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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation develops and presents a new 

organizational model within which the political, 

organizational and technical solutions to the problems of 

management of extensive livestock production systems on 

the commons grazing lands can be provided. 

Over the past 75 years the traditional 

range/livestock systems dp.veloped by tribal peoples in 

arid and semiarid areas world-wide have largely been 

abandoned due to the multifarious forces of modernization. 

The outcome has been hyper-intensive use and extensive 

rangeland deterioration and expansion of desertification 

in many cases. 

The Apache Indian cattle association operations 

examined herein and which provide case study materials are 

examples of livestock organizations operating "'lxtensive 

livestock production programs on commonly held rangelands. 

The results of these investigations provide the basis for 

developing this model. 

Two different types of cattle associations are 

currently in operation on American Indian reservations: 

the single-association, single-brand type of the Mescalero 

Apache Tribe and the multiple-association, multiple-brand 
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type represented by the San Carlos Apache program. This 

research illuminates the development of these two types of 

operations, contrasts their structures, and the purposes 

they serve for both individual participants and for the 

tribal societies to which they are connected. 

This dissertation also offers a new paradigm 

within which to consider the effectiveness of an extensive 

livestock production system operated by traditional and/or 

tribal peoples on commonly held lands using system 

sustainability as the basic criteria. Sustainability is 

then related to the sets of economic, physical and social 

factors on which it depends. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

statement Of The Problem and Purpose 

The objective of this dissertation is to develop 

an organizational model to provide the political and 

organizational solutions to the problems of management of 

extensive livestock production systems on common grazing 

lands. Garrett Hardin (1977) and others state that 

organizational solutions must precede the application of 

the technical solutions. There is very little existing 

information on these organizational options in terms of 

their application with respect to extensive livestock 

production systems (ELPS). The systems developed by 

traditional people have largely been abandoned due to the 

forces of modernization. Hyper-intensive use and 

deterioration of many rangeland areas is the outcome of 

the derogation of these systems and consequent laclc of 

organization and management on a region-wide and system

wide basis. 

The American Indian cattle associations examined 

herein are examples of organizations operating extensive 

livestock production programs on commonly held lands. 
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Case studies of these operations provide the basis for 

developing this model. 

There are two different types of cattle 

associations currently in operation on American Indian 

reservations: the single-association, single-brand type 

of the Mescalero Apache Tribe and the multiple

association, multiple-brand type represented by the San 

Carlos Apache program. This research illuminates the 

development of these two types of operations, their 

structures, and the purposes they serve for both 

individual participants and for the tribal societies to 

which they are connected. 

The approach used to conduct this study has been 

to use existing literature to examine the history of the 

cattle association concept, the concept of the commons, 

the history of the tribes operating these associations as 

it bears on the development of their programs, and the 

methods used to examine organizations from a structural 

and procedural perspective. Then, an extensive series of 

interviews of key informants provided the information for 

a description of the current situation as to the operation 

of these associations. A comparative analysis model is 

used to examine the effectiveness of these operations and 

that information is used to develop a general 

organizational model which has application to a broad 

13 



range of extensive livestock production programs on 

commonly held lands. 

This research offers a new paradigm with which to 

evaluate and select appropriate organizational parameters 

and objectives within the range of alternatives available. 

This is done against the backdrop of the range of 

preferences of the participants and land ownership options 

using system sustainability as the basic criteria which 

must be satisfied. 

Demographic Profile 

The Mescalero Apache Tribe occupies and operates 

its cattle business on a reservation which is in the heart 

of its historic use area. 

The Mescalero Reservation consists of 460,000 

acres, and is located in the Sierra Blanca Mountains of 

New Mexico. Vegetation consists primarily of coniferous 

ecological zones predominated by ponderosa pine and 

douglas fir with associated understory. situated in otero 

county it is adjacent to the non-Indian commercial center 

of Ruidoso (pop. 5,260, 1986) (Figure 1). The town of 

Alamogordo (pop. 27,930, 1986), the service center for the 

White Sands area is also nearby, approximately 25 miles 

away. The popUlation of the Mescalero Tribe is largely 

concentrated in and around the town of Mescalero on the 
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Figure 1. 
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Locator map of the Mescalero Apache Indian 
Reservation, New Mexico. 

15 



western side of the reservation with a current population 

of approximately 3,000 (1988 BIA estimate, A. Blazer, Jr. 

pers. corom. 11/8/88). The town of Mescalero is the 

center of Tribal Government and the BIA Mescalero Agency. 

The 1988 on-reservation population of the 

Mescalero Tribe according to BIA records was 3,050. This 

compares to 1,926 in 1980) (and a total of 1,536 in 1970) 

an increase of nearly 100% over the last 18 years or 

almost 5% per year. 

ThE'. San Carlos Reservation, 1,806,000 acres in 

size, is situated in the basin and range province of 

central eastern Arizona with a wide variety of ecozones 

ranging from mountain, coniferous forest through pinyon

juniper to cresote dominated desert valley floors. The 

Reservation lies between two non-Indian population 

centers, Globe approximately five miles to the west with 

over 6,400 people and Safford 27 miles to the east with a 

population of over 7,200 (Figure 2). Globe is the county 

seat of Gila County and Safford is county seat of Graham 

County the two counties in which the San Carlos 

Reservation is located. 

The population proportions at San Carlos are 

similar to those at Mescalero. However, the records 

indicate slower growth than for the Mescalero, at 71% 

between 1970 and 1987, or 4% per year. BIA records show a 

16 



Figure 2. 
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Locator map of the San Carlos Apache Indian 
Reservation, Arizona. 

17 



San Carlos on-reservation population of 7,518 as of 1987, 

more than twice the population of the Mescalero 

Reservation. The population on the San Carlos Reservation 

is largely concentrated along the San Carlos River in and 

around the town of San Carlos, the headquarters of the 

Tribal Government and of the BIA San Carlos Agency. 

Current estimates are that the San Carlos community 

contains approximately 6,000 people. Another population 

center is at Bylas on the eastern edge of the Reservation 

with approximately 1300 people (BIA San Carlos Agency 

pers. comm. 11/9/89). 

Table 1. Demographic Profile of Mescalero and 
San Carlos Apache Reservations 

Mescalero 

San Carlos 

Reservation 
Area (acres) 

460,000 

1,806,000 

Population 
(1988) 

3,032 

7,518 

Cattle 
Assoc. 
Members 
(approx) 

500 

1100 

Livestock 
in herd 
(head) 

4,500 

12,800 

Aside from government employment, and employment 

in forestry enterprises, the cattle associations provide 

the chief economic opportunity on both reservations. 

Between 15% and 16% of the tribal popUlation comprise the 

membership of the associations on each reservation (Table 

1.) There is a resort hotel, the Inn of the Mountain 
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Gods and a ski run on the Mescalero Reservation which 

employs nearly 100 people on a seasonal basis. Table 2 

and Figures 3, 4, and 5 summarize the population and 

unemployment data and trends for the Mescalero and San 

Carlos Reservations. 

Table 2. On Reservation Population Estimates for 
Mescalero and San Carlos Apache Reservations 
1970-1988 

1970 
(USC) 

1976 
(BIA) 

1980 
(USC) 

1983 
(BIA) 

1984 
(BIA) 

1988 
(BIA) 

Mescalero 
Total popula-

tion: 1556 
Males: 754 
16 Yrs. and 

over: 777 
unemployment 

San Carlos 
Total popula-

tion: 4525 
Males: 2172 
16 Yrs. and 

over: 2285 
unemployment 16% 

1926 

1042 
31% 

5619 5795 
2775 2850 

3471 3632 
54% 31% 

2649 
1258 

1394 
57% 

Sources; U. S. Census (USC) of Population 
and 1980 Subject Reports: American Indians. 
of Indian Affairs (BIA) Population and Labor 
various years 1970-1989. Mescalero and San 
files. 

3032 
1425 

1615 
43% 

6224 7518 
3066 3694 

4193 7518 
58% 56% 

Reports 1970 
U. S. Bureau 

Force Reports 
Carlos Agency 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE COMMONS DILEMMA AND DESERTIFICATION 

Desertification, the unfortunate combination of 

adverse climatic conditions and human activities which 

results in the spread of desert-like conditions in arid 

and semiarid lands (Glantz 1977), remains one of the most 

serious environmental problems with which we are faced in 

this century. 

This phenomenon is generally acknowledged to be 

induced by three main areas of human activity: expansion 

of both rainfed and irrigated cropland, deforestation, and 

overgrazing by extensive livestock production systems 

(ELPS) (Tiedeman 1985, Dregne 1983, Sanford 1983, Mabbutt 

and Foret 1980, Le Houerou 1977, Ware 1977). 

Likewise, three causes are given for the over

expansion of these three types of activity. Perhaps the 

primary cause is found in population expansion which 

serves to drive the oth8r two. The impacts of commercial 

incentives and the phenomenon called the "tragedy of the 

commons" result from the intensity caused by population 

growth. The tragedy of the commons is, in turn, directly 

related to the fact that most grazing land in the arid and 
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semiarid regions of the world has been and still is held 

in common ownership (Giles 1988, Tiedeman 1985, Stoddart, 

et al. 1975). 

It is the thesis of several writers in the field 

of commons management that the incentives resulting from 

common ownership status are such that over-use is bound to 

occur (Liebcap 1981, J.M. Anderson 1977, Hardin 1977, 

Musham 1977). Garrett Hardin became the principle 

advocate of this position in 1968 when he wrote his 

article in science entitled .the "Tragedy of the Commons" 

in which he offered that: 

The tragedy of the commons develops in 
this way. Picture a pasture open to all. It 
is to be expected that each herdsman will try 
to keep as many cattle as possible on the 
commons. Such an arrangement may work 
reasonably satisfactorily for centuries 
because tribal wars, poaching, and disease 
keep the numbers of both men and beast well 
below the carrying capacity of the land. 
Finally, however, comes the day of reckoning, 
that is, the day when the long-desired goal 
of social stability becomes a reality. At 
this point, the inherent logic of the commons 
remorselessly generates tragedy (1974, p. 
20) • 

Gardner, Ostrom, and Walker (1989) term this 

situation a "common-pool resource (CPR) dilemma" or more 

simply, a "commons dilemma." They say that: 

When individuals use such resources 
jointly, each individual is driven by an 
immutable logic to withdraw more of the 
resource units (or to invest less in the 
resource) than is optimal from the 
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perspective of all the users. Individuals 
jointly using a CPR are presumed to face a 
tragic situation in which their individual 
rationality leads to an outcome that is not 
rational from the perspective of the group. 
(Gardner, Ostrom, and Walker 1989, p. 5). 

A central concern among these jssues is the 

definition of the term I col1U11r:ms." On the one hand, common 

property is generally thought of as: "a tract of ground, 

the use of which is not appropriated to an individual, but 

belongs to or is used by the public" (Webster 1979, p. 

366). without restricting his usage to "ground" but also 

including the air and sea Hardin (1977) follows this 

definition in his writings. 

On the other hand, however, most common lands used 

for grazing have not been open to everyone but are 

treated by the users as though they are allocated to them 

due to historic use. Consequently, they often rigorously 

control the use of these areas (for example, see Johnson 

1969) . In the literature on the commons, the definition 

is generally as Herskowitz puts it: "that which is 

controlled by a specific group to the exclusion of the 

rest of the world" (1940, p. 283). ciracey-wantrup and 

Bishop (1975, p. 283) agree when they say that: 

The concept implies that potential 
resource users who are not members of a group 
of co-equal owners are excluded. The concept 
of "property" has no meaning without this 
feature of exclusion of all who are not 
either owners themselves or have some 
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arrangement with owners to use the resource 
in question. 

It is apparent that there is more than one 

classification of land when the term "common property" is 

used. This was recognized as early as Roman times and, 

interestingly, their classification scheme still has 

application. Accordingly, there are three classifications 

of property resources (Roby 1964): res nullius, unowned 

no man's land with recognized nonproductivity such as the 

great deserts in the Romans' day, or including the ice 

flows or the open seas; res communes, literalJ.y owned in 

common by a particular group (McCay and Acheson 1987); and 

private property. within the "common" category there are 

two principle types of use: one, is that which is a 

collection of individuals who operate within the lands 

controlled by the collectivity but who do not necessarily 

cooperate in their specific activities with other users. 

This is one of the main uses of common land in the Middle 

East, for example. Pasturalists will run their livestock 

onto pastures controlled by their tribe but the herds 

will be small, family operations. In the past, the tribe 

acted as though it were the owner of the land in the sense 

that others rarely contested their control. Or, the 

"state," normally an imperial type of polity, like the 

Roman Empire or the Islamic Caliphate, would recognize the 
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tribe's suzerainty over certain territories. Today, of 

course, the state normally has ownership over these lands 

and the tribes frequently control historic use areas 

within these limits. sometimes tribal lands are further 

subdivided into clan lands with recognized territorial 

correspondences such as in the Asir in Arabia and the 

lands controlled by the western Apache in the pre

reservation period. 

Another, modern land control type is that which is 

practiced in the u.s. today whereby under state ownership 

an agency of the government will be assigned the 

management of the area under its jurisdiction and will 

lease parts of those territories to individuals for 

grazing or timber cutting, for example. The public 

retains use of all or some of these leased lands. 

The second type of use within the "common" 

category is that of collective management of livestock. 

This was historically practiced among some tribes of 

Bedouin, for example, in the Middle East (Johnson 1969). 

It is also the type of management practiced by the Apache 

tribes which are the subject of this study. In this use 

category, all of the individuals' animals are put together 

and run as a single herd. A further subdivision can occur 

when the larger unit of land is subdivided into separate 

pastures: for example, and separate herds occupy each sub-
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unit. These are not individual's herds but smaller 

collectivities of owners than the whole unit. All the 

animals within these herds can wear the same brand or they 

can be branded with the marks of their individual owners. 

The herd type is the distinction here. 

American Indian land has been recognized as common 

property under Federal law since that status was affirmed 

by the Supreme Court in 1894 in the case of Journeycake 

vs. the Cherokee Nation and the united states: 

The distinctive characteristic of 
communal property is that every member of the 
community is an owner of it as such. He does 
not take as heir, or purchaser, or grantee; 
if he dies his right of property does not 
descent; if he removes from the community it 
expires; if he wished to dispose of it he has 
nothing which he can convey~ and yet he has a 
right of property in the land as perfect as 
that of any other person; and his children 
after him will enjoy all that he enjoyed, not 
as heirs but as communal owner (Juergensmeyer 
and Wadley 1974, p. 374). 

Hardin (1977) places the commons dilemma in the 

category of problems which have no technical solution. By 

this he means that a political or organizational framework 

must be developed initially within which the users can 

mutually agree to the application of technical solutions 

before they will be effective. without uniformity of 

application, the users will be compelled to maintain their 

former practices because of the competitive nature of the 

situation (Hardin 1977). 
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This assertion has set the stage for the debate 

that has ensued since. Numerous books and articles aave 

been published during the period since 195B, 'and the 

interest is so great in these questions that a network on 

Common Property Resources was recently formed. Elinor 

Ostrom, a major contributor to The Ouest ion of the Commons 

'(1987), is spearheading this effort. 

The debate regarding the resolution of the commons 

dilemma has revolved primarily around the adoption of one 

of three possible alternatives. (1) The privatization 

alternative view to which the U.S. has largely subscribed, 

asserts that the land base requires individual ownership 

before a user can be expected to exert the requisite 

amount of responsibility to manage the resource 

effectively (Johnson and Liebcap 1980). The American 

ranch is a good example of this option. (2) The 

"centralizing tendency" (Ostrom 1987, 1989), also widely 

represented in the U.S., as well as in many other 

countries, requires that an agency of government take 

responsibility for varying degrees of management and 

control of individual use. Most livestock operations in 

the western U.s. (excluding Texas) involve a combination 

of these first two alternatives (E.L. smith pers. comm. 

3/9/87): they concern a parcel of privately owned land in 
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conjunction with a lease for a parcel of agency-controlled 

land. (3) A third option, mentioned by ostrom (1987) and 

others, suggests that land can remain in common status and 

still be effectively managed, if the users are allowed to 

develop their own organizational solutions to meet their 

own requirements, and if they comply with Hardin's 

criterion of mutually agreed-upon coercion. ostrom cites 

several examples to illustrate the proposition. 

It is this third option that was, of course, the 

one most commonly utilized in many traditional arid lands 

pastoralist societies until the modern period. Draz 

(1985) and Le Houerou (personal communication August, 

1989) assert that it is the breakdown and abandonment of 

these traditional organizational systems that has led to 

the havoc of no control on the rangelands of the Middle 

East and North Africa over the last 50 to 75 years and has 

resulted in such devastating desertification. As a result 

of the modernization process and the creation of the 

nation-state system, the bases for tribal suzerainty over 

the commons and sUbsistence management of livestock have 

passed into history. And with them, traditional models 

for livestock management as well. 

What systems have been developed to replace them? 

A search of the literature to examine current alternatives 

has proven very disappointing. Very few options are 
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discussed and the relevance of most is very questionable, 

as is shown below. 

The ranch model and the agency model do not really 

fit because they, in effect, require privatization or at 

least individualization of the land which obviates its 

common status. And, the ranch model does not accommodate 

a multiplicity of owners/operators being involved in the 

operation. Of course, a return to a modernized version of 

traditional systems such as the him~ (Draz 1985) can be 

contemplated. But as mentioned above the socio-political 

bases for these systems are no longer in effect. 

The one model that appears to have broad 

application currently is the livestock association model. 

It retains the common ownership aspects of the land. The 

collectivity of users can operate their animals as a 

group but, at the same time, can retain individual 

ownership or can defer to a single brand. Animals can be 

run in several herds or in fewer larger units, and various 

range-livestock management systems can be applied within 

this context. And the users themselves can set pOlicies 

and decide what form the organization will take. However, 

as discussed below, the literature regarding the details 

of association programs, even though they are beginning to 

be tried in several locatic.ns around the world, are as 

scant as is the literature on management organizations for 
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the commons in general. 

The discussions of Anderson and Hill (1977) on the 

experience of the American West and its ranchers and their 

. ass.ocJa.tiQns .. ~_is---·i-nform~tive and interesting as is that of 

Johnson and Liebcap (1980) and Liebcap (1981) but we have 

seen that this experience is not directly relevant because 

that outcome was such that they did away with the common 

status of the land. 

Descriptions such as those provided by Fortmann 

(1986) relating Botswana's experience in the development 

of livestock associations are instructive at the 

conceptual level. She teases us by mentioning that there 

is a traditional system of "natural rotational grazing 

wi th the fall-back system of water points," in Botswana 

but she leaves the reader hanging as to the fulfillment of 

the promise (1985, p. 6). Hendzel's Range Management 

Handbook for Botswana (1981) offers specific 

recommendations for pasture and animal management but 

depends on individualization of the land to resolve the 

tenure issues. Winrock International's, Arid and semiarid 

Rangelands: Guidelines for Development, (Child, et.al., 

1987) once again offers manifold recommendations on 

technical aspects of range-livestock management but does 

not address organizational issues at all. Almost the 

same could be said for Sanford's, Management of Pastoral 
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Development in the Third World (1983), except that he does 

raise the issue of the importance of tenure and 

organizational frameworks. But he admits that, "we do not 

have enough experience, nor the right kind of studies of 

that experience, to enable us to separate the effects of 

different management and organizational forms from other 

differences between pastoral development 

programs ... "(p.55). 

Swift (1977) in Glantz' Desertification, Dobbs 

(1985), and Draz (1985), come closer than other 

investigators to discussing the specifics of traditional 

grazing control and its relationship to limiting overuse. 

But none are very detailed. For example: 

Cerulli (1959) records that traditional 
chiefs had the power to declare a particular 
pasture closed. For a given period of time 
it was forbidden to graze livestock there and 
special penalties enforced this decision. 
The declared purpose of this was to let the 
grass grow ..•. However, no such mechanism for 
grazing control is recorded by more recent 
research. Individual clans occupied 
particular areas of pasture because of their 
ownership of wells .•.• This led t.o de facto 
control of pasture use, resulting from a 
fairly well-distributed pattern of grazing 
far from the home wells in the wet season, 
with the animals gradually falling on the 
ungrazed areas closer to the wells as the dry 
season advanced (Swift 1977, p. 284). 

swift goes on to point to the concept of livestock 

cooperatives as a potential factor in increasing the 

productivity of pastoralism in Somalia and reducing the 
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trends toward environmental degradation. However, he 

stops well short of discussing the specifics of such 

organizations. 

There is a wealth of information with respect to 

the technical solutions that can be applied to range

livestock production systems, in both animal and forage 

resource phases. Coverage of this technical literature is 

not directly relevant to this study. However, it is 

important to note that there is very little information in 

the traditional literature such as the Journal of Range 

Management relating to the organizational management 

factors that need to be considered in the development of 

solutions to overgrazed situations even here in the u.s. 

The Center for Holistic Resources Management has 

recognized this gap and has begun to explore alternatives 

(Center for Holistic Range Management (HRM) 1988). 

The case study materials that have been developed 

in the literatur~ have strongly emphasized other types of 

commons situations such as fisheries as opposed to 

livestock grazing systems. Berkes (1985) Fishermen and 

the "Tragedy of the Commons," Carrier (1983) Profitless 

Property: Marine Ownership and access to Wealth on Ponan 

Island are representative of the list. 

In the absence of case studies examining livestock 

systems on the commons, these alternative materials would 
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be difficult to extrapolate to range-livestock management 

si tuations. The most important distinction is that in 

these other situations the resource in question is 

frequently also the primary commodity of the production 

system and the people involved have a direct link to it. 

The fishermen harvest the fish and sell it. Irrigators 

pump water and put it in the canal for later use. In the 

rangeland situation the subject of concern is the forage 

plants but people are not using it directly, livestock 

are. The livestock are the commodity and the people 

manage the animals directly and the forage only 

indirectly .. It would be as though the plankton in the sea 

were the subject of concern and not the fish which use the 

plankton. 

Therefore, the use of rangeland grazed by 

livestock results in a more complex problem than that of 

the fisheries or what might be called "primary" CPR 

situations. By comparison, range-livestock situations 

could be termed "complex" CPR situations or dilemmas 

because decisions made about the resources in question 

must be "interpreted" or enacted by an intermediate actor 

that is operating in a completely different decision

making framework--the cattle. And, it is the mix of all 

the operator-herd combinations which must be considered 

when developing solutions to range-livestock CPR dilemmas. 

35 



It is this lack of information on organizational 

models related to the management of livestock on the 

commons which makes the Apache cattle association 

experience and models ull the more relevant. They provide 

very good examples of how two tribes have dealt with the 

management and use of their commonly held rangeland 

resources and the production of livestock, in this case 

cattle. They offer specific examples of the operation of 

organizations which have allowed the participants to 

mutually agree to mutual coercion. Hence this study 

should only be the beginning of a more intensive 

examination of their operations as examples of ways in 

which the issues involved in extensive grazing of common 

land can be addressed, including cultural influences. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE ORGANIZATION 

Developing an understanding of what an 

organization is and the role that it plays with respect to 

livestock management on the commons is central to an 

analysis of these associations and of livestock management 

organizations in general. Therefore, this chapter is 

devoted to an examination of the literature regarding the 

analysis of organizations and the key factors which 

influence their development and operation. 

