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Chapter 1 

 Introduction 

Federal agencies are increasingly engaging with Native American communities in 

an effort to incorporate indigenous concerns in decision making regarding archaeological 

and cultural resources.  The Alibates Flint Quarries National Monument Ethnographic 

Overview and Traditional Use Study represents such an endeavor.  The project is funded 

by the National Park Service Rocky Mountain Regional Office. The Alibates Flint 

Quarries National Monument was established in 1965 to preserve sites associated with 

the Antelope Creek Focus, A. D 1150 to A.D 1450.  These include village sites, as well 

as over 700 lithic quarries.  While identifying federally recognized tribes with a cultural 

association to the Antelope Creek Focus inhabitants is a primary goal of the project, the 

project is concerned more broadly with identifying Native American populations with 

ties to the general region during both the prehistoric and historic period.  Identifying 

tribes with historic ties to the area is a significant goal of this project. Due to the limited 

number of historic Native American archaeological sites that have been identified in the 

region, the project relied on ethnohistorical documents and ethnographic investigations.  

An additional goal of the project is to identify areas in which monument personnel can 

collaborate with Indigenous communities to develop interpretive programming.  One 

such topic, identified early on, is the utilization of native plants, consequently the project 

features a significant ethnobotanical component.  This thesis presents findings based on 

an analysis and synthesis of ethnohistorical sources and outlines plans for future 

ethnographic research. 



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

2 
 

The National Park Service (NPS) has funded the Alibates Flint Quarries National 

Monument Ethnographic Overview and Traditional Use Study to identify federally 

recognized tribes with historic and contemporary ties to the project area. Additionally, 

analyzing land use within and around the monument was an important aspect too. My 

thesis is a small part of this broader project and provided the foundation for the 

subsequent ethnographic research and will discuss how federal agencies can continue to 

develop partnership with Indigenous groups and attempt to identify why there is a 

significant dearth of historic sites with a Native component within the Texas panhandle. 

A thorough review of the relevant ethnohistorical data and ethnographic literature can be 

used to assist federal agencies in identifying tribes with an association to public lands. 

Initially, the Alibates Flint Quarries National Monument Ethnographic Overview and 

Traditional Use Study involved eleven tribes: Delaware Nation, Fort Sill Apache Tribe, 

Pawnee Nation of Oklahoma, Wichita and Affiliated Tribes, Caddo Nation of Oklahoma, 

the Comanche Nation, Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma, Apache Tribe of Oklahoma (Plains 

Apache), Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes, Jicarilla Apache Nation, and the Mescalero 

Apache Tribe. However, three tribes – the Delaware Nation, Fort Sill Apache Tribe, and 

the Caddo Nation– decided, either at the outset or during the course of the study, not to 

participate. In this study, I focus on the Southern Plains tribes: Comanche, Kiowa, and 

the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho, and three Southern Athapaskan speaking groups: 

the Plains Apache, Mescalero Apache, and Lipan Apache. Southern Athapaskan groups 

entered the area most likely during the protohistoric, whereas the Southern Plains tribes 

arrived in the region during the historic era. Although the Lipan were not included in the 

scope of the AFQNM Ethnographic Overview and Traditional Land Use Study, I have 
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included them here because, under the 1936 Mescalero tribal constitution, the Lipan 

living on the Mescalero Reservation were officially incorporated into the Mescalero 

Apache Tribe. Further, the Lipan had a dynamic historical presence in Texas. Due to the 

restraints of time and space, the Jicarilla Apache were not included in this study.  

 The Alibates Flint Quarries National Monument and Lake Meredith National 

Recreation Area, further on referred to as AFQNM and LMNRA respectively, are located 

in the Texas panhandle about thirty miles north of Amarillo on the northern edge of the 

Llano Estacado (figure 1.1). AFQNM is located in the northeast corner of Potter county. 

Adjacent to AFQNM, is LMNRA, which occupies a portion of northeastern Potter 

county, as well as the southeastern corner of Moore county and a portion of central 

Hutchinson county. Combined acreage of the two NPS lands is 46,349 acres. A 

significant feature of the NPS lands is the Canadian River, which flows directly through 

both properties and forms the northern border of the geographic feature known as the 

Llano Estacado (figure 1.3) (NPS 2014: 3).  

The Llano Estacado is a vast, flat, treeless, elevated area stretching from eastern 

New Mexico into the Texas panhandle that covers about 20,000 square miles (figure 1.2) 

(Collins 1971: 85). It is bounded by the Canadian River in the north and tapers off in the 

south into the Edwards Plateau. The Llano Estacado is characterized by its boundless, 

intensely flat landscape where strong winds often blow fiercely across the plain. 

Although small playa lakes occur on the Llano Estacado, no major streams flow across it. 

However, Johnson (2009: 135) notes the existence of localized springs that are irregularly 

distributed. It is a semi-arid area, subject to extreme temperatures at times with abrupt 

changes (Collins 1971: 86). Annual rainfall falls between 16 and 2 inches a year and 
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average temperatures in 43.5 degrees in January and 81.4 degrees in December (Collins 

1971: 86). Even with its extreme weather, the Llano Estacado has been host to human 

occupation going back thousands of years. The Canadian River, which flows through the 

project area, was a vital resource for the early people of the area. Not only that but, 

throughout the eighteenth century, it served as a link connecting the eastern tallgrass 

prairies to the mountains in the west and the Comancheros and Pueblos to the Comanche 

and Kiowas (Bickers 2010, Brown 1989: 1).  

As mentioned previously, AFQNM was established in 1965 because it 

encompasses significant evidence of prehistoric human occupation. AFQNM includes 

1,371 acres with 292 acres belonging to private land owners (NPS 2014: 5).  Antelope 

Creek archaeological sites, which date from roughly 1150 A.D to 1450 A.D can be found 

dispersed throughout AFQNM. Additional Antelope Creek archaeological sites are 

located within the boundaries of LMNRA as well. The Antelope Creek people utilized 

Alibates flint, a distinct, colorful material (figure 1.5). Hundreds of quarries dot AFQNM 

landscape where Antelope Creek people would dig to reach the stronger, more durable 

material (figure 1.4). Alibates Flint is actually an agatized dolomite. The material’s 

distinctive striped coloring derives from trace amounts of mineral elements within the 

silica. The colors include reds, oranges, and yellows, as well as some amounts of blues, 

grays, and dark greens. Archaeological evidence demonstrates that use of Alibates flint 

predates the Antelope Creek Focus. Alibates was utilized by early Clovis hunters 

(Wyckoff 2005: 97). Clovis points made from Alibates flint have been discovered at the 

Blackwater Draw site in eastern New Mexico, the Gault Site in central Texas and the 

Drake Clovis Cache in Colorado (Pfeiffer 2005: 28). In addition, Alibates flint has also 



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

5 
 

been found in west Texas, the Oklahoma panhandle, eastern New Mexico, eastern 

Colorado and western Kansas (Pfeiffer 2005:28).  

The scope of the project was later expanded to include the Lake Meredith 

National Recreation Area (figure 1). Most of the literature and ethnohistorical data dealt 

with the region more broadly, therefore, a decision was made to modify the scope of 

work to encompass the LMNRA. Lake Meredith began to fill in 1965, after construction 

began on the Sanford Dam in 1962 (NPS 2014: 3). The dam was built for the purpose of 

flood control (Bickers 2014). LMNRA covers 44,978 acres of federally owned land and 

operates as a water supply reservoir for the panhandle and as a recreation area for 

hunting, fishing, camping, and hiking (NPS 2014: 4). Within the Lake Meredith region 

are important natural and cultural resources. Natural resources include wetland and 

riparian ecosystems with significant importance; as well as a certain species of fish, the 

Arkansas River shiner (Notropis Girardi), a federally threatened species. An important 

cultural resource is the historic McBride Ranch House, which is representative of the 

ranching era in the Texas panhandle (NPS 2014: 4). Antelope Creek sites are found 

throughout the Lake Meredith region as well.  

 Antelope Creek sites date from about 1150 A.D. to 1450 A.D. The ruins are 

significant in their use of stone masonry using vertical stone slabs and their multi-room 

structures (figure 1.6). Sites are typically found on the tops of mesas or down in the river 

bottoms. There is evidence that the Antelope Creek people practiced some horticulture 

combined with an economy focused on bison hunting. A variety of bone tools have been 

excavated as well as pottery sherds. Borger cord-marked is the diagnostic pottery type of 

Antelope Creek.  Numerous lithic tools recovered from Antelope Creek sites, as well as 
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the quarry pits themselves, testify to the Antelope Creek people’s reliance on the local 

Alibates flint (Krieger 1946: 72-74, NPS 2014).  

 Considerable amount of research has gone into the study of Antelope Creek 

archaeology. When Antelope Creek ruins were discovered in the first few decades of 

1900 in the Texas panhandle, they drew much curiosity because of the interesting 

architecture, which did not match what was known about Plains Indians at the time. 

Additionally, their prominent location between the southwestern Pueblos and the 

Mississippian Midwestern and Southeastern cultures facilitated increasing interest. The 

Southern Plains were seen as a key area in the movement of things and ideas (Indeck and 

Shaller 2004). In 1907, T.L. Eyerly brought his students to the Buried City site along 

Wolf Creek in Ochiltree County in north Texas to excavate.  One of Eyerly’s students 

was Floyd Studer, who would later become a central figure in Texas panhandle 

archaeology and eventually conducted a considerable amount of research on Antelope 

Creek sites.  

 In 1920, Warren Moorehead carried out excavations at the Buried City site and a 

number of other sites in what is today recognized as the core area of the Antelope Creek 

culture. Moorehead and his team identified over a hundred sites. He described Antelope 

Creek as neither Puebloan nor Mississippian and deemed them as their own separate 

panhandle or Canadian Valley culture. He interpreted the Texas panhandle as an 

important area where Puebloan people, Plains tribes, and Texas cultures came into 

contact with each other. Moorehead also recorded the variation in locality and 

architecture of Antelope Creek structures (Indeck and Shaller 2004).  
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The year 1929 saw a heightened interest in Antelope Creek archaeology. J. Alden 

Mason tested the famous Alibates Ruin 28 site and identified a building pattern of 

rectangular houses with four central roof support posts. He described the architecture as 

similar to Puebloan style, but identified the artifacts as characteristic of Plains culture, 

leading Mason to argue that Antelope Creek was Plains in origin. That same year, 

excavations by Texas Tech, led by W.C. “Curry” Holden began. They would continue 

over the next few years. Holden sought to explore the relationship between Plains and 

Pueblo people. Holden’s teams conducted excavations at Tarbox Ruin, Antelope Creek 

22, and at Saddleback Ruin (Indeck and Shaller 2004).  

E.B Sayles, in 1932 conducted minor excavations at a number of sites including 

Antelope Creek 22, Alibates 28, and Saddleback Ruin, but his field notes went 

unpublished. Studer also carried out excavations in the 1930s, including work at Antelope 

Creek 22, Alibates 28, and Coetas Creek. Although he never published full reports of his 

findings, he did publish a few summaries. Studer strongly believed Antelope Creek sites 

were a part of the Southwestern Pueblo culture and identified what he believed to be 

ventilator shafts, sipapus, kivas, and flat roofs (Indeck and Shaller 2004). Lintz (1986) 

disputed many of Studer’s claims on Antelope Creek architecture and today there is little 

evidence to substantiate Studer’s claims.  

In the latter half of the 1930s, projects were funded by the Works Project 

Administration and fell under the direction of C. Stuart Johnson. A report of his work at 

Antelope Creek 22 was posthumously published in the 1939 Bulletin of the Texas 

Archaeological and Paleontological Society. Between 1938 and 1941, WPA excavations 

were under the direction of Ele and Jewel Baker. They worked at Antelope Creek 22, 
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22A, 23, 24, and Alibates Ruin 28, 28A,30, and Chimney Rock Ruin 51. The Baker’s 

described the material culture as closely resembling Plains village sites of the Central 

Plains and found patterns as well as much variation within the architecture. Due to 

WWII, funding ended in 1941 and the Texas panhandle area suffered a lull in 

archaeological activity (Indeck and Shaller 2004).  

New developments were made, when in 1946, Alex Krieger published Culture 

Complexes and Chronology in Northern Texas where he formally defined Antelope 

Creek Phase and synthesized all the previous data. Krieger designated Antelope Creek 22 

and Alibates Ruin 28 as the type sites and used them to develop key characteristics of 

Antelope Creek Phase. Krieger defined Antelope Creek as semi-horticulturalists whose 

economy was dependent on hunting and gathering and maize agriculture with villages 

located on mesa tops and small terraces. Buildings were Pueblo-like with multiroomed 

structures with some single rooms that utilized standing stone slabs in construction 

(Krieger 72). He believed that the material culture reflected a culture closely related to 

Plains Agriculturalists who lived in the region between AD 1300 and 1450 (Krieger 

1946).  

 Later important work on Antelope Creek was done by Christopher Lintz (1978, 

1984, 1986, 1991). Lintz has re-synthesized the data and has published numerous articles 

on the subject. Lintz disputed some of Krieger’s (1946) earlier theories about the 

architecture of Antelope Creek. One such example is Krieger (and Studer’s) argument 

that the tunnels found in the structures were ventilation tunnels (Krieger 1946: 73). Lintz 

disputed that theory and argued that they were most likely entrance tunnels (Lintz 1986: 

121).  
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From the preceding discussion, it becomes clear that a significant amount of study 

and focus has gone into the research of Antelope Creek. The visitor center at AFQNM is 

reflective of the emphasis placed on the prehistoric time period. The information 

presented at the visitor center focuses on the Antelope Creek culture and their utilization 

of Alibates flint. However, that is only a small segment in the history of the lands that 

now comprise the AFQNM and LMNRA. The historic time period is under-represented 

in the exhibits owing to the fact that archaeologists have focused more attention on the 

Antelope Creek period than the historic time period within the confines of the project 

area. Limited study has gone into the historic era in the Texas panhandle, but that said, 

one must acknowledge Cruse’s (2002, 2003, 2008) work on historic sites in the Texas 

panhandle, namely the battles of the Red River War, and Lynn’s (2014) work on the first 

battle of Adobe Walls. In the early 2000s, multiple CRM archeological surveys related to 

proscribed burns were carried out in the project area by Center for Big Bend Studies and 

4G Consulting, LLC. Few historic archaeological sites were documented, and the 

majority of identified sites dated to the prehistoric. More detail on the CRM surveys will 

be provided in the conclusion.  

Granted, the project area and the surrounding region is replete with material 

evidence belonging to the Antelope Creek culture, essentially making it easier to 

concentrate on the archaeology of the prehistoric era. Furthermore, the lack of identified 

historical archaeological sites in the Texas panhandle present a challenge. With that being 

said, historic Indian sites are not missing, but rather, they have been looked over as 

inadequate techniques are being used in identifying them. However, historical documents 

demonstrate that several Native American tribes utilized the project area during the 
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historic period. Given the lack of attention that has been paid to historic Native American 

archaeological material in the Texas Panhandle, other lines of evidence must be 

employed to illustrate the Native American active occupation of the region. The present 

study utilizes historical documents from the ethnographic literature, such as James 

Mooney’s work on Kiowa calendar histories, Thomas Kavanaghs’ compilation of E. 

Adamson Hoebel, Waldo R. Wedel, Gustav G. Carlson, and Robert H. Lowie’s field 

notes, and interviews conducted as part of the Doris Duke Oral History project, early 

Euro-American explorations, and nineteenth century military expeditions to document 

Native American activity in the Texas panhandle. 

The goal of this project is to identify federally recognized tribes with historical 

and contemporary ties to Alibates Flint Quarries National Monument and Lake Meredith 

National Recreation Area. Additionally, the project seeks to reconstruct patterns of land 

use within the project area and the surrounding property during prehistoric, historic, and 

contemporary time periods. The project was conducted in four stages: ethnohistoric 

literature review, ethnographic interviews using a semi-structured format, site visits to 

allow consultants to view the natural and cultural resources, and lastly, compiling the 

data into a report for the NPS. My thesis presents the results of the literature review and 

focuses on reconstructing patterns of land use.  

 The literature review focused on the ethnohistoric and archaeological literature 

related to the region. This included Alibates Flint Quarries, Antelope Creek, Euro-

American exploration of the region, and the ethnohistory of the federally recognized 

tribes initially identified by the NPS. The ethnohistory of the identified tribes 
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concentrated on the definition of their historical territories, relationship to archaeological 

foci and complexes, resource use, and ethnonyms.  

 Interviews were conducted in a semi-structured format which allowed for 

impromptu follow up questions and open-ended answers. A series of questions were 

formatted and centered around topics such as tribal migration to the Southern Plains, 

prehistoric or historic ties to the Canadian River and the Texas panhandle, prehistoric or 

historic ties to the project area, historic patterns on resource use and subsistence 

strategies, ethnobotanical information, continuing importance of the project area to tribal 

communities, questions and concerns regarding the management of natural and cultural 

resources at AFQNM/LMNRA, and protocols governing the communication of sensitive 

information. With the participants consent, interviews were audio-recorded. Once the 

interviews were conducted a free listing exercise was administered in which consultants 

were given ten minutes to list wild plants used in historic and contemporary times. 

Following the completion of the free listing exercise, consultants were asked to answer a 

series of questions regarding each plant. These questions focused on the Indigenous name 

of the plant, information regarding its use (e.g. medicinal, edible, etc.), and techniques 

used in harvesting and processing the plant. 

 Representatives from tribal communities that indicated during the preceding 

ethnographic research that they possess historic or contemporary ties to the monument 

were brought out to consult with researchers at the site.  The purpose of these site visits 

was to provide community members with an opportunity to 1) identify locations where 

resources are gathered/ collected, 2) identify locations or physical features of religious or 

spiritual significance, and 3) identify traditional cultural properties within or surrounding 
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the monument.  Information was gathered in semi-structured group interviews.  With the 

participant’s permission, the interviews were audio recorded. On site interviews typically 

yield more and richer information, which can augment the data gathered in offsite 

interviews. For example, the site visits allowed tribal representatives to identify plant 

species mentioned in the earlier interviews, avoiding any confusion that might arise over 

the use of a plant’s Indigenous or common names, and to identify new plants that were 

not discussed previously. Additionally, it allowed representatives the ability to view and 

comment on the landscape. 

 Interviews conducted during the site visit also addressed tribal concerns regarding 

interpretation at the monument.  Consultants were asked to discuss themes that they 

would like to see explored in the monument’s interpretive programming.  Taking this a 

step further, consultants were asked to identify ways in which their tribe and the 

monument staff might collaborate in the development of interpretive programming.  This 

included not only identifying interpretive themes or projects to pursue, but also 

identifying tribal members who possess both the requisite knowledge and inclination to 

assist in the development of interpretive materials and programs.  The site visits also 

offered tribal representatives an opportunity to gauge the potential for developing and 

locating interpretive signage.  For example, tribes may prefer not to have certain 

locations marked.  Alternatively, they may propose the placement of wayside signage or 

the development of an interpretive trail.  

The data presented is organized in a way that presents the tribes in separate 

chapters.  The Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho, who are federally recognized as one 

entity are discussed in chapter five and the Lipan and Mescalero Apache are discussed 
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together in chapter one. Although a separate tribe, the Lipan Apache are not federally 

recognized and have been affiliated with the Mescalero Apache since 1936. The tribes are 

presented in chronological order of their arrival to the Southern Plains: Lipan and 

Mescalero Apache, Comanche, Kiowa, Plains Apache, and Southern Cheyenne and 

Arapaho. Within each chapter, tribal synonymy, social organization, origins and 

migrations, and history are discussed. Additionally, the tribe’s ties (if any) to the project 

area are presented. This would include mention of American expeditions that traversed 

through the panhandle and made contact with indigenous groups, information gathered 

from previous ethnological works, and tribal participation in the 1874 Red River War.  

 In the mid-nineteenth century, the United States authorized a number of 

expeditions under the United States Corps of Topographical Engineers. Discussed in the 

following chapters are Major Stephen Long’s 1820 journey along the Canadian River to 

find the headwaters of the Red River, Lieutenant Amiel Whipple’s 1853 expedition to 

identify a probable southern railroad route along the 35th parallel, and Lieutenant James 

Abert’s reconnaissance along the Canadian River in 1845. At the time, little was known 

about the Southern Plains and Southwest region thus, the U.S funded multiple missions in 

an effort to gain geographic knowledge of a generally unexplored area. Furthermore, in 

1845, border disputes with Mexico added to the need for exploration to determine the 

border between Mexico and the United States.  All three parties encountered indigenous 

groups or signs of Native American occupation as they followed the Canadian river 

through the Llano Estacado. Detailed reports were recorded of their travels. Knowledge 

of the Whipple expedition stems from the diary of young John P. Sherburne, a member of 
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the United States Pacific Railroad survey led by Lieutenant Amiel Whipple. These 

reports are instrumental in researching tribes with an association to the project area.  

 Although the accounts of these American expeditions are helpful, there are 

limitations. The expeditions spent a relatively short time in the Texas panhandle, only a 

few days at best, meaning they only briefly met with the tribes they encountered and 

sometimes they did not encounter any indigenous groups at all. While their discussions 

and observations regarding the tribes that they encountered are helpful, it is important to 

bear in mind that the fact that they did not encounter a specific tribe cannot be construed 

as evidence that the tribe did not frequent the region. It may simply mean that the tribe 

was absent during the brief window during which the expedition traversed the project 

area. For example, the 1820 Long expedition was traveling across the Llano Estacado in 

August, the hottest time of the year, and only met with Plains Apache, although they did 

see evidence of Native American camps. The tribes who occupied the region during the 

historic period were nomadic and ranged over a large territory and it is possible that they 

were elsewhere at the time the American expeditions passed through the area.  

 Military engagements such as the First and Second battles of Adobe Walls incited 

tribal action which ultimately resulted in the Red River War of 1874. The First and 

Second battle of Adobe Walls and all of the Red River War battles took place in the 

Texas panhandle, east of the project area. The defensive action taken by the Southern 

Plains tribes demonstrates their claims to the region. The First Battle of Adobe Walls was 

fought in 1864. Colonel Christopher “Kit” Carson with his New Mexico volunteers and 

Ute and Jicarilla warriors attacked a camp occupied by the Kiowa, Comanche, and Plains 

Apache. The Second Battle occurred a decade later on June 27, 1874. This time, a 
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combined force of Comanche, Kiowa, and Southern Cheyenne warriors attacked a small 

group of white buffalo hunters near Adobe Walls, igniting the Red River War.  

 The Red River War was executed by five military columns that converged on the 

upper tributaries of the Red River, in a plan to finally subdue the Southern Plains tribes 

and open up the Southern Plains to white settlers (Cruse 2008:16-17). The converging 

columns from Fort Union, New Mexico; Fort Dodge, Kansas; Fort Sill, Indian Territory; 

Fort Griffin, Texas; and Fort Concho; Texas marched from all directions to encircle the 

tribes (Cruse 2008: 17-18). Engagements were fought in the eastern Texas panhandle. 

Significant battles which will be discussed in later chapters include: The Battle of Red 

River, the Battle of Lyman’s Wagon Train, the Battle of the Buffalo Wallow, the Battle at 

Sweetwater Creek, the Battle at Palo Duro Canyon, Battle at Round Timber Creek, and 

the Battle at McClellan Creek (Cruse 2008: 5). Other small skirmishes occurred as well.  

An important goal of the study was reconstructing traditional patterns of resource 

use within the project area.  This included both an assessment of how tribes associated 

with AFQNM and LMNRA utilized floral, faunal, and lithic resources in the past, as well 

as an analysis of the use of these resources in the present. In the ethnographic interviews, 

consultants were asked to discuss both the historic and contemporary use of wild plants, 

animals, and lithic resources. Given the sensitive nature of some of this information, the 

interview data is withheld pending further discussion with tribal representatives. 

Information on resource use was found in previously published ethnobotanical studies, 

ethnological literature, unpublished field notes (LaBarre 1935), and interviews conducted 

as part of the Doris Duke Oral History project. This thesis presents a synthesis of the 

information available in published and archival sources.  
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Recently, the NPS adopted new regulations allowing Native American tribes to 

harvest wild plants on NPS property (NPS 2016).  In light of this development, the 

ethnobotanical component of the traditional use study took on added significance.  This 

information was used to assess similarities in plants historically utilized by tribes and 

plants currently found within AFQNM and LMNRA. In 2002, a botanical survey of 

vascular plant species was conducted by Neesom and O’Kennon (2005) at AFQNM and 

LMNRA. They recorded 459 naturally occurring species of plants and labeled their 

occurrence as “common”, “not common”, or “abundant”. Their findings were compared 

to tribal ethnobotany and data from the ethnographic investigations. By comparing plants 

commonly found within the project area to plants used historically by tribes associated 

with AFQNM and LMNRA, it is possible to reconstruct how the tribes may have utilized 

the resources present within the project area and the surrounding region.   

Together, the ethnohistoric and ethnographic data are combined to present 

evidence of tribal ties to the project area. The data from this thesis will ultimately be 

incorporated into a report for the National Park Service. It will prove useful to the NPS 

for the management of cultural resources because of the information it provides regarding 

land use throughout historical and contemporary times as well as tribal ties to the project 

area. When NPS staff members discover cultural materials, they will have a better idea of 

which tribal representatives to contact to confer and consult about how to proceed with 

the materials.  

Briefly, I will discuss the historical relationship between the National Park 

Service and Indigenous groups to illustrate why this kind of project is important. 

Historically, the relationship between federal agencies and Native Americans has been 
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tumultuous. The establishment of many of the early National Parks resulted in the 

eviction of the Indigenous groups that inhabited those areas. Rather than being the 

untouched and unspoiled lands that many Anglo Americans believed them to be, these 

vast areas were home to humans for thousands of years. When many of these National 

Parks and other service units were established they included traditional tribal territory, 

but the Native Americans’ presence was largely ignored. Interestingly, today there are a 

number of tribal reservations that abut National Parks. These reservations and the 

adjacent parks share a border. There are even some tribal lands that are encircled by NPS 

lands. In 1992, out of 367 Park Service units, including National Monuments, National 

Battlefields, and historic structures, only 85 of them had some sort of relationship with 

Native American tribes (Keller and Turk 1998: xiii).  

 Beginning in the 1960’s Congress passed legislation that required federal entities 

to collaborate with Native Americans and granted tribes more of a voice in planning and 

consulting. The National Historic Preservation Act, passed in 1966, and the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969, required federal agencies to seek public involvement 

in the cultural and resource management decision making process. The 1978 American 

Indian Religious Freedom Act, which sought to affirm and protect Native Americans’ 

rights to practice traditional religious practices, resulted in many federal agencies 

reviewing their policies regarding the management of significant cultural resources. New 

policies were created to allow tribes access to federal lands to conduct ceremonies and 

visit sites of spiritual or religious significance (Wray et al. 2009: 43-44). In 1987, the 

NPS released a document entitled “Native American Relationship Policy” which voiced 

the NPS’s responsibility for addressing problems that involved National Parks and Native 
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Americans. The release of the document was significant because it marked the first time 

NPS personnel were given direction in recognizing and consulting with Native 

Americans who were associated or connected to NPS lands (Wray et al. 2009: 43).  

 In the latter half of the twentieth century, the federal government began to 

recognize Native American concerns and heeding their voices peoples when it came to 

the management of their cultural resources. In 1990, when Congress passed the Native 

American Graves and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) it forced federal agencies and 

anthropologists to collaborate with Native Americans. The act mandated that 

archaeologists consult with tribes regarding the treatment and disposition of human 

remains (Lamphere 2004: 436). Furthermore, it encouraged and empowered Native 

Americans. Not only did it insist that archaeologists work with associated tribes, but 

NAGPRA, along with the other legislative measures, also led to increased consultation 

with Indigenous groups. From the 1988 to 2006 edition of NPS Management Policies 

there was a general increase in references to consultations with traditionally associated 

peoples (Wray et al.2009: 48). Rather than outsiders making decisions, Native peoples 

now had a voice which provided for multiple perspectives in interpretation and resulted 

in a “better science” that pays heed to ethical and moral concerns (Hodder 2003: 60-61). 

One of the goals of this project is to identify tribes traditionally associated with 

the Alibates Flint Quarries National Monument and the Lake Meredith National 

Recreational Area. Additionally, how the associated tribes can become involved in 

decision making regarding cultural resources. The first step is to identify those tribes that 

have an association to the region. For the sake of this project, rather than using the strict 

boundaries of the monument as determining affiliation, I am considering a much wider 
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region of the Texas panhandle as the scope of this thesis. The purposes of the Alibates 

Flint Quarries Ethnographic Overview and Traditional Land Use study are to identify 

associated tribes, reconstruct patterns of resource use, and identify areas for potential 

collaborations between the associated tribes and NPS. My thesis, and the report are 

intended to assist NPS personnel in identifying associated tribes. Moreover, this 

information may have implications for consultation regarding both cultural resources and 

possibly the management of natural species. Ethnobotanical information may be cited by 

tribes wishing to apply for permits to gather plants at AFQNM and LMNRA. 
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Figure 1.1 Map showing the 

location of AFQNM and LMNRA 

Figure 1.2. Map showing the 

boundaries of the Llano Estacado 

with project area counties outlined 

in red 

Morris 1997: 8 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjM3qLMk-zNAhWIPCYKHdgdC3MQjRwIBw&url=https://www.nps.gov/alfl/planyourvisit/directions.htm&bvm=bv.126130881,d.cWw&psig=AFQjCNHjQ7s_6n6X6wmBfCOAPi5Kv8xzGg&ust=1468351773801045
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Figure 1.4. Image of Dr. Paul Katz 

showing Dr. Britt Bousman a 

previously excavated flint quarry at 

AFQNM 

Figure 1.3. Canadian River Valley 

Image courtesy of Dr. Michael 

Jordan 



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

22 
 

 

   

Figure 1.5. Examples of Alibates flint 

photo by Milton Bell  

https://www.texasbeyondhistory.net/alib

ates/ 

 

Figure 1.6. Image of Antelope 

Creek architecture. Note the 

standing slab structure. Image 

taken at AFQNM 

https://www.texasbeyondhistory.net/alibates/
https://www.texasbeyondhistory.net/alibates/
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Chapter 2 

The Mescalero and Lipan Apache 

In this chapter I provide a general discussion of the Southern Athapaskans groups: 

the Mescalero Apache and Lipan Apache. Although the Lipan are not a federally 

recognized tribe, they are discussed in this section because of their active historical 

presence in Texas. Today, descendants of the Lipan tribe comprise a small part of the 

Mescalero Apache, whose tribal offices are located in Mescalero, New Mexico. 

