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ABSTRACT
This dissertation describes interactions between tribal and federal program
bureaucrats of an education and labor training program for Indian youth, and tribal
members on a reservation in the western United States. The goal of the program was to
prepare Indian youth to enter the workforce through education, and training and then
maintain employment. This goal was undermined at the program site by non-Native
executive program personnel and tribal bureaucrats whose definition of "success" and
expectation of youth achievement were culturally different than that of tribal youth workers
and youth.
Systems in which Indian people participate are in many cases socially disruptive as
well as psychologically violent- they are often, quite literally, "out of control."
Yet Indigenous communities resist compliance within these systems. The focus of this
study is on the complex nature of this historical matrix of power, control, resistance, and
compliance. This dissertation uses a combined focus of social and psychological analysis
to document the social history of Indian education administered as a ritual of assimilation,
the bureaucratic processes that constrain Indian people from using education as a ritual of

empowerment, and critically examines the people's resistance within the bureaucracies.
The primary research questions are: (a) What are the bureaucratic processes that
hindered the youth workers in successfully in advocating for their youth? (b) How do the
youth workers resist these bureaucratic machinations? Through participant and nonparticipant observation and ethnographic interview I describe how the bureaucratic
processes which hinder collectively manifest from a deficit paradigm projected upon the
workers. The youth worker's most consistent form of resistance was to voice their
opinions about what was going on, and to explicitly name the actions of oppression.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Purpose of Investigation
This chapter discusses my intention regarding the dissertation, the background
information as to why I was interested in the these particular issues, and how 1 came to
study the problems documented and analyzed herein. The purpose of this study is to
investigate and describe resistance and compliance behaviors of minoritized Native
Americans towards Euro-American bureaucrats in a federal youth education and jobtraining program on a reservation in the Southwest area of the United States. My research
questions are:

(1) What are the elements of the bureaucratic processes that hinder the youth
workers in successfully advocating for their youth?
(2) How do the youth workers resist these bureaucratic machinations?

Given the long history of conflict between Native Americans and European
Americans, it is my belief that tracking myriad forms of resistance and compliance will
facilitate the development of negotiating strategies whose effect will be empowering, as
opposed to disabling. Such strategies are critical tools for Native American communities in
negotiating with the dominant bureaucracies whose policies crucially determine the fate of
these communities. Minoritized people, such as Native Americans, can shift their focus of
power from "being object" to "being subject" by bearing witness to in-the-moment
experiences such as the systemic dynamics of coercion, domination, and other forms of
oppression. Acting from the position of being "object" (acted upon) during negotiations

with hegemonic institutions and bureaucracies renders individuals and groups unable to act
positively and decisively on their own behalf. Acting from the position of subject, and.
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bearing witness, crystallizes hope and the possibility of change (Kluger, 2001). Bearing
witness shifts the locus of meaning from "being acted upon": with its attendant feelings of

reactive powerlessness and humiliation, to a proactive locus of meaning resulting in
feelings of agency and possibility.

I will argue that this shift of meaning necessitates a critical acquisition, by those
who would be acted upon, of the terms and rule structures of the dynamics of definition in
order to effectively negotiate with dominant bureaucracies and institutions.. Definition is a
cultural issue, and as such, it is played out in the phenomenon of multiple and simultaneous
cultural realities whose meaning is read from "inside the box." Denotation, as exact formal
meaning, may often yield to agreement. But connotation, as the surplus meaning
surrounding a term or behavioral situation, is fraught with the complexities of context and
nuance. Cultures naturally tend to privilege their own complexities of understanding.
Accordingly, issues of the success or failure of particular groups are always about whose
definition of success or failure is being privileged. To say that a definition is privileged, is
to say that the referent terms of the definition are accepted as true, a priori and without
examination.. When privilege is operant, the truth of the referent terms are considered as
obvious, as not needing examination. In fact, insistence on examination of privileged
definitions might well put one outside an assured sense of membership in the cultural group
whose definitions are being privileged. When cultures disagree about whose definitions
are to be privileged, power, in the form of ideological, economic, social, physical, and/or
technological force is usually deployed. The end result is often social and psychological
tyranny at best, and bloodshed and war at the worst case.
The most blatant forms of oppression practiced by Euro-Americans upon Native
Americans, Mexican Americans, and African Americans have been massacre, genocide,
slavery, and land theft. These have been the historical practices of choice of the last five
centuries. These "rubrics" of oppression, to borrow from White (1965) in Drinnon,
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(1997, p. xxii), are rules of behavior thatjustify, among other activities, executions. White
argues that "to know the subliminal mind of a society, one must study the sources of its
liturgies of inflicting death" (1997, p. xxii). The liturgies must justify the act of inflicting
death as a society cannot unleash unsanctioned murder and have its civil order survive. In
following a rubric of death, the societal group maintains a sense of continuity with the past.
The past is then complicit in the current enactment of the liturgies of death and shares in the
guilt (1990, xxii). Guilt distributed over the tradition of liturgical enactment becomes an
unfortunate necessity whose burden white society assumed.
The liturgies have embedded within them the justifications as to why a society's
victims must die. Drinnon (1997) has argued that Indians represented fallen nature to the
protestant asceticism that colonized the new world, a fallen nature that the protestant ethic
demanded be mastered (Weber, 1904-1905). Within Calvinistic theodicy the opposition
between the perfection of God and the imperfections of the world "enjoins the believer to
achieve his salvation through refashioning the world in accordance with Divine Purpose"
(Giddens, 1976, p. 7). As a part of the liturgies of death, the Calvinistic compulsion to
become one of an elect, chosen by God is critical. Salvation is not ensured within
Calvinism. One has to act successfully on the world and change it. Refashioning fallen
nature was compelling to those whose salvation was inherently conditional upon one's
activities in changing the imperfect world.. Unfortunately, as Drinnon observes, Indians
were bodies in that wilderness, "indwellers of the very animal world the newcomers so
arrogantly sought to rise above" (1997, p. xxii) Refashioning fallen nature meant
refashioning and/or eliminating Indians.
During an 1826 military/treaty expedition to the Ojibwe people at Lake Superior, the
governor of Michigan, Lewis Cass and a federal representative. Colonel McKenney arrived
at Sault St. Marie, on a Sunday, July 28, and were greeted by the local people with a dance
of ceremony. Colonel McKenny documents the "physical abandon" of the dancers;
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Young men, naked and painted, formed themselves on the ground into a circle of
twenty feet in diameter, and two, and sometimes three entered the ring, and keeping
time to the drums, exhibited the most violent contortions of the body. Nothing can
exceed the variety of figures into which these people can throw their bodies.
Such a sight presents a wide field for moral reflections; and furnishes a dark
foreground to the picture I have just sketched, of the repose of the Sabbath! No
one can witness such a scene, and look upon bodies of the finest mould, for they
are all such and one especially the most perfect I ever beheld, and would in Italy be
worth thousands for a model, without feeling anxious for the arrival of the time (but
how slow have been it's advances) when all these unmeaning and barbarous
customs shall give place to the refinements of civilized, and the sensual object
which led to this, be changed to the noble one of which their faculties are so
manifestly capable (McKenny, 1827, pp. 287-88).

Eliminating and refashioning these indwellers of fallen nature required the
mobilization of enormous ideological constructs and the weaving of them together in a
textual fabric that provided seamless justification for massacre, genocide, and,
reeducation A society cannot afford to carelessly massacre outside of its rubrics of death.
The rubrics of death must not overtly contradict the society's sense of itself in terms of its
manifest ideology.
Ideology is seen as a set of interconnecting and mutually reinforcing beliefs and
values that provide members of a given society with a sense of who they are as a
collective cultural enterprise and where they fit into the historical scheme of things.
(Higham, Kaestle, Tyack,aiid Han sot, in Adams, 1988. p. 4).
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To carry forth as an enterprise and to fit into a felicitous historical scheme of things,
societies proscribe many aspects of relationships between individuals (marriage, education,
child-rearing practices, business legalities, and most especially the use of force). Societies
are also mandated to follow these proscriptions.
All use of force places both society and individuals within what political scientist
William Ker Muir (1977) has called "the paradoxes of power" (p. 44). The use of
coercion "is a means of controlling the conduct of others through threats to harm" (p. 37).
However, the practice of coercion "whether in its lawful, or unlawful aspect, involves

complex application and has troublesome consequences" (p. 37). Muir, following a long
line of sociological and political analysis (see Blau, 1964; Dahrendorf, 1968; Lasswell and
Kaplan, 1950, Schelling, 1960; and Weber, 1946) models the use of coercion into a model
called the extortionate transaction. In the first case this transaction is antagonistic. Given
that it is based on threat, everyone involved is either a victim or a victimizer. The victim,
perceiving that the victimizer is trying to get something for nothing, is highly likely to not
only resist, but to engage in counter-threats (Muir, 1977, p. 38). Secondly, the
extortionate transaction is dependent on the victim being in possession of both a hostage
and a ransom. The hostage must be something the victim values dearly. The ransom is
something valued less dearly by the victim than the hostage. The oppressor values the
ransom very dearly and does not value the hostage except as the hostage will cause the
victim to yield the ransom.
Within the context of the colonization of the Americas, the Indians possessed
themselves and the land. The invading ideology wanted the land, and took the lives, and
later the psyches, of the Indians hostage. The ransom was the land. To exact this extortion
and not violate aspects of protestant ideology, such as protestant philanthropy and charity,
is the story of the struggle between resistance and compliance on the part of the Indians and
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ideological maneuvering on the part of the dominant white society. David Wallace Adams
(1988) quotes Jefferson's optimism that the Indians' need of less land as they became
farmers would lead to a "coincidence of interests" (p. 16), as the increasing numbers of
whites would need more land. The natural authority that underlay the saactity of private
property in the protestant ideology demanded that, as John Adams claimed, the Europeans
"entered into negotiations with them (Indians), purchased and paid for their rights and
claims, whatever they were, and procured deeds, grants, and quitclaims of all their lands."
(Drinnon. 1997, p. 76). John Adams concluded a letter to Judge William Tudor with the
assertion that "I see not how the Indians could have been treated with more equity or
humanity that they have been in general in North America" (p. 78).

As David Wallace Adams (1988) argues in his section Taking the Land (p. 16), the
white hunger for Indian land was rationalized into a conviction that Indians, as they
acquired civilization, would develop a hunger for the kinds of goods that civilized people
desired and produced. They would forgo their lands as they "see how useless their
extensive forests are" Jefferson proclaimed (p. 17). The forests would become useless to
these nomadic peoples because they would trade their lower form of social organization
(barbarism) for a higher form (agriculture). They would become wedded to small tracts of
land and learn to become more efficient, thus exemplifying the protestant ethos of a
disciplined work force, living frugally, and reinvesting capital. They would not need to
roam and dance and commune with animal spirits as these were the childish pursuits
spumed by the civilized. They would learn to deny the lower intelligence of the senses and
to channel their energy into acquisition of wealth for its own sake, rather than for the
satisfaction of needs. In Weber's (1958, p. 52-53) reading of Benjamin Franklin's
economic Calvinism, he finds that Franklin is the voice of the spirit of the western species
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of capitalism. Virtue is utilitarian for Franklin, Weber argues, because "it assures credit"
(p. 52). Likewise punctuality, industry, and frugality are virtues because they create
economic efficiency.
The founding fathers were themselves men who had been rationalized into thinking
of themselves and their fellows as economic instruments. They had become doctrinal

instruments of "making money out of men" as the German satirist Ferdinand Kumberger
put it in his Picture of American Culture fWeber, 1958 p. 51). This approach to the
economic, and to land as an instrument of the economic, is an ethos in which the increase
of capital is an end in itself. Land was not seen by this ethos as a "radiant beingness
whose companionship and affordance satisfied both spiritual and physical needs" (Neff,
2001, p. 24). From within the Protestant ethos the land was a utilitarian good, delivering

its good only when it had been made fmitful. Adams (1988) quotes Lyman Abbott:
It is sometimes said that the Indians occupied this country and that we took it away
from them; that the country belonged to them. This is not true. The Indians did not
occupy this land. A people do not occupy the coal mines, nor the gold mines, into
which they never struck a pick, nor the rivers which flow to the sea, and on which
the music of the mill was never heard. The Indians can scarcely be said to have
occupied this country more than the bison's' and the buffalo they hunted. Three
hundred thousand people have no right to hold a continent and keep at bay a race
able to people it and provide the happy homes of civilization. We do owe the
Indians sacred rights and obligations, but one of those duties is not the right to let
them hold forever the land they did not occupy and which they were not making

fruitful for themselves or others (p. 18).
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The land was not fruitful until men made it so. Aside from the anthropocentrism of
this ethos, it represented an inversion of enormous proportions. Far from increasing the
fruitfulness of nature, the Euro-American's tended to exterminate everything they found,
wrote the ethnobotanist Melvin Gilmore, in Drinnon (1997, p. xxiii). Gilmore pointed out
that the Europeans did not come to understand the native plants, their medicinal or food
uses. Instead they attempted to eliminate them and substitute plants and animals which
were familiar. Not only is the otherness of the natives a problem, but the otherness of the
land is also a necessary object of refashioning. Nature was sheared of her natural and
bountiful role in sustenance and put to use as a commodity. Nature was deconstructed into
merely "vacant land" on which Euro-Americans "created the world's most affluent society"
(Deloria, 1973, p. 274). The sumptuous nature of the "new found" land was transformed
from the troublesome (to the Protestant ethos) cycles of growth and decay to "a linear,
continuous, irreversible Time of perpetual progress, in which place is largely irrelevant"
(Drinnon, 1997, p. xxiii). Indians had to be refashioned into citizen-farmers capable of
transmitting this ethos of subordinated wilderness to their children, thereby solving the

problems of tribalism and the nomadic hunter society.
Among the most troublesome aspects of these tribal, nomadic hunter societies was
their conception of property as a gift that must always move. In fact, impeding the flow of
the movement of the property gift was felt to endanger the social fabric within these
societies. Lewis Hyde (1978), in his book The Gift: Imagination and the Erotic Life of
Property (1978), explains the etymology of the pejorative term "Indian giver". In white
culture it refers to someone who gives a gift and then capriciously demands it back. Hyde

asks us to imagine the following exchange. An Englishman visiting in an Indian village is
invited to smoke a tobacco pipe. Unbeknownst to the Englishman, the pipe is a peace
offering that has circulated among the local for some time. The tribe gives the pipe as a
"gift" to the Englishman as is considered polite and appropriate among tribal members.
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The Englishman is tickled pink. What a nice thing to send back to the British
Museum! He takes it home and sets it on the mantle piece. A time passes and the
leaders of a neighboring tribe come to visit the colonist's home. To his surprise he

finds his guests have some expectation in regard to his pipe, and his translator
finally explains to him that if he wishes to show goodwill he should offer them a
smoke and give them the pipe. In consternation the Englishman invents a phrase to
describe these people with such a limited sense of private
property (p. 4).
From the tribal sensibility, a "white man keeper" (capitalist?), would be a person
"whose instinct is to remove property from circulation, to put it in a warehouse or museum
(or, more to the point for capitalism, to lay it aside to be used for production)" (p. 4). The
"give away" sensibility understands the true nature of the gift to be its movement. A gift
must not become capital. It must be consumed. The consumed gift energizes a flowing
stream of life energy. Wealth, or the accumulation/hoarding of property, must be killed by
nourishing ceremonies. In the Northwest Pacific tribes these ceremonies were called

potlaches and they served to reconstitute rank in the group (p. 9). Hyde distinguishes
between the equilibrium/stasis of market exchange, and the momentum of the gift where the
weight shifts from body to body. The gift perishes in nourishing the community. In

commodification the emphasis is on treating consumer goods in ways that delay perishing.
Consumer goods "are consumed by their owners, not by their exchange" (p. 10) and leave
us wanting more, not satiated. Satiation has little market value.

We long to have the world flow through us like air or food. We are thirsty and
hungry for something that can only be carried inside bodies. But consumer goods
merely bait this lust, they do not satisfy it. The coHSumer of commodities is invited
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to a meal without passion, a consumption that leads to neither satiation nor fire. He

is a stranger seduced into feeding on the drippings of someone else's capita!
without benefit of its inner nourishment, and he is hungry at the end of the meal,
depressed and weary as we all feel when lust has dragged us from the house and
led us to nothing, (p. 10)

Among the Massim peoples of New Guinea there is a ceremonial exchange called
the Kula. The exchanged gifts are armshells and necklaces made of shells. They are not
useful, but serve an important cohesion function. The Massim barter extensively, but
distinguish gift giving as a special category. It is a pejorative within Massim society to say
that "he conducts his Kula as if it were barter" (p. 15). The decorum of gift giving is a
part of the etiquette of "social faith" (p. 16).
The social faith of gift circles resides both in the letting go and return of sustenance.
Nature is a part of this cycle of return. For indigenous peoples it has always been what is
most fruitful. "Nomads solve the transient problems of scarcity by moving from an area

overgrazed to another part of the forest, as a child is moved from the empty breast to the
full one. The cycles of hunger are met with cycles of coming to fruit. Gratitude is a natural
emotion felt living within these cycles" (Neff, 2001, p. 25).

Thomas Merton wrote of the

importance of the begging bowl practice in "openness to the gifts of all beings as an
expression of the interdependence of all beings. The monk is simply opening himself to
this interdependence" (in Hyde, 1978, p. 24).
The clash of the sensibility of gift circles and nature worship with the Protestant
ethic could scarcely have been greater. Indians are considered childish by the Protestant
ethic because they don't value wealth in the abstract. As a result they feel satisfied and the
Protestant ethic believes that maturity resides in knowing that scarcity is the most important
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economic principle. Benjamin Franklin's admonitions speak to those whose main concern
is with accumulation:

For six pounds a year you may have the use of one hundred pounds
provided you are a man of known pnidence and honesty.
He that spends a groat a day idly, spends idly above six pounds a year,
which is the price for the use of one hundred pounds.
He that wastes idly a groat's worth of his time per day, one day with
another, wastes the privilege of using one hundred pounds each day.
He that idly loses five shillings' worth of time, loses five shillings,
and might as prudently throw five shillings into the sea.
He that loses five shillings, not only loses that sum, but all the advantage
that might be made by turning it in dealing, which by the time that a
young man becomes old, will amount to a considerable sum of money (in Weber,

1958, p. 50).

Weber argues that this ethos is not greed, or mere commonplace business
astuteness, but an ethos. Commercial daring, which has existed throughout history, is
morally neutral. But the ethos exemplified by Franklin "takes on the character of an
ethically coloured maxim for the conduct of life" (Weber, 1958, p. 52).