Although many writers offer a definition as to 

what an organization is, there is no general agreement 

among researchers in the field of organizational studies 

as to the purposes organizations are to serve, apparent 

and implied, how to examine their formation and which 

influences on them are paramount and how they influence 

their participants. In fact, 

Despite all of the effort that has gone 
into organizational research, we have no 
general theory of organizations worthy of the 
name. There are many theories, some of them 
quite sophisticated and elaborate, but 
despite their contributions none is able to 
encompass diverse data and through this to 
capture the allegiance of many scholars. We 
have not yet begun to answer the basic 
questions about the nature and origin of 
organizations and of the organizational 
society (Warriner 1984, p. 3). 
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In fact, Warriner goes on to say: 

Everyone knows what organizations are, 
but the term means something different to 
each of us despite our familiarity with both 
the term and the phenomenon. Even when we 
attempt to specify the meaning by use of 
formal definitions there is little overlap 
between one scholar and the next (Warriner 
1984, p. 29). 

Caplow (1964), cited by nearly every author 

surveyed, provides a very generic definition when he 

offers that: "an organization is a social system that has 

an unequivocal collective identity, an exact roster of 

members, a program of activity, and procedures for 

replacing members." 

The Rationalist-Purposive School 

To some the organization is primarily a production 

system with concentration on inputs, processing, 

management and control and outputs/products. Perrow 

(1972) sees it relatively simply; organizations are 

systems for getting work done. Operation is related to 

ini tial, formal goals, the development of the structure 

and application of the technology to accomplish these 

ends. This perspective is referred to as the purposive or 

rationalist approach to organizational performance and 

purpose. 

This rational , adaptive, and purpos i ve 
theory of organizations asserts, in brief, 
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that corporate officers, starting with given 
goals or desired outcomes, design the 
organization, including its structure, its 
control systems (both technical and social), 
and its technical or work processes. 
Errors, that is, failures to fully achieve 
the desired outcomes, are attributed to 
inadequate scientific knowledge or, God 
forbid, irrational decision-making (warriner 
1984, p. 5). 

A graphic view of this perspective is given in 

Figure 6. 

Givens Design output Result 

STRUCTURE 

GOALS + 
managerial worker 

+ ------> CONTROL SYSTEMS ----> 
decisions activity 

KNOWLEDGE + 

RK SCHEDULES 

Figure 6. The rational-purposive organizational model 
(after Warriner 1984) 

The purposive or rational model of organizations 

starts with the assumption that specific organizational 

goals, given originally by the founders, and in the 

impulses that started the organization, are the criteria 

in terms of which organizational structures and processes 

are erected, "Then goals are known to managers who are the 

current custodians and who translate them into the 

shorter-run objectives" (Warriner 1984, p.11). 
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Another assessment of the rationalist school 

suggests that: 

productive processes are concerned with 
the ratio of output to input, the criterion 
of efficiency. Productive efficiency is 
gained, in part, through the establishment of 
economies of scale and a stable, steady 
static environment. Yet, organizations 
reside in turbulent envi,ronments 
characterized by uncertainty and change. 
Somehow, the organization must accommodate 
itself to its environment and, at the same 
time, strive for efficiency in its use of 
resources (Wieland and Ulrich 1976, p. 5). 

The Natural-System School 

The recognition that organizations are more than 

mechanistic production operations and are systems which 

have interaction with the society in which they are placed 

has led to a sociological perspective. The organization 

is a system with different sUb-systems which interact and 

cause the organization to evolve. Called the "natural-

system" perspective by some (Wieland, et. al., 1976) their 

focus is not on the deliberately created formal structure 

but on the actual behavior of individuals and the 

organization as a whole. liThe structure of an 

organization, therefore, is inseparable from the 

functioning of the organization" (Wieland and Ulrich 1976, 

p. 15). 

This perspective led to concentration on what the 

actual goals and purposes of an organization are as 
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expressed by their behavior and the influences acting on 

them rather than a priori statements made by designers or 

managers. This was the position taken by Etzioni who 

concluded that, "the actual goal is derived, or 

extrapolated from the organizational patterns." (1975, p. 

136) . "If this is so, then the actual goal literally 

comes into existence after the patterns which it purports 

to account for. We cannot, therefore, distinguish goals 

from the activities that they are to explain" (Warriner 

1984, p. 12). 

Katz and Kahn (1966) 

reference point for this view. 

considered to be among those 

have become a central 

At the same time they are 

who opened the deor to 

considering external influences on organizations and, 

thus, on their surrounding social environment. They 

developed a "genotypic function classification" scheme by 

which they are concerned with the through-put or work that 

gets done in relation to its contribution to the 

surrounding social structure" (Katz and Kahn, 1966). 

Accordingly organizational purposes or functions, and 

hence types, fall into four broad categories: 

(I) Productive or Economic organizations are 

concerned with the creation of wealth, the manufacture of 

goods, and the providing of services for the general 

public or for specific segments of it. Examples are 
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farming, mining, manufacture and processing. 

(2) Maintenance organizations are devoted to the 

socialization of people for their roles in other 

organizations and in the larger society. Organizations 

like the school and the church are examples of maintenance 

structures for the social order. And, they are 

responsible for the normative integration of society. 

(3) Adaptive structures create knowledge, develop 

and test theories and, to some extent, apply information 

to existing problems. Universities and research 

organizations carryon this adaptive function for society 

as a whole. 

(4) Managerial and/or Political organizations 

function to coordinate, adjudicate and control the 

resources, people and subsystems of a given society. 

Hence, Katz and Kahn (1964) assert that some 

organizations exist in large part to perpetuate and convey 

the norms and values of the society to its members. And, 

as "maintenance" organizations their functions are 

contributing to the persistence and conveyance of the 

cultural attributes of that society to succeeding 

generations. culture is, according to Barnouw (1969, p. 

68): "the way of life of a group of people, the 

configuration of all of the more or less stereotyped 

patterns of learned behavior which are handed down from 
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one generation to the next through the means of language 

and institutions." So, according to this view, some 

organizations can function to maintain and hand down 

aspects of culture. 

Beres and others (1979, p. 144) in their study of 

cultural differences and the perceived role of work assert 

that: "the influence of culture is through its effects on 

individuals who are members of the organization and on 

individuals who interact with members." They go on to say 

that: 

When members decisions are consistent 
with one another their actions collectively 
shape the organization. What they do 
constitutes the characteristics of the 
organization. Since culture results in 
shared dispositions, a collective form of 
influence is likely to occur when the members 
of an organization have the same cultural 
background (p. 146). 

Accordingly, cultural influences can also have a strong 

bearing on the operation of an organization. 

The Social-Environmentalist School 

The third school of organizational thought, the 

social environmentalists, grew out of the natural-system 

perspective and gives increased emphasis to the social and 

cuI tural functions and features of organizations. One 

aspect of their perspective is that, in essence, most 

organizations possess a maintenance function in terms of 
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their interaction with the society at large. This school 

tries to tie the various perspectives, or "phases" of the 

organization together in a systems context. It recognizes 

three phases of an organization: (1) the technical system 

which consists of the materials, tools, energy and skills 

so that work is accomplished, i.e., Katz and Kahn's 

productive function, (2) the relational system which 

develops identities as to social positions and other 

structural features, mobilizes people through 

motivational programs and provides socialization and 

training to them, it is the personal motivational phase, 

i.e., why the participants are involved in the 

organization beyond the pur'e1y economic considerations, 

and (3) the symbolic system which uses various cultural 

sign systems and through these creates and sustains 

meaning as in norms and values, i. e., Katz and Kahn's 

maintenance function (Warriner 1984). 

In this school of thought, personal and cultural 

interactions and features play a very strong role in 

determining organizational behavior: 

Human beings are not mere automatons. 
They do have biographies that are not left 
behind as they participate in groups. As 
persons they have selves (and) conceptions of 
who and what they are in other 
contexts ... Persons do not cast off their 
past and other aspects of their present 
simply by participating in organizations. 
This means there must be some congruence 
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between their external, extra-organizational 
life and their participation in organizations 
(Warriner 1984, p. 94). 

And, as regards the consideration of society-wide 

influence: 

Each society develops patterns of 
identities, social structures, and 
relationships to which people become 
accustomed in terms of which they build 
themselves and egos ••. Finally, each society 
develops ideational systems, the "social 
logics," by which the world is made 
meaningful to people .•• From this we can agree 
that the patterns of technical acts, the sets 
of identities, and the ideational system used 
in organizations must be congruent with the 
patterns in the larger society, at least that 
portion of the larger society from which it 
draws its participants (Warriner 1984, p. 
96) • 

Thus, this school of thought is saying that an 

organization's operation reflects the norms and values of 

the society and culture in which it developed. Moreover, 

these features are important considerations in 

understanding the operation's rationale, in addition to 

its more straightforward economic and output 

characteristics. 

As a result of this developmental process, then, 

there is now a recognition that, in general, organizations 

consist of three primary components or intrinsically 

satisfy three sets of objectives while they are in 

operation if they are to be sustainable: They produce a 
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product or products and hence have a technical production 

component; they serve the socio-economic interests of the 

participants, i.e., they satisfy the individual objective 

of their participants; and, the cultural objectives 

wherein they serve as entities in which the participants 

interact with the values and norms of the society in which 

they live. In fact, there are organizations, according to 

the Katz and Kahn (1966) typology, which serve to 

inculcate society's norms and values into their 

participants, i.e., cultural maintenance organizations. 

The Resource Conservation and Management School 

When specifically considering organizations which 

are concerned with extensive livestock production, an 

additional element must be kept in mind. This is because, 

although the animal is the product produced by the 

operation, this product depends directly on the management 

of the natural vegetation on the range which sustains the 

animals-forage. It is the interaction of these two 

factors, the forage and the animals, that results in the 

production of value from a range-livestock system. If 

sustained production of range resources are ignored, 

sooner or later the operation will cease to function as 

surely as it would if economic criteria considerations 

were ignored. As Stoddart et. ale point out: "Maximum 
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production from a given range unit is dependent upon 

proper management and use of the resources. Of 

fundamental importance are (1) grazing the range with the 

proper kind of animal, (2) balancing numbers of animals 

with forage resources, (3) grazing at the correct season 

of the year, and (4) obtaining proper distribution of 

livestock over the range" (1975, p. 256). They later go 

on to say, however, that: 

The production of forage from rangeland 
is not of itself the major goal of the range 
manager. A properly vegetated range best 
assures optimum yield of the products sought 
from rangeland, stable watersheds, clear 
water, wildlife, amenities, and food and 
fiber .•. the forage plant is the basic 
producing unit, and the animal that eats it 
is the harvesting. Successful production of 
red meat depends upon carefully handling of 
both and upon the greatest possible harmony 
between the two. Livestock producers should 
not be concerned with the animals at the 
expense of the range, nor should range 
managers confine their attention to the range 
and ignore the livestock (Stoddart et.al. 
1975, p. 315). 

The message is clear that production and resource 

conservation considerations are extremely interdependent 

and equivalently important. continued, optimum levels of 

production depend directly on continued adequate supplies 

of forage. Range management also affects total physical 

system maintenance by contributing to the production of 

water of high quality on the range unit and downstream as 

well as limiting erosion thereby maintaining the soil 
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resource. 

In recognition of the above, the Holistic Resource 

Management model (HRM) of livestock production operation 

emphasizes management of the four livestock-rangeland 

ecosystem components which comprise the range resource 

from a systems perspective, ensuring that each of them and 

their interconnectedness are adequately considered: the 

water cycle, the mineral nutrient cycle, succession (or 

the vegetation cycle), and energy flow (Center for 

Holistic Range Management (HRM), 1988). 

The resource conservation and production component 

then becomes one of the three primary management 

objectives of the HRM organizational model. Their model 

is based on the concept that all the component factors 

must be considered for an ELPS to be successful and 

sustainable: the animals and their production, the 

physical resources (the ecosystem blocks), and the 

personal objectives of the people involved. The primary 

step in the HRM model is the setting of goals for each one 

of these sets of factors. 

In the HRM model this means that for a livestock 

enterprise to be successful not only must it manage its 

resources effectively and systematically but it must 

fulfill all three sets of objectives: 

(since the HRM model is) A way of 
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managing all of the resources in any 
territorial ecosystem to produce a desired 
goal ••• Spelling out the goal clearly and 
comprehensively is of paramount importance to 
the operation whatever it may be. otherwise 
what are managing all the resources toward? 
Surely, if the goal is not specific and 
spelled out in all three parts we are 
managing toward a rather vague and murky 
future which to me spells ultimate 
unsustainability and doom: a generally 
unsound and unholistic approach (Center for 
HRM Center 1988). 

The three obj ecti ves set forth by the HRM model 

are called quality of life or personal goals (i.e., what 

does one want to achieve and contribute to in his life), 

production goals, or what is needed to sustain personal 

well-being and quality of life/personal goals; and 

landscape goals (i. e., what has to be produced by the 

natural resource base to sustain the production and hence 

the quality of life goals). 

The production and personal goals espoused by HRM 

correlate directly with the technical and social phases 

suggested by Warriner (1984) and others. However, the 

social environmental organizational model does not 

consider the natural resource conservation phase which is 

so important in renewable resource based production 

systems nor does the HRM model accommodate the set of 

cultural considerations which is an essential component of 

an organization, as pointed out by Warriner (1984), 

especially when examining a system operated by 
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traditional people. Hence, an integration of the resource 

management school's concepts of production, resource 

conservation and personal goals with the social 

environment school's concepts of the technical 

production component, the social (or personal) component 

and the cultural (or societal) component, therefore, 

yields a four-part set of criteria which considers all 

four elements/phases which would comprise an organization 

operating an extensive range-livestock production system 

in a common-property setting. This four-part model, 

because it accommodates both personal and cultural 

objectives/values as well as economic and resource issues 

is particularly appropriate to the consideration of those 

organizations containing a multiplicity of operators 

operating in the traditional, common-property setting such 

as the two Apache reservations under study as well as the 

classic "commons" type of situation prevalent today in 

parts of the Middle East, for example, and alluded to by 

Hardin (1977). 

The cattle association is a unique blend of the 

concepts of organization and association in the 

terminology of Warriner (1984). On the one hand they are 

like associations because the group comes together 

voluntarily and, "continues to participate at any given 

level of activity because of the degree that each person 
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is satisfied with what he or she is 'getting out ofl that 

group" (Warriner 1984, p. 58). In other words, members 

persist in their participation largely because of personal 

satisfaction 

alternative 

obj ecti ves. Otherwise they can choose an 

type of operation to gain their economic 

objectives. Therefore, satisfaction of individual 

objectives and cultural congruence are essential 

considerations when assessing these types of operations. 

On the other hand, they qualify as organizations 

also because they "produce a value (a product or service) 

that is disassociated from the activity that produces it 

and is available to others than those who participated in 

the activities that created the value" (Warriner 1984, p. 

59) . And, in this case particularly, that product or 

value directly depends on the well-being of the physical 

resource base which provides the energy or "fuel" for the 

system the forage. Consequently, both economic 

production and range management need equal consideration 

on the physical side of the system. This four-part set of 

criteria will then be used in Chapter 8 to evaluate the 

performance of the two Apache cattle associations under 

consideration. 

The analysis of the materials regarding the 

tragedy of the commons and those related to organizational 

studies suggest that association-organizations perform 
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five different roles in terms of the operation of 

livestock systems on the commons. First, they provide an 

institutional framework for collaboration among users - a 

place within which the multiplicity of users can agree to 

mutual coercion. Second, they serve to delimit the set of 

users that has access to a particular portion of the 

commons. They provide for that exclusivity that is 

implicit in the use of the term "commons." Third, they 

produce values or products which are used by the community 

external to the association. Fourth, they provide values 

to the participant by way of personal satisfactions which 

comes to them by way of their participation, both economic 

and those that are intrinsic to the association. Fifth, 

they provide points of cultural congruence which both make 

the participants comfortable within the organization as 

well as perpetuate the norms and values of the greater 

society from which the participants are drawn. 

Of the models currently available, only the 

livestock association appears to fit the needs of most of 

the ELPS' s operating on the commons today. In todays' 

world they offer the one relevant model which operators on 

the commons can use to achieve their production objectives 

while retaining the common states of the land. 

52 



CHAPTER FOUR 

THE GROWTH OF THE CATTL'E INDUSTRY IN THE AMERICAN 
WEST: GENESIS OF THE CATTLE ASSOCIATION 

The cattle-association model of range and stock 

management began in the united states during the late 

nineteenth century in the West. The range lands of 

Nebraska, the Dakotas, Colorado, Wyoming, and Montana had 

begun to open for grazing use soon after the civil War was 

concluded, and large numbers of livestock poured into 

these states in a surprisingly brief period, at first 

coming chiefly from Texas. 

Osgood (1929), Dale (1930) and Anderson (1977) 

indicate that these circumstances resulted in seriously 

overcrowded and overgrazed conditions. cattlemen in this 

region sought solutions to these problems through 

collaboration at the local and state levels. A review of 

this experience is instructive as to the rationale for the 

original establishment of the cattle association concept 

as a response to these conditions. 

The Post-civil War Cattle Drives 

Texas had become a maj or cattle-production area 

before the civil War; however, when in the last years of 
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the war the federal armies acquired the Mississippi River, 

blocking transport routes to the rest of the South, the 

Texas industry was idled, and the livestock apparently 

just roamed, more or less freely, on the ranges. 

Men who have made a careful study of 
the subject usually agree that the number of 
cattle in Texas increased greatly during the 
war ••. (and,) Obviously the isolation of Texas 
during the four years of war was not without 
great influence upon prices. In 1865 cattle 
could be bought in Texas at almost any price 
offered (Dale 1930, p. 30). 

In 1866 the returning soldiers began rounding up these 

range cattle to move them north where the demand was 

strongest. 

Such a situation could produce but one 
result. The Texas soldiers released f~om the 
armies of the Confederacy in 1865 returned to 
their homes, in many cases ragged and 
penniless, to find their ranges overflowing 
wi th mature, fat cattle which were almost 
worthless at home but of great value in the 
North and East. Texas in 1865 was a vast 
reservoir fairly overflowing with cattle. To 
the north lay markets, to the north Texans 
must go with the only movable property left 
to them, their great herds of cattle. In the 
years following the Civil War this flood of 
Texas cattle pent up within the state through 
the four years of conflict burst its bonds 
and flowed northward in a great stream that 
was not to lessen until the eastern markets 
had been fully supplied with beef and enough 
animals furnished to stock the wide ranges of 
the northern and central plains (Dale 1930, 
p. 31). 

These cattle were then driven to northern feeding areas in 

Kansas, Missouri, and Iowa. It is bel ieved that some 
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260,000 head set out for the north in 1866. 

In 1867 it became possible to reach a railroad 

(the Kansas Pacific extension to Abilene) west of the line 

of the 1866 drive. So, crossing the Red River the herds 

of 1867 now followed the most famous of the cattle trails, 

the Chisolm Trail. Over the next few years the drives 

from Texas continued a tendency to move further west, 

endeavoring to avoid new obstacles that rose up to block 

the most popular routes to market. For example, the 

Indians of the "Five civilized 'l'ribes" in Oklahoma and 

western Arkansas were squarely across the road to the 

north, and they soon began to charge the cattlemen a 

healthy toll. Next, a set of quarantine laws was passed 

by Kansas and Missouri, prohibiting the driving of Texas 

cattle into those states during the summer and fall. And, 

finally, the westward-moving farmers were building 

continuous lines of fences through which the herds could 

not pass as more and more land was brought into 

CUltivation. "By utilizing the Texas Panhandle and the 

Public Land strip, drovers might escape these hindrances 

altogether and the Goodnight Trail, which ran through the 

Panhandle to Dodge city, became one of the most popular 

trails" (Osgood 1929, p. 36). 
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The Cattle Industry in the Northern Mountain states 

Cattle production had also developed before the 

civil-War period in the northern Rocky Mountain states of 

Colorado, wyoming, and Montana, largely because of 

settlers moving toward the west coast--especially in the 

years after 1849, when multitudes rushed to California to 

find gold. Local settlers in the northern territories 

supplied meat to these travelers. The discovery of gold 

in the Rockies solidified this market for the northern 

plains area: local producers could now supply the con

siderable local demand created by the mining towns 

springing up in their midst. 

Another important development occurred when the 

railroads finally crossed the northern plains into Denver 

and Cheyenne opening the northern ranges for the first 

time to truly large-scale cattle production. The Union 

Pacific across Nebraska and wyoming and the Kansas Pacific 

into Colorado established direct outlets to the eastern 

cattle-fattening markets. 

Thus, by the close of the sixties, there 
existed in the northern section of the High 
Plains and in the adjacent mountain valleys, 
herds of considerable size. The pos
sibility of expanding [the] herds so as to 
utilize to the full the enormous pastoral 
resources on every hand depended upon a 
supply of cheap cattle that could be used for 
stocking the empty ranges and upon a 
connection with the eastern market (Osgood 
1929, p. 23). 
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By 1870, the stockmen had the connection with the 

eastern market through the railroad. Now all they needed 

was the supply of cheap cattle. And these were not hard 

to find: Texas, at least at first, had more than enough. 

The typical system was to bring in the Texas "stockers" 

and let the calves grow to three to four years old on the 

ranges, then ship them by rail to the east. During the 

1870s, the shipments built to significant numbers: in 

1873, 286 carloads were shipped east on the new railroads; 

and by 1877, 1,649 carloads were sent (Osgood, 1929). By 

1874, Wyoming alone had approximately 90,000 head of 

cattle on its ranges, and six years later, in 1880, this 

number had increased to 530,000 head. 

These great numbers of cattle on the ranges soon 

caused SUbstantial problems for the plains ranchers. 

since the land was "public" (Le., common 

ownership) and could not at that time be 

effects were those of an "open-range" policy. 

wanted to run his cattle could legally 

wi th Federal 

leased, the 

Anyone who 

do so, and 

inevitable crowding resulted. 

according to the Gardner, et. al. 

established. 

A commons dilemma, 

(1989 ) criteria, was 

An attendant danger was losing one's livestock to 

rustlers, or to the drovers, who came through more or less 

legitimately but often accumulated unbranded cattle as 
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they moved on. 

Trail herds, headed for the northern 
ranges, passed through the Colorado herds, 
and the drovers were far from careful to see 
to it that none of the local cattle were 
picked up as the drive moved along (Osgood 
1929, p. 118). 

Branding, of course, was not nearly so well organized in 

these early days as it was soon to become. 

Also, it became increasingly difficult to work the 

cattle effectively whenever anyone of the cattlemen in a 

particular district wanted to do so: 

When a stock owner wished to work his 
cattle, he would send word to his neighbors 
and all would round up, get their stock, 
brand calvC!s, turn loose and drive home. But 
so many outfits had come in and rounded up 
the stock, and ginned them over so much, they 
could never get fat. This continual working 
over and over of cattle was detrimental to 
the business, and those interested wanted 
some plan or system laid down (Osgood 1929, 
p. 120). 