However, each tribe has its own distinct history, which will be addressed further. In 1907, 

surviving members of the Lipan Apache joined the Mescalero Apache on their 

reservation in south-central New Mexico (figure 2.2). The Apache Tribe of Oklahoma, 

who linguistically belong to the Southern Athapaskans, are included in the next section 

because of their close association with the Kiowa. Plains Apache activity in the Texas 

panhandle coincides with the Kiowa, whereas the other Apachean groups occupied the 

panhandle at an earlier time, beginning with their arrival to the Southern Plains through 

their dispersal by the Comanche. 

Before delving into specific Apache tribes, it is important to first discuss the 

peculiarities and confusion regarding the use of the term “Apache” in the literature. When 

the Spanish arrived on the Southern Plains they applied a plethora of terms to the 

indigenous groups of the region. The first mention of the designation “Apache” appears 

in Spanish records in 1598 referencing “Gila Apaches.” The term was used to describe 

several different Apache bands living west of the Rio Grande River. Distinctive band 

names do not appear in the historical literature until the eighteenth century (Young 

1983:393). In 1715, a report by Spanish military commander Don Juan Páez Hurtado 
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identified four Apache groups - the Chipaynes, Limitas, Tremenitinas, and Sejines -  who 

were living along the Canadian River in the north Texas panhandle (Habicht-Mauche 

1992: 254, Britten 2009: 52, Schlesier 1972: 110). The term “Cancy” appears in 

seventeenth and early eighteenth century French documents and refers to the same people 

the Spanish recorded living in the Texas panhandle (Habicht-Mauche 1992: 255).  During 

the seventeenth and early nineteenth century, the term Cancy referred to the Lipan 

Apache (Opler 2001:952).  

Names for different bands changed throughout the years and a standardized 

nomenclature did not emerge until the seventeenth century. This makes it difficult to 

assign a cultural identity to the early groups encountered by the Spanish. Groups like the 

Querecho, and Vaqueros appear in early Spanish accounts, which scholars have identified 

as apache that locate them on the Llano Estacado, but scholars are unable to establish a 

definitive association between these groups and modern Apache tribes (Boyd 2001: 6). 

Britten (2009), Haskell (1987), Newcomb (1988), and Schlesier (1994) have argued that 

the Querecho represent peoples ancestral to the Lipan, while Habitcht-Mauche (1998) 

and Boyd (2001) maintain they were Southern Athapaskan speakers who later became 

known as Apache. For this reason, I will address the migration of the Southern 

Athapaskan onto the Southern Plains together. In 1541, Francisco Vázquez de Coronado 

was the first Spaniard to travel across the Llano Estacado. His chronicler, Pedro de 

Castañeda, vividly described the two bison hunting, nomadic, indigenous groups they 

encountered in the Texas panhandle: the Querecho and the Teya. Querecho was a 

Puebloan word meaning “buffalo eaters” (Haley 1997: 24). Later Spanish expeditions 

that traversed the region also identified nomadic, bison hunting groups and their accounts 
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confirm that the same people Coronado labeled as Querecho were later called Vaqueros 

and Apache (Boyd 2001: 5). Later archaeological research has identified two 

archaeological complexes correlated to Coronado’s Querecho and Teya. The geographic 

locations match where Coronado encountered the indigenous groups. These 

archaeological complexes will be discussed later in the chapter, but first, a background on 

the Southern Athapaskans and their migrations onto the Southern Plains is presented.  

Southern Athapaskans 

            The southwestern Apache groups are collectively known as the Southern 

Athapaskans and include the Navajo, Western Apache, Chiricahua, Mescalero, Jicarilla, 

Apache Tribe of Oklahoma (Plains Apache), and Lipan. In this chapter, I will discuss the 

Lipan Apache and the Mescalero Apache. The Southern Athapaskan originated in the 

arctic and arrived on the Southern Plains sometime between AD 1300 and 1500 

(Schweinfurth 2002: 11, Young 1983:393). There are several hypotheses concerning the 

route of their migration onto the Southern Plains. Either, they made their way south 

through the High Plains east of the Rocky Mountains or they followed the Rocky 

Mountains through Utah or Colorado. Another hypothesis states that they followed an 

intermontane route through the Great Basin area, which could explain Great Basin traits 

found in some Apachean groups (Schweinfurth 2002: 12, Young 1983: 393). It is 

generally believed they arrived on the Southern Plains sometime in the fifteenth century. 

From there, the Southern Athapaskans spread out over a wide area encompassing most of 

southeastern Colorado, much of New Mexico, western Texas, northern Mexico, and 

southern and central Arizona (Young 1983:393). When early Spanish explorers arrived to 

the Southern Plains in the sixteenth century, they encountered multiple indigenous groups 
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and some of these groups are thought to be Apachean. Archaeological findings, although 

scant in the Texas panhandle, also suggest the occurrence of an Apachean group that 

inhabited the area (Cruse 2003, Boyd 2001, Habitcht-Mauche 1998).  

 Upon their arrival on the Southern Plains, the Southern Athapaskans cemented 

themselves into the previously established Plains-Pueblo trade. They exchanged bison 

products, including hides and dried meat, in return for corn, beans, pottery, turquoise, and 

blankets from the Pueblos (Smith 2005:7, Morris 1997: 29). Previous inhabitants had 

been The Antelope Creek Phase people, who occupied the Canadian River valley and 

whose sites are found within the project area, were early participants in the Plains-Pueblo 

trade (Wilcox 1991:152, Lintz 1991, Baugh 1991: 121, Habicht-Mauche et al. 1988, 

Snow 1991: 71).  It has been argued that the Antelope Creek people were supplanted by 

Southern Athapaskan peoples (Wilcox 1991: 147). If this is correct, then there is a 

possibility that Proto-Apachean peoples inhabited the project area. However, Lintz 

(1991:105) argues that settlement shifts circa AD 1500 reflect a movement from the 

Canadian River valley to the lower Texas panhandle, where protohistoric sites belonging 

to the Garza Complex and Tierra Blanca Complex are found. This would simply mean 

that proto-Apache people occupied an area slightly south of the project area. Even if this 

is the case, given their nomadic nature it is likely that they utilized the resources within 

the project area.  

Due to limited archaeological evidence and early ethnographic material, scholars 

studying Southern Athapaskan origins have relied heavily upon linguistic data (Young 

1983: 393). Early work conducted by linguist Harry Hoijer in 1940 has suggested dates 

when the various Apache tribes split from their counterparts and migrated southward. 
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Hoijer’s early work proposed that the Southern Athapaskans most likely migrated to the 

Southern Plains together and then split from each other. His later work, however, 

suggests that an earlier divide separated them linguistically into eastern (Jicarilla and 

Lipan) and western divisions (Navajo, Western Apache, Mescalero, and Chiricahua). The 

first migratory wave southward was led by the western group, which was closely 

followed by the eastern group; the Plains Apache migrated later (Young 1983: 396). The 

Eastern and Western Apache split also manifests itself geographically. The Western 

Apache tribes, which include the Mescalero Apache, primarily inhabited the mountains 

and forested uplands of New Mexico and Arizona, while the Eastern Apache division 

spent more time on the plains and adopted certain cultural traits normally associated with 

Plains tribes (Britten 2009: 55).  

Archaeological Considerations 

The historic archaeological material found in the Texas panhandle region is 

sparse. There have been two proto-historic archaeological complexes identified: the 

Tierra Blanca complex and the Garza complex. A small number of Tierra Blanca sites 

have been identified on the northern Llano Estacado with a dense concentration along the 

upper tributaries of the Red River in Armstrong, Briscoe, and Randall counties (Habicht 

Mauche 1992: 251) (figure 2.3). These counties are all south of Potter County where 

AFQNM is located. Claude, Texas, the county seat of Armstrong county, is 51 miles 

from the project area and Silverton, Texas, the county seat of Briscoe county is 103 miles 

away from the project area. The county seat of Randall county, Canyon, Texas is 58 

miles from the project area (figure 2.4). The Tierra Blanca complex appears to be the 

earliest Southern Athapaskan archaeological culture in the Texas panhandle. It is believed 
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to represent the Querecho, the nomadic bison hunters that Coronado encountered in 1541 

(Habicht-Mauche 1992, Mange and Maston 2010: 229, Vehik 1994: 251, Britten 2009). 

Schelsier (1994: 358-359) and Britten (2009) go further, claiming that the Querecho were 

proto-Lipan apaches and that they had pushed out the previous occupants, the Antelope 

Creek peoples. Habicht-Mauche (1992: 254) states there is little doubt that the Querecho 

were Apache. While most scholars agree that the Querecho were an eastern apache 

group, which includes the Lipan, Jicarilla, and Plains Apache, the identity of the Teya is 

more heavily debated. The Teya was the group identified by Coronado as having painted 

their faces.  Although, Dolores Gunnerson (1956) argues for an Apachean affiliation, 

Habicht-Mauche (1992:255-256), as well as other scholars, maintain that the Teya were 

most likely a Plains Caddoan people.  

 The Garza complex, another proto-historic archaeological culture found in the 

Texas panhandle, is argued to have either an Apachean affiliation or a Plains Caddoan 

one. While D. Gunnerson (1956) has claimed that the Garza complex can be attributed to 

Apache speaking peoples, Habicht-Mauche (1992) maintains that the complex represents 

a Plains Caddoan occupation.  Habicht-Mauche (1992) contends that if the Tierra Blanca 

complex can be associated with the Querecho then it stands to reason to correlate the 

Teya with the Garza complex. The location where Coronado encountered the Teya 

coincides with where Garza sites are found. Garza complex sites are found in the 

southern Texas panhandle and concentrated along the upper branches of the Brazos River 

(figure 2.3). The complex dates from 1450 AD to 1650 AD, although radiocarbon dates 

suggest that some Garza complex sites may have been occupied well into the eighteenth 

century (Habicht Mauche 1992: 253). The ethnic identity of the Teya was heavily 
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debated amongst scholars. For example, Habicht-Mauche (1992) argues that the Teya 

were a Plains Caddoan people, citing evidence that they painted their faces and bodies, 

which was not a typical Apache practice, as well as evidence that they were semi-

sedentary. Further, Baugh (1994: 286) maintains that the Garza complex is associated 

with the Wichita, whereas Hofman (1989), J. Hughes (1991:36), J. Gunnerson (1987), 

maintain that the Teya were Apaches.  

 The Tierra Blanca and Garza complexes indicate the presence of nomadic buffalo 

hunters, although the Teya may have practiced some horticulture. Some of the earliest 

ethnographic accounts that exist about Apachean groups derives from Coronado’s entrada 

to the Southern Plains in 1541. Coronado’s chronicler, Castaneda describes the Querecho 

and the Teya, whom the expedition encountered while traveling through the Llano 

Estacado, as nomadic buffalo hunters who utilized the dog travois. A few decades after 

Coronado’s expedition, Juan de Oñate set out across the Llano Estacado and met an 

indigenous group, whom the Spanish labeled Vaqueros, in the vicinity where Coronado 

met the Querecho. The Vaqueros are thought to be one and the same as Coronado’s 

Querechos, thus the ethnohistorical data documents the presence of Apache people on the 

Llano Estacado from the mid-sixteenth through the early seventeenth centuries (Schelsier 

1994: 359, Habicht-Mauche 1992: 254).  

Some scholars (Gunnerson 1960, 1968; Wedel 1959) have recognized the Lipan 

as one of the groups responsible for the Dismal River complex because of Apachean 

traits found at Dismal River sites, which date from 1675-1725 (Opler 1975: 187). Dismal 

River sites are located in Kansas, Nebraska, and Colorado. Some scholars associate the 

sites with the Apache based on the absence of horse bones, as well as fish bones 
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(Apaches typically have a fish taboo) and that there are no burials found. However, Opler 

(1975: 188) argues that the Dismal River complex is not Apachean and that there is a 

relatively simple explanation for its “Apachean” traits. He contends that Apache groups 

were some of the first Native Americans to acquire horses and that there is ethnographic 

evidence that Lipan sometimes ate fish. Furthermore, Opler (1975: 188) maintains that 

the Dismal River complex is associated with Puebloan people, who had recently fled east 

onto the plains following the Pueblo Revolt of 1680 and the subsequent Spanish 

reconquest. Opler notes that Pueblo people shared a distaste for fish and only sparingly 

used horses.  

Lipan Apache 

Prior to the arrival of the Comanche in the eighteenth century, the Texas 

panhandle was occupied by Apachean groups as evidenced from ethnohistoric accounts 

from early Spanish explorers. A report by Spaniard Alonso de Posado in 1686 declared 

the Apache to be owners of all lands they call Cibola, which were essentially the lands 

north of San Antonio, Texas, including the Llano Estacado region (Barr 2011:30). As 

stated earlier, the Querecho are believed to have been Apachean and some scholars have 

postulated that the Querecho were ancestral to the Lipan (Brittan 2009: 51-52, Newcomb 

1988: 106, Haskell 1987: 77). The ethnic identities of the indigenous groups in the 

panhandle through the 1500 and 1600s are so intertwined that it is a topic that continues 

to befuddle scholars.  

As previously mentioned, there is no federally recognized Lipan Apache tribe 

today, however the Lipan played an important role in shaping the history of Texas. In 

1905, many of the surviving Lipan relocated to the Mescalero Reservation.  Currently, 
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many of the descendants of the Lipan Apache reside with the Mescalero Apache on a 

reservation in southeastern New Mexico and are officially recognized as belonging to the 

Mescalero Apache Tribe. In the following section, the Lipan Apache are treated 

separately from their Mescalero Apache counterparts. 

Synonymy  

 The name “Cancy” appears on early Spanish and French maps of west Texas and 

is believed to refer to the Lipan Apache. The term “Cancy” is derived from the Caddoan 

word kantsi, meaning “liar,” which was the Caddoan name for the Lipan (Britten 2009: 

52, Habitcht-Mauche 1992, Opler 2001:952).   In 1715, other Apache groups, Chipaynes, 

Limitas, Trementinas, and Sejines were recorded by the Spanish as living along the 

Canadian River in the north Texas panhandle (Britten 2009: 52). These groups pursued 

an economic strategy that focused on bison hunting and trade with the Pueblos.  Debate 

exists over their ethnic identity, but, it is likely they were separate tribes who later 

merged to form the Lipan (Britten 2009: 53, Schlesier 1972). Although the multitude of 

names can be confusing, the dynamic nature of these indigenous groups on the Southern 

Plains can explain the constant fission and coalescence of groups.  

Various names have been supplied as the Lipan designation for themselves. The 

preferred was, čišî·hį·, which translates to “forest apache” (Parks 2001: 951). Other 

designations for themselves are, Naʹ-izhӑʹñ, meaning “ours” or gołdiⁿdiɁį·lí, which uses 

the elements for “people” and “to be” (Parks 2001: 951). In the literature, “Lipan” as a 

tribal designation first appears in the mid-eighteenth century in Spanish documents as 

Ypandis, Ypandes, and Ipandes. The current term shows up in the second half of the 

eighteenth century through the nineteenth century and is sometimes seen as Lipanes. 
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Other variations of spelling include Lipanos, Lipaines, Lapane, Lapanne, Lipanis, and 

Lapanas. They are also seen in the literature as Lipan Apache, Apaches Lipanes, or 

Lipanes Llaneros (Parks 2001: 951, Anderson 1999: 112). After 1700, the area that the 

Spanish once termed the “Apacheria” soon came under Comanche control and the Lipan 

were forced south into central and south Texas. With their move south, the Lipan’s 

occupation of the project area ended. 

The swift arrival of the Comanche in the early eighteenth century pushed the 

Lipan increasingly southward. Warfare with the Comanche lasted well over three decades 

and played out in a disputed area that stretched from south of the Canadian River to the 

Clear Fork of the Brazos and along the Red River (Minor 2009: 3). The fact that the 

Lipan resisted Comanche encroachment on the Canadian River lends credence to the 

argument that the Canadian River valley was once inhabited by the Lipan and considered 

part of their territory.  

As previously stated, the first recorded mention of the Lipan in Spanish 

documents was in 1718 after an attack on the newly established settlement of San 

Antonio, Texas (Opler 2001: 941). For the next few decades, San Antonio would face 

persistent raiding and attacks from the Lipan and their relationship with the Spanish 

would often prove volatile, although multiple attempts were made by the Spanish to 

missionize the Lipan.  

By the mid-eighteenth century, the Lipan were located in central Texas, having 

claimed San Antonio as their traditional territory (Minor 2009). They were dislodged 

from north Texas to the upper Colorado and upper Brazos rivers by the Comanche. The 

Lipan were known to spend their winters in the Colorado and Brazos River valleys where 
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they would hunt bison (Anderson 2999: 117-118). By this time, the Spanish recognized 

the Lipan as two groups: the Ypandes (Plains Lipans) and the Ypandes Pelones (Forest 

Lipans). The Plains Lipan occupied the area along the upper Colorado and Concho Rivers 

and migrated back and forth to the Pecos River.  They spent their summers near the 

villages on the Pecos and Rio Grande trading bison products and horses for agricultural 

goods and Spanish goods. In the fall, they would return to the central Texas area, near the 

Pedernales, San Saba, and Llano rivers to gather wild food stuffs (Anderson 1999: 117-

118). The Forest Lipans ranged in northeast Texas from the Red River to the Upper 

Brazos (Minor 2009: 2). The Lipan name for their divisions were kóɁídįhí·, “no water 

people,” which was the name of the northern band and kónicą·hí·, “big water people,” the 

southern band (Parks 2001: 952). 

Circa 1750, the Lipan were forced further southward once more to the headwaters 

of the Nueces and Frio Rivers (Minor 2009: 3). Around this time is when the Spanish 

begin to establish missions in the hope they would succeed in pacifying and converting 

the Lipan. In 1754 the Spanish established a mission in Coahuila, west of the Rio Grande, 

but it was burned in 1755 and abandoned. The Spanish tried again in 1757 and 

established a mission at San Saba, near present day San Saba, in central Texas, but the 

Lipan refused to take up residence there although they did occasionally visit in hopes of 

obtaining supplies. The next year, the mission at San Saba was attacked and burned by a 

significant force of Comanche, Bidais, Tonkawas, Hasinis, and others (Opler 2001: 942).  

At times, the Lipan would seek solace from the Comanche at the various 

missions. By 1760, increasing attacks by the Comanche had split the Lipan into ten 

different bands. The Spanish renewed their efforts to settle the Lipan at missions in south 
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central Texas. Mission San Lorenzo de la Santa Cruz del Canon was built in 1762 on the 

upper Nueces River and Nuestra Señora de la Candelaria del Canon was built ten miles 

south soon after to Christianize the Lipan, but also to protect them from the Comanche 

(Opler 2001: 942-943). The Lipan only spent some of their time at the missions as they 

would leave to go on their annual bison hunts. At times they visited the missions solely to 

solicit provisions. The missions were abandoned by 1767 and the Spanish abandoned 

their attempt to missionize the Lipan (Opler 2001: 943, Sjoberg 1953:78). 

As the eighteenth century came to a close, the Spanish were suffering from 

internal political issues and their control was slipping, allowing for Lipan raids to 

increase throughout central and west Texas and northern Mexico. Problems with the 

Comanche continued and as a result the Lipan continued to flee south (Opler 2001: 943). 

As the nineteenth century opened, the Lipan found themselves located in the gulf coast 

area, near Galveston and Houston and ranged from the lower Nueces River to the Rio 

Grande (Minor 2009: 139, Sjoberg 1953: 78). By the end of the eighteenth century, the 

Spanish recognized the Lower Lipan and Upper Lipan (Sjoberg 1953: 78). The Lower 

Lipan were located near the Gulf of Mexico in southeast Texas and south into the 

provinces of Nuevo León and Tamaulipas while the Upper Lipan inhabited an area west 

of the Pecos River near Coahuila and Bolson de Mapimi in Chihuahua (Sjoberg 1953: 78-

79). 

When Mexico gained its independence from Spain in 1821, the Mexican 

government tried to restore peace with the Lipan. At the same time, Americans were 

increasingly settling in present-day Texas and initial contacts were friendly. Cordial 

relationships between the Lipan and Texans continued with the creation of the Republic 
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of Texas in 1836 (Opler 2001: 943, Minor 2009:  139). During his first term, President 

Sam Houston entered into treaties with the Lipan to establish peace and protect them 

from the Comanche (Anderson 1990: 241). The first treaty the Lipan signed with the 

Republic of Texas was on January 8, 1838 at Live Point Oak on the head of the Nueces 

River in present day Aransas County. It was a peace treaty in which the Republic 

promised to protect the Lipan from enemies and the Lipan promised to cease stealing 

Texas livestock (Minor 2009: 140-141). Friendly terms came to a swift end in 1843, with 

the news that Texas would be annexed to the United States (Opler 2001: 943).  

In 1843, the Lipan, alongside a number of Texas tribes signed another treaty with 

the Republic south of present day Waco. The Tehuacana Creek Treaty called for peace 

between the tribes, an end to horse theft, and stipulated that trade with other nations 

cease. In return, Texas would establish trading houses for the Lipan and furnish them 

with guns (Minor 2009: 146). At the time of the treaty, the Lipan were located around 

San Antonio and south Texas and some Lipan were found hunting along the upper Brazos 

River (Minor 2009: 148).  

 The annexation of Texas brought an influx of Anglo settlers to Texas and the 

Lipan’s relationship with Anglo-Americans began to decline. To add to the Lipan’s 

troubles, smallpox struck the Lower Lipan living around San Antonio in 1850. Pressures 

from white settlers and the smallpox epidemic led the Lower Lipan to disperse. Some 

joined the Mescalero in New Mexico while others fled to Mexico (Minor 2009: 156-157, 

Sjoberg 1953: 79). That same year, the Upper Lipan signed the Spring Creek Treaty near 

Fredericksburg, Texas. The treaty established a demarcation line along the Colorado 
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River and Llano River and the Lipan agreed not go south of the line without written 

permission from a military commander (Minor 2009: 158). 

 Pressures from the United States, smallpox, and drought led to divisions and 

dispersal amongst the Lipan. Some bands fled to Mexico. Others remained near the San 

Saba or Llano Rivers (Minor 2009: 165). By 1873, the Lipan were driven south of the 

Rio Grande and by 1879, those Lipan living west of the Pecos River had joined the 

Mescalero on their reservation in southern New Mexico (Opler 2001: 944). In 1905, the 

remaining Lipan, who had been living in northern Mexico, were forcibly relocated to the 

Mescalero Apache Reservation (Sjoberg 1953: 79-80). Today, the descendants of the 

Lipan Apache are recognized as members of the Mescalero Apache Tribe under a tribal 

constitution that was passed in March 1936 (Britten 2009: 236).  

Mescalero Apache 

The Mescalero Apache have occupied their reservation in south central New 

Mexico since 1873. The historical territory of the Mescalero Apache was bounded by the 

Rio Grande in the west and extended into northwestern Texas and parts of northern 

Mexico. Mescalero settlements were located east of the Pecos River (Opler 1983: 419). 

From the time when the Mescalero are first mentioned in the historical record in the 

seventeenth century, to their relocation to a reservation, they occupied essentially the 

same territory (Opler 1983: 419).  

Social Organization 

The Mescalero lived in residence bands. Unfortunately, relatively little is known 

of the band structure. Presumably, the number of bands varied over time, as did the size 
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of the bands. The major social division appears to have been between those Mescalero 

who lived in the mountains and those who lived on the plains east of the mountains, with 

distinct terms for each division.  The portion of the tribe that resided in the mountains 

was known as the Niˊtˊahénde or “earth crevice people.” The segment that inhabited the 

plains was referred to as the Gułgahénde or “people of the plains” (Opler 2001: 428). 

Synonymy 

The Mescalero refer to themselves as ndé, meaning “person” (Opler 2001: 438). 

In historical documents they appear under several names. The term Mescalero is Spanish 

and means, “people of the mescal,”, a reference to the Mescalero tribe’s use of Agave 

ssp. (Opler 2001:437). The term first appears in Spanish documents from 1745, where the 

Mescalero are described as ranging between El Paso and the Pecos River (Opler 2001: 

438). However, the first reference to the Mescalero appears in an early seventeenth 

century document. Writing in the 1620s, Father Alonso de Benavides, a Spanish priest, 

mentions the Apaches de Perrillo, who lived in New Mexico and resided east of the Rio 

Grande. The Apache de Perillo described by Father Benavides are believed to have been 

the Mescalero (Opler 2001: 420, 438). The term Natagé, which first appears in 1726, was 

also applied to the Mescalero and may have been applied interchangeably. At times it is 

used to refer to the Mescalero. At other times, the term is employed to describe a larger 

social unit to which the Mescalero belonged. Confusing matters further, the term is 

sometimes used to describe a group that was distinct from the Mescalero, but on friendly 

terms (Opler 2001: 438, Anderson 1999: 112).  

The term Faraón was applied to the Mescalero and used to describe a larger 

grouping of Apachean people of which the Mescalero formed a subgroup (Opler 2001: 
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438, Newcomb 1988: 107). Faraón has been associated with the Apaches de Perrillo and 

Sierra Blanca Apaches, who then, in turn can be associated with the Mescalero. The term 

Apaches de Perillo was first employed by the Spanish priest, Father Alonso de 

Benavides, and refers to the Mescalero. Benavides found the Mescalero east of the Rio 

Grande in New Mexico. The Sierra Blanca Apaches were forerunners to the Mescalero 

(Opler 2001: 420, 438, Britten 2009: 53).  Finally, the term Salineros, which appears in a 

few Spanish documents, is believed to refer to the Mescalero. These documents locate the 

tribe along the Pecos River (Anderson 1999: 112).  

Any attempt to reconstruct Mescalero Apache origins and history must take into 

account not only linguistic and archaeological data, but also Mescalero historical 

narratives. For example, place names contained in Mescalero oral narratives provide 

evidence of the Mescalero people’s familiarity with particular geographic features and 

regions.  Thus, Mescalero place names can provide insights into the tribe’s movements 

and aid in reconstructing its historical territory. Bernard Second, an important holy man 

in Mescalero society, possessed a wealth of information concerning the traditional 

narratives of the Mescalero Apache. He shared with researchers an abundance of 

information concerning Mescalero history (Carmichael and Farrar 2012: 184). 

According to Second, the story of Mescalero migration begins in the Canadian 

sub-arctic, the place of “ever-winter”. From there, they begin their migration southward. 

These Apache groups migrated south to east along the Rocky Mountain front ranges 

(Carmichael and Farrer 2012: 187-189). However, this can be disputed as some scholars 

argue for different entry methods of the Southern Athapaskan into the Southern Plains. 

Often, movements would be made out into the plains to hunt for buffalo and to trade. 



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

39 
 

Their migratory path can be traced by analyzing Mescalero place names, which express 

familiarity with an area. Multiple locations on the Great Plains have Mescalero names, 

like Yellowstone, Devils Tower, and the Black Hills, amongst others. According to 

Mescalero oral tradition, the Mescalero were the last of the Apache groups to leave the 

Black Hills region and travel south (Carmichael and Farrer 2012: 190-193).  

Their journey south took the Mescalero through present day Wyoming, Colorado, 

and finally into New Mexico along the Rocky Mountain range. As the ancestral 

Mescalero moved south, at times they would venture east, onto the plains, sometimes to 

the Missouri river to hunt bison and trade with the French. They even would venture as 

far east as the Great Lakes (Carmichael and Farrer 2012: 188-189). According to Second, 

the desire for horses is what kept the Mescalero moving south and they most likely 

arrived in the Southern Plains sometime around mid to late fifteenth century.  

A review of the Mescalero place names contained in the published versions of 

Second’s narratives was conducted to identify any Mescalero terms that refer to 

geographic features located within the project area or the surrounding region. Only one 

Mescalero place name fitting these parameters was identified.  Second provided the 

Mescalero place name for Palo Duro Canyon, which is located over sixty miles south of 

the project area in Randall county, Texas. The Mescalero term for Palo Duro Canyon is 

nił՛e´aguteł, which means “Canyon in the Plains” and is remembered for the battle at Palo 

Duro Canyon, which did not involve the Mescalero, but was a major battle fought in the 

late nineteenth century (Carmichael and Farrer 2012: 193). Importantly, Second does not 

mention the Canadian River, a prominent feature of the project area, in his narrative. This 
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is significant because it suggests that, the project area was not a place frequently visited 

by the Mescalero, nor was it remembered as being a central place in their migration.  

  During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the relationship between the 

Mescalero and the Spanish was characterized by warfare, punctuated by intermittent 

periods of peace. Mescalero warriors often raided Pueblos and Spanish settlements, 

stealing horses and captives. The Spanish often captured Apaches and sold them as 

slaves. The exchange in Apache slaves continued into the eighteenth century (Worcester 

1975: 27). In the late seventeenth century, military campaigns against the Mescalero were 

led by Governor Antonio de Otermín. He marched towards the Organ Mountains in 

southern New Mexico, which was a known Mescalero stronghold in 1682, but the 

Apache eluded capture. Two years later Capitan Juan Domínguez de Mendoza led his 

troops from El Paso into northern Mexico, then back north to the Concho River near San 

Angelo, Texas where his forces were attacked by the Mescalero while camped on the 

Concho River (Opler 2001: 420).   

In the eighteenth century, Spanish military campaigns targeted the Mescalero 

living in the Big Bend area and along the Pecos and Rio Grande Rivers in New Mexico 

(Opler 2001: 420). The Big Bend area in southwest Texas was a staging ground for 

Mescalero and Lipan warriors, who raided the villages of northern Mexico (Britten 2009: 

126). Between the years of 1776 and 1783, Spanish Commander General Teodoro de 

Croix led campaigns against the Mescalero in Coahuila, Chihuahua, the Big Bend region 

in Texas, and along the Rio Grande and Pecos Rivers in New Mexico (Opler 1983: 420). 

He also went into the Sacramento Mountains, Guadalupe Mountains, Organ Mountains, 

and the Sierra Blanca range in attempts to remove the Mescalero (Opler 1983:  420). 
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Circa the same time, the governor of Coahuila, Juan de Ugalde, led four military 

campaigns against the Mescalero in northwestern Coahuila and on the lower Pecos River 

(Reeve 1946: 198). In 1787, Ugalde managed to negotiate a peace with the Mescalero 

and they agreed to relocate to the Sabinas River Valley, however, both sides continued to 

engage in raiding and warfare (Reeve 1946: 199). The widespread range of the Mescalero 

Apache is illustrated in the Spanish attempts to subdue them. By the late eighteenth 

century, fewer military campaigns were mounted and increasing attempts were made by 

the Spanish to settle the Mescalero on tracts of land that had been set aside for them. In 

1793, a number of Mescalero agreed to settle along the Rio Grande in central New 

Mexico (Opler 1983: 421).  

