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FOREWORD

THE RECENT OUTPOURING of studies on American Indians has tended to bypass those groups who have left the reservations to make their homes in urban areas. Not only is the general social science literature limited but there is no available detailed study of the off-reservation Indian in Arizona. Yet these urbanites are a vital element of the Indian population and their social, cultural, environmental and political problems differ markedly in many respects from reservation tribesmen and from other groups in the cities.

We all will have a better understanding of the situation facing the urban Indians as the result of Professor Joyotpaul Chaudhuri’s detailed analysis of the three largest off-reservation Arizona Indian communities: Phoenix, Tucson, and Flagstaff. He collected his data and prepared for his analysis through field work, interviewing, use of census data and relevant literature, and delving into policy issues. He addressed himself to three important aspects of the problem: broad demographic concerns and data, social and economic environment, and socio-political mobilization. The result, as one reviewer noted: Chaudhuri “not only supplies solid data available nowhere else but raises a whole series of as yet unstudied and altogether unanswered questions.” His study will be of value not only to academicians but to federal, state, and local officials concerned with Indian questions as well as to the Indian community itself.

Joy Chaudhuri walks as no stranger among the people he has studied. He has been deeply involved in university and community Indian affairs not only in Arizona but earlier in Florida, South Dakota, and Oklahoma. Among his Indian-oriented activities have been his advising student groups, serving on a variety of committees and policy groups, raising funds, and participating in community action programs.

American Indian politics, along with political theory, also has been Professor Chaudhuri’s professional specialty. He has been an Associate Professor of Government at the University of Arizona since 1972 under a joint appointment with the American Indian Studies (Anthropology) program. Previously he taught at Florida State University, the University of Oklahoma, University of South Dakota, Kent State University, and Central State University. Professor Chaudhuri has written extensively both in political theory and Indian politics, including recently published studies on “The Emerging American Indian Politics” and “American Indians and Political Coalitions.”

CLIFTON E. WILSON, Director

Institute of Government Research
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1. INTRODUCTION

SINCE THE COMPLETION of this study in late 1973 there have been at least two court cases which may have an impact on urban Indians.

On February 20, 1974, the Supreme Court unanimously decided the off-reservation Indian employment assistance case that had started as Ruiz v Hickel. Justice Blackmun wrote the final opinion at the appellate level in Morton, Secretary of the Interior v Ruiz et ux. (No. 72-1052). The court preferred to bypass constitutional issues which might have involved the right to travel. Instead they dealt with statutory intent and interpretation of the Snyder Act. The court ordered the extension of BIA general assistance “to include the Ruizes who live where they found employment in an Indian community only a few miles from their reservation, who maintain their close economic and social ties with that reservation and who are unassimilated. The parameter of their class will be determined, to the extent necessary, by the District Court on remand of the case.” The court did not order the extension of general assistance to Indians “throughout the country.”

Undoubtedly, some Arizona Indians in Phoenix, Tucson, Flagstaff, and Ajo will now be eligible for BIA employment assistance. However, the real impact of the case will depend on the district court and the BIA manual that will end up defining “nearness to their reservation,” “economic and social ties,” “Indian community,” and “unassimilated.” Depending on the outcome, it may well be that additional litigation or new legislation will still be necessary to extend economic assistance to many urban Indians.

Another case which by implication may involve educational rights of Indians in Arizona cities factually involved Chinese in San Francisco—Kinney Kinmon Lau et al. v Alan H. Nichols et al. (U.S. Supreme Court, No. 72-6520) January 21, 1974. Relying on the Civil Rights Act of 1964 Justice Douglas’s opinion for the Court took note of the fact that there were at least 1,800 Chinese who had difficulty with English and received no special attention. The court did not suggest an exact remedy for ethnic groups such as bi-lingual education or special English classes. Although the specific techniques of educating students from ethnic minorities with English language difficulties were left to the schools and the lower courts, the Court did find that lack of special attention did in fact constitute discrimination. If the implications are pursued, this might expand the educational rights of Indians in the western corridor of metropolitan Tucson, the Phoenix inner city, and the Flagstaff public schools.

*   *   *

While Oklahoma contains the largest group of American Indians in the United States, the state of Arizona has the greatest number of Indian full bloods and reservation Indians. The 1970 U.S. census shows that in sheer numbers alone Arizona was, in that year, a close second to Oklahoma regarding the size of the two Indian populations. However, historically due to intermarriage, the non-reservation status of Indian areas, and many other unique assimilative factors, there are more part Indians and acculturated Indians in Oklahoma than there are in Arizona.1

The country-wide phenomenon of migration to cities has occurred in unique ways among American Indians. Federal inducements and federal pressures have resulted in an uneven pattern of Indian migration to the big cities and other off-reservation areas of the United States. Los Angeles historically was one of the most important destinations for federal Indian employment assistance (relocation) programs. The Los Angeles standard metropolitan area had an Indian population of 24,509 in the 1970 census, while the entire District of Columbia metropolitan area had only 3,300 Indians. The Indian populations of other cities were Chicago (8,996), Indianapolis (767), San Francisco-Oakland (12,011), and Atlanta (893).

The migration to cities and towns has brought about a massive increase in the size of the “urban” or off-reservation Indian population. Approximately 37 percent of American Indians live in “Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas”2 as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau. According to Lee J. Sclar, who has attempted to deal with the discrepancies between U.S. Census and Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) data (the latter usually does not investigate residence), only 39 percent of Indians were actual reservation residents in 1970 and 43.5 percent of Indians lived in “urban” areas in 1970 as compared to 26.7 percent in 1960.3 It should be pointed out that, despite their usefulness for social analysis, these census figures and their derivatives are rough approximations of reality, since among Indians in the context of “residence” there is considerable traveling between reservations and cities. For example, there are Sioux families who regularly travel from their place of work in Chicago to the Rosebud reservation in South Dakota for social dances and gatherings, as well as for funerals of members of the extended family. Many of them were counted as residents of Rosebud reservation rather than of Chicago. Also, there are many reservation Indians who are residents in off-reservation areas for brief periods of time before returning home.

Removed from the familiar reservation world, the urban Indian4 shares many of the standard challenges of urban migrants in general and minorities in particular. However, because of the cultural distance between the Indian and Anglo world and unique legal and policy relationships involving Indians, the political and social problems of urban Indians have a distinct character. Systematic attention to urban Indian phenomena by social scientists is relatively recent in origin. Most anthropologists, though by no means all, have concentrated on reservation Indians. However, there is a growing literature in sociology and applied anthropology dealing with urban Indians in specific and often narrowly restricted contexts. Systematic studies of urban Indians by political scientists are almost nonexistent.

The present study concentrates on the politics of the three largest off-reservation Arizona Indian communities; the metropolitan urban areas of Phoenix, Tucson, and Flagstaff.

While the present study is not an empirical testing of a single narrow-gauge theory, it is not primarily speculative in character, nor is it a review of existing literature. Considerable field work and interviewing were undertaken in all three cities. The actual field work in Flagstaff and Phoenix was primarily conducted in the summer of 1973, though there were earlier and follow-up visits at other times. The field work in Tucson was done intermittently between August of 1972 and August of 1973, and the study does not deal with developments after 1973. Representatives, officials, and members of federal, state, and city agencies dealing with Indians, as well as Indian organizations, in the three cities were contacted for interviews and reports. Last and not least was the sharpening of tacit knowledge developed as a participant-observer in social interactions in all three cities. It is hoped that the findings are of sufficient merit not only to draw the attention of public officials to urban Indian dilemmas, but to add to the academic literature on the urban Indian and stimulate discussion of policy issues.

There are many possible contexts for academic studies of American Indians. Students of the law could do case studies of court cases dealing with urban Indian rights. The implications of revenue sharing for urban Indians hold many possibilities for specialists in local government and public administration. Anthropologists and sociologists have begun to deal with urban acculturation, migration patterns, and alcoholism. There are texts dealing with general federal policies towards Indians and sometimes by implication urban Indians. However, no single clear-cut paradigm exists which dominates these and other possible concerns connected with urban Indians.

Urban Indian studies is still a fairly open field, where what often passes for theories and frameworks may well involve merely ambiguous definitions, descriptive categories, and classifications. Thus, some acculturation concepts have faced cogent criticism for their ambiguities and for failing to specify the norms which provide the standard for acculturation.5 In turn, illustrative of the possibility that the time is not yet ripe for grand theory building is the work of Jorgenson who attempts to build an ambitious “metropolis-satellite political economy” model.6 On the broad-gauge theoretical level, the model parallels the larger Marxist critique of capitalism. On the factual level, there are many interesting pieces of economic, social, and historical information on Utes. But middle range, rigorous operational definitions linking fact and theory are either intuitively dealt with or are missing.

Finally, the urban Indian literature often contains concepts which are little more than ad hoc definitions with little analytical import. Thus, Hirabayashi, Willard, and Kemnitzer have used Pan-Indian organizational models for studying urban Indian adaptive behavior.7 They claim that urban Indian organizations are the vehicles of adaptation and can be separated analytically into formal and informal associations. However, the distinction between formal and informal largely hinges on ancient, simplistic legal definitions: formal associations have names, officers, a location, and rules, while informal associations are based on friendship or mutual interests. While these descriptive definitions may be helpful in summarizing facts, they are hardly analytically useful concepts.

Somewhat more helpful is the recapitulation of the basic views (or theories, in a loose usage of the term) of urban ethnic behavior presented in the social science literature. The three alternative views are those of (1) impending assimilation of ethnics into middle class values, (2) the melting pot or the creation of a new unitary synthesis, and (3) cultural pluralism. These distinctions can aid one’s intuition in approaching the facts of urban Indian life but they are hardly theories that can be clearly confirmed or invalidated. This does not constitute a rejection of their usefulness but merely points out their limits as analytical tools. Depending on the selection of data, one could probably find partial confirmation of the assimilation, melting pot, or pluralism models all at the same time in a given urban area. Again, as merely descriptive labels they may be of some use.

Faced with an uneven and conceptually underdeveloped literature on the one hand and the absence of a detailed study of Arizona’s urban Indians on the other, the author established fairly modest aims. The study was limited to Arizona and it is primarily, though not exclusively, descriptive in nature. Where the findings can be related to a broader level of knowledge, it is so indicated. Also, normative comments, when given, are intended to stimulate dialogue and reflection on urban Indians rather than being proposed as settled truth.

The study focuses squarely on the politics of the three urban Indian populations in Arizona. The study is not a narrow demographic study, a classic ethnological effort, nor a statistical analysis of opinions and the states of mind involved, although it may suggest further research into these kinds of concerns. Instead, the study attempts in the context of Arizona’s urban Indians to deal with some but not all of the questions which traditionally have been classic questions in a broad construction of the study of politics.

The questions which are actually addressed have both empirical and normative implications. The questions can be divided into three areas: (1) broad demographic concerns and data, (2) the social and economic environment, and (3) socio-political mobilization. These three areas of concern when taken together are political, whether we view politics as architectonics, the shaping of a community, in the classic sense as Sheldon Wolin has suggested or we view it in an early Laswellian sense of the consequences of the use of power or who gets what, when, and how. Each of these questions can be operationalized in a variety of ways. However, given the dearth of political science literature on the subject and the absence of a common paradigm among social scientists dealing with urban Indians, the author felt that present knowledge would best be served at the present time by an eclectic use of census data,8 field work, interviews, participation, literature review, analysis of public policy, and reflection.

For the discussion of each of the cities in the first section, the information was based primarily on census information. Each of the census publications is cited. Distilling census information was not always easy, since extracting “Indian” data in each of the three cities posed problems peculiar to each. In some contexts, information on Indians was directly available while in other cases extracting “Oriental” information from the “other” category (non-blacks, non-whites, and non-Mexicans) made the process more cumbersome.

The census information despite its limitations gave a starting point for estimating the size of the Indian population in each city. This was supplemented wherever possible with other estimates provided by service agencies, existing research literature, and individuals dealing with Indians. For instance, every individual who was associated with a governmental or private organization was asked to estimate the size of the Indian population. The purpose of this was not to come up with an exact figure but merely to illustrate the possible range of census undercounting of Indians in all three cities. Apart from the question of the size of the population, the census data was more reliable on the other demographic data (median age, for instance) since these were questions of statistical relations rather than absolute counts.

The information on tribal origins was derived partly from census data in the case of Phoenix and mostly from existing literature, interviews, and field experience combined with general knowledge in the case of Tucson and Flagstaff. The expectations, which were generally supported by the facts, were that the size and heterogeneity of the Phoenix Indian population made for a more varied and yet more effective response to urban social, political, and economic challenges than was the case in Tucson and Flagstaff.

The federal government in the three cities, as it was elsewhere, was still largely the major variable in determining the size and nature of the migration patterns. The federal factor in the seventies was a combination of the economic conditions on federal reservations, the relocation and/or the rehabilitation programs, and the Indian preferential hiring, especially at lower personnel levels in several agencies including the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Public Health Service.

Finally, in the first section, the study of residential patterns of Indians was drawn from field work, particularly in Flagstaff, and from census tracts and general knowledge, especially in the cases of Phoenix and Tucson.

The second topic for each of the cities deals with the social and economic environment. In part this involved the extraction of comparative ethnic (white, black, Mexican-American, and Indian) information from census data on wages, employment, and job description. On occasion reservation data for Papagos and Navajos were used for comparison. However, these data were supplemented by information obtained from state employment agencies and research organizations, combing back issues of newspapers in all three cities, interviews and old-fashioned journalism. By the latter is meant sheer leg-work, persistent curiosity, and questioning and observing organizations at work such as Leadership and Education for Advancement of Phoenix (L.E.A.P.) in Phoenix and Model Cities and Committee for Economic Opportunity, Inc. (C.E.O.) in Tucson.

The thesis here was that while urban Indians were somewhat better off economically than their reservation counterparts (despite the intangible resources of the latter), the urban Indians were the poorest minority in the cities. Further, they did not disappear in the culture of poverty but remained a distinct group or set of groups. Finally, in part because of their political apathy, they were ignored in the early 1970s not only by the dominant elites but by the elites of other ethnic minorities as well.

The major thesis was found to hold but with some modifications. The overall economic data for Phoenix and to a lesser extent Tucson showed that there was considerable diversity among Indians as an economic group. On some counts Indians were slightly better off than blacks in Phoenix. However, if we extract the few high salaried Indians at the top or focus on inner city figures in Phoenix and Tucson, the validity of the original thesis is considerable.

The final section of the essay on each city focuses on socio-political mobilization. The attempt is made here to describe both informal (habitual interaction) and formal (organizational) efforts at creating community or communities in urban areas and efforts to influence public policy. In a sense this was the most difficult yet rewarding task. Difficult because facts were often illusory and non-quantifiable. Also, obtaining data involved long hours of participation, involvement, and observation. Because this involved the greatest amount of human interaction, it was extremely rewarding. For over a year, the author and his family were involved with the Tucson Indian Center, which also provided an opportunity for social service and extensive visits to other Indian organizations at work in Phoenix and Flagstaff. All this was supplemented with scanning news files and many in-depth interviews.