Thus, it was that by the early 1870s, conditions 

had become so crowded that the cattle owners had begun to 

see the need for collaborating with their fellows, both 

for protection and for operational effectiveness. In 

consequence, they began to establish associations to 

protect themselves from the intrusion of foreign herds, to 

toughen the environment against rustlers, and to 

coordinate their ranching operations, and limit 

overgrazing. 
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The Earliest Cattle Association~ 

The first official cattle association was the 

wyoming stock Graziers, which held its first meeting in 

Cheyenne in 1871. The Colorado stock Growers' Association 

followed in early 1872; and in 1873 a meeting of stockmen 

was held in Montana in an attempt to form a similar 

association for that state; however, the Montana Stock 

Growers' Association began officially only in early 1879. 

The attempts of these early statewide 

associations, as cattle management entities, to create a 

roundup system essentially failed because they were too 

large (Osgood 1929). However, their lobbying produced a 

law which gave ownership of strays within a state to the 

association; and this maneuver was the beginning of what 

was to become the generally recognized success of the 

Western state organizations. Further, after the statewide 

associations had formed, strong local associations which 

could police the actual activities of the stockmen were 

founded. Roundups then began to be controlled and co

ordinated at a district level, a system which worked much 

better than had the early attempts at statewide control. 

Branding became organized. 

Another success of the northern livestock- and 

range-management associations was the part they played in 

improving the breeds then being raised on these ranges. 
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From very early in the history of the industry, it had 

been recognized that Durham (and later, Hereford) stock 

produced much better meat cattle than did the Longhorn of 

Texas. In fact, although the stockmen could never quite 

enforce these regulations, they made several early 

attempts to limit the freedom to run Texas cattle on 

specific Wyoming and Montana pastures. Wyoming passed a 

law in 1873 imposing a fine on any owner who allowed a 

Texan, Cherokee, or Mexican bull, a quarter or over, to 

run at large. 

The history outlined above, then, indicates that 

the growing need for a supply of range-cattle prompted the 

mountain-states stockgrowers to import vast numbers of 

Texas Longhorns in an uncontrolled fashion. The cattle, 

driven up major trails like the Chisolm and the Goodnight, 

disrupted herd management and degraded the ranges during 

the drives. The crowding of the northern ranges and the 

danger of losing substantial numbers of cattle in the 

generally uncontrolled environment eventually forced the 

stockmen to seek an effective way to coordinate and 

control their cattle operations, both for their economic 

protection and for improved inventory- and range

management. Because of the prevailing open-range 

policies of the Departments of Interior and Agriculture, 

the cattlemen could not purchase or lease (i.e., 
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privatize) large enough tracts of land. So, they had to 

develop a management model which was appropriate for the 

prevailing common property setting. All of the conditions 

described above, then, played a part in the stockmen I s 

response--their formation of early versions of the cattle-

association model for range- and livestock-management. 

Anderson (1977) summarizes the situation as he 

sees it that initially land in the west was not a scarce 

resource and little attention was paid to property rights. 

" .... But the growing demand for land by cattlemen, 

sheepherders, and grangers eventually caused the value of 

land to increase and hence increased the benefits from 

definition and enforcement activity. To remedy this 

situation, attempts were made to estabish some extra-legal 

claims to property" (1977, p. 206). Although livestock 

men could not own land during this early period, there 

were recognized range rights. "These rights provided some 

exclusivity over use of lands, but as population 

increased, settlement became more dense and land values 

rose even more. Individuals and groups began devoting 

more resources toward the definition and enforcement of 

private property rightsl! (Anderson and Hill 1977, p. 206). 

The inelastic supply of land meant that 
as demand increaed, the rental value of the 
asset rose rapidly and hence made the rate of 
return on definition and enforcement activity 
even more attractive. To capture these 
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returns, cattlemen organized in groups and 
used the coercial authority of the 
government. By banding together in 
stockgrower's associations, cowmen attempted 
to restrict entry into the range through 
control of access to the limited water 
supplies. Furthermore, groups were able to 
put pressure on state and territorial 
governments to pass laws providing punishment 
for those who drove stock from their 
accustomed range. In 1866, the Montana 
Territorial Legislature passed a law 
attempting to control grazing on public 
land, and in 1884 a group of cattlemen 
meeting in Louis suggested that the federal 
government allow leasing of unclaimed land. 
To the extent that they were successful, such 
actions moved the West toward private 
property by restricting entry onto commonly
owned land (Anderson and Hill 1977, p. 207). 

Leibcap (1981) looks at these early mountain-

states associations from a slightly different point of 

view adding an interesting perspective on their historical 

development. He tells us that beginning in the 1880s, the 

stockmen were in contention with the Department of the 

Interior (DOl) for effective control of the land. His 

analysis shows that the DOl (particularly certain in-

dividuals within that organization) was at that time 

deliberately trying to maintain the practice of dividing 

the western range lands into small parcels, largely for 

purposes of individual self-aggrandizement, but also in an 

attempt to assure the perpetuity of the DOl organization 

itself. Leibcap, thus, sees the early livestock associa-

tions as representing a means whereby the cattlemen could 
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define their potential property rights: " ... herds were 

pooled to capture economies of scale, and group enforce

ment of land claims was instituted" (Leibcap 1981, p. 18). 

Public Land Control in the Early Twentieth century 

Cattle associations again became an important 

consideration in the early twentieth century, when control 

measures began to be established for dealing with the 

overgrazing of public lands. In the process of developing 

the legislation which led to the passage of the Taylor 

Grazing Act, the legislators initiated the grazing

district concepti and at that time they discussed 

controlling such a district's livestock use through the 

operation of a cattle association. 

Although grazing districts had earlier been a 

factor in President Roosevelt's Public Land Commission 

deliberations, around 1906, they were not thought of as a 

way for the government to exercise control over public 

grazing lands until about 1926 (Foss 1960). In that year, 

the Forest Service, which was taking a very active part in 

attempts to control grazing on public lands, promoted the 

idea of establishing such districts under the supervision 

of the Department of Interior. However, the resulting 

bill died in committee in 1927. Then, in 1928, a bill 

introduced by Senators Walsh and Leavitt of Montana was 
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finally passed, establishing a range district in Montana 

under the direction of the Department of Interior, to be 

managed by a stockmen's association (Foss 1960). The 

association was directed by an executive board, which 

established the carrying capacity of the range involved 

and issued permits to the members, who paid a grazing fee. 

The experiment was a success: "The result after three 

years is that there is twice as much grass on the Mizpah 

[Creek range in Montana] as before, although the carrying 

capacity has been increased from 3000 to 5000 head" (Foss 

1960) . 

Although the cattle-association model did not 

remain a necessary requirement for grazing-district 

operation under the Taylor Grazing Act, the idea was 

clearly imbedded in the Department of Interior's 

conceptual framework. Thus, as we shall see below in 

Chapter 5, when James B. Kitch, superintendent of the 

Indian Agency at San Carlos Apache Reservation in the 

1920s, came to consider possible arrangements for cattle 

management, the cattle-association concept had been very 

much in evidence for nearly fifty years. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

ORIGINS OF THE MODERN CATTLE ASSOCIATIONS AT THE 
SAN CARLOS AND MESCALERO APACHE RESERVATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the 

literature and trace the establishment of cattle 

association organizations on the Mescalero and San Carlos 

Apache Reservations. The initial section explores those 

aspects of the Apache's social, pol i tical and cultural 

life which affect their goals related to the establishment 

and operation of these associations. Then, the second 

section discusses the actual development of the 

associations on these reservations. 

Materials regarding the Apache Indians are 

confined to a few individuals who have made their history 

and culture the subject of years of study. Consequently, 

these materials are very detailed and comprehensive and 

provide numerous insights into the socio-economic features 

and dynamics as well as the history and culture of the 

Mescalero and the San Carlos (i.e., Western) Apache 

Tribes. Morris Opler and Harry Basehart have focused the 

majority of their attention on the Mescalero and 

Chiricahua Tribes which apparently originated in the same 

migration from the area that is now southern Colorado to 
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eastern and central New Mexico and east-central Arizona, 

respectively. They have prepared several monographs that 

provide a very comprehensive description of the history of 

their migrations, their ethnology and linguistic 

characteristics, their socio-economic and political 

patterns as well as cultural practices related to 

marriage, kinship and territorial affiliations and land 

tenure arrangements. A number of these features and 

practices relate directly to the development of the cattle 

associations and their structures as well as to present

day operations. Central works on the Mescalero people are 

Mescalero Apache Subsistence Patterns and Socio-Political 

Organization by Basehart (1973), the "Mescalero Apache," 

(1983) by Opler in the Handbook of North American Indians 

and The Mescalero Apaches (1973) by Sonnichsen. Opler's, 

An Apache Life-Way (1941), is primarily about the 

Chiricahua Tribe but relates to the Mescaleros and to 

Western Apaches in some respects. Opler's other article 

in the Handbook of North American Indians, "The Apachean 

CuI ture Pattern and Its origin," is helpful in gaining 

insights into general Apache cultural features and the 

migration patterns they followed, and consequently the 

distinctions between some of the tribes as they ended up 

forming separate tribal units. 
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Keith Basso and Grenville Goodwin are the primary 

references for the Western (now San Carlos and White 

Mountain) Apaches. Basso's principle entry is his article 

in the Handbook of North American Indians (1983), "Western 

Apache," in which he focuses largely on the pre

reservation period and their hunting and gathering and 

raiding practices as well as cultural features in terms of 

family, clan and bands. He summarizes Goodwin for example 

in one section when he says: "Bands were formed of what 

were unquestionably the most important segments of Western 

Apache society, what Goodwin referred to as local groups" 

(p. 470), making Goodwins material much more succinct. 

Goodwin in his The Social organization of the Western 

Apache (1941), provides the central work on this tribe. 

He covers a host of topics from their settlement and 

division into bands with distinct territorial 

affiliations, the family and its relationship to the local 

group, practices such as hunting, gathering, farming, food 

division, raiding, marriage, upbringing of children and 

the processes toward adulthood, plus such topics as land 

tenure practices--a critical reference. 

As far as Indian agriculture is concerned, in 

addi tion to the materials provided with regard to each 

tribe as in Goodwin (1941), and Opler (1983a), R. Douglas 

Hurt has provided a very detailed analysis of the 
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development and dissemination of agricultural practices 

and crops in his Indian Agriculture in America. Prehistory 

to the Present (1987). In addition there is an series of 

articles in the University of New Mexico Bulletin (1936), 

on the "origin of the Maize Plant and Maize Agriculture in 

Ancient America." 

Principal sources for this investigation include 

an extensive study of the development of the cattle 

program at San Carlos by Harry T. Getty, The San Carlos 

Indian Cattle Industry published in 1963 but which covers 

the time period up until 1956 and a similarly detailed 

look at the initial stages of the Arizona beef cattle 

industry by Ronald W. Snow, The Beef Cattle Industry of 

Arizona: A Geographical Analysis, completed in 1969. 

Terrence Wheeler's (1988) From Raiding to Wrangling: An 

Essay Portraying the Development of the San Carlos Indian 

Cattle Industry A Directed Cultural Change, also 

provided some interesting insights but applies only to the 

current period discussed in the following chapter. 

Two literature sources cover the development of 

the cattle operation at Mescalero, Morris Opler's (1983b) 

article on the Mescalero in the Handbook of North American 

Indians, and C.L. Sonnichsen's (1973) The Mescalero 

Apaches. However, neither of these articles provide the 

in-depth coverage of the topic required for this study in 
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terms of the development of the current herd and the 

decision to establish a single-brand operation. 

Therefore, during April and August 1989, an extensive 

series of interviews were made of particularly Arthur 

Blazer, Sr., who was involved in the development of the 

program from 1935 until the present day. His information 

was sUbstantiated and supplemented by interviews of the 

current manager Neil Thornley, Arthur Blazer, Jr., the 

current B. LA. official in charge of Natural Resources 

Management for the Mescalero Reservation, Berl Kanseah, 

president of the MACGA Board of Directors, and Noel Marsh, 

B.I.A. Range Conservationist. These interviews were 

conducted during three separate visits to the Mescalero 

Reservation during 1989. 

69 



section One: The Early Apaches, Patterns of Settlement, 
Economy, and CUlture 

The Southward Migration and Tribal Separation 

The Apache people, who maintained a food 

production system based on hunting and gathering until the 

reservation period, have a rich cultural tradition. This 

section discusses how their historical and cultural 

background has influenced their goals related to the 

establishment and operation of cattle associations. 

When the Apacheans began to arrive from the north, 

a migration that probably began around Lake Athapaska, 

hence the designation Athapaskan people, (probably during 

the period between 1100 and 1400 A.D.), they settled 

primarily in areas that had been left unused by the then 

resident tribes (see Figure 7). The Navajos halted in an 

area around which various Puebloan peoples were settled 

which encompasses parts of present-day southwestern 

Colorado and southern Utah, together with northwestern 

Arizona and a part of northern New Mexico. The Western 

Apaches occupied a section of central Arizona while the 

Jicarilla and Mescaleros went to eastern New Mexico and 

the Kiowas and Lipans continued on to west Texas and 
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northern Mexico, respectively. The Chiricahua Apaches 

settled in the region between those taken by the Western 

Apache and Mescalero-Jicarilla groups (see Figure 7). 

The Apaches settled into their historic 

territories by the time the Spanish arrived, and we know 

that they had established contacts with the other tribes 

of the region; for the very name by which the Apache 

. tribes are now known comes from the Puebloan people, most 

probably from the Zuni word apacu. The Zunis used the 

word to designate the Navajos, and probably also to refer 

to all other Apachean peoples at around the time of the 

first Spanish encounters in 1598 (Opler 1983a). According 

to Josephy (1971), apacu meant "enemy" in the Zuni tongue. 

When the centuries-long waves of migration and 

resulting tribal divisions were complete, the Apaches of 

historic record (from ca. 1600) had resolved themselves 

into seven large tribes ranged in two geographic 

groupings: an eastern group composed of the Jicarilla, 

Lipan, and Kiowa tribes; and a western group composed of 

the Western, Navajo, Chiricahua, and Mescalero tribes. 

And it is two of the tribes from this western group--the 

Western Apache and the Mescalero Apache--whose further 

history and socio-cultural characteristics are of interest 

to us here. The Western Apaches settled in a region east 

of the Pimas and Tohono O'odham and south of the Puebloans 
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and sinagua. The Mescalero Apaches occupied a region 

that lay to the east of the Pueblo tribes and to the south 

of the Navajo. The Western Apaches are thought to be the 

earliest Apachean peoples to arrive in the Southwest. 

Goodwin (1942) and Opler (1983a) agree that the Western 

Apaches had probably settled along the Mogollon Rim region 

of New Mexico and Arizona by about 1400. 

The Western Apache Tribe 

At the high point of their tribal history, the 

Western Apaches ranged over an area of nearly 90,000 

square miles (Opler 1983a). Their territory stretched 

approximately from the Santa Catalina Mountains in the 

south to the site of present-day Flagstaff in the north. 

It included parts of the San Pedro, Gila, Black, White, 

and Verde watersheds; the Pinaleno, Gila, and Arizona 

White Mountains; and the present-day Globe-Miami area. 

This is a region of extreme ecological diversity, 

containing arid desert, deciduous and coniferous forests, 

well-watered valleys, rugged mountains, and deep canyons, 

with elevations varying between 2,000 and 12,000 feet, and 

temperatures ranging from below 0 to above 100 degrees. 

Today, 

tribal 

the Western Apaches primarily live as two large 

groups on the White Mountain and San Carlos 

Reservations in central-eastern Arizona. 
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The Western Apaches are divided into numerous 

subgroups or territorial units of differing size and 

organization. Goodwin (1942) calls them variously 

"bands," "groups," and "local groups," preferring such 

phrases in order to reserve the term "tribe" for the seven 

large Apachean divisions mentioned above. 

The same general culture influences all Western 

Apaches; yet small differences with respect to kinship, 

cuI tural practice, language, and locale, have long been 

regarded by them as highly important. Those of the same 

group have for many centuries felt bonds which they see as 

separating them from the members of neighboring groups. 

The "clan," or kinship and close-friendship bonds were and 

are quite real (even if sometimes rather remotely based on 

oral tradition), but actual cultural and linguistic 

differences were and are slight, both in historic times 

and today. 

Each group in pre-reservation times occupied a 

fairly distinct area of territory; and though a man might 

live for years among the people of another group, he could 

never alter his own group identity (Goodwin 1942). Each 

group also bore a name that usually signified or described 

its territory in some way, though occasionally the name 

instead described a trait of the group itself. These 

names were usually bestowed by other territorial groups 
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for identifying purposes, but they often came to be used 

also by the groups that bore them, for self-reference. 

Thus, all individuals could be readily classified, and 

all were also described in some way by the classification 

system. 

As Philip Cassadore, a leading western Apache, has 

remarked, a person's own identity is also related to a 

particular territory and place. 

Identity and affiliation are important to 
the Apache. If one's identity is weakened or 
lost their direction, strength and pride are 
also diminished. certain songs daily reaffirm 
the Apache's affiliation with his clan and its 
identi ty with a sacred place. To know ones 
personal sacred landmark is to know the 
direction from which one comes (Cassadore 1980, 
vol. 1). 

Although they insisted upon such internal 

distinctions, however, most of the Western Apaches also 

possessed a sense of tribal identity, seeing themselves as 

a people with a common heritage and interests distinct 

from other Apache tribes like the Navajo and Chiricahua 

(Goodwin 1942). 

Western Apache Groups and "Bands" 

Ultimately, the Western Apaches divided into the 

following groups (The information about group names and 

territories is based upon Goodwin 1942): I have also 

reproduced Goodwin's map showing the traditional Western-
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Apache settlement areas as a component of Figure 7. 

1. The White Mountain Group consists of the 

Eastern White Mountain, The Western White Mountain, and 

the cibique bands. 

The Eastern White Mountain band was the 

easternmost, and historically one of the largest and most 

powerful bands of the Western Apaches. Known to other 

bands as the "on top of the mountain people, II they also 

occasionally used that name for themselves. They settled 

chiefly on the western slope of the White Mountains in the 

area of the Blue Range and the Morencis, ranging south 

across the Gila River to the Graham Mountains and as far 

as the Winchester Mountains. Today, they reside either in 

the Fort Apache region (in essentially the same areas they 

used in pre-reservation times) or at Bylas on the San 

Carlos Reservation. 

The Western White Mountain band was called "many 

go to war" (a rare, non-territorial name) both by 

themsel ves and by the other Apache bands. They were 

located mainly on Cedar Creek and ranged eastward to the 

White River below the East and North Forks. 

The Cibeque band, called by the name of the region 

that they inhabited in the White Mountains, have always 

remained in or near Cibique, except for their short 

sojourn on the Gila River at San Carlos Reservation when 

76 



most of the Apache groups were placed there by the 

government in the late 1870s. 

2. The San Carlos Group consists of the San 

Carlos, Apache Peaks, Pinal, and Aravaipa bands. 

The San Carlos band occupied the San Carlos River 

valley from Victor I s Bluff to just above the mouth of 

Seven-Mile Wash. A passage from Goodwin (1942) defines 

their region and shows their nature as typical Apache 

hunter-gatherers with minimal agricultural practices. 

Goodwin also notes here their traditional custom of 

sharing the available resources among closely related 

bands: 

The people spent most of their time between 
the regions of Cassador Springs and the Gila 
River ... On the east their territory ran to the 
Triplets, which they say was their mountain. To 
the west they claimed the country as far as the 
east foot of the Apache Peaks, the land of the 
friendly and related Apache Peaks band, who 
permi tted them to gather and roast the mescal 
which grew on their mountains (Goodwin 1942, pp. 
30-31). 

In the reservation period the San Carlos band settled 

along the San Carlos River between the present sites of 

San Carlos and Peridot, with the majority nearer to the 

latter. The well-known Chief Casidor was their most 

influential leader. 

The Apache Peaks band was so known because of 

their territory in and around those mountains. 
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The Pinal band was called the "cottonwoods in gray 

wedge-shape" people after their principal locality, an 

area now known as "Wheat Fields" because of the Apache

planted grain-fields found there by the first American 

soldiers to explore Pinal Creek. They also occupied 

sites along the Salt River between the mounts of Pinal 

Creek and Tonto Creek. 

The Aravaipa band was known as the "dark rocks 

people" from the name used to describe that part of the 

Galliuro Mountains around which they lived. They also 

ranged across the San Pedro River along the northeast 

slopes of the Santa Catalina and Tanque Verde Mountains. 

"During the summer they lived in these mountains almost 

overlooking Tucson and the Santa Cruz Valley" (Goodwin 

1942, p. 28). The Pinal and Aravaipa bands consider 

themselves closely related. 

3. The Tonto Group consists of the Southern Tonto 

and the Northern Tonto bands. The Southern Tonto band was 

located chiefly in the neighborhood of the Mazatzal 

Mountains and ranged over to the Salt River and along 

Tonto Creek. The several Northern Tonto bands lived along 

the Mogollon Rim. 

The San Carlos Reservation today contains most of 

these early groupings of the western Apache Tribe. And, 

as will be seen below, this framework of tribal subgroups 
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and bands played an important part in the development of 

the San Carlos cattle associations. 

The Mescalero Apache Tribe 

The Mescaleros, unlike the western Apaches, did 

not sub-divide into geographically distinct sub-groups and 

have occupied essentially the same region of southeastern 

New Mexico that contains the present Mescalero Reservation 

ever since the seventeenth century, when they first began 

to appear in European records as a distinct tribe (Opler 

1983b). 

The historical record shows that from the 
seventeenth century, when the Mescalero were 
first distinguished as a separate tribe, until 
the beginning of the reservation period in the 
third quarter of the nineteenth century the 
Mescalero continuously occupied essentially the 
same territories (Opler 1983b, p. 419). 

Their historic territory was, of course, more extensive 

than that of the present reservation; but it did not at 

any time in their history encompass such vast distances 

and diversity as did the land used by the Western Apaches. 

However, Mescalero territory included almost as 

diverse a set of geoclimatic conditions as did the Western 

Apaches. with the exception of the Plains People (a 

branch of the Mescalero Tribe), the mountain ranges of the 

Sierra Blanca and adjoining ranges were their heartland, 

including the capitans, the Sacramentos and the Guadalupes 
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(Basehart 1973). The Rio Grande was the western boundary 

and separated them from the Chiricahua Tribe, although 

they crossed into each other's terri tory wi th relative 

frequency (Basehart 1973). To the north they extended 

from the Manzano-Sandia Mountains in the west to the Pecos 

River in the east. To the east they used the area east of 

the Pecos to hunt buffalo and risked altercations with 

the Comanche Tribe to do so. To the south they extended 

to the Guadalupe Mountains and into the vicinity of modern 

El Paso, Texas. 

The Question of Mescalero Tribal Subdivision 

The Mescalero socio-political and territoriality 

context was and remains quite different from that of the 

Western Apache. 