In fact, the summum bonum of this ethic, the earning of more and more money,
combined with the strict avoidance of all spontaneous enjoyment of life, is above all
completely devoid of any eudaemonic, not to say hedonistic, admixture. It is
thought of so purely as an end in itself, that from the point of view of the happiness

20

of. or utility to, the single individual, it appears entirely transcendental and
absolutely irrational (Weber, 1958, p. 53).

Weber finds this philosophy of avarice peculiar, especially as the increase in capital
is the end in itself of the activity. The convert to this philosophy must forego the use of
capital for satisfaction of his own needs. Capital is raised to iconic status and becomes
evidence of the success in refashioning the world that is the sine qua non of the elect. To
think of capital as a resource for the needs or enjoyment of the flesh is to fatally fail to
understand the logical necessity of Calvin's thought that "everything of the flesh is
separated from God by an unbridgeable gulf and deserves of Him only etemal death" (p.
1(B). All sensuality and emotionality in culture and in religion '"promote sentimental
illusions and idolatrous superstitions" (p. 105) that are of no use towards salvation and
prevent the development of the character style required for ethical society. Further, in the
English version of puritanical literature, the individual is warned "against any trust in the
aid of the friendship of men" (p. 105). Exclusive trust in God is the only course. One
should have deep distrust of even the closest friends. The spiritual life is of necessity a life
of interior isolation with God. The Puritan God however, requires "that social life shall be
organized according His commandments" (p. 108) which necessitates that individuals
engage in activities that serve the community. These activities are a labor of a kind of
detached "brotherly love", a calling, that have an "objective and impersonal character, that
of service in the interest of the rational organization of our social environment" (p. 109). It
is the maintenance and increase in the rationalized social order that glorifies God by making
manifest His commandments. Thus Calvinism creates a strong social organization while
lending to "tear the individual away from the closed (sic) ties with which he is bound to this
world" (p. 108). Religious experience as such was less important to reformation religion
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than the "discipline needed to maintain itself politically and economically" (Deloria, p.
207).

This then was the sociological phenomenon that faced the Indians. To the land
described by Thomas Morton (in Drinnon, p. 14) of Maypole fame, as being of astonishing
fecundity with thousands of geese and wild turkeys sallying forth and venison beyond the
imagination of the English, came an army of Christ who despised the flesh and the
wilderness. This army of Christ operated with a mandate to refashion the physical realm
and would be lacking in their duties if they failed. The energetic mandated asceticism of the
reformation would find scarcity where there was abundance. That the Indians lived easily
and communally within a voluptuous nature stirred profound energies of reformation
among the puritanically inclined. As for the non-puritan Europeans, Deloria (1973) says
unmitigated greed was the motivation (p. 255). Between the two, greed and asceticism, the
Indian population has had to navigate a course of survival that I have called resistance and
compliance. This course has taken Indians and Whites alike through the paradoxes of
power. In the study to be reported here, I track the resistance and compliance of Indians
still jousting with White bureaucratic forms whose hegemonic character still displays the

imprints of the old enemy who sought to justify the theft of Indian land by the "fair
exchange" of bureaucratic civilization values. Values whose inherent worth are still
assumed by the devotees of the bureaucratic form to be self evident and beneficial.
How are we to find a discourse that constitutes the many facets of hegemonic
power and resistance and compliance that have been raised in the preceding paragraphs? I
have introduced paradoxes of power, rubrics and liturgies, and ideological constructs to
point to the workings of hegemonic power. At the point in history from which the current
study reports, the particular aspect of hegemonic power with which I deal is the minute
workings of bureaucracies in their role as transmitters of a dominant paradigm. The same
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dynamic pertains as it did 120 years ago, when White cultural chauvinism considered
Indians to be naive and childish, needing "influences wise enough and large enough to
teach them the nobility of manhood and the uses of freedom" (Painter, in Adams, p. 18).
This issue is enormously large and threatens to capsize conceptual categories. Given this
conceptual challenge, I have elected to use the concept of the bureaucratic cultural
assumptions to discuss these myriad conceptual assemblages. I am referring to the

socialization and internalization of the assumptions of the protestant ethic with its
concomitant baggage of having to rationalize a social order and a perception of oneself as
in-service to oneself and the community, while remaining detached from that community.
The protestant imperative of the pilgrims, colonists, pioneers and presidents—
whose legacies are presently being enacted in U.S. foreign policy—was to refashion the

Indians from their fallen nature into civilized god-fearing citizens. If they didn't refashion
the wilderness and the wild Indians found in it then their social order would not be

reflecting the divine plan and they would not be acting like the chosen people they assumed
themselves to be. Teddy Roosevelt gives eloquence to the cultural assumption: 'The tnith
is, the Indians never had any real title to the soil...The settler and the pioneer have at

bottom had justice on their side; this great continent could not have been kept as nothing but
a game preserve for squalid savages" (Cockburn, 2002, p. 4).
The divine imperative to rationalize the social order yields the perception of "squalid

savages" who are hopelessly incapable of handling their own affairs. These assumptions
drive the need to refashion the "savages" and give rise to colonizing bureaucracies with
their internal pecking orders. These assumptions are the basis of the bureaucratic behavior
documented in this study, and the inability of the bureaucrats to understand the Indian
culture of the youth and youth workers.
Bureaucracies attempt to transmit their ideological assumptions to minoritized
people via the maneuverings of those in authority within the bureaucracies. Since the
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cessation of treaty relations of the US government with Indian nations, and the creating of
the Indian Bureaus and Indian School system, Indians have faced a dilemma by virtue of
living in a colonial arrangement. In the case of the White bureaucratic and Indian cultures,
respectively, the cultural assumptions replicate most efficiently where colonizing people
adopt cognitive and behavioral patterns that demand subordination and that the Indians
accede (comply) in order to receive goods (held hostage by the bureaucracy). Compliance
is the ransom desired by bureaucracy. The forfeiture by the Indians has been a strategy to
primarily maximize minimal gain and to secondarily minimize loss. Lamentably,
compliance and subordination on the part of Indians tends to further the bureaucratic
cultural assumption. Though, it is not only the minoritized people who are manipulated by
bureaucratic systems. Everyone is challenged by the demands and aggrandizement's of
bureaucracy. However minoritzed peoples have fewer resources with which to buffer the
deleterious effects of the rationalized social order promoted by the bureaucratic cultural
assumption.
Thus, the functioning of these rhetorical and bureaucratized systems is where we
must turn our thoughtful attention. This dissertation aims to describe the dynamics in the
micro interpersonal interactions between tribal workers and non-tribal bureaucrats in a

federal education program in a small Native American community, and to relate the micro
experiences to the larger dynamics of Native America and other minoritized people in
relation to hegemonic bureaucracies. I recognize that bureaucratic and other dominant
structures are upheld, maintained and remain in place with all of their supporting rhetorics
by individual people in society who have been socialized within the bureaucratic cultural
assumptions whose rhetorics do not include alternative views or moral alternatives. Most of

the bureaucrats and some of the workere singled out and described in this study act in ways
which are morally bankrupt, but I do not intend for this study to be a shallow exercise in
blame. Nonetheless, the habit of placing Indians and other minoritized people within a
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rhetoric of condescension in order to justify their docilation must continue to be named,
reckoned with, and explored. Likewise, the complicity of the oppressed must also be
challenged and explored.
The notion of complicity is important to understanding hegemony and the
situations described in this study. While I do not directly review the work of Antonio
Gramsci (1891-1937), I here acknowledge the elaborate body of literature on bureaucracies
and organizational analysis, and more recently Frederique Apffel-Marglin (AppffelMarglin, 1998). Likewise, I here acknowledge issues of gender which I do not discuss or

analyze . It is clear throughout the narratives that there are gender politics in play. Male
authority vs. female subordination, as most of the workers and director of program were
women. It is my intention to limit the scope of this study and revisit the aforementioned
subject matter in consequent investigations.
My research describes details of interactions between Native youth workers and
tribal bureaucrats in a federal youth education and labor training program on a reservation
in the U.S. Southwest. It is a study of a social system in conflict, which makes visible for
analysis certain dynamics which may not be quite visible were it a stable system. The forms
of coercion are exercised more subtly in a stable system. Where there were ruptures in the
hegemonic order of the tribal bureaucracy caused by people from the youth program

asserting their convictions, the machinations of repairs and damage control were exercised
in response to the crisis by the status quo in gross, and at times illegal actions. This study
examines the nature of the conflicts which arose in the program.
I was initially hired by a consulting firm to work for the tribe under a subcontract
arrangement with the firm to set up and direct the program. My first role as researcher was
as participant observer wherein I was involved personally with the Native youth workers in
processes of resistance to dominant bureaucratic and culturally alien definitions of success
for the program in the Native community. Eventually I was dismissed as director. I
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continued communication with some of the youth workers to carry out the research for this
study. 1 was privileged with detailed information regarding the bureaucratic procedures by
which the new director and management attempted to bring the youth workers under
control after 1 was gone. At that time the youth workers had no executive advocacy in the

fight for control over definitions of appropriate action for youth advocacy and the meaning
of success in their community. In the next chapter I discuss bureaucracies as venues of
oppression and some features of present-day structures.

Rationale for the Study
In this section 1 discuss the importance of the study from a historical and
contemporary perspective. The history of contact between Indians and Europeans and
European Americans has been from the beginning a contact of conflict. Initially the conflict
was over Indian sovereignty — resources and land. Presently the conflict is still about the

same issues playing out now primarily through bureaucratic venues. This chapter
discusses bureaucracies as agents of oppression.
There is critical need to further track the system that William Tiemey (1992) calls
the "official encouragement and the institutional discouragement" in education for Native
Americans. Because we have been immersed in educational and other bureaucratic
institutions all of our lives, we are like the "fish in the water." not easily seeing or
understanding the minute and specific elements of the dissuasion experience, due to lack of
contrast. We, involuntarily minoritized people in the United States — Native Americans,
Mexican Americans, and African Americans (Ogbu, 1993)—are in the gestalt of receiving

official encouragement from federal, state and local educational bureaucracies to educate
our youth, as we simultaneously live the consequences of those same institutional
discouragement's (the real-life, real-time, and virtual obstacles that are in place within
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these same institutions, which perplex, dissuade and dishearten people to proceed). I refer
to the contradictions between encouragement and discouragement as complicities, which
run largely unchecked throughout many educational institutions and bureaucracies in the
United States. These contradictions are the experience of education for many Native
Americans and other minorities. We are "being in" the contradiction and know it, yet the

"being in" cannot alone facilitate the movement we need to gain perspective, and
understand enough to exact change for ourselves within or upon the system. We cannot
use the gestalt of "it" (the contradictions) to possess the critical eye to see what "it"
specifically is. What is called for is the deconstruction of the contradictions and the

tracking of the operational sequences of what Denny Taylor (1996) calls "toxic literacies";
the language and policies of the institutions that impact our lives, particularly schooling,
which push people out of education and other systems.

Education is historically the primary system that socializes, validates, and secures
the social and economic standing of the dominant ruling group via inclusion and exclusion.
Tribal governments and other tribal agencies patterned after the Bureau of Indian Affairs

(BIA) also function via complicities because of their internalization of the BIA cultural
assumptions, which historically is the official agency of American imperialism upon Native
people. Native American people are thus in the belly of the beast, living with the rhetoric of
encouragement and the consequences of denial. We need more markers to understand this

gestalt, to recognize it and see how it functions in the world in everyday social interactions,
and inside of us as internalized reactions, so that when we get next to it, or are in it, or are
in reaction to it, we understand it by its systematic workings, and can deconstruct and
reconstruct our experience of it in-progress, not simply recognize "it" by its effects upon
us, after-the-fact.
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1 propose that individual and collective resistance to the complicities within

educational and other bureaucratic systems are indicatoiis that can be utilized to more readily
recognize and track where we stand in a particular contradictory process of an institutional
or bureaucratic system. This study tracks the experiences of Native American adult youth
workers in a federal labor education and training program on a reservation. In doing this,
the study lays bare the sequences of institutional discouragement as well as resistance
behavior in the fight for cultural diversity in the face of a bureaucratic behemoth.

Overview of Chapters
Chapter two. Domestic Colonization, discusses specific dynamics, both historically
and in the present, which characterize conditions of internal colonization and practices of
colonization upon Native people in the United States. Education as a system of

socialization has historically been used to indoctrinate for subordination to colonialism
(Noriega, 1992). Reservations, with their spatial apartheid and modem template of alien
governance, uphold and further keep in place the colonial relationship between Indians and
the United States government. Chapter two addresses this by tracing the historical roots of
Indian Education employed for colonization and the relation between colonial governance
and literacies of colonization.
Chapter three. Methodology, explains the methodology of the study, how I came
to be involved in the program and my changing location of participant observer to observer
in the data collection. I also lay out the theoretical underpinnings of my methods of analysis
and interpretation.
Chapter four. The Youth Program, describes in detail the youth program, the
ideology of the federal grantor, the theoretical foundations of the program curriculum and
the local tribal youth workers who were hired to advocate for their community and tribal
youth ages 14-21. Chapter five. The Fight for the Conservation of Diversity, discusses the
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divisive dynamics in the management team and the reconfiguration of personnel within the
fractures. Also discussed is the fight to utilize education as a ritual of empowerment
instead of assimilation, and the resistance against employing and teaching dispositional
knowledge in the youth worker training. Chapter six. Manipulation of the Program by the
Board of Directors, explains how the bureaucrats on the board of directors feared their loss
of authority over the Indian workers and removed the director, whose advocacy of the
youth workers and use of education as a reflexive and critical process were viewed by the
middle tribal management as a problem.
Chapter seven. Resistance and Compliance gives the voices—the testimonials— of
the youth workers. They were seven women and three men, all tribally affiliated, between
the ages of 25 and 42. They give testimony—describe in detail—the various ways in
which the new management attempted to bring them under control and their resistance,
mounted to maintain autonomy. Chapter eight, the conclusion, discusses the deficit
paradigm assumption projected upon the Indian community and the expectations implicit in
the fundamental schema of the program, which ultimately led to deficit outcomes.
The author also examines her progression in her understanding and perspective of
hegemonic systems and the inherent limitations of procuring leverage over against the
system from within.
The title of the dissertation, Out of Control, refers to multiple meanings. In one
context it was used by a tribal lawyer in a board of directors meeting to upbraid the first
director for being "out of control" of the youth workers, because she did not prevent them

from voicing strong opinion which was contrary to his. In another context the youth
workers were accused of being "out of control" because they took matters into their own
hands, acting independently and arranging to continue work with a Native American Ph.D.
trainer, who had worked with them for two weeks at the start of the program. The trainer
agreed to work with them for three days free because the board of directors would not
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approve payment for anymore work even though she had a contract and the youth workers

filed a unanimous petition asking to have her back.
In the last context "out of control" refers to the fears of the non-Indian tribal middle
management who were not able to control the director and keep her from advocating for the
youth workers on their terms, and were also not able to control the youth workers and keep
them from voicing their opinions and desires and acting on their own behalf. This
dissertation explores the resistance to being controlled by the Native workers and
documents their fight for the conservation of their cultural diversity in the face of the alien
bureaucratic culture.
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CHAPTER 2: DOMESTIC COLONIZATION

Historical Roots of Indian Education in the United States
Since the time of the first English settlements in the early 17th century Native
American People have been involved in the Western European ritual of formal education.
Before that, in the Southwestern United States, what is now Mexico and in Central and
South America, the Spanish colonized and put their institutions of learning in place as well
and to similar ends. Colonial education for Indians has historically carried an implicit
understanding that the goal is more than literacy. Since the beginning of contact with the
Indians, the European's underlying motivation for making the Native population literate

was for purposes of assimilation—to refashion the Indians—which very importantly
included missionary work and the adoption of the Western European Christian value

system. In 1621, the East India School was established in the Jamestown settlement of
Virginia, "its charter called for the education of Indian boys in the first elements of
literature" (Boyer, 1997, p.7). A contemporary of the time was quoted:

It would be proper to draw the best disposed among the Indians to converse and
labor with our people for a convenient reward that they might not only learn a civil
way of life, but be brought to a knowledge of religion and become instruments in

the conversion of their countrymen. (Fletcher, 1888, p. 33)

Founded in 1636, Harvard College listed among its goals "the education of the
English and Indian Youth of this country in knowledge and Goodness" (Fletcher, 1888, p.

53) and created a college-within-a-college for 20 Indian pupils. The charter of the College
of William and Mary, also established in the 17th century, specified as one of its goals "to
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teach the Indian boys to read and write... and especially to teach them thoroughly the
catechism and the principles of the Christian religion" (Fletcher, 1888, p. 54).

It was hoped by the early colonists, that the Indian people who were invited to
participate in the Euro-American social world, would assimilate towards the European
value system and convert to Christianity. This also meant convert to an agriculture and
industrial economy as a result of industrial and academic training, and along with the
religious conveyance carry on the work of conversion to the rest of their people. The
colonist's Protestant ideology required that the Indians be Christianized.

Reformers invariably dismissed the Indian's native religion as a hodgepodge of
barbaric rites and ceremonies totally devoid of any moral content. Beyond this,
native beliefs were condemned for encouraging in Indians a naive and childish
tendency to seek spiritual meanings and truth in the natural world, for their failure
to acknowledge any association between religious activity and material
advancement, and finally, for their acceptance of polygamous marriage and
extended kinship relationships as legitimate and desirable social arrangements.
What reformers were objecting to was the fact that native American religions
reinforced and reflected the values and cultural patterns of Indian life, something
they were committed to erasing" (Adams, 1988, p. 6).

The intentions of the early college founders were never realized at the levels they
had expected. In 1622 the superintendent and some residents of the East India School were
killed in an Indian uprising. Moreover, few young Indians ever attended Harvard or
William and Mary, and of those who did it was reported at the time that some " died after
they had been sundry years at learning" while others were "disheartened and left learning"
and still others "returned to live among their countrymen" (Fletcher, 1888, p.54).
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Nevertheless, for more than 150 years the American colonists tried to incorporate
the Native people into the transplanted European education system but
met with little success. The missionary boarding schools of the 1600s and 1700s,
represented the "first assimilative attempts to remove Indians from their tribal and family
members, religion, language and homeland by placing them in distant schools to learn the
non-Indian ways" (Dehyle & Swisher, 1997, p.l 14).