Initially the author felt that Pan-Indianism was too vague a concept, despite the efforts of Hirabayashi and others, to be analytically useful. The term could be made to mean (1) the breakdown of tribal values, (2) the actual synthesis of many value systems, (3) the rhetoric of nationalism, or (4) habitual political and social cooperation between a significant number of people from diverse tribes. If the last meaning is used, Pan-Indianism is still an academic concept for the most part except for some distinctive trends in Phoenix. Whereas, if the first meaning is used, it can be regarded as having some, though not considerable, validity in the subculture of bars, taverns, and nightclubs. The third meaning has bearing in the uneven and unsustained outbursts of speeches, marches, and demonstrations, followed by apathy, withdrawal, and disappearance of the Pan-Indian activists. The second meaning is the most intriguing of all, but the process here is still too fluid to be treated in passing and without detailed attitudinal data, something that is not attempted here.

The major thesis in this section was that non-Arizona Indians, particularly Plains Indians, were likely to play a role in inter-tribal organizations far out of proportion to their total numbers in the cities. To some extent this was true in Phoenix. However, there were enough active Pimas, Papagos, Navajos, Hopis, and even out-of-state non-Plains Indians to suggest moderating the thesis accordingly. With the Papago-Yaqui cleavage in Tucson and the Hopi-Navajo one in Flagstaff and the lesser amount of inter-tribal activity in those two cities, the thesis was neither confirmed nor invalidated but was held as being inapplicable.

Instead, the alternative idea emerged that what formal organizational leadership existed in all three cities was spearheaded by young, relatively well-off, educated Indians who were concerned in their minds with both reservation and urban politics. However, they had few political roots in their home reservations. Many but by no means all members of the new elite were not fluent in their own language, nor fully immersed to the reservation culture—largely due to decisions and events that they did not make or create in their early years.

In other words, the ranks of the bourgeois not only supply the Indian bureaucrats who fit into assimilation models in large numbers, but also provide what effective political leadership there exists for alternatives to assimilation. This is not unique to Arizona but an indication that the Arizona picture replicates the process of political change in many other politically underdeveloped contexts.

In all three sections some information was derived from interviews. The interviews included formal interviews with key individuals, brief conversations with others, and talking with personally well-known informants over time. The informants provided qualitative information on social interaction patterns in Mesa, Phoenix, and South Tucson. These approximately fifty persons included several heads of families, alcoholism counselors, community organizers, and persons respected in their communities. Brief conversations in all three cities included several hundred persons and included Indians at bars, powwows, homes, athletic contests, and community (Indian) centers. There were also officials in city government and the BIA who gave out mostly public information but on occasion provided insight into the actual workings of programs affecting Indians.

The more formal interviews ranged from fifteen minutes to in-depth discussions lasting several hours and involved at least forty key individuals in the three cities. There were at least seventeen interviews in Phoenix, fourteen in Flagstaff, and only nine in Tucson since there was more background information available to the author in the latter city. The persons interviewed in Flagstaff included a public school administrator, a BIA dormitory counselor, employment security commission personnel, community action program administrators, state rehabilitation, manpower, and welfare officials, a legal aid official, a county public defender, assistant city manager for community relations, Indian center personnel, and university professors. In Phoenix interviews were conducted with several administrators directly responsible to the area director for the BIA, LEAP officials, community organizers, and administrators at Southwest Indian Development, Inc., and Indian center organizations, several P.H.S. administrators at the Phoenix Indian Hospital, and several individuals in formal and informal Indian groups besides S.I.D. and the Indian center. In Tucson the legal aid director, Indian Center director, several Indian activist leaders, an academician, a C.E.O. administrator, and several community organizers were interviewed.

The interviews were fairly open-ended but at one time or another, the attempt was made to solicit perceptions on some common areas including estimates of the Indian population, the policies toward Indians of the organizations involved, the problem areas in the workings of the organizations, their attitudes toward federal-state jurisdictional issues and Indian organizational problems. The interviews were not intended to generate quantifiable data on attitudes but to gain and provide insight, understanding, and information that would supplement hard data provided in other areas of this study.

Arizona’s Urban Indians

Close to 19 percent of Arizona’s Indians live in urban areas. Among off-reservation towns and cities the Phoenix, Tucson, and Flagstaff metropolitan areas have the three largest Indian populations and contain the majority of off-reservation urban Indians. Other towns with sizeable numbers of Indians include Ajo (527), Holbrook (532), and Winslow (1,113). The percentage of urban Indians in Arizona is not large when compared to that of several other states with large Indian populations, in particular Oklahoma where over half of the Indians live in cities and towns. In California, the urban areas account for over 70 percent of the state’s Indian population. However, the presence of many explicit culture areas and reservations in Arizona on the one hand and the three large clusters of off-reservation Indians on the other, provides a unique opportunity for a study of the politics of urban migration. The 18,174 urban Indians in Arizona outnumber the entire Indian populations of several states including Illinois, North Dakota, Oregon, and Utah.9

Off-reservation Indians not only provide a major context for the study of social change, but there are many differences in the institutional contexts of urban and reservation Indians. In Arizona as elsewhere, at the heart of the matter are the conflicting perceptions of state, county, and city agencies on the one hand and federal agencies on the other, regarding the responsibilities of providing services to Indians. Non-federal agencies often regard the federal government as the primary provider for all Indians, regardless of tribe. In contrast, federal agencies generally have a narrow construction of their statutory responsibilities to designated tribes in designated jurisdictions.

The impact of these differences is particularly insidious in the case of urban Indians. It is erroneous to go so far as to say that the urban Indian is cut off from the BIA and other federal services. An urban Indian’s trust land back on the reservation comes under the same BIA regulations as the reservation Indian’s land. Urban Indians can have access to health care in Federal Indian hospitals, educational scholarships, and even vocational training. However, he often faces a different kind of bureaucratic resistance in obtaining service, let alone quality service, than does the reservation Indian.

Sometimes the urban-reservation distinction is not a matter of policy; the discriminations may be matters of biases and attitudes of particular administrators. Thus in some areas the BIA may lean away from giving college scholarships to an Indian whose family has lived in Oklahoma City for years. In a different location an administrator might not discriminate against urban Indian applicants. For students of politics and administration, the details of how rules are applied in specific contexts can themselves be of interest.

Although there are some areas where federal Indian programs reach urban Indians, there are other important areas where the Bureau of Indian Affairs does not help urban Indians and clearly distinguishes between urban and reservation (including rural Oklahoma) Indians. The BIA and critics of its urban Indian policies differ in large part over the proper interpretation of the 1921 Snyder Act which originally outlined the responsibilities of the BIA. The Snyder Act stipulates that under the direction of the Secretary of Interior the BIA

. . . shall direct, supervise, and expend such moneys as Congress may from time to time appropriate, for the benefit, care, and assistance of Indians throughout the United States. . . .10

The act goes on to list the broad set of purposes which allows the involvement of the agency in health, education, welfare, employment, and in general well-being. The crucial and controversial aspects of the Snyder Act involve the meaning of “throughout the United States.” The internal policy of the BIA and the Interior Department has been to limit the effects of the Snyder Act to reservations as much as possible. Many urban Indians have claimed that the general right to be mobile and to travel applies to Indians as well as others and should not result in the deprivation of federal benefits and rights provided by the Snyder Act.

There have been several suits on the housing and welfare services of the BIA, including Ruiz v. Hickel,11 which was accepted on appeal by the U.S. Supreme Court for the 1974 docket and is discussed in Chapter 1. Ruiz, an Arizona Papago who was laid off from his off-reservation job fifteen miles away from the Papago reservation, was declared ineligible first by Arizona and then by the BIA for its own welfare program. The Ruiz case was dismissed at the district court level but the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals12 ruled on May 31, 1973, that all Indians, including off-reservation Indians, were eligible for BIA services. The Interior Department vigorously appealed the circuit court’s decision, and as the introduction to this study shows, the outcome will have important consequences for Indians in general and urban Indians in particular. More but not all urban Indians will benefit from the Ruiz decision. At the present time, developmental funds, welfare, housing and building funds are not made available to urban Indians by the BIA. State and local agencies often attempt to avoid filling the resulting vacuum in services by trying to pass the buck (sometimes literally) back to reservations and the BIA, as was the case in the facts surrounding Ruiz v. Hickel. Whatever the nature of the final implementation of the Ruiz decision, it seems unlikely at this time that the Ruiz case will resolve all the ambiguities regarding the rights of urban Indians.

As of the mid-seventies, the U.S. Supreme Court has generally avoided policy positions which imply sweeping changes in the administration of justice. Even if the welfare issues are clearly resolved, there may be housing, health, taxation, and other substantive areas where litigation may yet be forthcoming. Apart from the problems of statutory interpretation of the Snyder Act, other constitutional and treaty issues affecting urban Indians at least indirectly may also reach the courts. It is probable that the era of litigation has only just begun. There is considerable concern among reservation elites stimulated by federal governmental leadership that the urban Indian legal arguments, if victorious, would ultimately mean less federal money going to the reservations. This, of course, could happen if urban and reservation leadership fail to put sustained pressure on Congress to increase the size of federal outlay for Indian programs. However, without the mobilization of political resources neither the funds for reservation Indians nor the urban Indians are likely to be increased and/or channeled wisely. The talent for this kind of mobilization is perhaps more readily available in the urban areas than on reservations.

Apart from the legal and political questions involved in the Ruiz and related cases, in making policy judgments it should be noted that in many urban areas including Flagstaff, Phoenix and Tucson, inner-city Indians generally face a comparatively greater array of social, political, and economic challenges than other ethnic groups. Also, with present trends in migration the majority of Indians are likely to shift from being the rural poor to being the urban poor.

In Arizona alone the rate of Indian urbanization has been practically doubling between the censuses of 1950 (4.5 percent), 1960 (10 percent), and 1970 (19 percent).13 Phoenix had a 132 percent increase in its 1970 Indian population compared to the 1960 Indian population, while Tucson had 58 percent and Flagstaff had 102 percent increases. Of the three areas, Tucson will probably continue to have the slowest rate of Indian migration. Even though Tucson borders the Papago reservation, there were only 4,879 persons counted by the 1970 census on the reservation. In contrast, Flagstaff is one of the border towns next to the Navajos, the largest tribal group in the United States. Phoenix is the most “nationalized” spot in Arizona for urban Indians and will probably continue to play a distinctive role for some time. Phoenix has truly a multi-tribal population and the metropolitan area has more Indians than Albuquerque, Buffalo, Chicago, Dallas, Denver, Minneapolis, New York, Seattle, and many other cities with sizable clusters of Indians. Phoenix is overshadowed only by Los Angeles, Oklahoma City, San Francisco-Oakland, and Tulsa.

Notes

1Oklahoma had 13,835 Indians who did not identify themselves with a tribe in the 1970 census. Arizona had 10,090 such persons. The 1970 census accepted the respondent’s own description of tribal affiliation and Indianness—although this was not always true for home visits where the interviewer had some latitude.

2See Theodore Taylor, The States and Their Indian Citizens. (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Indian Affairs, 1972), Appendix B, pp. 182-183.

3See unpublished report by Lee J. Sclar, Acting Director, California Indian Legal Services.

4There are many possible definitions of the term “urban Indians.” Unless stipulated otherwise in a specific context, the term as used in this text refers to persons of aboriginal stock from North America who live in off-reservation cities and towns in the United States—a definition synonymous with those used in the 1970 census. Wherever a narrower use of the term is involved, for instance in discussing issues of welfare eligibility, the attempt is made to draw attention to the restricted usage in the text. In those restricted contexts the number of people who are in the group called “urban Indians” may be somewhat smaller. The field research does not deal with the exact ratios involved. However, for discussion of comparative income, age, housing, and other census data, the census definitions hold.

5For a brief but clear critique of acculturation models see J. Jorgensen, “Indians and the Metropolis” in J. Waddell and O. M. Watson (editors), The American Indian in Urban Society. (Boston: Little, Brown and Company), 1971, pp. 67-69.

6Ibid., pp. 67-113.

7J. Hirabayashi, W. Willard, and L. Kemnitzer, “Pan-Indianism in the Urban Setting” in T. Weaver and D. White (editors), The Anthropology of Urban Environments. Society for Applied Anthropology Monograph (No. 11), 1972.

8For statewide Indian information see U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, Subject Reports, Final Report PC (2)—1F American Indians. Even without this report “Indian” data can be extracted fairly reliably by subtracting “white” and “black” data from totals or relying upon “other races.” Statewide Indians were 5.4 percent of the population whereas all other non-whites and non-blacks and Yaquis numbered only .9 percent of the total population. In the inner cities of Phoenix and Tucson and in all of Flagstaff, “Indians” can be safely interchanged with “other races.” See each section for details. The greatest problem of accuracy arises with the slightly larger number of Chinese (.3 percent) in Tucson as a whole and (.3 percent) in Phoenix city limits. However, in the context of socio-economic indicators the distortion is likely to make the Indians appear a little more affluent than they actually are. Wherever possible, attention is brought to existing census data, independent research work, and tacit knowledge about non-Indian elements in data about “other races.”

9The Arizona urban figure is derived from ethnic data in U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population: 1970, General Social and Economic Characteristics, Final Report PC(1)C4, Arizona, 1971. The Census Bureau’s own Indian study cited above (PC(2)—1F) shows 16,442 urban Indians in Arizona. However, as this publication itself notes, the study is based on less than a complete count. Even if the (PC(2)—1F) count is used, Arizona’s urban Indian residents (16,442) are more numerous than the total of Indians counted in the same report in Illinois (10,304), North Dakota (13,565), Oregon (13,210), and Utah (10,551). For derivations from PC(1)C4 and support for the larger figure see the chapter entitled “The Urban Indian: Man of Two Worlds” in Thomas Weaver (editor), Indians of Arizona, University of Arizona Press, Tucson, 1973. In any case the only point that is being illustrated is one of the relative size of the populations mentioned.

1042 Stat. 208, 25 U.S.C. 13.

11Ruiz v. Morton, 462 F. 2d.818(1972). Also see Tucson Daily Citizen, April 23, 1973, for coverage of the litigation in the court of appeals. (Morton replaced Hickel during the course of litigation.)

12Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, case no. 25568.

13See “The Urban Indian: Man of Two Worlds” in Thomas Weaver (editor), Indians of Arizona, (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1973).


2. PHOENIX

Population Characteristics

PHOENIX, the largest city in Arizona, is the home of the largest and most diverse body of urban Indians in the state. Indians, nevertheless, constitute only .7 percent of the city’s population. According to the U.S. Census there are 5,893 Indians in the Phoenix city limits, 348 in Mesa, 248 in Scottsdale, 304 in Tempe, and a total of 11,159 in the Phoenix Standard Metropolitan Statistical area (Maricopa County).1 As in Flagstaff, there is likely to be considerable undercounting of the Indian population. If the degree of undercounting is as great as that of Flagstaff the actual figure in the Phoenix urban area is likely to be 16,000. An employment officer of the BIA estimated there were probably 14,000 Indians currently in metropolitan Phoenix. The Phoenix Indian Center made a similar estimate. Despite the problem of undercounting, the census data on Phoenix can provide useful ethnic comparisons.