The major unit of social organization in the 

political context was the group centered around a 

particular leader. Basehart calls these groups "bands" 

(1973, p. 117). This was not a kinship group, per se, but 

a following aligned around a person, although many kinsmen 

of the leader might attach themselves to his group. This 

person was one who held people's respect for his 

generosity and ability to convince his followers of the 

wisdom of his advice. "Most Mescaleros thought of 

themselves as "followers of so-and-so" (Basehart 1973, p. 
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117) • But, "despite the importance of these groups, no 

Mescalero was committed to a permanent affiliation with a 

specific group; he could go where he liked, becoming a 

member of another's group or not, as he chose" (Basehart 

1973, p. 104). Quite different from the Western Apache 

setting where a man could never change his group identity. 

Perhaps as a result of this "personality" focused 

grouping Mescalero bands had only tenuous ties with 

specific territorial localities. These bands may have a 

favori te camping area and utilize this area periodically 

but the band had no right to use it exclusively. Nor did 

farming sites seem to play a significant role in their 

land tenure/occupation patterns. 

This ideology of open territory translated to a 

land tenure and territorial identity as follows: 

The Mescalero conceptualized their land as 
a free good. All living things on the land, 
animal or vegetable, were available equally and 
freely to all Mescalero .••• No man or woman had 
the right to prohibit another from hunting or 
gathering in any defined region; all were free 
to go where they liked, and to partake of 
whatever could be harvested at that place and 
time. "Gukieya", "our country" was "our 
country" equally for all; in terms of jural 
norms of the society, trespass was meaningless 
where members of the tribe were concerned 
(Basehart 1973, p. 105). 

The concept of the Tribe was also recognized in 

the Mescalero tradition and correlates to the concept of 

open access to the Mescaleros' land by all the people in 
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the tribe. The concept was symbolized by the use of the 

term nadahende, Mescal People, which is still used by 

modern tribal members. The Tribe was characterized by a 

common dialect and a body of customs diverging to some 

degree from their Apachean neighbors, and "by a 

generalized sentiment of solidarity, which received it.s 

most concrete expression in the recognition of the common 

right of all to sUbsistence resources throughout the 

Mescalero range" (Basehart 1973, p. 139). 

The Blazers confirmed these feelings of tribal 

solidarity among today's Mescaleros by saying: "Although 

there are bands and kinship affiliations, they have never 

been very strong among the Mescaleros. The strongest 

tendency in the Tribe is for everyone to identify as 

Mescalero Apaches" (A. Blazer, Sr. and A. Blazer, Jr. 

pers. comm., 8/26/89). Although the Mescalero Tribe was 

provided with their own reservation in 1873, the remaining 

187 members of the Chiricahua Apache Tribe were moved by 

the government from Oklahoma to the Mescalero Reservation 

in 1911. The Chiricahuas have remained; thus, the 

population of the reservation today is a mixture of mostly 

Mescaleros and some Chiricahuas, with a few Lipan in the 

background, and a few members of the Comanche Tribe as 

well (Sonnichsen 1973). The Mescalero and Chiricahua now 

see themselves as belonging to the same tribe, they all 
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consider themselves as Mescalero Apaches (A. Blazer, Jr. 

pers. comm. 8/26/89). 

Apache Economic and CUltural Patterns 

The seven Apache tribes of the southwestern united 

states remained hunter-gatherer, primarily meat-eating 

cultures until almost the present day. The agricultural 

practices of the Mesoamerican, Puebloan, and Plains 

Indians, and later those of the Europeans with whom they 

came into contact, were able to modify this cultural 

orientation only slightly. 

Most of the studies cited here reflect primarily 

the practices of the Western Apache; however, there are 

occasional references to the Mescaleros, the Chiricahuas, 

and to other Apache tribes. The evidence indicates that 

at least before the late nineteenth-century period, there 

were many more cultural resemblances among these tribes 

than differences. 

New-World Agriculture and the Early Apaches: 

Hurt (1987) states that Indian agriculture in 

North America became established as a result of influences 

from Mesoamerica. Mesoamerican tribes had domesticated 

squash, corn, and beans--the three crops of the primary 

food complex--by about 5000 B.C. 

As early as 1300 B.C., some of the Mesoamerican 
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resource-management methods had reached the tribes living 

in the southwestern part of North America. By 500 A.D. a 

number of southwestern Indians were cultivating cotton for 

weaving; and by 1000 A.D. most tribes were producing 

locally adapted varieties of the squash-bean-corn complex. 

It is important to emphasize here that both 

Mesoamerican and North-American resource management was 

wholly focused on the cUltivation of plants rather than 

the raising of animals. with the exception of the 

domestication of turkeys and dogs in North America, and of 

the llama in South America, none of the prehistoric Indian 

farmers of the New World practiced any husbandry of fowl 

or animals. 

The Apaches were a meat-eating people, with 

nomadic patterns largely determined by their hunting and 

wild-food gathering activities. Their mythology only 

rarely alludes to agriculture, and these few allusions are 

clearly late, apparently referriug to the period when 

Apachean contacts with the Puebloan tribes were fostering 

the dissemination of farming techniques (Basso 1983). 

Mescalero agriculture is much less prominent than 

it is in western Apache culture. Basehart says that it 

cannot be stated with certainly whether the Mescalero 

engaged in farming prior to the advent of the Anglo

Americans. He is certain that: "At best, these efforts 
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were of a limited nature, and exerted little influence on 

the hunting and gathering mode of the majority of the 

Mescaleros" (Basehart 1973, p. 58). 

Influence of Agriculture on the Apache concept of 
Territoriality and Land Tenure: 

However, most groups of Apaches had acquired 

farming practices from the Puebloans and possibly the 

spanish and Mexicans. They adapted them to their various 

territorial conditions and cultivated limited quantities 

of the squash-bean-corn complex. Even this minimal 

adoption of farming altered at least the Western Apaches' 

economic mode of existence and tenure practices, just as 

farming has always done, at varying rates, for all peoples 

throughout history (see also Netting 1982): 

Al though agriculture never replaced wild
plant gathering and hunting as the dominant 
modes of subsistence, it did become sufficiently 
important to alter the economic cycle of Apache 
society from year-round nomadism to one 
involving periods of sedentary residence near 
farm sites (Opler 1983a, p. 465). 

Thus, the limited agricultural practices which 

began to provide about twenty-five percent of most 

Apaches' food supply (Basso 1983) changed their former 

nomadic patterns to the annual, cyclic migrations of 

transhumance: As we have seen, Western Apachean bands had 

already established relatively well-defined separate 

territories. Now the advent of agriculture led them to 

85 



adopt a series of fixed farming sites, often near their 

winter encampment. Although a definite cause and effect 

relationship cannot be drawn, it is possible to say that 

farming activity played a larger role in western Apache 

society than in Mescalero and, territoriality, associated 

with kinship groups, was a much stronger feature of 

Western Apache than Mescalero society as well. 

In order to understand the Apache concepts of 

territoriality and of common land ownership that grew out 

of the combination of their nomadic and transhumance 

practices, we must return briefly to a more detailed 

consideration of internal tribal structure. 

Goodwin's (1942) analysis of the Western-Apache 

kinship organization appears to apply, with appropriate 

modifications, to all early Apache tribes. Goodwin's 

"local groups," or "bands," were apparently the basic 

units around which the economic, governing, social, and 

religious activities of the Apache revolved. Local groups 

were composed of from two to six smaller units that 

Goodwin describes as "family clusters." In most cases, a 

" family cluster" was no more than a large, matrilocal, 

extended family. 

According to Goodwin, each "household wi thin the 

family cluster is an entity in that its members have their 

own dwelling, eat at one fire, and make the most of the 
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utensils which they use" (Goodwin 1942, p. 127). A single 

farm-site was usually shared by two or three households, 

whose members divided the crop: and more than one family 

cluster usually had farms at the same site. These family 

clusters formed the "local group," and three or four local 

groups made up the "band." 

A typical western Apache band's activities 

throughout the annual food cycle are described below by 

Basso (and Opler 1983b, notes that the Mescaleros 

apparently had very similar combined hunting-gathering

farming patterns): 

In April, the [Western Apache groups] took 
leave of winter camps in the Salt, Black, and 
Gila River valleys and proceeded north to farm 
sites located on the banks of streams in the 
mounta ins .... they seeded plots of corn, beans 
and pumpkins. Immediately after sprouts 
appeared in May, gathering parties set forth to 
collect mescal tubers .••• Meanwhile, older 
people, the disabled, and young children 
remained behind at the farm sites to cultivate 
the crops and protect them from destructive 
birds and animals. 

In late June and early July, the fruit of 
the sag~aro, prickly pear, and cholla cacti 
reached maturity, and once again gathering 
expeditions fanned out to exploit floral 
resources .... toward the end of September, when 
domesticated crops began to ripen, gathering 
activities were temporarily suspended. Corn was 
harvested in October. Most of the yield was 
roasted and eaten on the spot, but a portion was 
dried in the sun and carefully stored in ground 
caches for use as seed the following year. 
Hunting was best in the late fall, and while 
women and children amassed large quantities of 
pinon nuts and juniper berries men journeyed 
afield in search of deer and antelope. In 
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November, when a good supply of meat had been 
secured and transformed into smoked jerky, the 
people abandoned their farm sites and headed for 
lower altitudes and winter camps. 

From December to March •••• [the focus of] 
economic life shifted from hunting and gathering 
to raiding (Basso 1983, p. 468.) 

Probably simultaneously with their adoption of 

farming (but possibly earlier), the local western Apache 

groups had established recognized territorial limits 

within which they performed their hunting and gathering 

activities. Rivers, and mountains or hills that divided 

valleys where water ran, constituted the usual boundaries 

of the hunting and gathering area; and the site where the 

greatest number of family clusters had cultivated farming 

land usually determined the region which the group 

considered its home locality and to which it always 

returned during certain periods of the cycle. 

Quite definite concepts regarding land tenure 

developed around the family-cluster/group/band ter-

ritoriality. Farming sites were the most restricted, 

being shared only 

by the group within whose territory 
they lay and. • almost never shared by 
people of separate groups. Farming 
sites were shared by people belonging to 
different bands of the same group [only] when 
located on, or very near, the border between 
bands. The strong feelings about such 
encroachments is an indication of how the 
farming site was considered to be more or 
less a permanent fixture, and the closest 
approach to a home place in Western Apache 
culture (Goodwin 1942, p. 10). 
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Nei ther wild-food gathering nor hunting on the 

territory of another band belonging to the same group was 

considered trespassing, but such encroachments were rare, 

since the bands usually had food-gathering and hunting 

areas of their own convenient to them. When other bands 

did temporarily intrude, a food-gathering expedition was 

likely to be more restricted than a hunt, but much less 

restricted than access to a farming site (Goodwin 1942). 

The western Apaches had, then, three levels of 

restricted tenure. First was the household which was 

occupied only by the nuclear family. Second was the farm

site which was shared by two or three households. The 

third level consisted of hunting and gathering territories 

which were normally used only by the members of the same 

band though the tolerance for encroachment from other 

bands at this level was high. Land was held in common, 

exclusively to the band or clan, at the hunting and 

gathering territory level. Goodwin notes that "beyond 

home localities the territory of each band was common 

property to its members, unrestrictedly open to wild food 

gathering and hunting (Goodwin 1942, p. 149). 

As we have seen above, the tradition at Mescalero 

was significantly different. Land was, in Basehart I s 

words, a "free good," and tribal members had free access 

to the entire tribal territory in what appears to have 
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been totally unrestricted fashion. In Western Apache 

tradition, the bands or local groups were the users, in 

common, of specifically defined territorial areas. 

Hunting in Apache Tradition: 

Hunting and ready access to meat were extremely 

significant elements of Apache tradition; and both the 

economic and the ceremonial importance of meat in their 

culture helped to formulate the rationale of land use that 

allowed for the wide-ranging needs of hunting. 

The Apache attitude toward the hunt and its 

produce was one of reverence and generosity. They saw the 

animal as having been captured partly through their own 

skills, but also as having been brought into their hands 

by higher powers. The deer was generously given to them: 

They must in turn show generosity in disposing of his 

meat. Opler records an interview demonstrating the non-

possessive attitude that Apaches see as appropriate to the 

hunt: 

The first man who comes up to you when 
you kill a deer is entitled to the whole 
deer, no matter who he is. You say to him, 
'Go ahead, help yoursel f . Leave what you 
want for me.' He can take the skin and 
all ..•• A poor fellow is out there hunting 
because he needs meat. If I kill something 
and he comes over, I share with him. That's 
the feeling of all the hunters. If you have 
already butchered a deer and have it on your 
horse carrying it into camp and meet someone, 
it is different. Then you give him whatever 
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you want to. It's up to you (in Opler 1941, 
p.323). 

The animal was treated with reverence, for it was 

seen not only as a physical being--the object of the hunt, 

which ensured the hunter's own survival and allowed him 

opportunity for generosity; it had a spiritual nature as 

well. The animal dwelled wholly within nature; it had 

certain favored habitats in which it and its kind thrived; 

and their thriving was seen as vital to the Apaches' own, 

ultimate well-being and survival. This tradition of 

respect and reverence for animals has continued to this 

day. 

To summarize: from very early times, the Mescalero 

and the western Apaches pursued quite different settlement 

patterns. As a consequence of these patterns, and of 

the degree to which each tribal group practiced early 

agriculture, they developed very different concepts of 

territoriality affiliations and different land-use 

restrictions for their agricultural, hunting, and 

gathering practices. 

In the case of San Carlos, as the western Apaches 

moved into Arizona they formed distinct political and 

socioeconomic subdivisions that became predominant 

features of their society. As Goodwin shows, a Western 

Apache man can never alter his own group identity, and the 
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nuclear clan is the primary means of self-identification 

(Goodwin 1942). These clans and the larger bands and 

local groups developed distinct territorial areas with 

which they identified, and by which they became known. 

When the San Carlos Reservation was formed these early 

group identities and territorial affiliations were 

maintained. 

At the Mescalero Reservation, on the other hand, 

the tribe itself maintained a certain solidarity 

throughout its history~ thus, the socioeconomic and 

political subgroup affiliations were not allowed to 

acquire a permanent nature. The Tribe tended much more 

than at San Carlos to operate as a unit. There was a 

definite resistance among the people to any permanent 

division into groups below the tribal level. There was 

also a tribal feeling that all should have access to the 

whole of the tribal land-base. 

Meat has always had a central place in the 

Apache I s dietary tradition. As one modern Apache has 

commented, "We are a meat-eating people~ we're not 

farmers" (U. Brown pers. corom. 6/13/89). Hunting and 

providing meat was central to early Apache life, and was 

one source of traditions of generosity and philanthropy in 

their cultural tradition. Even the hunting traditions 

vary between the Western and Mescalero Apaches, however. 
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The western Apache was very much an individualistic 

hunter. The Mescalero, also practicing individual hunts, 

also had a tradition of collaborating as a unit on the 

hunt for buffalo. And so the people persisted in their 

semi-nomadic, hunter-gatherer economic tradition with a 

minor input from agricultural production. 
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section Two: The Early Period of Association Development 

Cattle production on the Indian reservations of 

Arizona and New Mexico started relatively late and was, at 

least in the beginning, an outgrowth of the non-Indian 

cattle industry in the region. At first, operations were 

primarily of the subsistence type, and it was not until 

the late nineteenth century that large spurts of growth 

took place. 

The Ranch Model of the 1800s and Early 1900s 

The story of cattle production on and off the 

reservations in the 1800s is by and large the story of the 

ranching model and its expansion out of Texas and Sonora, 

Mexico, onto the lush ranges of the Arizona and New Mexico 

grassland. Hastings and Turner (1965) cite both Spanish 

and American records showing that grass was plentiful, the 

landscape open, and mesquite, though widespread, of 

nothing 1 ike its present density. Streams were marshy, 

open, and largely unchanneled. 

Once Geronimo and Naiche, the Chiricahua leaders, 

had surrendered in 1886, the last Apache constraint to the 

settlers' cattle production in Arizona Territory vanished. 
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A further result of the Apache surrender, though, was that 

most of the federal troops who had been brought in to 

control the Indians were now transferred away, so that the 

beef industry began to be much more export-oriented. 

From the late 1880s into the early part of the 

twentieth century, the southwestern ranchers prospered, 

despite severe droughts in 1893 and 1899-1900. with the 

advent of irrigated pasture lands and alfalfa production in 

the Sal t River Valley, Arizona now became known as an 

excellent source of fattened cattle (Snow, 1969). The 

Arizona state Corporation Commission and the Interstate 

Commerce Commission investigated the unnecessarily high 

tariffs that were being charged shippers by the Southern 

Pacific Railroad and secured reduced rates. The higher 

prices caused by World War I helped the industry to 

flourish, as did the continued growth of California to the 

west (Snow 1969). 

And it was during this prosperous period at the 

end of the l800s and during the first thirty years of the 

twentieth century that the non-Indian cattlemen of Arizona 

and New Mexico first began to cast envious eyes on the 

pastures of San Carlos, Mescalero, and other reservations. 

The lands off the reservations, as in the mountain states 

to the north, were becoming overgrazed. This was the time 

when non-Indian cattle producers began to run sUbstantial 
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herds of cattle on reservation pastures. By 1910, the San 

Carlos Reservation had been divided by the government into 

sixteen ranges for non-Indian cattle and one "Indian 

Cattle" pasture (Figure 8). A 1913 list was issued by 

the Indian Agency that showed the permittees, the number 

of head they were permitted to graze, and the annual 

rents. At that time, there were 44,000 cattle permitted 

(Getty 1963). 

These seventeen range units of the early twentieth 

century became the initial basis for pasture delineation 

on this particular reservation, and they have influenced 

the divisions ever since. And, as the Apaches' program 

developed, these pastures began to be identified with 

certain historic clans who often had territorial 

affiliation with these areas. The first map (1910) of the 

San Carlos range units shows many familiar correspondences 

wi th current boundaries. The maps reproduced by Getty 

(1963) show the sequence in the establishment of the units 

on San Carlos from 1910 until the present day (see Figures 

8 to 11). 

San Carlos: The Ranching Period 

The confinement of the Apaches on the reservation 

largely curtailed their ability to provide their own food 

supply according to traditional methods (the hunting and 
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gathering described above in Chapter 4). The Apaches 

were now expected to live in specific settlement areas, 

and population densities on the reservations allotted them 

soon exceeded the ability of the limited land areas to 

supply traditional foods--especially so in the case of San 

Carlos, since several different Apache and other Indian 

groups had been placed together on this one reservation 

(Getty 1963). Consequently, the Indian Agency began to 

issue rations to the San Carlos Indians, as was the 

custom on reservations throughout the rest of the western 

states. Among the rations were flour, beans, sugar, 

coffee, and salt, none of them exactly traditional Apache 

foods. Beef was also issued, at first lion the hoofll; but 

because the Indians customarily ran the cattle down and 

slaughtered them with such commotion, the Agency began to 

issue the meat dressed out. 

The government began issuing cattle to the San 

Carlos Apaches in 1884, with the idea that they would 

establish herds and save the government from having to 

issue them dressed beef. But most of the cattle issued 

were used by the Indians exactly as the on-the-hoof 

rations had been--they were slaughtered immediately. 

However, the rationing system did serve as a kind of 

starting point for Apache cattle production at San Carlos, 

since a number of Apaches now began to save their beef 
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ration until they could draw a live cow. Some few of them 

were thus able to begin accumulating herds in a small way 

(Getty 1963). 

However, even if the Apaches had wanted to 

establish large herds at that time the occupation of the 

reservation ranges by non-Indian cattle would have 

prevented any such development. Since there were few 

fences in those days, there were rarely any physical 

impediments to this practice--and no legal impediments 

that were enforced. Finding the situation difficult to 

control, the superintendent of the San Carlos Agency soon 

proposed to his federal supervisors a system of leasing to 

the non-Indian cattlemen those reservation lands "which 

are not used by the Indians, for grazing of citizens' 

stock. As matters are now it is an utter impossibility to 

prevent trespassing upon the reservation owing to its 

great extent" ("San Carlos Agency Annual Report of 1893," 

in Getty 1963, p. 13). By 1899, the Chiricahua Cattle 

Company was running 12,000 head instead of the 2,000 for 

which they were authorized. They began to pay their 

increased fees for the larger number in that year. 

Several other large ranching operations had also moved in, 

among them the Double Circle, the Bar-F-Bar, and the 

Boyce-Mattice. 
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At the time the San Carlos Indian Agency 

determined in the early 1920s that the Indians should 

adopt cattle production as their primary means of economic 

viability, the Agency superintendent, Symons, advocated 

that these hordes of non-Indian cattle be expelled: " ... 

as fast as the Indian cattle need the range the White 

permittee should be crowded back and the Indian allowed 

the use of the range" (in Getty 1963, p. 25). As the 

Indian Agency put it, "stock-raising is the only possible 

means of livelihood within the reservation and a suc

cessful program [federal gifts of cattle to a few 

individual Indians] has been installed and is being 

carried out (in Getty 1963, p. 28). At that point, 285 

Apaches on San Carlos owned cattle, and they held about 

2,500 head. However, because there was a great deal of 

dissatisfaction on the part of those Indians who had not 

been recipients of government cattle distributions, the 

Agency policy had quickly become one of giving cattle to 

the tribe as a whole, instead of to individual owners. 

Symons had little success in clearing the non-Indian 

cattle off the reservation at the same time. 

San Carlos: The Early Management Associations 

The arrival of a new superintendent of the Agency, 

James B. Kitch, was a turning point for the cattle 
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industry at San Carlos. He began with a determination 

that the individual Apaches should be those most 

intensively involved in the cattle enterprise: 

I do not find the proper attention 
having been given the individual Indian 
cattle by the stock administration of this 
office, it being almost entirely diverted to 
the tribal herd. • • • I find a large number 
of Indians without any cattle whatsoever and 
in the future instead of issuing heifers to 
those already possessing cattle, they will be 
issued to those Indians who are worthy of 
help and who have less than five cows or 
heifers and in this way spread cattle 
ownership over a large number of individual 
Indians rather than the building up of 
individual herds of a few (in Getty 1963, p. 
28) . 

Further, once Kitch took over the office in 1923, 

the days of non-Indian cattle-grazing on San Carlos were 

numbered. His policy from a very early point in his 

tenure aimed at removing the non-Indian cattle. Kitch 

fought very hard for this policy, and in 1924 he was 

authorized to order the Ash Flat range vacated and 

returned to the Apaches. By 1938 all major non-Indian 

cattle operators were off the reservation. 

Kitch was also the initial force behind the 

establishment of a working cattle-management association 

at San Carlos. As early as 1926, he had begun to push for 

the founding of a San Carlos Cattle Association. Kitch 

had come to San Carlos from the Fort Peck Agency in 

Montana, where he had without doubt known of the 
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successful cattle associations that had been operating 

since the 1870s in the mountain states. And as mentioned 

in Chapter 3, the cattle-association model was a topic of 

discussion during the 1920s because of the impending 

legislation to control grazing. 

