Carter stressed the importance of the mules’ companionship while teaching me how to 

lead a mule-train. We harnessed the bell mare and led her into the adjacent pasture. Instinctively, 

the mules followed suit. They fought each other for their position in the line, but each stayed 

behind the mare. For Carter, each day was a game of who-goes-with-who. The mules would 

follow the mare, but they also had cliques among each other. Carter could not haul them all at 

once, so loading his trailer was mule-Tetris. If he split up friends, he risked a mule jumping the 

fence onto the highway to avoid separation. When he used to run a pack-train to the coast, he let 

twenty-five to thirty mules loose on the trail. Between their instincts and the narrow trail 

structure, the mules did not need to be tied together. The trail showed the mules the way. 

Equines have shaped trails in the Klamath Mountains since their widespread use during 

the Gold Rush. Into the 1900’s, mule-packing remained the primary means of transportation into 

and out of the river valley. Mule-trains widened and co-created the trails that became wagon and 

eventually automotive roads. They granted access to a broader range of people who may not 

have been able to travel by foot. Equines offer similar access for recreation. Day or weekend 

hikers can hire packers and animals to carry their supplies into a wilderness area. They can set a 

base-camp where the animals graze and day-hike from there.  

Horses also enable people who cannot hike to ride into wilderness areas. Designating 

several of the trails as the PCT, further opened the area to thru-riders, people who travel the 

2,600 miles on horseback. Although only a handful of people have completed the ride, an 

arguably more difficult feat than thru-hiking, horseback riding for recreation is popular among 

local residents. Tammy, a woman who grew up in Seiad Valley, fondly recounted her childhood 
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rides with her family. As a child, she rode through the Marble Mountains and the Siskiyous, an 

experience she passed on to her children. She expressed gratitude for being able to bring them 

miles further into the backcountry than they would have been able to walk at such a young age. 

They developed a love for the mountains surrounding their home without having to hike seven 

miles before even reaching the wilderness boundary. Equines as a means of work and recreation 

facilitated local residents’ connection to the place where they lived. 

For the most part, the hikers enjoyed the prospect of running into the animals on-trail, but 

most had yet to meet any. Scarecrow and Knots, a young, female hiker, complained about 

stepping in horse excrement and its proximity to water sources. They both quickly posed 

solutions that made space for both hikers and horseback riders on the trail. Oldtimer was a horse 

trainer and rancher in addition to being a thru-hiker. She did not take issue with horses on-trail 

but did note that she had seen pretty torn up areas as the result of their hooves. From her 

perspective, though, erosion from horses did not cause runoff. It somehow differentiated from 

other eroding activities in which people partake. Bear Bait, who was on his second PCT hike 

loved “watching people keep the tradition alive.” To him, and most others, a hardened man with 

a voluminous mustache, a Stetson, and a belt buckle riding a stoic stallion represented traditional 

western culture. Horseback riding and mule-packing harkened back to a romanticized past, 

which enabled hikers to overlook their aesthetic and ecological impact. 

Carter, however, had experienced numerous instances of equine discrimination. He had 

met numerous people who had premeditated prejudice against the presence of horses and mules 

on the trails. He considered the impact of horses compared to hikers: 

It's nothing compared to all the people. Nothing. I mean horse shit is grass and water. 

People it's...crap. There are places where I've camped, and I don't want to offend 

anybody. So, I'll tie the horses up, put up a highline away from the camp, away from the 
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water. I feed them over there. Over the course of a few days, it gets leveled. They poop 

all over the place. When I come back the next year, and it's just leveled grassland. 

To Carter, the horses and mules had as much of a right to the wilderness as people. 

Despite the fact that the animals were responsible for significant erosion through building and 

maintaining the trails, their impact was miniscule in comparison to hikers regarding pollution. 