The Phoenix Indian population is a generally younger group than that of the Anglos (see Appendix, Table A.2). However, in Phoenix as in other urban areas the median age for Indians (males 21.9, females 21.5) is higher than the median age for Indians as a whole in Arizona (17.5). The Indian urban migration to Phoenix as in Tucson and Flagstaff takes place at a later age than it does for other major ethnic groups. Also, in Phoenix there is a marked drop-off in the post-40 population. There is a smaller percentage of old Indians than there are old whites and blacks.

In the context of the diversity of tribal membership Phoenix has the greatest diversity among Arizona towns and cities. There are not only Arizona Indians but Indians from nearby states and substantial numbers of Indians from far away states. Table A.1 in the Appendix shows the variety and size of the out-of-state Indian population of Arizona. The majority of the Indians in Arizona who are from states other than Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, and Nevada live in the Phoenix area. The Flagstaff and Tucson Indian populations are not anywhere near as heterogeneous as the Phoenix Indian population. Phoenix has almost 200 Dakota Sioux, approximately 100 Minnesota Chippewas, 100 Kiowas, about 175 Creeks (most of whom are in Mesa), 100 Choctaws, several hundred Cherokees, several hundred Pueblos, and smaller numbers of Shawnees, Blackfeet, Pawnees, Cheyennes, Iroquois, Tlingit, Yakimas and other Indians from far away states.

Among Arizona Indians in Phoenix, the largest contingents are Navajos, Papagos, Pimas, and Hopis. There are fewer Apaches and of course some members of smaller tribes. Then there are reservation Indians, who while technically residents of the county rather than the city (Ft. McDowell Yavapais), because of the location of their work and the time spent in the city are actually Phoenicians.

The Phoenix Indian population is partly dispersed throughout the metropolitan area and its outskirts. However, there are some distinctive Indian residential patterns. Although many bourgeois Indians tend to overlook their existence, there is still a large cluster (2,324) of Indians in the inner city (see Appendix, Table A.5). However, with the growth of a professional and semi-professional class of Indians new clusters of low-middle and middle-income Indian residences have grown up near Indian School Road, especially around the Phoenix Indian Hospital. There are approximately 1,000 residents in the Phoenix Indian School. Navajos, Apaches, and Hopis are the largest tribal groups at the school whose student body is largely Arizona Indian, although in 1970 there were students from twenty-one different tribes, a few from as far away as Montana.

Phoenix has been the most attractive city for Indian migration in Arizona. There are many reasons for this. They include the general hope of employment compared to the lack of employment opportunities on reservations. Some Indians, like Anglos, also come for reasons of weather. Phoenix is a more attractive place for some than Dakota and Chippewa country in the winter. But over and above these reasons federal governmental institutions and policies have played specific roles in the growth of the Phoenix Indian population.

The institutional stimulus comes from the presence of a complex of federal agencies which deals with Indians and also which employs substantial numbers of Indians. Phoenix is the home of one of the major BIA area offices in the nation. The Phoenix area serves a great diversity of tribes in Arizona and surrounding areas. The jurisdiction includes 48,900 Indians. Apart from the administrative bureaucracy there is also the Phoenix Indian School.

Phoenix is also the home of HEW’s Indian Health Service showcase, the Phoenix Indian Medical Center which directly serves the Phoenix metropolitan area, Ft. McDowell, Gila Bend, Gila River, Payson, Salt River, Verde Valley, and the Yavapai communities. Also, the center serves as a referral center for the four-state Phoenix area: Arizona, Utah, Nevada, and California. The Phoenix center has over 500 employees, many of whom are Indians, particularly in the nursing, clerical, and janitorial services. In addition to the agencies directly dealing with Indians there are Indian employees in other federal agencies in Phoenix. Finally, there are the smaller Indian tribal bureaucracies in Phoenix, including the Indian Development District of Arizona and the Salt River Tribal Office. The presence of the federal agencies has considerable demographic, economic, and social consequences.

The federal institutions account in part for the size of the Indian population, particularly the out-of-state Indians. Economically the federal presence has favorably influenced overall Indian employment and income statistics, though these figures deceptively disguise Indian poverty in the inner city. Phoenix has the lowest Indian unemployment rate among the three cities (see Appendix, Table A.2) and the highest mean and median family incomes. This relative “affluence” has its social counterparts: the Phoenix Indian family is smaller than the average families of Tucson and Flagstaff. Also, Phoenix has given rise to a significant professional class of Indians. Phoenix, despite its larger Indian population base, has 7.4 percent of its Indians holding managerial and administrative positions and 14.3 percent of its Indians holding the next most prestigious type of jobs (see Appendix, Table A.4).

Apart from institutional reasons there are policy reasons for the growth of the Phoenix Indian population. Phoenix was historically part of the BIA Indian relocation program of the 1950s when Indians were induced to migrate to urban areas. Phoenix began its Indian vocational training program in 1958. With the BIA reduction of field relocation offices a decade later, Phoenix remained a destination office like Minneapolis, Milwaukee, and Anadarko, Oklahoma. This means that while Phoenix is not a general relocation area like Los Angeles, it is a designated center for vocational training and subsequent employment. As of the mid-seventies, 400 Indians are in the vocational program; over 300 of them are in Phoenix, the others have been sent to specific programs in Tucson and other towns.

The average period of subsidized training lasts for ten months and two years is the maximum time permitted. Most of the trainees are brought to Phoenix from Arizona reservations, though there are a few from Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah. Close to 70 percent of the trainees each year choose to stay on in Phoenix after their training period is over thereby probably steadily adding 800 Indians (counting families) to the Phoenix population annually.

Socio-Economic Environment

Despite the relative affluence of the average Indian in Phoenix when compared to those in Tucson and Flagstaff, he shares several characteristics with Indians everywhere. While some marginal distinctions can be made between Indian alcoholism in the three cities, the extent of alcohol-related problems is so overwhelming that comparisons would have little general significance. In police court 25 percent of the appearances for drunkenness involve Indians and 50 percent of the female appearances for drunkenness involve Indians.2

The population figures for older Indians in Phoenix, Tucson, and Flagstaff are uniformly low. Among Phoenician ethnic groups Indians have the smallest percentage of persons over 40 (see Appendix, Table A.2). A small part of this may be due to out-migration. However, another reason for the relatively small number of Indians in the ethnic data is due to the fact that in Phoenix the longtime urban Indian resident is only sporadically served by the BIA, as in Tucson and Flagstaff.

State agencies in Phoenix also give a low priority to Indians among all ethnic groups. Thus in manpower planning, despite the massive Indian unemployment in the inner city and in the areas just outside the metropolitan area, the solving of Indian employment problems was put as the fourth priority after Mexican-Americans, blacks, and Anglos.3 Here as elsewhere because of the paucity of total numbers the peculiar and intense Indian problems of poverty and unemployment are overlooked even though other ethnic groups are singled out for attention.

The Phoenix Indian community is diverse not only in tribal membership but in employment and income patterns. There are Indians who are field workers on the outskirts of Phoenix. Navajos compose approximately 46 percent of the total of Indian field workers in the Phoenix metropolitan statistical area. By intense seasonal work by entire families they contribute to the larger figure for the Indian median family income in Maricopa County compared to the lower figures for Pima County (Appendix, Table A.3), where fewer agricultural employment opportunities are available.

As has been previously pointed out, the federal government is the largest single employer of Indians in Phoenix, thereby creating a significant Indian middle class and influencing the higher overall income figures for Indians in Phoenix, as compared to Tucson and Flagstaff. Many of the out-of-state Indians are in some form of government service. However, despite the existence of this Indian elite, 29.5 percent of Phoenix Indians hold low paying and low status jobs, a figure very close to that of Tucson. Many Indians in that group hold down relatively steady jobs in construction and industry. While the Indians in government service and in education in Phoenix are the socio-economic elite, the Indians in the inner city provide the bottom of the social ladder. General Phoenix statistics tend to overlook their predicament and there is considerable social distance between the inner-city Indians and Anglos on the one hand and the Indian elite on the other.

In 1970, according to the U.S. census, there were 2,324 Indians in the low-income inner-city area.4 The Indian male unemployment rate in the inner city (13.53) is over twelve times as high as the Indian male figure for Phoenix proper (1.7). The inner-city Indian unemployment is also massively larger than Anglo (6.86) and Mexican (7.77) inner-city figures. Only black male unemployment in the inner city (17.23) exceeds the Indian figures. However, in some comparisons of inner-city ethnic data, Indians have the highest unemployment rate among ethnic groups.

Among the inner city populations Indian income is the lowest of all groups. At the time of the 1970 census for the inner city the employment profiles for the low-income area showed the following data for income during a particular given week. The median income for individuals in all races was $127 for the week. The $127 median fell within the $125-149 range for census data on ethnic wage differences.5 If the total number of individuals for each race is added for all wage categories up to $124 per week (all ranges up to the one for the median) the following differences became apparent. Some 43.28 percent of Anglos had wages below $125; for blacks it was 55.10 percent; and it was 54.66 percent for Mexicans. However, 63.51 percent of Indians who worked that week fell below the median category for all races. This again illustrates the unique nature of Indian poverty, where in the midst of overall impressive figures for the Phoenix Indian population, the inner-city Indians are at the bottom of the economic ladder.

There are relatively few out-of-state Indians in the inner city. Most of the inner-city Indian population is drawn from the Papago, Pima, and Navajo groups with additional persons from the smaller tribes nearby. There is not only an economic gap between the inner city Indians and other Indians, but there is considerable social distance as well. There are few overlapping social occasions. Even the patterns of frequenting “Indian” bars show economic and social differences. The bars near the courthouse around Jefferson and First primarily cater to Indians in the lowest rung of the socio-economic ladder. A bar on E. Roosevelt has a heavily college-age crowd. Indian bureaucrats and workers in the Indian hospital complex tend to go to a tavern on N. 7th Avenue and to another on Indian School Road.

The neglect of the urban Indian most deeply affects the Indians of the inner city though it touches all Phoenix Indians. In educational, employment, and medical assistance, federal agencies tend to overlook inner-city Indians, though occasional service, specifically medical assistance, is given. As of the mid-1970s, the BIA does not have an employment assistance program offered directly to Phoenix Indians. The inner-city Indians have to apply back at their reservation home agencies for assistance. Only when the home agency accepts the sponsorship will the Phoenix BIA, as a matter of policy, help the urban Indian. Up to the fiscal year ending June 1973, an occasional administrator would find ways and means to use surplus money to aid urban Indians occasionally. Presently however, there is less discretion as the surplus money is handled by the home agencies. The administration of educational funds is also spotty in the context of urban Indians. Given limited funds, allocation to urban Indians depends on the prejudices of particular administrators.

In the field of medical assistance, Phoenix has the best federal services to offer among the three cities. However, even though the 200-bed Phoenix Indian Hospital, completed in 1970, is an excellent facility, the available service has outgrown demand. The inner-city urban Indian is often caught between two forces. County hospital authorities attempt to send the Indian to the federal facility. On the other hand, the urban Indian faces some administrative obstacles at the federal Indian hospital. His records have to be checked with his home agency hospital for purposes of identification and the urban Indian often waits the longest in the lobby for medical attention. Federal administrators’ attitudes toward urban Indians in Phoenix can best be summed up in the words of a director of the Phoenix Area Indian Health Services: “I don’t think that the government feels it has obligations to Indians living off the reservation.”6

State and city agencies are yet to make any visible impact in helping urban Indians. As has already been shown, Indian employment problems have been relegated to fourth place behind those of Mexicans, Negroes, and whites in the manpower policies of Maricopa County. However, there are several projects which on paper claim to serve the Indians. The Employment Security Commission of Arizona has had a modest “urban Indian project” which affected only 80 Indians in 1970.

LEAP, the city’s anti-poverty agency, has had some token Indian programs. They have included an “Indian Senior Citizen’s Nutritional Program” beginning in 1971. Its effects are invisible. Among ethnic groups, blacks have played a dominant role thus far in the politics of LEAP. LEAP in the past played a token role in the supervision of the Phoenix Indian Center whose effects on Indians has again been minimal. The Indian Center carries the latest listing of “job bank” information on available positions. Fewer than ten Indians a day actually come in to look at the job listings at the center. On June 21, 1973, at noon, only five Indians had signed the registration sheet at the door of the center.

The city’s alcoholism reception center, using the rhetoric of due process arguments, does little to tailor-make its programs for Indian alcoholics. As a result of its “color blind” programs, the Indian alcoholic in Phoenix is in fact differentially treated by the police, as the court appearance facts previously referred to suggest.

The well-to-do Indian, of course, often escapes differential treatment. There is no greater contrast between the general affluence of Phoenix and the Indian poverty and dislocation in the inner city than the block immediately east of the towering old county courthouse, between Washington and Jefferson Streets. With the county jail nearby, the frequent police cars, the filthy bars and cafes, the pawn shops with Indian jewelry and the bail bondsmen, it is a desperate Indian world far removed from the world of the BIA Anglo or Indian employee or the average Phoenician.

Political and Social Mobilization

Of the three cities in Arizona, Phoenix has the largest variety of Indian organizations. Some are formalized as chartered groups, others are not. As in other worlds, it is true in the Indian world that for understanding a community, the importance of informal organizations, like family associations, should not be overlooked.

Among the more formal and better-known non-governmental organizations in the metropolitan area are religious, service, and political organizations. Religious organizations include the American Indian crusade headquartered in suburban Glendale. The crusade is headed by the Claus family whose nucleus was provided by an Iroquois mother since passed away and now by her children. Among Indian fundamentalist and revivalist groups the Claus family is well known for their showmanship and music. But as in the case of many Anglo revivalist groups, the American Indian crusade is a relatively well-to-do attempt to save souls rather than making any impact on the temporal nature of things.

There are several paper organizations designated as legal mechanisms for receiving funds for Indian projects. A good example is the Arizona Indian Centers, Inc., which has received money from several sources including the Four-Corners Regional Inter-Governmental Commission. In terms of actual output, however, the corporation’s concrete achievement is largely limited to giving small amounts of funding to the Flagstaff Indian center. However, the corporation has well publicized its plans to help urban Indians and to raise funds for a multipurpose Ira Hayes Memorial complex in Phoenix.

One of the oldest and best-known Indian organizations is the Phoenix Indian Center which was incorporated in 1954 and has moved several times. In 1973, it was located at 613 N. Central Avenue. The center’s funding has come from a variety of governmental programs, including some earlier support from the city’s LEAP, presently from United Fund, and occasionally from private sources. According to some critics of the Indian Center who are long-term residents of Phoenix, the center was actually more helpful to Indians in the sixties than it is now. With modest quarters and minimum funds there was, nevertheless, a greater spirit of service in the 1960s than in the 1970s. The history of the center is partly in the eyes of the beholder but there are several clear conclusions about the center’s present operation.