In 1810, the Spanish and the Mescalero entered into a treaty, in which the 

Mescalero ceded most of their lands, except for a stretch extending from Chihuahua north 

to the Sacramento Mountains in New Mexico, in exchange for provisions. Even after 

Mexico gained its independence from Spain in 1821, this treaty was still in effect and it 

was re-affirmed in 1832 (Opler 1983: 420-421). Occasional raids strained the relationship 

between the Mescalero and the Mexican government, but overall the treaty appears to 

have been a success.   

American Contact 

The annexation of Texas in 1845 seriously impacted the lives of Native 

Americans residing within the new state, including the Mescalero. As the United States 

continued to expand westward, the influx of Euro-Americans greatly affected Mescalero 

territory, which was rapidly contracting. At the time Texas was admitted to the union, the 

Mescalero Apache were conducting raids in south and west Texas. The federal 
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government sought to end these raids. In 1851, the Mescalero Apache, along with the 

Lipan Apache, signed a treaty with the U.S.  on the San Saba River in central Texas. The 

Mescalero and Lipan agreed to cease their raids in Texas, as well as Mexico, and to 

return all non-Indian captives in their possession (Britten 2009: 212-213, Minor 2009: 

159). In an effort to concentrate the Apaches living in Texas, two reservations were set 

aside in north Texas. However, before any Native Americans relocated there, the 

reservations were raided by vigilantes and plans for the reservation were abandoned 

(Opler 1983: 421).  

         In the early 1860s, about 500 Mescalero and 9,000 Navajo were forcibly removed 

from their homelands and confined at the Bosque Redondo internment camp in southeast 

New Mexico. The military proved ill equipped to provide for the large number of 

prisoners and the camp was plagued by food shortages and outbreaks of epidemic 

disease. Down-trodden by the terrible conditions on the Bosque Redondo, late in the 

night on November 3, 1865, all but nine of the Mescalero prisoners had escaped to return 

to their traditional territory in central New Mexico (Opler 1983: 422, Haley 1997: 244). 

In 1873, a reservation was established for the Mescalero on the slopes of the White and 

Sacramento mountains (Opler 1983: 422). Already faced with a small amount of living 

space, the Mescalero were forced to share their reservation with the Jicarilla, who 

relocated there in 1883. By 1887, the Jicarilla had left, having returned to northern New 

Mexico (Opler 1983: 423). The last few surviving Lipan moved to the Mescalero 

Reservation in 1905. In 1913, when the Chiricahua Apache, who had been held as 

prisoners of war at Fort Sill, Oklahoma were finally freed, many of them joined the 

Mescalero Apache on their reservation in New Mexico.  In 1936, a tribal constitution was 
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adopted that recognized the Lipan and Chiricahua living at the reservation as members of 

the Mescalero Apache Tribe (USACE 2001: 26). 

Resources 

 The Mescalero and Lipan depended on the hunting of wild game and gathering of 

wild plants for subsistence. Both the Lipan and Mescalero relied heavily on the agave 

(Agave parryi) plant for subsistence and the gathering of the plant was a communal 

activity (Opler 1983: 432, Opler 2001: 947). Sotol (Dasylirion wheeleri) and yucca 

(Yucca glauca) were other important plant with edible and utilitarian uses. Opler (1983: 

432) points out that agave (Agave parryi) was commonly found in Mescalero territory, 

but it is not found within the project area. Since Opler (2001: 432) notes that the agave 

plant was often found in Mescalero territory, but agave is not found within the boundaries 

of AFQNM and LMNRA, it stands to reason that the project area was not a location 

frequented by the Mescalero. During the historical period, the Mescalero were not known 

to inhabit or utilize the panhandle region.  

Plants found within the project area that were utilized historically by the Lipan 

and Mescalero include several species of trees, including hackberry (Celtis reticulata), 

mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), one-seed juniper (Juniperus monosperma), and 

cottonwood (Populus deltoides). The latter is found in abundance along the Canadian 

River. Sunflowers (Helianthus petiolaris), and grasses like sideoats grama (Bouteloua 

curtipendula) and blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis) had multiple uses. For example, both 

Sideoats grama and blue grama were used when roasting mescal. Two species of sage 

(Artemisia filifolia and Artemisia ludoviciana), which grow abundantly within the project 

area were used for ceremonial or medicinal purposes. Yucca (Yucca glauca), found 
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abundantly in the project area also had a multitude of uses. Yucca was edible and served 

utilitarian and ceremonial purposes. 

Animal use for the Lipan and Mescalero varied slightly. For the Mescalero, deer 

(Odocoileus) were the most important game animal, as deer were more commonly found 

in the mountainous regions they inhabited. However, the Mescalero did occasionally hunt 

bison on the Plains. Elk (Cervus), bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis), and pronghorn 

antelope (Antilocapra Americana) were also hunted. Smaller mammals such as rabbit 

(Oryctolagus), opossum (Didelphimorphia), and wood rat (Neotoma) were hunted for 

food, whereas beaver (Castor), mink (Neovison vison), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), and 

weasel (Mustela) were hunted for their furs and body parts (Opler 1983: 431-432).  

 Bison (Bison bison) was significantly more important to the Lipan than to the 

Mescalero. In the early eighteenth century, the Lipan were known to have hunted bison in 

the wintertime in the Brazos and Colorado River valleys (Anderson 1999: 117-118). All 

parts of the bison were used. The animal has edibile, utilitarian, and ceremonial purposes 

(Opler 2001: 945). The Lipan also hunted deer and pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra 

Americana). These animals furnished food, as well as hides used in the manufacture of 

clothing. Smaller mammals such as rabbits (Oryctolagus), prairie dogs (Cynomys), 

squirrels (Sciuridae), wood rats (Neotoma), and beavers (Castor) were also hunted for 

food. Birds that were eaten included doves (Columbidae), quail (Coturnix), ducks (Anax 

platyrhynchos), and turkeys (Meleagris) (Opler 2001: 946-947).  

 

 



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

45 
 

Conclusion 

The Llano Estacado in the sixteenth century was home to several indigenous 

groups, some of whom were proto-Apache. Spanish accounts attest that the region was 

populated by groups who were nomadic, hunted bison, and participated in trade with the 

Pueblos. Multiple names for these indigenous groups were coined by the Spanish, which 

has created a tangled web for scholars.  In all likelihood, the proto-Lipan peoples lived 

along the Canadian River in the Texas panhandle placing them within or near the project 

area. These early groups may have included some peoples who would later become the 

Mescalero, but evidence for this possibility is not strong. No archaeological evidence of 

Southern Athapaskans has been found, or perhaps been identified properly at AFQNM or 

LMNRA, therefore Spanish accounts provide valuable information. Alibates Flint 

Quarries and Lake Meredith were home to indigenous peoples for thousands of years and 

after the decline of the Antelope Creek people, the indigenous groups of the sixteenth 

century, some of which were proto-Apache made use of the plentiful resources of the 

area and were encountered there by early Spanish explorers.  

While there is no clear evidence of the Lipan or Mescalero having inhabited the 

land now encompassed within the boundaries of AFQNM and LMNRA, several 

ethnohistoric sources indicate that proto-Apache peoples occupied the Llano Estacado. 

Spanish accounts of excursions into the region illustrate indigenous groups with possible 

ties to ancestral Lipan Apache peoples. Plant and animal resources within the project area 

were more heavily utilized by the Lipan than the Mescalero. Logically then this pattern 

would extend to the Lipan’s utilization of the plentiful resources of AFQNM and 

LMNRA. Further, because the Lipan are now recognized as Mescalero Apache, it is 
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suggested that the NPS consult with the Mescalero Apache Nation with regards to the 

management of resources.   
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Table 1. Mescalero Apache Ethnobotany 

Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Artemisia 

filifoliaa 
Sand Sagebrush Abundant tł'u łibáyí, séizee'  Ceremonial 

Carmichael et al. 

(1994), Opler 

(1946), Rushforth 

(1982), Neesom 

and O'Kennon 

2005: 93. 

Artemisia 

ludoviciana 
White Sage Abundant 

ch'íńdeezee', 

tsejintei,  tł'u 

łibáyí, séizee'  

Ceremonial, 

Edible, Medicinal 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Guide to 

Plants of 

Traditional 

Importance (n.d.), 

Opler (1969), 

Opler (1974), 

Rushforth (1982), 

Neesom and 

O'Kennon 2005: 

93. 

Bouteloua 

curtipendula 

Sideoats grama, 

Tall grama  
Common 

tł uh bindáa' 'iłké' 

dasijaa' í, 

tłobindaiłkehntii 
Utilitarian 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Neesom 

and O'Kennon 

2005: 102. 

Bouteloua gracilis Blue grama Common  tl'estase 
Ceremonial, 

Utilitarian 

Guide to Plants of 

Traditional 

Importance (n.d.), 

Neesom and 

O'Kennon 2005: 

102. 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Celtis reticulata Hackberry Common iγłntdiz Edible 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Opler 

(1969), Opler 

(1974), Neesom 

and O'Kennon 

2005: 106. 

Chaetopappa 

ericoides 
Rose heath Common tłoigaibizye Edible 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Neesom 

and O'Kennon 

2005: 93 

Forestiera 

neomexicana 
Wild privet Common iγentłidizi Edible 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Neesom 

and O'Kennon 

2005: 101. 

Table 1. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Gutierrezia 

sarothrae 
Snakeweed Common  Ceremonial 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Guide to 

Plants of 

Traditional 

Importance (n.d.), 

Neesom and 

O'Kennon 2005: 

93. 

Helianthus 

petiolaris 
Sunflower Common nańdile Ceremonial 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Neesom 

and O'Kennon 

2005: 94. 

Juniperus 

monosperma 
One-seed juniper Common 

diłtałe, gadéeyu, 

tał, tałe 

Medicinal, 

Ceremonial 

Guide to Plants of 

Traditional 

Importance (n.d.), 

Neesom and 

O'Kennon 2005: 

97. 

Table 1. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Populus deltoides 
Plains 

cottonwood 
Abundant t'iis, tis 

Edible, 

Ceremonial, 

Medicinal, 

Utilitarian 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Guide to 

Plants of 

Traditional 

Importance (n.d.), 

Neesom and 

O'Kennon 2005: 

106. 

Prosopis 

glandulosa 
Honey mesquite Common nanstą́né, nastane Edible, Utilitarian 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Guide to 

Plants of 

Traditional 

Importance (n.d.), 

Nessom and 

O'Kennon 2005: 

99. 

Yucca glauca Soapweed yucca Abundant etłode Edible, Utilitarian 

Castetter and Opler 

(1936), Opler 

(1969), Opler 

(1974) , Neesom 

and O'Kennon 

2005: 92. 

Table 1. Continued 
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Figure 2.1. Map illustrating the 

Lipan Apache’s historical territory 

Opler 2001: 942 

Figure 2.2 Map of Mescalero 

Apache Historical Territory 

Opler 1983: 419 
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 Figure 2.3 Tierra Blanca and Garza 

Complex in the Texas Panhandle 

Figure 2.4 County seats of counties 

with Tierra Blanca sites, in relation 

to project area 



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

53 
 

   Chapter 3 

The Comanche 

The Comanche were the first of the Southern Plains tribes to arrive to the 

Southern Plains. Upon their arrival they swiftly established themselves as supreme 

equestrians and a force to be reckoned with. They maintained a powerful hold on the 

Southern Plains throughout the eighteenth and mid-nineteenth century, until the United 

States forced them onto a reservation in western Oklahoma. A brief overview focusing on 

Comanche origins, migration, and activities in the Texas panhandle is presented in this 

chapter.  

Synonymy   

In the literature, the Comanche are discussed under various terminology. The use 

of Comanche shows up in Spanish documents as early as 1706. In early French 

documents they are seen as “Cauumuches and Caunouche and Cumanche” (Kavanaugh 

2001: 902). Other variants of the name are seen in the late 1700s and through the 1800s 

as “Comanché”, “Comanchéz”, “Camanche”, “Cumeehes”, “Comauch”, “Cumancias”, 

“Comancha”, “Comandus”, “Kimanchies”, and “Komantsu” (Kavanaugh 2001: 902-

903). Comanches were also recognized by their geographical range by adding a cardinal 

direction preceding the term Comanche. The term “Padouca”, a Siouan name was a 

generic term applied to the Plains Apache, that in the late eighteenth century was also 

sometimes used for Comanche, but its use mostly stopped by the nineteenth century 

(Kavanaugh 2001: 902-903). French terms from the eighteenth century and that 

sometimes referred solely to one unknown band of Comanche include Laytane, Naytane, 

and Ietan. In the early nineteenth century, sometimes Têtes Pelées was used by the 
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French possibly to refer to one division of the Comanche (Kavanagh 2001: 903). With 

regards to their own people, the Comanche refer to themselves as nimini, meaning “the 

people” (Kavanagh 2001:902, Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 4). 

Social Organization  

The Comanche were a large tribe divided into multiple bands which occupied 

specific regions of their vast territory. Bands evolved over the years as they were 

dynamic and fluid. Their numbers often fluctuated, and their names oftentimes changed 

or varied. In the nineteenth century, there were five major bands. The smaller bands had 

either become nonexistent or had been absorbed by the more significant bands (Wallace 

and Hoebel 1986: 31).  Major divisions of the Comanche include the Yamparika, 

meaning “root eater” (Kavanaugh 2001:904). It is also seen as Yapainuu, who were a 

northern band, and named after an edible root similar to a potato that formed an important 

part of their subsistence. In 1786, the Spanish governor of New Mexico, Juan Bautista de 

Anza located Yamparikas living in northern Colorado to the Arkansas River, but in the 

nineteenth century they could be found occupying the south side of the Arkansas River 

and along the Canadian River (Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 28). The term, Yamparikas, 

occurs from mid-eighteenth to nineteenth century (Kavanagh 2001:904).  

 Penetaka, “honey eaters” or “wasps”, so called because of their rapid-fire raids in 

which they would attack and then quickly disappear were known to occupy the borders of 

the Rio Grande. They lived adjacent to Texas and Spanish settlements near the Cross 

Timbers and along the headwaters of central Texas rivers. Marcy locates the Penetaka 

between the Pecos River and Fort Phantom Hill, located on the Clear Fork of the Brazos 

River in Jones County (Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 25, Kavanagh 2008: 490,46).  
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The Nokoni, “those who turn back” or “wanderers” were recorded by Governor 

Anza in 1786 to be inhabiting the area between the Arkansas River and Red River. Later, 

in 1852, when Captain Randolph B. Marcy journeyed through the Texas panhandle he 

located them along the headwaters of the Red River south to the headwaters of the Brazos 

(Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 26, Kavanagh 2008: 46, 403).  

The term Kotsotika, translates to “buffalo eater” (Kavanagh 2001:904). The band 

name is seen from the late eighteenth into twentieth century. In the field notes compiled 

from Hoebel, Wedel, Lowie and Carlson the name is spelled Kwahani, Kwaharu, and 

Kuhtsutuhka and these groups were known to live in the panhandle of Texas and 

Colorado (Kavanagh 2008: 490). They were frequently found in the Canadian River 

Valley and were often visited by Comancheros who called them “cuchaneo” or 

“cuchantica” (Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 27). Lieutenant Abert’s exploration of the Llano 

Estacado found “buffalo eaters” living in the vicinity of the project area in 1845.  

The Kwahada, the last of the major tribal divisions, established themselves on the 

Llano Estacado of western Texas and eastern New Mexico.  The name Kwahada 

translates as “antelopes”, a reference to the pronghorn that inhabited the region. The 

Kwahada were the last band of the Comanche to surrender to the U.S and enter the 

reservation (Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 29, Kavanagh 2008: 46, Kavanagh 2001: 904).  

Another band names that appears in the literature is Tenawa, “those who stay 

downstream.” The Tenawa resided in the same region as the Nokoni and are at times 

identified as the Tanima, “liver eaters” (Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 29, Kavanagh 2001: 

904). The Tenawa and Tanima represent the same division (Kavanagh 2001: 904.  
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Migrations 

  Originally hailing from the north, in present day Utah, Nevada, and Idaho, the 

Comanche were a Shoshone people. The Shoshone left their homelands around 1500 and 

lived as plains hunters until about 1700. From there they were pushed towards the Great 

Basin area by an expansion of the Sioux (Kavanagh 2001: 886). It was by happenstance 

that they came across the horse, thanks to the Pueblo Revolt of 1680, which allowed 

thousands of Spanish horses to run free. The acquisition of the horse completely 

revolutionized the way of life for many Plains groups. For the Comanche, it allowed them 

to swiftly become the dominant force on the Southern Plains by creating a mobile, 

powerful people.  

   After acquiring the horse, being one of the first tribes to do so, a group of 

Shoshone broke off and began migrating southward along the Rocky Mountains. Given 

that the Southwest provided an abundant supply of horses, the Comanche continued their 

move southward to obtain access to this incredibly rich resource. They encountered the 

Ute in present day Colorado who referred to them as komantcia meaning “enemy” or 

“foreigner” (Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 4, Kavanagh 2001: 902). In 1706, when the 

Spanish first document their encounter with this mounted group, they adopted the Ute 

term, referring to them as Comanche (Kavanagh 2001: 886). 

Early documents portray the Comanche’s southward movement which began 

around 1700 (Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 6). The French, who actively attempted to reach 

the tribes of the southern plains and southeast to establish trading relationships, show the 

Comanche inhabiting various locations that illustrate their southward movement 

(Swagerty 2001: 264) La Sever’s map from 1701 places them near the headwaters of the 
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Arkansas River and in 1724 Étienne Veniard de Bourgemond, a French explorer, located 

Comanche villages on the upper Kansas River and documented that they inhabited the 

region between the headwaters of the Platte and Kansas Rivers (Wallace and Hoebel 

1986: 7-8).  But by the 1730s, the Comanche had displaced the Apaches and taken 

control of trade with New Mexico, which became an exceedingly profitable endeavor 

(Kavanagh 2001: 886).  By then the Comanche’s trade with New Mexico had become 

vital to New Mexico’s economy (Swagerty 2001: 262). They had taken control of a 

territory that encompassed eastern Colorado, southern Kansas, western Oklahoma, and 

northwestern Texas, but by the mid-nineteenth century, the Comancheria had expanded 

to include most of Texas and was bounded to the north by the Arkansas River, to the west 

by Taos and Santa Fe, and by the Cross Timbers to the east (Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 8, 

12) (figure 3.1). 

 Upon entering the Southern Plains, the Comanche quickly found themselves in 

competition with Apache groups for the natural resources of the region. The fertile river 

bottoms enticed both the Apache and the Comanche for various reasons. The Apaches 

had already settled in the river bottoms, having arrived in the Southern Plains around 

1500 and found the environment perfectly suited for their mixed hunting/farming 

economy, but the Comanche required the river valleys because they furnished the 

plentiful water, grass, and cottonwoods needed to support their large horse herds 

(Hämäläinen 1998:488). Furthermore, for the Apache, it was an ample location near the 

eastern Pueblos where they could engage in lucrative trade with both the Spanish and 

Pueblo people. For the Comanche, the river bottoms provided optimal shelter for their 

horse herds in the winter months and the cottonwood bark was a source of winter forage. 
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The Comanche’s displacement of the Apache could also be attributed to their desire to 

acquire the rare and valuable goods that the Spanish could offer (Mitchell 2016: 262). 

Competition between the two groups lasted well into the nineteenth century.  Apaches 

stood little chance against the aggressive and equestrian Comanches who swiftly 

succeeded in pushing them further south and westward into the mountains of New 

Mexico.   

Southern Plains Trade 

 During the eighteenth century, relations with the Spanish fluctuated between 

peace and hostility. Consistent raiding and attacks created a hostile relationship between 

the two groups as well as with the Pueblo people. Some of the hostility developed 

because of the exchange of captives. A pattern developed where Comanches would raid 

Apache settlements for captives and then sell them at El Rescate, “the Ransoming”. 

Many Spanish officials sought to end this trade in humans.  After the Spanish attempted 

to monopolize the exchange of captives in 1744, effectively shutting out the Comanche, 

they retaliated by increasingly raiding the pueblos of Pecos and Galisteo (Anderson 1999: 

206-207). By monopolizing the trade in captives, the Spanish had effectively damaged 

the mutual relationship between the Pueblos and Comanches by decreasing the amount of 

trade.  

 An attempt at peace was made in 1752, which allowed Comanches access to the 

slave trade and they agreed not to raid pueblos. Afterwards, they turned their attention to 

Texas, launching multiple raids on the missions and presidio at San Sabá and along the 

Nueces River. The mission at San Saba was attacked and completely destroyed by a 

combined force of Natives that included the Comanche in 1758 (Anderson 1999: 207-



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

59 
 

208).  As Comanche raids on Spanish settlements in Texas and New Mexico continued to 

escalate, the Spanish retaliated by launching military campaigns in 1767 and 1768. 

Fighting continued with Comanche forces overrunning Pecos and the region west of the 

Rio Grande. A lasting peace was finally negotiated in 1786 and for the next couple 

decades Spanish officials and Comanche leaders exchanged presents at Santa Fe and San 

Antonio (Anderson 1999: 213). Although intermittent raids on Spanish settlements 

continued, the Comanche turned most of their focus on the Apaches. 

 Even though the Comanches relationship with the Spanish often fluctuated 

between periods of hostility and peace, by the eighteenth century the Comanche had 

cemented themselves as key players in the lucrative trade system of the Southern Plains. 

Exchange between Puebloan and Plains groups had existed previously (Carter 1997, 

Levine 1991, Hämäläinen 1998). For example, there are Spanish documents that record 

Querecho and Teyas parties traveling to the Rio Grande pueblos to exchange buffalo 

meat and hides for Puebloan goods (Levine 1991:156). The Comanche were able to build 

upon an already existing Pueblo-Plains trading relationship and expand it to become an 

increasingly profitable enterprise. They flourished at working the system by forging ties 

with not just the Spanish and Puebloan people of New Mexico, but also with French, 

American, and eastern Plains groups like the Caddo and Wichita.  By the 1830s, the tight 

hold they maintained on their elaborate trade system began to falter and after 1874, the 

once powerful Comanche were forced to adapt to reservation life. 

 Early on, trade fairs were centered at various pueblos which served as the primary 

venues of exchange. At the Taos trade fair in 1776, the Comanche brought typical items 

like bison hides and meat, horses and mules, and slaves, as well as firearms and tobacco. 
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Later on, when the Comanchero trade expanded, most of the trading occurred at 

Comanche camps rather than in New Mexican settlements. The growth of the 

Comanchero trade can be attributed to the peace between the Comanche and New 

Mexico facilitated by governor Juan Bautista de Anza in 1786 (Flores 1991: 465, 

Anderson 1999: 212, Swagerty 2001: 262).  

With the 1786 peace, Anza established a formal trade fair at Pecos Pueblo. He 

also sought to standardized trade, establishing exchange rates for items. For example, two 

knives were equal to one buffalo hide and thirteen hides were equal to one average horse 

(Levine 1991: 158). Trade at Pecos Pueblo forced the Comanche to travel there to acquire 

goods. Today, Pecos Pueblo is about a five-hour drive, or almost three-hundred miles 

from AFQNM (figure 3.2). Likely, the Comanche trading parties traveled through the 

project area on their way to trade fairs at Pecos Pueblo. 

 The 1786 peace not only created a formal trade center at Pecos, but also 

encouraged the growth of the Comanchero trade. These traders traveled across the 

southern plains to reach Comanche camps to procure trade goods. The Comanche 

exchanged buffalo robes, hides, and horses for a variety of items. In 1832, Albert Pike, 

while accompanying a trading expedition headed to Santa Fe, encountered some 

Comancheros near Bosque Redondo in present day eastern New Mexico. The 

Comancheros were returning from Cañon del Rescate, near Lubbock, Texas, where they 

had traded with the Comanche, exchanging bread, blankets, punche, and beads for 

buffalo robes, bearskins, and horses (Levine 1991: 160). With the Pueblos, the Comanche 

traded for horticultural products, pottery, and tobacco and from the Spanish they acquired 

metal items, including knives, axes, hoes, and bridles (Hämäläinen 1998:489). In fact, 
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when Lieutenant Abert’s expedition met some Comanche in 1845, Abert noted the 

Spanish bridles and saddles on the Comanche’s horses. Abert also noted evidence of 

Comanchero trails along the Canadian River, indicating that the Comancheros likely 

travelled through the project area to reach the Comanche.  

 Comancheros were not the Comanche’s only trading partners. They developed 

ties with eastern plains tribes such as the Wichita and Caddo, as well as French traders. 

As previously mentioned, the trade network was extensive. Contact with the French 

began in the 1720s (Hämäläinen 1998: 491). The Comanche were able to acquire 

firearms from the French in the east as the Spanish did not sanction the sale of firearms to 

Native Americans. In the 1740s, the Comanches formed an alliance with the Wichita, 

who had access to French goods.  The Wichita acted as middlemen, obtaining horses, 

mules, bison products, and slaves from the Comanche and passing them along to the 

French. In return, the Wichita supplied the Comanche with firearms and manufactured 

goods obtained from French traders (Hämäläinen 1998: 492). The Wichita were the main 

suppliers of garden products and tobacco to the Comanche. Further, the Wichita were the 

main exporters of Comanche products: horses, hides, and meat (Hämäläinen 1998: 492). 

By the 1760s the Comanche formed regular winter hunting camps with the Wichita and 

Caddo on the Concho river in central Texas (Anderson 1999:124). In the springtime the 

Comanches would return to the Canadian and Red Rivers (Anderson 1999: 204, 208).   

  At its height the Comanche trade system stretched from Rio Grande to the 

Mississippi River and from Central Texas to the Missouri River and they controlled an 

expansive territory that encompassed much of Texas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Kansas, 

and Colorado. The core trading area was located in the Upper Arkansas River Valley and 
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was controlled by the Western Comanche which included Yamparikas (root eaters), Jupes 

(timber people), and some Kotsotekas (buffalo eaters) (Hamalainen 1998:494). They 

occupied an area that stretched from Upper Canadian Valley north of the Arkansas River. 

 The eastern and western Comanche groups had an important symbiotic 

relationship. Eastern bands functioned as the raiders, going south into Texas and Mexico 

and capturing large numbers of horses. From there, the animals were funneled to the 

western Comanche trade center on the Upper Arkansas, whereupon the horses were 

traded extensively. Horses would go to New Mexico, Americans, Osages, and other tribes 

and in return the Comanche got guns, ammunition, and other manufactured items 

(Hämäläinen 2003: 839, Hämäläinen 1998). 

The eastern group of Comanche mainly consisted of Buffalo Eaters and generally 

occupied the middle Red River valley. The Buffalo Eaters band were recognized by 

Spanish officials as the “Texas” band (Hamalainen 1998:494). When nineteenth century 

American explorers crossed through the Llano Estacado, they recognized the Comanche 

they encountered as Buffalo-Eaters, suggesting that the band inhabited the project area 

historically because of their ties to the Texas panhandle.   

Eastern Comanche bands are often credited with the consistent raids in Texas and 

northern Mexico.  The distinction between the eastern and western Comanche was 

recognized by the Spanish and by 1800 they had coined four designations for the varying 

bands: The Cuchanticas and Yupinis located in the south and southeast, between the 

Pecos and Red Rivers and the Yamparicas and Yupes in the northwest. It is important to 

acknowledge, that like all cultures, Comanche social organization was exceedingly fluid 

and dynamic, especially due to their nomadism which can make tracing the evolution of 
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the bands and changes in their names arduous. As Anderson (1999: 218) writes, these 

were “names that probably had little meaning in a society that had developed so quickly 

and in which band structure changed rapidly.” In fact, by 1830 the terms Cuchantica and 

Yamparica had become obsolete and were replaced by Penetaka, Quahada, and Nokini 

(Anderson 1998:229).   

The powerful trade system that the Comanche had established was initially 

threatened with the arrival of the Kiowa onto the southern plains. After a brief period of 

warfare, a peace was agreed upon in 1806 and from then on, the Comanche and Kiowa 

were allied together (Hämäläinen 2003: 840, Kavanagh 2001).  

Euro-American Contact 

The Comanches hold on the southern plains was threatened by the westward 

expansion of Anglo Americans. During the mid-nineteenth century, the U.S.  dispatched 

several expeditions into the Texas panhandle. The goals of these expeditions varied but 

included delineating the course of rivers and documenting the natural history, exploring 

and mapping this new, unexplored region. The records from these expeditions are 

important because they provide key information on the Comanche in the Texas 

panhandle. 

  New Mexican and American explorers of the 1820s found Comanche and Kiowa 

camped together along the two forks of the Canadian and various headwater streams of 

the Red River (Flores 1991: 473). Major Stephen Long’s expedition, sent out to find the 

headwaters of the Red River in 1820, never encountered the Comanche, but saw visible 

signs of Native American encampments, some of which they believed to be Comanche.  
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Dr. Edwin James, the botanist of the expedition, kept a thorough account of its travels. 

His journal was used as the official report.  

The Long expedition was sent out to conduct a scientific reconnaissance of the 

Great Plains and was, in part, an attempt by the United States to exert control over the 

Louisiana Purchase (Hoig 1998: 106). Long’s goal was to find the headwaters of the Red 

River. He ultimately failed in this respect, because the expedition mistook the Canadian 

River for the Red River.  

While traversing the Llano Estacado, the Long party came across Apaches they 

called Kaskaias, or Bad-Hearts. They told Long about “a large band of Cumancias” that 

were hunting on the river below them (James 1966 [1820]: 106). The expedition never 

encountered the Comanche face to face, although participants reported sighting what they 

believed to be a large party of Comanches alongside a stream, possibly the Comanche 

hunting party that the Plains Apaches told them about. Long’s expedition had been 

following the Canadian River through the panhandle and had left its valley, turning into 

the nearby hills whereupon they viewed from a distance a group of Indians on horseback, 

whom expedition members believed to be Comanches (James 1966 [1820]: 122). James 

considered themselves unfortunate for not having met them as they were treated so kindly 

by the Plains Apache. Throughout the march they were “constantly met with the remains 

of Indian encampments, trees which had been felled with the tomahawk, and other 

evidences that the country had been recently occupied” (James 1966 [1820]: 101). The 

expedition members did not speculate regarding which tribe or tribes had been encamped 

at these locations. Other than the Apaches they met, Long’s men did not meet with any 

Plains tribes. 
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In 1835, a treaty between Tenawa Comanche’s and U.S. treaty commissioners 

was signed at Camp Holmes near present day Lexington in central Oklahoma. It was 

meant to guarantee the safety of U.S. citizens as they passed through Comanche territory 

and to establish peace between the Comanche and United States (Kavanagh 2001: 888, 

Hoig 1998: 185). This was just the first of many treaties to come with the U.S. 