Most Native people argued that the world of the colonists had little to offer Indian
society and that Western education was, in fact, a destructive force (Boyer, 1997).
Benjamin Franklin, in 1794, recorded one Indian leader's analysis of Western education's
poor performance among his people;

But you who are wise, must know that different Nations have different
conceptions of things; and you will therefore not take it amiss, if our ideas of this
kind of education happen not to be the same with yours. We have had some
experience of it; Several of our young people were formally brought up at the
college of the Northern Provinces; they were instructed in all your Sciences, but
when they came back to us they were bad runners, ignorant of every means of
living in the woods, unable to bear either cold or hunger, knew neither how to build
a cabin, take a deer or kill an enemy, spoke our language imperfectly, were
therefore neither fit for Hunters, Warriors, not Counselors, they were totally good
for nothing. We are however not the less oblig'd by your kind offer, tho' we
decline accepting it; and, to show our grateful sense of it, the gentlemen of Virginia
will send us a dozen of their sons we will take great care of their education, instruct
them in all we know and make Men of them (Franklin, 1794, pp. 28-29)
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Native people were dismayed by the Western effect of education upon their youth,
which rendered them cut-off from the proven ways to live with equanimity upon the Earth
in a sustainable economy. The Native person that Ben Franklin quoted was making a
counter offer to educate the colonist's children in the Indian way, as their economy
embedded in nature had proven successful over millennia before the colonists arrived, and

would sustain the newcomers as well, without deprivation to the land and its people.
By the time of the American Revolution, the legacy of early America's lack of
understanding and acceptance for Native culture brought about a political and philosophical
polarity between the Indigenous people and the European newcomers. The colonists held
the Native people responsible for not meeting the standards of Western-European
education and society; it was considered the Indian's failing, not the failing of their
imported social and educational institutions, or the native resistance to land theft and
genocide. Indians were being dismissed as "unwilling or unable to adapt to white society"
(Boyer, 1997, p. 8). The political rhetoric of the time supported the allegation. Andrew
Jackson (1835), in a message to Congress, said it this way: "All preceding experiments for
the improvement of the Indians have failed. It seems now to be an established fact that they
cannot live in contact with a civilized community and prosper." The perception of deficit
regarding Indians is inherent in the United States governance of Native people and the
dynamic that persists to this day.
This argument for the ineducability of Indians was, at the time, a thinly veiled
justification for Jackson's relocation program and the usurption of more Indian lands. But
the connection between the quest for Indian land by Whites and educating Indians was a
fundamental consideration in Indian reform and education, which would shape Indian
policy into the 20"* century (Adams, 1988).
The westward expansion and dispossession of Native Americans of their land,
along with the civilization-savagism paradigm, and the Protestant ideology of personal
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morality, individual salvation, personal industry and the sanctity of private property,
translated into "mutually reinforcing and hopelessly intertwined factors influencing the
educational campaign to assimilate the Indian" (Adams, 1988, p. 21). As a result,
educational policy by 1900 gave rise to 147 reservation day schools, 81 reservation
boarding schools and 25 off-reservation boarding schools (p. 3), which inculcated

"Christianity, capitalism, and republicanism" (p. 23), and provided industrial training in
order to "convert the Indian child to the ideal of the self-reliant man" (p. 5).
School attendance for Indian children was made mandatory by congress in 1891,
and the Indian Bureau was authorized in 1893 to '"'withhold rations, clothing, and other
annuities" from those parents who resisted sending their children to school" (Adams, 1988,
p. 3). The boarding schools were the biggest docilization programs of the 19"' and 20"'
centuries and interacted in profound ways with the federal policies of containment on
reservations, and justification of land dispossession (McCarty, 2002, p. 19). These past
policies have influence today upon the people's contemporary responses to reservationbased educational bureaucracies of power. Assimilationist education is known to disable

personal agency and destroy community. In the education and labor training program on
the reservation the fight was precisely over the curriculum and whose knowledge would be
legitimated. The director and tribal youth workers fought for education to be employed as a
ritual of power for the people and resisted the bureaucracy's historical precedent of
education as the lethal ritual of assimilation and dispossession.

Reservation Dynamics
Indians and Anglos are facing each other across a divide which has been mediated
institutionally by everything that has happened before, since White people arrived on the
continent in the 15th century and started massacring Indians, possessing land and imposing
their Puritan understanding upon the world. The Puritans of the Massachusetts Bay colony
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in 1636 exhibited the prototypical genocidal behavior which would eventually dispossess
most of Native America, in the campaign to kill every adult Pequot male on Block Island.

Led by Captain John Endicott, it was his sincere belief that "the indians were a plague that
must be smothered if we want our children to live in freedom" (Drinnon, 1997, p. 4). The
expedition's chaplain, Elder Palfrey, warned Endicott not to consider these Indians
harmless nor to underestimate the threat they posed. Endicott replied: 'There are three
thousand miles of wilderness behind these Indians, enough solid land to drown the sea
from here to England. We must free our land of strangers, even if each mile is a marsh of
blood" (Drinnon, 1997, p. 4).
And a marsh of blood it was and still is, and all the killing has been carried out in
service to the Puritan God. Most of the Indian people died. Starting with disease, which
decimated the Indigenous populations beginning in the 1500s, to the Indian Wars which
also began as early as 1540 under the hand of Vasquez de Coronado in what is now New
Mexico, until the 1890 official United States declaration that the period of conquest termed
the "Indian Wars'" was over, most of us the Indians were killed. The 1890 census figures
for Native Americans was 248, 253 (Adams, 1988, p. 3). 'The census conducted 1900
revealed 237,196 Indians in the U.S., barely 101,000 in Canada" (Stiffarm and Lane, p.
37, 1992). Kirkpatrick Sale (1990), in his text The Conquest of Paradise: Christopher
Columbus and the Columbian legacy, conservatively estimates the pre-contact Native
North American Indigenous population at 15,000,000'. Though it is impossible to
ascertain the exact extent of indigenous population reduction as a direct and indirect result
of conquest for the period between 1500 and 1900, using Sale's working population
number of 15,000,000, the combined total of 338,196 Indians alive in both the United
States and Canada at the 1900 census low point indicates that in the four hundred year span
there was an overall population reduction rate of 98 % (Stiffarm and Lane, p. 37, 1992).
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Colonial Governance on American Indian Reservations
Before the European invasion of Native America the Indigenous nations of the
continent were entirely "autonomous and self-regulating having perfected highly complex
and sophisticated governmental forms. Indigenous governance in the America's was far
more refined than that evidenced across the Atlantic, at least until some point well into the
19"* century" (Robbins, p. 87, 1992). The gap between traditional Indian self governance
to the present subterfuge of dictatorial non-Indian tribal managers has been mediated over
hundreds of years with laws, in due time applied by force.
The initial agreed upon definition between Indians and Europeans of "plenary

power" defined the sovereign-govemment to sovereign-goverament relationship between
the colonists and the Native nations. Upon the formation of the United States as a

sovereign government, law written into the Constitution (Article I, Section 10) prohibits
the federal government from entering into treaty relationships with entities other than fully
sovereign nations. Thus, between "1778 and 1871, the Senate duly ratified at least 371
treaties with various American Indian peoples" (Robbins, 1993, p. 113), indicating official
recognition for the fully sovereign national status of the Indian parties to the agreement.
These treaty ratification's are in disagreement with Cherokee court cases of the

1830s, which established the "sovereign but dependent" doctrine (read: not fully
sovereign). In 1829 and 1830 "the state of Georgia passed a series of statutes purporting to
give the state jurisdiction within the borders of the Cherokee Nation, thereby nullifying
Cherokee laws and political existence" (Deloria, 1992, p. 272). The Cherokees filed an
original action in the Supreme Court to prohibit the enforcement of Georgia laws within
their nation. The Court set precedence with the ruling describing the "status of Indians and
the United States as resembling that of a ward and guardian relationship" (Deloria, 1992, p.
272). With the Cherokee rulings by Judge John Marshall, the Supreme Court transferred
the concept of incomplete title to lands" to the political status of Indians as well. Which
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meant that the "perceived legal incapacity to transfer land title then gave the justification for
the federal government to assert that it held legal title, that the Indians possessed the
equitable title, and that a kind of trust existed in that relationship" (Deloria, 1992, pg. 272).
Eventually, Indigenous sovereign governments, via the unilateral assertion of
U.S. plenary power and attainment of greater military power, were completely
subordinated to that of the U.S. federal government, put on par with the same autonomy of

states of the union with " a doctrine forcefully articulated in the 1886 United Sates v.
Kagama case" (Robbins, 1993, p. 90).

In 1925, the U.S. Secretary of the Interior hand picked a "Committee of One
Hundred" to conduct a study to investigate the ongoing "Indian Problem" of non
assimilation. The committee recommended the "the dissolution of native nations and the

final absorption of their members into the U.S. polity" due to the "intolerable" financial
burden of their ongoing existence upon the United States (Robbins, 1992, p. 94), in effect
recommending the end of Indigenous nationhood and all semblance of Native selfgovemance. In 1928, Lewis Meriam, and his colleagues at the Institute for Government

Research, conducted a study which led to recommendations which contradicted the
findings of the previous study by the Committee of One Hundred. Meriam concluded to the

contrary:

the efficient utilization of mineral resources within reservation areas was being
precluded by the fragmentation of land title inherent to the allotment policy^

The Meriam report recommended quite strongly that residual Indian lands (and
thus "tribes") be maintained in block form, and they be "governed" by outright
corporate boards deriving their authority from and being answerable to, the
secretary of the interior" (Robbins, p. 95).
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One far reaching consequence of the Meriam report was the Indian Reorganization Act
(IRA) of 1934, which required that all Indian nations govern themselves by use of the
Merriam board/ BIA council model of tribal governance for the "beneficial management of
Indian land and resources" (Robbins, p. 95, 1992) and required that these be based, not in
Native traditions but in constitutions and charters drafted by the BIA:

All decisions of any consequence (in thirty three separate areas of consideration)
rendered by these 'tribal councils' were made 'subject to the approval of the
Secretary of Interior or his delegate' the commissioner of Indian Affairs. Worst of
all, in some ways, the IRA decreed an electoral form of 'democratic majority rule'
which was and still is structurally antithetical to the consensual form of decision
making and selection of leadership integral to most indigenous traditions.
(Robbins, p. 95, 1992).
The IRA was intended to eradicate the possibility of traditional governance by
consensus and instead put in place a divisive and competitive model of rule which by
design erodes community cohesion. As Hopi leader David Monongye describes the
process, "To vote for someone means you have to vote against somebody else" (Robbins,
p. 95, 1987). By 1940 the IRA system of colonial governance prevailed across the United
States, via coercion. Many tribes were deceived and people were tricked or threatened into
voting for ratification of the IRA model. The tribal council on the reservation where the
youth program was located adopted the IRA system in 1940, and adheres to designated
terms and member voting to fill its seats. However, there was a previous vote to 1940, in
which the majority of the tribal members voted against adoption.
The competition between candidates makes for strained relationships communitywide at election time as the candidates are often related in the small community and the
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voting alliances convolute kinship relationships. It could be that one of the reasons the
tribal council relied heavily on non-tribal middle-managers to run things was because they
were perceived to be impartial, not having family ties within the community. The allocation
of responsibility to outsiders minimizes the divisiveness among community members;
however tribal self-governance is also minimized as there is a language and cultural
discontinuity between the council policymakers and those who implement policy. The
dilemma is inherent in the prevailing condition of colonial governance on American Indian
reservations. Internal colonization, by definition, means that the right to self governance
has been expropriated by an alien power.

Contemporarv Social Psychological Dynamics on the Reservation
Given the political history of genocide, land theft and political subordination, any
program on a reservation is about working with people whose psychology is that of the
dispossessed. Reservations are the metaphors of dispossession, people in corrals, inside
physical boundaries defined by the "other" for what was left of Native America. Native
America is many dispossessed nations and the people know it in up-front ways.
Consequently, Indian people are most sensitive to issues of dispossession, and sensitive
also to the White denial of their history of dispossession. Every government bureaucracy
Native people deal with has dispossession and the particular historical bitterness of tribal

history running through. The social psychology and the inter-psychic reality of Indian
people is shaped by the dispossession.
The arrangement between the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), other U.S. agencies,
and Indian people on a reservation is the classic model of the colonial relationship whereby
"one 'people' specifically administer the affairs of another" and structurally "have a limited
contact with each other" (Thomas, 1967, p. 1.). In the context of institutionalized Native
realities, "contact" means, among other things, impersonal relationships with virtual
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governing entities and how to be responsive to federal demands of what to do to get

money and other necessities for living in a world defined by an alien and dominant culture.
Robert K. Thomas (1967). in his notable essay, "'Colonialism: Domestic and
Foreign," asserts that one of the three major effects of the classic colonial structure upon
people is to "bring about a very high degree of social isolation," which results in sealing off
communities from other communities. The other two major effects are: (1) the decay of the
subordinate people's own institutions; and (2) problematical interpersonal relationships
due to the lack of functional based leadership and prestige among the people (p. 2).
One consequence of isolation is the diminished opportunity for experience, and
experience is the means of access by which youth come to know, learn about, and
understand achievable options. Indian people on reservations experience has successively
been bureaucratically mediated, this has increased the oppressive condition of reservation
society for people, as their experience is progressively occupied in response to the
mediating bureaucratic structures.
The adult tribal members working in the youth program who had lived off the
reservation and returned, or who were from other reservations, consistently spoke of their
desire to share with youth the broader understanding of creative options available to them

as a result of experiencing more of the world. They brought the youth their experience
from living and traveling in other places, bigger cities, different states, and the
understanding of the dominant society afforded by experiencing less isolated communities
off the reservation. A youth education and labor training program staffed by local Native
people who had experience on and off the reservation could help shift the dynamic of youth
as subject and help them find "a way to blend the requirements of modem industrial
consumer life with traditional beliefs and practices" and maintain cultural and personal
capacity within the community (Deloria, 1988, p.xii).

41

Historically under colonization, reservation communities are largely not making
decisions about their own destiny. Relationships between people in the tribal community
are mediated by the alien impersonal administrative agency and become more tenuous as the
people are ensnared with one another in the reciprocal distortion of that mediation.
Moreover, the community as a whole gets caught in a reciprocal distortion of relationship
with the administrative agency which operates by the set of alien rules (Neff, 1999).
One consequence of the imposition of an impersonal bureaucracy upon Native

people is that "interpersonal relationships become more problematical and the stability of
each personality becomes more problematical and called into question. There is no way for
one person to make any judgement about another's worth in terms of what he can
contribute to the welfare of the group" (Thomas, 1967, p. 2). The youth program offered
the adult community an opportunity to contribute to the welfare of the group in a most
personal and highly valued way, the care of its young adults. The adult youth workers
sincerely took on the responsibility and challenge to become learners in order to be more

effective teachers, guides and mentors.

literacies of Colonization
Another feature of institutional and bureaucratic systems is that particular kinds of
knowledge are brokered in their processes of interaction. Apple and Jungck (1990)
describe three ways of thinking about knowledge: knowledge that, knowledge how, and
knowledge to. Knowledge that pertains to factual information, such as a deadline date or
the author of a book. Knowledge how is skill development, such as how to use the library
to locate references or use a computer to write papers. Knowledge to is what critical
theorists call dispositional knowledge, such as the values and ethics that guide life in a
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community or what it means to understand one's cultural heritage, or to work for social
justice (Apple and Jungck, 1990 p. 233).

The bureaucracies that Natives commonly interact with (the BIA, other federal
entities and schools) traffic almost exclusively in knowledge that and knowledge how.
Information on registration, matriculation, deadline dates, etc. is about knowledge that.
Finding the correct resources (word processor, tutor) to be able to fill out the necessary

forms, and to become a better paper shuffler is knowledge how. In other words how to
access that, which allegedly gets you what you need.
Knowledge how in the context of institutionalized Native realities means, among
other things, how to be responsive to federal demands of how to get money and other
necessities for living in a world defined by an alien and dominant culture. In the learning
of a particular bureaucratic knowledge how, the assumption of the dominant culture is
implied because one has to "'hold the infonnation pattern in one's memory" (Heylighen,

1998), and thereby become it, by assimilating and internalizing the behaviors that allegedly
grant what is to be bestowed, what is needed. The ordinary people learn how to do
bureaucratic "bean counting" and fill out forms accordingly, in order to access what they
need. A Native youth advocate who was unable to successfully intercede on behalf of her
client with the tribal education department, whose director denied college tuition funding,
explained it like this: "Not much really gets done around here, but everything is carefully
tracked."
Knowledge to, which questions the very processes one is engaging in, is largely
missing from the bureaucratic and institutional interactions. To engage in discussion and
reflection over the definition of values, and the structural and ideological relationships of

information to oneself, one's culture and the larger society, is to be critically engaged with
dispositional knowledge. The talk is meaning-full, about making meaning, investigations
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of meaning, and the evolution of the self in relationship to individuals, family, community
and society. Responses to the missing quality of meaning in communications can be
considered using a rubric of the continuum between resistance and compliance with
consensus located in the middle.