The board of directors, largely an Indian board with only two of its fourteen voting members being non-Indians, is not elected from a city-wide constituency. The executive director is a Hopi-Cherokee and there are five Hopis on the board. After considerable maneuvering and shuffling of persons the present board generally follows the suggestions of the executive director. The center has been far more successful historically in obtaining funds than any other urban group in Arizona. However, the center has become over-bureaucratized and has paid increasingly less attention to the actual delivery of service.

Although it is a fairly clean and well-maintained place, few Indians go there for specific services as has been shown in the case of employment services. In order to minimize uncontrolled foot traffic, the staff unwittingly closed the front door in the summer of 1973 and Indians literally had to go through the back door so as not to disturb the staff “at work.” This has further discouraged Indian drop-ins. The center neither serves the economic needs of the inner-city poor nor the social needs of the “new” Indian population north of Indian School Road.

While there has been vocal discontent among some Indians against the center as early as 1969, the real crisis came about in the summer of 1973 as other Indian groups began to make effective headway in city politics, largely bypassing the center. The coordination of these groups occurred largely through the hard work of Indians from Southwest Indian Development, Inc. Organized in 1969 by young activists, S.I.D. became a potent force in 1972 and 1973. The S.I.D. Indians were able to get several grants and made effective use of their funds in organizing a more effective Indian coalition than is present in the mid-seventies in either Tucson or Flagstaff.

Just as Phoenix has more Indian bureaucrats, it has also more Indian activists than Tucson or Flagstaff. This is partly a function of the size of the Indian population but is also due to several other factors including the beginnings of an educated Indian elite and the presence of many young, alienated, and marginal Indians, some of whom have been in and out of A.I.M. (American Indian Movement) and N.I.Y.C. (National Indian Youth Council), two of the more radical groups among activists. Some of the alienated and marginal Indians are part-Indians, while some of the others were fairly removed from the intensities of language and ceremonies of reservation culture in their socialization and yet have not disappeared in the mythical melting pot.

Although there are some A.I.M. and N.I.Y.C. members in the new Indian coalition being formed under S.I.D.’s leadership, the coalition has thus far successfully appealed to a relatively broad though yet small cross-section of the Phoenix Indian population. At least the breadth of the appeal is greater than that of any other Indian organization. Although the leadership of the Indian center sought to equate the new S.I.D. politics with A.I.M., it is very clear that in both clarity of thought and in tactics S.I.D. is more broadly based, open, and politically sophisticated and effective than A.I.M.

There are several general institutional and political reasons for the current success of the efforts of the S.I.D. organizers. Despite the slowing down of poverty money in general in the Nixon administration, Indian money is earmarked and available in the new revenue sharing funding policy. Phoenix city administrators have seen the possibility that by increasing at least the appearance, if not the substance, of Indian input, Phoenix can have an effective strategy in enlarging the federal contribution to city finances. On the Indian side S.I.D. created an ad hoc interim committee in January, 1973, to pressure the city for reforms and to negotiate specific concessions from the city. The interim committee included two articulate and aggressive young activists, Syd Beane, a South Dakota Sioux, and Gus Greymountain, a Navajo.

The interim committee, because of the political groundwork and the appeal to the self-interest of the city, won several important concessions. The city’s target area for L.E.A.P. was at least tentatively expanded from the inner city to include the larger area where the majority of Indians lived. The city also agreed to create a special Indian advisory committee for L.E.A.P., the city’s anti-poverty agency. Initially there was some opposition to the special consideration for Indians but the city’s governmental leaders, particularly assistants to the city manager, were able to demonstrate to the skeptics in L.E.A.P. that the concession was in the city’s self-interest. Fred Glendening, a deputy city manager, said that “the federal government requires such a committee be existing where federal funds for Indians are involved.”7 The city also went on to declare officially June 23-29 as “Indian Week” and the city manager’s office helped sponsor an Indian conference on June 23 at which the city-wide Indian election of fifteen representatives to the Indian advisory committee would take place.

The June 23 meeting was well publicized by the city and by S.I.D. and was held in the new Civic Plaza. Over 200 Indians attended the meeting one time or another which is quite an achievement in the context of Indian political mobilization, although the number of Indians in the auditorium at election time was slightly less than 200. Some of the S.I.D. leaders were part of the fifteen who were elected though many of the fifteen had no direct connection with S.I.D. Indian hospital and Indian school personnel were well represented in the conference and there were Indians from the colleges and the federal bureaucracy. There were a few Indians from the inner city, but then organizing the Indian poor is not an easy task.

Thus far, S.I.D.’s organizational ability is the real success story in urban Indian politics, though there are some uncertainties for the future. The two most crucial are whether the advisory commission really can develop political clout and whether the Indian activist elite will be able to remember the problems of the inner-city Indians in the long run.

The discussion thus far has focused on formal groups and institutions. There are also many informal social Indian groups and institutions which help make urban life tolerable. There are the Indian clubs at educational institutions and there are cultural groups like the Plains Indian Club which gathers members together for song and dance.

Just as the inner city symbolizes Indian dislocation and disarray, there are many familial, tribal, and inter-tribal patterns, habits, and institutions in other areas of metropolitan Phoenix which are examples of Indian economic and cultural survival in urban conditions. An excellent example is provided by the Creeks in Mesa.

There are approximately one hundred Creeks in Mesa, bordering the Phoenix city limits. The Creeks are an outgrowth of a couple of pioneering families who left Oklahoma in the fifties for greener pastures in Phoenix. After a brief and frustrating experience with Indian relocation in Los Angeles, the families returned to Phoenix and started out on their own without direct governmental assistance. The present Mesa Creek population is largely the product of the intermarriage between these two families and several other Creek families who knew of the activities of the first two and came from Oklahoma to join them, and in turn intermarried with them. There are some non-Creeks who have married into the families but they are usually, though not always, Oklahoma Indians like the Choctaws. The families remain predominantly Creek. While not all of the young Creeks who grew up in the urban setting speak fluent Creek, the overwhelming majority understand Creek. Holding on to some degree to the language has been an important tool for social solidarity. Most of the migrant Creeks came to Phoenix from rural Oklahoma with less than a high school education, though some members of the next generation have had some college experience. There is very little unemployment among the Mesa Creeks; most of them work in unionized jobs in construction and industry.

The elders of the Creek community have wisely organized athletic teams for the young and the elders often accompany the young to out-of-town league games with other Indian teams. The young are given consciously channeled outlets for their energies.

Despite the tight-knit marriage patterns which help retain Creek identity, the group is quite open in its social relationships with members of other tribes. Though it was difficult at first, many Arizona Indians have well-developed friendships with the Creeks. Quite naturally many Oklahoma Indians are among close friends. Thus a couple of the families regularly visit a small group of Oklahoma Shawnee and Kickapoo families, each participating in the other’s giveaway, dance, or the honoring of a relative. The Creek Indians often attend inter-tribal powwows in which they sometimes take the leadership in the Creek stomp dance. This happens sometimes because there are Shawnees and Kiowas who have also learned the Creek stomp songs.

Many of the Creeks were superficially Baptists in Oklahoma, but gradually began to rediscover their roots in the traditional dances. While many enjoy beer-drinking, there is an insignificant amount of alcoholism among the Mesa Creeks. As a group they have thus far avoided both the tragedies of the inner city and the assimilation model of the BIA employee. Yet they have survived in Phoenix for decades, as an invisible but vibrant and successful native American community which has moved towards social inter-tribalism, while making its way in the Anglo world and yet retaining its distinctly Creek character.

Notes

1U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population: General Population Characteristics, PC(1) B-4, Arizona.

2Quote from a city magistrate in Phoenix Gazette, February 6, 1969. Orien Fifer’s column.

3See Greater Phoenix Manpower Review (Phoenix, Arizona: May, 1971).

4For tract definitions and data, see Table A.5. Generally, the inner-city area is composed of several tracts (1156-1161, 1163-1165 and 1138) and the basic area bounded by McDowell Road on the North, 48th Avenue on the East, 35th Avenue on the West and Broadway on the South. [PHC(3)-4 Selected Low Income Areas—Phoenix].

5PHC-(3)-48 Phoenix. U.S. Census (1970) Earnings of Wage and Salary Workers on full-time schedules, at work last week. P. 4. Indian data resulted by subtracting blacks, Spanish, and Anglo from all races.

6Dr. Charles S. McCammon quoted in Arizona Republic, March 8, 1972.

7Arizona Republic, May 18, 1973.


3. TUCSON

Population Characteristics

TUCSON is the second largest metropolitan area in Arizona, with 351,667 people in the 1970 Census SMSA (Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area). According to census data there were 8,837 Indians in the metropolitan area which includes much, but not all, of the Papago Indian reservation. In the city limits of Tucson with 262,933 persons, there were 1,926 Indians, constituting .7 percent of the city’s population. Indians constituted the majority of “other races” which was the remaining category after extracting “white,” “black,” and “Spanish American” from the totals.1

Because of the presence of Yaqui Indians, Tucson provides a unique problem in counting Indians. The Yaquis fled from northern Mexico in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and settled in several communities in Arizona, including Tucson and South Tucson. Culturally and historically they are distinct from Mexicans though considerable confusion exists in identification. For purposes of examining comparative ethnic economic and political data they belong more clearly to the Indian category than any other. However, several problems should be pointed out. Partly because of the absence of a federal trust land base and the absence of treaty provisions, the Yaquis are not classified as Indians by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and are therefore not eligible for BIA services. However, many native Americans who are shown as Indians in census data are not eligible for BIA services either. In Arizona, besides the Yaquis, the ineligible Indians include individuals from terminated tribes (Menominees), unrecognized tribes (until 1972, the Tonto Apaches of Payson, Arizona), and Canadian Indians in Phoenix and elsewhere.

The identification of Yaquis is also made difficult by communication problems. Unless pressed, many will simply say they are Spanish in order to avoid confrontation. Casual discussion with Yaquis showed that those with some education tended to mark the “other” column in the census form and then write in Yaqui while many other Yaquis merely listed themselves or were listed by census takers as “Spanish Americans.”2

Tucson does not have one single inner city such as Phoenix has. There are several low-income areas in Tucson. However, the municipality of South Tucson, surrounded by Tucson, is not only a legal entity but is a concentrated low-income area where the mean family income is $6,063 per year as opposed to Tucson’s $9,992.3

South Tucson had a 1970 population of 6,220 of whom 597 or 9.59 percent were Indians. There were 153 Yaqui (or “other”) which if added to the 597 totals 750 native Americans or 12.05 percent of the population. There were only 129 blacks and 23 Chinese.4 Again, as in the Phoenix inner city, South Tucson data for Indians can be gauged with considerable accuracy by subtracting white (including Spanish or Mexican) and black data from census totals for all races.

On the basis of the census data in Table 3.1, conservative estimates can be made of the 1970 Indian population in greater Tucson. The U.S. Census shows 2,634 Indians in Tucson’s “urbanized” areas. For comparing ethnic census data, 3,623 is a safe figure for the 1970 population of greater Tucson. However, the conservatism of that figure can be gathered by the demonstrated undercounting of the floating urban Indian population, the exclusion of Papagos and Yaquis living in the fringe areas,5 and the Indians living in dormitories at the University of Arizona6 and correctional institutions and half-way houses. For current figures, birth rates and urban migration between 1970 and 1974 have to be additionally taken into account. Given these factors it does not seem unreasonable to assume that actually there are close to 6,000 Indians, including Yaquis, currently in Tucson.

Papagos constitute the largest tribal group among Tucson’s urban Indians—approximately 47 percent of the Indian population. Yaquis are a close second with about 42 percent. The remainder of the Indians belong to a variety of other tribes. The records of the nearby San Xavier Public Health Service clinic for 1970 show the presence in Tucson of at least fifteen recognizable Hopi names, eleven Navajos, and twenty Plains Indians. In fact the actual figures for each group are likely to be higher since not everyone goes to San Xavier. Too, the presence of many English surnames in the list makes tribal identification difficult. There is a small group of Pimas and there are smaller numbers of other Arizona and out-of-state Indians. The diversity of the Indian population is not anywhere near that of Phoenix though it is greater than that of any other Arizona city or town besides Phoenix.


TABLE 3.1

INDIAN POPULATION OF GREATER TUCSON, 1970



	Tucson U.S. Indians
	1,926 


	South Tucson U.S. Indians
	597 


	Greater Tucson U.S. Indians
	2,523 


	U.S. Indians
	2,523 


	Yaqui Indians
	1,100 


	Total Indians
	3,623 






Source:U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population: 1970, General Population Characteristics, PC(1) B.4—Arizona, p. 58.



The majority of Tucson’s Indians live in a long but narrow corridor on the west end of the city between 1st Avenue on the East, Interstate 19 on the West, Grant Road on the North and the city limits on the South. Approximately 2,200 of the 3,623 Indians (including Yaquis) counted by the census live in that west-side corridor. Analysis of the census tracts shows the following approximate concentrations within the corridor. Old Pasqua Yaqui Village—470, North of Speedway—100, South of Speedway—280, around the community center—160, South Tucson—750, and south of South Tucson to the city limits—470.

Yaqui concentrations are in the Old Pasqua Village on the north side and the Barrio Libre on the south end of South Tucson. The figures for New Pasqua Village southwest of the city limits are not included in the above data. While there are the two Yaqui villages, there are no Papago villages within the city. The Papago pattern is more dispersed with several Papago families living on the same street with Yaqui and Mexican families. Apart from the western corridor the remaining Indians are scattered throughout the central and the eastern sections of the city. Small multitribal groups live on the University of Arizona campus and in several other institutions including a couple of alternatives to prison: the Southwest Indian Youth Center and the rival Intermountain Youth Center. Both of the latter compete for federal funds.

The Tucson Indian population is slightly older (see Appendix, Table A.2) than the Phoenix and Flagstaff Indian populations and considerably older than the Arizona Indian population (median age 17.5). However, the Tucson Indians have a lower median age than whites in Tucson. As in other cities there is a high percentage of young adults with again a striking drop-off in the percentage of Indians who are above 40 (Table A.2). Among the Tucson Indians, Yaquis have the fewest percentage of persons over 60 (4.4 percent) while the Papagos have a few more old persons (9.6 percent).7 The rest of the Indians in Tucson seem to have a larger spread at the bottom and at the top of the age brackets. The comparative data match common sense expectations. The Yaquis without access to stable public health facilities do have the worst medical problems with the very old and the very young. The non-Papago American Indians are somewhat more affluent than the Tucson Papagos and the presence of larger percentages of the young and old among the former is perhaps related to their slightly higher economic well-being.

The urban Indians in Tucson are for the most part long-time residents of the metropolitan area. Even though Tucson borders the Papago reservation with its stable Indian community, it is less of a border town than Flagstaff which offered dances and powwows and has many more visitors from the rural areas than Tucson. Indians other than Papagos and Yaquis have been in Tucson for the shortest period of time.8 Some 87 percent of the Yaquis have been in town for over ten years and 65.4 percent of the Papagos are in the same category. Only 1.9 percent of the Papagos have been in town for less than a year. While immigration from the Papago reservation and other areas continues, the Indian migration seems to be much slower than that of Phoenix. The urban Indian in Tucson in the context of residence seems to be a stable and established element in the population of greater Tucson.