In 1845, the United States Corps of Topographical Engineers conducted three 

surveys to map the relatively unknown southwestern lands. One such reconnaissance was 

led by Lieutenant James Abert (figure A.1). The U.S. ’s hope was to gain more 

knowledge regarding the contested border between Mexico and Texas.  Abert led a small 

expedition across the Llano Estacado along the Canadian River. In his account of the 

expedition, Abert describes his trepidation upon entering known Indian territory, “we are 

now getting into a country where the utmost precaution became necessary to guard 

against the surprise or attack of the roving Camanches” (Abert 1999 [1845]: 53). The 

expedition crossed into Texas from New Mexico on September 5th and the next day 

Abert expressed the group’s uneasiness upon discovering a fresh Indian trail.  Only a 

couple days after entering the Texas panhandle, they came across an old Comanche 

camp, which they believed to have been occupied by a band of Buffalo Eaters, an eastern 

Comanche division that was known to inhabit the Texas panhandle. Based on Abert’s 

journal entries, the Comanche campsite was located near the Canadian River, about a 

four days march from the project area, because on September 11th, Abert described 

“Agate Bluffs,” which today we know is AFQNM. 

Abert describes the camp as being slightly different than that of the Kiowa, whom 

the expedition had met earlier. He (1999 [1845]: 56) asserts that the site belonged to the 
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Comanches based on the presence of a “singular ring, with stones heaped in the center,” 

which he noted, “marked the site of a ‘medicine lodge.” Abert (1999 [1845]: 56) further 

states, “As there were few traces of lodges having been used, but principally rude 

wigwams, Hatcher pronounced that they belonged to the Buffalo-Eaters.” The suspected 

Buffalo Eater camp that they discovered had been inhabited recently, as evidence by the 

warm embers found in fires close to the river as well as fresh tracks (Abert 1999 

[1845]:56).  

It is likely that the camp did indeed belong to the Buffalo-Eaters because after 

following the trail for a couple of days Abert’s party crossed paths with Comanche who 

identified themselves as belonging to the Buffalo-Eater band. At the time, Abert’s party 

was camped about four miles east of Tascosa, Texas, which is located west of the project 

area. Tascosa ranges from about seventy to an eighty-mile drive from the project area, or 

about forty miles by a direct route (figure A.2).  

 On September 9th, the expedition finally encountered a party of Buffalo Eaters. 

In his journal, Abert notes that they possessed fine horses and Spanish made bridles and 

saddles, which point towards the Comanches trading relationship with the Spanish (Abert 

1999 [1845]:60). Abert’s party continued, following an Indian trail that ran along the 

Canadian River. On September 11th, they encountered another party of Buffalo Eaters. 

The Comanches made known that most of their warriors were gone, having joined the 

Kiowas in an attack against Mexico with the intention to go as far south as Chihuahua 

(Abert 1999 [1845]:63). Notably, later that day, the company encountered Agate bluffs, 

which Abert describes as “a plain strewn with Agates, colored with stripes of rose and 

blue, and with colors resulting from their admixture” (Abert 1999 [1845]:64). In referring 
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to the “plain strewn agates,” Abert is describing outcroppings or exposures of Alibates 

flint. During the remainder of their journey, Abert’s expedition did not meet with any 

more Comanche parties, but did encounter a group of Kiowas. 

In the 1840s, a profitable trader, William Bent established a trading post on the 

South Canadian River in present day Hutchinson County. Bent had already established a 

trading post on the Arkansas River in Colorado for the Cheyenne and Arapaho. The fact 

that he then built one on the Canadian River to trade with the Comanche in the panhandle 

reinforces the idea that the region was home to the Comanche. Adobe Walls was located 

about 34 miles east of AFQNM, on the South Canadian River north of present day 

Stinnet, Texas in Hutchinson County (figure A.3). The trading post was only in use for a 

short time. By the time Kit Carson battled Kiowas and Comanches in 1864, it had already 

been abandoned. Two years prior to erecting Adobe Walls, Bent’s traders built a wooden 

structure near the site of Red Bluffs on Mustang Creek, nine miles west of Adobe Walls. 

Bent did not find much success with his trading fort. In 1848, an expedition to Adobe 

Walls was attacked by Jicarilla Apaches and the men were forced to return home with all 

of their wares. Later that same year, Bent again attempted to open trade, but the Indians 

proved resistant and Bent set off an explosion in the interior of the fort, effectively 

destroying the building (Lynn 2014: 70, Carrol 1999: 18n-19n). 

In 1853, Lieutenant Amiel Weeks Whipple, of the Corps of Topographical 

Engineers was given command of one of several surveying parties sent out by the U.S.  

with the purpose to determine the best railroad route from the Mississippi River across 

the Plains and the Rocky Mountains to the Pacific Ocean. The Whipple expedition was 
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assigned the central route survey along the thirty-eight and thirty-ninth parallels, an area 

that encompassed known Indian Territory (Hoig 1998: 256-257) (figure A.4).  

The Whipple Expedition departed from Fort Smith, Arkansas in 1853 and headed 

east. The party consisted of artists, surveyors, botanists, naturalists, physicians, and more 

(Hoig 1998: 257). One such member of the party was John P. Sherburne, who was 

actually Whipple’s brother-in-law. Sherburne was given a position as a junior member of 

the scientific corps (Sherburne 1988 [1853]:11). Sherburne’s diary is a lively and 

humorous account of the party’s journey beginning with their departure from Fort Smith 

to their arrival in Los Angeles.  

On September 6, 1853, the party crossed into the Texas panhandle. They soon 

encountered members of the Comanche tribe. While traveling along the South Canadian 

river, they met two elderly Comanche men on horseback. It was only a brief encounter in 

which the Comanche men informed the expedition that their camp was located about two 

miles away and that there was a large number of them (Sherburne 1988 [1853]: 80-81, 

Hoig 1998: 260). The men’s band affiliation was not mentioned. The expedition did not 

visit the camp and did not encounter any other Comanche during the remainder of the 

trip.  

Later, they met a small party of Comancheros and Puebloan Indians in search of 

Comanches and Kiowa with whom to trade. They had come from New Mexico with flour 

and bread to trade for horses and buffalo robes (Hoig 1998: 265).  While the 

Comancheros were experiencing difficulty locating their trading partners, their presence 

along the Canadian River confirms that the area was an established rendezvous point. 

Whipple’s report notes “There were six or eight of their party scattered over the prairie in 
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search of Comanches. Thus far they have been unsuccessful, the majority of the wild 

tribes not having returned from their northern hunting tour.” (Sherburne 1988 [1853]: 

90). It could be that the Comanche were still en-route to the area following the signing of 

the Fort Atkinson Treaty, which was signed in Kansas in July 1853. 

Although the Whipple party only had a brief encounter with the Comanche, they 

later came across a large abandoned camp, which they believed had been inhabited by 

Comanches.  A member of the party, Sherburne (Sherburne 1988 [1853]: 90-91), 

describes that “there are about 50 huts standing, constructed of boughs, showing the 

Camp to have been very large. They must have had an immense number of horses as the 

ground in every direction is cut up and the grass eaten close.” According to the Whipple 

report, the Pueblo Indians, who had joined the Whipple party a few days prior, had 

suggested the abandoned camp might be Comanche (Sherburne 1988 [1853]: 266). The 

camp was located at Shady Creek, on the edge of the Llano Estacado, north of Amarillo 

(figure A.4). This places the old camp, which may have been inhabited by the Comanche, 

very close to the vicinity of AFQNM. 

Nineteenth century reports from Anglo-American travelers testify to the extent of 

the Comanchero trade.  Their accounts record encounters with Comancheros and 

document the existence of well-worn trails used by the New Mexican traders. In 1832, 

Abert Pike ran into a party of Comancheros on their way back from Canon del Rescate, 

near present day Lubbock, where they had traded bread, blankets, punche, and beads for 

buffalo robes and horses (Levine 1991:160). When Abert led his party across the Llano 

Estacado in 1845, he documented slight wagon paths where Comanchero carretas, or 

carts had passed long the Canadian River (Abert [1845] 1999: 49). By the time the 
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Whipple expedition came through in year 1853 the small footpaths seen by Abert had 

become full blown worn wagon trails. The Comanchero trade continued to flourish well 

into the mid-nineteenth century, but the arrival of Anglo-Americans into the region 

generated conflict between the two groups as the market for buffalo hides became 

increasingly more competitive.   

In 1864, after multiple raids on travelers along the Santa Fe Trail, the U.S. Army 

called for retaliation against the Comanche and Kiowa. A force of New Mexico 

volunteers led by Colonel Christopher “Kit” Carson and accompanied by Jicarilla and 

Ute warriors marched to the old Adobe Walls trading post in the Texas panhandle and 

attacked Kiowa and Comanche camped for the winter at Red Bluffs, not far from Adobe 

Walls. The Kiowa and Comanche succeeded at repelling Carson’s forces, and he ended 

up retreating, burning the Kiowa village along the way; nonetheless the engagement was 

seen as a victory for the U.S. army. This battle illustrated that the powerful Southern 

Plains tribes could be attacked in their own territory (Lynn 2014).  

Red River War 

The Civil War gave the Southern Plains Indians some respite as troops were 

withdrawn from the frontier to fight back east. As a result, in 1864, Comanche attacks on 

the Santa Fe Trail in western Kansas and eastern Colorado significantly increased, as well 

as raids into Texas and northern Mexico. One such attack was made by a large party of 

Comanche and Kiowa on some settlements along the valley of Elm Creek, a few miles 

north of Fort Belknap in north-central Texas (Cruse 2008:11). 
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In the wake of the attack on Adobe Walls and the increase in raiding, the U.S.  

entered into negotiations with the Comanche and other Southern Plains tribes in an 

attempt to restore peaceful relations.  The result of these negotiations was the Treaty of 

Little Arkansas, which was signed in 1865 on the Little Arkansas River in central Kansas. 

As part of the treaty, a reservation was to be established in western Oklahoma and Texas, 

but the treaty was never finalized.  

After the Civil War however, attention returned to the Indians and the U.S. 

attempt to end hostilities. In 1867, the Medicine Lodge Treaty was signed on Medicine 

Lodge Creek, about 85 miles south of Fort Larned, Kansas (about 191 miles from project 

area). A reservation in Indian Territory, now southwestern Oklahoma was created for the 

Comanche. The treaty was an abysmal failure. The U.S failed to fulfill their promises of 

annuities and within a year the Comanche resumed their lives on the Southern Plains 

(Cruse 2008: 11-13). 

The Kwahada Comanche did not move to the reservation, preferring to maintain 

their independence. On September 29, 1872, Colonel Ranald S. Mackenzie led his forces 

in an attack on a Kwahada village on McClellan Creek in the Texas panhandle, southeast 

of AFQNM. As a result, many Comanches moved to Ft. Sill in Oklahoma to exchange 

white captives for their relatives (Kavanagh 2001: 889). This attack and the First Battle 

of Adobe Walls were both precursors to the Red River War and displayed to the U.S.  

that the Comanche could be attacked and defeated in their own territory. 

A stipulation of the Medicine Lodge Creek Treaty was that the lands south of the 

Arkansas River were reserved as Indian hunting grounds, so the Comanche could 

continue to hunt bison in southern Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas (Cruse 2008: 12). But, 
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by 1873, white buffalo hunters had significantly depleted the northern bison herds. They 

soon turned their attention to the southern bison herds and began intruding on hunting 

grounds that had been reserved for the tribes. Capitan Young, sent on a reconnaissance to 

explore the area from Las Portals to the Santa Fe Trail, found the Texas panhandle full of 

Anglo buffalo hunting parties and warned of an Indian outbreak (Kenner 1994: 204). In 

1874, several white buffalo hunters established a base of operations on the Canadian 

River in present day Hutchinson County in the Texas Panhandle. Adobe Walls, where 

Bent’s earlier Adobe Walls trading post had been located, included a storehouse, 

blacksmith shop, supply store, and a saloon (Cruse 2008: 15). 

The location of Adobe Walls is significant in regard to this project because it is 

fairly close to AFQNM and LMNRA (figure A.3). Seventeen miles northeast of Stinnet, 

Texas lies what is left of Adobe Walls. Stinnet itself is only about twenty-one miles from 

the headquarters of AFQNM. The Comanche viewed the buffalo hunters as intruders on 

their land underscoring their belief that the panhandle region was their territory. 

The Comanche were infuriated by this intrusion and sought to retaliate. Isa-tai, 

from the Kwahada band of Comanche, emerged as a prophet at this time and encouraged 

the Comanche, along with the other Southern Plains tribes to attack the white hunters at 

Adobe Walls to stop the destruction of the bison. On June 27, 1874, a large contingent of 

Southern Plains Indians, led by the Comanches Isa-tai and Quanah Parker attacked 

Adobe Walls. Although the Indians held a large numeric advantage, the buffalo hunters 

were able to fend off the attack with their long-range rifles (Cruse 2008: 15). This battle 

is significant as it proved to be the catalyst for the Red River War. 
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The Comanche’s claim that the buffalo hunters were intruding on their land is 

important because it substantiates the idea that the entirety of the panhandle region was 

Comanche territory. By the 1870s, the Canadian River valley was essentially the only 

remaining area where the Comanche were able to successfully hunt bison. Given these 

circumstances, there should be no doubt that the project region was at one time 

considered Comanche territory.  

After the Second Battle of Adobe Walls, the U.S set in motion an offensive to 

permanently subdue the Southern Plains tribes. The campaign was spear-headed by five 

military columns that were to converge on the Texas panhandle. The ensuing series of 

battles, referred to as the Red River War, was fought in the Texas panhandle and 

ultimately resulted in the Comanche’s final subjugation to reservation life. The battles 

were mostly fought in the eastern, central Texas panhandle, with some occurring within 

100 miles of the project area (figure A.5).  

The war opened with the Battle of Red River which was a running battle fought in 

southern Armstrong and northern Briscoe counties, south of the project area. A few 

Comanche were embroiled in the battle. As the warriors were fighting, their families 

were able to escape to Palo Duro Canyon (Cruse 2008: 53-53). Not long after on 

September 10, 1874, a combined group of Comanche and Kiowa encountered Captain 

Wyllys Lyman’s wagon supply train crossing the divide between the Canadian and 

Washita rivers in Hemphill county on the border of Oklahoma. The next day the 

Comanche abandoned the fight to continue on to Palo Duro Canyon (Cruse 2008: 77-78).  

Some of the Comanche and Kiowa warriors who had abandoned the siege on 

Lyman’s wagon train, on September 12, while on their way south to Palo Duro came 
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upon six men: two soldiers and four civilian scouts and attacked. The site of the battle is 

located in southeastern Hemphill county, northeast of the project area, between ninety to 

a hundred miles from the project area. The engagement was called the Battle of the 

Buffalo Wallow because the six men took up a defensive position in a buffalo wallow. 

The Comanche subsequently gave up their attack when a fierce storm blew in (Cruse 

2008: 89-90).  

Other Comanche warriors who had partaken in the siege on Lyman’s wagon train, 

combined with Kiowa warriors, attacked Major William R. Price’s command. As Cruse 

(2008: 96) writes, this was an unusual tactic for the tribes, but they were attempting to 

stall the soldiers to allow time for their families to continue their escape down into the 

canyon.  The battle was fought between Sweetwater Creek and Gageby Creek in 

northwest Wheeler County, north of Mobeetie (Cruse 2008: 97). For reference, the 

project area is about an eighty-four-mile drive from Mobeetie. 

What befell the Comanche at Palo Duro Canyon was devastating. Colonel Ranald 

S. Mackenzie led his southern column, comprised of companies from the 4th Calvary, 

10th Calvary, and 11th Calvary into the canyon to attack their camps. There was a large 

band of Comanche under the leadership of O-ha-ma-tai. Quanah Parker’s band was not 

present as they were elsewhere in the Texas panhandle (Cruse 2008: 105-106). Although 

there were few casualties owing to the fact that many were able to flee the canyon, 

Mackenzie’s attack was incredibly detrimental. Mackenzie ordered all but about three 

hundred of the captured horses shot and the Comanche’s winter camps and belongings 

burned. This forced almost all of the Comanche back onto their reservation in what is 

now southern Oklahoma (Cruse 2008: 107).  
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The Red River War came to an end in June 1875 when Quanah Parker led his 

band of Comanche back to Ft. Sill, Indian Territory and surrendered. The battles of the 

Red River War were fought mostly east of the project area. Seeing that most of the 

Comanche were focused on reaching Palo Duro Canyon, it is not likely that they were 

traveling through the project area in 1874. However, because the Comanche claim 

essentially the entire region of the Texas panhandle, that would include the project area.    

The Second Battle of Adobe Walls and Palo Duro Canyon continues to occupy a 

prominent place in the historical consciousness of the Comanche people. One interviewee 

described a Comanche song memorializing Adobe Walls that is sung before dances and 

powwows (phase II). Palo Duro Canyon is remembered too and often visited today by 

members of the tribe. During the Phase I interviews, several individuals mentioned that 

many contemporary tribal members travel to Palo Duro Canyon. Some people visit to 

gather cedar which has a particular and unique smell (2109, 304, 646).  Multiple times it 

was noted as being a “sacred place” (Pikkah).  Both the Adobe Walls battle site and Palo 

Duro Canyon are located relatively close to the project area.  Palo Duro Canyon is 

located approximately 65 miles south of Alibates Flint Quarries National Monument. It 

would not be a stretch to imagine Comanche’s ranging through the modern-day 

boundaries of AFQNM. It is difficult if not impossible to apply boundaries and impose 

restrictions on a nomadic group. The Comanche were nomadic pastoralists who followed 

a migratory path in pursuit of buffalo and grass for their large horse herds. Using data 

from ethnographic records and data garnered from the interviews conducted through this 

project we can further substantiate the claim that there was a Comanche presence at the 

park.   
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Resources 

As a part of the AFQNM Traditional Land Use Study, the ethnobotanical study 

forms a major component. Analyzing the flora and fauna used by the Comanche can 

further support their claim to the Texas panhandle region because of similarities found 

between their resource use and the abundant resources found within the project area 

(table 2).  

 Much of the recent literature argues that the historic Comanche traded 

extensively for foods like corn to balance their high protein diet which in turn, helped to 

shape their widespread trade network. However, some scholars have contended that 

Comanche trade was not focused on the need for carbohydrates and there is little 

evidence in the literature that suggests so (Mitchell 2016, Carter 1997, Levine 1991). By 

re-analyzing the literature, Mitchell (2016) illustrates that there are few mentions of food 

items, but rather, multiple references to material goods. Furthermore, he discredits the 

earlier arguments that the Comanche lost a significant amount of plant knowledge once 

they acquired the horse. Levine (1991: 163) too, notes the discrepancies of that argument, 

stating, “neither Kavanaugh’s analysis nor my own has found that food items, other than 

bread mentioned by nineteenth century travelers, were critical commodities in Plains-

New Mexican trade in the historic era”. Therefore, it can be said that Comanche plant use 

continued well into the historic era and that they were not reliant on trade with the 

pueblos for horticultural goods.  

Within the project area are an abundant number of resources: water, animals, 

plants, flint. By going through the literature of Comanche ethnobotany and comparing 

that data to a vascular plant study done by Nesom and O’Kennon in 2005 at AFQNM and 
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LMNRA, a number of plants used by Comanche can also be found within the project 

area. Wild plants bolstered their diet and as many interviewees commented, if they were 

starving, they ate whatever they could find. The plants discussed here are common plants 

that were used historically and in contemporary times as well as plants that can be found 

in the project area. 

The Llano Estacado is characterized by its vast, flat, and dry landscape. Annual 

rainfall is only about 23 inches. It supports a variety of desert plants such as yucca, 

different species of cacti, and mesquite, amongst others. Yucca (Yucca glauca), Honey 

mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), and Plains prickly pear (Opuntia macrorhiza) were all 

discussed in interviews and can be found commonly within the project area. The roots of 

the yucca were used as shampoo or soap. The mesquite tree (prosopis glandulosa) was 

used as fodder for their large horse herds.  

Other important plants were the Cottonwood tree (Populus deltoids), which was 

mentioned earlier in the chapter for its importance in providing sustenance for their horse 

herds in the wintertime. Cottonwoods can be found lining the Canadian River and was 

listed as abundant in Nesom and O’ Kennon’s (2005) study. It would have been an ideal 

location for a Comanche campsite. Another tree was willow (Salix sp.) of which the ashes 

were used to soothe sore eyes. Three different species of willow were listed as common 

within the project area (Nesom and O’Kennon 2005: 106). 

Sage, of which the whitebrush sage (Artemisia filifoliaa) is found abundantly 

throughout the project area, is a ceremonial plant utilized by the Comanche historically as 

well as today. Alongside with cedar (Juniperus virginiana) both plants are recognized as 

ceremonial plants still used today. However, cedar is not found at AFQNM or LMNRA. 
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Nonetheless, Palo Duro Canyon is recognized as a place to gather cedar as the cedar there 

has a distinct smell (2109, 304,646).  

The bison was the most important animal utilized by the bison. It provided food, 

clothing, shelter, tools, and more and once could be found in abundance roaming the 

plains. The buffalo was an important animal and the Comanche were heavily dependent 

on, so much so that the decline of the bison had a serious impact on their livelihood.  

Other mammals used by Comanche included antelope, elk (Cervus canadensis), 

and deer. Pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra Americana) and Mule deer (Odocoileus 

hemionu) can be found in the project area.  Smaller mammals included rabbits, squirrels, 

and turtles were mentioned. One participant mentioned an old turtle bone necklace she 

had and said that turtle bones were used sometimes for regalia.  

By the late seventeenth, early eighteenth-century metal had mostly replaced flint, 

although stone continued to be used by Native Americans into the historic period as 

evident at Mission Valley site, or Mission Espiritu Santo de Zuniga in south Texas. The 

materials excavated at the mission site found that the Natives continued to make and use 

stone tools like scrapers, drills, blades, and beveled knives, along with Spanish goods 

(Walter, Dial, Hindes 2006). In Cruse’s (2008) Red River War field research no flint 

artifacts were found. The Plains Indian artifacts found at the battle sites were mostly 

metal.  

Conclusion 

The evidence of the Comanche occupying the Texas panhandle is robust and 

clear. It was well known that the Comanche inhabited the region. Lieutenant Abert knew 
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he was sent deep into the heart of Comanche territory and witnessed Comanche activities, 

which were recorded in his journal. Numerous other sources depict Comanche activity in 

the Texas panhandle from Comanchero trade, American expeditions, and military 

activities. Historically, the Comanche that frequented Palo Duro Canyon, were known to 

have camped alongside the Kiowa at Red Bluffs near Adobe Walls. Furthermore, 

resources historically used by the Comanche are found commonly throughout the project 

area. Tying the Comanche directly in the project area become slightly more difficult as 

there are no direct lines of evidence that do so. However, we can surmise that it was 

likely that Comanche people traveled through the area and made use of local resources. 

Although no archaeological evidence exists, ethnohistorical accounts and ethnographic 

studies do provide evidence of their presence as well as cultural affiliations of those tribes 

that were in the region during the historic period. 
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Table 2. Comanche Ethnobotany 

Current 

Linnaean 

Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Allium spp. Wild Onion Common 

Pakoik (2) (pakʉʉkA) 

(1); tʔdiekoik (2) 

(tuekʉʉkA) (1) 

Edible 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

520), Campbell 

(2007), 

Kavanagh 

(2008: 511), 

Mitchell (2016: 

254), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:100) 

Ambrosia 

psilostachya 
Western Ragweed Abundant wɔanatsu  ? 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:93) 

Artemisia 

filifoliaa 
Sand Sagebrush Abundant  pasiwonɔpɔhɔβiˇ 

 Utilitarian 

Ceremonial  

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:93), 
Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

520)  
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Dalea 

purpurea 

Purple prairie 

clover 
Common 

pakɜ:tsc (2) (pakeetso) 

(1) 
Edible 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

523), Campbell 

(2007), 

Kavanagh 

(2008: 139), 

Mitchell (2016: 

254), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:99)  

Echinacea 

angustifolia 

Blacksamson 

echinacea, narrow 

leafed purple cone 

flower 

Common  ḍukunənatsu  Medicinal 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

521), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:93) 

Elymus 

canadensis 
Wild rye Common  puitsaseni  ? 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

520), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:103)  

Table 2. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Eriogonum 

longifolium 

Longleaf 

buckwheat 
Common  ekanatsu  Medicinal 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

520), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:104) 

Gutierrezia 

sarothrae 

Snakeweed, Broom 

snakeweed 
Common  Sanaweha, ohoya 

 Medicinal 

Utilitarian 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

522), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:93) 

Liatris 

punctata 
Dotted blazing star Common atabitsʉnoi (2) 

 Edible 

Medicinal 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

522), Mitchell 

(2016: 225), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:94) 

Opuntia 

macrorhiza 
Plains prickly pear Common 

w_kw_si (2) 

(wokwéesi) (1) 
Edible 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

522), Campbell 

(2007), 

Kavanagh 

(2008: 140), 

Mitchell (2016: 

256), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:96) 

Table 2. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Pomaria 

jamesii 

Indian potato, 

James holdback 
Common 

pintsamu (2) 

(pihtsamuu) (1) 
Edible 

Wallace & 

Hoebel (1954: 

73), Campbell 

(2007), 

Kavanagh 

(2008: 139), 

Mitchell (2016: 

254), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:99) 

Populus 

deltoides 
Plains cottonwood Abundant   Ceremonial 

 Poafypbitty 

(1967b: 11), 

Dycus (1969: 6), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:106) 

Prosopis 

glandulosa 
Honey mesquite Common 

namoβitscni (2); 

natsckwe (2) 

(natsohkwe) (1) 

Edible, Fodder 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

523), Campbell 

(2007), 

Kavanagh 

(2008: 139), 

Mitchell (2016: 

256), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:99) 

Table 2. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Prunus 

angustifola 

Chicksaw plum, 

Sand plum 
Common 

yuseke (2); 

parawaskeke (2); 

kuisieke (2); (tʉahpl) 

(1) 

Edible 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:105), 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

523), Campbell 

(2007), 

Kavanagh 

(2008: 140), 

Mitchell (2016: 

256) 

Salix spp. Willow Common  ohasɜhɜβᵚᵛ  Medicinal 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

524), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:106)  

Solanum sp.   Nightshade Common  dɔipɔtsi  Medicinal 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

524), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:106) 

Vitis spp. Wild grapes Common 

(narsomukew; 

nosinatsomukwe; 

tʉbitsi; tue) (1) 

Edible 

Wallace & 

Hoebel (1954: 

73), Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

524), Kavanagh 

(2008: 140); 

Mitchell (2016: 

256), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:107) 

Table 2. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Yucca glauca Soapweed yucca Abundant muimutsi Utilitarian 

Carlson and 

Jones (1940: 

524), Neesom 

and O’Kennon 

(2005:92) 

 

  

Table 2. Continued 
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Figure 3.1 Map illustrating 

Comanche historical territory 

Kavanagh 2001: 886 

Figure 3.2 Map showing Pecos 

Pueblo in relation to the project 

area 
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Chapter 4 

The Kiowa 

After the Comanche, the next group to arrive onto the Southern plains were the 

Kiowa. They quickly became a powerful force in the area dominating through the late 

eighteenth through nineteenth century. They call themselves kcygú, the source of the 

contemporary name “Kiowa” (Levy 2001: 922). 

Kiowa historical territory encompassed a significant area that included much of 

the Texas panhandle and Oklahoma panhandle and parts of southern Kansas, Colorado, 

and northeastern New Mexico (Levy 2001: 907) (figure 4.1). The Kiowa travelled 

extensively across that the region between the Canadian River and Arkansas River, but 

were known to conduct raids into south Texas and northern Mexico. 

 

Migrations 

 The Kiowa trace their origins to the headwaters of the Yellowstone River in 

western Montana (Levy 2001: 907, Mayhall 1962: 11, Mooney 1979: 153).  Northern 

origins have been widely accepted, however there has been some debate over these 

origins due to linguistic evidence. The Kiowa speak a Kiowa- Tanoan language which is 

characteristic of some southwestern tribes: Tiwa, Tewa, and Towa. Based on this 

linguistic relationship, some have posited that the Kiowa may have originated in the 

American southwest rather than on the northern Plains. A recent article by Meadows 

(2016) argues, based on linguistic data from an oral history account from Parker 

Mackenzie, that the Kiowa had a south to north movement from the Colorado Plateau, 

along the western side of the Rocky Mountains, and eventually to present day 
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southwestern Montana. The Mackenzie account suggests a mid to late 1600s arrival to the 

northern plains.  By the late 1700s, early 1800s, the Kiowa were migrating southward and 

their movements are documented in Euro-American accounts which depict the Kiowa 

inhabiting southwestern South Dakota, adjacent parts of Wyoming and Nebraska, the 

Platte River valley, and the Texas panhandle (Meadows 2016: 553). 

 However, Kiowa oral history places the tribe’s origin in the north near the 

headwaters of the Yellowstone and Missouri Rivers in western Montana (Levy 2001: 

906). According to oral narratives, a dispute between two chiefs over an antelope udder 

led to a schism in the tribe. One group or band separated, moving off to the north 

(Mayhall 1987: 11). The main body of the Kiowa migrated south to the Black Hills 

region. There, the Kiowa developed a close relationship and alliance with the Crow tribe, 

which continues today (Levy 2001: 907, Mooney). Influenced by pressure from the 

Cheyenne and Sioux, the Kiowa continued their southward migration. In 1805, the Lewis 

and Clark expedition while not having encountered the Kiowa, learned that they were 

residing on the South Fork of the Platte River. By the mid-nineteenth century, the Kiowa 

were found to be living north of the Wichita River and near the headwaters of the Red 

River (Levy 2001: 907). 

 

Social Organization 

  The Kiowa themselves were separated into six divisions. Levy (2001: 911) lists 

them as the Biters or Arikara, so called because of their close trading partnership with the 

Arikara. Elks, who may have been the original core of the tribe, Big Shields, Thieves, 

Black Boys, and Pulling Up, who were believed to have been killed off by the Sioux in 
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1780. These divisions were then further divided into residence bands whose numbers 

fluctuated over time. All the tribal divisions and residence bands gathered together 

annually for the Sun Dance, which was held during the summer. 

 

Kiowa on the Southern Plains 

        Spanish records document the Kiowa on the plains as early as 1732 under the 

term “cargua”. They are mentioned again as “caigua” in 1735 (Levy 2001: 907, Mooney 

1979;156). By this time, they had already attained the horse which led to fundamental 

changes in their culture. Horse technology allowed them to become nomadic bison 

hunters who can range much farther than before and horses quickly became an integral 

part of their culture. The French explorer La Salle records the Kiowa as having horses as 

early as 1682 (Mooney 1979:161). It is probable they acquired horses from the Crow 

when they were living near them (Mooney 1979:160). The advantages garnered from the 

horse permitted the Kiowa to make long range raids and to hunt bison with greater ease 

and increased their mobility.  Along their southward migration they were joined by the 

Plains Apache. It has been documented that their relationship with the Plains Apache 

began as early as 1700 although Mooney states that it was earlier, noting that, “neither 

tribe has any tradition of a time when they were not associated” (1979:156). 