Figure 1. Continuum between Resistance and Compliance
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•
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Resistance naturally occurs against talk, interactions, and literacies which diminish
and objectify one. The continuous negotiation of interactions that lessen one's efficacy as
an agent of her/his own destiny and that deny that one is a subject is wearisome.
Compliance results from forceful coercion, a lack of information of alternative actions and
behaviors, and also because of weariness to resist.
Native education programs of any kind and at all levels, must be about teaching to
become critically engaged with dispositional knowledge. They must provide students the
tools to identify, understand and deconstruct their own resistance and compliance in a
situation, and the ability to identify, understand and deconstruct the contradictions of the
simultaneous rhetoric of encouragement and the realities of discouragement, which is
inherently the way bureaucracies deal with Indian people in this country. Low success and
high failure in Native America as defined by government bureaucracies and educational
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institutions is a reflection of the improbability of the attainment of ideological coherence in a

contradictory and incoherent system.
Incoherence stems from the lack of critique of the of the dominant society whose
rule over minoritized people is unequal, the privilege upheld by violence "which is defined
by those who do most of it, and they define themselves out of it" (Nader, 2001).
Hegemony, with it's inherent contradiction, is reproduced through educational institutions
which subordinate the cultures, values and social relations of the minoritized people to the
ideological imperatives of the dominant society ( McLaughlin, 1993, Grant and Sleeter,
1986, Willis, 1977) via the application of a "functionalist epistemology that reduces
teaching and learning to the transmission of so-called objective forms of knowledge
fundamentally removed from considerations of power" (McLaughlin, 1993, p. 98).
Integrity and coherence in education for all groups requires pedagogical curriculums which
acknowledge the inequities of disproportionate power differentials and address the root
source of the societal dynamics of domination and subordination and resistance and
compliance. The reproduction of inequities in educational programs and in society as a
whole must be made explicit and grappled with in educational settings. Educational
curriculum needs to be theorized and analyzed according to a critical set of questions:
Whose knowledge counts as educational curriculum?
How is this knowledge organized?
What are the underlying values, assumptions, and beliefs that structure educational
curriculum?
What kind of cultural system does this knowledge work from and legitimate?
Whose interests are served by the organization and legitimation of educational
curriculum? (McLaughlin, 1993, p. 98, Giroux, 1981, 1988, Apple, 1982, 1987,
1990).
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"Success" and "failure" define each other more than they define the students that are
statistically and administratively categorized as such. Educational failure doesn't provide
descriptions of reality, it creates reality. Minoritized education strengthens the category of
failure (Smith, Gilniore, Goldman and McDermott, 1993). According to Tiemey (1992),

55 % of Indian students who enter the ninth grade will graduate from high school.
Of those who do graduate, 17 % will enter college and 6 % of those who begin college will
graduate with a four year degree. Only four % of Native American four-year college
graduates enter graduate school, and only half (two %) of them complete a graduate degree
( p. 9). Native people who continue education past a high school diploma or GED
certificate most often enroll in vocational programs and two-year colleges. Of those who
enter four-year colleges, the majority leave during the first two years. The contradictor)'

institutional double-talk is more pervasive as it pertains to people operating at the lower
levels of the system. 'Those years are the moments when students have the least
opportunity to inquire about dispositional knowledge. Large and impersonal [general
education] classes are the norm and the hierarchical nature between student and teacher is
most severe" (Tiemey, p. 142, 1995).
These dismal figures reflect the fact that educational institutions mirror the
sociopolitical contexts in which they operate. What is called for is a reformulation of
educational environments that foster opportunities for altemative conceptions of
knowledge, power, and pedagogy, whereby Indian students are set up to "undergo rituals
of empowerment instead of rights of integration" in which they rarely succeed (Tiemey,
1992, p. 135). Tiemey (1992) defines a ritual of empowerment as one in which "the
educational process enables students to unearth their subjugated histories and voices, not so
that they can assimilate into the system, but so that they will be able to challenge and
change it" (p. 149). Bilingual and bicultural education is appropriate for Native populations
in order "to capitalize on the linguistic competence and cultural-experiential resources
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students bring to the school" (McCarty, 1993, p.184), and is desirable not as a remedy for

the dominant societies' perception of deficit inherent in the Indian culture, or to treat
limited English competency, but as the most appropriate approach for a bilingual/bicultural
population. The Indian people value their language and culture as their hope for the future .
"In classrooms, curriculum and pedagogy are the mirrors in which children see themselves

reflected and through which they constnict images of themselves as thinkers. learners and
users of language." (McCarty, 1993 p. 191)
The histoiy of Native American involvement in educational systems and programs,
with the exception of the recent Tribal Colleges movement, has for 400 hundred years been
for purposes of assimilation to compel Indian people into the Euro-American agenda and it
has overwhelmingly been "one of hopes and dreams denied by institutions that have either
ignored Indian students or sought to remake them into different people" (Tierney, 1992,
p. 137). Historically, schooling that provides "literacy for Indians has required that they
become white" (Dehlye and Swisher, 1997, p. 115). The basic ritual of empowerment
which education programs must afford Native America is to teach the use of dispositional
knowledge, which "requires a fundamental shift away from normative school practices that
tend to position students as objects, toward student—and community — focused
instructional techniques that orient students as subjects— as authors of their own existence
and producers of knowledge and valued curriculum" (McLaughlin, 1993, p. 97).
The social construction of education in service to the assimilationist agenda produces failure
for minoritized populations 'The key to understanding school performance is not in the
study of mental aptitude or attitude toward schooling; it is in understanding the dynamics of
material local settings. Success and failure is in the social organization of the experience
itself (Moll, and Diaz, 1987, p. 311). Assimilationist Indian education in America is a
bankrupt system which desperately needs reorganization as its present day practice is still
very much based on the practices of centuries before, placing the onus of "failure" upon the
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Indian people, who continually are thought to need re-fashioning. In the next chapter I
describe the circumstances of how I became involved with the youth education program on
the reservation and the community and the methodology I employed to carry out the study.
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CHAPTERS: METHODOLOGY

This chapter details the circumstances of the Native community and how 1 became
involved in the youth program, and my shifting role from participant to participantobserver, to observer. Throughout the evolution of involvement my intention and position
as advocate of the youth workers. Native youth and the reservation community has
remained consistent. My relationship with the community went from being in the fight for

Indian youth advocacy with them, to observing the Indian youth workers resisting the
bureaucratic machinations in their fight, and listening to them tell me about some
experiences.
The tribal land covers an area of approximates 600,000 acres in the southwestern
United States. The topography of the Reservation covers a range of altitude from 6,000 feet
to 10,000 feet. The primary community on the Reservation has a population of
approximately 2000 Tribal members. There is one smaller community with a population of
350 Tribal members. The Reservation is located in a rural area with few public services
available. The nearest educational facility is a municipal K-12 district, 15 miles from the
primary Reservation town, children ride the bus to and from school. The drop out rate in
the district for tribal members is 69%, with daily attendance averaging 68%. The per capita
personal income for Tribal members is approximately $10,000 dollars, 68% of the families
on the Reservation live below the national poverty level.
The Tribal Council consists of seven members: Chairman; Vice Chairman, and; five
councilnien. The positions are elected by popular vote with a three year tenure for all
positions. The tribal council oversees all reservation agencies, with an executive director
the immediate supervisor of all tribal agency directors. The BIA Superintendent's office is
located on the main square of town with a BIA Court of Federal Regulations (CFR) in the
same building. A newly built minimum security detention center is located behind the BIA
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building and is used for Indian detainees from any reservation. The reservation is under
the jurisdiction of the BIA police for public safety services.

Researcher's Role within the Studv
My interest and involvement in the youth program began serendipitously.

I live in the rural county where the reservation is located, on whose behalf the program
grant proposal was still in the process of being prepared. I was told about the Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) of a distant consulting firm, who was preparing a grant proposal,
for the program by an acquaintance who is an administrator in the largest school district in
the county which serves the reservation residents as well as other Indian students from a
neighboring state. I was working part-time for the school district teaching two days a week
in the elementary gifted education program and was deliberately making a point to serve a
proportionate number of Indian students in the schools where I worked. Historically,
Indians (and other minoritized populations) are significantly underrepresented in gifted
education programs at all grade levels and over represented in special education programs

(Valdes and Hgueroa, 1994). The district follows the trend: In 2000 tribal students made
up approximately seven % of the enrolled district student population, with 25 % of the
tribal students placed in special education programs (Schumpelt, 2000).
The total district student enrollment in 2000 was approximately 3,800, with a total
tribal student enrollment of 282 persons. Overall, the district's composite Native American
student enrollment in 2000 was 769, comprising approximately 20 % of the district student
population. The Hispanic student enrollment in 2000 was 373, comprising approximately
ten % of the district student population. Anglo students comprised approximately 70 % of
the district student population. The district has one high school, a continuation high school
for non-traditional students, one middle school, six elementary schools (two of the six
being one-room schoolhouses), and one school of kindergarten students. There is no
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Native American or Hispanic representation in any of the ten school's administration or at
the district level.

The tribal youth have historically fared badly at the district high school. Students
say they feci discriminated against and "put down." Parents of students say they felt the
same way when they were in school and that "nothing has changed." The high school
principal, in a public meeting in the fall of 2001, blamed Native American students for
driving down the standardized test score averages of his school. Neither the district
superintendent nor any members of the school board admonished the administrator for this

allegation (Emmet, 2000 ). Native American students threatened to boycott the school
unless punitive action was taken against the principal by the school board, but no action
was taken (Navajo Times, 2000).
A tribal woman in her mid-thirties, with a master's degree in counseling, told me
that when she was attending the high school the principal verbally taunted her, saying that
she "would never amount to anything." She moved away to go to college and then mostly
lived away, raising her children in a different community. She said she would not consider
moving back to the reservation while her children were of school age because of the
predominant and historical lack of success manufactured for tribal youth in that system. In
the district Indian Policies and Procedures report for 1999-2000 (Schumpelt, 2000) no

tribal youth were reported to have graduated in 1998; five were reported to have graduated
in 1999, and seven in 2000. I was aware of these dismal figures and the lack of Native

representation in administration and among teachers district-wide when I heard about the
youth program grant
1 spoke to the CEO preparing the grant application and was told that the program
emphasis was education and that it would serve reservation youth ages 14-21. He asked me
to send him a resume and after he received, it he phoned me to set up a meeting for the next
time he would be in the area. I met with the CEO and his assistant grant writer who was
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named deputy director in the grant application and whom later teamed was his niece, the
daughter of his sister. He spoke to me in detail about the grant, asked me some questions
about my teaching and administrative experience and said he was looking for a director
with appropriate experience and preferably with a Native American background.
He asked me if I would accept the position in name, to be written into the grant before
submission to the government agency grantor—the Department of Labor (DOL)— and if I
would work with his grant writer on the sections regarding the educational component of
the program. I was agreeable to both.
The grant application was submitted in October of 1999. The DOL review team
made a site visit to the reservation the last week of November 1999, and the grant was
awarded in February of 2000. The amount of the grant was $2,000,000 per year for up to
five years to implement a labor education and training program for reservation youth ages

14-21. The grant proposal for the youth program projected that the program would be up
and running by the time the academic year began in August of 2000.1 discuss the program
in greater detail in chapter four.
The tribe did not begin implementing the grant until June of 2000, after months of
difficult negotiation over the sub-contract of the management team, (of which I was named
director) with the consulting firm that prepared the application. The firm was an
independent corporation whose CEO had another tribal affiliation. By April of 2000,
during these negotiations. I felt that 1 needed to retract my involvement in the project due to
serious personal ideological conflicts with the CEO of the consulting firm, and my
perceived difficulty of setting up a very complicated program under compromising
conditions.

Specifically, the CEO named four of his personal family members for the four
management positions supervised by the director. It was then I found out that the deputy
director was his niece and that her husband was also to be a manager. The other two
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family relations were his older brother and his brother's wife. The CEO also chose the
internal evaluator for the program, which was a non-management position. The tribal
council was divided about allowing the nepotism and offended by allegations made by the

CEO that the tribe could not manage the project without his help. During one heated council
meeting the tribal chairman, in his native language, called the CEO "an Indian
carpetbagger." The tribal council did not come to determination on the sub-contract for
four months.
The prolonged fight was precisely over the Indian "carpetbagger" consultant, whom
people on the reservation call an "apple" , Red on the outside and White on the inside. The
CEO was proposing to bring in his clan to run things over the heads of the local Indian
tribal clans. The CEO was a successful Indian Ph.D. power broker with U.S. government
agencies and boasted a 60%+ grant proposal acceptance rate for programs with Indian
tribes. He was paid by demonstrating that he could "manage the Indians' behavior so that
it will fit into the institutionally mediated model" (Neff, 2000) that the particular
government agency required.
The CEO's business was to conscript other Indians into government- funded
programs, and by receiving portions of the grant funding he and his firm were financially
successful. During the negotiation over the subcontract the CEO expressed irritation that the
tribe "couldn't get it together and ratify his subcontract in a timely manner." In a
conversation with me, he said that they were "stupid" and didn't know what was "good"
for them. "Where will they ever get another management team like the one I have put
together?" He also told me that his secretary had made a poster that read: "No More
" (name of the Tribe), reminiscent of the red circle with the slash running diagonally
through it, and hung it in the firm's corporate office. I was surprised that he spoke
disparagingly to me about the tribe. Did he assume that I shared his negative view?
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I eventually accepted the post of director even though I did not trust the CEO, and I
felt that the nepotism of the executive management team was highly problematic. The
executive director of the tribe encouraged me to take the position with the firm for the sake
of the program, "to get it off the ground and get it going." 1 felt that he was asking me to
bring integrity to a treacherous situation, as the tribal council did finally vote, but with

some council member misgivings, to hire the consulting firm to run the program. The
executive director said that they feared they would lose the grant if they didn't move on it
immediately and were behind schedule because of the lengthy squabble. 1 accepted the post
after making my position of advocate to the tribe clear to the CEO. A councilman told me
months later the CEO had pressured the council by telling them that they would lose the
grant if they didn't meet their first deadline with a management team in place.
My participatory observation of the program lasted six months, during which I took
careful field-notes of the experience and became well acquainted with the tribal youth
workers. I now write as an observer, no longer employed by the program and
disassociated from all official capacity with the tribe, but still in contact with some of the
youth workers who expressed a strong desire to continue our relationship and provide data
after I told them I wanted to theorize, for my doctoral dissertation, the dynamics of the
bureaucratic protocols which were manifested in this program.
I began directing the youth program the first week of June, 2000.1 agreed to direct
full-time for the summer, stating again to the executive director for the record that my
personal interest was in the Native community and in the power of appropriate education
which I felt I could set up, broker and model in conjunction with community members. I
asked to be permitted to keep my half-time teaching contract with the local school district
that served the tribal community, with the hope and expectation to resign from the school
district and commit solely to the youth program after a few months. The tribal executive
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director who understood my misgivings about working for the CEO agreed to my
conditions, which I then negotiated with the firm who would be my official employer.
1 felt it was critical for me to maintain my other employment, teaching in the gifted
education for the local school district, as I entered into the relationship with the firm, so as
to not be forced into complicities by means of economic threat. Otherwise, I knew I would
be vulnerable to be leveraged by the CEO, in the interest of his family group and to the
detriment of the program. The executive director of the tribe advised me to keep the other

job and "wait to see how it goes before you give the other thing up." He told me that the
tribe had the option to terminate the contract with the firm after six months and at that time
could hire me directly.

Data Collection. Analysis, and Interpretation
"In accordance with phenomenological principles, scientific investigation is valid
when the knowledge sought is arrived at through descriptions that make possible an
understanding of the meanings and essences of experience" (Moustakas, 1994, p. 84).
Phenomenological research methods and case study are appropriate for this project as it is
through the careful tracking of interactions among people, and the mindful understanding
of those interactions, that one can see where the connections and disconnection's in
communication and relationships occur, and how they are made and unmade (Seidman,
1998; Stake, 1995; Moustakas, 1994; Tesch; 1990, Fettennan; 1989).
The overall approach for this research project was qualitative in nature, with
ethnographic case study and in-depth interviews as prominent features. My very first
involvement was to advise the Heritage Institute regarding Native education as they
completed writing the grant for the DOL in September of 1999. I was asked by the
Heritage Institute to be the director of the program, were the tribe to receive the grant, and
to prepare to attend the DOL site review visit which was projected for November of 1999.
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The CEO assumed that he would be hired to implement and manage the program, and was
very confident that the tribe would receive the grant.
After agreeing to direct 1 started compiling notes, program documents , and
accounts of meetings and conversations. Over the seven months beginning in June of 2000
that I worked as the director I consistently and carefully gathered data utilizing
ethnographic methodologies from a participant-observer perspective, taking copious notes
and writing thick description of events as they unfolded or immediately thereafter at the first
opportunity.
After my term as program director I gathered narrative data through in-person and
taped telephone interviews with eight primary sources (whose job description and role will
be clarified in a later section). I used a modified version of I.E. Seidman's (1998) threepart interview technique and conducted fifteen hours of in-depth ethnographic interviews
on tape, utilizing open-ended questions.

September-November 1999

May -December 2000

Jan- Aug 2001

Initial involvement
w/ Heritage Institute
IX)L site visit

Working as director 40+ hrs/week
Participant/observer data collection

Taped Interviews

Figure 2. Data collection time line.

The main interview participants were chosen because of their willingness to
disclose information and their ability to provide full descriptions of their lived experiences,
a skill which 1 had previously ascertained they held over the months that I worked with
them as director. The interview questions were as follows:
1. Tell me about the success you are having advocating for youth in your program.

56

2. What elements of the program and/or the tribe and/or the schools are helping
you succeed in advocacy?
3. Tell me about how your personal experience and capability are part of your success in
advocating for youth.
4. Tell me about the difficulties or road blocks you are having advocating for youth.
5. What elements of the program and/or the tribe and/or the schools are hindering
you to succeed in advocacy?
6. Tell me about your need and/or desire for more information and training in youth
advocacy.
I transcribed the interviews of nine youth workers and read them over many times
to understand the major themes discussed. I identified eleven major themes which crossreferenced among the youth workers, accounts and my experience as well. I color-coded
the eleven themes and then extrapolated the entries by subject, from each of the ten youth
worker interviews, and typed them into a separate document for each subject.

I worked with twenty primary documents for the thematic analysis: nine separate
compilations of individual interviews and 11 separate compilations of subject entries.
I utilized Stake's (1995) methods of direct interpretation whereby I identified the consistent
and convergent stories told in the interviews and then "pulled them apart and put them back
together more meaningfully" (p. 75 italics mine) to give a continuous account of the
experiences, ideas and opinions of the youth workers across individual occurrence.
After working with the interview data over time, my thinking about the narratives
expanded into a deeper meaning. I came to understand the accounts given by the youth
workers to be "testimonials." Allen Carey-Webb (1996) offers a useful definition which 1
embraced for this study:

"Testimony is an encompassing term that reaches back to the communal, even
tribal, honor for the spoken word. Giving testimony is central activity in various
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legal, historical, literary, psychoanalytic, ethnographic, and religious practices.
Marking any expression as 'testimony' stresses its truth content, the accuracy of its
rendition of something experienced or witnessed (p. 6).

The truth content of the narratives in Chapter 7 of this dissertation, tells the lived
experiences of the youth workers under colonization more powerfully than I could ever
interpret or explain. Here again I reiterate, I am most grateful to my fomer colleagues, the
youth workers, for their testimonials and analysis of the power dynamics in the youth
education and labor training program after I left.

In addition to the testimony, I have incorporated the program documents and
information gathered through unofficial interviews and unstructured conversations with
community members and community people in the tribal and educational bureaucracy. The
unstructured conversations and unofficial interviews took place during my tenure as
director. I encountered many parents and tribal community residents as well as bureaucrats
from numerous agencies in my work. I was approached by many community members
who wanted to know what the program was about I would explain the program and they
would invariably make comments, the majority positive and hopeful, regarding what their
community needed and what they wanted for their youth, and about other programs as
well, comparing and contrasting services available in the community and in the county and
adding the new youth program into the mix.

My position as director/bureaucrat made me a colleague to other director/bureaucrats
of programs on and off the reservation with which the youth program interfaced. I had
many conversations with bureaucrat colleagues regarding the program and they also made
comments and shared their opinions, of a much more mixed positive and negative nature,
regarding the tribal bureaucracy, the tribal community, the tribal youth and their perceptions
of what was needed. A sampling of the bureaucrats 1 encountered on the reservation are as
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follows: The tribal council, comprised of six members and a chairman and the directors
and other managers of the following tribal agencies:

1. Alcohol awareness; community health, including a mental health professional.
2. The BIA, including the court and probation officer.
3. Tribal newspaper and coordinator for the closed circuit community cable channel.
4. Education department, including adult education, computer lab, library archive, student
services and culture and language department.
5. Employee assistance program including vocational rehabilitation.
6. Financial services department, including grants administration, controller, payroll, data

processing; purchasing and accounts payable department.
7. Food distribution.
8. Head Start and childcare.
9. Housing authority.