Socio-Economic Environment

By most indices Indians in the city limits of Tucson are less well-off than Indians in Phoenix or Flagstaff. Tucson’s Indians have the lowest median and mean family incomes in the three cities (Table A.2). Also, Tucson has the greatest number of Indians below the poverty level (32.3 percent). The actual extent of Indian poverty in Tucson may well be disguised and understated because of two factors. The category “other races” includes Indians but also includes Chinese and Japanese. Also, the income figures for Tucson’s city limits do not include South Tucson, a major low-income area in metropolitan Tucson.

Not only are Tucson Indians poorer than other urban Indians in the three cities, they are poorer than other ethnic groups in Tucson on most counts. There are a greater percentage of Indians who are below the poverty level than is the case for whites, blacks, or Mexican Americans. The median income is lower than that of all other ethnic groups in Tucson. There are two economic indicators in which Tucson Indians do better than several other ethnic groups, particularly blacks. The mean Indian family income ($7,558) is lower than that of whites and Mexican Americans but higher than that of blacks ($6,822). The Indian unemployment rate was lower in 1970 than was the case for other ethnic groups in Tucson. However, Tucson had a greater percentage of Indians who were not in the labor force than was the case for any ethnic group in any of the three cities (Appendix, Table A.4).

The real depths of Indian poverty are to be seen in South Tucson which is itself a poverty-stricken area. About 36.5 percent of the families in South Tucson live below the level of poverty as compared to Tucson’s 16.8 percent for all races. South Tucson’s median family income is $5,2849 as compared to Tucson’s $8,759. South Tucson has some of the worst housing in the metropolitan area. Approximately 13.4 percent of South Tucson housing lacks some or all plumbing facilities compared to 4.7 percent for Tucson. However, South Tucson is governed by a Mexican elite and Mexican Americans are the dominant ethnic group. However, in this low-income area Indians who form a significant element (12.05 percent) of the population are in the worst economic condition of all ethnic groups. The percentages of ethnic data on owner-occupied housing derived from the 1970 census data for South Tucson are a major illustration of this point (see Table 3.2). South Tucson is a leading example of the point that substituting a Mexican elite for an Anglo elite does not necessarily alleviate the economic and social conditions of Indians.

Despite the low income of Indians in Tucson and South Tucson, the economic factors for urban migration are very clear. Even though urban living brings about many social and economic costs, rural Indian poverty around Tucson is far greater than that of Tucson. The median family income in San Xavier reservation (Tract 42) is $2,885 and for the rest of the reservation within Pima County (Tract 0048), it is $2,704. Unemployment on the Papago reservation is 12.1 percent and in San Xavier it is 23.9 percent. Papagos pay a big social and cultural price in moving to urban areas but the wage differential partly explains why the migration does take place.


TABLE 3.2

OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING IN SOUTH TUCSON, 1970



	
	White*
	Black
	Indian


	Percentage of ethnics to total population
	85.45
	2.1
	12.05


	Percentage of ownership of owner-occupied housing
	90.65
	1.9
	  7.38






*Ninety-three percent of the whites were “persons of Spanish language.”



The Indians in Tucson proper have developed a small relatively affluent class, in large part due to the presence of federal agencies whose bureaucracies are smaller than that of Phoenix. This also explains why Tucson Indians have a higher mean income than blacks though the median income is smaller (Tables A.2 and A.4). The federal agencies include the Public Health Service at San Xavier, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Desert Willows Training Center. Some 7.3 percent of the Indian labor force have the highest status of managers and administrators whereas only 2.8 percent of blacks fall into that category. Only 30 percent of Indians in Tucson are in low-pay and low-status jobs compared to 47.3 percent blacks (Table A.4). This relative well-being of Indians compared to blacks is again deceptive.

If we look at data for Indians in the western corridor including South Tucson, a different employment pattern emerges. Some 46 percent of the employed Indians in the corridor have unskilled jobs while only 6.3 percent hold jobs in the highest category or professional class.10 Over 44 percent of the Indian heads of households in the western corridor either were unemployed or were not in the labor force. Within this group 39.1 percent were unemployed, 19.6 percent were disabled, 28.2 percent were retired, and 14 percent were regularly on welfare.

In most inter-tribal comparisons of economic data, Yaquis were found to be worse off than Papagos in the CEO-sponsored study cited above. About 57.7 percent of the Yaquis were unskilled workers while 34.5 percent of the Papagos fell into the category. Balancing this was the fact that Yaquis had a few more professionals than the Papagos. Yaquis depend heavily on working at common labor for the city, county, and state governments. The majority of Papagos are wage workers in the private sector of the city’s economy. While neither group receives impressive wages, Papagos have a slight edge over Yaquis in a comparison of wages.11 The economic similarities between Papagos and Yaquis are greater than the differences given the pervasiveness of poverty in both Indian groups.

The urban Indian in Tucson is different from his rural counterpart in the composition of his family. The urban Indian family in Tucson is somewhat smaller than its rural counterpart. Thus the mean size of the Indian family below the poverty level in Pima County is 5.1, while the Tucson family in the same context is composed of 4.4 persons. The number of persons in a household is also slightly smaller in Tucson compared to Pima County as a whole.

Dependence on census data for purposes of analyzing the authority structure of families has its drawbacks. Misleading information can be sometimes given out of fear of withdrawal of welfare funds or out of misunderstanding the census questions. However, the Tucson data is so overwhelmingly different on some scores that it deserves special mention. One of the most striking things about the urban Indian family in Tucson, as shown by the census data, is the number of households which have females as head of family. It is reported that 21.4 percent of the Indian families in Tucson have female heads, a figure much larger than that based on comparable Indian data in Flagstaff and Phoenix. At first glance this may seem to be a cultural characteristic of Papagos anywhere since exactly 21.49 percent of the families on the Papago reservation also have female heads. Traditional culture, however, may be a less important variable than cultural dislocation brought about by urban pressures, including economic factors. It may be that the Papago family structure is less able to withstand urban pressures than Navajo families in Flagstaff. However, reasonable evidence exists that urbanization in terms of location of residence and poverty may be a more important factor.

The San Xavier district of the Papago reservation adjoins Tucson. In San Xavier 34.58 percent of the Papago families have female heads. The CEO-sponsored study shows that in the western corridor of Tucson 32.7 percent of the Papago families did not have males as heads of households. Even though the overall Papago figures are striking, there is a considerable difference between the authority structure due to father-absence of the urban Papago family as compared to the rural counterpart.

The urban Yaqui family is in a comparable position. Some 23.9 percent of the Yaqui families have females as heads of the household. Further evidence that low status and income are important factors is provided by the Tucson urban black family where females are heads of 22.4 percent of the households. The above data should not be interpreted as denying the role of culture in the motivations of urban Indian families. The attempt to hold onto the traditional extended family even in the urban setting and in the midst of poverty occurs among Papagos and Yaquis. Some 30.4 percent of the Papago families and 39.9 percent of the Yaqui families are extended instead of nuclear families.

Tucson Indians face a variety of environmental challenges in health, education, and other social services both at the hands of governmental and private agencies. Some of these factors are similar to conditions in Flagstaff and Phoenix, while others are different. Thus in all three cities, public hospitals attempt to transfer Indians to the Indian health service facilities, though urban Indians often receive low priority at the Indian hospitals. Very few Indians in Tucson voluntarily go to the Tucson Medical Center, the University Hospital, or St. Joseph’s Hospital on the eastside. Some go to the overcrowded county hospital on the southside. The Veterans Administration hospital gets some Indian patients and some end up in St. Mary’s Hospital on the westside. There have been cases when in an emergency situation (drug overdose, for instance) the patient has waited for hours in St. Mary’s while the bureaucracy tried to transfer the Indian to a federal facility.

Most Indians go to the Indian Health Service facility at San Xavier, despite several problems involved. San Xavier does not have full-service facilities and for most problems beyond routine checkups and treatment Indians have to go to Sells, sixty miles away. Contracted care through urban non-Indian health facilities is at a minimum in the mid-seventies. This creates transportation problems for access to health care, as it does for employment in the urban sprawl that is Tucson with its modest public transportation facilities. On paper the Model Cities program (the social action agency of city government) funds a low-income transportation system (LIFTS) but this program gives uneven service to Indians. Part of the reason is Indian unfamiliarity with the bureaucratic norms of LIFTS—when to call and what exact information to provide. At the same time LIFTS has on occasion left urban Indians stranded at the San Xavier clinic after taking them there.

Education is another area of considerable similarities in the three urban areas. The Indian students in the western corridor generally go to schools in the western corridor with heavy minority student bodies. Spanish is offered as a language in many schools and there is the occasional appearance of a Spanish bilingual or cultural enrichment program. However, Indians who are the most culturally distinct of ethnic groups have no systematic exposure to the understanding of Papago language, history, culture, and experience. Exposure to Spanish often serves as a token example of cultural pluralism.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs provides more services to urban Indians in Tucson than it does in Flagstaff. The BIA branch office handles a smaller number of reservation trainees than Phoenix, but an offshoot of the Tucson office does make an effort to find employment for urban Indians who appear at the BIA employment office in Tucson. Given the logic of bureaucracy, the program is run quite conservatively. The Tucson BIA has a special contract for employment services, but it takes safe risks so that the small program will not be jeopardized.

The city of Tucson occasionally has taken special notice of Indian problems slightly more than the ethnically rich city of South Tucson. In the summer of 1973 the city’s park programs provided considerable support for recreational programs and equipment at the Tucson Indian Center even though many of the services were provided to Indians living in the municipality of South Tucson, outside of Tucson’s jurisdiction strictly construed. South Tucson, despite the expressed sympathy for Indians by the political elite, has had no special programs for Indians in the past. However, a new sensitivity and willingness to cooperate with Indian groups, including the Traditional Indian Alliance, seemed to emerge from the attitudes of the elected and administrative elite in South Tucson in mid-1973.

The Model Cities program and the Committee for Economic Opportunity are two social action agencies which do have many poor Indians within their territorial jurisdiction. The Model Cities program is an official arm of the city while the Committee for Economic Opportunity is a corporation which contracts for federal poverty funds. Neither organization has any systematic way of allowing even a token Indian input into their policy-making processes. There are no Indian advisory committees built into the structure of either program. In contrast, LEAP in Phoenix now has an Indian advisory committee. There are no Indians in the top levels of the hierarchy of either organization, even though ethnic politics played a role in the administrative employment patterns. Tucson’s ethnic politics involves constant jockeying between Mexican and black groups for slices of the social action pie. There is very little concerted effort between the black and the Mexican elite, and Indians are ignored by both. The top administrator of CEO is a Mexican while the second in command is black. Model Cities is headed by a very visible member of the black community and the second in command is Mexican. This sort of arrangement reaches down to the lower levels of both bureaucracies. The prospects of a third world coalition of blacks, Chicanos, and others which would help Indian needs in Tucson are not very bright.

None of the Model Cities programs take any special notice of Indian needs. Yet the spuriousness of its color-blind, due process-oriented programs can be seen from the fact that it does have special funding for a variety of ethnic and religious groups directly as operating agencies or indirectly as receiving agencies. These include the Catholic Community Services of Southern Arizona, Inc., the Handmaker Jewish Nursing Home, and the Jewish Community Center as operating agencies. Policy input from Mexican centers has taken place in bilingual education and child care services have been given to El Rio Center.12 The only project that is even intended on paper to deal with Indians is a housing corporation project to find homes for eleven Indian families. Despite well-publicized committee work and architectural drawings, the plan has yet to see the light of day.

The Committee for Economic Opportunity does have a token Indian program. It funds the salaries for two staff persons, stationery, telephone expense, and a small miscellaneous fund at the Tucson Indian Center in CEO’s battle against poverty. The regular area councils in black and Mexican areas have much larger budgets than CEO’s token Indian activity. Even in its token program CEO has avoided taking any decisive leadership or any controversial steps to clear up personnel problems at the center. The institutional logic seems to point to the role of the center as being a demonstration of CEO concern without doing anything directly to change the reality of Indian poverty. However, at least CEO has channelled some finds directly to the Indian Center and indirectly into alcoholism counseling, while other public agencies have failed to provide even a token.

Private agencies have not done significantly better. The Catholic Church has opened a modest religious and service center for Catholic Papagos in South Tucson. The Lutheran Church has funded a summer recreational program for Indian children. However, the United Fund has thus far zero-budgeted Indian social needs while the middle class Boy Scout activities remain relatively secure.

Political and Social Mobilization

Tucson has less diversity of Indian tribal groups than Phoenix and more so than Flagstaff. In conscious social and political mobilization of tribal and inter-tribal groups, Tucson is more sophisticated than Flagstaff and less so than Phoenix. In Flagstaff, Hopi-Navajo antipathies are barriers to inter-tribal organizations.13 In Phoenix the presence of a politically conscious, culturally alienated inter-tribal elite accounts for the degree of coordinated activism. In Tucson there are unique factors which account for muted political activism in the city.

Tucson, with its established urban Indian communities, has both an educated elite as well as a fair number of educated Indians who are alienated from their reservation or rural culture (Sonoran roots in the case of the Yaqui) without being assimilated into the dominant culture. There is a fair degree of snobbery towards Papagos often displayed by other Indians. The Feagin-Anderson study shows that “the Navajo and the Papago are regarded with the greatest antipathy by the total sample” of Indians from various tribes at an Indian boarding school.14 This has resulted in a minimum of social and political cooperation between Papagos and other tribes. The Yaquis are not regarded as Indians by many Papagos and other Indians, also resulting in the relative isolation of the Yaquis who have their own social organization and who in part depend on concerned Mexicans for the occasional articulation of their needs.

Family and kinship alliances provide the basis of the informal patterns of Papago social organization in the city. However, in the city even more so than on the reservation,15 Papago kinship patterns, loyalties, and intensities do not have a rigid pattern but depend on physical proximity and the fluctuating immediacy of perceived need.

The Tucson Indian Center, the best known Indian institution in greater Tucson, has had an uneven history. Its historical roots are in the Native American Club formed by some Papagos in 1960. Approximately four years later the club was incorporated as the American Indian Association of Tucson which moved into an abandoned tavern at 120 W. 29th Street and named it the Tucson Indian Center. The history and dynamics of the center’s organization contain a rich field of insights and facts about urban Papago behavior which is too involved to be fully discussed here.

Financially the center has fluctuated through severe boom and bust cycles. In 1964 the association was awarded a $35,000 grant primarily for the purchase of the center. However, much of the grant was used for operating funds and a non-Indian attorney’s fees. In 1967 the building still was not paid for and faced foreclosure of mortgage. Only the active soliciting by Anglo well-wishers in the informal “Association for Papago Affairs” and the food sales by some Indian families prevented foreclosure and paved the way for ownership of outright title to the building. The center began receiving OEO funds in 1967 and had a budget of $19,000 for the 1967-68 fiscal year. As of the mid-seventies, the center is on reduced OEO funding with its future uncertain.