Kitch carried out with vigor his idea of expanding 

the cattle raising of individual Indians. In a letter to 

the Commissioner of Indian Affairs in 1926, he said, 

"During the past two years we have placed over 1400 head 

of the stuff with the Indians and this year will issue 700 

more" (Getty 1963, p. 28). Kitch felt that if the cattle 

enterprise was to work, it had to be because the 

individual cattlemen wanted it--that it was up to them 

and not to outsiders. And he believed very strongly that 

unless the Indians participated thoroughly in the 

operation from the beginning, they would never feel that 

they truly held a stake in it. He spearheaded the forma-

tion of a cattle association in order to reinforce this 

sense of involvement he wished to inspire in the Indians; 

for in another letter to the Commissioner of the same 

year, he wrote: 

Considerable interest is being shown in 
the cattle industry by these Indians--the 
San Carlos Cattle Association comprising the 
owners of this district being recently 
organized with approximately 50 signed up 
members. A meeting will be held in Rice in 
the near future for the organization in this 
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district (in Getty 1963, p. 29). 

In 1927 the old range groups merged into the San 

Carlos Stock Association, which conducted its first 

reservation-wide roundup (Getty 1963). 

In a letter of 1932, Kitch points with pride to 

the altered state of the industry after a few years under 

his pOlicies: 

It is noted that the cattle industry has 
been built up in nine years from 
approximately 2700 head of indi vidually 
owned cattle. . to approximately 16,000 
head. with approximately 600 brands, 
which is increasing annually by the sale of 
reimbursable heifers to new owners. I 
cannot but feel that the cattle industry is 
felt by each and every individual Indian of 
the reservation in some way. In fact, I know 
of no families at present not in some way 
affected by cattle ownership, either directly 
or indirectly (in Getty 1963, p. 29). 

And in 1933 he wrote to the Commissioner regarding 

some effects the cattle association was having on the 

stockraising operation: 

Nine years ago [in 1924] a roundup was 
simply a congregation of all classes and 
types of Indians. • • and more or less an 
open holiday under the total responsibility 
of White employees. • •. Under our 
organizational plan of individual management 
these roundups have been developed under the 
immediate direction of the Indians 
themsel ves. Meetings would be held in the 
districts in which roundup bosses and those 
in authority would be selected and this has 
developed into the San Carlos Stock 
Association in which the entire roundup 
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management is in the hands of officers 
representing each district (in Getty 1963, p. 
30) • 

Thus, we can see that the individualistic format 

of the San Carlos association(s) seems to have been built 

in from the beginning. This policy was reinforced by the 

Western Apache individualistic hunting tradition. Kitch, 

in his laudable desire to involve as many San Carlos 

Apaches as possible, promoted a philosophy and program in 

which each cattleman owned his own cattle, those cattle 

then becoming part of an association herd but retaining 

their owners' individual identities and individual brands. 

By 1933, the combination of Kitch and the San 

Carlos Apaches had successfully expanded the cattle 

raising program at that point he made a decision that was 

to have effects down to the present day. Instead of 

continuing to promote a single-association program at this 

time, he chose emphasizing individual owner brands and 

production groups organized along kinship lines. 110 

seemed to understand the indigenous socio-political 

structure of the Western Apaches very well. 

The great danger in cattle expansion is 
the possibility of too much Government 
control and management with the resulting 
effect upon the Indian that he will become a 
dividend receiver rather than an actual owner 
and participant. . I believe the location 
of family groups or clan groups within 
already fenced areas will develop their 
personal industry and interest (in Getty 
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1963, p. 31). 

Consequently, the San Carlos stock Association was 

allowed to dissolve as an overall type of organization and 

did not long survive. By 1935, there is no longer any 

mention of it in the record. 

As Kitch had also noted in his 1933 letter cited 

above, when greater numbers of Apaches had become involved 

in the cattle business, they tended to coalesce into 

clan, or kinship, groups, which had then joined efforts in 

the large association. When the San Carlos Stock 

Association disbanded, the subgroups which had comprised 

it formed separate cattle associations in the late 1930s 

and early 1940s, making use of the various range districts 

into which the reservation was divided. These subgroups 

eventually evolved into the current set of associations. 

The "range groups," as Getty calls them, were 

indigenous Apache socio-political units. They had formed 

around family or clan groups, with leadership provided 

within that structure. Further, in many cases they were 

running their cattle on ranges that had traditionally been 

the territory of their own kinship groups in pre

reservation days. For example, White Mountain Apaches had 

a strong identity with the Point of Pines, Clover and the 

northern part of Ash Creek. The San Carlos band 

tradi tionally occupied the San Carlos Basin. The Pinal 
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band historically operated in what used to be the 

northwest part of the reservation as did the Tonto band. 

Table 3 lists the bands and their association 

affiliations. 

Goodwin wrote a 1937 report on San Carlos in which 

he commented on the composition of the range groups as 

they were in 1935: 

In 1935 five or six bodies of cattle 
owners had range assignments of their own. 
Each of these was headed by one influential 
man, the recognized leader of the enterprise. 
The largest of these range assignment bodies 
is one composed entirely of White Mountain 
Apache from the Bylas district, numbering 
some 25 cattle owners. I understand the 
enrollment may go on increasing till their 
quota of 40 is reached. Their range is 
entirely within old White Mountain territory. 
Another body was assigned range in the region 
of Casador Springs, the head man considering 
he had a claim to it as his father I s local 
group in pre-reservation times resided in the 
area. When range is good in these old 
territorial areas, there is a decided trend 
to take them because of traditional 
affiliations. I have data on the clan and 
blood relationships in three of these range 
assignments. . • . What data there is on the 
former two [Bylas and Point of Pines] shows 
that at least a part of each is made up of 
close blood and clan relatives. In the White 
Mountain body 3 clans and three or four 
distinct families are strongly represented. 
However, there is considerable relationship 
between certain of these families, either by 
blood or by affinity (in Getty 1963, p. 33). 

Kitch adds further, similar material, and 

demonstrates his own belief in the vital importance to the 

Apaches of the kinship groups, in a letter designed as his 
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reply to certain criticisms Opler had advanced at some 

time during 1936: 

You will note that our grouping of 
cattle interests is almost entirely based on 
clan affiliation or relationships. As an 
example, the San Carlos, or river unit, is a 
group of Indians owning a small group of 
cattle who desire to have their cattle 
adjacent to the San Carlos River. The same 
is true of the Bylas, our second group, they 
being coyoteros on the Gila River. Our third 
group is known as the Victor range, it being 
composed of Indians of the SI [sic] and 
related bands, of which old victor Emmanuel 
was the leading spirit. In our next group, 
we find the Stevens range, which is composed 
of the Stevens boys, together with such 
friends and relatives of the old 
relationships that existed many years ago. 
The Cassadore . • . [are] related to the band 
of Chief Cassadore and those friendly with 
that clan. We then have the Circle Seven 
range . . • who desire to af-
filiate in a cooperative group due to friends 
and family ties. We then have the Ash Creek 
Range, which is a community range composed of 
both Bylas and San Carlos Indians. A Mohave 
range for Mohaves south of the Coolidge 
reservoir makes another group. We are 
developing for the Tonto band the grazing 
area formerly used by Mrs. Zee Hayes, which 
is claimed by them to be their early home.The 
Sago group or clan is located at Point of 
Pines with another group of related Indians 
known as the Moses group on a portion of the 
Double Circle range. I believe thisclearly 
indicates that instead of believing that 
groups or clans are unimportant that this 
type of community grouping has been a primary 
factor in our distribution of ranges (in 
Getty 1963, p. 34). 

Getty comments that, as Ki tch indirectly says, 

these kinship, or socio-political, groups also served as 

the nucleus and other unrelated families and individuals 
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joined as associates. The clan affiliation criteria for 

membership was not absolute but was central. Table 3 

lists the San Carlos bands and their principal association 

affiliations as of 1936. 

Table 3. San Carlos Range-Unit Associations, 1936, 
with Principal Band Affiliations. 

Band 

Apache Peaks 

Aravaipa 

Pinal 

San Carlos 

White Mountain Group 

Tonto 

Mohave 

Range-unit Association 

Circle Seven 

Ash Creek 

Ash Creek 
Circle Seven 
Tin Cup 

Cassadore 

Ash Creek 
Clover 
Point of Pines 

Point of Pines 
Tonto 
Tin Cup 

Mohave 
Tonto 

In 1938, nine "voluntary cattle associations" were 

officially established and sanctioned by resolution of the 

San Carlos Tribal Council. The nine approved were ( 1) 

Apache Mohave Livestock Association, (2) Tonto Livestock 

Association, (3) Cassadore Livestock Association, (4) 

victor SE Livestock Association, (5) Clover Livestock 
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Association, (6) Ash Creek Livestock Association, (7) 

Slaughter Mountain Livestock Association, (8) Circle Seven 

Livestock Association, and, (9) Point of Pines Cattle 

Association (Getty 1963). 

Before 1953, two more associations had been estab

lished, the Hilltop and Tin Cup Associations, making a 

total of eleven. Then, in 1956, the eleven associations 

combined and reorganized as the present five associations, 

with an All-Association Governing Board as shown in Table 

4. 

Table 4. Current San Carl9s Cattle Associations. 

Former Associations 

Cassadore 
Circle Seven 
Hilltop 
victor 

Tin Cup 
Tonto 

Slaughter Mountain 

Clover 
Point of Pines 

Ash Creek 
Mohave 

New Associations 

Anchor Seven 

Tonto 

Slaughter Mountain 

Point of Pines 

Ash Creek 

Al though this consolidation had been recommended 

for several years, lito make possible the maximum 

utilization of range reserves II (Getty 1963, p. 73), the 
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immediate need was in response to a financial crisis that 

was brought about by a severe national decline in beef 

prices as a result of the end of the Korean War (M. 

Gonzales pers. corom. 3/24/89) (see Table 5). As will be 

seen below a similar crisis occurred at Mescalero and was 

a major inducement leading the Mescalero Cattle Growers to 

convert to a single brand operation (pers. coroms. J. 

Carver 4/15/89, A. Blazer, Sr. 4/17/89). 

Table 5. Beef Cattle Prices 1945-1970, 
Farm Value/Head - All Cattle 

Year 

1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1953 

Price 
$/Head 

66.90 
76.20 
97.50 

117.00 
135.00 
124.00 
160.00 
128.00 

Year 

1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1962 

Price 
$/Head 

92.00 
88.20 
88.00 
91.60 

119.00 
153.00 
136.00 
140.00 

Year 

1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 

Price 
$/Head 

142.00 
127.00 
113.00 
133.00 
149.00 
149.00 
158.00 

Source: Agricul tural statistics 1960 and 1970. u. S. 
Department of Agriculture. Government Printing Office. 

Mescalero: From Multiple-Brand to Single-Brand 

Although the government officially stopped issuing 

rations on the Mescalero Reservation in New Mexico in 

1902, this practice continued approximately to the Second 

World War period. According to Arthur Blazer, Sr. (pers. 

comm. 4/17/89) every Friday several (approximately 5) beef 

cattle were issued as rations. These animals were 
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provided from the government herd (IDA, Indian Department 

Agency) or they were purchased from surrounding ranchers 

such as the Blazers or the Prudes (Gunther Prude later 

became the cattle association manager for the San Carlos 

Apache Tribe). There was apparently no corresponding 

federal effort to equip the Mescalero Apaches with their 

own stock as there had been on San Carlos (A. Blazer, Sr. 

pers. comm. 8/26/89). A very few Apaches did beg in to 

graze their own animals, but by the 1930s most of the 

Mescalero range, was leased to non-Indian cattlemen, 

paralleling the earlier history of San Carlos (Basso 1983; 

sonnichsen 1973). From 1935 to 1938, the newly assigned 

superintendent, E.R. MCCray, began to make major changes 

in an attempt to improve the poor economic conditions at 

Mescalero. The leases to non-Indians were terminated, and 

for the first time since soon after Europeans had arrived 

in the region, the Mescalero Apaches had the use of the 

entire range on what had now become their reservation 

(Sonnichsen 1973). 

The government's initial stock-raising efforts at 

Mescalero involved issuing sheep and goats, rather than 

cattle. However: 

it was too expensive to issue 
large flocks to every family, and the token 
allotments that were made did not warrant the 
work and the expense of maintaining a sheep 
camp. Moreover, the high, broken, brushy 
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country and the severe winters were not ideal 
for sheep raising. Before long most of the 
sheep had been eaten or were in the hands of 
a few families who were more experienced than 

the others or who took a special 
interest in this kind of work (Basso 1983, p. 
426) • 

Finally, the federal hierarchy resolved that the 

range at Mescalero was better suited for cattle raising 

than for sheep or goats. Thus in 1935, near the beginning 

of Bray's tenure as Superintendent, the Mescalero Cattle 

Growers' Association was founded and placed under the 

first recorded extension agent [a position similar to that 

of the current land-operations officer), a man named 

Hobson. Hobson established the Association herd by going 

to Mexico accompanied by A. Blazer, Sr. and purchasing 

3,500 head of Herefords. Upon his return he distributed 

them in lots of 20 to 30 to families that were interested 

in starting cattle operations. This was done with the 

understanding that these were "starter" animals and would 

be repaid to the association over the ensuing five or six 

years in lots of five or six. These repaid animals were 

used as starter herds for additional families under the 

same repayment provisions. Hobson ran the cattle-

association operations for fifteen years, from 1935 until 

1950, as a multiple-brand organization. Arthur Blazer, 

Sr. (grandson of an American sawmill owner who had 

befriended the Mescalero Apaches in the late nineteenth 
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century) and MACGA manager from 1959 to 1965 relates that 

the Association grew to 240 separate brands by the time 

they converted to a single-brand operation in 1965 (A. 

Blazer, Sr., pers. corom. 8/26/89). The Mescalero Cattle 

Growers Association has been the only association on the 

reservation since the inception of the cattle business 

there. 

In 1938, the government also established a 

registered herd, purchasing 3,500 mixed Herefords and 

approximately 300 bulls from Mexico. This herd was used 

to raise bulls for the Mescalero operation, and some 

cattle were occasionally sold from it to neighboring 

r.anchers. When the descendant herd was finally sold to 

the White-Mountain Apache Tribe in 1970, it was still 

dwarf-free, testimony to its having been well-managed over 

the years. 

Primarily because decreasing numbers of Indian 

members were participating in the actual operation, and 

also because there had been considerable mismanagement by 

the non-Indian, federal employee-manager, the Mescalero 

operation rapidly declined during the early 1950s. The 

association began to hire more and more cowboys; its 

facilities deteriorated and were not repaired; and the 

minimal herd-management was ineffective. By the mid-

1950s, the association was nearly bankrupt. 
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Blazer, Sr., MACGA manager in 1958-59, and the 

then BIA superintendent, John Carver, saw that a maj or 

overhaul of the operation was required, and recommended to 

the Mescalero Cattle Growers' Association that it bring in 

outside experts to develop a ranch plan. The members 

agreed to this, and the association contracted with 

western Farm Management (WFM) of Phoenix to assess their 

situation and make recommendations. As a result, WFM 

suggested reformulating the association under a single 

brand and hiring a new manager. 

The tradition of individual ownership had become 

quite strong in the twenty years of the association 

operation. But their financial situation was so poor, due 

largely to the beef-price trends cited above, that even 

the most resistant members had to admit by this time that 

something must be done (J. Carver, pers. comm. 4/15/89). 

The MACGA membership became convinced that they could not 

continue to afford working and identifying the cattle 

under multiple-brand conditions and in 1959 decided to 

give single-brand operation a try. 

Initially, Western Farm Management was asked to 

help implement their recommended management plan under a 

single-brand operation. However, the company had no 

previous experience with Indian tribal programs and their 

particular considerations, having previously managed only 
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privately owned ranches. Their tenure at the helm was 

brief and management reverted to the association Board of 

Directors who have since employed non-Indian specialists 

as operational managers. Neil Thornley, hired as the 

replacement in 1985, is the incumbent manager. 

Under Kitch the San Carlos program was allowed to 

develop under the model espoused by Ostrom (1987) in which 

the users of a particular common property resource are 

encouraged to form their own organizational framework. In 

this case the strong Western Apache features of 

individualistic meat provision and kinship-territorial 

identity were forged into a multiple-association, 

mul tiple-brand set of associations. When the single

association program of the San Carlos Cattle Association 

proved not-viable, Kitch let it pass on. 

According to Blazer, at Mescalero there was never 

any question of more than one association (pers. comm. 

8/26/89). 

approach 

Initially, because 

to cattle program 

of the standard Federal 

development, cattle were 

dispensed to individual owners and they were encouraged to 

contribute the labor necessary to work the cattle at 

round-up for branding and marketing. However, in the 

post-war period, fewer individuals participated in these 

activities and when the opportunity arose it was possible 

to convert the operation to a single-brand program; 
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something the San Carlos cattlemen would not allow. The 

single-association, single-brand 

fits their single-tribe, 

operation at Mescalero 

all-reservation use, 

collaborative hunting patterns very well. 

Cultural and historical influences on the 

organizational structure and components of the association 

programs at Mescalero and San Carlos are summarized in 

Table 6 below. 
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Table 6. Direct Cultural Influences on Formation 
of Cattle Associations at Mescalero and 
San Carlos Apache Reservations 

Tribe/ 
Attribute 

Mescalero 

single tribe 
res-wide land
use 
limited terr. 
ident. 

Meat availability 

Buffalo herd hunt 

San Carlos br. of 
We~tern Apaches 

Multiple tribes, 
class, local 
groups, strong 
terr. ident. 

Meat availability 

Individual hunting 

Cattle 
Association 

Type 

single association, 
Single herd 

Multiple assoc., 
Multiple herds 

Source: Compiled by author. 

organization 
Type/Activity 

Ceremony herd 

Single-brand 

Beef permits 

Multiple-brand 
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CHAPl'ER SIX 

CATTLE ASSOCIATION OPERATION ON THE SAN CARLOS AND 
MESCALERO APACHE RESERVATIONS 

Multiple-Brand and Single-Brand Association 

This chapter discusses the operation of the 

Mescalero and San Carlos cattle association programs as 

they are currently being conducted. It focuses on the 

specifics of the structure and processes of these 

operations as of 1989. Because literature on both 

operations is non-existent with the exception of a portion 

of Terence Wheeler's From Raiding to Wrangling (1988) the 

entirety of the information for this chapter was gained 

through an extensive series of interviews. Because of the 

nature of the enterprises and the nature of the 

information exchange relationship between the Apache 

Indians and non-Indians in general, the development of 

information from key informants, as espoused by the Ascot 

method of organizational analysis (Pugh and Hickson 1976) 

was used to provide the data for this chapter. 

In this regard, not all participants in these 

organizations are well-informed as to the actual details 

of the operation and are relatively uninvolved. 
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Therefore, it is important to utilize the information and 

insights of those who are knowledgeable, especially since 

little documentable information exists to sUbstantiate the 

data gathered in the field. 

During two separate trips to the Mescalero 

Reservation I was able to extensively interview the 

current manager of the MACGA, Neil Thornley (BSc. in 

Animal Husbandry from Utah state University), the head of 

the Natural Resources Division of the Mescalero Agency 

(BlA); Arthur Blazer, Jr., a member of the Mescalero 

Tribe; his father, Arthur Blazer, Sr., great-grandson of 

Paul Blazer a famous advocate of the Mescalero Tribe 

during the formative days of the Reservation and involved 

in the cattle program since 1938 and manager of the MACGA 

from 1959 to 1965 during the period when it was converted 

from a multiple-brand to a single-brand operation; John 

Carver, Mescalero Agency Superintendent during 1959 to 

1965 and a principle in the process to convert the 

operation to a single-brand; Noel Marsh, range 

conservationist for the Mescalero agency; and, all of the 

members of the MACGA Board of Directors. I had a lengthy 

interview with Wendell Chino, Mescalero Tribal Chairman, 

on the telephone. Since little is written about the 

Mescalero Cattle Growers operation, except for a few 

paragraphs in Sonnichsen (1973) and Opler (1983b), I was 
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largely dependent on these interviews for the information 

on the association's history, structure, processes, 

operations, and status. 

During the visit on August 26, 1989, I was able to 

attend the second Mescalero cattle sale conducted as an 

electronic video auction by the Texas Livestock Marketing. 

Through this medium, Mescalero cattle are marketed through 

a U.S.-wide network. 

Seven separate trips were made to the San Carlos 

Apache Reservation, from March through June 1989, during 

which I spoke with over thirty individuals from the Tribe 

who are directly involved in the cattle associations as 

members, board members, stockmen, or cowboys. Over the 

course of one week, I was able to attend meetings of all 

five associations and met all the board members. I 

interviewed extensively, over a three month period, the 

current manager of the all-association organization r Mario 

Gonzales, a rancher from New Mexico with a BSc. from New 

Mexico state University in Animal Science. His insights 

into the operation of the San Carlos program are 

invaluable as are the notes from a current association 

foreman, a past foreman and current registered herd 

manager, and an association president. Several current 

and past board members agreed to interviews and provided 

valuable insights as well. I also was assisted 
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considerably by the San Carlos (BIA) Agency range 

conservationist, Jim Hicks and Soil Conservation Service 

range conservationist, Robert Arambula. Tribal Chairman, 

Buch Kitcheyan, also a member of the Ash Creek Association 

was very informative. Terrance Wheeler, previous 

Cooperative Extension Agent for San Carlos was also 

available for an interview and as noted below made his 

recent report, "From Raiding to Wrangling," available to 

me. I also met with the Natural Resources Committee of 

the San Carlos Tribal Council for their deliberations. A 

former member of the Tribal Council who is well-versed in 

San Carlos Apache history and culture and who represents 

the Tribe at various expositions of tribal culture 

provided me with many valuable insights. 

The Multiple-Brand Association at San Carlos 

At San Carlos there are currently five separate 

cattle associations each of which is incorporated as a 

non-profit entity under a charter of the state of Arizona 

and have their own articles of incorporation and bylaws. 

The associations are Tonto, Anchor Seven, Ash Creek, Point 

of Pines and Slaughter Mountain (Figure 12). Two other 

range units are in operation on the San Carlos Apache 

Reservation: the R-100 (registered herd) and the lOT 

(Indian Department Tribal or social security herd), both 
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operated by the Tribe. 

The five associations are registered as non-profit 

corporations in the state of Arizona and are separate from 

the Tribal Government and Business Office. An overall 

All-Association San Carlos Cattle Association links the 

five separate associations together by an All-Association 

Board of Directors and an All-Association manager and a 

three-to-four person staff who take care of financial 

transactions and records for the separate associations and 

assist with operational activities. The manager acts as 

range-livestock advisor to the associations, as well (M. 

Gonzales. pers. comm. 3/24/89). Mario Gonzales 

characterizes the organizational model as separate 

associations are like the fingers of a hand with the AII

Association organization serving as the palm. The unit 

functions as do the fingers. The palm allows them to act 

in coordination (see Figure 12). 