10. Recreation program.
11. Planning department.

12. BIA police.
13. Public safety.

14 Public works.
15. Recreation department.
16. Social services department.
17. Youth shelter.
A sampling of the county and off-reservation agencies I interfaced with are as
follows:
1. School district, including superintendent, assistant superintendent and the
administrators of the high school, continuation high school and middle school.
2. County school-to-career partnership.
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3. State university cooperative extension.
4. Local commuiiity college and vocational technical school.
5. State four year college.
6. County and state social services.
7. County and state criminal justice and court system, including probation officers;
8. The U.S. Department of Labor, project directors and overseers at regional and national
levels.
I left the program after six months as director therefore data is collected in two
distinct time-frames, first as the director and participant observer and then after I left as an
outside observer/researcher. In the second part of the narrative beginning with chapter six,
New Director, I shifted roles to non-participant observer/researcher. I discuss the
participant observer data in the preceding and following chapters up to chapter six in the
present tense "I" and then remove myself from the narrative speaking from third person for
the non-participatory narrative.
After I left the director position I maintained contact with certain youth workers
who agreed to become informants for my doctoral dissertation study. One youth worker
put it like this: " We want to help you with your work, you helped us with ours" for which
1 am very grateful. I told them 1 felt somewhat compromised to switch into the role of
researcher and employ official university (bureaucratic) protocol which entailed written
disclosure and the signing of consent forms, when heretofore we had been allies resisting
the suppression of bureaucratic machinations. Suddenly I was out of the immediacy of the
struggle and there was no one left in the administration advocating for the youth workers,

as we shall see in chapter six.
A few weeks after I left the program, I met four youth workers a local restaurant for
lunch and I began the formal data collection. A youth worker who was not part of the lunch

"told on the youth workers" about our meeting to the director. We were scheduled to meet

«)

again for lunch the next week and the director, having found out about our next scheduled

lunch meeting, called a program staff meeting for the day and time of that meeting, not
permitting the four youth workers to leave and meet me. In the staff meeting all the youth

workers were told by the director that if they were caught giving me "inside program
information" they would be 'Tired."
Because of the development of these fearful circumstances, I conducted most of the

interviews over the phone. There was also a previous intimation of threat of a lawsuit to
me by the (new) director, who observed while we worked together that 1 carefully
documented board meeting proceedings. She warned me that the tribe had sued a
researcher in an attempt to stop publication of a paper regarding tribal youth school attrition
rates. Given the threats of job loss to the workers and the litigious innuendo, I have been
very careful to avoid identifying the tribe and the youth workers in the writing of this
dissertation. I have coded the youth workers names with numbers and I give personal
background information on them in context of the narrative only if necessary to make
sense. All of the youth workers quoted are Native American, all are enrolled members of
the tribe or married to an enrolled member, all have children who are tribal members, and
all are residents of the reservation community. The age range of the youth workers is 20s to

40s. The number interviewed in-depth is 9, with six being female and three male. The
following chapter discusses the youth program conceptually from the perspective of the
DOL funding agency, the tribal council and the director who was hired to accomplish its
objectives.
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CHAPTER 4: THE YOUTH PROGRAM

This chapter explains the federal grantor program ideology and the vision of the
director to set up a program which employed education as a ritual of empowerment for
tribal youth and youth workers in order to carry out the program mandates.

Department of Labor Program Ideology
Native American youth are among the highest population unemployed in the U.S.
(U.S. Census 1995). Rural reservation locations limit employment opportunity as well as

access to higher education and training programs. In early 2000 the U.S. Department of
Labor (DOL) awarded grants to six tribes to implement labor education and training
programs for youth ages 14-21 on their reservations. One objective of the grants was to
make training and education, as well as job placement, accessible on the rural reservations.
The tribal grants were sizeable, ranging from two to eight million dollars per year with the
possibility of renewal for a maximum of five years. Thirty-six grants in total were
awarded, the remaining 30 given primarily to urban areas across the nation.
In an article entitled, 'The New Work Order: Critical Language Awareness and Fast
Capitalism texts," Colin Lankshear and James Gee (1995) examine key metaphors in
recent business texts on education for work. These texts describe what Gee and Lankshear

(1995) call the "imagined workplace." The workplace is imagined in the sense that the
education and work scenarios they describe don't actually exist in the present, but are
ideally constructed and projected into an imagined future, much like Benedict Anderson's
(1983) imagined communities. Gee and Lankshear (1995) describe educational reform
efforts in the U.S. and Australia, where "smart workers" (technically trained) in postindustrial countries need schools to prepare the citizenry to participate effectively as
"knowledge workers" (workers who have advanced technical training) in the "enchanted
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workplace." The enchanted workplace, according to fast capitalist literature, stresses
"collaboration, higher order thinking for problem solving, learning in context, alternative
forms of assessment and the heavy integration of work place technology and practice into

everyday learning environments" (Whitman, 2000, p. 29). The DOL, with these
projections in mind, funded the 36 youth education and labor training programs across the
nation, in February of 2000, addressing the need for technically trained '"smart workers"
(Gee & Lankshear, 1995) in the U.S.
Top-level DOL administrators stressed the long-range federal goal of directing and
guiding youth in the programs to make informed decisions regarding future long-term
employment, and to become apprised of the education and training necessary to qualify for
the desired future work. It was very clear during the program director's training that the
Secretary of Labor and his deputy did not mean for the substantial program funding to be
used "merely to keep kids off the street and place a teenager at McDonald's for the
summer" (Martinez, 2001, p. 1). One reason for the lengthy five-year grant period was to
offer program sites serious monetary support to implement and then wean to self
sufficiency, programs that would, in fact, provide youth the opportunity to investigate
different jobs, find a good job-match, complete high school and/or junior college and then
track into an apprenticeship position in the desired work, or into the appropriate higher

educational program to prepare and become qualified for the desired work. The DOL made
conceptual and monetary provisions for "one-stop" youth centers at each of the 36 sites,
which would provide or broker the social services needed for youth to attain their high
employment goal. Members of the tribal council originally said they wanted the DOL
program in order to help fulfill their long-range goal of eventually staffing all of their tribal
agency and bureaucratic positions with educated tribal members.
At the same time that fast capitalist literature projects an enchanted workplace, it
also projects a "leaner, meaner, and less hierarchical work place, one that is dependent on a
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large, cheap, and flexible labor force, a labor force which, at any given time, must have a

large %age being underemployed or unemployed in order for this system to work
(Whitman, 2000). Furthermore, this system must necessarily depend on product
distribution and a service workforce (clerks and shippers etc.) who, "as a rule lack
necessary education to be knowledge workers. And, in every country, even the most
highly advanced ones, the service workers will constitute the majority" (Drucker, 1993, p.
8). Essentially, the new capitalist work order projected must produce not only the worker
for the enchanted workplace, but as well, the large numbers of disenchanted workers
who are shut out from the presumed job stability and medical benefits of the democratic
workplace ( Gee & Lankshear, 1995; Whitman, 2000).
My intention as the youth education and labor training program director was to set
up a program in conjunction with collaborating personnel, which would fulfill the goal of
the tribal community to eventually staff their tribal bureaucracy positions with qualified
tribal members. The tribal goal was compatible with the expectation of the DOL to provide
real long-term skilled work opportunities for proscribed youth. The objectives are
especially relevant given that Native Americans and other involuntary minorities
(Ogbu, 1993) in the U.S. disproportionately make up the country's unskilled labor pool
(U.S. Census, 1995): the not-so-smart workers, the disenchanted workers of the future
projected "enchanted workplace" (Gee and Lankshear, 1995).
"Castelike or involuntary minorities are people who were originally brought into
United States Society involuntarily through slavery, conquest, or colonization" (Ogbu,
1993, p. 92). They are simultaneously told to persevere in education in order to "succeed"
while institutionally being prepared to become the disenchanted workers. Standardized test
instruments normed on heterogeneous U.S. demographics where Native people make up
less than 1% of the U.S. population (U.S Census, 1995), are given to homogenous
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castelike minority groups on Indian reservations, in the inner city ghettos and to Englishas-a-second-language (ESL) groups. The disproportionately low achievement scores,
coupled with the low expectation of school bureaucracies as a result of the skewed results,

has led to a cycle of reciprocal distortion across cultures, in the perception and manufacture
of failure for minoritized people, by the dominant society.
One could say that Native and other minoritized youth do not passively drop out of school
and other educational programs but are often "pushed out" by the torque of that distortion
and the resultant movements (Neff, 1999; Fine, 1991). The DOL's conceptualization for
the youth education and labor training program is compatible with explicitly addressing the
historical manufacture of failure for members of the country's internal colonies, and
offering alternative scenarios with possible positive outcomes in the youth programs.

The Reservation Youth Proasm
The youth program on the reservation is housed in a large building on the central
square of town. The concept of the DOL is that the program provide a "One-Stop Center"
in the building which contains space for ongoing activities, and where information and
services from all relevant tribal agencies, as well as public agencies of the county and the
local town, arc brokered by the youth workers. The executive program staff have their
offices in the building and the youth workers share a large room partitioned into cubicles
for their work space.
Another main feature of the program is a recreation component in collaboration
with the tribal recreation center, which has basketball courts, a weight room, and an indoor
pool. The youth program would sponsor community wide activities at the recreation center
and then invite and encourage participating youth ages 14-21 to visit the one-stop center
and to find out about services pertaining to education and employment.
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The DOL specifies that the program must have an in-school component by which
youth are encouraged and assisted to stay in school. The in-school component of the tribal
youth program was tri-fold, one at the local high school, another at the alternative high
school and a smaller component at the local middle school.
The hierarchical structure (Figure 2) of the youth program consisted of the DOL as
the grantor and overseer to the tribe, the tribal council overseeing the tribal agency

directors, and the youth program placed under the auspices of the director of the tribal
education department. As director of the youth program I was in charge of a staff of five
managers, twelve youth workers, a recreation director assistant and a cultural events
coordinator at the time of my termination.
Figure 3, Hierarchical structure of youth program.
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The Youth Workers
The tribal council's official hiring practice by federal law gave preference to tribal

members, secondly other-tribal members, and thirdly non-native people. My plan was that
the youth program dollars would be spent as much as possible within the tribal community,
the hired youth workers would receive as much training as possible pertaining to youth
advocacy and intervention during the life of the grant, and that the knowledge and praxis
would remain in the community after the federal grant dollars terminated. The immediate
priority was the hiring and training of the first round of eight youth worker staff and one
cultural event coordinator assistant. The youth workers hired were all local reservation
residents and tribally affiliated, either belonging to the tribe or married into the tribe. The
youth workers knew the youth and their families well and in many cases were related. The
first round of hires consisted of seven women and two men. Two women belonged to
other tribes and were married into the local tribe, their children being local tribal members.
The youth worker positions were the key positions of the entire program. It was
largely their job to recruit other youth into the program and then to serve as case-workers to
the individual youth and deal with their needs in negotiating with and referring them to the
local tribal agencies, the tribal and county court systems, the county school district
bureaucracy, the county social service bureaucracy and local and distant higher
educational and training services. All the youth workers had some experience working
with youth. Some had extensive training in various aspects of the field, all had a strong
desire to receive more high-level training.
The next immediate priority in the project's implementation was to have the youth
workers trained to understand theoretically and practically the social and cognitive issues at
hand with tribal youth, to be able to appropriately confront the "in-the-trenches" nature of
the youth work while effecting positive change. In conjunction with that of the youth
workers and several council men of the tribe, my plan was that when the influx of federal
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money ended, there would be a cadre of adult workers left who had received extensive
education in their job. These people would be facile in seeking, finding and brokering
information, and would be trafficking in dispositional knowledge with outside institutions
and within the tribal bureaucracy, and, most importantly, teaching and modeling these

skills to the youth of the community. The youth program management would afford the
same opportunity to its youth workers as they were to offer youth. As I envisioned it, the
youth education and labor training program would be about education as a ritual of
empowerment by Indian people on the reservation, for the conservation of Indian people
and their ways. I brought in a Native American Ph.D. social and cognitive psychologistconsultant with 30 years experience in the field to conduct the first training.

Theoretical Foundation of Youth Intervention
The psychologist employed the Family Theory/Family Therapy model (Peterson,
1992) due to the perspective on human group systems which it affords. This model
reveals the underlying dynamics of human socialization within the family, and by extension
the family's larger cultural context. Native communities on the reservation are precisely
interrelating kin systems and this model is well suited to offer clear guidelines for youth
workers. It is useful to explain in detail the theoretical underpinnings of the training.
When looking at a situation that has been defined as dysfunctional or problematic,
e.g., high youth dropout rates and low economic development, the proper unit of focus is
not the individual but the cultural/familial context whose "rule-books" give implicit
directions for "how to proceed" within that context. All families in all cultures have
dysfunctional patterns embedded within their functional context. These patterns come to
the fore and begin to control the collecti ve and individual behavior under conditions of
stress whose dimensions do not fall within the protocols of "how to proceed."

Native American tribes have been subjected to overwhelming external stress,
both from the original colonization and from their own attempts to adapt to a modem and
post-modem American culture that itself struggles with severe polarizations and is rent with
contradictions. The decompensations of the larger American culture have left its youth in
peril. Smaller cultural groups (Native among them) within the larger decompensating
groups are especially at risk for internalizing those decompensations and suffering
magnified "trickle-down" effects of dysfunction's (Neff, 2000).
Different groups will handle these decompensations differently and that is
one of the most important codes to be uncovered, i.e., the implicit beliefs
about the nature of self, other and group that develop in response to the now
multiple internal and external stressors. In uncovering the codes within the cultural and
familial context, it is learned how best to help a group recreate its own ground within its
own context. In today's historical context, the small cultural group has to come to
understand not only its own history and anthropology, but be able to apply this
understanding to the larger culture as well. The group has to navigate multiple cultural
contexts in order to remain viable as an economic and social unit.
Family theory and therapy is a most useful navigational tool for the youth workers.
It puts the revealing and definition of cultural codes within the hands of the practitioners
(workers) within the group. This feature empowers from within the emotional intelligence
of the community's cultural members. The family perspective allows for a multi-tasking
approach: teaching how to work with people within their own context and revealing to
those within the system, as they apply the approach to their own family and culture, what
the deep rule books of their culture are. It also allows to become explicit, discussed and
grappled with, what the group wants to change and what they want to cherish (Neff,
2000). I understood the training of the psychologist-consultant to be a critical fulcrum in
the success of the program, as integral and positive change could not occur for the youth

69

without the support of the adult tribal members, and the adult tribal youth workers would
not be able to leverage the youth without authentic tools of knowledge and practice with
which they could also leverage themselves in their expanded sociological and psychological
understanding of their circumstance.
The original training proposal, of which the first objective only was completed,
provided for the training of the first round of hires, and subsequent rounds of hires with
ongoing intermittent supervision over the course of 12 to 18 months. The ultimate
objective was to more fully train two or three youth workers, who showed desire and
proclivity, in conjunction with additional continuing education, to become on-site trainers
themselves, thereby becoming additional resources to the entire community.

Experiential Curriculum
One of the first specific program pieces requested by the tribal youth workers was a
fieldtrip curriculum component to arrange for frequent and varied excursions for the youth
using grant funds. One idea was to take youth off the reservation into other societal
systems to elucidate the modus operandi of those systems, a bicultural learning experience.
Specifically, this would give the youth positive experience and successful practice in

established dominant societal routines which they, by virtue of social and geographic
isolation, would have little or no experience negotiating. One example proposed was to
travel with a group of youth to attend the college graduation of a tribal member in another
state, tour the college, stay at a hotel and dine at a formal restaurant, experiences which are

common for middle-class European-Americans, but not so common for dispossessed
Native American youth and other minoritized people. Another example was to take youth
skiing and snowboarding at a local ski area which few community members had ever
visited.
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My theoretical rationale to justify funding such excursions was that in order to
educate youth to choose novel opportunity over default decisions leading to more
subjugation, the youth must be given the chance to experience that which they would
choose. Robert K. Thomas (1967) succinctly stated it as such:

A community doesn't change very much unless its people are experiencing
themselves through their fellows and their environment—grappling with and
making decisions about new situations. This is how a human being changes as he
moves through life. Man is an experiencing being (p. 2).

I believed that a crucial component for success of the youth education and labortraining program would be the provision of new experience, by which tribal youth could
employ their cognitive, cultural, historical and personal resources for change through both
learning and resistance (anxiety). Engagement with new experience and the intentional
guidance of trained tribal adult youth workers could yield the deep cognitive shifts
necessary for Native youth to remediate self-image and self-understanding within their
societal context.
For youth to successfully grow into adulthood, accept liability proportionate to
their responsibility and leam to make increasingly deliberate decisions, they must be
allowed grown-up experience with adult guidance. Russian psychologist L.S. Vygotsky

(1978) defines developmental "functions that have not yet matured but are in the process of
maturation, functions that will mature tomorrow but are currently in an embryonic state"(p.
86) as the zone of proximal development (ZPD). He further elaborates upon the ZPD as
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"the distance between the actual development level as determined by independent problem
solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving
under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers" (p. 86).
My overall theoretical rationale for the experiential curriculum for the youth workers
(in-depth, theory-to-practice, hands-on social/cognitive psychology) and the youth was to
effect fundamental change throughout the hierarchy of the program by creating zones of
proximal development in the sharing of and mentoring through new experience. The highlevel training given by the cognitive-social psychologist to the director and other top
management was the first level of the ZPD effect. The next level would be the youth
workers, primarily, and some program management to a lesser degree, creating a ZPD for
the program youth and their community peers. The third level of effect being the 14-21 year
old constituency of the program, then creating a ZPD for younger family and community
members. My deliberate intention was to facilitate "ecologically nested" (Bowers and

Flinders, 1990; Tinbergen, 1951) zones of proximal development as the fundamental
philosophical and structural arrangement of the program, and provide the administrative
container for the process. One cannot focus on one segment of a field only and affect much
evolution in its entirety. The fight for the conservation of diversity, described in the next
section, was a fight between the Native community and the tribal middle bureaucratic
governance over whose knowledge would guide the program curriculum and the
legitimatization of cultural values and beliefs

72

CHAPTER 5: THE FIGHT FOR THE CONSERVATION OF DIVERSITY

This chapter entails the processes and dynamics of the major conflict between the
Native people and the non-Native bureaucrats who arrived early in the implementation of
the program. The fight came down to whose definition would guide administration and
supervision of the program, and the curriculum, and the measures of success for the youth
and the youth workers in the community. The struggle was fought between the Native
director, youth workers and youth on one side, and the non-Native tribal bureaucrats on the
other.