With the exception of some Anglos in the formative years and occasional non-Papago Indian members, the center’s board has had mostly Papagos in its membership. Besides Papagos, there has been an Anglo administrator, a Pima administrator, and a Creek-Seminole director in the immediate past (August, 1972-August, 1973). However, power within the organization has largely been wielded by a small elite of Papago relatives and friends. The elite has largely been a Protestant elite though most Papagos are Catholics. This partly accounts for the opening of a separate Catholic Center and lack of deep roots in the Papago community for the Center’s activities and appeal. With the breakdown of traditional authority structure, loyalties to favored relatives and friends remain as fragments of that structure and are reflected in the elite’s inability to think of Papagos at large.

Persistent fragments of Papago attitudes appear in several other contexts. Except for one or two cases Apaches and Yavapais have not been well received.16 A Yavapai who was one of the hardest working volunteers was successfully chased away in 1973 by persistent nagging by Papago matriarchs. A more striking example is the avoidance, if not ignorance, of the common law definitions in the corporation’s charter with respect to elections and decision-making. In the case of a vacancy on the board any good relative or friend who comes forward “spontaneously” is made a member of the board by the elite. Further, the common law conceptions of representation give way to persisting elements of consensus rather than voting and the notion of “every man being an empire unto himself” takes on greater importance than the raising of empirical questions of constituency wishes or needs.17

There is a fledgling organization, the Traditional Indian Alliance, which is trying to create an inter-tribal organization, but its future is as yet uncertain. The Indian bourgeois elements in Tucson have yet to develop the kind of inter-tribal action that is evident to some degree in Phoenix. The Amerind Club at the University of Arizona has little social contact with the Indians of Tucson, at least thus far.

Tucson has had several other Indian organizations but many of them have followed the pattern of too many chiefs and not enough braves. This includes the Papago Cultural Research and Halfway House, and the local chapter of A.I.M. The leadership of the local A.I.M. was provided at the outset by two girls who were cousins, but the chapter has provided a weak imitation of the national leadership. Temporarily, successful attempts were made to recruit alienated Indians from the semi-correctional Southwest Indian Youth Center and a few university students. The high point of activity for the local chapter in Tucson was a march through downtown of around two hundred Indians, well-wishers, and the curious in support of Wounded Knee.

Perhaps the most effective political mobilization in Tucson dealt not with city affairs nor even inter-tribal affairs but with bringing about initial changes in Papago tribal affairs on the reservation. Spearheaded by a fairly spontaneously created small group of young educated urban Papagos, pressure was put on the tribal council in 1973 not to renew the contract for the tribe’s lawyer. The lawyer, a non-Indian, had traditionally received a huge retainer and the council had neither the staff nor the initial inclination to examine the lawyer’s services carefully. The handful of urban Papagos and some reservation allies succeeded in the early summer of 1973 in getting the council to accept the lawyer’s resignation under pressure.

This success is still a straw in the wind and applies primarily to tribal affairs. Political mobilization in Tucson, while more advanced than that in Flagstaff and less than is the case in Phoenix, has a long way to go in gaining mass appeal and inter-tribal support.

Notes

1In the 1970 Census, there were 336 Japanese, 905 Chinese, 187 Filipino, 66 Hawaiians, 70 Koreans, and 965 persons who marked the “other” column. Most of the latter probably were Yaqui Indians.

2In contrast, Papagos listed themselves as Indians. However, many Papagos have Spanish surnames. For this reason in areas with heavy Papago population, “Spanish language” is a more accurate indication of Mexican census data than “Spanish surnames.”

3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population: 1970 Tract 0023, Tucson SMSA PHC (1)-218.

4U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population: 1970, General Population Characteristics, PC (1) B.4—Arizona, p. 58.

5The San Xavier Indian reservation with 566 Indians touches the southern city limits of Tucson. See Tract 42 for Tucson SMSA in PHC (l) 218, 1970 U.S. Census.

6There were over 160 Indians enrolled in 1973.

7Indian Center Evaluation, Report by Committee for Economic Opportunity (Tucson) consultants: Arizona Institute for Research. For program year April 1, 1971, to March 31, 1972, see p. 9. The study dealt with Indians in the western corridor in Tucson.

8The Arizona Institute for Research study shows that 27.3 percent of Indians other than Yaquis and Papagos have been in town three years or less—however, the group had too small a representation (N = 11) in the sample for findings about the group to be definitive. The sample included 52 Papagos and 46 Yaquis and the detailed comparisons are more reliable in the case of the two tribes.

9U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population: 1970, Census Tracts Tucson SMSA, PHC (1)-218 Tract 0023.

10Indian Center Evaluation (Arizona Institute for Research Report for CEO) p. 17. The study used a 5 percent sample of 2,277 Indians in the corridor area.

11 Ibid., Table 10.

12See Tucson Model Cities: Monthly project report, April, 1973.

13For examples of inter-tribal feelings in a limited context (boarding school), see Joe R. Feagin in Randall Anderson, “Intertribal Attitudes Among Native American Youth.” Social Science Quarterly, vol. 54, no. 1, June, 1973, pp. 117-31.

14Ibid., p. 125.

15See Bernard L. Fontana, Assimilative Change: A Papago Indian Case Study, Ph.D. dissertation, University of Arizona, 1960.

16See Feagin in Anderson, op. cit.

17I am grateful for part of this insight to Bernard Fontana, ethnologist in the Arizona State Museum.


4. FLAGSTAFF

Population Characteristics

ACCORDING TO DEPARTMENT OF LABOR data derived from the 1970 U.S. Census,1 there were 1,324 Indians in Flagstaff which had a total of 26,117 people of all races. Indians constituted 5.1 percent of the population while the figure for blacks was 3.9 percent and Spanish-Americans, 18.5 percent. Because the number of Chinese, Japanese, and Filipinos were quite small in Flagstaff the Indian category can be used interchangeably with “other races” in the context of comparative analysis of census data.2 The Flagstaff census data are very helpful in comparing a variety of indicators of well-being for whites, blacks, Mexican-Americans, and Indians. The census figures are less helpful in estimating the actual absolute Indian population of the Flagstaff metropolitan area at any given time.

Since Indians are often the most invisible of urban minorities, the likelihood of census undercounting of those Indians who are floating migrants in urban areas is likely to be greater than it is for other ethnic minorities. The Census Bureau has acknowledged that there was considerable undercounting of the black population in the U.S. In light of the relative fluctuations of the Flagstaff Indian population compared to Tucson, the undercounting is likely to be of a larger magnitude in Flagstaff. Further indication of this likelihood comes from an examination of the ethnic enrollment records of the Flagstaff public schools. Given the predominance of public schools in Flagstaff the public school figures are fairly good indicators of the total school-age population of Flagstaff.

In October, 1970, the year of the U.S. Census, the Flagstaff Public School System completed an official report on ethnic compositions in the schools (Table 4.1). Of the 8,059 students, approximately 2,000 were bused in from rural areas. This meant that there were about 6,059 students who were not bused into Flagstaff. Yet the U.S. Census3 shows only 5,818 students in Flagstaff public schools, excluding children in private nurseries and college students, indicating a possible undercounting by the U.S. Census. The greatest undercounting is likely to be in the case of Indians.


TABLE 4.1

ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF FLAGSTAFF PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 1970



	School Total
	Anglos
	Indians
	Blacks
	Oriental
	Mexican


	8,059
	5,259
	893
	394
	48
	1,465


	Percentages of Total
	65.26
	11.08
	4.89
	.59
	18.18






Source:Flagstaff Public School System, Official Report on Ethnic Composition of the Flagstaff Public Schools, October, 1970.



The public schools’ enrollment figures for 1970 show 893 Indian students. Of these about 250 are students who live in the BIA dormitory in Flagstaff. There are about 50 to 70 students who are bused in from Leupp, according to school authorities in the superintendent’s office. Using the larger figure of 70 as a precautionary measure, it is safe to say that there were 573 Flagstaff Indians actually enrolled in public schools in the census year.

The totals extracted from Labor Department data4 illustrate the possible undercounting of Indians. In the range of ages where school is compulsory (6-13) the U.S. census shows 339 “others.” Again as a precautionary measure let us assume that all 339 were actually in school: since we are illustrating possible census undercounting, this will result in any error creating a larger U.S. census figure for the Indians. Also, between the ages 14-19, there were 171 “others” enrolled in Flagstaff schools according to the census. The census total for “others” (Indians, Orientals, and miscellaneous) comes to 510 students. Since the average Indian component of “others” if Orientals and miscellaneous persons are excluded, is 77.65 percent, this results in the top figure for Indian students of 396. A comparison of this to actual school enrollment figures appears to indicate a 30.89 percent undercounting of the Indian student population by the Census Bureau. The actual ethnic totals given by the U.S. Department of Labor’s extrapolation of U.S. Census data are found in Table 4.2.


TABLE 4.2

ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF, 1970



	Census Total
(1970)
	Anglos
	Indians
	Blacks
	Oriental
	Mexican
	Miscellaneous


	26,117
	18,559
	1,324
	1,026
	155
	4,827
	226


	
	71.06%
	5.07%
	3.93%
	.59%
	18.48%
	.87%






Source:U.S. Department of Labor, Summary Manpower Indicators for Flagstaff/1970 Census of the Population.



If the undercounting is compensated for in the totals, the Indian population appears to be 1,920, without counting the BIA dormitory and Northern Arizona students. If these and other related factors are considered, one can estimate that it is not unlikely that there are about 3,000 Indians who live at least a full year in Flagstaff. The only point involved in the comparison of populations is the likelihood of census undercounting of the Indian population and that this deserves more pinpointed studies. None of the main points in the rest of the discussion on Flagstaff are dependent on an “absolutely accurate” figure for the total Indian population. Also, it should be pointed out that neither the U.S. Census nor the revised estimates attempt to include thousands of Indians who temporarily visit Flagstaff for shopping, visiting, job hunting, and entertainment. The estimates only attempt to identify the general features of the core elements of the Indian population. School enrollment figures for the last six years tend to corroborate the thesis that there is a stable and steadily growing group of Indian residents in Flagstaff.


TABLE 4.3

FLAGSTAFF SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS



	Date
	Indians
	All Races


	
	Total
	Percentage of
Student Body
	Total Students


	10-15-1968
	798
	10.62
	7,521


	9-16-1969
	894
	11.44
	7,818


	10- 1-1970
	893
	11.08
	8,059


	10- 1-1971
	984
	12.04
	8,174


	10- 1-1972
	986
	11.90
	8,284


	12- 1-1973
	1,049
	12.68
	8,274






Source: Superintendent’s Office—Flagstaff Public Schools.



In order to estimate the Indian population at a given time, the census figures for the total Indian population should be regarded with additional skepticism for several other reasons, including the following:

1.There are almost 600 Indian students (of whom approximately 300 are on-campus residents) at Northern Arizona University according to Roger Wilson, the co-director of the Teacher Corps program there. They are often overlooked in population surveys.

2.The off-reservation Indians who live just outside the city limits are naturally not part of the census figures.

3.The Indian population at the nearby Navajo Army Department in the Bellemont area does not appear in most surveys. Although the Bellemont population has fallen off considerably since the 1950 figure of 798, there were still 117 persons there in the early summer of 1973.

4.A variety of surveys and estimates point towards a figure much higher than those derived from the census. S. T. Sobolewski, a top administrator of the Arizona State Rehabilitation Services in Flagstaff, estimated that there were probably on the average 3,000 Indians in Flagstaff excluding those who come for special festivities like the Flagstaff Powwow, which in 1973 was halted at least temporarily. Harold Joseph, Jr., the chief administrator of the Native Americans for Community Action also suggested the 3,000 figure as being realistic and also excluded the large number of Indians who merely visit or pass through Flagstaff each year.

There are two studies which preceded the 1970 Census. Kelly and Cramer5 specified an Indian population of 692 or 2.8 percent of the population. The Kunitz, Levy, Bellet, and Collins6 study limited itself to a census of Flagstaff Navajos. The Kelly and Cramer study resulted in considerable undercounting because it did not have a direct empirical base and relied on city directories. The Kunitz study which is an improvement over Kelly and Cramer specifies a Navajo population of 1.7 to 2.1 percent of the total population. Since at least 50 percent of the Indians in Flagstaff are Navajo, the Kunitz estimate falls short of the U.S. Census where the Indian percentage is 5.1. Given the methods of the two studies, both depending on reputational information in different degrees, the Census figures and/or the projections from actual school enrollment figures, despite their own limitations, are likely to be more useful for arriving at ethnic totals, though both studies are very useful in many other respects.

Socio-Economic Environment

Housing

Border towns (i.e., towns adjacent to Indian reservations) are notorious places for prejudice and discrimination. Compared to Phoenix and Tucson, Flagstaff is distinctly a border town. Indians form a proportionately larger and more visible minority in Flagstaff than in the two other cities. Considerable discrimination does exist in Flagstaff, but generally in interviews with Indians, Flagstaff got much higher marks than most other border towns, particularly Gallup, New Mexico.

There is a ghetto area literally on the “other side” of Santa Fe railroad tracks in South Flagstaff where many Indians have housing. Others have more temporary quarters in the strip of motels and bars along and around Santa Fe Avenue. A scattered but stable series of Indian homes is located in the general area east of the BIA dormitory. Approximately 300 Indian students live on the Northern Arizona University campus and there are scattered middle-class homes on the east side of town.

Kelly and Cramer (1966) found that the figure for homeownership among Indians was 23 percent, though the Hopis owned a greater proportion (28 percent) of their homes than Navajos (13 percent). This is another indication of the easier adjustments for Hopis, a matter which will be touched on in the next section.

There is a wide variation in the quality of Indian housing, ranging from the southside shacks rented from slumlords to the few middle-class homes, dormitory rooms, and some of the better apartments in public housing.

The Housing Authority has three residential projects—two of which are subsidized (Siler and Brennan) and one (Clark) is intended to be self-supporting. The rent for the Clark homes is fixed. For a family of four, for instance, the charge is $70 per month. Siler and Brennan have varying rents, generally 25 percent of “adjusted” income, provided the total income remains within the ceilings required for public housing. The ceilings can be adjusted with new developments (birth of a child) so there are some incentives for additional income. The newest project, Siler Homes, on the east end of town is the pride of the Housing Authority’s executive director, John Warren. Siler is the cleanest-looking of the public housing projects, although there is occasional vandalism which stimulates the management to write letters of complaint to the parents/residents in general. Proportionately, Siler has the highest Indian population (36 out of 100 families). Almost all of the Siler Indians are Navajo or Hopi. Brennan Homes is more of a black enclave with only 15 of the 127 family units occupied by Indians. Clark has 70 Indian families among the total of 178 families of all races. While public housing in Flagstaff seems to offer better accommodations than anything similar in Tucson, it takes care of only a fraction of Indian needs. Real estate values are quite high in Flagstaff and the consequence is that many Indians’ choices are narrowed and they have to move in with relatives and friends or depend on flophouses and church organizations like the Sunshine Rescue Mission. The comparative figures for non-relatives of heads of families living in the same household is one indicator of how much more crowded Flagstaff Indian homes are when compared to Tucson or Phoenix. With the slowing down of federal funds for housing authorities, immediate public sector solutions of Indian housing problems seem unlikely. An additional problem in the private sector is the businessmen’s concern in the Flagstaff area that Navajos in particular are poor credit risks. The proximity of the reservation makes enforcement of contracts difficult in the case of Indians who go back to the reservation’s physical jurisdiction.