He explained that the overwhelming presence of humans in the area overrode any impact of the 

equines. More often than not, the hikers did not dispose of their waste properly. They buried it or 

burned it rather than packing it out. Their excrement was laced with preservatives from highly-

processed backpacking food, and they buried chemical-ridden toilet paper. Hikers burned plastic 

and metal in campfires both releasing toxins into the air and leaving partially-burned packaging 

in fire pits that could easily blow into lakes and streams. Carter also reflected on the erosion that 

hikers cause when they camp claiming that each time the set up their tent in a field or to the side 

of the trail, they created a new campsite demarked by flattened earth and a lack of plant life. 

Although the literature that draws the connection between mules and animal husbandry as 

a form of technology is sparse, there are a few academics who suggest it. Historian Albert C. 

Leighton poses the question of mules as a cultural invention. He begins his argument with the 

question, “Must technology concern itself only with mechanical inventions and devices?” 

(Leighton 1967, 45). His answer, “Of course not.” Leighton relegates mules as technology due to 

selective breeding, a human-dependent intervention, to support his argument. He cites the 

History of Technology as evidence because the volume “includes material on the domestication 

of animals” (Leighton 1967, 45). Leighton is not the only one who has drawn this parallel. 

Economist Kyle D. Kauffman considers “the choice of technology in southern agriculture” 

(Kauffman 1992, 233) questioning the decision to work with mules or horses, framing both as 
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sorts of technology. Following from this literature, I use my definition of technology that 

incorporates the nonhuman to further this concept. 

Equines such as horses and mules act as a form of technology for labor and recreation. 

Viewing equines as technology may seem counterintuitive since they are animals with free will, 

but humans created horses and mules through selective breeding processes. Feminist science and 

technology studies philosopher Donna Haraway makes a similar argument when she discusses 

selective breeding in her dogs describing them as more-than-human beings (2013, 106). 

Regardless of their purpose, the animals construct the landscape on which they operate. Their 

hooves carve the trails and flatten areas that transform into fields and meadows. Their waste 

fertilizes the earth and enables growth. When the animals pass through a space, they leave it in 

an altered form. Whether their impact is positive or negative simply depends on who one asks. 

 

The Question of Motors 

Of all of the modes of transportation that people utilized in the area, motorized vehicles 

sparked the most impassioned reactions. Off-roading was one of the first activities that I 

experienced specific to the Klamath. Warren, a former trucker turned all-terrain vehicle (ATV) 

enthusiast, taught me how to drive an ATV in the lot behind the RV park. After a couple jolting 

laps, we headed up Seiad Creek Road towards Klamath National Forest. The paved road 

diverged from Highway 96 and turned into gravel and dirt after a few miles. Once in the forest, 

the road serviced logging vehicles, outdoor recreators, and Forest Service employees. We wound 

along the side of the mountain, steadily climbing. I took the lead so Warren could keep an eye on 

my progress. I learned the in and outs of ATV riding, when to accelerate, when to brake, where 

to lean to maintain my balance. A few miles up, I saw the shimmering cinnamon coat of a black 

bear meander out onto the road. I braked immediately and waited for Warren to catch up. The 
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bear stopped mid-path and stared at us. We waited for her to continue on her way, not wanting to 

startle her. We looked back towards the hill she had descended to see two balls of fur tumble out 

of the bushes. It was safe that we waited as her cubs had followed close behind. She shuffled 

across the rest of the road and into the trees. With a sigh of relief, we continued to ride. 

Warren essentially took me on a historical tour of the forest with each stop we made. We 

rode down to a waterfall with a decrepit mining cabin, and he told me about the gold in the 

Klamath Mountains. At a vista, he pointed out burned areas at different stages of succession and 

corresponding salvage operations, helicopter logging that removed burned timber that could still 

be sold. Higher up the mountain, we stopped at a tailings pile from a jade mine. I climbed up to 

hunt for the translucent green rocks that characterize the cliffs and riverbeds. On the descent, we 

followed a detour for him to show me where his neighbor taught him how to ride several years 

ago. Warren teared up recounting how he had been confined to his home due to his ill health. 

The ATV gave him mobility and the freedom to visit the forest that drew him to Seiad Valley in 

the first place. 