Each of the five associations is operated by a 

five-member Board of Directors. These members hold their 

seats on the board for 5 years. The board members meet 

monthly and make policy level decisions such as the 

adoption of range management plans, the approval of roads 

and other access which would penetrate the associations' 

pastures, the execution of grazing management activities 

which are out of the ordinary such as the exclusion of an 
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overgrazed area from being used until it is restored, etc. 

They receive reports on the financial status of the 

association from the All-Association manager whose office 

keeps the books for all the associations. At this time 

they will discuss and make fiscal decisions such as the 

movement of funds from savings to operational accounts. 

They consider new membership applications and decide which 

brands will be allocated to new members and what kind of 

transfers of cattle ownership are authorized. For 

example, if the transfer does not change the number of 

animals in the herd then there is no decision to be made. 

If it does then they have to decide whether such a 

bringing in of more cattle into the herd will be 

permi tted in that it will increase the herd size. They 

also decide on the redemption of cattle permits and when 

the permit cattle will be made available. They receive 

reports from the stockman who is, in effect, the manager 

of the association herd or foreman. The stockman actually 

takes care of the association operations such as 

maintaining the facilities and the animals, chasing permit 

cattle and organizing and managing the roundups. At 

meetings he reports on the movement of the animals, the 

maintenance of facilities and whether some appurtenance 

needs a costly repair, such as a pump jack for a windmill. 

He also reports on the status of the cowhands on board and 
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Anchor 7 Ash Creek Point of Pines 
300 Members (27%) 265 Members (24%) 200 members (18%) 

2860 Hd. (22%) 4025 Hd. (31%) 3600 Hd. (28%) 
329,500 Ac. (18%) 485,800 Ac. (27%) 290,500 Ac. (16%) 

~ / 
All-Association 

Board of Directors (25) 
Manager 

Office staff 

Tonto / 
~ 

160 Members (15%) 
1400 Hd. (11%) 

162 , 450 Ac. ( 9 % ) 

Slaughter Mountain 
185 Members (17%) 

1000 Hd. (8%) 
96,500 Ac. (5%) 

(lOT + R-100 = 237,000 Ac.) 

Figure 12. San Carlos Cattle Association Program (1989) 

127 



the need for more or less manpower into the next period. 

For example, the board will decide on when the next 

roundup will be held at one of its monthly meetings, say 

the April meeting if the roundup is to be held in May. 

Then the stockman will know to gather as many hands as he 

will need at the appropriate time, put together the 

horses, equipment and supplies they will need. He will 

have the chance to discuss these matters with the board at 

this prior meeting. Depending on his training and 

interest in the management of the herd and range resources 

under his jurisdiction, the stockman could interact with 

the board to operationalize his plans (San Carlos Cattle 

Association meeting pers. observe April 1989). However, 

as will be seen below, the membership also interact with 

the board substantially and can affect the Stockman's 

ability to act with alacrity. 

Interaction with the Bureau of Indian Affairs and 

the Soil Conservation Service often takes place through 

their attendance at association meetings for reporting 

purposes. other interactions take place between 

association members and the BIA Land operations office and 

the Soil Conservation Service office (San Carlos Cattle 

Association meetings. pers. observe April 1989, J. Hicks. 

pers. comm. 4/20/89). 
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Finding a sufficient number of experienced, good 

cowboys is becoming a major problem for these 

associations. In former times the members themselves 

provided the majority of the labor needed for the roundup 

operations. Most of the members participating in these 

operations, though few, are the older members who have 

been active since former times. The younger people on the 

reservation have different employment objectives and 

training now and many are not available or not interested 

(M. Gonzales pers. comm. 4/19/89). It is, of course 

expensive to hire cowboys from off the reservation and one 

objective of reservation operations is to provide 

employment for those who need it. Those who do join up 

for these operations are less experienced and less well

trained than they used to be. Many cowhands may only have 

two to three years of experience although senior hands are 

still life-time cowboys. There are just fewer of these 

seasoned hands available and fewer dedicated replacements 

coming up. Many are very much beginners. Consequently, 

the risks of someone getting hurt are raised substantially 

from already high stakes. At the same time, the 

experienced San Carlos cowboys are among the best rough

country cowhands in the united states (M. Gonzales. pers. 

comm. 4/19/89). 

There is a serious self-reinforcing situation that 
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results in the quality of the animals declining. This is 

the proliferation of beef permits. Beef permits are 

issued to association members who want to take a cow out 

of the herd prior to the regular sale. These cows are 

mostly used for ceremonial purposes because at funerals 

and puberty ceremonies the person "sponsoring" the 

ceremony provides a cow to be slaughtered and cooked for 

the attendees. However, permit cattle are also frequently 

sold by their owners to pay bills, make payments, etc. To 

accommodate the permittee the cowboys go get a cow-

steers are kept for sale time out of the pasture. 

Typically, the stockmen will not know where one of the 

members' cows are, so they will get an association cow to 

be replaced with the proceeds from a members' cow at 

roundup/sale (at a prorated value, currently $150, vice 

the market price, therefore profits to the association are 

reduced). The cows that are readily available and do not 

run away and are easier to catch are the gentler ones that 

are meatier (Le., in the best condition for marketing) 

while the lean, more rangy cattle get away. Because there 

is little, if any, culling and replacement, this means 

that when breeding stock stays in rough country it 

increasingly incorporates these rangier, leaner 

characteristics. Combine this with the same tendency with 

the bulls which also corne from within (even more so 
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because they are the ones that didn I t get rounded up 

because they were too fast and have become mavericks) and 

the result is a decline in the quality of the animals in 

the herd in general and specifically those that are 

marketed. Therefore, the price per animal goes down and 

the financial returns of the members and of the 

association tend to decline accordingly. At the same 

time, the herd also gets depleted. There are fewer 

producers and fewer good animals to market at sale time. 

Proceeds to the association and its members are hence 

reduced although the association will incorporate these 

mavericks into their sales when they round them up and the 

proceeds go to the association rather than to members. 

At the same time, the stockmen spend much of their 

time running down permitted cattle and consequently they 

do not have as much time to spend on maintenance and herd 

management (Gonzales. pers. corom. 4/10/89). Wheeler 

(1988) mentions this problem as well. 

A related but different problem occurred in the 

rDT (tribal, social security) herd. There are many 

members in the tribe who are not members of an association 

and need ceremony cattle, particularly for funerals. So, 

originally the tribe would provide a cow to them out of 

the rDT herd based on their replacing it later. However, 

many of those that needed a cow were destitute and could 
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not afford the cost of replacement so, then, it was set 

that these ceremonial cattle would cost $150. Then, 

because most of the recipients could not even afford that 

amount, the tribe made the $150 a donation. The person 

was basically getting a $450-$500 cow for $150 put up by 

the tribe. 

This process proliferated until tribal members who 

lived allover the country were requesting these special 

cattle and the lDT herd has been drawn down to a minimum 

herd size now (G. Bylas pers. corom. 4/19/89). Now the 

herd is no longer large enough to be drawn from and if 

the practice is to continue they will need to draw from 

one of the association's herds. wi th the same price 

structure this process would deplete the herd as well as 

the associations' coffers. And, the associations are 

already faced with this situation internally -- although 

there are efforts to control it. For example, the 

Slaughter Mountain Association speaks to those numbers who 

make too frequent use of permits while Tonto limits 

members to three permit cattle until they are replaced. 

(R. Alden, pers. comm. 6/22/89). 

A decisive feature of the MBA at San Carlos is 

that the owners are able to interfere with decisions about 

the activities related to their individual cattle. They 

do, for example, want to keep their cattle in certain 
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parts of the range unit for several reasons. On the one 

hand, the members like to keep their cattle in certain 

historic use areas of the Reservation, and they like to 

know where they are at any given time, partly because of 

access for beef permits. They also tend to think that 

cattle are better off in familiar surroundings where they 

know the grass and water resources and not as anxious and 

can take care of themselves (pers. comms. G. Bylas 

4/19/89, J. Chatlin 6/27/89, M. Gonzales, 4/10/89). 

Therefore, it makes it more difficult to make decisions 

which would be to the benefit of the entire herd or 

association because the individual members want their own 

self-interests protected. Their purpose is not to advance 

the interests of the collectivity or the association as a 

whole, by which all the members would benefit but to see 

to their own self-interests through membership in the 

association. In essence the association serves to protect 

their individual interests. And, when the proceeds are 

divided among the members on a per animal basis the owner 

does not see his interest as being tied up with anyone 

else's. 

In the San Carlos multiple-brand association all 

members literally own cattle that are grazed on the 

association's range or grazing unit. The cattle are run 

as one herd which can mean that they are managed and moved 

133 



periodically or it can mean that they simply occupy the 

grazing unit together and are worked when roundup occurs. 

At San Carlos year around grazing is the practice and when 

the cattle are rounded up and worked they have to be 

identified as to ownership. This is a laborious set of 

tasks and costs money in cowboy time and sometimes in 

feed. First when they are rounded up they are placed in 

an enclosure and held to let the calves mother up to the 

mother cows. Then they are branded, etc., and let back 

onto the range. The ones that do not mother up for some 

reason (probably because they were separated from the 

mother cow during roundup) are branded with the 

association brand. Of course, there are also cattle 

missed at roundup in the rough country so there are a 

number of unbranded, "shining" cattle, as well. And, of 

course the proceeds of the sale of that animal are lost to 

the owner (M. Gonzales. pers. corom. 4/20/89). 

When they are rounded up for sale the same type of 

process occurs again. Cattle are sold at two primary 

times during the year from San Carlos, fall and spring. 

Once readied for sale the calves and yearlings are grouped 

by a general sizing and shipped to a yard for sale. Then, 

at the yard they are run through a chute and cowboys have 

to check their brands and record them on a tally sheet. 

The individual brands are checked against the owners' 
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identity and a price established for the animal based on 

what that group of animals sold for, as distinct from what 

other groups of animals sold for (e.g., animals with tags 

numbered 456-475 sold for $375/head and #458 was branded 

wi th JR and belonged to John Richards so John Richards 

would be credited with one sale of $375). Not only is 

substantial time required for the process of identifying 

the specific ownership of all the branded yearlings (up to 

4 days can be consumed with this activity) which stresses 

the cattle while they are bunched in the yards and 

consequently they lose weight while they are in these 

circumstances. According to one account, the cattle may 

lose 10% of their weight in these four days. That costs 

the owner in terms of the return he will see from that 

animal. It costs to pay the cowboys to make all of the 

identifications, it costs yardage fees to keep them there, 

it costs feed to feed them, and then it is cost-consuming 

to account for all the ingredients 

record keeping/accounting context. 

in the process in a 

All of this deprives 

the owner and the association of revenue. 

As the cattlemen at San Carlos have little time 

for herd management activities few are practiced. There 

is no breeding program and separation of bulls from the 

rest of the herd (except on R-IOO), nor is there an 

external heifer replacement program. No replacement 
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heifers are brought into the herds. All replacement is 

from within. One reason is that Apaches have great 

respect for the female gender and for animals generally, 

as noted above and this gets translated into not replacing 

poor producing, poor condition cows. Of course, the 

quality of the herd declines accordingly (M. Gonzales. 

pers. comm. 4/10/89, Wheeler 1988). 

The associations' herd(s) at San Carlos are 

comprised approximately as shown in Table 7. 

Table 7. San Carlos Cattle Inventory, 1989 

Association Mother Bulls Total Carry 
Cows Cap. 

Ash Creek 3,800 225 4,025 4,500 

Anchor 7 2,700 160 2,860 3,600 

Point O'Pines 3,400 200 3,600 3,500 

Slaughter Mtn. 900 67 967 1,600 

Tonto 1,300 70 1,370 1,400 

Source: San Carlos All-Association files, 1989. 

Range condition on the San Carlos Reservation is 

extremely variable and is rated to be from poor to good 

with the majority in fair condition with a significant 

amount of the more heavily used areas tending toward poor 

(R. Arambula 4/20/89, J. Hicks pers. comms. 3/24/89). 
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However, there is not a recent overall range survey by 

which the Reservation can be rated. Anchor Seven and 

Slaughter Mountain have recent surveys (1986 and 1987, 

respectively) but a complete survey to update the one 

completed in the 1960s is still in process. 

The reasons given for this variability in 

condition are several. Some units are somewhat 

understocked, such as Slaughter Mountain (R. Alden pers. 

comm. 6/22/89). Others have areas without water 

development or areas that are very steep and inaccessible 

such as parts of Slaughter Mountain and Point of Pines. 

Other areas are subject to poison plant infestations and 

are fenced out such as on Ash Creek. Areas such as these 

are in good to excellent condition (J. Hicks, M. Gonzales 

pers. comm., 3/24/89). Conversely, there are several 

significantly large areas that have been very heavily used 

and are badly overgrazed such as at Antelope Flat and Ash 

Flat. Unfortunately, several of these areas are located 

in some of the best range land on the Reservation and 

perhaps in the state (M. Gonzales pers. comm., 4/20/89). 

These areas are unanimously rated as poor and would be 

classified as very poor if such a rating existed. 

A demonstration of the affects of good management 

does exist on the San Carlos Reservation; however, the 

associations have generally disregarded this information. 
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The one area that has been subjected to rotational 

grazing over the past several years, the R-IOO pastures, 

is in very good condition, generally -- good to excellent 

according to an ocular reconnaissance by Ogden and 

Norvelle in May 1989, and by Arambula and Norvelle in 

April 1989. At the R-100 unit they are employing 

intensive time controlled grazing on 10,895 acres and are 

developing two other grazing cells using Holistic Resource 

Management concepts at the present time. In addition, 

they employ a series of 16 breeding pastures on an annual 

basis from which the breeding cows are taken after the 

calves are weaned so that they generally receive a rest 

once per year (G. Bylas, pers. corom. 4/19/89). 

Interestingly, the R-100 unit is directly adjacent 

to a badly overgrazed section of one of the association 

pastures. To verify that the difference in range 

condition between the two was due to management, a range 

condition survey was conducted by Ogden and Norvelle on 

5/23/89. 

The observations were made along the fenceline at 

the northwestern most cor.ner of the R-100 range unit near 

Soldier Hole Tank. 

The Soldier Hole Tank site consists of a complex 

of clayey upland and loamy upland sites, clayey upland 

from Soldier Hole Tank north to where the dirt road 
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crosses the fenceline and loamy upland north from there 

along the fenceline with clayey inclusions. 

The loamy upland site on both sides of the fence 

are dominated by blue grama. On the Ash Creek side blue 

grama was 93-95% of the composition with some 

representation of ring muhly, 3%, sand dropseed, 2%, and 

traces of sideoats grama, mat muhly, and shrubby 

buckwheat. utilization of buckwheat was difficult to 

estimate. utilization, in general, appeared to be 80-90%. 

The sand dropseed and sideoats were both grazed down to 

within less than an inch to the ground. 

On the R-IOO side of the fence, utilization was 

only about 20%. The proportion of blue grama to side oats 

and sand dropseed was approximately 70% blue grama, 20% 

side- oats, 5% tobosa, 2% ring muhly, 2% shrubby 

buckwheat, and the rest made up by a trace of sand 

dropseed. Cane beard grass and mat muhly in the portion 

adjacent to the wash (which crossed the fence line just 

about at the corner) was a 70-30 ratio and then a 60-40 

ratio of sand dropseed to blue grama a little further 

south (sand dropseed took over a very dominant position in 

the clay upland site just to the south of the road). 

Composition on the site consisted of: blue grama (60%), 

sideoats (20%), sand dropseed (10%), tobosa (2%), ring 

muhly (1%), shrubby buckwheat (2%), vine mesquite (1%), 
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and traces of cane beard grass and mat muhly, three awn 

(4 %), and traces of Hall's panic. Condi tion rated as 

good. 

South of the junction of the road and fenceline is 

a clay upland site which on the R-100 side is surprisingly 

dominated by sand dropseed (75%) with blue grama following 

at (20%), some tobosa (1%), ring muhly (1%) and shrubby 

buckwheat (2%) and traces of vine mesquite, cane beard 

grass, and mat muhly. Utilization in this area is also 

approximately 20%. This area rates as fair-good 

condition. 

Across the fence on the clay upland site in the 

Ash Creek allotment, condition is definitely poor or very 

poor. The site is slicked off with little or no 

vegetation apparent. Some blue grama and some shrubby 

buckwheat is evident but little else. It literally looks 

like bare ground. This is a very extensive condition 

continuing through the clay upland site on the Ash Creek 

side. Utilization would be classified as severe (90-

100%) . 

Based on an evaluation of two range sites 

immediately across the fence from one another, the Ash 

Creek range grazed much heavier than the range on R-100. 

The difference seems to be that the R-100 herd is rotated 

to some extent, although in this area not in a major way, 
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and the Ash Creek animals are not moved at all except at 

round up and then they are let back out on the same range. 

Glen Bylas explained that the pasture on the R-200 

side is used for breeding in the summer and the cows and 

bulls taken out and wintered in different pastures (cows 

on the south side of the highway and the bulls out in 

August and put in a bull pasture near the HQ). When the 

calves are weaned, normally in October, the calves are put 

up at HQ, worked and let out to an alternate pasture and 

then gotten ready to sell in May. The mother cows are 

wintered in the pasture south of the highway (pers. comm. 

4/19/89) . 

The Single-Brand Association at Mescalero 

The Mescalero Apache Tribe is apparently the one 

tribe in the U.S. that operates a single-brand 

association. Under the single-brand operation all cattle 

in the association carry the same brand. The only 

individual brands on the reservation are carried by a few, 

small (five to six) private herds run on individual 

assignments (A. Blazer Jr. pers. comms. 8/26/89). The 

single brand is testimony to the corporate nature of the 

association enterprise. 

The single-brand association at Mescalero, the 

Mescalero Apache Cattle Growers Association (MACGA) is set 
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up as a corporation chartered under the rules of the state 

of New Mexico and not as a tribal enterprise. It is a 

separate business enterprise, with the members being the 

shareholders. Their ownership, and their share of the 

corporation, is represented by the shares they hold in the 

corporation. They do not hold separate ownership in 

cattle. The cattle are managed in association herds 

which are treated as units. These herds are managed by a 

professional manager who concentrates his efforts on the 

productivity of the livestock resources with little 

interference from shareholder and tribal membership. The 

board of directors makes policy and guideline decisions. 

The manager advises and carries out these decisions and 

makes day-to-day working decisions (A. Blazer, Jr. and N. 

Thornley. pers. corom. 4/14/89). 

The MACGA interacts effectively with associated 

organizations such as the Bureau of Indian Affairs and 

sets collaborative as well as operational policy, such as 

multiple use criteria for land management, which can be 

carried out by the association. 

In the case of the Mescalero Cattle Growers, the 

Association was set up as a for-profit corporation in 

January 1965, chartered in New Mexico and in otero County. 

As it states in its articles of incorporation: "The 

purpose for which this organization is formed is to breed, 
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raise, import, export and principally deal in cattle, 

horses and livestock and to carryon a general livestock 

and grazing business, purchase or acquire and sell or 

otherwise dispose of livestock, feed, supplies, equipment, 

accessories, appurtenances, products and by-products of 

said business (MACGA, Articles, p. 1). The Cattle Growers 

organization was set up separately from the tribal 

structure intentionally to limit the influence that the 

Tribe could have on the operation of the association 

(Blazer and Thornley, personal communications, 1989). The 

Mescalero Tribe as a shareholder is actually limited to 

only 10% of the stock and has only one vote under the 

Articles of Incorporation (p. 3), and does not have 

representation on the Board of Directors. It is Cattle 

Growers' policy that it is a conflict of interest to be 

seated on the Tribal Council as well as the Cattle Growers 

Board of Directors (A. Blazer, Jr. and N. Thornley pers. 

comms. 4/14/89). 

Under its Articles and Bylaws the Board was given 

full power, and autonomy, to run the business. Article VI 

states that: liThe Board shall have general and broad 

supervision of policy, procedures and guidance of the 

organization with complete authority to operate the 

business within these Articles and By-Iaws." These powers 

include: liTo breed, raise, buy, sell and principally deal 
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in cattle and horses, .••. , and, to enter into, make and 

perform contracts with any person, firm, association, 

corporation, public utility or with any Federal, state, 

local, or tribal government. To borrow money and secure 

payment, thereof by liens or other charges on unrestricted 

property of the organization CMACGA Articles, p. 2). 

The Mescalero Apache Cattle Growers is governed by 

a seven member Board of Directors who serve terms of three 

years each. The replacement process is set up in such a 

way that three members are elected/reelected one year, 

three the next, and one the next so that there is 

reasonable stability among the membership. Shares were 

originally allocated, on a par value of one dollar each, 

according to the proportion of cattle owned by the 

founding members on the basis of the weight of the animal 

and the price per pound in the market place for that type 

of animal on the day the animals were weighed CA. Blazer 

Sr. pers. comm. 8/26/89). Shares were limited to 15,000 

per stockholder and there are currently 633,000 shares 

outstanding. Membership varies, of course, with constant 

trading but remains at approximately 500 CA. Blazer Jr. 

pers. comm. 9/1/89). There is a cap on the number of 

shares and so to be able to buy shares one must wait until 

someone is willing to sell. No matter how many shares a 

member owns, however, he only has one vote. CA. Blazer, 
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Jr. and N. Thornley pers. coroms. 4/14/89). 

Operationally, the Mescalero Cattle Growers is run 

on a day-to-day basis by the association manager. Neil 

Thornley is the current incumbent. The manager supervises 

a foreman and a crew of about 25 employees who take care 

of the normal daily tasks such as fixing fence and 

watering facilities, wells, pumps, drinkers, putting out 

supplement and moving cattle. 

Finding experienced cowhands is becoming more and 

more difficult, especially among the tribal members, as it 

is at San Carlos. As in other tribes and areas, the 

younger people are tending to look for training/education 

in non-traditional fields. The attraction of these jobs is 

such that ranching is not competing well with them. The 

good Mescalero cowboys are older and losing their interest 

in being directly involved in every day operations CA. 

Blazer, Jr. pers. corom. 4/14/89). Few younger ones are 

coming up and being trained. A long-term study could 

elucidate this trend on several reservations. 

Yet, the Cattle Growers policy is to employ 80% 

tribal members. This is an increasingly difficult 

equation to maintain. More training and better pay and 

more encouragement to participate directly in the 

development of Tribal resources may motivate more young 

Mescalero Apaches to take an active role in the ranching 
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enterprise (A. Blazer, Jr. and Thornley pers. comms. 

4/14/89) . 

The type of employee being sought for employment 

on the ranch is changing. It used to be that the ranch 

was seen as a good place for rehabilitation for tribal 

members which have had problems, etc. Consequently, there 

was high turnover, and a large untrained staff. New 

efforts are being made to maintain a consistent core of 

well-trained hands with flexibility to expand and contract 

as necessary. Although an ideal proportion might be one 

cowhand to 1,000 cattle, the MACGA will not use that as a 

target. But it has reduced over-staffing and achieved a 

comfortable ratio of hands to cattle of about 400 head to 

one hand. Currently, there is a great sense of 

professionalism among the cowboys (N. Thornley pers. comm. 

4/14/89) . 