Employment

Flagstaff has the highest Indian unemployment rate of the three cities (Table A.2) and the Indian labor force participation rate (53.1) is smaller than Anglo’s (57.1) and Mexican’s (58.5). The census figure for the unemployment rate (9.0) probably understates Indian unemployment. B. Reardon of the Arizona State Employment Service in Flagstaff stated in an interview that his June, 1973, office estimates for off-reservation Indian unemployment was 18 percent while the reservation figure was 60 percent. The Flagstaff Indian has a better chance for employment than the reservation Indian though he still remains behind other urban ethnic groups regarding the chances of employment.

The jobs that exist are mostly common labor. Some 37.4 percent of Indian employment is in low-pay and low-status jobs. Only 2.2 percent hold positions as managers and administrators, the lowest of the ethnic percentages in labor statistics (see Table A.4). Clusters of Indian employment are in the lumber mill, the Navajo depot, wood moulding industry, EZ Mills (clothing), motels, and services connected with the BIA dormitory. What Indian professionals there are, are largely associated with the university.

Several governmental programs exist in Flagstaff whose ostensible purpose is to alleviate unemployment. These include the Arizona State Employment Service, Manpower Training, and the Job Corps. However, in the actual delivery of service, Indians derive proportionately less benefit than other ethnic groups. The Arizona State Employment Service is a case in point. The data in Table 4.4 are derived from the records of the Flagstaff office and an interview with an employment officer. “Reception contact” means anyone walking in to avail oneself of a service. The “service” is help in finding a job immediately, about half the time for all groups, while in other cases it is for related information such as training programs.


TABLE 4.4

ETHNIC CLASSIFICATIONS OF JOB APPLICANTS APPLYING THROUGH STATE EMPLOYMENT OFFICE



	
	Applicants*
	Jobs Found** (Approx.)
	Percentage


	Anglo
	1,426  
	121  
	8.48


	Spanish
	387
	40
	10.33  


	Black
	155
	15
	9.67


	Indian
	265
	15
	5.66


	Total
	2,233  
	191  
	8.55






*Source:Flagstaff State Employment Office, Monthly Applicant Reception Contact Report, April, 1973.

**Best available estimates of Flagstaff office for the same period.



The only implication drawn from the data is with respect to the comparative benefits for ethnic groups in Flagstaff. In terms of comparative percentages, the state employment service has been least effective in finding jobs for urban Indians.

The effectiveness of other state services is more ambiguous than in the case of employment. The State Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, which has an office in Flagstaff, was being reshuffled in the early seventies under the State’s Department of Economic Security, and its future in dealing directly with Indian problems was far from clear. Due to court decisions that definitively state that reservation Indians are exempt from state income and sales taxes, there was a re-evaluation of state programs for Indians in progress in 1973. There seems to be a concern that Indians are not paying their fair share of the expenses for state programs. Though the urban Indians are under state jurisdiction, they may continue to suffer substantial benign neglect by state service agencies. In fact, at the present time there are neither mental health nor permanent alcoholic reception centers in Flagstaff which remotely serve Indians. Thus, even though the vocational rehabilitation program purports to attack the physical and mental disabilities which are barriers to employment, and even though reservation Indians are brought in from time to time for vocational rehabilitation programs, Flagstaff Indians have, in fact, no state programs to turn to.

Education

The education of Indians in Flagstaff involves a combination of federal and state programs, though the actual classroom instruction is entirely a state program. Of the 986 Indian students who were enrolled in the fall of 1972, 250 were residents of the federal BIA dormitory. The vast majority of the dormitory residents were Arizona Indians, the result of several years of gradual de-emphasis on sending Indians to boarding schools far from home. Even in the mid-seventies, the dormitory faces an uncertain future because of the new emphasis on on-reservation schools, despite the fact that the dormitory student’s academic performance on standardized tests has a distinct edge on reservation performance, according to one counselor. The BIA has a separate contract with the local school system for the education of the dormitory residents, 92 percent of whom are in high schools.

The dormitory’s budget is in the neighborhood of half a million dollars and there are some special city-dormitory relationships because of this. For instance, for many misdemeanors, with the exception of drunkenness, the dormitory counselors are called by the city to play a mediational role—one that is not available to the average Indian in Flagstaff. Although the social programs are spotty, the dormitory Indians participate two nights a week in the city recreation program. The sporadic interaction between the dormitory students and other Indians living in the city is due in part to the absence of stable Indian institutions in Flagstaff.

Until the fall of 1970 Flagstaff public schools did not have a single Indian on the teaching faculty even though the Indians composed more than 11 percent of the student body. In 1972 five Indians were listed on the faculty. One Indian was placed in each of the following schools: Flagstaff Junior High, East Flagstaff Junior High, Leupp, and Mt. Elden. The remaining Indian’s assignment was not clear. This meant that several schools, some with substantial Indians in their student body (Flagstaff High—133 Indians, Coconino High—173 Indians), were without a single Indian teacher.

There are probably reasons other than ethnic politics for the imbalances. To some extent, certified Indian teachers are not always easy to find, but the demand for Indian teachers has not been great either. The coming together of the forces for educational equality has brought about a limited search for Indian teachers which may result eventually in greater availability. However, the status differences in ethnic educational politics, on at least Indian powerlessness in Flagstaff, can be seen from the fact that Flagstaff High with 160 Mexican students has four Mexican teachers and Coconino High with 153 Mexican students has five Mexican teachers. The low status of Indians in educational politics can be seen from the ethnic comparisons in Table 4.5, which were extracted directly from public school personnel data.


TABLE 4.5

ETHNIC PERCENTAGES IN FLAGSTAFF PUBLIC SCHOOLS OCTOBER, 1972



	
	Faculty
	Students


	Indian
	1.03
	11.9


	Black
	1.66
	    4.45


	Mexican
	7.68
	17.9






Source:Flagstaff Public Schools.



In the curriculum itself there are Spanish courses and with the rise of civil rights there is more favorable treatment of blacks in history books. But there are no special courses or study units in language and history that add dignity to Indian experience. As to funding, the Flagstaff public schools receive substantial funds from the Johnson-O’Malley Act funds for the education of Indian children. In the 1972-73 academic year, this amounted to $19,671.64 for elementary schools and $225,718.10 for high schools, for a total of $245,389.74.

Despite the special sources of funding for Indian students, not only is there an absence of Indian programs or even an Indian advisory board but there is the occasional opinion displayed by educators that many Indian young people, especially those whose education is funded by the federal government and who live in the BIA dormitory, take the attitude of “you owe me this” with respect to education. It might be added that this attitude is at least factually warranted by the special financial arrangements that have been discussed. Many Indian children were previously bused to southside schools with heavy minority percentages. While the imbalance has improved, there are still schools with 86.5 percent ethnic minority composition.

Despite their shortcomings, public schools at least serve Indians in a fashion. Other public institutions are either non-existent, more benign, or more insidious. Indians generally have to go either to Winslow (60 miles) or to Tuba City for hospital care. In Flagstaff, as in many other border towns, health officials often encourage Indians to go off to faraway public health (Indian) services so that the city and county facilities do not have to bother with them.

Flagstaff’s community action program is part of the remnants of the fight against poverty. It has shifted its source of funding from OEO to revenue sharing funds and is in the process of negotiating for direct city support. The program does little for Indians, and its administrators fall back on the standard excuse that they do not discriminate. In fact, almost all of the employees are Mexicans (Indians = 0) and most of their clients are Mexicans. The administrators generously leave Indian problems to the Indians and to the trouble-ridden NACA (Native Americans for Community Action).

Legal aid is another service agency that supposedly helps the poor. In 1973, Flagstaff’s legal aid program was headed by a young, idealistic lawyer, Douglas Meiklejohn, a grandson of one of the most famous names in American jurisprudence, Alexander Meiklejohn. Despite good intentions and hampered by limited jurisdiction and funds, the agency has done little for Indians. Spanish literature on the rights of the individual is available at the offices. Again, here as with other Flagstaff agencies, the more aggressive ethnic groups are better served than the quiet Indians. Only one or two Indians bother to come in to the legal aid offices each month. If an Indian is involved and he can be shunted to the Navajo reservation’s DNA legal aid program, he invariably is.

More so than with the semi-governmental agencies, Indians come directly into contact with city government particularly through law enforcement. According to the city’s police report for 1970, there were 7,744 arrests. Of these, around 65 percent were Indians. There were 3,181 arrests for drunkenness, and over 80 percent of these were Indians. Apart from alcohol-related arrests the Indian arrests were a small proportion of the total. The overwhelming number of arrests involve Navajos. Due process has little meaning in the context of these misdemeanors. A person can be thrown in jail for thirty days with very little attention to procedure. The city has no public defender for indigents. According to city officials, when cultural and language problems arise with respect to evidence, Navajo jail trustees can be used for extracting information or translation! As of 1973, the city did not have an Indian policeman, even though more than a majority of the arrests involve Indians. According to state law, after January 1, 1974, mere drunkenness cannot result in being jailed. In the summer of 1973 no alternative to arrest had yet been operationalized.

The city of Flagstaff has few Indian employees and the great majority of Indian employees work on garbage and street maintenance crews.

Political and Social Mobilization

In a strict philosphical sense there is no single Indian community in Flagstaff. Instead, there are many diverse groups with diverse patterns of authority. Both major tribal groups in Flagstaff, Hopis and Navajos, are considerably stand-offish toward other Indians. But the Hopis appear to be a relatively close-knit group as a whole. In comparison, Navajos stick much more closely to their own immediate relatives and persons from their area of the reservation. Navajos form the majority of Flagstaff’s Indians, with Hopis being the second largest group. The rest of the Indians (10 to 20 percent) are mostly regional Indians (Hualapai, Pueblos, and occasional Apaches on a training program), though there are a few Sioux and Plains Indians. Compared to the Navajos, the Hopis are usually praised more frequently by Anglos for their stereotyped reliability, industry, and relatively smaller incidence of alcoholism. No attempt is made in the paper to give cultural explanations for these perceptions. But it can be pointed out that irrespective of these perceptions neither tribal group is at present politically effective in Flagstaff. In a sense the Hopis are successful if the value context is one of obtaining minimum income and still maintaining one’s standing among one’s own social group.

However, in the sense of making the average Indian’s lot better in Flagstaff, little use is made of the latent political possibilities in Flagstaff. Mexican-Americans dominate Flagstaff’s ethnic politics and receive the lion’s share of the ethnic spoils. As often happens in the ironic snobbery of ethnic politics, Mexicans more than make up for their perceived status deprivation by looking down their noses at Indians. Dreamers of third world and minority coalitions will find little reassurance in inter-ethnic behavior in Flagstaff.

There are informal and formal Indian social organizations in Flagstaff. The Indian clubs at the university are not political organizations in the strictest sense of the term. While the Flagstaff Indian participates in national elections a little more than his reservation counterpart,7 there are very few signs of political mobilization. In the mid-seventies, only three kinds of activities could be remotely called political.

First, there was the occasional grumbling of a few educated Indians like Professor Roger Wilson of Northern Arizona University. Second, there was the well-publicized presence of national leaders of the American Indian Movement (A.I.M.) during their protest against the commercial Flagstaff Powwow in the summer of 1972. Third, there was the Flagstaff Indian Center, or Native Americans for Community Action, Inc. (NACA). All three sources of political articulation have made some impact, though considering the massiveness of the problems, the impacts are minor indeed.

The first group, composed of a few vocal Indian professionals (see Table A.4), has had some influence on the public school elite in minimizing the busing of Indian students and also in expanding the resources of the university for Indian education. The second group, A.I.M., has received some support from college-age youth, but has had little sustained activity by Indians in Flagstaff. The A.I.M. group effectively dramatized the commercial exploitation of Indians in the annual summer powwows. Fear of potential trouble from A.I.M. was a factor in the city council’s decision not to go ahead with the 1973 powwow. But neither A.I.M. nor the city has come forward with a constructive alternative to the powwow, which would provide a legitimate outlet for Indian arts and crafts, and a social occasion in a clean, non-exploitive context. The local A.I.M. like many A.I.M. chapters in 1973 was in a state of disarray. The few active members of A.I.M. were either still facing legal problems from the 1972 powwow disruptions or were facing the consequences of A.I.M.’s national organizational problems. After cancelling the powwow for one year, the city council in early 1974 approved the continuation of the event after receiving commitments that health, fire, and security standards would be improved. However, whether the new measures will only be cosmetic in character or not may yet be debatable.

The third organization, the Native Americans for Community Action, Inc., assumed this name to minimize the problems of its predecessor, the Flagstaff Indian Center. The Flagstaff Indian Center had received a large HEW grant to fight alcoholism. That grant was its one major source of funding. However, due to a combination of mismanagement of funds and a lack of clear programs, the center was in a real state of crisis during much of 1972 and early 1973. Combined with the internal organizational problems, the center had become a place for people to hang around in a partying atmosphere. This was at least in part due to the city’s failure in providing well-channeled outlets for the energies of Indian youth.

To give a new image, the center changed its name, moved to another (expensive) location, became incorporated, and in some ways became more bourgeois. The center recently had its alcoholism program refunded and it has received token support from the Phoenix-based Arizona Indian Centers, Inc. As of late 1973, the NACA Center had not received city financial support. Nevertheless, other agencies were always willing to claim that NACA took care of Indian problems, as an excuse for the failure of city, county, and community action and service agencies (United Fund) to make a serious effort at meeting Indian needs.

NACA’s administrator in 1973 was a congenial young Hopi who was also completing an M.A. in business administration. The board of directors was composed of a Sioux, four Navajos, one Cherokee, one Paiute, two Hopis, and one Chicano. There were about five regular staff members housed in four rooms. Perhaps the bourgeois surroundings were necessary to convince funding sources of the reliability of NACA. Though there was an alcoholism program, few alcoholics actually did drop in. While NACA has been the only formal inter-tribal organization in town, it still has a difficult task ahead in affecting the local policy process and its consequences for Flagstaff’s Indians.

Notes

1U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administration, Region IX, San Francisco, Summary of Manpower Indicators for Flagstaff, Arizona (derived from the 1970 Census of the Population).

2Ibid. The 1,705 figure for “other races” (which excludes whites, Mexican-Americans, and blacks) includes besides the Indians, 18 Japanese, 112 Chinese, 3 Filipinos, 11 Hawaiians, 11 Koreans, and 226 of miscellaneous nationalities.

3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population: 1970, General Social and Economic Characteristics: Final Report PC (1) - C4 Arizona.

4U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Indicators for Flagstaff, pp. 3, 7.

5R. E. Kelly and J. C. Cramer, American Indians in Small Cities, Rehabilitation Monograph No. 1, Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff, 1966.