        Upon their arrival to the southern plains, the Kiowa encountered the Comanche 

and a brief period of warfare ensued. A story recounted in Wallace and Hoebel (1986: 

285-286) regarding their migration south makes note of a Kiowa man that went 

southward whereupon he was taken prisoner by the Comanche. A decision was made to 

treat the prisoner well and send him back home with honor. Upon his arrival home the 
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Kiowa man regaled his tribesman with stories about long summers, large game, and 

horses. Enticed by the man’s story, the Kiowa migrated south until they met the 

Comanche, whereupon hostilities ensued. The fighting lasted for a few years until the 

Kiowa and Comanche established a lasting alliance in 1806/1790 (Mooney 1979: 163, 

Levy 2001: 908, Wallace and Hoebel 1986: 276) and from then on, they shared territory 

and hunting grounds. The reason for the discrepancy for the dates is because Mooney 

(1979) and Wallce and Hoebel (1986) both claim 1790 as the year when the tribes most 

likelymade peace, whereas Levy (2001) states 1806. After the peace between the two 

tribes was established, the Kiowa were free to range South of the Arkansas River, which 

had previously marked the southern boundary of their territory (Mooney 1979: 164). 

Together with the Comanche, the Kiowa were a dominant, formidable presence on the 

southern plains and throughout the nineteenth century the Texas panhandle was regarded 

as under Comanche and Kiowa control. 

 

Ethnohistorical Resources 

  For this project, Spanish records, accounts of Anglo American expeditions, oral 

histories, and Kiowa calendar histories were reviewed. Together, these sources to place 

the Kiowa in the vicinity of the project area. A significant amount of information came 

from the journals of expedition members that traversed through the Llano Estacado in the 

nineteenth century, like the 1820 Long expedition, the 1845 Abert expedition, and the 

1853 Whipple Expedition. Kiowa calendar histories, which document a memorable event 

that occurred in the year, were analyzed as well for events that would place the Kiowa in 
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the Texas panhandle. With these documents a chronological history of Kiowa activity in 

the Texas panhandle can be presented.  

 

Kiowa Calendar Histories 

 Analyzing the calendar entries for references to the Canadian River and the 

Texas panhandle proved fruitful, as the calendars contain multiple entries that place the 

Kiowa near the project area or in the Texas panhandle. The calendar histories consist of 

graphic representations of the most memorable events that occurred each year. Kiowa 

calendar keepers kept track of the years using pictographs that depicted memorable or 

unusual events. Two events were recorded for each year, one for the winter and one for 

the summer. One individual was charged with maintaining the winter counts and 

remembering the stories connected to the year. The drawings served as mnemonic 

devices, jogging the calendar keeper’s memory and aiding him in recalling the relevant 

story. Along with Spanish, European, and Anglo-American records, Kiowa calendars 

serve as a valuable source of information regarding the locations of Kiowa villages and 

historical events (Green 2009). 

            The Kiowa artist Silverhorn was the last of his generation to maintain the calendar 

by name rather than number. He was only a ten when the Kiowa were confined to a 

reservation, meaning he witnessed significant changes in the Kiowa way of life. He 

produced at least three different calendar records, including one that he drew for 

ethnologist James Mooney. The calendar that Candace Green (2009) analyzes in her book 

One Hundred Summers: A Kiowa Calendar History is designated as the University of 

Oklahoma Calendar and covers a time period from the summer of 1828 to the winter of 
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1928-1929. Green (2009) believes that most of the drawings were done between 1905 

and 1906 with the earlier drawings copied from previous calendars. Silverhorn’s 

illustrations are certainly revealing of Kiowa culture and reflect the difficult transition 

from freedom on the plains to confinement on the reservation. Images typically depict 

specific events that occurred throughout the year. These events recorded range from 

epidemics, raids or battles, to the signing of treaties. 

 

American Expeditions 

  In the nineteenth century the United States  sent out several expeditions to study 

and map relatively unknown territories. As America continued to grow and show interest 

in acquiring new territories in the southwest, reconnaissance missions, led primarily by 

members of the Corps of Topographical Engineers, were appointed to map out boundary 

lines and write natural history reports.  The written records left by members of these 

expeditions offer information on the Kiowa and their movements. Several members of 

these expeditions kept detailed journals in which they documented encounters with 

Native Americans, as well as evidence of their presence, including trails and abandoned 

campsites. 

Major Stephen H. Long was given command of an expedition with the mission to 

explore the headwaters of the Platte, Arkansas, and Red Rivers. Edwin James, the 

botanist of the party kept a detailed account of the journey and mentions the Kiowa and 

Arapahos travelling over the area of the Arkansas and Red Rivers. They had a number of 

horses with them, which they intended to trade to the Cheyenne and other northern tribes 

(Mayhall 1962: 44, Mooney 1979: 168). On July 24, 1820, the party split into two 
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elements: Long led his part of the men in an attempt to follow the Red River while 

Capitan John R. Bell’s small party traveled down the Arkansas River. Not long after the 

parties split, Bell’s party encountered a large Kiowa camp in southeastern Colorado near 

the Purgatoire River (Bell 1957[1820]: 191). Some Cheyenne, Arapaho, and Plains 

Apaches were camped with the Kiowa and a large raiding expedition was out against the 

Pawnee at the time (192). Bell goes into great detail describing some of the practices of 

the Kiowa, 

 “These bands never remain in a place many days at a time, but follow the 

buffalo, which appears to be their only subsistence-they hunt the buffalo on 

horseback and kill them with the bow and arrow-the meat is jirked [sic] and dried 

in the sun, or over a slow fire and when pounded is quite a delicious food. Their 

lodges are made by erecting 6 or 8 poles, 10 or 12 feet long, covered with dressed 

skins in the shape of a cone” (203). 

Unlike Bell’s party, Long’s men, did not encounter any Kiowa. They recorded many 

sightings of abandoned Indian camps but did not venture to speculate regarding the 

identity of the tribes that had inhabited them. Long’s party did meet with Plains Apaches 

whom they called Katisikas, which could suggest the Kiowa were near, as the two tribes 

historically had a close relationship.    

On May 26, 1837, the Kiowa signed the treaty of Ft. Gibson with the United 

States in northeast Oklahoma. The treaty established “peace” between the United States 

and the Kiowa as well as granting hunting rights to the Kiowa on the southern prairies 

and guaranteeing the safety of U.S. citizens as they traveled from Texas to Mexico 

through Indian Territory (Mayhall 1987: 81, Mooney 1979:169). At the time of the treaty, 
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the Kiowa were located on the upper waters of the Arkansas, Red, and Canadian Rivers 

(Mayhall 1987: 82, Mooney 1979: 169). This was the first in what would become a long 

line of treaties between the Kiowa and the United States.  

That same year, as the Kiowa were preparing for a Sun Dance on a branch of the 

north fork of the Red River in the Texas panhandle, they were attacked by a party of 

Cheyenne. The Kiowa successfully defended themselves killing all forty-eight of the 

Cheyenne and only losing six of their own. The event is recorded in the Kiowa calendar 

as the “Wailing Sun Dance Summer” (Mooney 1979: 271, Mayhall 1962: 171). The 

Kiowa were camped a little bit south of Fort Elliot in Wheeler County where present day 

Mobeetie, Texas is, about 84 miles from the project area.  

In response to outbreaks of epidemic diseases, the Kiowa occasionally withdrew 

into the Llano Estacado in an attempt to avoid contact with infected populations. Many 

calendar images indicate episodes of epidemics. The entry for the winter of 1839-1840 in 

the Ta’dalkop calendar records an affliction of smallpox that greatly affected the Kiowa. 

The Kiowa and Plains Apache escaped to the Llano Estacado to avoid the affliction 

(Mooney 1979: 274, Mayhall 1962: 172).  The arrival of the Europeans introduced 

multiple new diseases to the New World which wreaked havoc on Native Americans. 

Nomadic tribes were able, at times, to avoid the extreme losses suffered by more 

sedentary tribes, but the 1840s saw incremental losses amongst many Plains Indian 

groups.  Silverhorn’s entry for the summer of 1840 commemorates an outbreak of 

smallpox with a drawing of a person with a multitude of red spots.  

That summer, the Kiowa held their Sundance at Red Bluffs, Gúl-jó-hâu, a bluff 

located on the north side of the Canadian River above Mustang Creek and a few miles 
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north of Adobe Walls. The Red Bluffs are located close to the project area, with Adobe 

Walls being approximately sixty miles away. A Sun dance was also held there in 1840 

(Mooney 1979: 275). The numerous references to the Kiowa camping at the Red Bluffs 

points to an active Kiowa presence in the region.  

In the mid-1840s, a series of trading posts were established along the Canadian 

River. That the Kiowa frequented the region of the project area is evidenced by the fact 

that the Bent Company established two trading posts nearby to serve them.  Kiowa 

calendars document the construction of these trading centers.  The calendar entry for the 

winter of 1843-1844, recalls that Bent constructed a trading post west of Horse Creek 

near present Canadian, Texas (about 98 miles from AFQNM) (Lynn 2014:70; Mooney 

1979:281) (figure A.3).  This wooden stockade was built a couple of years before the 

establishment of the post known as Adobe Walls and was located near the Red Bluffs on 

Mustang Creek (Lynn 2014: 70). The calendar entry for the winter of 1845-46 records the 

construction of a trading post by Wrinkle Neck on the north bank above Bosque Grande 

Creek. This was evidently the establishment that came to be known as Adobe Walls. 

Lynn (2014: 70) notes that much of the evidence points to 1845 as the year the post was 

built.  

 In 1845, an expedition led by Lieutenant Abert encountered a Kiowa village in 

the proximity of present day AFQNM. On September 11, 1845, Abert ([1845] 1999: 64) 

described the area through which he passed as “a plain strewed with agates, colored with 

stripes of rose and blue, and with colors resulting from admixture”. He named the place 

“Agate Bluffs” which is today known as Alibates Flint Quarries National Monument and 

the agates he mentions are the colorful Alibates Flint (figure 1.4).  
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The next day, the expedition encountered several Kiowa, whom Abert ([1845] 

1999: 66) praised for their honesty, bravery, and energy. He was much surprised at their 

friendliness, having shared the preconceived notions and prejudices of most nineteenth 

century Anglo Americans regarding the character of Native Americans. The Kiowa 

village was located on a branch of the creek where Abert’s party was camped. The 

precise location of Abert’s camp and the Kiowa village are unknown. However, both 

were located in today’s northeastern Potter county ([1845] 1999: 64) which places the 

Kiowa near if not within the boundaries of the project area.  

Before leaving the Kiowa, Abert produced pieces of the agate to show to them. 

He notes that they “appeared to be well acquainted” with the material, which they used in 

making flint and steel fires. They called the place where they gathered the flint, Flint 

River (Abert [1845] 1999:68). The Kiowa’s “Flint River” could be the same as Káui-qò-

vầu, Flint Creek which is a northern tributary of the South Canadian River located about 

ten miles north of Adobe Walls. It was named for the abundance of flint along the stream 

(Meadows 2008: 279). However, it is not known which body of water the Kiowa are refer 

to as Flint River (Abert 1999[1845]: 68n). It is important to note that the Kiowa 

recognized the Alibates flint and possibly named a creek for it as it demonstrates the 

Kiowa people’s familiarity with the region.  As Meadows (2008) and Carmichael and 

Farrer (2012) have argued, place names suggest a relationship with an area, landmark, 

and feature.   

In 1853, the treaty of Fort Atkinson was signed near Dodge City, Kansas. The 

treaty reaffirmed peace between the United States and the Southern Plains tribes and 

sought to end the tribe’s raids into Mexico (Levy 2001: 915, Mooney 1979: 173). The 
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treaty was signed on the Arkansas River in Kansas and stipulated that the Kiowa could no 

longer conduct raids in Mexico (Utley 60). Furthermore, it recognized the right of the 

U.S.  to build roads and military posts in Indian Territory. Nonetheless, the Kiowa 

continued their raids into Texas, New Mexico, and Mexico (Levy 2001: 915).  

       That same year, the Whipple expedition traversed the Llano Estacado and 

encountered some Kiowa returning from the signing of the Ft. Atkinson treaty.  John P. 

Sherburne, a member of the 1853 Whipple Expedition, kept a vivid account of his party’s 

travels along the Canadian River. He was sent out with the Corps of Topographical 

Engineers, under Lieutenant Whipple, to complete a topographical survey of the 35th 

parallel, a journey that would take them through the Texas panhandle along the Canadian 

River. The Whipple Expedition was just one of many exploratory parties sent out to map 

possible railroad routes (figure A.4).  

The Whipple party began their journey at Fort Smith, Arkansas and headed west. 

On September 9, while located somewhere between the Antelope Hills, which are a series 

of small hills located along the Canadian River in northwest Roger Mills county near the 

Texas border, and present-day Amarillo they observed the remains of an Indian camp. 

Antelope Hills is a series of small hills located along the Canadian River in northwest 

Roger Mills County, Oklahoma near the Texas border. It was a well-known landmark for 

the Kiowa because it was a noticeable landmark in a relatively flat region (Meadows 

2008: 45). Sherburne (Gordon 1988[1853]: 82) describes it in his diary as being an old 

Comanche camp which had been abandoned in the spring for the buffalo hunt and would 

likely be reoccupied in the winter. Further along, the party observed another camp, this 

one appeared much larger and only recently abandoned. Sherburne (Gordon 1988[1853]: 
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83) writes that, “Some of the bushes and vines were not entirely dead and the ground was 

cut up with the feet of their animals,” which he interpreted as evidence that the 

inhabitants had not been gone long. 

Sherburne does not explain why he believed the first camp belonged to the 

Comanche, however given the Comanche presence in the area it was a reasonable 

assumption. However, soon after discovering the camps, it was a party of Kiowas and not 

Comanches that the Whipple expedition encountered. The Kiowa were returning from the 

signing of the Ft. Atkinson Treaty. In his diary, Whipple describes the blue blankets worn 

by the Kiowa. These were received by the Kiowa, Comanche, and Plains Apache upon 

their signing of the treaty (Gordon 1988: 87n). The Kiowa were camped in a small grove 

along Indian Creek. At the time that they came upon the Kiowa, the expedition was about 

a five days march from Amarillo, which places them in the vicinity of the project area. 

At first glance, the expedition members believed it to be a sizeable camp because 

of the large number of horses that they observed. However, there were only about twenty 

Kiowa and a group of comancheros in the camp. The comanchero were New Mexican 

traders who ventured out on the Southern Plains to trade with the region’s tribes.  

Sherburne (Gordon [1853] 1988: 85) describes the ornamentation of the Kiowa men, 

noting that, “several of them had large circular silver ornaments, hanging from their head 

nearly to the ground, growing smaller as they went down, the top one being several 

inches in diameter and the smaller a half an inch. One had a silver cross hanging from his 

neck.” From Sherburne’s description of these individuals, it is clear that the Kiowa 

enjoyed ready access to trade goods. Indeed, after leaving the Kiowa camp, the 

expedition encountered another party of Comancheros, (Gordon [1853] 1988: 89).  
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Whipple reports that they were seeking Kiowa and Comanches and had bread and flour 

which they hoped to trade for horses and bison robes (Gordon [1853] 1988:90). Their 

presence in the region is not surprising, given that the Texas panhandle functioned as a 

rendezvous point where the Comancheros and the Kiowa and Comanche engaged in 

commerce.  

 

Hostilities Arise 

Beginning in the 1860s and continuing through the 1870s, the Kiowa came into 

increasing conflict with the Euro-Americans. In 1864, the U.S declared the Kiowa and 

Comanche hostile after repeated attacks along the Santa Fe Trail and dispatched Colonel 

Carson on a punitive expedition. Carson commanded a force comprised of New Mexican 

volunteers, and Ute and Jicarilla warriors. Carson ‘s command attacked a large party of 

Kiowa and Comanche who were camped for the winter at Red Bluffs, near Adobe Walls 

(Utley 1984: 94, Mooney 1979, Mayhall). This engagement would eventually become 

known as the First Battle of Adobe Walls. The howitzer guns that Carson brought along 

caused a lot of damage, but the Indians were able to successfully hold them off.   Carson 

ended up shelling the Kiowa camp and then burning it (source). Carson’s attack on the 

Kiowa Comanche winter camps demonstrated that the plains tribes could be attacked in 

their own territory.  

The Kiowa artist Silverhorn’s calendar entry recording the First Battle of Adobe 

Walls exemplifies an indigenous perspective on the battle, one that differs from the Euro-

American perspective. Silverhorn’s entry is titled, “Fight with Ute at Red Bluff Winter” 

and depicts a Ute warrior at the forefront of the military column. Several crosses and a 
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flag represent the New Mexico volunteers. The Kiowa camp is shown as a row of lodges. 

The illustration depicts the Ute enemy more prominently than Carson’s cavalry troopers 

(Green 2009: 89). The battle is also depicted in the Set-t’an and Anko Calendars. In the 

Set-t’an Calendar the event is indicated by bullets and arrows around two tipis above the 

winter mark. In the Anko calendar the battle is illustrated by a Ute war bonnet captured in 

the battle (Mooney 1979: 315). 

        After Adobe Walls there was an attempt to restore peace with the Little 

Arkansas treaty of 1865. The treaty negotiations took place near the mouth of the Little 

Arkansas River in central Kansas. In this treaty, a reservation was proposed for the 

Kiowa in western Oklahoma and Texas alongside the Comanche (Levy 2001:915). The 

boundaries of the treaty confined the Kiowa below the Arkansas River in southwest 

Oklahoma and the Llano Estacado (Mooney 1979: 180). In the treaty, the Kiowa pledged 

to end hostilities, but raids into Texas continued (Mooney 1979: 181). As Utley (1984: 

98) writes, the treaty “created the momentary illusion of peace”.  

As the raids persisted, Congress created the Indian Peace Commission in 1867 to 

ensure that problems with the Indians were solved through negotiations and efforts to 

consolidate the tribes onto reservations (Utley 1984: 110). The Commission invited the 

Southern Plains tribes to a council on Medicine Lodge Creek in October. The Kiowa, 

Plains Apaches, Comanche, Cheyenne and Arapahos signed the Treaty of Medicine 

Lodge, agreeing to refrain from raiding in exchange for annuities, schools, churches, and 

farming implements. In addition, the United States promised to prevent white hunters 

from operating within the tribes’ lands. Under the terms of the treaty, the Kiowa accepted 

a smaller reservation in Oklahoma and granted railroads the right to cross their lands 
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(Levy 2001: 915-916, Mooney 1979: 184-184, Utley 1984). The treaty ended up an 

abysmal failure. The U.S failed to stop white hunters from illegally hunting the buffalo. 

Furthermore, the rations promised by the U.S failed to reach the reservation.  The ensuing 

food shortages led to restlessness amongst the Kiowa and Comanche (Levy 2001: 916). 

Soon the Kiowa began raiding the neighboring Caddo, Wichita, and Chickasaw tribes, as 

well as conducting raids into Texas for food and horses.  

 

The Red River War 

By the winter of 1873-1874, the Kiowa were starving and distraught at the 

failures of the United States. This dissatisfaction in turn led to the Red River War (figure 

A.5). The Set-t’an and Anko calendars document the summer of 1873 when the Sun 

Dance was held at Sweetwater Creek, east of the project area. The creek flows through 

northeastern Gary County and crosses Wheeler county, Texas before entering present day 

Oklahoma. The location of the Sun Dance, which was an annual religious ritual held to 

ensure the continuation of the buffalo and success in warfare, was often recorded in the 

Kiowa calendars. The event is typically denoted by the image of a medicine lodge 

(Mayhall 1962: 168). The Sun Dance of 1873 was significant because it brought together 

the Plains Apache, Comanche, Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho to discuss the 

possibility of a war against the United State (Mooney 1979: 337, 340). The next year, the 

Second Battle of Adobe Walls would ignite the Red River War.  

In 1874, in response to the accumulation of broken promises and the threat posed 

by invading buffalo hunters, the Kiowa, along with Comanche, Plains Apache, and 

Cheyenne warriors attacked a small establishment of buffalo hunters at Adobe Walls. The 
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ensuing fight came to be known as the Second Battle of Adobe Walls (Nye 1983: 191, 

Cruse 2008: 15).  With the Medicine Lodge Treaty, the Kiowa had believed that the lands 

below the Arkansas River remained their buffalo hunting grounds, however white buffalo 

hunters ignored the treaty. Having decimated the bison herds elsewhere, the white hide 

hunters turned their attention to the southern plains herd. In their pursuit of the bison, 

they were soon encroaching on tribal hunting grounds. Facing this threat to both their 

territory and their subsistence base, the Kiowa and their allies attacked the buffalo 

hunters at Adobe Walls. Ultimately, the attack proved unsuccessful, in part due to the 

long-range rifles employed by the hunters, and the warriors were forced to abandon their 

attack. 

This event sparked the Red River War, a short-lived series of engagements fought 

in the Texas panhandle. The war was the last confrontation between the U.S military and 

southern plains tribes. The goal of the United States in the Red River Campaign was to 

clear the way for Euro-American settlement, which required forcibly removing Native 

Americans onto reservations in Indian Territory. The campaign was spearheaded by five 

columns that would ultimately converge on the upper tributaries of the Red River, where 

the Kiowa, Comanche, Plains Apache, Cheyenne and Arapaho were thought to be 

seeking refuge.  

The war opened with the Battle of Red River on August 30, 1874. A force led by 

Colonel Miles and Lieutenant Baldwin were attacked by a party of Kiowa, Cheyenne, 

and Comanche warriors. It was a running battle that covered a distance of twelve miles 

near the Prairie Dog Town Fork of the Red River. As the men fought they bought time 

for their families to escape southward towards the relative safety of Palo Duro Canyon. 
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Miles did not deliver a decisive blow in this engagement, but did destroy several Indian 

villages, inflicting substantial material losses (Cruse 2008: 53-53). 

   On September 12, 1874, forces led by Major William R. Price encountered a 

large group of Kiowas and Comanches led by the Kiowa chief Lone Wolf. The ensuing 

battle was fought between Sweetwater Creek and the Dry Fork of the Washita River. 

Known as the Battle of Sweetwater Creek, it occurred in Wheeler County east of the 

project area. The warriors fought a delaying action and were able to keep the soldiers at 

bay long enough to allow their families to safely get away (Cruse 2008: 97). As the 

campaign progressed, the battles and skirmishes shifted southward, as the allied tribes 

attempted to reach Palo Duro Canyon. Prior to the engagement on Sweetwater Creek, a 

supply train that was commanded by Captain Wyllis Lyman and bound for a temporary 

post on the Red River was attacked by a group of Kiowa and Comanche warriors 

between the Canadian and Washita Rivers.  The Kiowa and Comanche laid siege to the 

wagon train for four days, abandoning the attack on September 12th (Cruse 2008: 89-90). 

  Some of the Kiowa and Comanche warriors who had abandoned the siege of 

Lyman’s wagon train came across a small party of six men: two soldiers and four 

civilians scouting for the very same supply train. The ensuing engagement came to be 

known as the Buffalo Wallow Fight, because the soldiers and scouts took cover in a 

buffalo wallow. Although greatly outnumbered, the men were able to keep the Kiowa and 

Comanche warriors at bay until a fierce storm blew and the warriors decided to abandon 

the fight (Cruse 2008: 88-89, Nye 1974: 173). 

    A turning point in the war transpired at Palo Duro Canyon on September 28, 

1874. Colonel Mackenzie led the 4th Calvary into the canyon where the tribes had sought 
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shelter, hoping to avoid detection. The Cheyenne were led by Iron Shirt, the Comanche 

led by O-ha-ma-ti, and the Kiowa were being led by Mamanti, the Owl Prophet (Cruse 

2008:106). The different tribes were unable to coalesce, and Mackenzie and his men 

managed to destroy all their winter supplies and kill over a thousand Indian ponies (Cruse 

2008: 106, Nye 1974: 174). With such an extreme loss, the Comanche, Kiowa, Plains 

Apache, Cheyenne and Arapaho had no choice but to return to their reservations. The 

Battle of Palo Duro shattered to the morale of the Southern Plains tribes. As Cruse (2008: 

107) writes, “the will of a large number of free roaming southern Plains Indians was 

finally broken”. 

 The policy undertaken by the U.S. military, to attack Kiowa villages and destroy 

their economic base, proved incredibly successful. The tribe was already weakened by 

various epidemics and the destruction of the bison herds on which they depended for their 

subsistence.  By destroying the Kiowa’s winter supplies, as well as their horse herds, the 

military left the Kiowa ill-equipped to face the coming winter. Many had no choice, but 

to return to the Kiowa reservation in southwestern Oklahoma. Following their surrender, 

several prominent Kiowa chiefs and residence band leaders were imprisoned at Fort 

Marion in San Augustine, Florida and many Kiowa women and children were placed in 

detention camps on East Cache Creek in present day Oklahoma (Levy 2001: 919). The 

Texas panhandle was subsequently opened for Euro-American settlement, and the 

establishment of ranches and cattle operations (Cruse 2002: 169).  

Even after the Red River War ended and the Kiowa were confined to their 

reservation in Indian Territory a Sun Dance was held in 1876 on the junction of 

Sweetwater Creek and the North Fork of the Red River, located near present day Texola, 
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Oklahoma. Mooney (1979: 340) writes that the junction of the bodies of water was 

located on the western line of the Kiowa reservation. Texola is about 127 miles from the 

project area.   

 

Kiowa Place Names 

 The reign of the Kiowa on the Southern Plains ended almost as swiftly as it had 

begun. The Kiowa had established themselves as a commanding force and controlled a 

vast expanse that included the Texas Panhandle. The records from nineteenth century 

Anglo American explorers, specifically Lieutenant Abert demonstrate the Kiowa’s ties to 

the project area. Abert’s report places the Kiowa within a day’s travel of “Agate Bluffs,” 

present day AFQNM (Abert 1999 [1845]:64). Not only that, Abert notes that the Kiowa 

were familiar with the Alibates flint and made use of it (Abert 1999 [1845]: 68).  

Significantly, this is the only reference in the ethnohistorical literature to a historic 

Southern Plains tribe utilizing Alibates Flint.  

For the nineteenth century Kiowa, the Llano Estacado formed a prominent feature 

on the landscape. Historical sources indicate it had adequate sources of water in the forms 

of springs, ponds, and playa lakes and large numbers of bison, meaning it was a prime 

location for nomadic tribes like the Kiowa (Meadows 2008: 39). The Kiowa term for 

Llano Estacado is Faga, meaning “prairie” or “open field” (Meadows 2008: 46). Place 

names indicate recognition and importance of an area and as Meadows (5:2008) argues, 

the naming of a place is “a tool by which human groups identify, claim, and interact.” 

The Kiowa were clearly familiar with the Llano Estacado and considered it part of their 

tribal territory.  
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The Kiowa possess a multitude of place names for locations within and adjacent 

to the Llano Estacado, testifying to their presence in the Texas panhandle. Meadows’ 

(2008) study Kiowa Ethnogeography is a good source of information. The Canadian 

River, which flows through the project area, is called Gúlvau, which means “Red River,” 

a reference to the color of the water (Meadows 2008: 55). Multiple creeks and tributaries 

of the Canadian have Kiowa names, perhaps suggesting that the Kiowa followed the 

Canadian River (much like nineteenth Anglo American explorers did) right through the 

project area. Water is one of the requirements for life and multiple times it was expressed 

throughout the interviews how important water was and how important it was to camp 

near water. Winter camps were located near plentiful sources of water and timber, which 

could serve as a windbreak. If in a prime location, the winter camp could last up to three 

months, although typically the Kiowa would occupy a winter camp for about a month 

(Barre 1935: 24). The water sources that Meadows (2008) names are located in various 

parts of the Llano Estacado, but this can indicate that the Kiowa had an intimate 

relationship with the landscape and knew all of it, including within the project area, 

specifically the Flint River that the Kiowa mentioned gathering their flint from.  

 

Resources  

The Kiowa enjoyed an intimate relationship with the landscape and possessed 

substantial knowledge of plants and animals. Categories of plant use can be divided into 

utilitarian, edible, medicinal, and ceremonial, although many plants had multiple uses. 

Multiple plants found in the project area were known to have been used historically by 

the Kiowa.   
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In the summer and fall, berries and fruits, such as plums (prunus angustifolia), 

skunkberries (rhus aromatica), mulberries (morus ssp.), and grapes (vitis ssp.) were 

gathered and dried for the upcoming winter. Meat, whether it be from bison (bison 

bison), deer (odocoileus), or antelope (antilocapra americana) was dried as well to last 

during the wintertime (Barre 1935: 453). During the fall, mesquite beans (prosopis 

glandulosa) were gathered and dried. The dried beans could then be boiled for later use 

(Barre 1935:452).  

Edible plants historically utilized by the Kiowa included milkweed (Asclepius 

spp.), of which a few species are found within the project area. The dried pods of the 

plant were cooked and then eaten. Parts of the Yucca (Yucca glauca) can also be eaten. It 

is an incredibly useful plant that is abundant throughout AFQNM and LMNRA. The 

vibrantly colored tunas of the prickly pear cactus (Opuntia macrorhiza) were eaten and 

also used to make a jam or jelly (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 394). In addition, the leaves, 

roots, and stems of several species of Indian turnip/long-leaf buckwheat (Eriogonum 

longifolium) were also consumed (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 21, Neesom and O’Kennon 

2005: 104). The roots of the morning glory bush (Ipomoea leptophylla) were eaten during 

dire times (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 48). Another edible root includes the slender white 

prairie clover (Petalostemon oligophyllum) (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 33).  In the 

springtime, the roots of the dotted blazing star (Liatris punctata) were collected and eaten 

(Vestal and Schultes 1939: 61).  Jame’s nailwort (Paronychia jamesii) is used to make a 

tea (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 27). The beans from Mesquite trees (Prosopis 

glandulosa), which are prevalent throughout the project area were edible (Vestal and 

Schultes 1939: 33-34). The berries from the purple-flowered ground cherry (Quincula 
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lobata) could be used to make jelly (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 50). The berries from a 

sumac bush (Rhus aromatica), which are found abundantly in the project area could be 

eaten or made into a tea (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 39-40, Mooney 1979: 424). Sand-

drop seeds (Sporobolus cryptandrus) were used as a mix in to make food (Vestal and 

Schultes 1939: 17).  

Nye (1974: 174) notes that after the battle of Palo Duro Canyon, as the Kiowa 

were fleeing across the Llano Estacado towards Yellowhouse Canyon (near present day 

Lubbock), they ate the roots of cattails to quench their thirst. Cattails  (typha ssp)can also 

be found in the project area. Wild onions, of which the species, Drummond’s onion 

(Allium drummondii) can be found commonly in the project area was a food that women 

would pick and eat (Barre 1935: 523).  