Warren’s experience was not unique. The people I spoke to who used ATVs all declared 

them an essential part of their lives. Lauren, a woman who had lived in Seiad Valley since she 

was a teenager, also rode an ATV for recreation. She claimed that she was in no shape to hike 

and had no desire drag herself up the trail. Instead, she experienced the forest on wheels. Matt, 

the RV park owner, used an ATV primarily as a tool for his business. Getting around his 

property took time on foot, and he could travel and work more efficiently with the aid of the 

vehicle.  

The ATV and dirt bike community along the central Klamath was relatively small. In a 

place where everyone knows everyone, Warren could count on two hands the number of people 
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who consistently rode vehicles on the two-track trails. Even in the summer, he observed that 

there were few riders who made the Klamath a destination. Most tourist motor-traffic stuck to 

Highway 96 on motorcycle tours or road trips through the mountains, and most people seeking a 

place to ride ATVs ventured to the sand dunes on the Oregon Coast. Even so, motorized vehicles 

remained controversial among environmentalists and hikers alike. 

When I brought up ATV and dirt bike use to hikers, there was an almost unanimous 

distaste for the vehicles and for the people who drive them. Often, hikers blamed motorized 

vehicles for environmental damage such as erosion and pollution. Knots raised her concern for 

the wellbeing of delicate plant life: 

I’m not going to be an asshole, but I’m just letting them know that I care about this area, 

and I respect this area. I would hope that they would also respect this area because it 

means a lot to me. So, they should follow the rules as stupid as they may think they are. 

Just try. 

To Knots, respecting the area meant following certain practices that supported plant growth 

along trails. She also raised concerns about noise pollution: 

I don’t like to tell anybody how they’re allowed to have fun, but I’d prefer if they weren’t 

there. If something is loud to me, how loud is it to that bird that can hear a mouse eating a 

blade of grass a mile away? And there’s no escaping it. They can’t turn down the noise. 

They can’t put headphones on to numb it out. They can’t fuzz any of that. The most they 

can do is go into their wilderness as far away from that noise as possible. To be 

considerate creatures, I think that we should be more considerate of their space as well as 

our own. 

Her primary concern stemmed from the environmental changes that motorized vehicles left 

behind and how they affected living beings beyond herself and other hikers. 

In comparison, Packups, Scarecrow, and Bear Bait were more concerned about 

interruptions to their own wilderness experiences. They considered the noise and smell of 

vehicles a hinderance to the peace and tranquility of the trail. They claimed that motorized 
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recreation “took away from other people’s enjoyment.” Scarecrow shared what was for him a 

defining moment that solidified his opinion: 

I want to see no manmade stuff. Just the other day, I happened to be hiking parallel to a 

dirt road that these big construction trucks were going up. I could smell the diesel way up 

in the woods and that was a big turnoff. There I was on the PCT to get out into the 

wilderness and nature, and I could smell diesel for twenty minutes. I was not supportive 

of that. 

Scarecrow’s olfactory experience indicated that the presence of motorized vehicles that 

interrupted his sensory expectations were not welcome. He expected to hear birds chirping, smell 

fresh air, and see nothing but trees and mountains. He sought a clear head, and machines 

represented the world and time that he was trying to escape. 

Perhaps even more significant than claims that motorized vehicles harm non-humans or 

infringe on the wilderness aesthetic, were claims directed toward the people who operate those 

vehicles. Rattler believed that the vehicles were not the only actors causing harm: 

I tend to see that the people who operate these vehicles are impactful. They don’t tend to 

clean up as well, those kinds of things. So, I think that when you’re out, away from 

machinery and everything that maybe you respect the true sense of how the area is 

instead of leaving burnt cans in a firepit or something like that. Somebody needs to take 

that out. If you’re on a motorized vehicle, you’d think it would be that much easier to do. 

It’s just another outdoor machine instead of people maybe really connecting more to the 

earth itself instead of being about machines and joyrides. 