The Management Team Fractured
In conjunction with my executive staff I had written an implementation plan and
budget for the program curriculum which was approved by the DOL. We had hired the
first round of local tribal youth workers and I had an appropriate consultant lined up for the
first round of on-site training, a Native female Ph.D. versed in the theory and practice of
education as a ritual of empowerment within which she would frame the youth intervention
training. The differences in the philosophy between me and the rest of my staff in wanting
to use education as a ritual of empowerment vs. using education as a ritual of assimilation
became clear immediately. The fundamental disagreement in opinion came to the fore in a
divisive incident involving tribal youth and the deputy director and her husband, which
caused a major line of fracture between me and the CEO of the consulting firm. It was two
of his family personnel working under myself which merited critique: His niece and her
husband the recreation director. The CEO had not alerted either of them, before they
relocated from a distant state, that there was real resentment from tribal council members
and community members, about him hiring so many relatives, and that the local tribal
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people were referring to she and her husband (and the other two family employees) as "the

family" before they arrived.
The deputy director was seven months pregnant at the time of the divisive incident
and had been heard publicly referring to her husband, the recreation director, as "my love"
and other personal endearments. That in itself was grounds for correction as their personal
and work relationship was apparently not separated. Their complicity was detrimental to
the program as the following incident makes clear. Early on in the program during an
outdoor youth event in which there was a Karaoke^ contest, a youth program member put
on a rap song which the deputy director found offensive. A tribal adult member "C" who
had been hired only for the summer by the tribe to help recruit youth into the program, was
running the activity and later reported the incident in detail to me. She recounted;

The deputy director walked over to me and told me to "take that music off because it

was not acceptable." She said that the youth program had to draw boundaries
around appropriate and inappropriate. 1 said that I didn't have to follow her
directive, and that it was a compromising situation for me to be told what to do in
front of the youth, and that I didn't agree that the music was inappropriate.
The deputy director then went to the DJ [disk jockey] and told him to stop

the music and he did take the song off. However, a few minutes later a girl put on
another gangsta"^ song and the deputy director then sent her husband over and he
told the DJ: 'Take the song off or else I'll shut you down, the DJ asked him "are
you sure you can?" The recreation director said, "Yes I can, that stereo is the youth
program's."
I told the recreation director, "this is their music, their parents let them listen to this
at home!"
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The recreation director told them again that they couldn't play that kind of music on
the youth program's stereo. He said, "I told you and I told you."
The kids played other music briefly while the recreation director stood by them,
glaring at them, policing them, and then they quit the activity altogether and packed

up and we all left.
They [the deputy director and her husband, the recreation director] blew it with
those kids, those kids don't respect that kind of behavior. As we were leaving one
of the boys said "fuck that shit—'cause it's the youth program's stereo—we just
won't go to the youth program."

My main concern with the incident was that the deputy director, with her husband's
threatening backing (which the youth interpreted as hostile behavior), had alienated a small
but important contingent of our youth constituency, by acting authoritatively without
cultural sensitivity. If it was true, as 1 suspected, that their position was one of moral
rectitude on behalf of the community, then my questions were which community are they
acting on behalf of and who gave them the authority to do that?
The youth program did not have a written set of rules other than the mission
statement which stated that the objective of the program was "to ensure that every youth of
this community through nurturing and support in both family and community is
empowered to make meaning of their cross-cultural realities." It was a glaring discrepancy
for any youth worker to act in a threatening manner toward young people over issues of
music and culture. 1 spoke to the youth who were involved to get their version of the story
and asked them to come to the next youth event in spite of the threatening incident. One
young man said to me, "What kind of music are we supposed to listen to—cheeseburger

music?" At the aforementioned outdoor event the recreation director had done a karaoke to
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a 1970s song "Cheeseburger in Paradise" by Jimmy Buffet. None of the reservation youth

knew Jimmy Buffet, nor did they relate to the song.
The deputy director and her husband's approach demanded only one result with no
other options offered. Moreover, it lacked sensitivity toward Indian youth culture by
rejecting their music, and it was further mistaken in that it appears that they appealed to
their own personal moral ground, and then called it "youth program programmatic
responsibility" in order to proclaim what they personally thought was appropriate and not
appropriate for the Native youth and their reservation community.
For cross-cultural youth workers, a wider band-width of behavioral repertoire is
necessary for positive and effective interactions between cultural and age groups. In the
case of interactions between dispossessed Native youth and Anglo adults on the
reservation, the Anglo adult must be very careful not to comer the youth with threats,
thereby giving the youth the ammunition to rebel further, given that they are already

sensitive to and suspicious of Anglo authority. The community identified the deputy
director, who is part Native, and her husband, who is Anglo, both as Anglo.
I spoke to both the deputy director and her husband, the recreation director, about
these concerns and told them their behavior was counterproductive to the recruitment and
service of youth, especially since the job of the recreation director was to recruit and serve
youth via recreational activities. Furthermore, it appeared to me that their relatedness in
marriage was a defining dynamic of the incident and I wondered if she would have asked a
non-relative member of the program management to persist in making the youth take the
music off, or if he would have threatened the youth had he been asked to persist by
someone other than his wife. I asked them to keep their relationship separate from their
program management behavior. I explained to them both that differences of opinion
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between program youth and program managers had to be negotiated and it was not
appropriate that they pressured youth with threats to take the stereo away from them.
The deputy director was visibly upset and went back to the topic of appropriateness
of the music and said that C'(the tribal adult) had been "running amok all summer with
those kids in the name of the youth program," and that "we had to draw boundaries!'"
I pointed out that C had a master's degree in social work from a major university, knew
how to interact with youth, was a local community member and instrumental to a
successful beginning to the program. We program management were all strangers living off
the reservation (in fact, the fajmily had relocated from other states and cities and were not
remotely local people) and C was our "kid magnet" and was recruiting youth. Besides, C
was leaving in less than two weeks and we would be hiring youth workers and placing the
youth she recruited with other local people. The deputy director replied, "Yeah, bad cop
following good cop?" I said the situation wasn't black and white, and that C had not been
acting inappropriately by advocating for the youth and their music. As she had pointed out,
these youth listened to that music at home and in many cases so did their parents.
The deputy director used the term "running amok" to describe what she considered
to be Indians out of control. I will return to this term in a later section as it was used again
by another manager, to the detriment of the tribal people, in order to justify controlling and
hostile behavior towards the people.
I took serious issue with the deputy director's schema of bad cop-good cop and I
explained that the youth program was about opportunity, not policing. She disagreed and
insisted that the program must uphold appropriate morality. In response to me holding the
line on the side of the community she simply didn't show up for work until the next week
and did not communicate with me at all regarding program business, of which she had a
major responsibility with ongoing projects, meetings, and so on.
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It is useful here to digress briefly and provide more background on the deputy
director. The previous summer she had worked in the tribal education department, placed
there by her CEO uncle to represent his consulting firm, while working on a grant proposal
for an AmeriCorps Promise Fellowship to fund the development of a Big Brother/Big

Sister-type program for reservation youth (which did not materialize). During that time she
was unmarried and a student in a master's program in theological studies at a Jesuit college
in Massachusetts, and was befriended by the director of education, a much older woman
who was said by community members to have taken a protective demeanor toward her.
It was also during that summer that the deputy director conducted the initial
groundwork for the DOL grant making contacts and gathering information about the tribe
for her uncle, the CEO, who would spearhead the grant proposal project and write his firm
into the grant to subcontract the program management. It was from this position with the
director of education, who oversaw our program, and her uncle, the CEO under whom we
were subcontracted and who paid our salary, that the deputy director was permitted to drop
out of sight from the program for five days.
The deputy director arranged with her uncle for the time off to be paid as sick leave.
The CEO took a negative view of my concems about the situation and told me that he was
offended that I had implied that the nepotism in the management team was a liability for the
program. He asked me if I was going to resign. I replied that I wasn't. He became an
adamant detractor, even though he could not directly terminate my employment without
threatening his entire subcontract which paid the salaries of four of his family members.
The CEO was caught in a dilemma and the nepotism became even more of a liability for the
program as the top management's family sided with the niece and her husband.
The other two managers were the CEO's older brother and his brother's wife of 30 years.
My relationship with the CEO and with my management team became increasingly strained
and our cohesiveness was irreparably fractured. I believed that the CEO and deputy
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director's primary concern was decidedly not the tribal youth for whom the program was to
serve.

Another Fracture Line
During the days the deputy director was away from the office and not in
communication with me, she spoke to the director of tribal education about my
admonishment that she and her husband mishandled program youth regarding the rap
music. Before she returned to work, the director of education issued an interdepartmental
memo stating that she was my supervisor and I was hereby directed "to refrain from
allowing inappropriate music at youth program events or in the youth program center."
I spoke to the executive director of the tribe about the memo and asked him how
certain program activities were going to work if the director of education was permitted to
control the music of the youth and decide what was appropriate and not appropriate without
having investigated the incident or spoken to others about what occurred. Was the director
of education deliberately trying to sabotage the program?
The executive director told me to disregard the memo and do as 1 saw fit, and that
he would speak to the director of education about the music in program activities.
The executive director leveraged the situation, but ultimately this had a backlash effect as
the director of education had clearly taken sides with the deputy director and the CEO and
the director of education and the uncle were together on the board of directors of the youth
program.

The Fight Against Dispositional Knowledge bv the Program Evaluator
The program continued to develop more serious internal problems, with the next

significant disjuncture manifesting itself a few weeks after the rap incident during the first
youth worker training. The upper management was to receive a portion of the youth
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worker training in order to understand the family theory model and be able to lend

wholesale support to the youth worker staff. The original plan was that the trainer would
first conduct a training session with the youth workers, and then for the second half of the
training the trainer and youth workers together would train the upper-management, thereby
affording the youth workers an immediate opportunity for praxis.

As the training got underway on the first day, there were extraneous people going
in and out of the room whom the program evaluator had invited, which kept interrupting
the process. The trainer told the youth workers that she had asked that no one be in the
room but them for the first part of the training, that she would have to insist on that
arrangement.

"The whole point of giving the youth workers tools to deal with what was
happening to them vis-a-vis the institutional mediation of their reality was so that they could
constitute as a collective that did have power" (Neff, 2001). When you put dispossessed
people in the environment with those who have dispossessed them it silences them; they act
differently than in the society of comrades.
After the one day of training, the non-native program evaluator, who held a Ph.D.
in Education, declared that the trainer-consultant was training at an intellectual level beyond
the capacity of the Native community. The evaluator directed the trainer to adjust her

vocabulary to "an eighth-grade level" in order to be intelligible. She told the trainer, a
Native woman with 30 years of experience in the field: " I know how to talk to Indians, 1
have worked with many different Indian tribes," and then recounted the tribes she had
worked with and their location. The consultant-trainer insisted on being allowed to conduct
the training as she saw fit, and asked for my support which I provided. We both held
separate long conversations with the program evaluator on the evening of the first training
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to explain the importance of fostering camaraderie and facilitating the reconstitudon of a
local collective with agency to help their youth, their community, and their tribe.
The program evaluator desisted but we both had had to persist in the face of her
misgivings so that the Native youth workers had the first part of the training to themselves
without surveillance. The program evaluator became incensed, believing she had been
excluded. This became the basis of a secret report she gave to the board of directors,
stating that the trainer and I had a "private agenda," which further alienated me from the
board and which had serious ramifications, to be discussed in more detail in a later section.
On the second day of training the trainer announced to the youth workers that they
would be allowed to proceed without surveillance, and that she had prevailed in affording
them the space they needed to accomplish a great deal of work in a short period of time.
The youth workers would be learning theory and role-playing how to deal with the
complex and sometimes gnarly issues of the youth. One of the youth workers said to the

trainer: "1 don't think I've ever been in a situation that was just for Indians. I think every
workshop or training I've ever gone to for Indians always has a lot of Whites in it"
The youth workers and the trainer consultant reported that the work was proceeding
fruitfully, but the program evaluator persisted that it was necessary to lower the vocabulary
level. The trainer and I held another lengthy discussion with the program evaluator to better
understand her position in her opinion in the face of unanimous disagreement
What was clear from the discussion was that the evaluator was adamantly opposed
to the training of the workers via an empowering curriculum; she would not admit that
her issue was partly about the meta-cognitive information being imparted in the Family
Theory/Family Therapy model which afforded a necessary perspective on human group
systems. She insisted that her concern was that "the Indians just can't understand the high
level of vocabulary," and became angry when I asked if her protest was because she too
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could be analyzed in the larger cross-cultural context, and that her prejudices merited
discussion as well.
The program evaluator, her position legitimated by a doctoral degree, was a liability
to the integrity of the program. Operating from a set of prejudices which, when exposed,
were denied, she engaged in subterfuge that sabotaged the t coherence of the youth workers
as a collective force. This made it impossible for her to enter into what Gadamer (1989)

calls "a potentially fecund interpretive cycle" with the Native population. In order to do
that:
one must come to the text or person or people with a certain attitude of generosity,
granting it, them, a provisional truth (similar to Donald Davidson's "principle of
charity"). For if the text or person or people is known to be "false" a very different
sort of understanding ensues; one does not attend to the substantive truth of what is
being said, of the way a people he, but rather to the reasons the falsehood is
uttered, the motives of the speaker, et cetera. Withholding the provisional truth
assumption withdraws the interpreter from the 'thing itself i.e. the subject matter
or people at hand. In such a case the text or person or people does not generate the

circle of understanding. Instead, it is generated by the interpreters own presumption
of falsehood or prejudice against what is written or said or the way the people be
(Blacker, 1993, p. 2).

Gadamer (1989) suggests that in order to arrive at a deep understanding of the other
one must "attempt to bracket one's prejudices and attend to the substantive truth claims of
the text or person, one must maintain —at least initially—an attitude of'openness' to the
other."
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But this does not mean that one can, or even ought to, strive to eliminate one's own
prejudices; on the contrary, Gadamer argues against the possibility or desirability of
a neutral, nonprejudicial standpoint from which to evaluate the other. The
interpretive challenge is to maintain simultaneously the attitude of openness toward
the text or person while also permitting, as best one can, one's own prejudices to
rise to the surface so as to 'put them at play' (Blacker, 1993, p. 2).

In the context of the youth program in the reservation's cross-cultural milieu, for
any good to come out of the program it was essential "to put one's prejudices into play"—
to come together and face the dilemma of the "other" and of self, and to grapple with the
historical experience and interpretation of the other and self and the very reasons why there
needed to be a youth program in the first place. 'True independence means sustaining the
essential tension of these contradictory impulses: That is, both asserting the self and
recognizing the other. Dominance is a consequence of refusing this condition" (Benjamin,
1988. p. 53) The worst thing that one could do was to deny one's prejudices and then
collapse into guilt about them—both reactions displayed by the program evaluator. Gripped
by bureaucratic cultural assumptions that relate Indians with deficit and asserts her
superiority, she was unable to avail herself of the opportunity at hand to remediate her
understanding of Indians, and, consequently of herself. The most important thing to

understand about "the other" is that they are an infinitude (Gadamer, 1989).
The program evaluator continued to criticize the trainer for using "too big of words
and too complex concepts." The first time she brought up her concern I had listened
carefully. The second time I attempted to mitigate the situation with the help of the trainer.
Now with the third discussion and the evaluators unyielding persistence in a negative
perception I came to believe that her opinion was hopelessly prejudiced toward the Native

staff.
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I recommended that she critically examine her deficit beliefs regarding Native

American people, as her attitude was counter-productive. She burst into tears, saying she
was "shocked that her prejudice was showing," and that until that moment she "didn't ever
think she was prejudiced" and "felt deeply ashamed." For some time, she sat crying in a
chair in my office. She didn't want me to leave until she felt that she was "pardoned." She

initiated an embrace, apologizing profusely and asking me repeatedly if "I could still think
well of her."

The program evaluator was displaying what Herman (1981) describes as the
quintessential "modal personality of our time—a personality that is docile and subdued in
the face of authority, but fiercely aggressive towards competitors and subordinates" (p.
126), and which has it's origins in the Puritan view of life which "concomitantly repressed

sexual energy and sublimated it into brutalizing labor" or, as in the case of the Indian
fighters, brutalizing massacre (p. 126). 1 spoke with the trainer about the incident and she
immediately incorporated the bias and behavior of the program evaluator into the training,
alerting the youth workers that the program evaluator was insisting that she modify her
vocabulary to an eighth-grade level for their cognitive benefit. The program evaluator
(unbeknownst to me at the time) then met with the director of education and told her that
"the trainer and training were inappropriate" because the "director was complicit with the
Indian trainer and they together had a 'hidden agenda' for the program." She also filed a
grievance to the other non-Native members of the board of directors, the tribal lawyer, the
tribal executive director and the CEO.
As a result of the allegation the board of directors, which was already factionalized
with the director of education and the CEO in opposition to me, became further divided
when the lawyer and program evaluator joined them. From this time on, also unbeknownst
to me at the time, the program evaluator began both divulging sensitive information to the
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members of the board while criticizing the director of education, the CEO, the lawyer and
the executive director to me in private. She was doing 'being modal" with both sets of
authorities, attempting to pit me and the board of directors against one another.
Eric Berne (1964) in his classic psychology text,
The Games People Play, calls this type of game "let's you and him have a fight" a threehanded game in which the middle person manipulates the other two and escapes with a
third (p. 124). In this case the prize would eventually be that the evaluator became the
acting director, rising through the chain of command after the deputy director left and then I
left. More details on that eventuality in a later section.
The proposition of teaching the use of dispositional knowledge in a Native
American education program was indeed a ritual of empowerment, however brief, for the
youth workers, for me, and for the Native social/cognitive psychologist who conducted the
training. As it turned out, the situation quickly deteriorated into a battle between the nonIndian members of the interim board of directors (who made a quorum) along with my
deputy director, against me and the youth workers and the trainer.
The fight was over the legitimation of knowledge and resistance by the Native faction to the
reproduction of colonization in the youth program curriculum. The struggle was precisely
over whose knowledge counted, how knowledge was organized, the underlying values,
assumptions and beliefs that structured the program curriculum, and whose interests and
cultural system would be legitimated by the curriculum (McLaughlin, 1993).

I told the executive director that the board was factionalized over issues of control
of the program agenda and negative perceptions about the capability of the youth workers.
The youth were at stake in that they needed the role modeling of tribal adults, not the
dominant-society objectification and lowered expectations for the Indians transmitted via
hegemonic curriculums. The executive director acknowledged the issue at hand, and then
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told me that he did more for the program than 1 realized, doing things out of the public eye,
but that politically he operated in a bigger arena than just our "little program." He had more

important issues to attend to than to be in "our fight."