Some of the previously listed edible plants also had other utilitarian uses. For 

example, the fruits of a prickly pear are not only edible, but the juice can be used to make 

a glue, the thorns can be used to make arrows for hunting small mammals, and the 

mucus-like substance inside the fruit can be used as a varnish in buckskin (Vestal and 

Schultes 1939: 45, Mooney 1979: 394, Mayhall 1962: 139). The leaves from the sumac 

bush were often mixed up with tobacco and smoked (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 39-40, 

Mooney 1979: 494). Yucca also had several uses. The roots could be used as a shampoo 

for hair or to clean clothing, the leaves were made into a fiber, and the sharp end of the 

leaf could be made into a needle (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 18-19).  

Other utilitarian plants include varying species of the willow tree (Salix spp.) 

which has a plethora of uses and is commonly found within AFQNM and LMNRA 

(Vestal and Schultes 1939: 19. Mooney 1979: 420). Another well used tree was the 
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Cottonwood (Populus balsamifera) which was useful for building purposes and the bark 

was edible and possessed medicinal properties. The tree also features in the Kiowa origin 

story (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 19-20, Mooney 1979: 393). Silver leaved nightshade 

(Solanum elaeagnifolium) and annual buckwheat (Eriogonum annuum) were used in 

tanning hides (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 24, 50-51). The flowers of the lemon mint 

(Monarda pectinata) plant were used as a perfume, as well as for medicinal purposes 

(Vestal and Schultes 1939: 49) The thorns from nineanther prairie clover (Dalea 

enneandra) could be used to make small arrows (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 33). The 

stems of tall-grama grass (Bouteloua curtipendula) were useful as brushes or brooms and 

as fodder for livestock (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 14). Sage, which can be found 

abundantly throughout the project area was used by people to dry their hands after 

washing with yucca. Sage also has ceremonial properties (Vestal and Schultes 1939: 56,). 

Stems of the false indigo (Amorpha fruticosa) were used as bedding material (Vestal and 

Schultes 1939: 31). Mat amaranth (Amaranthus blitoides) plant was used to make a glue 

(Vestal and Schultes 1939: 26).  

The Kiowa also utilized a number of animals, the main one being bison. For the 

Kiowa, as for the other Southern Plains tribes, bison was an important source of food, but 

also had a wide variety of other uses as well. Hides were used to make tipis and robes, 

then the robes could be traded for manufactured goods. Most, if not all, the bison was 

utilized.  

Other mammals that were hunted included deer (Odocoileus), antelope 

(Antilocapra americana), and elk (Cervus canadensis). Smaller mammals were eaten too 

including prairie dogs (Cynomys) that were hunted by Kiowa boys (Barre 1935: 37). 
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According to the 1935 field notes, rabbits were hunted and eaten only during times of 

great hunger or by young boys for fun (LaBarre 1935: 451-452).   

 

Conclusion 

Abert’s journal from his 1845 expedition provides clear indication of the Kiowa 

inhabiting the project area and making use of its natural resources, Alibates flint. The 

Kiowa are the only historic Southern Plains tribe for which there is evidence of them 

gathering and using Alibates Flint. The evidence that Abert presents is compelling 

because it places the Kiowa well in the vicinity of AFQNM and illustrates their 

utilization of Alibates flint.  

 Other, numerous sources illustrate that the Kiowa were familiar with the broader 

region, as it was well known that the Texas panhandle constituted as Kiowa territory. 

Kiowa place names for the Canadian River as well as Red Bluffs demonstrates their 

familiarity of the region: The Sun Dance location at Red Bluffs in present day 

Hutchinson county places the Kiowa fairly close to the project area. According to Kiowa 

calendar histories, Sun Dance was held at Red Bluffs in 1840 (Mooney 1979: 275). 

Adobe Walls and Palo Duro Canyon place the Kiowa near the project area and within the 

broad region of the Texas panhandle. Being a migratory, mobile group, there is little 

doubt that the Kiowa passed through the project area and either camped or used its 

plentiful resources. It is clear that the Kiowa returned to area time after time, to hold Sun 

Dance, to trade at Adobe Walls, and the two battles at Adobe Walls. Many resources 

utilized by the Kiowa historically are found within the project region, which includes 

plants and animals 
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Table 3. Kiowa Ethnobotany 

Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Amaranthus 

blitoides 

Mat Amaranth, 

Spreading 

Pigweed, Prostate 

Amaranth 

Common   Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:26), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:92) 

Ambrosia 

psilostachya 

Western 

Ragweed 
Abundant 

'ko-'khàd-la, tzañ-

go-pañ-ya (Horse 

worm plant) (1), 

ä'sâhé [ä-sa-hai] 

(Green Plant) (2) 

Medicinal 

Vestal and 

Schultes 1939), 

Mooney 

(1979:395), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:93) 

Amorpha 

fruticosa 
False Indigo Common khawdl-pà Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:31), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:98)  
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Apocynum 

cannabinum 
Indian Hemp Common 'gho-la Recreational 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:47), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:92) 

Artemisia 

filifoliaa 
Sand Sagebrush Abundant h-taig-h-gai 

Utilitarian, 

Ceremonial 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:56), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:93) 

Asclepias spp. Milkweed Common zaip-ya-daw Edible 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:47-48), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:92) 

Bouteloua 

curtipendula 

Sideoats grama, 

Tall grama graa 
Common Lance grass 

Utilitarian, 

Clothing, Fodder 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:14), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:102)   

Table 3. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Bouteloua hirsuta Hairy Grama Common soñ-pa-pa Fodder 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:14), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:102) 

Bromus 

catharticus 
Rescuegrass Common   Fodder 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:14-15), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:103) 

Callirhoe 

involucrata 

Purple 

pollymallow 
Common   Aesthetic  

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:43), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:101) 

Centaurea 

americana 

American Star 

Thistle 
Common   Medicinal 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:58), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:93) 

Table 3. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Cirsium 

ochrocentrum 

Yellowspine 

thistle 
Common sengts-oñ 

Utilitarian, 

Medicinal 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:59) 

Croton texensis Texas Croton Common tai-me ? 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:36), 

Mooney 

(1979:423), 

Parsons (1969:3), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:98) 

Dalea enneandra 
Nineanther 

prairie clover 
Common za-bà-a 

Utilitarian, 

Recreational 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:33), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:99)  

Echinacea 

angustifolia 

Blacksamson 

echinacea, 

narrow leafed 

purple cone 

flower 

Common   
Medicinal, 

Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:57-58), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:93) 

Table 3. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Elymus 

canadensis 
Wild rye Common   Fodder 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:15), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:103)  

Eriogonum 

annuum 

Annual 

buckwheat 
Common goñ-a Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:24), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:104) 

Eriogonum 

longifolium 

Longleaf 

buckwheat 
Common   Edible, Medicinal 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:25), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:104) 

Gaillardia 

pulchella 

Showy 

Gaillardia, 

Firewheel 

Common 
a-kee-awdle-kaw-

kie 
Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:60), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:93) 

Table 3. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Ipomoea 

leptophylla 
Morning Glory Common   Edible 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:48), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:97) 

Liatris punctata 
Dotted blazing 

star 
Common h-koñ-a Edible 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:61), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:94) 

Monarda 

pectinata 

Lemon Mint, 

Indian Perfume 
Common po-et-oñ-sai-on 

Medicinal, 

Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:49),  

Table 3. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Opuntia 

macrorhiza 

Plains prickly 

pear 
Common 

sen-adl-gaw (1), 

señ'äló [sen-a-lo] 

(2), äló [a-lo] (2) 

Edible, 

Medicinal, 

Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:45), 

Mooney 

(1979:394), 

Mayhall 

(1962:139), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:96) 

Paronychia 

Jamesii 

James 

Whitlowwort 
Common   Edible 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:27), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:96) 

Petalostemon 

oligophyllum   

Slender white 

prairie clover 
Common khaw-tañ-ee Edible 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:33) 

Table 3. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Populus deltoides 
Plains 

cottonwood 
Abundant 

ya-hee-hwai, 

ä'hi'ñ 

Edible, 

Ceremonial, 

Medicinal, 

Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:19-20), 

Mooney 

(1979:393), 

Mayhall 

1962:131, 139), 

Poolaw (2017), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:106) 

Prosopis 

glandulosa 
Honey mesquite Common 

gwaw-hai-aip 

(Mesquite Bush), 

gwaw-hai-gaw 

(Mesquite Bean) 

Edible, Fodder 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:33-34), 

Poolaw (2017), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:99) 

Prunus 

angustifola 

Chicksaw plum, 

Sand plum 
Common   Edible 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:105), 

Poolaw (2017) 

Table 3. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Quincula lobata   
Purple-flowered 

ground cherry 
Common haw-taw-bai-a Edible 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:50) 

Rhus radicans Poison ivy Common   Medicinal 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:38-39) 

Rhus aromatica 
Sumac, Skunk 

berry 
Abundant 

dtie-ai-pa-yee-'go 

(Bitter red berry) 

(1), t'ä'ñpe-ä' 

Edible, 

Recreational 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:39-40), 

Mooney 

(1979:424), 

Poolaw (2017), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:92) 

Salix spp. Willow Common 

señ-ä [señ-a], ai-

pee-á-'gaw, señ-

ya-daw 

Medicinal, 

Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:19) 

Mooney 

(1979:420), 

Mayhall 

(1962:139), 

Poolaw(2017), 
Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:106)  

Table 3. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Sapindus 

saponaria 

Western 

soapberry 
Common 

att-dtok-ko-ai-od-

la 
Medicinal 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:41), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:106) 

Solanum 

elaeagnifolium 

Silverleaf 

nightshade 
Common   Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:50-51), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:106) 

Sphaeralcea 

angustifolia 

Copper 

globemallow 
Common   Aesthetic 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:43) 

Sporobolus 

cryptandrus 
Sand drop seed Abundant   Edible 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:17), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:104) 

Typha 

domingensis 
Southern cattail Common   Edible 

Nye (19794:174), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:106) 

Table 3. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 

Indigenous 

Name 
Use References 

Yucca glauca Soapweed yucca Abundant 

kaw-tzee-a-tzo-

tee-a, ol-po-oñ-a; 

kee-aw-gee-tzot-

hà-àh 

Edible, 

Medicinal, 

Utilitarian 

Vestal and 

Schultes 

(1939:18-19), 

Poolaw (2017), 

Neesom and 

O’Kennon 

(2005:92) 

Table 3. Continued 
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Figure 4.1 Map illustrating 

historical Kiowa territory 

Levy 2001: 907 

Lithograph of Kiowa Camp 

Sherburne 1988 [1853]: 86 
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Figure 4. 3 Drawing by Silverhorn 

illustrating the First Battle of 

Adobe Walls 

Green 2009: 89 
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Chapter 5 

The Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 

In this chapter I discuss the Apache Tribe of Oklahoma, henceforth referred to as Plains 

Apache. Throughout the literature this tribe has been called, most often, Plains Apache or 

Kiowa-Apache because of their close association with the Kiowa. Today, they are 

officially known as the Apache Tribe of Oklahoma. The Plains Apache refer to 

themselves as Na’isha a term that roughly translates as “thieves.” Occasionally the suffix 

deᐧnáᐧ, which means “people,” is appended to the term (Foster and McCullough 2001: 

939). 

Synonymy 

Early European and American sources employ the Pawnee and Arikara names for the 

Plains Apache. The Pawnee used the term Ga’taqka to refer to the Apache and the term 

appears to have been adopted by Euro-American explorers. In approximately 1682, 

French explorer Robert La Salle identifies the Apache as the Gattaka.  Writing in 1805, 

Lewis and Clark refer to the Apache as the Cataka. (Gunnerson and Gunnerson 1988:11, 

Parks 2001: 939, Jordan 2008: 25). Until the mid-18th century, some early French sources 

designated the Apache as Padouca, which was a Dhegiha and Chiwere Siouan name for 

the Plains Apache. Cuampe is a term that appears in Spanish and Mexican documents in 

the 18th and 19th centuries. The Cuampe are frequently mentioned alongside the Kiowa 

and the term may refer to the Plains Apache (Parks 2001: 972). Various spellings of the 

term Cancy, the Caddo name for the Apache, are also seen in early European sources 
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(Parks 2001: 939)1.  A term not often seen is Kaskaias. It shows up in the early 19th 

century in Dr. Edwin James’s account of the Stephen Long Expedition, but the source of 

the name is unclear (Parks 2001: 972).  

 

Social Organization 

Four levels of social organization amongst the Plains Apache can be recognized: 

the extended families, residence bands, divisions of local bands, and the tribe as a whole 

(Foster and McCullough 2001: 929). Residence band size ranged between twenty to 

eighty members.  These individuals would come together to conduct communal hunts and 

to perform the renewal ceremonies for the four sacred tribal bundles. In the nineteenth 

century, residence bands camped together more often for mutual protection because of 

strained relations with Euro-Americans. Prior to the nineteenth century, Foster and 

McCullough (2001: 930) indicate the existence of Apache divisions because of the 

variety of names often used to distinguish peoples ancestral to Apache. Nevertheless, the 

tribal divisions essentially disappeared after 1848, likely as a result of severe population 

losses stemming from epidemic diseases and violent encounters with Anglo-Americans.  

 The Plains Apache belong to the Southern Athapaskan linguistic group which 

includes Navajo, Western Apache, Chiricahua, Mescalero, Jicarilla, and Lipan. The 

reason the Plains Apache are discussed in this section with the Southern Plains tribes and 

not the preceding section about the Apachean peoples is due to their intimate relationship 

with the Kiowa. Much of their history, relevant to this project, is closely tied together. 

                                                           
1 The term “Cancy” was more commonly used to refer to the Lipan Apache, but in the 20th century it came 

to refer solely to the Plains Apache (Parks 2001: 939). 
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Nonetheless it is important to remind the reader that they are a distinct people both 

linguistically and culturally from the Kiowa.  

 

The Southern Athapaskans 

Details regarding the origins and early migrations of the Southern Athapaskans 

will be considered in the next section.  Here, I will begin by examining the extent of 

Apache territory in the period following their divergence from the other Southern 

Athapaskans groups. I then consider some of the arguments surrounding Apache 

migration and archaeology as they pertain to the Apache Tribe of Oklahoma. 

Documenting the tribe’s presence within the project area is the main focus.  Numerous 

sources, including Plains Apache oral history, Euro-American records, ethnographic 

research, and ethnobotanical data point to an Apache presence within the project area 

during the nineteenth century.  

The Southern Athapaskans entered the Southern Plains sometime in the fifteenth 

century. However, there are conflicting theories regarding the divergence of the Plains 

Apache and how they came to ally themselves with the Kiowa. Linguistic data gathered 

by William Bittle demonstrates that the Southern Athapaskans remained unified until 

about AD 1300 when groups began to diverge. The Plains Apache split from their 

counterparts, the Jicarilla and Lipan around AD 1500 (Schweinfurth 2002: 12). 

According to Hoijer (1938) the Jicarilla, Lipan, and Plains Apache speak closely related 

languages and collectively make up the Eastern Apache linguistic group. However, 

Hoijer, who originally agreed with Bittle, changed his argument based on later 

lexicostatistical data which indicates that the Plains Apache separated from the Southern 
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Athapaskans much earlier. Consequently, Hoijer argues that the tribes separated while 

still living in the north and migrated independently onto the Plains (Schweinfurth 2002: 

12, Jordan 2008: 26, Opler 1983: 368). Linguistic data indicates that the Plains Apache 

may have separated from the Southern Athapaskans prior to their arrival in the southwest, 

This could explain why early European explorers identified them as a distinct group 

living in the Black Hills region of present day Wyoming and South Dakota and why their 

oral histories place them in this area (Foster and McCullough 2001: 940).  

Mooney (1971) argues that the Plains Apache have always been associated with 

the Kiowa and that the latter do not remember a time when the Plains Apache were not 

with them. Although, according to Kiowa oral history, the Plains Apache allied with the 

Kiowa while both tribes were living in the Black Hills region (Mooney 1979). James H. 

Gunnerson and Dolores A. Gunnerson (1971, 1988) argue that the Plains Apache 

migrated into the southwest with their fellow Southern Athapaskans, were subsequently 

pushed back north by the Comanche, and ultimately migrated back south with the Kiowa 

(Foster and McCollough 2001: 926). According to this theory, the other Southern 

Athapaskans, including the Lipan, Mescalero, and Jicarilla were pushed southward or 

eastward by the arrival of the Comanche.  

 

Migrations 

 Mooney (1971) claims that the Plains Apache essentially functioned as a band of 

the Kiowa, but this ignores the fact that they were a culturally and linguistically distinct 

population. Because they were a small tribe, the Plains Apache allied themselves with 

larger tribes like the Kiowa, throughout their history. For example, the Plains Apache 



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

128 
 

were at various times allied with the Comanche, Mescalero, Cheyenne and Arapaho 

(Foster and McCullough 2001: 926).  

 

Archaeological Considerations  

The protohistoric period (1541-1800) on the Southern Plains is characterized by 

dramatic changes, including the introduction of the horse, European diseases and their 

attendant demographic changes, and the involvement of indigenous groups in Euro-

American economic spheres (Hofman 1989: 99). These events all had significant impacts 

on the archaeological record. 

Some scholars (D.A Gunnerson and J.H. Gunnerson 1971, 1988, Schelsier 1972) 

have identified the Dismal River archaeological Complex as ancestral to the Plains 

Apache. Sites associated with the complex are found in western Kansas, Nebraska, 

eastern Colorado, and Wyoming and date between the late 17th century to early 18th 

century. Archaeological evidence from Dismal River sites indicates that the inhabitants 

were a semi-horticultural people who utilized ceramics (Foster and McCollough 2001: 

926, Hofman 1989: 93). Opler (2001) rejects the idea that the Plains Apache are 

associated with the Dismal River Complex, questioning the material, or lack thereof, 

connection to Apachean groups. Instead, he posits that Dismal River sites could be 

evidence of Puebloan people who had recently fled eastern New Mexico after the Pueblo 

Revolt of 1680. However, Haskell (1987) argues that Dismal River sites may be 

associated with certain Jicarilla Apache bands. Because there is little archaeological 

evidence related to the southward migration of the Southern Athapaskans it is difficult to 

pinpoint the location of the Plains Apache before the advent of Spanish records. Even 
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then, the multiple, somewhat ambiguous terms applied to Apachean people by the 

Spanish and various Europeans makes it difficult to trace a connection between historic 

groups and modern populations.  

 

Chronology 

In 1682, the French explorer Robert de La Salle recorded that the Gattaka were 

camped with the Kiowa south of the Platte River, where they were engaged in trading 

horses with the Pawnees. In 1715, another French explorer, Baptiste Bénard de la Harpe 

found Qutaquois (Plains Apache) on the south side of the Cimarron River near its 

junction with the Arkansas River (Schweinfurth 2002: 13, Foster and McCollough 2001: 

927, Jordan 2008: 27). 

A Spanish report from 1785 located the Plains Apache near the Missouri River. 

The report referred to the Plains Apache as “Pados or Taguibacós” and it was the “first 

unambiguous historical reference” to the Plains Apache (Foster and McCollough 2001: 

928). The ambiguity contained in earlier records stemmed from the fact that the Spanish 

were not always consistent with regards to the terminology that they used to identify 

Apachean groups, sometimes using multiple names to refer to a single group or applying 

the same name to two different groups. Later, in 1796, the Plains Apache were reported 

to be living along the southwest branch of the Platte River (Foster and McCullough 2001: 

928). At other times, the Plains Apache, along with Kiowa and Comanche, occupied the 

region east of the Rio Grande Pueblos because it offered an ideal location, allowing them 

to hunt and gather on the Plains and engage in trade with the eastern Pueblos 

(Schweinfurth 2002: 15). 
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During their exploration of the Northern Plains, Lewis and Clark noted the 

location of people whom scholars believe were the Plains Apache. In 1804, they identify 

a group which was most likely the Plains Apache residing at the heads of the Platte and 

Arkansas Rivers. In 1806, Lewis and Clark locate the Cataka or Plains Apache on the 

headwaters of the Cheyenne River in the Black Hills region (Gunnerson and Gunnerson 

1988: 12, Schweinfurth 2002: 13, Jordan 2008: 28). This is not surprising given what is 

known of the Plains Apache movements during the preceding two centuries. From the 

17th century through the early 18th century, the Plains Apache were located in 

southwestern Montana along the Yellowstone River. By the mid-18th century, they 

inhabited the Black Hills region. From the late 18th to the early 19th century, the Plains 

Apache lived near the Missouri River in South Dakota, along the headwaters of the Platte 

River in Nebraska, and down to the Arkansas River and into New Mexico. By the early 

19th century, the Plains Apache had expanded their territory further south to encompass 

portions of Oklahoma and the Texas panhandle (Foster and McCullough 2001:927). Both 

the Plains Apache and their Kiowa allies were known to range between the Red River 

and the Platte River. By the 19th century, the area south of the Arkansas River was known 

as their homeland (Jordan 2008: 29) (figure 5.1).  

 

American Contact 

In 1820, the Plains Apache were occupying the Texas panhandle, where they were 

encountered by the Stephen Long expedition. Long and ten men split from a larger 

exploring party and began their trek towards the headwaters of the Canadian River in 

northeastern New Mexico in July. They followed the Canadian River, all the while 
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hoping it was the Red River.  By August 4th, the small party had reached the Llano 

Estacado and began their arduous journey across the flat, dry, and stifling landscape in an 

attempt to locate the headwaters of the Red River. On August 10th, the expedition 

members encountered a party of Plains Apaches somewhere north of Amarillo (Hoig 

1998: 106).  

Dr. Edwin James, the botanist of the expedition, kept a detailed journal of the 

journey, documenting the hardships as well as his observations of the plants, animals, 

geography, and people they encountered. In his journal, James (Thwaites 1966: 105) 

writes that the chief, “informed us his band were a part of the tribe of Kaskaias, or Bad-

Hearts, as they are called by the French.” The Plains Apaches informed Long’s party that 

they were returning from a hunting excursion on the headwaters of the Brazos and 

Colorado Rivers and were on their way to meet Spanish traders “at a point near the 

sources of the river we were descending” (Thwaites 1966: 105). The headwaters of the 

Colorado and Brazos Rivers place them southeast of Lubbock and their encounter with 

the Long expedition places them north of Amarillo.  

Clearly, the Plains Apache were familiar with the Texas Panhandle and the Llano 

Estacado. The headwaters of the Colorado River are located near Lamesa, Texas, which 

is approximately 222 miles due south of AFQNM and LMNRA. The headwaters of the 

Brazos River are located on the eastern edge of the Llano Estacado in Stonewall County, 

southeast of the project area. As the Plains Apache band traveled from their hunting 

grounds on the headwaters of the Colorado and Brazos River to the point north of 

Amarillo where the Long Party met them it is possible they traveled through or near the 

boundaries of the project area.  



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

132 
 

When the Long Party inquired about the river upon which they were traveling, the 

Plains Apache responded that they were indeed traveling along the “red river” (Thwaites 

1966: 106). However, as Long and his men eventually realized, they were following not 

the Red River, but the Canadian River. The Plains Apaches referred to the Canadian as 

the Red River because it had a decidedly reddish cast due to sediments in its waters.  

 Beginning in the1830s, the Plains Apache faced a host of new challenges. 

Increasing Anglo-American settlement encroached on their territory. At the same time, 

the United States sought treaties which limited the Plain’s Apache freedom of movement 

and diminished their hunting grounds. In addition to the loss of territorial sovereignty, 

epidemic diseases swept through the Plains Apache, decimating the tribe (Schweinfurth 

2002: 16, Jordan 2008: 33).  

In 1837, the Plains Apache signed the Treaty of Fort Gibson, granting Anglo-

Americans permission to travel through their lands and allowing tribes living south of the 

Missouri River and west of Missouri and Arkansas Rivers to access their tribal hunting 

grounds (Schweinfurth 2002: 16, Jordan 2008: 33). The Plains Apache were already 

facing deteriorating economic conditions and this treaty added to their difficulties as it 

led to increasing competition for the bison, which was an important resource for the 

Plains Apache.  

 

Raiding   

The Plains Apache signed a second treaty in 1853 at Fort Atkinson in Kansas. 

According to the terms of the treaty, the tribe agreed to permit the government to build 

roads and military posts within its territory.  The Plains Apache also pledged to stop 
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conducting raids in Mexico and to return all Mexican captives. In return for these 

concessions, the government agreed to provide the tribe with annuities, including food, 

clothing, and other goods. (Schweinfurth 2002: 17, Jordan 2008: 33). Unfortunately, 

these supplies did not always reach the tribe. When the rations did arrive, they were often 

inadequate to meet the needs of the Plains Apache. The depletion of the Southern Plains 

bison herds created food shortages, which the annuities did not offset. The depletion of 

the bison led to increased raiding, as the Plains Apache sought to meet their subsistence 

needs. The Plains Apache targeted Anglo-American settlements in Texas and Mexican 

villages, as well as merchants travelling along the Santa Fe Trail (Schweinfurth 2002: 

18). One raid, which occurred prior to the signing of the 1867 Medicine Lodge Treaty, 

targeted the Navajo confined at Bosque Redondo. In this incident, the Plains Apache 

joined the Kiowa and Comanche on a large raid against the Navajos, who were located on 

the Pecos River near Bosque Redondo in New Mexico (Nye 1974: 107, Mooney 1979: 

321). It is likely that the Plains Apache passed through or near the project area on their 

way to Bosque Redondo as it is located about 200 miles southwest of the project area. 

 Commonly, when asked about connections to the Texas Panhandle, participants 

responded with links to Palo Duro Canyon. The spectacular canyon is recognized for its 

cedar which has a unique and fragrant smell. Some Plains Apache people continue today 

to go out and gather cedar from there. Palo Duro Canyon was also recognized as a prime 

location for hiding when returning from raids conducted in the south Texas and northern 

Mexico. The canyon is a spectacular site, located near Amarillo on the eastern edge of the 

Llano Estacado and about 60 miles south of the project area. The Llano Estacado, which 
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is known for its extreme flat landscape simply drops into Palo Duro Canyon making it an 

ideal hiding spot.  

 

More Treaties with the American United States 

 In the 1860s, the Plains Apache’s situation continued to worsen. The tribe was 

struck by smallpox twice in 1862. The disease killed about seventy Plains Apache, or 

about one-sixth of the tribe’s already small population (Schweinfurth 2002: 18). In 

addition, the Plains Apache and their Kiowa and Comanche allies became the target of a 

military campaign in the winter of 1864. 

 On November 25, 1864, the Plains Apache were encamped near the Comanche 

and Kiowa at a location that the latter referred to as the Red Bluffs, when they were 

attacked by a force of New Mexico volunteers and Jicarilla and Ute auxiliaries under the 

command of Colonel Christopher Carson. As previously described, Carson’s force 

overran and eventually burned the Kiowa village. Two Plains Apache men perished in the 

fighting. One was an elderly man, who was evidently camped near the Kiowa village. He 

was unable to flee when the village came under attack and was discovered and killed 

during a search of the lodges. The second individual was a young warrior who was killed 

while fighting to defend the Plains Apache and Comanche camps (Mooney 1979:314-

316). It is worth noting that at the time of this engagement, which later became known as 

the First Battle of Adobe Walls, the Plains Apache were camped in modern Hutchinson 

County.     

The following year, the Plains Apache signed an amendment to the Treaty of Little 

Arkansas that established a confederated relationship with the Cheyenne and the Arapaho 
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and confined them to a shared reservation located between the Cimarron and Arkansas 

Rivers. The treaty further diminished their right to hunt in the Smoky Hill Country, 

restricting them to the area between the Arkansas and Platte Rivers (Schweinfurth 2002: 

18).  

 The Plains Apache were party to the Medicine Lodge Treaty, which was signed in 

1867. The treaty negotiations took place in what is today south-central Kansas, 

approximately 270 miles from the project area. The Kiowa, Comanche, Southern 

Cheyenne, and Arapaho also signed the treaty. Wolf’s Sleeve, Poor Bear, Bad Back, 

Brave Man, Iron Shirt, and White Horn represented the Plains Apaches and signed the 

treaty for them (Nye 1974: 110).  

   In accordance with the treaty, the Plains Apache relocated to a reservation in 

Indian Territory near Fort Cobb (Nye 1974: 112, Schweinfurth 2002: 19).  A small 

number of Plains Apaches refused to be confined on the reservation and joined the Kiowa 

and Comanche on raids into Texas and Mexico (Schweinfurth 2002: 19). For the most 

part, the Plains Apache maintained a neutral stance during the ensuing Red River War 

(Jordan 2008: 34).  

  

Resources  

Like other Southern Plains tribe, the Plains Apache were nomadic pastoralists 

who were heavily dependent on bison and used the animal for a multitude of purposes. 

Additionally, the Plains Apache gathered many wild plants to supplement their diet.   

 In considering resource use, Julia Jordan (2008) developed an extensive 

ethnobotany based on her research with the Plains Apache. The book contains a wealth of 
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information and details her consultants’ knowledge of over one hundred plants. While 

acknowledging the existence and widespread availability of Jordan’s work, 

representatives of the Apache Tribe of Oklahoma pointed out that within Plains Apache 

culture knowledge regarding plant use is considered culturally sensitive.  Consequently, 

the following discussion of Plains Apache plant use is necessarily attenuated. 

 In researching a tribe, like the Plains Apache, is associated with the project area, 

one must take into account information on resource use, including ethnobotanical 

information. Learning what plants and animals the Plains Apache used historically can 

provide clues regarding the regions that they inhabited. A variety of plants historically 

utilized by the Plains Apache populate the project area. These include different types of 

berries like fragrant sumac (rhus aromatica), western soapberry (Sapindus Saponaria), 

and wild grapes (vitis spp.) (Jordan 2008: 78, 131, 82). Various grasses such as big 

bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), sideoats 

grama (Bouteloua curtipendula), longleaf buckwheat (Eriogonum longifolium) (Jordan 

2008: 99, 131, 103, 107). Some of the common plants used historically consist of purple 

poppymallow (Callirhoe involucrate), Blacksamson echinacea (Echinacea angustifolia), 

Scarlet beeblossom (Gaura coccinea), Dotted blazing star (Liatris punctata), narrowleaf 

stoneseed (Lithospermum incisum), rush skeleton plant (Lygodesmia juncea), bractless 

blazing star (Mentzelia nuda), and white sweetclover (Melilotus alba) (Jordan 2008: 58, 

106, 145, 63, 116, 123, 151, 172). For more plants utilized historically by the Plains 

Apache, see table 4. 

The animal that was typically hunted the most by Plains Apache people was bison 

(bison bison), which heavily populated the Southern Plains until the mid-nineteenth 
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century (Schweinfurth 2002: 83). Deer and pronghorn were commonly utilized as well 

and both of these species can be found in the project area (Schweinfurth 2002: 91). 