This lack of trained manpower in ranching and 

natural resources management shows up at the top of the 

organization also. Because of this lack it is difficult 

to fill supervisory positions with Mescalero tribal 

members (N. Thornley. pers. comms. 4/19/89). 

The Mescalero Cattle Growers have established a 

policy whereby each member can avail themselves of one 

beef cow per year. These cattle are drawn from a special 

herd maintained for this purpose which is built up and 
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maintained as culling occurs at roundup. This alleviates 

the problem of constantly drawing good cattle out of the 

association herd for ceremonial or beef purposes and 

eventually degrading the quality of the cattle as has 

happened to some extent at San Carlos. "Ceremonial" 

cattle, i.e., those used to provide the meat distributed 

to those attending puberty rites or funerals, are donated 

by the Tribe and carefully selected from the herd by the 

association stockmen. Cattle for puberty rites, for 

example, are provided on the basis of one head per 

initiate per day plus one head for the day prior to the 

ceremony and one for the day following for those making 

the preparations (A. Blazer Sr. pers. comm. 4/17/89). 

The breeding herd was brought up to approximately 

5,000 head and is now being managed at a 4,500 head level. 

Thornley is keeping about 1,000 replacement heifers 

divided into 500 first calf heifers and 500 yearlings. He 

is rebuilding a registered herd of Simmental cattle, 180 

of which have been purchased from southeast Texas in the 

last year. He has also brought in nine Red Brangus bulls 

from which he is beginning an artificially inseminated 

(AI) crossbreeding program. The year 1988 was the first 

year the Cattle Growers sold crossbred calves and the 

resul ts were so promising from an increased revenue per 

head standpoint that the Board has given the go ahead for 
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a second year and for the introduction of an AI program 

using the Red Brangus bulls. In 1988, 500 Hereford cows 

were bred from the Red Brangus bull and a 75% calf crop 

was obtained. The herd that formed the basis of 

Thornley's program was the result of 20 year old cow-calf 

operation. Thirty percent of the cows were over 11 - 12 

years old and straight Hereford. They are now in the 

process of culling the older cattle out and looking at a 

6-8 year average age as a target (N. Thornley. pers. 

comm. 4/14/89). 

Currently the Mescalero Cattle Growers' Hereford 

production herd consists of 3,500 mother cows, 1,000 

replacement heifers (i.e., 500 first-calf heifers and 500 

yearlings), and approximately 200 bulls. (N. Thornley 

pers. comm. 4/14/89). 

At Mescalero there is not a recent range survey on 

which to rely for a series of condition ratings for the 

Reservation pastures, but the BIA Range Conservationist, 

Norman Marsh, indicated that condition was generally fair 

to good (pers. coroms. 4/14/89, 8/26/89). 

The Reservation is divided into three basic range 

units: a set of lower elevation, i.e., winter, pastures 

on the eastern side of the Reservation which are used from 

September/October until Mayor June; a set of high country 

or summer pastures in the center of the Reservation to 
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which the cattle are brought from the winter pasture and 

which are generally snow covered in the winter; and, a 

variable elevation pasture in the northwest corner of the 

Reservation which is used for the registered herd on a 

year-around grazing system (See map, fig. 13). 

There are plans to develop the winter pasture for 

use of a rotation system based on the intensive, time

controlled grazing concept. Right now, the herd is 

divided into subgroups and placed into the various cross

fenced pastures for the season (N. March, N. Thornley 

pers. comms. 4/14/89). The same type of division of 

animals is followed in the summer pasture and the 

registered herd pasture. 

The cool season grasses are limited now in the 

winter pasture, probably because they were over stressed 

in the past (N. Marsh pers. coroms. 4/14/89) and 

consequently spring forage is less available than is 

desirable or later in the summer when the warm season 

grasses become productive. Therefore, supplementary 

feeding is a requirement during the spring. 

Land Tenure and Management Considerations 

Land on both reservations is, in effect, owned by 

the respective tribes but held in trust by the u.s. 

Government--a unique type of land ownership and control 
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stemming from years of variably effective management by 

the Government. Nevertheless, for purposes of this 

discussion the land-base of the tribes is held in common 

for use by the tribal membership. There are individual 

assignments of land on both reservations for residential 

and commercial purposes, some of long standing. But 

there is, essentially, no individualized ownership or 

control over range land, or other extensive land uses for 

that matter, on these reservations. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) has trust 

responsibility which means it is required under u.s. law 

to see that the land base and its resources are maintained 

in tribal hands and that they are managed in a sound 

manner with respect to resource conservation and use 

(Indian Reorganization Act, 1934 as cited by Kipp 1988). 

Normally, the BIA carries out these responsibilities 

through the programs of its branches such as Land 

Operations, Forestry, etc. The tribal government 

concerned has responsibility as representatives of the 

tribe to the federal government for managing the land 

resources effectively. In general, it does this through 

the Resource committee of the Tribal Council. 

However, on both reservations being considered in 

this study direct responsibility for rangeland management 

has come to rest with organizations which are not directly 
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responsible to the tribes for their operations, i.e., the 

cattle associations. From a theoretical point of view, it 

appears that the tribes have given over responsibility for 

rangeland management to organizations which have no legal 

ties to the tribal governments. This is an interesting 

situation when accountability is considered. 

Operationally, the situations on the two 

reservations differ considerably. On the Mescalero 

Reservation the cattle association and the BIA Natural 

Resources program cooperate quite closely. It is obvious 

that, as far as the cattle program goes the Association 

and the BIA consider themselves as part and parcel of the 

same operation. Plans for fencing, the development of 

water, and other improvements are discussed individually 

and in meetings between cattle association, tribal and BIA 

personnel. The BIA Natural Resources Division is 

currently conducting a forage nutrition study to determine 

the optimal timing of cattle movement between the summer 

and winter range, for example, as part of the overall 

MACGA planning effort. 

At San Carlos the situation appears vastly 

different. Perhaps partly because there are five separate 

associations and only one Land Operations Division the 

relationship between them is cordial but quite distant. 

The Range Conservationist accepts assignments from the 
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associations to provide information, via studies, or 

material (typically on a BIA material, association labor 

basis) much as an outside contractor for these services 

would. Then, he reports back to them in rather formal 

fashion at their meetings with little informal interchange 

in the meantime. There is little feeling of partnership 

but that of a formal business relationship. The BIA Land 

operations staff appear to operate on the premise that 

they know best and its their job to convince the 

associations of the merits of the BIA program. The 

associations, on the other hand, remain in a position to 

be convinced. 

There is also a Soil Conservation Service (SCS) 

office at San Carlos with a full-time Range 

Conservationist and an additional Conservationist who 

commutes from the Safford, Arizona office on a half-time 

basis. This office, and its staffing level, is an 

indication of the level of support for and concern with 

the range management situation on San Carlos by the u.S. 

Government (R. Arambula. pers. corom. 4/20/89). 

The SCS offers several programs to the Tribe, most 

notable are the technical assistance and information role 

and the cost sharing developmental proj ect role. The 

associations, or individuals for that matter, are provided 

advice on improvements for management, from the 
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Conservationist on an as-needed basis. The 

Conservationist is there largely to serve that purpose. 

At the same time, the ses will cost-share with the 

associations for development of improvements, depending on 

range condition ratings, but the unit seeking the 

improvement must agree to development and implementation 

of a grazing plan. Of course, the ses will assist the 

unit, in this case the association, in the development of 

the plan. This is one way to induce the association to 

adopt such plans. Slaughter Mountain and Tonto are 

currently in negotiations with ses for just such an 

arrangement. 

Once again, however, the ses program, at least at 

its current stage, is one of an outsider working with the 

associations on a contractual-type basis rather than one 

of partnership. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

In Chapter Three a four component model for 

assessing and comparing the performance of these two 

associations was developed. This model recognizes that a 

natural resource management system operating in a 

traditional, common-property environment would have four 

phases, after Warriner (1984). These phases include the 

economic and technical production objectives and issues, 

the resource conservation issues, the personal or social 

objectives of the participants, and the cultural values or 

objectives which influence the operation of the system. 

The primary purpose of this chapter is to examine 

the Mescalero and San Carlos associations structurally and 

according to each of the four phases to bring to light 

their similarities and their differences. More 

importantly, the same comparative model allows for a 

comparison of their performance in each phase. Based on 

this information, an assessment will be made of the 

relationship between performance in these phases and 

overall performance of the associations as sustainable 

operations. 
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structural Analysis 

As can be seen in Table 8, the Mescalero and San 

Carlos associations are very different in composition. In 

a comparative context the Mescalero program can be 

classified as unitary and homogeneous with a single 

association of the single-brand type. There is one herd, 

one board of directors, one manager and all tribal members 

belong to the same organization. The members do not 

participate directly in the management of the operation 

and have no direct interest in cattle ownership. They 

simply own shares in the enterprise. All cattle wear the 

same brand and the members receive a dividend check as 

their return on their investment. There is a low level of 

interference from the membership. 

The Mescalero program also relies heavily on a 

well-trained, experienced manager for program plans and 

day-to-day management and has strong ties to the technical 

assistance resources available. It can be characterized 

as a very technically oriented program. 

The San Carlos program in contrast is multifarious 

and heterogeneous with five associations, five herds plus 

an all-board organization which is there to provide 

coordination at the business and accounting levels. Each 

association employs its own manager, a local person with 

no formal training in almost every case while the boards 

156 



and their membership play a strong decision-making role at 

the operational level. There is a high level of 

interference at the operational management level. 

Al though the San Carlos associations rely on the 

technical resources available for informational and 

material support, there is little integration at the 

planning level. They are very independent in operation. 

Their level of technical input is low. 

Table 8. Comparative Analysis of Structural Attributes 
of Mescalero and San Carlos Cattle Associations 

Association type 

Number of 
Associations 

Production Herds 

Boards of 
Directors 

Economic 
Participation 

Membership 
Participation 
in Management 

Managerial 
Program 

Mescalero 
Single-brand 

1 

1 

7 mbr. 

shares/dividends 

Low 

Board of Directors 
+ external expo mgr. 

Interaction 
with Tech. 
Asst. Agents 

strong BIA link 

San Carlos 
Multiple-brand 

5 + all 

5 

5 mbr. 

cattle ownership 
sale revenue 

High 

Board of Directors 
+ intll. mgr. 
+ ext. expo 

+external manager 
of all-assoc. org. 
w/o mgmt. response 

Remote link with 
BIA. SCS 
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Comparative Analysis 

Table 9 shows the results of comparing the 

operational attributes of the Mescalero and San Carlos 

programs. 

Table 9. Comparative Analysis of Cattle Association 
Attributes at Mescalero and San Carlos 

Management Practices: 

culling 
external replace 
breeding mgmt. 
a. i. 
cross-breeding 
branding 
vaccinate 
supplement feed 
unified herd 
multiple herd 
planned grazing 
beef permits 
ceremony herd 

Mescalero 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

San Carlos 

x 
x 

x 
little 

x 

Table 10 shows comparative performance among the factors 

assessed within the four organizational phases of the 

Mescalero and San Carlos programs. 
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Table 10. Comparative Performance of Factors in the 
Organizational Phases of Mescalero and 
San Carlos operations 

Economic Production Results: 

calving rate 
assoc. revenue 

Range Condition: 

Personal Objectives: 

membership participation 
beef permits 
separate ceremony 
individual brands 
personal revenue 
prestige 

Cultural Issues: 

tribal structure 

heterogeneous 
herd structure 
land tenure 
organization type 

meat in diet 
indepel~dence 

herd 

Mescalero 

75% 
high 

good 

low 
no 
yes 
no 

high 
yes 

San Carlos 

60% 
low 

poor/fair 

high 
yes 

no 
yes 
low 
yes 

single/ multiple/ 
hom 0 g e n e 0 u s 

single 
all res. 
econ. prod. 

ceremony herd 
less 

multiple 
sep. assocs. 

cultural 

beef permits 
more 

(1) Economic/Technical Production Issues 

In a comparative context the Mescalero program 

clearly outperforms the San Carlos in the areas of 

economic production and resource conservation. 

The Mescalero Cattle Growers operation is clearly 

focused on maximizing production and profitability of the 

association herd. For example, the breeding program and 
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the production of crossbred calves are being carried out 

primarily because they are in greater demand in the market 

place and will consequently bring a higher price. 

Whereas, on San Carlos the emphasis is more toward 

providing a more efficient means for maintaining control 

and keeping track of the cattle of the individual members. 

There is no breeding program whether it be timing, the use 

of breeding pastures, or alternative breeds for crossing. 

Consequently, production levels at San Carlos are much 

below what they could be and do not compare favorably with 

the Mescalero operation (M. Gonzales pers. comm. 4/10/89). 

For example, estimates are that the Mescalero herd 

achieves a 75-80% calf crop (N. Thornley pers. comma 

4/14/89). At San Carlos estimates are more on the order 

of 60% for the association herds. (M. Gonzales pers. 

comms. 4/10/89). At San Carlos they basically practice 

year-around grazing almost universally. This is probably 

due to a combination of factors including their historical 

experience with grazing/browsing animals which was to hunt 

deer whenever they needed them and the deer, of course, 

took care of themselves. As mentioned above, the Apaches 

felt that animals should be comfortable in their natural 

environment and treated with respect. Reinforcing this 

laissez-faire style was the fact that year-around grazing 

program was the norm when San Carlos Apaches began their 
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cattle industry. It has only been in relatively recent 

times that rotational systems have become so highly 

recommended. Even as late as 1987, writers in the Journal 

of Range Management have suggested that a particular 

grazing system type does not necessarily influence cattle 

production (Heady 1961, Holcheck, et. al. 1987) and 

suggested that the continuous grazing system is still the 

most effective on some range ecosystem types (Heady 1961). 

Combine these two factors and it is easier to understand 

why they have maintained this range-livestock management 

style. NOw, however, two associations at San Carlos are 

implementing or planning to implement rotational grazing 

programs based on the intensive time controlled model. At 

Mescalero, a seasonal migration between the summer upland 

pastures and the winter lowland pastures is the practice 

although they are also preparing to implement a more 

intensive time-rotational grazing system based on the HRM 

model. 

Replacement: There is an active program to 

replace old and non-productive cows at Mescalero with cows 

from the replacement/registered herd. There is no 

external replacement program at San Carlos. All 

replacement is from within the association herds 

themselves. This practice, along with others, has had a 

definite and expected effect on herd quality and 
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productivity. (M. Gonzales pers. comnt. 4/10/89, Wheeler 

1988). 

Beef Permit System: Another factor adversely 

affecting herd productivity and quality on San Carlos is 

the beef permit system. The San Carlos members have 

access to their cattle through the permit system. If they 

want a meat animal for ceremonial purposes or just to have 

one to eat or even to pay bills, they can get a permit and 

then the association delivers it to them.- Although this 

system is not good for the productivity or profitability 

it is an organizational objective of the association 

which corresponds closely to the maintaining of a strong 

Apache tradition: the availability of meat in the diet 

and for ceremonial/philanthropic purposes. 

Mescalero members are limited to one beef cow per 

year, and many do not even take advantage of that access. 

The Mescalero herd is no longer held with meat access as a 

primary objective although it apparently used to be a more 

important attribute of the operation (A. Blazer Sr. pers. 

comm. 4/17/89). Now they maintain a separate permit or 

ceremonial herd just to meet the internal demand for beef 

without disturbing the integrity of the production herd. 

(2) Resource Conservation Issues 

Range condition: According to 

observers, range condition is generally 

knowledgeable 

poor to fair 
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across San Carlos with some good condition range and a 

number of trouble spots (R. Arambula, J. Hicks, M. 

Gonzales. pers. corom. 1989). At Mescalero the range 

condition is judged to be fair to good with only a few 

poor spots (N. Marsh. pers. corom. 4/14/89). The primary 

difference in grazing systems currently is that on 

Mescalero there is at least a two season rotation per year 

during which the seasonal specific plants get to rest 

(i. e., due to snow, cattle need to be moved to winter 

pasture). On San Carlos, year-around grazing with minimal 

cattle movement is practiced all across the reservation 

with three exceptions, at R-100 and some Tonto and 

Slaughter Mountain units, so the desirable plants receive 

only minimal or no rest. 

(3) Personal Issues 

Al though different methods of achieving personal 

objectives are practiced by each of these two 

associations, they both are doing a good job of meeting 

their member's criteria of satisfaction in this area. 

specific personal attributes are not as 

distinctive and readily discernable as they might have 

been in the "old days" when members rode on the roundups 

and assisted in other operations. Today these factors are 

somewhat more restricted to: 

163 



Personal Revenue: Direct income from participation 

in the enterprise is the chief motivating factor for 

association members in the Mescalero program. As A. 

Blazer, Jr. mentioned in an interview (8/26/89): "They 

could not do as well investing their money anywhere else." 

At San Carlos direct income is a factor but not 

necessarily one of primary importance. Having the cattle 

available to draw on as needed much like a savings account 

was expressed as a very desirable attribute of the 

program. Of course, being able to draw on one's stock in 

cattle for conversion into cash is one of the rationales 

behind the existence of the beef permit system. 

Beef Permits: As discussed above the beef permit 

on San Carlos gives the member access to his cattle on an 

on-call basis. On Mescalero this access to cattle 

situation is handled through the ceremony herd. 

Prestige: There is some prestige attached to 

being a member of one of these associations and owning 

cattle at San Carlos or shares in the MACGA. It was 

attested to by informants and the status accruing to 

members of the board of the MACGA was specifically 

discussed during my August 26, 1989 visit. The Mescalero 

association has corne out with the Mescalero association 

name and logo on a western-style jacket for its members to 

buy. The fact that someone is a member of the board is 
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also inscribed on the chest of the jacket as well. 

(4) CUltural Issues 

It is this area that has been emphasized in the 

San Carlos programs and in which they have done so well. 

In fact, according to the Katz and Kahn (1966) model of 

comparative genotypic frameworks cited in Chapter Two, the 

San Carlos operation may even be seen, in part, as being a 

"maintenance" type of organization with one of its 

purposes being the perpetuation of Apache cultural 

practices, i.e., providing meat for their diets, 

providing meat for the less fortunate, a "formal" 

association based on kinship which has distinct ties to 

specific territories, and providing an operational 

organization that is more or less purely Apache. 

In contrast, the Mescalero program could be 

classified as one of economic production. Although it 

operates in the context of the Mescalero tradition of the 

unified tribe without territorial limitations and provides 

socialization opportunities, it is an operation that is 

almost totally focused on maximizing economic returns from 

cattle production. 

Historical Demographic Influences: One of the 

most significant manifestations of cultural influence is 

in the way the demographic development of the two tribes 

and the early development of the reservations influenced 
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the overall structural distinctions between their 

programs. 

The San Carlos Tribe, as presently constituted is 

made up of representatives of nearly all, if not all of 

the groups that comprised the western Apache branch of the 

Apache people, or what Goodwin (1942) would call the 

Western Apache Tribe. Each of these groups (local groups, 

clans, etc.) have had a strong territorial affiliation 

with a portion of the reservation which, in many cases, is 

contiguous to an historical use area (D. 

Alden. pers. comms. 6/22/89, Goodwin 1942). 

Thompson, R. 

So, when the 

cattle associations began to form they became connected to 

these same kinship/territorial relationships and 

therefore several associations were formed instead of just 

one. The association represents the maintenance of that 

relationship to the present day. The cattle associations 

may well have become one of the formal means whereby the 

traditional bands and clans have been able to retain their 

identity and function in a social context (M. Waterman 

pers. comm. 4/23/89). 

At Mescalero, on the other hand, the Tribe had the 

use of the entire reservation area in former times and had 

a tradition of operating as a centralized single unit 

rather than dividing into smaller units at the level of 

the band. Consequently, when they began the cattle 
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business they established a single association program 

that has continued in operation today. 

In other words, the socio-political situation at 

San Carlos was much more heterogenous and remains so until 

today while the Mescalero Tribe is much more homogeneous. 

At San Carlos, since the basis for formally maintaining 

the traditional socio-political groups was done away with 

the establishment of the tag bands and tribal government, 

Meat in Diet and Sharing Meat: On both 

reservations the provision of beef as a ration and later 

on-the-hoof was to replace the meat which was a key 

ingredient in the Apache diet which they used to obtain 

through hunting. As Brown commented, "we have always been 

meat eaters" (pers. corom. 6/13/89). Hunting was a very 

important component of the Apache socio-economic tradition 

and correlated strongly to the man's role in the economy. 

"In the securing of sufficient food the preoccupation of 

the man is properly with the hunt" (Opler 1941, p. 316). 

At San Carlos the hunting tradition was highly 

individualistic with strong correlations to multiple-brand 

ownership patterns. 

The Mescalero followed many of the same hunting 

customs as the western Apaches, however, they also had 

more immediate access to buffalo which they hunted on an 

annual basis as a group (Basehart 1973, Sonnichsen 1973). 
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This tradition may well correlate to their satisfaction 

with the single-brand system. Both tribes provide for 

access to beef in their current operations, the Mescalero 

through the ceremony herd and the San Carlos through the 

beef permit system. 

Independence: One attribute that the associations 

at San Carlos and Mescalero both evidence is their 

independence. Neither operation is a part of the tribal 

structure nor is there a functional connection to the 

Bureau of Indian Affairs. They, in effect, serve as an 

insti tution that is wholly Apache. This is stressed at 

San Carlos today perhaps more so than at Mescalero. At 

San Carlos the board meetings are conducted very largely 

in Apache. 

The Whites 

In all cases they make their own decisions. 

can only sit on the outside and observe and 

advise. This makes their organizations a place that is as 

Apache as possible and still be public. 

Summary 

Table 11 summarizes the performance of the 

associations in each of the four areas analyzed. 
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Table 11. Performance Ratings by Evaluation criteria 
for Mescalero and San Carlos Cattle 
Associations 

Criteria 

Apache Tribe Economic Resource Personal Cultural 
Issues 

Mescalero 

San Carlos 

Ratings: 

Production Conservation Issues 

Good Good Good Good 

Poor Poor Good Excel. 

Excellent: achieved the highest level of 
performance. 

Good: conforms to accepted 
standards or tribal consensus 
and criteria of sustainability. 

Poor: quality of performance below 
criteria of sustainability. 

Overall, the San Carlos program has taken Apache 

tradition and culture very much into account in its 

operation and consists of a set of organizations which are 

actually maintaining Apache culture in which the members 

exclude White non-Apaches, speak Apache and follow their 

traditional decision-making practices. At the same time, 

the San Carlos program has also carried over the Apache 

tradition of having meat available and of generosity, 

previously through hunting and now through the beef permit 

system, and their clan and territorial affiliations. 

However, they are at the same time running a sUbstantial 
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risk of limiting their long-run economic and in many areas 

their range resource viability by not carrying out 

effective animal and range management practices. 

During my observations of the cattle association 

meetings, two of them were considering selling 

certificates of deposit to raise operating funds for the 

remainder of the season (July through October). Although 

foregoing interest could be construed as being better than 

borrowing at a less advantageous rate, the fact that they 

found it necessary to spend their saved capital rather 

than use budgeted funds from operating accounts is 

indicative of an unfavorable cost and returns ratio. 