Reconfiguration of the Management Team

--

Other more serious and inappropriate behaviors occurred with the husband-

wife/deputy director-recreation director team after the training, in which they had
participated, that included strategies for dealing with volatile situations. One incident was

especially perilous when a program youth was alleged to be acting defiantly with his
probation officer, who then went to the youth program deputy director to ask who the
youth's adult tribal worker was to get help and intervention. Instead of alerting the tribal
youth worker, the deputy director sent her husband, the recreation director, to the boy's
home to get him. The situation with the youth deteriorated considerably and needlessly.
Readers will recall that the recreation director had alienated some youth during the
previous karaoke incident, in which this youth had been directly involved When the
recreation director arrived at the boys' home and asked him to come out of the house, the
boy became more defiant barricading himself inside and saying he wasn't having anything
to do with the recreation director. The probation officer was ready to call the tribal police
when youth worker arrived and was able to diffuse the situation.
In recounting the story, the youth worker told me that the deputy director had
said "her husband was going to handle the situation." The youth worker felt that
the deputy director "already had made up her mind and passed her over in the loop, and
wouldn't let her have a chance" with her youth client, making a bad situation worse. The
youth worker also wondered "if it was a husband-wife thing that they didn't share the

information about her client with her." She was upset that the deputy director "gave her
husband the right" to interfere when it was not his role.
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I had to speak to the deputy director and the recreation director again about
overstepping boundaries and negatively escalating conflict situations with youth. We came
to no resolution and soon after the deputy director took maternity leave and did not return to
the program. After his wife left, the recreation director's behavior was unpredictable. He
continued to blunder with the youth and in the community, asking his wife to write letters
of rebuttal for him when he was corrected. One incident is worth mentioning here. It
occurred in the planning of an excursion in which a group of youth were going to be away
from the community for approximately seven hours attending the local homecoming parade
and festivities, following a football game. Initially, the recreation director said that he
refused "to pay for food for the youth because the program wasn't a hand-out." The youth
workers complained to me about the situation and I told the recreation director that I was
authorizing funds for food, and that the program wouldn't take youth out for hours at a
time without providing snacks or meals. He nonetheless made an announcement over the
community closed circuit cable television channel saying that youth "needed to bring their
own money for food," and then corrected himself when I discovered what had been
broadcast and admonished him. But the damage was done. Many parents did not allow
their children to attend because of the money requirement, and some other youth chose not
to attend because "of the way he said we had to have money for food."
When the deputy director took leave, the program evaluator was appointed interim
deputy director by the tribal board of directors. The evaluator took over ideologically
where the other deputy director left off. Rather than advocating for the youth workers and
providing a ritual of empowerment for the Native community, she instead exercised
executive authority over subordinate employees.
The opportunity for a cross cultural program curriculum further eroded as the
dynamic of the interim deputy director toward the youth workers and director became
further factionalized. The deputy director, along with the board of directors, engaged in
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resistance behavior to the wishes of the youth workers. The director and youth workers
engaged in resistance behavior to the machinations of the board. Eventually, program
business was brought to a halt by the board of directors which refused to meet, conduct
business and approve expenditures and contracts brought forth by the director. The middle

tribal bureaucracy resisted the wishes of the community using administrative protocol to
legitimate their resistance. In the next chapter I will detail executive maneuverings that took
place in the fight for the legitimation of knowledge and culture between the Indian youth
workers and director, and the non-Native board of directors and deputy director.
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CHAPTER 6: MANIPULATION OF THE PROGRAM BY THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
This chapter describes the machinations of the board of directors of the program
and how they resisted, through bureaucratic procedures, doing what the Native youth

workers of the community wanted. The resistance by the members of the board to do what
the local people were asking brought attention to the tribal council of the divisive nature of

relations between the non-Native program bureaucrats and the community youth workers
and the director, the youth workers spoke out clearly on their own behalf in the processes
of negotiation. The result was the termination of the director for not keeping the Indian
workers under control.
The most serious consequence of the division of the board of directors were that the
non-Native majority quorum solidified into a prejudicial stance against the youth workers,
and me in my position as director. The Native board members were largely absent and
therefore often didn't have a vote during business proceedings. Sometimes they were

notified too late to make the meetings and at other times they weren't notified at all. As a
result, the non-Native quorum ran the board in a despotic manner, and during the second
round of hiring of youth workers, in October 2000, the executive director (also chairman of
the board) made the final decision on who was to be hired, and disqualifying applicants
after they had been interviewed. The program implementation plan specified that the second
round of hires would receive the same training as those in the first round. The trainers' plan
was to work with the second group alone and then bring them together with the first group
to facilitate group cohesion. The new deputy director resisted bringing the Native Ph.D.
consultant back to train and was supported by the quorum. She attempted to gamer
support from the youth workers in her opposition, claiming that the training was
ineffective. She also sought support from a tribal worker to delegitimize the training
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knowledge. One youth worker reported that the deputy director cornered her on the
subject:

Yeah. She goes, "1 didn't get anything of what

[trainer] was saying."

And she says, "What about you?" I said, "I got some of what she was
saying... I got what she was saying, but some of that I already knew because

I took classes on it." She {deputy director] persisted, "Yeah, well, 1 didn't get
anything that she was saying so we're going to get this other person to do it"
[ provide training in the next round].

The youth workers hired and trained first had been practicing/working for two
months when the second group was hired. The refusal of the board to approve training for
the new people caused an imbalance between the two groups of youth workers because the
new people were not apprised of specific intervention protocols nor the vocabulary with
which to discuss such interactions. The first group had procedural experience and cohesion
and demanded that their new colleagues be trained by the same Native Ph.D. consultant.
They insisted that their interests be served by the program curriculum, and petitioned the
board of directors, submitting a letter to that effect with a page of signatures. The reason
board approval was needed, even though the training plan was in place inside the program
implementation plan, was that the assistant tribal lawyer (also a member of the board) was
in charge of the paperwork for contractual payment and took his orders from the board.
The board responded to the petition by stonewalling, confirming the complicity of the
lawyer with the executive director, director of education, and CEO in maintaining their
positions at the expense of the interests of the Indian community member workers and their
culture.
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Another incident occurred which delegitimized the director's advocacy on behalf of
the youth workers. This incident laid bare the duplicity between the chairman of the board,
the director of education and the CEO. On the morning of a day I had taken leave to take
my son to the doctor, the CEO telephoned me to tell me that he had received a letter from
"them," "who were very concerned about my work schedule and were no longer accepting
the written work schedule 1 had submitted to him." I asked who "they" were and he replied;
the director of education, the chairman of the board/executive director and the tribal
chairman. I asked, "Are you firing me?" He replied "Not today."
The schedule in question was my teaching two days during the week after the fall
semester began, which I had negotiated with the executive director of the tribe and the CEO
before I signed my employment contracts. As my contract specified, I worked in the youth
program on weekends and evenings (the youth center was open until later into the evening
most nights which made good program sense, since half of the program constituency was
18-21 years old) and conducted research and phone work from my home office to make a

40 hour work week, which my contract specified. Continuing the conversation with the
CEO: "Furthermore" he said, "the director of education says you aren't sitting at your desk
enough, and you are not accessible." I reminded the CEO that my business as director
dictated that I be out in the community a lot and that my hours did not coincide with those
of the director of education (which were 8 to 5, Monday through Friday). I then reminded
him that I had a cellular phone which 1 carried with me, and that everyone in the program
had my cell number. I reiterated that the program was my priority and 1 was in discussion
with the executive director/chairman of the board about resigning from the teaching job but
the executive director/chainnan of the board had instructed me not to resign and not to
discuss that matter yet with anyone.
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The CEO asked when the situation might be resolved and 1 said by December, he
responded that 'they might not wait that long." I asked why was I receiving such mixed
messages from him (he was located four hundred miles away), and why couldn't "they"
speak to me directly. I didn't understand the wisdom of being pressured by the tribal
middle-management to resign on short notice from the school district, in effect abandoning
my students with no replacement, when the youth program and the tribe were trying to
successfully collaborate with the district in an in-school intervention program.
The CEO said that he imagined that "they" could simply refuse to make payment on
his invoice for my time, and "cut my salary off and that I "better straighten it out." He said
that I should speak to the director of education first, thereby acknowledging her position in
the chain of command.
Later, 1 spoke to the director of education and recounted that the CEO told me
earlier that morning that he received a letter from her and the executive dircctor/chairman of
the board and the tribal chairman saying that they were unhappy with my job performance
and my schedule, and were considering not paying me for work already performed. I also
told her that I was hoping to resign from the teaching position and was waiting until I
found a replacement to announce it, thereby leaving the district in a "good way" but that the
executive director had consistently told me to wait before I resigned. I also mentioned that
it was of the utmost importance that the youth program and her division of education
maintain smooth relations with the district and that pressuring me to leave the district in an
untimely manner would have a potentially negative impact on the collaboration. The
director of education made no comment in response to my points, except to say that in
speaking about my work performance to the CEO she was "just passing it on." This was
puzzling to me, as her office was a stone's throw from mine but she chose to call the CEO,

400 miles away, to "pass it on" to me. How was 1 expected to resolve the situation to any
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one's satisfaction when I was being censured but no one was taking responsibility for the
denouncement? Apparently she too, along with the deputy director, took refuge in the
modal position, compliant to her superiors but not compelled to reckon fairly with those
beneath her.
1 soon spoke by phone with the executive director/board chairman asking him to
explain the letter stating that I was not performing to the tribal chairman's satisfaction, the
CEO's threat of non-payment, and the director of education's evasive language. He said
that he had to speak to the chairman and told me to "Sit tight, we'll talk on Monday." I
reminded him that we had repeatedly discussed my intention to resign from the teaching job
once the youth program stabilized. He reiterated again: "Don't quit yet."

I was perplexed about what seemed to me to be bureaucratic run-around, as well as by the
threat of non-payment These most recent threats to my job as director highlighted the
shabby treatment of the Indian workers in general, including me, by superiors who instead
should have been advocating for the youth workers and program youth, and supporting
leadership to that end. I had to consider the entire situation along with the latest subterfuge
and determine if I was able to continue to be effective in the program.
The program was on task according to the DOL timetables. The project director of
all 36 youth program sites—the man immediately under the secretaries of the DOL— was
very satisfied with what we had accomplished and the number of youth workers hired and
youth recruited. The Indian project directors held joint monthly conference calls to report
to him and to afford us the opportunity to discuss issues with each other, as the Indian

youth programs shared similar implementation issues which largely did not concem the
non-Indian programs. After the first conference call, the DOL director began the
subsequent conference calls with my report of our program status. He publicly
acknowledged that our program was setting a high standard of accomplishment and had
more in place than the others. He encouraged all of the directors to share information and
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assist each other. The feedback I was receiving from the DOL was encouraging. It thus
appeared that the tribal middle- management was more unhappy with me personally than
with the status of the program.
The executive director/chairman of the board did not appear for our designated
appointment the next week, nor did he leave a message or reschedule the meeting with me.
At the beginning of the next work week I had no information about my employment status
or the threats of non-payment. That Monday afternoon in a staff meeting I told the youth
workers about the complaint that my job performance was unsatisfactory', and of the threat
of non-payment. I informed them that I might be removed from the program soon. The
youth workers were upset and went to see the tribal chairman about the situation. They
told me that they were very unhappy about not getting approval for continued training by
the Native American consultant and about having their petition to bring her back ignored.
The threat of my termination exacerbated these concerns. The youth workers said they were
going straight to the chairman's office to tell him that we were an effective team and
worked very well together. They came to see me immediately after their meeting and told
me that the chairman wanted to speak to me.
I phoned the chairman's secretary and she told me to come to see the chairman right
away. I sat before the tribal chairman. I had not had a private audience with him before.
He asked me if I was having problems with other departments in the tribe. I told him that
my current problem was that I had been told that he was unhappy with my job performance
as the director of the youth program and that I had been threatened with non-payment of
salary. He said that he didn't know me personally to be complaining about me, and that he
had heard my monthly reports in the tribal director's meetings, and that he had no personal
issue with me or my job performance. Moreover, he said that he never wrote a letter to the
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executive director or the director of education regarding my work schedule or docking my
payHe asked me how the program was going. I told him that we were on task with the
DOL. He asked if I was working 40 hours. I said yes and not all during an 8-5 schedule.

I explained about my evening and sometimes weekend hours and my phone, research, and
report writing work from home and my teaching job. He asked if the DOL was happy with
the program. I told him we were setting the curve of accomplishment for the six Indian
grantees. He said, "Well I see no problem then." I told him that I was being censured for
not sitting at my desk 40 hours a week. He said that he did not sit at his desk 40 hours a
week, or for much of the tribal business he conducted and that business got done all kinds
of ways.
The executive director/board chairman, director of education and CEO had
fabricated the story of the tribal chairman being unhappy with me, and of the letter, and of
non-payment. These non-tribal members of the middle-management, with the executive
director at the top of the hierarchy, were the administrators who controlled the myriad of
details of tribal agency business. They conducted business according to their own notions,
even speaking on behalf of the tribal chairman to support their agenda. The governance of
the middle-management as led by the executive director was characterized by a seeming
lack of consensus and internal contradiction
This contradictory opinion and negative energy had been directed at me and the
program all summer over the issue of my teaching. I suspected that the unspoken reasons
for the hostility were my advocacy of the youth workers and the legitimation of their
cultural knowledge. The executive director consistently advised me to "wait and see," and
he never made any real move to replace me. He appeared to be the one making decisions.
Nevertheless, the director of education, the attorney, and the CEO menaced and cajoled,
and took their complicit behavior into the boardroom. One result was that ultimately I was
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pushed out of the position by the action of certain members of the board, who had
undermined my ability to function in a managerial capacity by refusing to give approval for

program expenditures requiring contractual arrangements. They brought things to a halt
from October through November, refusing to convene as a board of directors and conduct
program business for longer than eight weeks.

"Out of Control" and Other Fears Regarding Loss of Authority over Indians
I asked the executive director/board chairman for a private meeting to discuss the
negative trajectory of the program management. We met alone in the tribal council room. I
asked him why other members of the board continued to threaten my employment status
when he had accepted my terms in May to teach half time in the fall. 1 asked if I was not
performing adequately and if there were specific grievances regarding my direction of the
program and feedback from the DOL.
He spoke to me in Spanish (my native language) and told me that part of the

problem was "jealousy" (embidia) on the part of the director of education, who he said
was largely ineffectual in her advocacy of youth because she didn't understand them. He
said that my program had accomplished more in a few months than she had done in years
and that 1 "made her look bad, accomplishing so much while also teaching two days a
week." He acknowledged that "the line was drawn" between me and "the local youth
workers on one side and the director of education, the assistant lawyer and the CEO and his
family on the other side," and that the board faction was personally adverse to me and the
program.
His position in the situation and in the tribal hierarchy was multi-faceted.
On the one hand he could take me into his confidence, make personal statements about the
emotional state of the director of education, yet he was unwilling or unable to mitigate the
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situation. He was a participant observer occupying a complex position inside the tribal
government. Bom in the late 1930s in a Hispanic community a 100 miles away, he had

earned a secondary teaching credential in business and then taught high school for some
years in the inner city of a distant state. He had been hired by the tribe initially to work with
a federal grant program and then for a time worked in the financial department before he
was promoted to executive director. He knew everything that went on in every department
on the reservation and with the council. He was as hostage to the bureaucratic cultural
assumptions as the rest of the board members. He told me more than once that the issues in
my program were "small and insignificant"' compared to his dealings with "the FBI and the

BIA and the IRS. It was said half-jokingly that he had "lifetime job security" with the tribe;
they "would never fire him, because he knew too much and had something on everybody."
I came to understand this was no joke. One of his primary responsibilities was to "know
ever\'thing" and to perform damage control on all of it, containing as much as he could

within the reservation boundaries
I told him that the situation had deteriorated to the point that I was being obstnicted
to direct the program, being scolded for teaching two days a week on the one hand, yet not
able to trust my supervisors enough to resign from teaching. He said that he was "caught
too, a tied up tiger over here" (referring to me), and "

(the director of education and

CEO) over there." 1 appealed to him to call another meeting of the board in order to

proceed with the program; we were at a stand-still unable to schedule the training of the
new hires. He called a meeting.
During the first board meeting after the two month wait youth workers were present
to voice their complaint that the board was obstructing and dictating the business of the
program. The executi ve director of the tri be was rankled that the youth workers had "gone
over his head to the chairman" regarding the alleged letter of complaint about me from the
chairman and the threat to withhold payment of my salary. The executive director told the
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youth workers that "they were not following the correct chain-of-comniand" for
complaints. A youth worker replied that the chairman was her uncle and that he was also
related to other youth workers and that they had the right to call upon him if they needed to.