Rattler’s comments reiterated Knots’ concerns that the people operating the vehicles somehow 

cared less about the area than hikers. To local residents, this was completely false. While most 

people rejected the “extremist environmentalism” that they witnessed along the river, they spoke 

about their home with the fierce passion of a parent. Lauren reflected on her time living on the 

Klamath and concluded that people cared very much. It was their home. 
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Like hikers’ footsteps and equines’ hooves, motorized vehicles physically form the 

landscape. They are a technology that shapes the landscape through erosion. Their wheels leave 

behind tracks that cut deeper into the trail or road that they follow. Overtime, these tracks either 

persist and become developed travel routes or they fade into the forest. As is evident in the 

background of Figure 30 below, ATVs form tracks that remain present in the landscape. Those 

tracks contribute to the maintenance of the roads on which they rely.  

Figure 30: An ATV and its tracks. 2018 

 

Nature Loud Versus Manufactured Loud: Purity in Recreation 

In the case of recreation, I am less interested in differentiating degradation levels between 

modes of recreation and am instead focused on the inconsistencies in how people speak and 

write about the impacts of these activities. Without fail, local residents, environmentalists, and 

hikers did not consider hiking to be an activity that had any significant impact on a wilderness 

area. In their perceptions of other activities, it was clear that there was something else at play 

than only concern for the environment. 
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When discussing horses, mules, and motorized vehicles, it was clear that hikers 

subconsciously ranked the activities in terms of how “natural” they considered them to be. 

Hikers determined “naturalness” based on their definitions of wilderness – broadly, a pristine 

place without human presence. Regarding equines, hikers tended to accept their presence in the 

wilderness, but voiced complaints about feces near water sources and erosion. However, hikers 

qualified their complaints to claim that the horses belonged there. After raising concerns about 

contaminated water, Scarecrow was quick to add, “Maybe the horses belong here more than I 

do.” Oldtimer also offered a qualification in terms of erosion claiming that horse erosion 

captured runoff while erosion from other elements did not. Knots, whose primary concern 

surrounded noise pollution, attempted to explain why the noise that horses and hikers produce 

was different, “It’s like a nature loud versus a manufactured loud.” With each qualification that 

excused equines from their potentially detrimental effects on the ecosystem, the hikers rendered 

them increasingly natural.  

Motorized vehicles, such as ATVs, did not receive the same consideration. Sarah Jaquette 

Ray (2013) frames ATV-use in terms of purity and aid in a wilderness setting. When Muir and 

Roosevelt first established protected areas, they were responding to a national identity crisis. 

With the close of the frontier and rising pollution, immigration, technology, and feminism in 

cities, white men created a place where they could flex their independent muscles and fulfill their 

role as the proverbial rugged individualist who founded the country. Ray (2013) goes on to 

explain that the purpose of wilderness was to demonstrate one’s own strength without the aid and 

luxury one could find in the city. As a result, women, people of color, and people with 

disabilities were not welcome because they did not fit the definition of the white, rugged 

individualist for whom wilderness existed.  
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Technology was a form of physical aid that contrasted the self-reliance for which 

wilderness was constructed. Technology, in this case in the form of ATVs, enabled an increasing 

number of people to access wilderness areas. Yet, aid stood in stark contrast to the imagined 

purity of a place, and it granted admittance to people who did not “look the part.” From my 

interviews with PCT hikers, it was clear that this pure wilderness imaginary persisted into the 

present day. While there were some hikers, such as Oldtimer, who rejected technology on the 

trail in its entirety, most hikers accepted the technology that enabled the activity (i.e. Cell 

phones, GPS, and lightweight gear). Even with a lighter pack and easier navigation, most hikers 

still appear to be that fit, rugged adventurer who is more often than not white and male. They fit 

into hikers’ ideal of the people who belonged in wilderness areas. On the contrary, ATVs and 

dirt bikes enable a much wider variety of people to experience the wilderness such as children 

and those with ailments that prevent long hikes, which calls into question the image that 

wilderness is supposed to conjure. The contradictions in which technologies that hikers accept 

versus reject on the basis of environmental degradation have more to do with which people are 

welcome in wilderness and which people “taint” it. 