There are strong indications that the low level of 

productivity of the herds (calving at approximately 60% 

per year, for example) and the extraction rate due to use 

of permits is beginning to adversely effect the long-term 

economic viability of the San Carlos associations (M. 

Gonzales pers. comm. 4/20/89). 

The large number of maverick cattle which are sold 

and the proceeds returned to the associations will 

undoubtedly extend their economic life although, once 

again, the individual members will continue to be "short

changed" because these mavericks were cattle belonging to 

members but missed at roundup and not branded. However, 

when accounting for declines in herd quality and 
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consequent declines in prices and total revenue, it is 

difficult to predict how long this rounding up mavericks 

will continue to off-set the disadvantageous effects the 

permits are having (M. Gonzales pers. corom. 4/10/89, T. 

Wheeler pers. corom. 3/17/89). 

Range condition is the other factor that is going 

to catch up with the associations in terms of their long

term viability (M. Gonzales, J. Hicks, R. Arambula pers. 

comms. 1989). As indicated by the survey conducted by 

Ogden and Norvelle on 5/23/89 the best range (pers. comm. 

from M. gonzales 4/10/89, and J. Hicks 3/24/89) on the San 

Carlos Reservation is in poor condition. Forage 

availability is at a minimum over large parts of the Ash 

Creek unit and its ability to support cattle is 

consequently at a low ebb. If this continues, it will 

increasingly effect the association's ability to produce 

the needed calf crop to maintain economic viability. This 

message is already being acted upon by Tonto and Slaughter 

Mountain which are beginning to implement rotational 

grazing systems to improve the condition of their range 

units. 

Although Mescalero seems to have foregone the 

traditional attributes of Apache culture in the 

development of their association in preference for 

productivity objectives, it may well be that they have not 
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given up as much as it appears. In many respects, the 

Mescalero case is one where the pre-existing conditions 

fit the development of their program quite well. The 

single-association, single-brand organizational framework 

fits their unified tribal structure, and with a tradition 

of all resources being available to all tribal members and 

a communal hunting tradition, the single-brand concept is 

not out of place. Their retention of the separate herd to 

supply beef animals for individuals and ceremonial 

purposes provides them with a way to carry their hunting 

and philanthropic traditions forward. Their independent 

position with respect to the Tribe and the BIA allows them 

to maintain their autonomy. These arrangements seem to 

satisfy all of the cultural requirements the members have 

with respect to the cattle association (A. Blazer, Sr. 

pers. comm. 8/26/89). And, they are happy with the 

revenue generated from the operation. As Arthur Blazer, 

Jr. put it: "Their returns in the form of dividends per 

share have been so good, on the average around .40/dollar 

of share value, that any discontent in terms of lack of 

cattle ownership is surmounted" (pers. comm. 8/26/89). 

And, some small private allotments are maintained which 

let those who are adamant about having their own cattle 

own a small herd. 
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In the next chapter the application of the model 

for assessing the factors influencing an extensive range

livestock program operating in a traditional, common

property milieu that has emerged as a result of this study 

will be discussed. At that point, the lessons learned 

from these case studies will be clarified. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

THE SUSTAINABILITY MODEL 

Introduction 

In the previous chapter the four part model was 

used as an assessment tool to examine the multiplicity of 

factors that comprise an extensive 

system (ELPS) organization on the 

chapter it will be shown that not 

livestock production 

commons. In this 

only does an ELPS 

organization consist of four phases or components, i.e., 

economic production, resource conservation, personal 

satisfaction, and cultural congruence, but that all four 

components must be satisfied if an ELPS organization on 

the commons is to be sustainable. In fact, one of the 

primary conclusions from this study is that a livestock 

operation on the commons is risking its viability if it 

does not meet sustainability standards in all four areas 

of consideration. 

For example, although the San Carlos program is 

doing well in the areas of personal satisfaction and 

meeting cultural objectives, i.e., the members are content 

with the current operation, at least two of the 

associations are beginning to encounter economic 
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difficulties. All are suffering reduced revenues and the 

range is in unsatisfactory condition in many areas. 

Technical options are available to change this picture to 

a much more positive one if implemented. On the other 

hand, from all the evidence Mescalero is meeting all four 

cri teria and their economic performance and membership 

satisfaction level are reflections of a well-run program. 

In other words, for an operation to be sustained 

in the long run, without being subsidized from external 

sources, it must achieve certain levels of economic or 

production performance, of forage production, of personal 

satisfaction for the participants, and a certain level of 

cultural congruence or interaction. 

The levels required for each component of this 

complex cannot be predicted generically in advance but 

will depend on the requirements of each particular 

program. They can, however, be reduced to sUbcomponents 

for analysis. The data for economic performance and range 

condition can be derived in quantitative form and can, 

therefore, be considered objective. The data for personal 

satisfaction 

qualitative 

statistical 

subjective. 

requirements 

and meeting cultural objectives are 

in origin even if later subjected to 

analysis. These data are considered 

The model of comprehensive organizational 

for a extensive livestock production 
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operation on the commons among traditional people would 

look like the display of factors in Figure 14: 

objective 
data 

subjective 
data = 

Figure 14. 

economic 
performance 

resource 
conservation 

sustainability 

personal 
satisfaction 

cultural 
maintenance 

Sustainability requirements for extensive 
livestock production system on the commons 

Economic Performance: 

Beginning with economic performance, it is 

sufficient to say that unless a certain level of revenue 

or income is maintained costs of production cannot be met. 

If this condition goes on long enough, the enterprise must 

go out of business or be subsidized (Doll and Orazem 

1984). Leftwich (1973, p. 215) presents the optimum long-

term production picture as shown in Fig. 15. 
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Break-even is achieved when total costs equal 

total revenue (0011 and Orazem 1984). Any remainder is 

profit. For sustainabi1ity purposes the minimum long-run 

achievement is break-even, i. e., economic revenue meets 

the operations costs and remains in balance over time 

without deteriorating. Costs, of course, should include 

all returns to labor, capital, land, and management. The 

specific items of cost and income requiring accountability 

are nicely laid out by Workman (1986) in his standard 

income statement (Table 12). Particular entries can be 

adjusted depending on the ownership and indebtedness 

situation of an operation. 
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Table 12. Standard Income Statement for a Hypothetical 
300 Cow Cattle Ranch 

Annual cash returns 
Cattle sold 
Crops sold 

Total 

Annual cash costs 
Feed, including grazing 

fees 
Labor hired 
Machinery repairs 
Building and improvement 

repairs 
veterinary 
Taxes 
Crop expense 
Bull purchase 
other 

Total 

Net cash ranch income 
Depreciation costs 

Building and improvements 
depreciation 

Machinery and equipment 
depreciation 
Total 

Net ranch income 

Tota1(S) 

61,980 
8.020 

3,500 

6,000 
2,000 
1,000 

500 
5,000 
6,000 
5,000 
2.000 

2,000 

5.000 

Per cowlS) 

206.60 
26.73 

+70,000 

-31,000 

39,000 

- 7,000 
32,000 

Allocation of Net Ranch Income to Labor 

Interest on capital 
Real estate (10%) 
Livestock and equip. (10%) 

Total 
Net return (loss) to operator 

and family labor 
Allocation of Net 

Value of operator and family 
labor 

Net return to investment 
Percent return on $830,000 

total investment 

Source: Workman (1986) 

60,000 
23.000 

-83,000 
(51,000) 

Ranch Income to Capital 

-15,000 

17,000 
2.05 
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The financial statement (Table 13) or balance 

sheet summarizes the detailed information found on the 

income statement and, "portrays the financial health of 

the ranch at a specific point in time" (Workman 1986, p. 

20). Therefore, over time, it can be used to determine if 

the financial condition of the operation is improving, 

declining or remaining static. It can be used to 

effectively measure and monitor the economic performance 

of an operation. 
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Table 13. Financial statement for a Hypothetical 
300 Cow Cattle Ranch. 

Current 
Cash 
Accounts Receivable 
Hay and Grain 
Market Livestock 

Working 
Breeding livestock 
Horses 

Assets 

Machinery and equipment 

Fixed 
Buildings and improvements 
Federal grazing permits 
Land 

Total assets 

Current 
Accounts payable 
operating loan 

Working 
Livestock loan 
Machinery loan 

Fixed 
Real estate loan 

Total 

Net worth 

Total liabilities 

Source: Workman (1986) 

Liabilities 

$ 1,000 
1,000 
2,000 
4,000 

178,500 
1,500 

50,000 

60,000 
58,000 

482.000 

$838,000 

3,000 
5,000 

39,779 
13,578 

43.479 

$104,836 

733.164 

$838,000 
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Range Conservation and Condition: 

The livestock, which produce this economic 

condi tion, are almost totally dependent upon the forage 

resources for its sustenance and development. In 

extensive livestock production systems, livestock 

management is largely grazing management. Therefore, the 

condi tion of the range is an essential component of the 

successful production of the livestock. 

The range is a soil-plant complex which is 

dependent upon solar energy, mineral nutrients, and water 

for its biomass production. Topographic, climatic, and 

animal and human activity factors influence its reaching 

its potential production levels. Successful management 

depends on accounting for all of these factors in the 

system - the rangeland ecosystem. Stoddart, et. al. 

(1975, p. 155), depict the system and the production 

interactions as shown in Fig. 16. 

The systematic consideration of the component 

elements of this complex is the purpose of the Center for 

Holistic Resource Management's development of the 

ecosystem block concept. They are the water cycle, the 

mineral cycle, the successional cycle, and the energy flow 

cycle (HRM 1988). Stoddart, et.al. (1975) provide 

similar guidelines in 

Relationship to Grazing." 

their chapter, "Ecology 

And, in the range-livestock 

in 
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Relations of Inputs, Stores, and Products From a 
Rangeland Ecosystem (from Stoddart, et.al. 1975, 
p. 155). 

system the forage is the primary product of this ecosystem 

and to a large extent the manner in which the livestock, 

the consumers of the product, are managed determines the 
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health of the vegetative component and the soil base. 

The grazing animal is a part of the 
plants environment and the plant a part of 
the animals'. So long as the two live 
together, the welfare of each is dependent 
upon the other. This concept is fundamental 
in range management. Never can the forage 
and the animal be considered separately. 
Each of these must be looked upon as part of 
a great and intricately biological system or 
eco-system (Stoddart, et. al. 1975, p. 146). 

Overgrazing is the result of the overuse of the 

vegetative component of the system by the grazing animals 

ei ther through too many animals or their remaining on a 

particular site too long. And, in the context of the 

production, system overgrazing limits the amount of forage 

available. The resulting erosion reduces the ability of 

the soil base to produce forage, and eventually reduces 

the amount of livestock that can be supported by the 

system. If overgrazing is continued over time it "can 

only lead to reduced herbage production and low profit ... " 

(Stoddart, et. al. 1975, p. 274). In the long run, 

overuse of the range unit will not only result in low 

forage yield but also in soil erosion, reduced water 

quality and water production, and from an operational 

perspective, in reduced animal production. 

A number of factors enter into consideration of 

sustainable use of rangeland and these will vary from 

site to site and according to use as discussed by Smith 
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(1979) and Stoddart, et. ale (1975). The concepts of 

sustainable yield as described by smith (1979) and of 

proper use described by Stoddart, et.al. (1975) appear to 

coincide on the basic principle of sustainability. 

~he objectives of (sustainable use) are 
clear: preservation of the range values, 
protection of the soil, and production of 
(sufficient) animal product to meet 
operational requirements consonant with these 
objectives (from Stoddart, et.al., 1975, p. 
213, parentheses indicate change in wording). 

Although there may be agreement on the objectives 

to be served by range management, there is, as yet I no 

general agreement as to the best method to measure range 

condition. The range condition method suggested by 

Dyksterhuis (1949) and currently used by the Soil 

Conservation Service is based on the concept of ecological 

climax and successional stages thereto. Climax and stages 

of succession up to that point are represented by a 

varying composition in the vegetative community-

decreasers, increasers, and invaders as shown in Figure 

17. 

Figure 17. 
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Diagram illustrating a quantitative basis 
range condition (from Dyksterhuis 1949). 

for determining 
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Condition is a reflection of changes in plant 

composition. There is a school of thought that suggests 

that condition should not reflect simply theoretical 

climax but should represent what is feasible to achieve 

under current conditions and use, i.e., potential natural 

vegetation (PNV). The points made by smith (1979) seem to 

be operative in this case. optimal condition will vary 

from site to site depending on use and, therefore, 

management for "excellent" condition (on an ecological 

climax basis) may be desirable for one site while another 

site it will only be "good" condition under ideal 

circumstances. For example, if deer and cattle share a 

site, or deer and sheep, it will be managed differently 

than if it were used for cattle alone. This is the point 

of the Range Inventory Standardization Committee (RISC) 

recommendations for use of the Resource Value Rating 

instead of range ecological condition as it is currently 

defined. 

At the same time, soil erosion uondition and 

potential needs to be taken into consideration for a true 

measure of sustainability must account for "site 

stability" as well as floristic composition and vegetative 

production (smith 1979). 

Given the requirements for sustainability which 

include both vegetative composition and production as well 
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as soil condition and stability and the lack of agreement 

on a single system, I recommend the ultimate employment of 

the concepts expressed by the RISC as of February 1987 

(RAM 456 class notes, 2/23/87). These recommendations 

include the use of a vegetative condition assessment 

method as well as the use of an independent soil 

condition rating component. These rating, of course, need 

to be conducted over time to establish the trends that 

reflect current management (current ratings only evaluate 

past management). Trend, or condition over time, is the 

measure that identifies whether management practices are 

achieving sustainability by indicating whether conditions 

are improving, static, or deteriorating. 

At the present time the SCS Range Condition Method 

can be used to provide the vegetative condition 

information and The Erosion Condition Class component of 

the BLM soil-Vegetation Inventory Method (SVIM) can be 

used to provide the soils stability information. 

Accordingly, an Erosion Condition class is generated 

based on the evaluation of seven soil surface factors (BLM 

1980). 

The next step, the establishment of grazing 

capacity is as stoddart, et.al. suggest: "determined from 

local stocking experience, experimentation, and by 

determinations of differences in plant production under 
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various situations" (1975, p. 192). 

The Personal and Cultural Dimensions 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the cattle association 

is a unique blend of the concepts of organization and 

association. Because the products they generate are 

mostly external to the association, they must use 

sUbstitute values as inducements for participation. At 

the same time, the members persist in their participation 

because of what they "get out of" their affiliation 

(Warriner 1984, p. 58). These inducements and personal 

satisfactions must be sufficient to maintain the members' 

participation. The cattle association would cease to 

exist if its membership decided to disaffiliate. 

Management could not operate in a vacuum. Therefore, 

sustainability of the cattle association is directly 

dependent upon the satisfactory participation of its 

membership they own the cattle in a multiple-brand 

system or the shares in a single-brand operation. 

This study has confirmed Warriner's (1984) 

assertion that these inducements have individual and 

cultural attributes. The inducements offered by 

participation in these cattle associations are: 

1. Revenue 

a. dividends - in the SBA 
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b. cattle sale revenues - in the MBA 

2. Capital Assets 

a. share ownership - SBA 

b. cattle ownership - MBA 

3. Meat availability 

a. ceremony herd - Mescalero 

b. beef permit - San Carlos 

4. Prestige 

5. Socialization 

6. Life-style expression 

7. Cultural expression 

a. kinship affiliation - MBA @ San Carlos 

b. Apache language - San Carlos 

c. hunting tradition 

d. independence 

In addition to the inducement component, culture 

plays another role. The membership must be comfortable 

within the organization from a cultural perspective. As 

Warriner puts it: 

the patterns of technical acts, the sets 
of identities, and the system used in 
organizations must be congruent with the 
patterns in the larger society, at least that 
portion of the larger society from which it 
draws its participants. An organization 
cannot use patterns of action that the 
participants as a whole find unacceptable, 
illegitimate, or causally unjustified 
(Warriner 1984, p. 96). 
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In order to establish a sustainable association, 

therefore, it is essential to understand what the 

important inducements are for the potential membership. 

This type of information can be derived and assessed in 

four ways: observation of the current structure, 

processes and acti vi ties; interviews of key informants; 

interviews of a random sample of the membership 

popUlation; and, historical/background study of similar 

activities in the same cultural/societal environment that 

operated in the past. 

As for the observational approach, Warriner 

asserts that: 

In the study of organizations we can see 
the technical, social, and cultural systems 
only through observing the activities carried 
out by the human participants. Our only 
evidence comes from what people do or the 
consequences of what they do .... In the 
analysis of the technical, social, and 
cuI tural system I have argued that wi thin 
organizations and identities, the patterns of 
relationships and technical activities, and 
the ideas used have their origin in the 
history of the group, not in the biographics 
of the individual participants (1984, pp. 94-
95) • 

A thorough background study combined with a trained 

observer/analyst can reveal many key components and 

processes which help understand the organization as a 

unit. 
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The use of key informant data is another critical 

component of the information base. As the Ascot studies 

brought out: "The collection of these data do not 

require a sampling of particular respondents, but 

inquiries of informants who may know" (Pugh and Hickson 

1976, p. 6). These data, especially if the data base is 

large enough, can then be analyzed by itemization and 

items treated as variables in multi-variable analysis. 

The occurrence and proportionality of characteristic 

features then becomes apparent (Pugh and Hickson 1976). 

These methods would be satisfactory if the 

organizations are already in operation or comparable 

programs are available for assessment and the analysis is 

not focused too closely on the individual participants. 

However, if there is no comparable organization which can 

be used as an example for comparison or the study needs to 

focus sharply on the participant satisfaction question and 

specific inducements it would be important to use a 

random sampling technique from among those as suggested by 

Barnes (1967) in his discussion, "organizational Change 

and Field Experiment Models." He basically recommends a 

two phased design and implementation process whereby an 

initial database is developed by an outside researcher 

using random sample interview technique of the participant 

group which he discusses at length. Several references 
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prefer the One Group Before-After Design which is referred 

to as a "Simple Successive Conditions" by its originator 

(Argyle, M. 1957. The Scientific Study of Social 

Behavior) • "In this design the "before" condition is 

either the first of two or more experimental conditions or 

a pre-experimental situation. The big advantage of this 

design is that it requires no matching control group" 

(Barnes 1967, p. 94). Then, the Operational Field 

Experimental model is a strong candidate for 

implementation because it tends to "treat organizations as 

'open systems' responding to environmental influences ... " 

(Barnes 1967, p. 105). This methodology conforms to the 

requirements of association establishment in the model as 

it also treats "the outside researcher as a source of 

potential influence. Rather than trying to eliminate his 

influence, they consider him a change advocate who works 

closely with members of the organizational system in 

implementing changes in crucial areas of the organization. 

In this sense, the experimental design becomes a 

collaborative endeavor during its implementation 

stages ... " (Barnes 1967, p. 105). 

There is no question that all four elements must 

be satisfactorily maintained if 

Apache Cattle association-type 

operation. considering the 

an organization of the 

is to be sustained in 

importance of cultural 
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concepts in the Apache operations in addition to those of 

a personal nature it is suggested that this conclusion can 

be extended to traditional, tribal extensive livestock 

production systems in common land settings, generally. 

192 



CHAPTER NINE 

CONCLUSIONS 

The research for this study has brought out 

several major points and has shed light on areas which 

were previously unclear with respect to the cattle 

association operations on the Mescalero and San Carlos 

reservations. Perhaps most significant among them was the 

relationship between their cultural backgrounds and 

traditions and the organizations and operations of their 

cattle associations. Particularly interesting is the 

linkage between the settlement patterns of the tribes and 

their views regarding territoriality. The correlation 

between the homogeneity of the Mescalero Tribe and its 

land base and its adoption of the single-association 

framework is unmistakable. Similarly, the relationship 

between the heterogeneous structure of the western Apache 

Tribe, its separation into small, distinct sub-tribal 

units with particular territorial affinities and their 

adoption of the multiple-association association 

organizational framework and ulti::nately the single-brand 

and multiple-brand operations respectively is equally 

clear. 
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Along the same lines, the relationship between the 

beef permit and ceremonial herd programs of the two tribes 

and the carryover of the tradition of meat availability 

through hunting makes these particular institutions end 

their importance more understandable. 

In answer to the question of the relationship of 

the type of organization, single-brand and multiple-brand, 

to the particular characteristics of these associations, 

the type of organizational structure affects these 

operations in two broad categories: the multiple-brand 

vs. the single-brand programs and their ability to focus 

on economic production issues, and the influence of strong 

vs. weak membership interference in the decision-making 

process. 

The maintenance of the multiple-brand operations 

essentially means that a great deal of time is spent 

tracking animal ownership whether it is at the branding 

and working stage or during the sale. Not only is this 

expensive but it keeps the operation from being able to 

focus its efforts on more effective herd and range 

management practices. The emphasis of the single-brand 

operation and its unified herd program at Mescalero on 

economic production issues bears this out very well. 

Reinforcing this feature at San Carlos is the 

influence of strong membership participation, perhaps a 
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corollary of the multiple-brand framewor.k. In other 

words, since all members are actual cattle owners they 

feel much more strongly about the decisions made that 

affect their particular animals than do the members of the 

MACGA who are simply shareholders and consequently do not 

have individual cattle but only see the receipts in terms 

of dividend checks. Membership participation at San 

Carlos is particularly influential in terms of the herd 

management practices of culling and replacement which 

Apache culture resists, in the maintenance of the beef 

permit system, and determining where the animals are 

situated on the range which, of course, directly affects 

the ability to implement grazing system practices. 

Verification of these influences is in the low 

productivity values, Le., a calving rate approximating 

60%, and poor range condition over much of the best range 

units. 

The analysis of the available demographic data 

showed that the labor pool from which cowboys would be 

drawn has increased over recent years. This verifies the 

feelings of those in the association organizations that 

the dearth of cowhands is not due to a labor shortage but 

probably to the attractiveness of other pursuits. 

It was also determined that there are two types of 

Common Property Resource (CPR) situational categories. 
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One which can be termed a "primary" CPR situation exists 

when the resource in question is also the product of the 

production system, such as fish, lobsters or water. The 

second, a "complex" CPR situation occurs when the resource 

in question is not the sought-after product but a resource 

to that product such as forage plants are to livestock. 

In these cases the management practices are applied to the 

primary product and not to the resource itself making 

control a much more difficult objective to obtain. 

In addition to the increment of information about 

the organization and operation of the Apache cattle 

associations, the main product of this research has been 

the development of a new model for assessing the 

sustainability of extensive livestock production systems 

in traditional, common-property environment. Through the 

use of these case studies it has been shown that an ELPS 

under these conditions must satisfy the requisite 

economic, resource management, personal and cultural 

considerations demanded by its particular situation. The 

same model can be used to examine the multiplicity of 

factors that influence the operation of an ELPS in each of 

the four phases. 

A model such as this can be particularly important 

in discussions with traditional peoples in order to 

provide a systematic framework for consideration of as 
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many factors as possible which impinge on their decision

making process. Of course, the one outcome that is 

desired from the global perspective is the sustainability 

of the rangeland ecosystem because it is a primary 

defense against the natural forces of desertification. 
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