6S. J. Kunitz, J. E. Levy and associates, “A Census of Flagstaff Navajos,” Plateau, vol. 41, no. 4, Flagstaff, 1969.

7See Stephen Kunitz and Jerrold Levy, “Navajo Voting Patterns,” Plateau, vol. 43, no. 1, Flagstaff, Arizona, 1971.


5. SUMMARY COMMENTS

CLEAR GENERALIZATIONS ABOUT INDIANS are made difficult by the amazing multiplicity of geographical, economic, political, and cultural contexts that hold for Indian groups. Arizona’s urban Indians are no exception. There are many similarities which exist, irrespective of tribes, with respect to poverty in the inner cities. But there are differences among tribes in their responses to urban challenges. Also, there are environmental differences among urban areas.

Flagstaff clearly provides a bordertown experience with the conveniences and the drawbacks of reservation bordertowns. Flagstaff’s proximity to the reservation provides the Indian with easy access to the familiar world of face-to-face relationships on the reservation and at the same time an income higher than what is generally available on the reservation. Yet, the institutionalized discriminations in Flagstaff are greater than those of Phoenix and Tucson. Credit is more difficult to obtain, there are almost no Indians in Flagstaff’s city bureaucracy, and law enforcement officers are perceived as being more hostile than in Tucson or Phoenix, though less so than other bordertowns like Gallup, New Mexico. Indians arrested for drunkenness in the past have generally had to spend much more time in the Flagstaff city jail and the Coconino county jail (average, 20 days) compared to Phoenix (9 days) or Tucson (3). Inter-ethnic hostility is also greater in Flagstaff than in the other two cities, which is also a feature of several other reservation bordertowns including Gallup, New Mexico, and Winner, South Dakota.

Tucson is not really a bordertown in the same sense as Flagstaff, even though Tucson borders the large but sparsely populated Papago reservation. The overwhelming majority of Indians in Tucson are long-term residents of the city. Tucson, like Flagstaff, has two large tribal groups which are socially isolated from each other. In Flagstaff there are the Hopi and Navajo communities, while in Tucson there are the Papago and Yaqui communities. The isolation of these communities has political consequences in both cities in the absence of sustained Indian pressure on local governmental authorities for inter-ethnic equity in the public distribution of governmental services.

Phoenix provides the greatest full-fledged urban social and political challenges. It has the largest and most inter-tribal population in the state, the greatest dispersal of residence, and the greatest range of differences of income and class among Indians.

Generally, urban Indian migration in Arizona has some of the same consequences that one expects of any urban migration. The urban Indian family is smaller (4.74) than the rural counterpart (5.64). There are more female heads of households (20.59 percent) in the cities than in the countryside (19.40 percent). The social costs of migration are balanced by overall economic gains. The urban mean family income is $6,506 annually as opposed to the rural $4,335; 34.6 percent of urban families are below the poverty level while the figure is 62.1 percent for others left behind. The economic gains are partly deceptive not only because of the social costs but because it glosses over the plight of the inner city Indians and also the increase in city living expenditures. In the inner cities, Indians are worse off than Anglos and Mexicans on practically all counts and worse off than blacks in some but not all contexts. Additionally, 46.7 percent of urban Indian families have two or more wage earners, while 33.78 percent of the rural families fall into the same category.1

The median age of urban Indians in Arizona is considerably higher than that of rural Indians. Proportionately there are slightly more persons over 40 in the cities, except for Flagstaff which has only 13.6 percent Indians over 40, presumably because of the proximity of the Navajo reservation.

In the study of the three cities, the expected became evident—federal programs and the presence of a large federal bureaucracy employing Indians were perhaps the most important factors in determining gross income levels and the size of the Indian professional and managerial classes. Also the federal presence accounted for part of the migration of out-of-state Indians to Phoenix and to a lesser extent to Tucson. In light of considerable talk about turning Indian programs over to Indians, the urban Indians should be taken into account. If funds are channeled through reservations and direct federal involvement declines, urban Indians will be severely affected. There are additional reasons for this concern. As the study shows, it is not merely the federal government which has ignored the urban Indian in some respects, but state programs have neglected urban Indians even more so. Alcoholism, which is one of the major Indian social problems, is a good illustration of this. Even though Indians provide the bulk of alcohol-related arrests in the three cities, what alcoholism programs exist are not tailor-made for Indians. After January 1, 1974, cities cannot jail people merely for drunkenness. Yet, despite publicity to the contrary, none of the three cities has thought long and hard on the uniqueness of Indian problems in planning for the Local Alcoholism Reception Centers (L.A.R.C.) which are supposed to be alternatives to arrest. For the urban Indian, additional carefully reflected federal involvement is necessary to avoid the continued entrapment and dislocation of urban Indian life in the inner cities. Thus far, the federal programs have created a small but important middle class in Phoenix. The inner city Indian is bypassed by most federal programs.

Tribal responses to urbanization have varied, though more careful research on the details is needed. The Hopis in Flagstaff and the Creeks and several other out-of-state groups in Phoenix provide examples of synthesizing urban survival while retaining a sense of community. In contrast, the dislocation of Papago family structure has become a lot worse in the face of urban conditions in Tucson.

In all three cities there is little evidence of inter-ethnic cooperation, at least on behalf of Indians. In all three cities and in varying degrees, blacks and Mexican-Americans have battled for political influence while patronizingly passing Indians by. As Reinhold Niebuhr once pointed out, individuals often are capable of altruism, groups seldom are. Hope for their future depends on Indian political and social mobilization.

The gulf between Navajos and Hopis in Flagstaff and the Papago/Yaqui isolation in Tucson are the clearest barriers to urban cooperation. Pan-Indianism in a social or organizational context is still largely a myth especially in Flagstaff and Tucson, although it is more evident in Phoenix. Although the Phoenix Indian Coalition is pressuring the city on the one hand and the Indian center on the other, there is greater inter-tribal cooperation and a more sophisticated understanding of city politics in Phoenix than in Tucson and Flagstaff.

Indians are few in number but the political awareness among urban Indians has only just begun. As Jewish and other immigrant groups have shown, paucity in numbers can be compensated with political sophistication. Pressuring directly for increased federal involvement, the latent goodwill towards Indians among the educated and the affluent if properly stimulated, and the development of Indian political sophistication with respect to federal and municipal politics will all be needed as the migration of Indians to the cities continues. Talk of urban coalitions among blacks, Chicanos, and Indians is still utopian in character. Even if it were to take place, considerable Indian political sophistication and sustained effort would still be needed in order to avoid another gulf between rhetoric and performance. Without careful and increased Indian political mobilization, normative questions of assimilation, sovereignty, synthesis, or pluralism are likely to be resolved by non-Indian elites or at least by the unintended consequences of institutional acts.

Note

1U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population: 1970, Subject Reports, Final Report PC (2)—1F, American Indians, p. 114 and following.


APPENDIX


TABLE A.1

OUT-OF-STATE INDIANS IN ARIZONA, 1970



	Blackfeet
	47


	Canadian and Latin American
	1,709


	Cherokee
	519


	Cheyenne
	41


	Chickasaw
	72


	Chippewa
	121


	Chocktaw and Houma
	145


	Comanche
	40


	Creek, Alabama, and Coushatta
	184


	Iroquois: Mohawk
	8


	Iroquois: Oneida
	5


	Iroquois: Seneca
	15


	Iroquois: Onondaga, Tuscarora, Cayuga, Wyandotte
	15


	Kaw, Omaha, Osage, Ponca, and Quapaw
	83


	Kiowa
	168


	Menominee
	6


	Potawatomi
	39


	Pueblo (Non-Hopi)
	815


	Sioux
	294


	Tlingit and Haida
	33


	Ute
	65


	Yakima
	32


	Sub-total
	4,456


	Tribe not reported
	10,090


	Total
	14,546






Source:U.S. Department of Commerce—CB72-17 Special Release, January 22, 1973.







TABLE A.2

COMPARATIVE ETHNIC DATA FOR PHOENIX, TUCSON, AND FLAGSTAFF, 1970



	
	White
	Black
	Indian (Other)
	Spanish


	Females as percentages of total family heads
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	10.3
	27.8
	14.0
	13.6


	Tucson
	10.6
	22.4
	21.4
	12.4


	Flagstaff
	6.5
	18.7
	8.8
	11.1


	Population per household (Non-relative of head)
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	3.1
	3.4
	3.8
	4.1


	Tucson
	3.0
	3.4
	4.1
	4.1


	Flagstaff
	3.3
	3.6
	4.5
	4.0


	Unemployment rate (Among total labor force)
	
	
	
	


	See labor force participation: low for Indians (Table A.4)

	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	3.8
	5.4
	2.8
	4.4


	Tucson
	4.1
	5.1
	3.3
	4.6


	Flagstaff
	4.6
	3.2
	9.0
	4.4


	Median family income
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	10,169
	5,629
	7,641
	7,882


	Tucson
	8,870
	6,173
	5,602
	7,725


	Flagstaff
	10,085
	5,799
	6,666
	8,327


	Total percentages of persons below poverty level
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	10.2
	36.3
	26.3
	20.5


	Tucson
	13.0
	30.9
	32.3
	19.0


	Flagstaff
	10.8
	36.4
	17.7
	9.9


	Median age
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	(M) 27.1
	(F) 28.9
	(M) 18.9
	(F) 21.5
	(M) 21.9
	(F) 21.5
	(M) 18.6
	(F) 20.0


	Tucson
	25.6
	28.4
	21.1
	23.6
	22.2
	23.6
	19.4
	20.6


	Flagstaff
	22.0
	21.2
	18.8
	19.3
	20.2
	20.4
	20.9
	20.0


	Mean family income
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	11,551
	6,732
	9,421
	8,798


	Tucson
	10,047
	6,822
	7,558
	8,337


	Flagstaff
	11,370
	5,625
	7,821
	8,601


	22-44 yrs. (in percent)
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	29.3
	24.7
	32.4
	


	Tucson
	27.9
	25.8
	33.7
	


	Flagstaff
	30.7
	24.4
	32.9
	


	40 years and over
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	35.7
	26.9
	22.2
	


	Tucson
	35.7
	28.7
	23.9
	


	Flagstaff
	22.0
	25.1
	13.6
	


	Mean size of families below poverty level
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	3.8
	4.6
	4.4
	4.8


	Tucson
	3.7
	4.6
	4.4
	4.8


	Flagstaff
	3.6
	3.9
	5.7
	4.2


	
	Total Population
	American Indian
	American Indian percent of total pop.
	Blacks (in percent)
	Spanish-American (in percent)


	Phoenix
	581,600
	5,893
	1.0
	4.8
	14.0


	Tucson
	262,933
	1,926
	 .7
	3.5
	23.9


	Flagstaff
	26,117
	1,324
	5.1
	3.9
	18.5







Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Indicators.




TABLE A.3

COMPARISON OF RURAL AND URBAN INDIAN INCOMES



	
	Indian Median Family Income*
	Percentage of White Median Family Income


	Maricopa County (Phoenix SMSA*** )
	6,799
	67.88


	Phoenix
	7,641
	75.14


	Pima County (Tucson SMSA)
	4,066
	44.55


	Tucson
	5,602
	63.15


	Navajo Reservation**
	2,366
	26.00


	Navajos in Flagstaff**
	5,166
	58.00


	All Indians in Flagstaff
	6,666
	66.09






*Sources:U.S. Department of Labor, Summary Manpower Indicators for Phoenix SMSA, Tucson SMSA, Flagstaff SMSA.

**D. F. Harvey and B. E. Anderson: Navajo Indian Urban Migration, Flagstaff, 1972: College of Business Administration, Northern Arizona University.

***Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, census classification which usually coincides with county boundaries.






TABLE A.4

COMPARATIVE LABOR PERCENTAGES OF ETHNIC GROUPS



	
	White
	Black
	Indian (Other)
	Mexican


	Labor force participation rate
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	61.1
	56.0
	57.9
	58.7


	Tucson
	53.7
	55.7
	43.9
	54.9


	Flagstaff
	57.1
	51.9
	53.1
	58.5


	Low pay and status in employment (non-farm laborers, farm laborers, foremen, cleaning, food, and domestic workers)
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	11.7
	32.6
	29.5
	23.5


	Tucson
	13.4
	47.3
	30.0
	22.0


	Flagstaff
	14.9
	35.0
	37.4
	30.9


	Professionals

(percentage of total ethnic group)
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	16.2
	  9.1
	14.3
	  8.5


	Tucson
	19.5
	  8.8
	17.5
	  8.6


	Flagstaff
	21.2
	  5.0
	11.2
	  6.8


	Managers and administrators
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	  9.7
	  3.3
	  7.4
	  4.6


	Tucson
	  9.2
	  2.8
	  7.3
	  4.9


	Flagstaff
	11.4
	  4.3
	  2.2
	  8.4











COMPARATIVE ETHNIC WAGES FOR MALE EXPERIENCED LABOR FORCE



	
	White
	Black
	Indian (Other)
	Mexican


	Median income
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	7,729
	5,053
	5,557
	6,168


	Tucson
	7,307
	5,201
	4,804
	6,465


	Flagstaff
	7,552
	6,056
	5,558
	6,537


	Mean income
	
	
	
	


	Phoenix
	8,543
	5,297
	6,640
	6,457


	Tucson
	7,746
	5,645
	6,238
	6,402


	Flagstaff
	7,963
	5,053
	5,088
	6,370






Source:U.S. Department of Labor, 1970 Summary Manpower Indicators for Phoenix, Tucson, and Flagstaff.






TABLE A.5

ETHNIC COMPARISONS FOR PHOENIX INNER CITY, 1970



	
	
	All Races
	Black
	Spanish
	Anglo
	*Indian


	Unemployed
	Male
	2,807
	787
	678
	1,224
	118


	
	Female
	2,355
	678
	759
	860
	58


	
	Total
	5,162
	1,465
	1,437
	2,084
	176


	Labor Force
	Male
	31,997
	4,566
	8,719
	17,840
	872


	
	Female
	21,688
	4,467
	4,512
	12,164
	545


	
	Total
	53,685
	9,033
	13,231
	30,004
	1,417


	Total Population
	Male
	43,152
	6,392
	10,727
	24,949
	1,084


	
	Female
	48,230
	7,993
	12,433
	26,564
	1,240


	
	Total
	91,382
	14,385
	23,160
	51,513
	2,324


	Labor Force Participation
	58.74
	62.79
	57.12
	58.24
	60.97


	Unemployment
	Male
	8.77
	17.23
	7.77
	6.86
	13.53


	Rate
	Female
	10.85
	15.17
	16.82
	7.07
	10.64


	
	Total
	9.61
	16.21
	10.86
	6.94
	12.42




*Obtained by subtracting all other ethnic columns from “all.” There are almost no Chinese who live in the inner city. See Vivian Chang. “The Chinese Community in Phoenix,” M.A. Thesis 1970: Arizona State University.

Source:U.S. Bureau of the Census, Selected Low Income Areas PHC(3)-4, Phoenix Area—Inner City, Tracts 1127-1133, 1135-1145, 1147-1154, 1156-1161, 1163-1165.
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