During my interviews with local residents, hikers, and environmentalists, they cited 

erosion as an unnatural and detrimental process, yet it is the geologic process that has shaped the 

Klamath Mountains since the Jurassic period. It is also the process that creates and maintains 

trails, pathways, and roads, which grant access for people and animals to wilderness areas.  

 

Roads, the Role of the Techscape, and Futures of Inclusion 

In their proposal for the Siskiyou Crest National Monument (2010), K. S. Wild cited 

erosion and roads as primary threats to the health of Klamath National Forest. Similar to the 
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hikers, the environmentalists did not view the PCT as a road or the presence of hikers as a threat. 

If the President were to designate the National Monument, K. S. Wild called for the 

decommissioning of many of the dirt Forest Service and logging roads that people use to access 

the forest via motorized vehicle. Yet, they made no move to decrease the number of hikers or 

trails in the area. In a place whose inhabitants had fought since the 1800s and comprised an 

entire secessionist movement surrounding access through well-maintained roads, it is no wonder 

why the community so relentlessly opposed the Monument. Not only would decommissioning 

roads eliminate access for many local residents, but it contested the philosophical mindset of the 

area. 

In regard to technologies of recreation, it is clear that there is another sort of 

technopolitics at play that accepts some technology, denounces other technology, and ignores the 

rest. In this case, horses and mules were the accepted technology. While hikers, local residents, 

and environmentalists considered equines degrading in some ways, they often overlooked that 

degradation because they viewed the animals as natural. In comparison, the impact of ATVs and 

motorbikes could not be overlooked by most people. Without consideration of the nuance of 

access or place, the hikers and environmentalists considered ATVs unacceptable. Finally, I argue 

that hikers and environmentalists often ignored hiking technologies such as GPS applications and 

lightweight gear. The result of this technopolitics was the tensions that in part created the ‘No 

Monument’ movement. 

From my analysis of hiking, mule-packing, horseback riding, and motorized vehicle use, 

it is clear that each activity forms and shapes the landscape itself through erosion processes. 

From this perspective, these activities support the notion of the techscape which enables one to 

form a more nuanced understanding of the role of technology in wilderness areas. Instead of 
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viewing each activity as destroying a pristine, unchanging past landscape, I encourage viewing 

the activities as defining technologies that make the forest what it is today. 

Technology holds significant potential to break down the barriers of exclusion that have 

prevented certain bodies from accessing wilderness since protected areas’ creation. Through 

lightweight hiking gear, trail maintenance by mules, and ATVs, technology on the Klamath 

renders it accessible to local residents and visitors alike. While visitation may pose certain risks 

for some delicate species, developing nuanced use-strategies that allow and incorporate 

technology into management plans is much more likely to be met with acceptance by local 

residents who wish to retain access to their home.  
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Chapter 7: Conclusions and Further Research 

When it came time to depart from the Klamath River, Jeffery, one of the Karuk members 

I interviewed, was kind enough to drive me to the bus station in Medford since the timing 

coincided with his bi-monthly grocery run. I piled my things into his truck and said my goodbyes 

to those I had become close with over the course of the study. I grew nostalgic as we drove up 

river towards Yreka, passing the home of first person I interviewed, the claim where Allen taught 

me to gold pan, and the plethora of ‘No Monument’ signs that characterized the river road. As 

we reached the intersection with Interstate 5, Jeffery sighed and said he hated leaving the river. It 

was his home, and he dreaded being even a few hours away. Like the other local residents, every 

time Jeffery left the Klamath, he could not wait for the relief of returning home. 

 

A Summary of Arguments 

Throughout my analysis, my aim has been to highlight local residents’ voices that are not 

often valued when discussing land protection and to show the depth of their connection to and 

care for the land on which they live. In Chapters 5 and 6, I argue that environmentalist’s 

perceptions of technology in wilderness areas play an essential role in creating the technopolitics 

of this place. In each, I show how the National Monument proposal and conversational 

discourses categorize different technologies on the basis of purity. 