Smaller animals that were eaten include rabbits, prairie dogs (Cynomys), and turtles 

(Schweinfurth 2002: 101, 104). Multiple birds were prized for their feathers. Eagles were 

an important bird and their feathers were harvested for ceremonial use (Schweinfurth 

2002: 69). Roadrunners (Geococcyx), scissortails (Tyrannus), and some hawks, like the 

red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), red shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), and swift 

hawk or prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), were highly regarded for their feathers as well 

(Schweinfurth 2002: 71, 73, 78-80). 

 

Conclusion 

While there is no evidence that the Plains Apache occupied the 46,349 acres now 

encompassed within the boundaries of AFQNM and LMNRA, numerous sources indicate 

that they were familiar with the broader region, including the Llano Estacado and the 

Texas Panhandle. The Long Expedition encountered the Plains Apache along the 

Canadian River in the Texas Panhandle. At the time, the Plains Apache were bound for a 

rendezvous with traders near the headwaters of the Canadian River, raising the possibility 

that the Plains Apache followed the Canadian River through the project area.  

Historically, the Plains Apache camped along the Canadian River near the location 

known to the Kiowa as the Red Bluffs in present day Hutchinson County. It is probable 

that the Plains Apache traversed the project area. Resources historically procured by the 

Plains Apache are found within the project area.  These include both plant and animal 

species.  Given their presence within the region, it is possible that the Plains Apache 
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harvested game or gathered plants within the area encompassed by AFQNM and 

LMNRA.  

Given Plains Apache ties to the broader region, the Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 

should be viewed as possessing a historic association with the lands that comprise 

AFQNM and LMNRA.  The tribe’s ties to the project area have implications not only for 

consultation regarding the management of cultural and natural resources within the 

monument and recreational area, but also for their interpretation. Analysis of 

ethnographic interviews conducted with members of the Apache Tribe of Oklahoma may 

reveal additional evidence of Plains Apache ties to the project area and illuminate 

patterns of resource use. Future interpretive efforts should include members of the 

Apache Tribe of Oklahoma. Incorporating Plains Apache voices will be a critical step 

toward developing a more inclusive historical narrative at AFQNM and LMNRA that 

embraces the full scope of the region’s history.



Texas Tech University, Emma Richburg, August 2018 

139 
 

Table 4. Plains Apache Ethnobotany 

Current 

Linnaean 

Name 

Current English 

Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Use Indigenous Name References 

Allium 

drummondii 

Regel 

Drummond's onion Common Edible łįbichíłchinah 

Jordan (2008: 56), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

100) 

Ambrosia 

psilostachya 

DC 

Cuman ragweed Abundant Medicinal tł'o'dįįch'iihi 

Jordan (2008: 97), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

108) 

Andropogon 

gerardii 

Vitman 

Big blue stem Common Utilitarian, Medicinal tł'ochiish 

Jordan (2008: 99), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

108) 

Artemisia 

filifolia Torr 
Sand sagebrush Abundant Utilitarian tł'éłdisgǫǫdedíchaahí 

Jordan (2008:142), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

108) 

Artemisia 

ludoviciana 
White sagebrush Abundant Medicinal, Ceremonial tł'éłdiłgyǫǫdee 

Jordan (2008: 99), 

Boatright (1966), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

109) 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 
Current English Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Asclepias Milkweed Common Edible   

Jordan (2008: 58),  

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

109) 

Bouteloua 

curtipendula 
Sideoats grama Common Medicinal   

Jordan (2008: 103), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

109) 

Callirhoe 

involucrata 
Purple poppymallow Common Edible tł'odícheelebilaga'íłchi 

Jordan (2008: 58), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

109) 

Dalea 

enneandra 

Nineanther prairie 

clover 
Common Medicinal bech'edík'íąąsheh 

Jordan (2008: 106), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

111) 

Echinacea 

angustifolia 

Blacksamson 

echinacea 
Common Medicinal yoohichíshe'íze 

Jordan (2008: 106), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

112) 

Table 4. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 
Current English Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Eriogonum 

longifolium 
Longleaf buckwheat Common Medicinal   

Jordan (2008: 107), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

104) 

Gaura 

coccinea 
Scarlet beeblossom Common Utilitarian k'á'zhayee 

Jordan (2008: 145), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

113) 

Helianthus Sunflower Common Utilitarian datízhil 

Jordan (2008: 146), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

113*) 

Liatris 

punctata 
Dotted blazing star Common Medicinal, Edible izétałjįįbíje'ée 

Jordan (2008: 63, 

113), Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

114) 

Lithospermum 

incisum 
Narrowleaf stoneseed Common Medicinal zełíchihi 

Jordan (2008: 116-

117), Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

114) 

Table 4. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 
Current English Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Lygodesmia 

juncea 
Rush skeletonplant Common Medicinal dáábice'íze 

Jordan (2008: 123), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

114) 

Melilotus alba White sweetclover Common Utilitarian tł'o'shįgołchįį 

Jordan (2008: 172), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

115) 

Mentzelia 

nuda 
Bractless blazing star Abundant Entertainment ít'ą'édiłtł'shé 

Jordan (2008: 151),  

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

115) 

Opuntia 

macrorhiza 
Plains prickly pear Common Edible góshchiish 

Jordan (2008:67, 

125), Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 96) 

Plantago 

patagonica 
Wooly plantain Common Entertainment izátł'o'łįbenidáákashe 

Jordan (2008: 153), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

102) 

Table 4. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 
Current English Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Populus 

deltoides 
Plains cottonwood Abundant Fodder, Utilitarian ínįįlį 

Jordan (2008: 153), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

106) 

Proboscidea 

louisianica 
Ram's horn Common Edible, Medicinal gǫǫchełabedízhishé 

Jordan (2008: 49, 

127), Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

117) 

Prosopis 

glandulosa 
Honey mesquite Common Edible nádískąąde 

Jordan (2008: 71-72), 

Boatright (1966), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

117) 

Prunus 

angustifolia 
Chickasaw plum Common Edible ayééchohíi 

Jordan (2008: 76), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

105) 

Pyrrhopappus 

grandiflorus 

Tuberous desert-

chicory 
Common Edible   

Jordan (2008: 86), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 94) 

Table 4. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 
Current English Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Quincula 

lobata 
Chinese lantern Common Material Culture   

Jordan (2008: 156), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

106) 

Rhus 

aromatica 
Fragrant sumac Abundant Edible chédeek'oshéé 

Jordan (2008: 78), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 92) 

Salix interior Sandbar willow Common Utilitarian k'ásts'ǫǫts'ee 

Jordan (2008: 156-

157), Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

106) 

Sapindus 

saponaria 
Western soapberry Common Medicinal, Utilitarian chishłítsowe 

Jordan (2008: 131, 

143), Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

106) 

Schizachyriu

m scoparium 
Little bluestem Abundant 

Fodder, Ceremonial, 

Utilitarian 
tł'ochiish 

Jordan (2008: 131), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

104) 

Table 4. Continued 
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Current 

Linnaean 

Name 
Current English Name 

Abundance at 

AFQNM/LMNRA 
Indigenous Name Use References 

Thelesperma 

filifolium 
Stiff greenthread Common Edible   

Jordan (2008: 81), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 95) 

Typha Cattail Common 
Ceremonial, Edible, 

Medicinal 
k'aazół 

Jordan (2008: 81), 

Opler (1969: 123), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

106*) 

Ulmus pumila Siberian elm Common Fuel   

Jordan (2008: 169), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

107) 

Vitis Grape Common Material Culture dáłts'ał 

Jordan (2008: 82), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 

107) 

Yucca glauca Soapweed yucca Abundant Edible, Utilitarian dayígya 

Beals (1967: 16), 

Jordan (2008: 84-85), 

Nesom and 

O’Kennon (2005: 92) 

 

 

Table 4. Continued 
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Figure 5.1. Map illustrating Plains 

Apache historical territory 

Foster and McCollough 2001: 927 
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Chapter 6 

The Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho 

Today, the southern Cheyenne and Arapaho are federally recognized as a single 

political entity although historically they were two separate and distinct, albeit allied 

tribes. Both the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes belong to the Algonquian language stock 

(Moore et al 2001:863, Fowler 2001:840). Throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries they were oftentimes closely associated with each other. However, beginning in 

the mid-nineteenth century, the Arapaho adopted a different strategy for dealing with the 

United States, one that largely eschewed armed resistance in favor of limited 

accommodation. Although federally recognized as one unit, each tribe has its own 

distinct history. However, during the historical era, when the two tribes were active in the 

project area, they had already become closely allied (figures 6.1 and 6.2). 

The Southern Arapaho separated from their northern counterparts, as did the 

Southern Cheyenne during the mid-nineteenth century. This divide into Northern and 

Southern groups was fostered by the establishment of Bent’s Fort on the Arkansas River 

in Colorado, itself facilitated by William Bent’s marriage to a Cheyenne woman from a 

prominent family (Moore et al. 2001: 865, Gassow 1974: 4). Bent’s trading post 

influenced the southern Cheyenne and Arapaho’s decision to remain in the vicinity of the 

Southern Plains (Moore et al. 2001: 865). While the Northern Cheyenne’s were more 

dependent on trade from the Missouri River and Fort Laramie on the North Platte River, 

the Southern Cheyenne attached themselves to Bent’s establishment on the Arkansas 

River (Moore et al. 2001: 865).  
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The Arapaho 

Around 1800, the Arapaho were located on the Northern Plains in an area that 

encompassed southern Montana, northern Wyoming, and the Black Hills in western 

South Dakota. In 1795, they were recorded as occupying the headwaters of the Cheyenne 

River in South Dakota and eastern Wyoming near the Kiowa. At a trade fair in the Black 

Hills in 1800, according to fur trader Pierre-Antoine Tabeau, who was present, the 

Arapaho traded prairie turnip flour to the Arikara for corn. At this time, they were known 

to be living between the Yellowstone and Platte Rivers. (Fowler 2001: 840). As these 

sources indicate, the Arapaho inhabited the Northern Plains as late as 1800.  

 

Arapaho Synonymy 

The term “Arapaho” is believed to be a Euro-American term, although it could 

derive from a Pawnee term, rara·pihu·ru, meaning “one who trades” (Parks 2001: 859, 

Scott 07: 555, Gille 1999: 108). It could also stem from the Crow word meaning “many 

tattoos” (Scott 07: 556, Gille 1999: 107). Lewis and Clark referred to the Arapaho under 

several terms, in 1806 they called them Paunch Indians, Gens de Panse, and Fall Indians. 

The travelers also termed the Arapaho as Kanenavish or Gens des Vaches and placed 

them on the head of the Paducas Fork of the Platte River and the south fork of the 

Cheyenne River (Scott 07: 548-549). Gens de Panse and Gens des Vaches are French-

Canadian terms meaning “buffalo people” (Gille 1999: 108).  
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The fur trader Alexander Henry identified referred to the Arapaho as the Kanenavish or 

“Buffalo Indians.” Henry also labeled them as Rapid Indians or Big Bellies (Scott 07: 

548-549).  

Other spellings that occur throughout the nineteenth century include Arapahays, 

Arapohays, Arapaos, Arrapoho, Rappaho, Arepahoes, Arepahas, and Aripahoes. The 

term for themselves is hinóno?éíno? which translates to “our people” (Parks 2001: 860). 

Amongst fur traders of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries the Arapaho 

were referred to using a number of names, including Caminanbiche or Tocaminanbiche, 

Caneenawees, Caninanbiches, Tocaninambiches, Tokainambich, Kanenavich, 

Caneninavish, Kan-ne-na-wish, and Kaninahoick (Parks 2001: 860). The preceding 

names are derived from the Arikara name for the Arapaho, tUhkanIhná·wiš, which 

translates to “gray stone village”.  

This could stem from the Dakota word for the Arapaho, makpey-a-tó, which 

means “cloud blue” or “sky blue” (Scott 07: 557, Parks 2001: 860). Scott (07:557) 

divulged a story told too him by White Calf, a chief of the Blackfeet and Mountain Chief, 

of the Peigan, where they explained the name for Arapaho meant, “tattooed-on-the-breast 

people”. White Calf and Mountain Chief explained the tattooing process and described 

the “indelible sky-blue mark” that was left behind (Scott 07: 557). Arapaho men had a 

practice of tattooing their chests, which appeared blue, indicating the reasoning behind 

the Dakota name.  
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Social Organization 

In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries the Arapaho consisted of 

approximately five bands. The Nawathinehena band formed the core of the Southern 

Arapaho which loosely translates into “southern men”. The Northern Arapaho 

designation for Southern Arapaho is nó·wunénnó (Fowler 2001: 861).  

 As previously mentioned, the Cheyenne and Arapaho entered into an alliance 

early in the nineteenth century. The Canadian fur trader Alexander Henry witnessed the 

two groups camped together sometime in the early nineteenth century between the south 

branch of the Saskatchewan and the Missouri River (Gassow 1974: 41). The Cheyenne 

split from the Arapaho in the spring to trade with the villages on the Missouri River 

(Fowler 2001:840). By 1811, the Arapaho were known to range as far south as the 

Arkansas River. In 1825, the Cheyenne and Arapaho started to push the Comanche and 

Kiowa further south in an effort to claim the area between the Platte and the Arkansas 

Rivers for themselves (Fowler 2001:842). 

 

Southern Cheyenne Synonymy 

 The Cheyenne call themselves, Ni-oh-ma-ate-a-nin-ya, meaning desert or prairie 

people (Stands in Timber and Liberty 1967: 15). Their name “Cheyenne” is derived from 

the Sioux name for them, sahiyena, which means “red talkers” thought to be a metaphor 

for “speakers of an alien language”. The French designation is first found on a map by 

Jean-Baptiste Louis Franquelin as Chaiena. However, the term is applied to a Sioux 

village. Different spellings appear throughout the literature and include “shyans.” Lewis 
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and Clark in 1804, interchangeably recorded the name as “chien, chyenne, or shyenne” 

(Moore et al. 2001: 880).  

 

Cheyenne Social Organization 

 Throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth century the Cheyenne were divided into 

ten or more bands, however as Moore et al. (2001: 875) points out, the band structure was 

dynamic.  Fissure and fusion were the norm. A band might experience a schism, breaking 

apart to form two or more bands. At other times, bands merged to form a new, larger 

social unit. Consequently, both the number and names of the bands changed over time. 

For most of the year the bands lived separately, but they typically occupied a common 

campsite along a river during wintertime. General terms for these bands, listed by Moore 

et al. (2001: 882) are as follows: Hevisknipahis, translated as “closed gullet or aorta”, 

Moiseo, translated as “flint people” or “arrow men”; Wotapio, meaning “eaters”; 

Hevhaitaneo, which translates to “hair men” or “hairy rope men”; Oivimana, which 

means “scabby people” or just “scabby”, Hisiometaneo; “ridge men” or “hill or ridge 

people”; Oktogona, which has multiple translations ranging from “bare shins” to 

“prominent jaws”, “jawboned” or “lower jaw protruding”. Howowna, meaning “poor 

people”, Masikota, which translates to “drawn up”, “fleed legs” or “dog people”. Omisis 

which also means “eaters” and finally the Sutaio also seen in the literature as Suh’tai who 

are thought to be an Algonquian group that joined with the Cheyenne while in the Black 

Hills region (Moore et al. 2001: 863).   

 Moore (1987: 205-250) delves more into discussion on Cheyenne bands and 

provides a descriptive graph on the development and decline of bands. The graph (1987: 
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249) shows ten bands around 1845, but the number greatly increases by the end of the 

nineteenth century due to multiple divisions.  

 

Migrations 

Compared to the other Southern Plains tribes, the Cheyenne and Arapaho were 

the last to arrive in the region of the project area. Cheyenne origins place them in 

Minnesota, west of the Great Lakes area. There, they pursued a sedentary lifestyle, 

practicing horticulture and living in earth lodges located near rivers or lakes. From there, 

they migrated to the Red and Cheyenne Rivers in North Dakota and then along the 

Missouri River in North Dakota. While living along the Missouri River, the Cheyenne 

developed close ties to the Mandan, Arikara, and Hidatsa. Eventually, the Cheyenne were 

pushed as far west as present-day Wyoming, where they fully adopted a plains lifestyle 

(Gille 1999: 143, Moore et al 2001).  

While living in the Minnesota region, the Cheyenne subsisted on wild rice and 

lived in earth lodges. Occasionally, they would venture onto the plains to hunt bison 

(Moore et al. 2001: 863). The Cheyenne westward movement was facilitated by 

increasing pressure from the Chippewa and Assiniboine (Moore et al. 2001: 863). In 

early nineteenth century, Lewis and Clark found the Cheyenne living east of the Black 

Hills (Stand in Timber and Liberty 1967: 118). As the Cheyenne migrated westward, 

some bands began adopting an equestrian and nomadic lifestyle whereas other bands 

conformed to the lifestyles of the Middle Missouri tribes who practiced horticulture 

(Moore et al. 2001: 863). These horticultural bands occupied the area between White 

River in South Dakota and the Heart River in North Dakota (Moore et al. 2001: 863).  
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Cheyenne oral history remembers a time when they were enemies with the 

Assiniboine, who pushed them further west to the Missouri River area. The Assiniboine 

acquired firearms before the Cheyenne’s did, making them powerful enemies (Stands in 

Timber and Liberty 1967: 115). While living along the Missouri river, the Cheyenne 

continued to live in earth lodges and cultivate crops. During this period, dogs were 

utilized as beasts of burden, as the Cheyenne had not yet acquired the horse (Stands in 

Timber and Liberty 1967: 116). 

  Stands in Timber, an elderly Cheyenne informant relates a story of how the 

Cheyenne first got the horse. The Cheyenne prophet Sweet Medicine foretold that, “there 

would be animals with round hoofs and shaggy manes and tails, and men could ride on 

their backs” (1967: 117). A Cheyenne, while in present day Wyoming, saw a horse near a 

lake. He quickly reported back to his village; whereupon they captured the animal and 

tamed it. After learning there were more horses in the south, Stand in Timber reports that, 

“they went after them” (1967:117). It appears that after obtaining horses, some Cheyenne 

began venturing out onto the plains in pursuit of bison. Eventually, with the help of the 

horse, the Cheyenne adopted a typical Plains nomadic lifestyle. 

While living in the Black Hills region the Cheyenne developed into nomadic 

horse pastoralists, adopting many of the cultural traits associated with nineteenth century 

Plains tribes, including a subsistence strategy that was centered around bison hunting. 

From their stronghold in the Black Hills, they raided the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apaches 

for horses. In addition, they assumed an active role in the Plains trade, establishing 

themselves as middlemen between the Kiowa and Comanche on the Southern Plains and 
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the village tribes on the Missouri River, acquiring horses from the south and guns from 

the north (Moore et al. 2001:863).  

 Spanish documents from New Mexico provide evidence of the Cheyenne 

encroaching on Comanche territory. In 1801, the Comanches report that they were 

attacked by the “nations of the north.” Later, in the 1820s, “nations of the north” replace 

the Comanches as the common raiders of New Mexico. Kenner (1994:74) argues that it is 

feasible that the northern nations were the Cheyenne and Arapaho, who at the time, were 

newcomers to the Southern Plains. Other events place the Cheyenne and Arapaho in 

contact with the people of New Mexico. Eventually relations devolved into conflict. In 

1840, a small war erupted between the Arapaho and citizens of New Mexico.  The 

conflict stemmed from Ute warriors selling Arapaho captives in New Mexico. When the 

Arapahos, with the help of Charles Bent, appealed to Manuel Armijo, New Mexico’s 

governor, Armijo dismissed their concerns. Some Arapaho warriors sought revenge and 

showed up at Bent’s Fort in 1841 with eight Spanish scalps and horses that they 

reportedly obtained east of the Sango de Cristo Mountains. However, by 1846, Bent 

reports that the Arapaho and people of New Mexico had established peaceful relations 

(Kenner 1994:75-76).  

 The Southern Cheyenne’s relations with New Mexico were strained at times as 

well. In 1853, two Southern Cheyenne men were killed by ciboleros, New Mexican bison 

hunters, who had traveled north of the Canadian River in search of bison. The attack 

occurred between the Cimarron and Arkansas Rivers. The debacle infuriated the 

Cheyenne, who claimed that the Ciberlos were violating their treaty rights by hunting on 

their land. However, according to the Fort Laramie Treaty of 1851, Cheyenne territory 
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encompassed the land between the Arkansas and Platte Rivers and the Ciberlo dispute 

occurred south of the Arkansas. The Cheyenne retaliated against the ciboleros by 

launching multiple attacks on the New Mexican frontier (Kenner 1994: 108-110). Since 

the Southern Cheyenne vigorously maintained that their territory encompassed the area 

south of the Arkansas River it gives some credibility to the possibility of the Southern 

Cheyenne and their Southern Arapaho allies having been in the vicinity of the project 

area.  

 

Entrance onto the Southern Plains 

As the Southern Cheyenne shifted further into the Southern Plains, they came into 

increasing contact with the tribes already residing in the region, the Kiowa, Plains 

Apache, and Comanche. Initial meetings between the tribes were peaceful. In 1821, the 

trader Jacob Fowler, traveled along the Arkansas River, visiting several tribes, including 

the Kiowa, Plains Apache, Comanche, Cheyenne and Arapaho, whom he observed were 

on amicable terms (Grinnell 1971:38, Moore 1987:221). The year prior, Major Stephen 

Long, leader of the 1820 U.S. Corps of Engineers expedition, found a delegation of 

important tribal members from the Kiowa, Plains Apache, Cheyenne, and Arapaho 

meeting along the Arkansas River in Colorado near the same area where Fowler would 

find them. They were gathered under Bear Tooth, an Arapaho Chief (Moore 1987: 221). 

However, by 1828, as the Cheyenne and Arapaho continued to push south they were 

swiftly caught up in fierce fighting with the Kiowa, Comanche and Plains Apache.  

  Grinnell (1971: 38) suggests that the Cheyenne and Arapaho moved south in 

pursuit of horses. This interpretation accords well with Cheyenne understandings of their 
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history. In recalling the story of the first horse obtained by the Cheyenne, Stands in 

Timber (1967) noted that after acquiring the animal the Cheyenne immediately sought 

more. The desire for horses inevitably led to raids on enemy herds, as the Cheyenne and 

Arapaho sought to capture horses from enemy tribes. For example, in 1828, a party of 

Cheyenne and Arapaho men under the command of Yellow Wolf raided a Comanche 

camp located near Black Lake, north of Fort Lyon, Colorado and captured a number of 

Comanche horses. Amusingly, in the herd of Comanche horses, they noticed some 

Cheyenne horses that had been captured from them previously. A fight ensued, but the 

Cheyenne and Arapaho were able to hold off the Comanche and escape. Eventually, the 

members of the party retuned the stolen Cheyenne horse to their owners (Grinnell 1971: 

41-42). For approximately the next two decades, fighting was common between the 

Cheyenne and Arapaho and the allied Kiowa, Comanche, and Plains Apache. For the 

most part, warfare took the form of raids on enemy stock, like the one described above 

(Grinnell 1971: 43). Since the southward push of Cheyenne and Arapaho led to hostilities 

between the tribes, it can be argued that the reasoning behind the conflict is that the 

Comanche, Kiowa, and Apache were defending their historical territory. It further 

strengthens the argument that the Texas panhandle area was considered to be the range of 

Kiowa, Comanche, and Plains Apache. 

In 1837, 48 members of the Southern Cheyenne Bow String Society were killed 

by Kiowa warriors. The Bow String warriors intended to attack a village of Kiowas, 

Comanches, and Plains Apaches along the Washita River, but ultimately, they failed 

(Moore et al. 2001, Grinnell 1971: 48). It is believed that the slaughter of the Bow String 

Warriors occurred in present day Beckham County, Oklahoma, approximately 125 miles 
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east of the project area (Meadows 2008: 80). However, Grinnell (1971: 48) and Mooney 

(1971: 272) have argued that the massacre of the Bow String Warriors occurred along 

Scott Creek, a tributary of the North Fork of the Red River in the Texas panhandle. In 

retaliation, in June 1838, Cheyenne and Arapaho warriors attacked Kiowa, Plains 

Apache, and Comanche camped at Wolf Creek in northwestern Oklahoma, taking “pity 

on no one” (Grinnell 1971: 61). This battle is significant because soon after, the tribes 

agreed to a lasting peace. 

In 1840, the Cheyenne and Arapaho and the Kiowa, Comanche, and Plains 

Apache tribes met on the Arkansas river approximately three miles south of Bent’s Fort 

in Colorado to make peace. Many presents were exchanged to mark the occasion. The 

Kiowa presented the Cheyenne with a multitude of horses.  According to some accounts, 

every Cheyenne received a horse. One Kiowa, Sitting Bear was said to have given away 

250 horses (Grinnell 1971: 67-68). The Cheyenne presented the Kiowa, Comanche, and 

Plains Apache with trade goods, including guns, blankets, calico, beads, and brass kettles 

(Grinnell 1971: 69). From this point on the peace between the tribes was never broken. 

The establishment of peace allowed the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho access 

to Kiowa and Comanche lands, which encompassed the Texas panhandle (Grinnell 1971: 

69). Nevertheless, until about the 1870s, the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho maintained 

their hold on the lands between the Platte River and the Arkansas River, in parts of 

Kansas, Wyoming, Oklahoma, and Colorado. As Euro-American settlers pushed west and 

the United States forced treaties on the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho, their land base 

grew increasingly smaller.  
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American Contact  

The opening of the Oregon trail in the 1840s led to an influx of settlers into 

Cheyenne and Arapaho land, which caused the depletion of resources. This in turn 

pushed the Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho out of the Platte River Valley, 

forcing them to move southward (Moore et al 2001: 864). In 1851, the Cheyenne and 

Arapaho, along with their northern counterparts and the Sioux signed the Treaty of Fort 

Laramie which officially recognized a separation between the Northern and Southern 

branches of the Cheyenne and Arapaho tribes (Moore et al 2001: 864).   The lands 

between the North Platte River and the Arkansas River, and from the Rocky Mountains 

to the Smoky Hill country in western Kansas were recognized as belonging to the 

Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho. The treaty allowed for the construction of 

military forts and provided safe travel for Euro-American travelers journeying through 

the region (Afton et al. 1997: xv) 

Beginning in the 1850s, the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho found themselves 

embroiled in war with the U.S army in an attempt to defend their territory and traditional 

way of life. Between 1856 and 1857 there was almost constant raiding along the Kansas 

frontier. In 1857, Colonel Edwin V. Sumner’s troops fought against the Cheyenne at the 

Fork of the Solomon River in Kansas (Moore et al. 2001: 865). When gold was found in 

Colorado in 1859, it brought in large amounts of emigrants to their lands, disturbing the 

Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho bison hunting grounds (Berthrong 1956: 138).  

In 1861, a small number of Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho chiefs met 

with representatives of the U.S.  at Fort Wise in Colorado. The meeting resulted in the 

Treaty of Fort Wise, which created a reservation in southeastern Colorado bounded by 
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the Arkansas River and Sand Creek (Berthrong 1956: 138, Afton et. al 1997: xv). The 

treaty of Fort Wise proved problematic. Only a small number of Southern Cheyenne and 

Southern Arapaho leaders signed the treaty and many of those who did sign the treaty did 

not fully comprehend all of its stipulations.  Furthermore, almost all of the tribal leaders 

who signed were members of the peace faction, which opposed armed resistance to Euro-

American encroachment (Afton et al.1997: xvii). Many of the Southern Cheyenne and 

Southern Arapaho bands who were not party to the treaty refused to accept the new 

reservation.  This was especially true of the Cheyenne Dog Soldier band. The disaffected 

bands rejected the reservation and claimed the land between the headwaters of the 

Republican and Smoky Hill Rivers. The change in Dog soldiers from a society to a band 

in the nineteenth century was revolutionary because it indicated major changes in 

Cheyenne society. The tense atmosphere between encroaching Eur0-Americanss and 

Native Americans fueled the growth of the militant Dog Soldiers (Afton et al. 1997: xvii).  

It also led to an increase in raids along the border between Colorado and Kansas 

(Berthrong 1956:138).  In 1863 and 1864, the Dog Soldiers conducted multiple raids 

along the Arkansas and Platte Rivers (Moore et al. 2001: 865).   

 The Sand Creek Massacre of November 1864 further exacerbated the Southern 

Cheyenne’s discontent with the U.S and fueled retaliatory raids. The massacre was led by 

Colonel John M. Chivington, who attacked a Cheyenne village under the leadership of 

the Cheyenne peace chief, Black Kettle. Their camp, located at Sand Creek in Colorado, 

was made up of mostly Cheyenne and some Arapaho, but importantly, they were 

peaceful and believed themselves to be under military protection (Afton et. al 1997: xiii). 

After the Sand Creek Massacre, the more militant Dog Soldiers began a campaign of 
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aggressive retaliation and took on a role of leadership in defending their people (Afton et 

al. 1997: xviii). The following year saw a rise in attacks on Euro-Americans, as well as 

the Cheyenne’s traditional enemies, the Pawnee and Crows. Allied with their northern 

neighbors, the Sioux, the Cheyenne and Arapaho conducted raids along the South Platte 

River Road in Colorado Territory and into Dakota Territory and Montana (Afton et al. 

1997: xxvii).  

After the Sand Creek Massacre, Black Kettle, the leader of the band that was 

attacked by Chivington, led his people to safety along the Smoky Hill River. When others 

called for retaliation, Black Kettle led his band south of the Arkansas River to avoid the 

fighting. He returned to the Arkansas River in October 1865 to sign the Treaty of Little 

Arkansas. There, he received reparations for the atrocities committed at Sand Creek 

(Utley 1984: 98). As he had at the negotiations regarding the Treaty of Ft. Wise, Black 

Kettle stressed that he could not speak for all the Southern Cheyenne bands, only for his 

own. In the Little Arkansas Treaty, the Southern Cheyenne ceded prime hunting grounds 

in western Kansas between the Platte and the Arkansas Rivers. The treaty established a 

reservation for the Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho below the Arkansas River 

where bison were less abundant, furthermore, that land was known to be Comanche and 

Kiowa territory. The Dog Soldiers refused to accept the Treaty of Little Arkansas and 

refused to give up their hunting grounds. The Smoky Hill Road, which traversed the 

center of their hunting territory became the object of constant Cheyenne attacks 

throughout the summer of 1867 (Utley 1987: 112).  

In October 1867, the Southern Plains tribes met again with representatives from 

the U.S.  to sign the Medicine Lodge Treaty. Little Raven of the Southern Arapahos, and 
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Black Kettle, Tall Bull, and Little Robe of the Southern Cheyenne’s signed the treaty. 