In Chapter 4, I connect various historical events and processes to show how the people 

and place of the central Klamath came to be. I include histories of the Karuk Tribe, gold miners, 

loggers, Forest Service conservationists, secessionists, hikers, and environmentalists to reveal the 

complexity of stakeholders and community tensions that exist in the region. In this chapter, I also 

point out various technologies that have historically and presently shaped the landscape. 
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In Chapter 5, I intentionally chronicle the development of gold mining technologies to 

reveal how gold as a cultural object came to be on the Klamath. I further delve into analyzing 

gold’s network through its stakeholders on the Klamath by addressing gold miners, indigenous 

peoples, environmentalists, and the salmon. I further analyze these stakeholders and knowledge 

systems can clash in terms of scale. I show how their contrasting narratives produced the 

tensions that contributed to the ‘No Monument’ movement. 

In Chapter 6, I primarily aimed to reveal the contradictions in discourses surrounding 

erosion and technology on the central Klamath. Here, I incorporated the views of 

environmentalists, hikers, and local residents to look at how hiking, mule-packing, and ATV-

riding physically shaped the landscape. I look at how prior beliefs surrounding the purity of 

certain bodies and individuals that countered white, male, able-bodied ideal, led to 

environmentalists and hikers rejecting the technology that gave those people access. The key 

contradiction I highlight in this chapter is that in this place, there are far more hikers who also 

cause degradation, but environmentalists and hikers deem their own bodies, recreation, and 

necessary technologies pure and acceptable. 

The technologies I assess in each of these chapters both support the concept of the 

techscape, which is means of viewing the landscape as co-created by the technologies that act 

upon it. It encourages people to release the idea that landscapes without human-contact are 

pristine and unchanging as was the common view in early environmentalism. The techscape 

presents a new way of conceptualizing landscapes and nature that builds on previous theories 

that I addressed in Chapter 2. The techscape makes space for a more integrative understanding of 

the role humans and non-humans play is shaping their environments. 
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This research and analysis contribute to academic literature in political ecology, rural 

geography, and science, technology, and society studies specifically in regard to 

conservation/degradation narratives, rural livelihoods, and the power of technopolitics. It also 

contributes to critical social science research on the central Klamath, which the literature lacks, 

especially as compared to the copious quantitative studies. 

 

Avenues for Future Research 

Although I only covered the technologies present in two areas of activity on the Klamath, 

there are areas for further research that I would like to pursue in the future. There are numerous 

other land-use practices that all incorporate technology, and many of those technologies fall into 

the same classifications within the National Monument proposal. They are either accepted, 

rejected, or ignored. In the future, I hope to explore other forms of technology such as fire and 

nonhuman technology. I also hope to explore the significance of timber, marijuana agriculture, 

river rafting, and ranching. All of the technologies and land practices I have listed play a 

significant role in shaping the landscape. In future work, I look forward to better understanding 

how they contribute to the technopolitics of the central Klamath River. 

 

Final Thoughts and Suggestions 

I hope to have left readers with an understanding of both the complex ways in which 

people relate to their landscapes through technology and the importance of incorporating local 

and indigenous knowledge systems into land management. Although the tensions between the 

indigenous tribe, rural people, and environmentalists are entrenched, participatory management 

that foregrounds and gives power to those voices poses a potential avenue for reconciliation. 
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What struck me most about the whole conflict was that all parties essentially wanted the same 

thing. They sought an intact forest ecosystem for human-use. It was the means by which the 

environmentalists attempted to govern the space that rendered local people as threats and created 

the conflict still present today. I suggest that a management style more inclusive of local land-

uses and perspectives would attain their common goal. 
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Appendix A: Table Outlining the Timeframes for Each Phase of the Project 

  

Project Phase Tasks and Subtasks Tangible Outputs 

Project Design 

February 20 – April 

15, 2018 

 Literature review focused on history 

 Develop research questions (RQs) 

 Develop interview questions 

 Ongoing list of formal 

interview questions 

Logistics 
April 1 – May 30, 

2018 

 Re-establish contacts in Seiad Valley and 

across California and Oregon 

 Purchase and become familiar with 

equipment 

 Create travel schedule with contacts 

 Interview Guides 

 Study Information Sheets 

 Approved IRB Protocol 

 Final itinerary and schedule 

Phase I 

Field Work, Data 

Collection, 

Observation, and 

Analysis 

 
June 1 – August 10, 

2018 

Field Work 

 Interviews, participant observation, oral 

histories (58 stakeholders) 

 Tours of Klamath National Forest from 

various community perspectives (14) 

Preliminary Data Analysis 

 Synthesizing notes and audio data to 

clarify which voices are still missing 

Data 

 Audio recordings 

 Field notes 

 GPS waypoints and routes 

Phase II 

August 11 – October 

31, 2018 

 Transcribe all audio recordings, organize 

field notes, and upload GPS data 

 Identify major themes and revise RQs 

 Maintain relationships with contacts 

 Organized data and 

transcriptions 

 Major themes 

 Thesis Proposal (Sept. 24th) 

Phase III 

November 1 – 

December 15, 2018 

 Identify gaps in the research and continue 

to consult the literature 

 Develop new research and interview 

questions for any stakeholder 

 Updated research questions 

 No updated interview 

questions 

Phase IV 

December 15, 2018 – 

January 12, 2019 

 Follow-up fieldwork (return to Seiad 

Valley over the break) 

 Transcribe follow-up interviews 

 Complete six additional 

interviews 

 Transcriptions complete 

Phase V 

January 13 – April 

30, 2019 

 Write senior honors thesis in Geography 

 Generate visualizations from GPS data 

 Present at UVM Student Research 

Conference/Defend  

 Present at AAG Conferences 2019 

 Defend thesis on April 30th 

 

 Completed presentation and 

poster 

 Final draft of thesis 

submitted to committee 

Phase VI 

May 1 – May 10, 

2019 

 Complete revisions  Final thesis submitted 
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Appendix B: IRB Protocol Exemption Certification 
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Appendix C: Interview Guides 

I. Interview Guide for Semi-Structured Interviews with Local Residents 

• What is your age? What is your gender? Racial identity? Family members? Living 

arrangements? Political affiliation? 

• How did you come to the Klamath River? Where did you come from prior? 

• What is your livelihood? How do you support yourself financially? Does your livelihood 

rely on access to Klamath National Forest or the surrounding wilderness areas? 

• Where do you buy groceries? Is it affordable? How do you get there? 

• If you need medical care, how do you receive it? Primary versus tertiary care? Where do 

you have to go? How do you get there? 

• Do you recreate in Klamath National Forest or the surrounding wilderness areas? What is 

your primary mode of recreation? Why? Can/do you participate in other modes of 

recreation? 

• What areas are most important to you in Klamath National Forest or the surrounding 

wilderness areas? Do you have a connection to these places? Why or why not? 

• How do you define ‘wilderness’? 

• What were your first experiences in wilderness areas? Who were you with? How did you 

access those areas? 

• How would you describe your relationship with wilderness? What do you think the 

purpose of wilderness areas is? 

• Do you interact with PCT hikers? Has the existence and rising popularity of the trail 

impacted your community? How? 

• Did you live/work/recreate in the area when the National Monument proposal was 

published in 2010? What was your reaction? What was the community’s reaction? 

• What is your view of environmentalism? Have you interacted with members of K.S. 

Wild? 

• What is the ‘No Monument’ movement? Have you participated? If so, what was your 

role? Has the movement affected your life? How? Do you think the movement has been 

successful? If anything, what are you hoping to gain from the movement? 

 

II. Interview Guide for Semi-Structured Interviews with Pacific Crest Trail Hikers 

• What is your age? What is your gender? Racial identity? Political affiliation? 