The treaty granted the Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho the right to continue to 

hunt bison below the Arkansas River and guaranteed that they would receive annuities 

for thirty years. Even Bull Bear, one of the Dog Soldier leaders, begrudgingly signed the 

treaty (Utley 1984: 114-115). In exchange, the Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho 

accepted a reservation between the Cimarron and Arkansas Rivers (Hurt 2010: 379). But, 

much like the Medicine Lodge treaty failed the Kiowa, Plains Apache, and Comanches, it 

failed the Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho too.  

In 1868, General George Armstrong Custer led an expedition across the Plains to 

force the Southern Cheyenne onto the newly created reservation. Black Kettle’s camp 

was attacked once more. On November 27, 1868, General Custer led the 7th U.S.  

Cavalry on a surprise attack on Black Kettle’s village, which was located on the Washita 

River in present day western Oklahoma. Custer’s cavalry swept through the village, 

killing men, women, and children. Out of the 250 people camped in Black Kettle’s 

village, 103 perished in the attack. The Calvary also took approximately 53 women and 

children prisoner (Hurt 2010: 375). After securing the village, the troopers burned the 

Cheyenne lodges and their contents and killed Cheyenne’s horses and mules (Hurt 2010: 

375). Warriors from the Southern Cheyenne, Southern Arapaho, and Kiowa bands 

camped down the Washita rode upriver, but arrived at the village too late. The survivors 

moved onto the reservation in Indian Territory. The military's tactic of charging into 

Native American camps and destroying winter supplies and horses was repeated often on 

the Southern Plains. (Cruse 2008:39). 
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Throughout much of nineteenth century, there are few events tying Southern 

Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho to the Texas panhandle region. Evidence of Cheyenne 

and Arapaho activity in the Texas panhandle does not appear until the 1870s. Military 

records related to the Red River War document the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho 

presence in the region surrounding the project area. Prior to this time, the Arkansas River 

served as the southern boundary of Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho territory. 

Despite the peaceful relations that they established with the Comanche, Kiowa, and 

Plains Apache tribes in 1840, the Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho do not 

appear to have regularly traveled south of the Arkansas River prior to the signing of the 

Medicine Lodge Treaty in 1867.   

 

Red River War 

In 1874, the U.S launched a military campaign against the Southern Plains tribes 

with the goal to force the Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho, as well as the 

Comanche, Plains Apache and Kiowa, back onto their reservations in Indian Territory. 

The Cheyenne and Arapaho had abandoned their reservations because of failed promises 

made by the United States as part of the 1867 Medicine Lodge Treaty. The Southern 

Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho stayed on their reservation for a short time until their 

dissatisfaction over poor conditions grew and a combined force of Southern Cheyenne, 

Southern Arapaho, Kiowa, Comanche, and Plains Apache warriors attacked a small party 

of Euro-American bison hunters at Adobe Walls (figure A.3). 

On June 27, 1874, the Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho men 

participated in the Second Battle of Adobe Walls. The warriors, along with their Kiowa, 
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Comanche, Plains Apache, allies attacked an outpost established by Euro-American bison 

hunters. (Nye 1983: 191, Grinnell 1971: 324, Cruse 2008: 15). The cluster of buildings 

was located near the ruins of the old Adobe Walls trading post established by Bent and 

included a storehouse, a blacksmith shop, and a saloon (Cruse 2008: 15). While Kiowa, 

Comanche and Plains Apache warriors made up the bulk of the force, Southern Cheyenne 

and Southern Arapaho warriors were also present. Lynn (2014: xxvi) notes the presence 

of a small number of Southern Arapaho men but fails to mention a Southern Cheyenne 

presence. However, Grinnell (1971: 324) documents the presence of Cheyenne warriors 

at the battle, observing that the Comanche believed that the attack faltered because a 

Cheyenne warrior killed a sunk the morning of the battle causing the Comanche prophet 

Isa-Tai’s medicine to fail. According to Grinnell, no Arapaho men were killed in the 

engagement, but six Cheyenne warriors lost their lives (Grinnell 1971: 324). 

As previously stated, the Southern Arapaho opted to implement a different policy 

in dealing with the military in the late nineteenth century. The Arapaho were not as 

involved in the fighting as the Cheyenne were and, in an effort, to avoid the fighting, the 

Arapaho would often camp along the North Canadian River near the agency, located near 

present day El Reno in Oklahoma, during the summertime (Fowler 2001: 842, 849, 

Fowler 2009). Mooney (1971: 202) writes that when hostilities mounted between the 

Southern Plains tribes and the United States, many Arapaho returned to the agency in 

western Indian Territory.  

The Indian Campaign of 1874 was mounted by five columns that would converge 

in the Texas panhandle, specifically on the upper tributaries of the Red River (Cruse 

2008: 17, Utley 1984: 172). Colonel Mackenzie moved north from Fort Concho in Texas, 
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Colonel Nelson A. Miles headed south, Major William R. Price marched east from New 

Mexico, Lieutenant Colonel John D. Davidson moved westward from Ft. Sill, and 

Lieutenant Colonel George P. Buell marched northwest from Ft. Griffin in Texas, all to 

encircle the Southern Plains tribes located near the North Fork of the Red River (Cruse 

2008: 17).   As the campaign against the Southern Plains tribes began, Lieutenant Frank 

Baldwin of the 5th Infantry discovered a recently abandoned Southern Cheyenne village 

and a trail littered with abandoned articles that led southwest towards Palo Duro (Cruse 

2008: 53). Baldwin’s column eventually caught up to the fleeing Cheyenne. In the 

ensuing engagement, known as the Battle of Red River, a large group of Southern 

Cheyenne warriors accompanied by a small number of Kiowa and Comanche allies 

fought a delaying action, which allowed their families to escape into the canyon (Cruse 

2008: 54). The battle occurred in modern day Armstrong and Briscoe Counties, which are 

nearby Potter County, which contains part of the project area. Both counties are southeast 

of Potter County with Armstrong County bordering Potter County to the south and 

Briscoe bordering Armstrong to the southeast. 

The Cheyenne were camped along the Prairie Dog Town Fork of the Red River at 

the bottom of Palo Duro Canyon when Colonel Mackenzie surprised them. Mackenzie’s 

command made its way down into the canyon whereupon the fighting began. The 

Cheyenne and members of the allied tribes fled up out of the canyon, leaving everything 

behind, while some warriors took up firing positions on high bluffs in an effort to defend 

those attempting to escape. In their haste to escape, the Cheyenne, Comanche, and Kiowa 

left behind both supplies and horses. There were few casualties on either side, but the 

battle severely weakened the tribes due to the extreme losses, mainly their horses. Under 
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Mackenzie’s command, over a thousand of the Indian’s horses were shot (Cruse 2008: 

106-107, Nye 1974: 174). As mentioned previously, the Battle of Palo Duro on 

September 28, 1874 was climatic in that it was a turning point for the war. The Southern 

Plains tribe’s supplies, and horses had been destroyed, forcing many back onto their 

respective reservations (Cruse 2008: 107, Nye 1983: 223). However, there were a few 

bands that continued to avoid capture.  

 On November 6, 1874, Lieutenant Henry J. Farnsworth, having received orders 

from Major Price, went on a scouting expedition to discover if there were any additional 

Indians in the area. Three days later, his expedition encountered and engaged about a 

hundred Cheyenne somewhere on the north side of the North Fork of the Red River in 

present day Gray County, Texas (Cruse 2008: 123). Potter County, the site of the project 

area, is west of Gray County. Lieutenant Farnsworth’s men were forced to retreat to the 

supply camp on the Washita River in present day Hemphill County, Texas (Cruse 2008: 

115).  

A couple of days later, on November 8th, Lieutenant Baldwin encountered the 

same band of Cheyenne, led by Chief Grey Beard. In the ensuing engagement, known as 

the Battle of McClellan Creek, Lieutenant Baldwin succeeded in defeating the Cheyenne 

(Cruse 2008:115- 116). The location of the Battle at McClellan Creek is in present day 

Gray County in the eastern Texas panhandle.  

In early October of 1874, Lieutenant George P. Buell and his men attacked a 

combined camp of Kiowa and Cheyenne near the headwaters of the Salt Fork of the Red 

River in Donley County and destroyed multiple lodges. In addition, Capitan Adna 

Chafee, along with infantry and Calvary engaged a large number of Indians somewhere 
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between Gageby and Sweetwater Creeks and pursued them close to the Cheyenne agency 

(Cruse 2008: 146). 

On November 29, 1874, a group of approximately 40 to 50 Southern Cheyenne 

warriors were attacked near the head of Bonita Creek in Potter County by troops of the 

8th Calvary, led by Captain C. A. Hartwell (Cruse 2008: 146) (figure 6.3). The occurrence 

of this battle is significant as it places the Southern Cheyenne close to the project area. 

Bonita Creek flows for ten miles into the southern portion of LMNRA, eventually 

discharging into the Canadian River. The Southern Cheyenne warriors may have fled 

along the creek into the vicinity of the project area. 

 In early 1875, White Horse, along with the Dog Soldiers surrendered at the 

Cheyenne and Arapaho agency. Stone Calf with his band surrendered soon after (Grinnell 

1971: 325). Eventually, the constant harassment by multiple military columns and the 

destruction of their winter supplies forced the Cheyenne to return to the reservation.  By 

1875, all of the Southern Cheyenne bands had surrendered and returned to their 

reservation in present day western Oklahoma, and the Red River War ended. Following 

the end of the war, thirty-one Southern Cheyennes and two Southern Arapahos were 

taken to Ft. Marion in Florida as prisoners (Cruse 2008: 151).  

 

Resources 

 The Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho utilized similar foodstuffs. Both 

subsisted mainly on bison and other mammals, bolstered by the gathering of wild plants. 

With the acquisition of the horse, bison hunting was significantly easier, and the Southern 

Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho developed into equestrian nomads. Bison had an almost 
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infinite number of uses and every part of the animal was used. Bison provided food, 

clothing, housing, tools, and had ceremonial purposes too. Other mammals were hunted, 

including deer (Odocoileus), elk (Cervus canadensis), and pronghorn (Antilocapra 

americana). Smaller mammals that were harvested either for their meat or hides included 

coyotes, beavers, otters, foxes, rabbits, badgers, wildcats, mountain sheep, and 

porcupines. Turtles were caught and eaten as well (Moore et al. 2001: 867, Fowler 2001: 

847, Gassow 1974: 6). Important plants foods for both tribes consisted of various berries, 

roots like the prairie turnip, nuts, and other fruits (Fowler 2001: 847, Moore et al. 2001: 

867). 

 

Conclusion 

While the evidence linking the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho to AFQNM and 

LMNRA is sparse, some sources indicate they were familiar with the broader region, 

including the Texas Panhandle, especially throughout the Red River War. The strongest 

link however, is the 1874 attack that occurred on Bonita Creek in Potter County. Some 

resources historically utilized by the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho are found within 

the project area.  These include both plant and animal species. Likely, while the Southern 

Cheyenne and Arapaho were camped along Bonita Creek, they made use of the plentiful 

resources of the area encompassed by the project area.  

Although historical territory of the Cheyenne and Arapaho places them north of 

the project area, it is possible they traveled through the area. When the Southern 

Cheyenne and Arapaho made peace with the Comanche, Kiowa, and Plains Apache in 
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1840, they secured access to the latter tribes’ territory, meaning they could hunt bison and 

pass through the area while on raiding expeditions.  

  For the Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho, the Texas panhandle was a final resort. 

Consistent pressure from Euro-American settlers and the U.S.  forced them to take action 

and join the other Southern Plains tribes in defending their way of life. In the eastern 

panhandle region, they joined their Kiowa, Comanche, and Plains Apache allies in 

fighting the U.S. military in a war that only lasted a few months. After the debilitating 

defeat at Palo Duro Canyon, some Cheyenne warriors must have fled east, as they were 

found in Potter County on Bonita Creek.  For the Southern Cheyenne and Southern 

Arapaho, there is little evidence tying the tribes to the project area and the evidence that 

exists places them in the region only for a brief period. Although, it is possible that the 

ethnographic interviews may yield evidence linking them to the project area.  
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Figure 6.1 Map illustrating 

Arapaho historical territory 

Fowler 2001: 841 

Figure 6.2. Map illustrating 

Cheyenne historical territory 

Moore et al. 2001: 864 
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Figure 6.3. Map illustrating location 

of Bonita Creek in relation to the 

project area. Bonita Creek is 

marked by the red pin. 
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Chapter 7 

 

Conclusion 

 

The Alibates Flint Quarries National Monument Ethnographic Overview and 

Traditional Land Use Study utilized ethnohistorical accounts and ethnographic 

investigations to identify federally recognized tribes with ties to the project area. The goal 

of this thesis was to discuss the presence of Native American tribes in the Texas 

panhandle during the historic period and to attempt to explain the apparent dearth of 

related archaeological sites in this region.  Within the project area and the region as a 

whole, archaeological evidence of historic tribes is minimal. Taken on their own, these 

sites provide few clues regarding the historic occupation of the project area and the 

surrounding vicinity. Archaeological sites with a historic Native American component in 

the Texas panhandle are hard to find, or so it appears. In contrast, numerous Antelope 

Creek sites have been identified and significant research has gone into their study. It is 

possible that the focus on Antelope Creek sites has diverted attention away from historic 

Native American sites. In addition, the problem may stem from the criteria archaeologists 

employ in identifying historic sites. Archaeologists operating under the assumption that 

historic period Native American sites will yield metal artifacts may misidentify sites 

where such artifacts are absent, assigning these sites to an earlier time period.  

Associated Tribes 

 After the decline of the Antelope Creek people in 1450 AD, very little is known 

about the region until Coronado’s expedition in 1541. The accounts of the Querecho and 

Teya, and later information about the Vaquero provide valuable insight into human 

habitation of the Llano Estacado. Proto-historic archaeological sites, classified as Tierra 
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Blanca complex and Garza complex are found in the northern Llano Estacado and 

southern Llano Estacado, respectively. The archaeological sites pertaining to both Tierra 

Blanca and Garza complexes are found south of the project area. These sites correlate to 

the locations where Coronado found the Querecho and the Teya, with the Querecho 

determined to belong to the Tierra Blanca complex and Teya to the Garza complex. Both 

complexes date to the seventeenth century.  

Lipan Apache 

 The scholarly consensus on the ethnic identity of the Querecho, is that they were 

Apache. But, as my previous discussion on the Southern Athapaskans has shown, 

determining an exact identity is nearly impossible. This is due, in part, to the plethora of 

names that the Spanish applied to the Indigenous groups of the region, but also to the 

dynamic changes that were occurring on the Southern Plains during this period. The 

arrival of Europeans and the diseases they brought with them, along with the introduction 

of the horse resulted in significant changes that reverberated throughout the Southern 

Plains. Indigenous groups coalesced and fissioned frequently during this period. The 

Apache groups that Coronado encountered in 1541 and the later peoples that Hurtado 

recorded in 1715 as occupying the Canadian River in present day Texas panhandle 

included individuals who combined to form the Lipan or split off and formed other 

groups. Today, the Lipan are not a federally recognized tribe. However, those Lipan who 

came to live on the Mescalero Reservation in the early twentieth century and their 

descendants were recognized as members of the Mescalero Apache Tribe under the tribal 

constitution adopted in 1936. Having historically incorporated the Lipan Apache, the 

Mescalero Apache Tribe has taken the lead in issues related to Lipan cultural resources.  
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Hence, the Mescalero Apache Tribe is associated with the project area because of its ties 

to the ancestors of the Lipan Apache who lived along the Canadian River in the Texas 

panhandle (Britten 2009: 53).  

 Tierra Blanca sites are found south of the Canadian River, aggregated along the 

headwaters of the Red River. These sites are located south of the project area, but the 

material evidence indicates they were nomadic bison hunters, therefore it is possible that 

the Querecho roamed through the project area in search of bison or other resources. The 

presence of Apache people, possibly proto-Lipan, can be proven through archaeological 

evidence, but, for the late arrivals: Comanche, Kiowa, Plains Apache, Southern Cheyenne 

and Southern Arapaho, little can be said regarding their presence archaeologically in the 

Texas panhandle.  

The Comanche 

 Circa 1700, Apache groups were pushed out of the Texas panhandle by the arrival 

of the Comanche, a powerful, aggressive people that quickly adapted to the horse and 

used it to their advantage to take over the Southern Plains. A few decades after the 

Comanche, the Kiowa arrived on the Southern Plains together with the Plains Apache. 

After a brief period of fighting, the two tribes agreed to peace and from then on shared 

common territory, including the Texas panhandle region. The U.S sanctioned several 

scientific expeditions to travel through the Llano Estacado to survey unknown lands, a 

few of which encountered Comanche or witnessed evidence of Comanche campsites. 

Lieutenant Abert’s party met a Comanche band of Buffalo Eaters in the vicinity of the 

project area. Abert describes Agate Bluffs and later that night is when they are met with 

some Comanche. Accounts from the travels of Major Stephen Long in 1820, Lieutenant 
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Abert in 1845, and Major Whipple in 1853, document the parties’ meetings with 

Comanche. In 1853, the Whipple expedition encountered two Comanche as they were 

following the Canadian River through the Texas panhandle, in which they learned that 

some Comanche were camped not far away. Further, the Comanche’s presence in the 

Texas panhandle is solidified by participation in the First and Second Battle of Adobe 

Walls and the 1874 Red River War.  

The Kiowa 

Abert’s expedition provides incontrovertible evidence of the Kiowas presence in 

the project area. While in the vicinity of “Agate Bluffs” (present day AFQNM), Abert’s 

party met a band of Kiowa who expressed familiarity with Alibates flint, which they 

gathered and used to make flint and steel fires. Furthermore, the ethnohistorical literature 

clearly indicates the Kiowa’s recurring presence at Red Bluffs and the nearby Adobe 

Walls. The argument for a Kiowa presence in the Texas panhandle is further strengthened 

by the existence of Kiowa place names for the Red Bluffs and the Canadian River, gúl-

vấu and gúl-jó-hâu, respectively (Meadows 2008: 277, 265).   

  To activities of the Comanchero traders provide further evidence of the presence 

of Comanche and Kiowa bands near the project area. The Comanchero are known to have 

travelled into the Texas Panhandle to trade at Comanche and Kiowa villages. The 

Whipple expedition noted the presence of Comancheros near the project, suggesting that 

the traders believed that the tribes were likely to be nearby. areaFurthermore, the Abert 

Expedition noted the existence of Comanchero trails along the Canadian River, evidence 

of the trading caravans which frequently travelled along the river.. The presence of 

Comanchero traders in the vicinity of the project area provides indirect evidence of the 
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presence of the Comanche and Kiowa. In brief, the traders frequented the area because 

they knew they could find their trading partners there. 

 

Plains Apache 

 The Plains Apache are often found closely linked to the Kiowa in the literature. It 

would stand to reason than that, because the Kiowa had an active presence in the Texas 

panhandle, then so did the Plains Apache. Stephen Long’s expedition of 1820, while 

traveling along the Canadian River had a brush with some Plains Apache who told Long 

about a party of Comanche supposedly nearby.  

 Mooney (1979) stated that the Plains Apache had a designated place to camp 

during the annual Kiowa Sun Dance, which strongly suggests that the Plains Apache 

were most likely present at the 1840 Sun Dance held at the Red Bluffs. Additionally, the 

Plains Apache were present at the First Battle of Adobe Walls in 1864. Although the 

ethnohistoric sources do not illustrate Plains Apache presence in the project area, it 

clearly demonstrates their familiarity with the Texas panhandle. It is possible they 

traveled through the project area or gathered resources available in the project area.  

Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho 

 Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho occupation of the Southern Plains does 

not occur until relatively late in the eighteenth century. The historical territory of the 

Southern Cheyenne and Southern Arapaho encompassed lands between the Aransas 

River and the Platte River. These groups could be found in the Texas panhandle during 

the 1874 Red River War, fighting the U.S. military in an effort to defend their way of life. 
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However, the Red River War battles occurred mostly in the eastern Texas panhandle with 

the closest engagement to the project area fought at Palo Duro Canyon. That said, near 

the end of the war, a group of Southern Cheyenne warriors were found by American 

soldiers near Bonita Creek in eastern Potter county, the project area is located in 

northeastern Potter county.  

Previous Archaeological Work 

 Archaeological sites pertaining to the Red River War were investigated by Cruse 

(2002, 2008), but what of the Native historic sites located closer to or within the project 

area? A series of archaeological investigations relating to proscribed burns were 

conducted in the early 2000s by 4G Consulting and the Center for Big Bend Studies. 

From the five 4G Consulting reports, only six historical sites were discovered, and only 

Anglo ranching artifacts were discovered at those sites (Raab 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 

2007). A few of the surveys were conducted near creeks or the Canadian River, 

specifically, a survey at Plum Creek (2004) was conducted and one in the north river 

bottom (2005). These surveys did not identify any historic Native American 

archaeological sites. The majority of sites recorded date to the Archaic period or were 

related to the Antelope Creek phase. The Center for Big Bend Studies conducted four 

archaeological surveys also related to proscribed burns during the early 2000s at AFQNM 

and LMNRA (Cloud 2003, Cason 2003, Cason and Cloud 2003, Schooler, Cloud, and 

Keller 2004). Few sites were found to contain historic components. The few historic 

materials that were found were either associated with the early ranching days or related to 

the old Plum Creek Ranger Station and a flagpole near the Plum Creek Boat ramp (Cason 

and Cloud 2003: 35). At Site 41MO21, located on the southwest side of Big Blue Creek 
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there was a tipi ring and a second possible tipi ring documented. While initially believed 

to be historic, the archaeologists later determined – based on the presence of the lithic 

debitage – that the site was more likely to prehistoric (Cason 2003: 22-23). The report 

concludes that no historic sites were found during the survey (Cason 2003: 39). The tipi 

ring was considered prehistoric because of the presence of lithic debitage and the lack of 

metal artifacts. However, the lack of metal artifacts does not necessarilypreclude a 

historic classification. Archaeologists may be missing historic Native American sites due 

to the narrow criteria they employed in dating sites.   

Missing History 

Cruse (2003) discusses the distinct lack of Native historic sites in the Texas 

panhandle and argues that professional archaeologists use inadequate techniques when 

surveying for historic sites thus these sites may be overlooked and under-reported. The 

same methods archaeologists use for discovering prehistoric sites are used to find historic 

sites, but as Cruse (2003: 106) contends, metal became a part of the Native American tool 

assemblage.  

In Cruse’s (2003) study sample, only 1.05% of sites in the Texas panhandle 

reflect historic Native American occupations. Typically, many of the Native historic sites 

found in the panhandle or the Llano Estacado are isolated burials associated with 

nomadic equestrian groups, either Comanche, Kiowa, or Plains Apache (Shafer et al. 

1991: 285, Collins 1971, Cruse 2003). At a nineteenth century burial found near a 

tributary of Wolf Creek in Ochiltree county, approximately 80 miles northeast of the 

project area, European goods were found with the burial of a Comanche, Kiowa, or 

Plains Apache child. According to Shafer et al. (1991), glass beads are the most common 
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artifact found at historic burial sites in the Southern Plain. Using finer screens could 

improve an archaeologists search for historic beads. Other European goods often found at 

burial sites are metal artifacts, including knives, buttons, and other manufactured goods 

(Shafer et al. 1991: 288). Consequently, Cruse (2003) advocates for using a metal 

detector to find historic sites because of the increased dependence on metal items in the 

nineteenth century.  

Metal detectors were used by Cruse (2008) in his archaeological research on the 

Red River War in which he successfully identified battle sites and assessed the weaponry 

utilized by both the U.S. soldiers and the Native American warriors. In the search for the 

Sand Creek Massacre sites, where Southern Cheyenne and Arapaho were attacked by 

forces led by Colonel John M. Chivington, metal detectors were employed to find the site 

(Greene and Scott 2004). Documenting historic sites can benefit from the use of metal 

detectors because of the increased use in metal. However, it is important to bear in mind 

that although metal became a part of the Native American tool assemblage, it did not 

completely replace the use of flint or bone tools.  

The lack of historic Native American sites is partially explained by their 

migratory nature, which left little material residue to indicate their presence. With that 

said, Cruse (2003) argues that historic Southern Plains tribes still left behind evidence of 

their habitation from the campsites, campfires, where food was processed as well as tools. 

So, why is there a disjunct between the number of prehistoric sites and historic sites that 

have been identified? As I stated earlier, inadequate techniques used by professional 

archaeologists is one problem, but environmental factors may also play a role.  
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Environmental Causes  

Natural elements can be a factor in the destruction of archaeological sites. 

Ethnohistoric literature, oral histories, and ethnographic interviews clearly indicate that 

villages were consistently located near sources of water. The Canadian River flows 

prominently through the project area. Flooding of the Canadian River erases material 

evidence of archaeological sites. In 1904, after a severe drought, a massive flood of the 

Canadian River washed away seemingly everything in its path, “crops, bridges-both iron 

and wooden-trees, and houses were swept away like straw and swallowed up in the 

sands” (Stetson 1904). Other serious floods occurred in 1914 and 1923 (Bickers 2014: 

29, 33). The Canadian River, prior to damming, was an unpredictable force that could be 

bone dry, but quickly turn into raging floodwaters (Bickers 2014: 13). No doubt the 

powerful waters of the Canadian eroded evidence of historic Indian sites before they 

could be recorded.  

 Historic sites are most likely found along the river because Southern Plains Indians 

camped near the river. This is evident from ethnographic interviews in which participants 

discussed their people camping near water and following waterways when traveling. The 

literature also indicates that for the Comanche, riverbanks were a preferred spot 

especially if cottonwood trees were present. The river and the cottonwoods provided 

resources for their incredibly large horse herds. Cottonwood trees are common 

throughout the project area in the river bottoms meaning these areas were preferred 

locations for Comanche campsite 
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Using Ethnographic Data 

The lack of historic archaeological sites forces researchers to rely on other sources 

of information. Ethnographic sources and historical documents provide a rich source of 

data on the sixteenth through eighteenth centuries on the Llano Estacado. Additionally, 

ethnographic interviews further illustrate an affiliated claim to the area. After determining 

tribes’ connection to the project area, the next step is to develop a positive working 

relationship with those tribes. When cultural resources within NPS lands are identified, 

consultation with tribes is then required. NPS staff must know which tribes to contact for 

consultation purposes, which is why traditional land uses studies to identify affiliated 

tribes are important. That kind of information proves useful for NPS staff in managing 

resources. The Native American Graves and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) stipulates that 

when burial remains are recovered, the NPS is required to contact and consult with 

representatives from tribes who may be affiliated to the remains.  

Even without much archaeological data, ample ethnographic and historic evidence 

indicates that the Kiowa, Plains Apache, and Comanche had an active presence in the 

Texas panhandle. The information presented here has future implications for NAGPRA, 

interpretation at the monument, and management of cultural resources. Identifying 

associated tribes to the project area allows NPS staff to consult and work with tribal 

representatives who have ties to AFQNM/LMNRA. The data has shown that the Kiowa 

have direct ties to AFQNM because of the information provided from Lieutenant Abert’s 

journal. The Comanche and Plains Apache, who were known to inhabit the Texas 

panhandle, likely utilized resources within the project area. The Southern Cheyenne and 

Southern Arapaho have a less clear association to the project area because the evidence 
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that ties them to the Texas panhandle dates to the Red River War and comes from their 

participation in engagements that occurred east of the project area. Athapaskan speakers 

were located in the Texas panhandle along the Canadian River and its likely those groups 

were ancestral to Lipan Apache.  

Moreover, eventually the data gathered from ethnographic interviews will be used 

to help complete the picture combined with the burgeoning relationships between 

AFQNM/LMNRA and federally recognized tribes is useful to the NPS when developing 

interpretive themes for the monument and Lake Meredith. At the AFQNM visitor center 

there are opportunities to expand upon existing interpretive material, which focus heavily 

on Antelope Creek, to address the historic Native American presence. Applied future 

research should focus on how the ethnographic data can be used in developing 

interpretive themes and programs at AFQNM/LMNRA. 

Specifically, new interpretive programming could derive from the botanical data 

that was gathered during ethnographic interviews. Plant data from the various associated 

tribes can be used to develop a Native plant guide or a Native garden at the monument. 

At White Sands Missile Range, the Mescalero Apache worked with staff to develop a 

Guide to Plants of Traditional Importance. Other examples include a Native garden at 

Washita Battlefield National Historic Site in Washita, Oklahoma. NPS staff partnered 

with Cheyenne and Arapaho language program to design a Native garden in the shape of 

a medicine wheel to showcase plants of importance to tribal communities and educate the 

public (Salmon 2012). A similar establishment has been put in place at Little Bighorn 

Battlefield National Monument. The Native garden includes plant species that were 

utilized by Plains Indians in the region. In addition, the indigenous names of the plants 
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and a brief description of plant use are presented as an important part of the garden (NPS 

2017). Something similar could be instituted at AFQNM. With the plant data gathered 

during ethnographic investigations, a plant guide can be developed that showcases plants 

utilized by tribes associated with the region, their indigenous names, and brief 

descriptions of their various uses.  

Additional interpretive programming at AFQNM and LMNRA can be facilitated 

by the monuments annual Flint Fest, which occurs typically in October, during Texas 

archaeology month. The annual program offers a perfect opportunity to invite artists from 

associated tribes to showcase their traditional craft, whether it be flintknapping, bow-

making, or beadwork. The Alibates Flint Quarries National Monument Ethnographic 

Overview and Traditional Land Use Study is just the first step working with associated 

tribes. Plenty of opportunities await Monument staff in collaborating with indigenous 

communities.  

Human occupation of the Llano Estacado did not simply fade with prehistoric or 

protohistoric peoples moving out of the area. Athapaskan speakers and Southern Plains 

tribes roamed the vast expanse of the region and camped within the project area and 

made use of its plentiful resources. Although the archaeological data is lacking, through 

ethnographic investigations and an ethnohistorical review it is argued that these groups 

had an active presence either within or in the vicinity of the project area. While the Llano 

Estacado did not appear to early Spanish explorers or later American explorers as 

habitable, indigenous groups made good use of the area with their knowledge of plants, 

animals, and other valuable resources.  
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Figure A.1. Map of Lt. Abert’s 

1845 journey through the Texas 

panhandle 

Abert 1999 [1845]: xv 

Figure A.4. Map showing the route 

of the 1853 Whipple Expedition 

A.1. Route of 1853 Whipple 

Expedition 

Sherburne 1988[1853]: 62 
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Figure A.3. Map showing the 

present-day drive to Tascosa, 

Texas, in relation to the project 

area 

Figure A.4 Map showing the 

location of Adobe Walls in relation 

to the project area 
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Figure A.5. Map illustrating 1874 

Red River War battles in the 

eastern Texas panhandle 

Figure A. 6. Map illustrating the 

direction of the converging 

columns of the U.S Military, the 

project area and Palo Duro Canyon 

are shaded green. 
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