• How many people did you start your hike with? How many people are you consistently 

hiking with now? Do you have a sense of community on the PCT? How would you 

define it? 

• What made you decide to hike the PCT? How long have you been hiking? 

• How do you define ‘wilderness’? 

• What were your first experiences in wilderness areas? Who were you with? How did you 

access those areas? 

• How would you describe your relationship with wilderness? What do you think the 

purpose of wilderness areas is? 

• What is your view of environmentalism?  

• Have you interacted with local people in Seiad Valley? How did you feel they received 

your presence? 
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• Have you interacted with people who are recreating in a way other than hiking (i.e. 

horseback riding, biking, ATV riding)? When? Where? What were those interactions 

like?  

• How do you feel about sharing the trail with horses, bikes, and ATVs? Do you think they 

belong on the trail? Why or why not? 

 

III. Interview Guide for Semi-Structured Interviews with Environmentalists 

• What is your title at the Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center?  

• What is your age? What is your gender? Racial identity? Political affiliation? 

• What projects have you worked on? How long have you worked there? Why did you 

decide to work for K.S. Wild? 

• How do you define ‘wilderness’? 

• What were your first experiences in wilderness areas? Who were you with? How did you 

access those areas? 

• How would you describe your relationship with wilderness? What do you think the 

purpose of wilderness areas is? 

• Do you consider yourself an environmentalist? How do you define environmentalism? 

• Have you interacted with PCT hikers in your work? If so, what were those interactions 

like? Do you support hiking the PCT? Why or why not? 

• Have you interacted with people who participate in forms of recreation other than hiking 

in your work? What forms? What were those interactions like? Do you support other 

forms of recreation in the wilderness? Which ones specifically? Why or why not? 

• Did you work for K.S. Wild while the organization developed and advocated for Siskiyou 

Crest National Monument? Do you support the monument? Why or why not? 

• Have you interacted with anyone from Seiad Valley, CA? What were those interactions 

like? 

• Are you aware of the ‘No Monument’ movement? If any, what have your interactions 

with this movement been? Why do you believe the community started the movement? 

Are their concerns valid? 
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Appendix D: Table of Research Methods 

Interview Type # of 

Participants 

per Interview/ 

Tour 

Location10 # of Interviews/ 

Tours by Local 

Residents11 

# of 

Interviews/ 

Tours by 

Karuk Tribe 

Members 

# of 

Interviews/ 

Tours by 

Pacific Crest 

Trail Hikers 

# of Interviews/ 

Tours by 

Environmentalists 

Semi-

Structured 

Interview 

1 Seiad Café/ 

Store/ 

Postal 

Building 

13 1 1 0 

Semi-

Structured 

Interview 

2 Seiad Café/ 

Store/ 

Postal 

Building 

1 0 0 0 

Semi 

Structured 

Interview 

3+ Seiad Café/ 

Store/ 

Postal 

Building 

1 0 0 0 

Semi-

Structured 

Interview 

1 MidRiver RV 

Park 

3 0 9 0 

Semi-

Structured 

Interview 

1 Participant’s 

Property 

8 2 0 0 

Semi-

Structured 

Interview 

2 Participant’s 

Property 

4 1 0 0 

Semi-

Structured 

Interview 

1 Formal Office 0 3 0 2 

Walking Tour 1 Klamath River 2 0 0 0 

Rafting Tour 3+ Klamath River 0 2 0 0 

Walking Tour 1 Participant’s  

Property 

5 0 0 0 

Walking Tour 2 Participant’s  

Property 

3 0 0 0 

Riding Tour 1 Klamath 

National 

Forest 

1 0 0 0 

Riding Tour 2 Klamath 

National 

Forest 

1 0 0 0 

 

                                                             
10  The exact location is left intentionally vague to protect the identities of participants who could be tied to one 

specific place. 
11  The combined number of interviews and tours does not match the total number of participants since several 

people provided both interviews and tours. The numbers here indicate the nature of the method. 