The issue of training for the new hires was brought up and the youth workers
submitted to the board the signed petition they had previously submitted to the executive

director, asking for the Indian trainer to return and provide more training to them and the
new hires. The director of education said that they could not consider having her back
unless she submitted another written report regarding the previous training. A youth
worker replied that she felt they were getting the run-around (the Indian trainer had already
submitted a report); why couldn't they just have her back? They wanted more of the
substantive training in how to handle the youth and advocate on their behalf. Moreover,
they wanted their newly hired colleagues to have the same opportunity to gain the same
level of theoretical and practical understanding, the disparity in expertise between the two
groups was growing wider on a weekly basis.
I reiterated the question, adding that the youth workers had followed bureaucratic
protocol in submitting a written petition in request even though this appeared to go against
the norms of an interrelated Indian kin system in this community setting. The assistant
attorney turned away from me and, speaking directly to the youth workers said: "Just
remember, if you have

back to train you, you'll have to give up other things." The

room became absolutely silent. This was the most obvious spoken infantilization of the
youth workers yet. It was clear that the White quorum of board had no intention of
granting further training by the Native American consultant The kind of training the
attorney, director of education, CEO and executive director/board chairman desired for the
youth workers was in obedience to their dictates.
The tribal middle-level governance, as manifested in these circumstances by a
united quorum of board members dictating the use of program resources, functions as the
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gate-keeper of hegemony: the com pi id t colonial relationship assiduously constructed over
hundreds of years. The board meeting adjourned with the youth workers frustrated with the

hostile behavior of the quorum which would not grant them their desire for the use of
program resources. They asked me if I could locate the Native American consultant I said
I would put a call through to apprise her of the situation. She was working on a project in
another state and happened to be coming back through the area within the next week or so,
and said that she would make telephone contact with members of the youth worker staff.
The trainer did arrive the next week and met with the youth workers. She told me
that she would do some days of continuing education and initial training with the new hires
without guarantee of payment because the youth workers were in need. 1 agreed with their
plan and said I would attempt to secure payment for her services but could offer no
guarantee, as the board quorum was hostile to having her back. After two days of unpaid
work, youth workers telephoned the tribal chairman and complained that members of the
youth program board were willfully obstructing further training by the Native American
consultant, which they had petitioned for months before. The tribal chairman called an
emergency meeting of the youth program board. A tribal councilman board member, one of
two tribal members of the board, attended the meeting and told the quorum to "take care of
it, review the revised budget and get the Native American consultant back to train the youth
workers." He then left, just as the meeting was heating up. The quorum argued that there
was no funding readily available to pay the trainer. I argued that there was funding in the
grant and pointed out that I had made that clear in a previously submitted budget report.
The youth workers pointed out that they had taken the steps necessary to get the trainer
back, circulating a petition to the board. The youth workers had followed the rules of the
board, legitimating its protocols by petition to resolve the stand-off, yet the board members
continued to deny their requests with impunity. The youth workers had therefore taken
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matters into their own hands, making arrangements with the Indian trainer. At the meeting
the youth workers told the board that the trainer "has been back and has worked some days

with us without payment." The tribal attorney, who was in charge of drawing up program
contracts became visibly agitated, rose from his seat, and leaning across the boardroom

table, waved his index finger in my face, and declared: "you are out of control!" He
assumed that I had brought the Native American consultant back to work without a
contract, with the promise of payment, and in defiance of the board.
The executive director/board chairman said that the complicit arrangement made
with the Native American consultant was "insubordination" on the part of the youth
workers. The "disobedience" that the board objected to was the youth workers'
determination to serve their own interests. There was no financial liability, as the Indian
trainer had agreed to work for free in their interests and her in own advocating for the
Native community.
The attorney stated that he believed that I "put the youth workers up to their rabblerousing." I replied that it was inappropriate to give me credit for the united show of
strength, intelligence, and voice of the community youth workers, who had a right to
exercise their opinion as it was their program and their community. Moreover, the
relationship they had established with the Native American consultant was genuine. The
attorney then revoked his accusation saying that "perhaps he had spoken too harshly" but
that the youth workers were "out-of-line."
The one Native board member had left the meeting after conveying the message
from the tribal chairman. The other had not been notified of that meeting and was not
present to witness the lawyer's outburst and the verbal castigation by the quorum. No
business was conducted at that meeting; no resolution was reached. The director of
education insisted that she needed another written report from the Native American
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consultant in order to approve her and arrange for payment, and they would reconsider it
when they reconvened. No date for another meeting was given.
Early the next week, in mid November, the CEO sent one of his corporate
colleagues by jet to the community to fire me in-person. He said that the CEO believed that
there was no possibility of he and I "ever seeing eye-to-eye" and told me that Friday would
be my last day. The next day the executive director of the tribe told me that the CEO had
contacted him to tell him I was being terminated. The executive director said the tribal
council was not in agreement and gave the CEO the ultimatum: If he fired me then his
contract, including the positions of his four family members, would be void and the tribe
would directly renegotiate all the top management positions. The CEO did not rescind his
directive and sent a letter to me and his four family members, saying his contract with the
tribe would expire by a certain date and we would have to negotiate independent contracts

directly with the tribe if we wanted to keep our jobs. The program evaluator/deputy
director already had a contract with the tribe which had been brokered by the firm.

I was told by the executive director/board chairman that he wanted me to stay on as
the director and that he would negotiate a contract with me. Weeks passed without any
contractual arrangement. The director of education said that she wanted to see my position
advertised in order to "find someone more appropriate." The assistant attorney again voiced
his concern about my teaching job and said he wanted me to resign first, in order to be
considered.
I was past the date of giving sufficient notice of resignation to leave the district in
December, between semesters. No board meeting was called in the ensuing weeks after
notice of the termination of the contract by the CEO, so no program business could be
officially attended to. The renegotiation of contracts, hiring or/and advertising for the
vacant positions was left unresolved. The CEO's niece and her husband left the program
and the area and moved back to their home state. The CEO's brother and his sister-in-law
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were seeking other jobs and asked me for letters of recommendation. They did not know
when or if the tribe would negotiate a contract with them. The program evaluator/deputy
director, appointed when the CEO's niece took maternity leave, asked that her post as
deputy director become permanent since the CEO's niece was leaving for good and she did
have a contract in place with the tribe.
I did not resist the board's stonewalling or fight to keep my job. I had become
weary of the board's hostility and felt that even if I was somehow able to negotiate a
contract with the tribe, the non-tribal middle-managers and the deputy director would
continually fight against my advocacy of the Indian community, and my goals to teach
dispositional knowledge and employ education as a ritual of empowerment for the people.
During the last week of my tenure as director, the deputy director instigated a rumor that I
was having an affair with the tribal chairman and in return I had received preferential
treatment from him. When 1 traced the rumor back to her and asked her about starting it
she burst into tears and apologized, asking me if I could "ever find the way to trust" her
again. It was all too clear that the deputy director was antagonistic to me and the program
as 1 set it up, and was not advocating for the interests of the Native people.
The managerial contract with the CEO's firm came to an end and so did my
involvement with the program without another board meeting taking place. On my last day
of work I made copies of internal program documents for the youth workers to have as
reference and gave names and numbers of DOL personnel that might be useful. Throughout
my leadership I had previously disseminated program budget information and kept them
abreast of the program accounting. It was my opinion from the start that youth
worker/community member input was essential in deciding how the money was to be spent
for the community. I left my office with a heavy heart feeling that opportunity was being
hijacked from the community by the tribal middle-management. On a gray, frigid afternoon
with snow flurries starting, two youth worker colleagues helped carry my things out to the
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car. I was told later by a youth worker that the board quonim's official stance on the matter
was: "She chose to leave."
The complicities of behavior of the non-Native tribal middle-management and the
program evaluator/deputy director ran the gamut of the continuum between the official DOL

rhetoric of encouragement, which was a good match with the desires of the Native
community, and the indisputable institutional discouragement of their implementing
bureaucracy. As soon as the program evaluator/deputy director became aware that the youth
worker training was privileging community knowledge by teaching dispositional
knowledge she began objecting. She began by protesting that the Native employees lacked
cognitive ability and insisted that the trainer adjust her language (curriculiun) down to the
level of 13-year-old children. The evaluator/deputy director then accused Native American
consultant trainer and me of having a "hidden agenda." The Native American consultant
and I were complicU in the objective of employing education as a ritual of empowerment,
teaching dispositonal knowledge, and privileging Indian interests over the bureaucracy's.
But our agenda was not hidden, a distinction the deputy director was unable or unwilling to
make.
Before the first training, the Native American consultant had submitted a proposal
which explained her use of Family Theory and therapy "as a navigational tool for the
youth workers which puts the revealing and definition of cultural codes within the hands of
the practitioners (workers) within the group" (Neff, 2000). The very idea of the Native
workers holding the codes of their practice, independently deciding upon their action, and
then carrying out their decisions of what was best for their community sent the deputy
director, the non-Native board quorum, and the CEO into a panic. They acted complicitly in
resistance to the community people legitimating and serving their interests and modeling

those processes to the youth. In multiple ways, the board quorum endeavored to silence
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the people and thereby avoid acknowledging their voices, their desires, and their humanity
as a sovereign, self-determining and legitimate people.
The campaign to silence began with the CEO asking me to resign as director after 1
affirmed the Indian cultural codes by correcting his niece and her husband for antagonistic
and culturally inappropriate behavior displayed toward the Native youth. The director of
education, also a member of the board quorum, supported the CEO's position. The board
then began to raise regular complaints about my teaching contract and I was given an
ultimatum to "give up the contract or we will be looking for a new director." On numerous
occasions and in different ways, if I refused to acquiesce to their agenda, they would
continue their harassment. One scheme involved a fabricated complaint by the tribal
chairman delivered by the board quorum, including the CEO, objecting to my teaching.
Much to the dismay of the board quorum I did not go away quietly. The next step in the
silencing was refusal to listen.
The non-native quorum chose not to convene a board meeting for more than eight

weeks, disregarding the program by-laws, which charged members with "the responsibility
of ensuring that the youth program runs smoothly and in compliance with tribal procedures
and policies." When a meeting finally took place, following a demand by the tribal
chairman, the executive director/ board chairman angrily accused the youth workers of
insubordination for having "gone over his head, speaking their opinion and complaining
directly to the tribal chairman."
The non-Native board members including the CEO. showed little tolerance for
activity that took control of the Indians out of their hands. In practice they were despots.
During the long-overdue meeting ordered by the tribal chairman, the attorney accused me of
being "out of control" because I was advocating for the youth workers to come out from
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under control of the non-Native members of the board. Unable to silence the Native
workers or the director, the board quorum then found itself "out of control."

It was inevitable that I would be expelled from the program, as my unhidden
agenda as director was to serve the interests of the Native community. I chose to traffic in

dispositonal knowledge precisely to shed light upon the colonial system of education and
social reproduction where low income programs;

"officially contain rather than explore social and economic contradictions, condone
rather than critique prevailing social and economic inequities, and usher children
and adolescents into ideologies and ways of interpreting social evidence that
legitimate rather than challenge conditions of inequity" (Fine, p. 61 1991).

The Infantilization of Native People Persists
The infantilization of Native people by European-Americans goes back centuries.
Thomas Jefferson set the historical precedent in his speeches by shifting from the term
"brother" to "children", "my children" and, "my son" in his salutations to Indian
delegations and tribal diplomats (Drinnon, 1997). In the following speech, given February

1808, President Jefferson admonished the Chippewa dignitary, Kitchao Geboway,
speaking to adult Indians as if they were children, and from the position of "good father."
This was all for the purpose of keeping "tribes from stiffening against cessions of land to
us" (Drinnon, p. 87, 1997):

My son. tell your nation, the Chippewas, that I take them by the hand and consider
them as part of the great family of the United States, which extends to the great
Lakes and the Lake of the Woods, northwardly, and from the rising to the setting
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sun.... You see that we are as numerous as the leaves of the trees, and that we are
strong enough to fight our own battles, and too strong to fear any enemy. When,
therefore we wish you to live in peace with all people, red and white, we wish it
because it is for your good....
( When the English 1 shall be driven away, my son, what is to become of the red
men who may join in their battles? Take the advice then of a father, and meddle not
in the quarrels of the white people, should any war take place between them; but
stay at home in peace, taking care of your wives and children (Lipscomb & Bergh,

1904, pp. 425-27).

The advice is for the Natives not to meddle in the affairs of Whites. Their inclusion
in the "family of people," Drinnon (1997) states, was by no means always certain, then
they were there as permanent children who had to be sent to bed when adults discussed
serious matters. Their paternal benefactors would protect them in their absence by a
curious calculus: what procured gratification's for white citizens, namely Indian lands, was
also in the best interest of his red children" (p. 88).
This double-speak of "men," when Indians could not interact as equals with Whites
had "non-person" status in a civil sense, continues to this day where White bureaucrats feel
that they can speak disparagingly and with impunity to Indian adults who need to be
advised despite themselves. Indian knowledge is constructed as faulty, deficient, and
Anglo knowledge is privileged and legitimated serving the interests of Whites. Inscribed
in legal doctrine 'from the time of the Cherokee cases which defined Natives as "wards" to
their federal "guardians" this colonial relationship is reinscribed daily in the micro-level
interactions between government bureaucrats and Native people" (McCarty, 2002, p. 78.)
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The phrases "ward" and "guardian" connote a "trust" relationship between the
United States and American Indian nations, but the benefit of such a relationship clearly
belongs to the U.S. government bureaucracy.

Today the Trust Doctrine has been cited as the basis for providing a wide variety of
social services to Indians, and is also cited as the excuse for high-handed
bureaucratic manipulations of reservation resources. Most often the doctrine is
brought into play when tribal governments want to use their lands in a manner that
conflicts with policies of the BIA. Then the excuse is that Indian governments,
under the supervision of the federal government must secure the highest cash
income from their resources, rather than use them in alternative ways that might be
more beneficial and productive over the long term—particularly for the Indians
themselves. 'Trust" thus leads directly to the question of property law and
ultimately to the conflict between legal and equitable titles to public domain lands
(Deloria, 1992, p. 273).

The non-Native board members did assume the historical position of "ward"
in relation to the community when the people wanted to use their resources in a manner
that conflicted with their agenda. They would not conceive of allowing the people to
manage their own social services and remained complicit with each other to legitimate the
conditions of inequity which they manufactured. After I left the program they appointed an
interim director who was complicit with their authoritarian govemance and supervised the
youth workers in like manner. In the next chapter I speak from the position of observer,
reporting experiences of the youth workers in their advocacy of their youth and in their
resistance to the infantilization and concomitant silencing.
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CHAPTER 7: RESISTANCE AND COMPLIANCE
In this chapter I change voice to third-person observer. All references to the
"director" are to the program evaluator/deputy director who was appointed interim director
after I left. In this chapter, the youth workers tell the story, in their words of how they

repeatedly confronted and resisted the new policies and managers in their fight to define,
determine, and serve the needs of their own community. I am identify the youth workers
by number, which I cite at the end of their quotes. Italics inside quotes are mine, used for
clarification of language.
The fight to privilege the Native community interests over the bureaucratic interests
set a precedent of self-advocacy and resistance in the dynamics between the youth workers
and the tribal non-Native middle bureaucracy, who ran things, as the youth workers and I
both resisted being "positioned as object." The training identified and explicitly defined
power differentials between the people and bureaucratic structures; it sanctioned and
provided literacies with which to voice opinion and desire regarding the welfare of the

community and the running of the program. It was clear to me before I left that the middlemanagement did not intend to be employed toward the self-determination of the people.
Their goal was rather to administer programs upon the people, which further internalized
the bureaucratic cultural assumptions and value-structure within the Native community, so
that the people would able to enact those values more productively. This was a classic case
of the utilization of education as a ritual of assimilation to maintain the oppressed-oppressor
relationship. After 1 was ousted, the immediate challenge for the middle-management and
the new director was to place the youth workers in a subordinate mode after having acted
out on their own behalf. Their first order of business was to condition the workers to
accept the normal, everyday manipulations which are business as usual for
government/tribal agency programs run within the colonial assumptions. Otherwise, the
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youth workers would be too rebellious to easily accept being acted upon in the usual
manner (Koestler,1987).
The conditioning took place immediately under the primary' direction of the former
program evaluator, who became the deputy director, and was then placed in the position of
interim director (whom I shall call "director") by the board of directors of the program.
The new director relied on a similar set of strategies as the board of directors had employed
upon me, to silence and discourage the youth workers into compliance. Within 10 weeks
the new director was replaced by another person who continued the work of "keeping the
Indian workers under control," maintaining the policies put in place during the initial
conditioning. This person shall also be referred to as the "director," with no distinction

made between individuals for purposes of streamlining the narrative and focusing on the
dynamics of the bureaucracy and the resistance and compliance of the youth workers in
their fight for the conservation of diversity in the program.
Under the auspices of the director of education, and with implicit consent from the
executive director of the tribe, the new director attempted to end the autonomy of the Indian
youth workers in the program, simultaneously putting into play various methods of
restriction. The actions of limitations fall into three main categories; (1) the utilization of
bureaucradzed literacies to constrain worker behavior; (2) withholding program resources
from the youth workers and youth, including threatening to fire workers and docking their
pay; and (3) destabilization and demoralization via criticism, denunciation, falsification,
spying, and the deliberate spreading of rumors.

3ureaucratized Forms and Toxic Literacies

Time Ix>g
The director launched her leadership by immediately authoring and implementing
new time keeping forms for increased worker supervision. All tribal workers used a hand-
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scan time clock, scanning in the morning, scanning in and out for lunch, and scanning out
at the end of the day. When tribal employees were away from the scanners on business,
they kept a record of their time on a form and then submitted it to the payroll department for
adjustment. Like all tribal employees, the youth workers scanned in and out, and also
documented their work with their clients in more detail in the client folder, which had a
place to write the date and a few sentences about meetings as well as to keep client and

program documents, much like a cumulative academic file used in schools. The director
was not satisfied with the tribal system of time-keeping or the youth workers' accounting
for their time in the client cumulative files. The director sent a letter to two Indian DOL
youth program directors in which she introduced herself as the new director. In the letter
she accuses the former director (the author) of having incorrigibly allowed the Indian youth
workers to become uncontrollable. She states in the letter that she was frustrated in her
supervision of the workers because of the

chaotic way the youth workers had been working in the program among
themselves, (so far no harm to the youth of which 1 am aware) while the former
director was in place and allowed them to run amok regarding activities. I am
slowly reining them in and am coming down pretty hard with time sheets and
verified visits to schools, homes, shelters, treatment centers, etc. They are
resentful because it isn't like Clara (former director).

The language describing the Indian workers running amok, can be traced back over 400
years of Anglo-European and Native contact, from the Puritans, to the frontiersmen Indian
killers, to the military's Manifest Destiny and the BIA's "White Man's Burden." It is still
used today by reservation bureaucrats, and for the same purposes:
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In the national experience race has always been of greater importance than class, the
cornerstone of European property-based politics. Racism defined Natives as
nonpersons within the settlement culture and was in a real sense the enabling
experience of the rising American empire: Indian-hating identified the dark "others"
that white settlers were not and must not under any circumstances become, and it
helped them wrest a continent and more from the hands of these native carctakers of
the lands (Drinnon, 1997, p. xxviii ).

The director attempted to discredit the community values of self-reliance and selfdetermination that had been supported under the former director, and went as far as to
demand that the youth workers not mention her name. She did not want to have her
policies compared. She had a new agenda and with her staff, authored and implemented
three new time-keeping forms, adding to the hand-scan and the cumulative folder
requirement in order to "rein in" the Indians and make clear the distinction between who

was in charge and who was subordinate. The bureaucratized forms were very effective
toward the purpose of control.

The facsimile of the time log (Figure 3) appears harmless enough upon first glance,
until one realizes that the director required the youth workers to be accountable for their
movements and actions in 5-minute increments for the entirety of an eight-hour work-day
and an eighty hour pay period.

Ill

Figure 4, Facsimile of Time Log.
Youth Opportunity Grant

TIME LOG
Youth Advocate Name:

Date:
Time:
Activity:

Time:
Activity:
When I asked her what the entries on the daily time sheet looked like one youth
worker explained the time sheet like this: "Every hour, every minute. And you can't leave
any gaps between the time, and then you have to put down what you did" (5). Another
youth worker, in frustration, confronted the director with her opinion that
the forms were punitive:

What do you want to do, know our every move? How long it takes us to go from
here to here? And I told her, Okay, so when I get up to go to the computer am I supposed
to write down: "It took me like 5 seconds to get over there?" She was like, "Well, that's...
just use common sense" (7).

The conflict is precisely about whose definition of common sense and of reality will
be acknowledged, a point the director did not acknowledge in her response to the youth
worker's question. The increased time-keeping duties were burdensome and made no
sense to the youth workers in terms of program efficacy. One youth worker analyzed the

situation like this:
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I told

(the director): We've already got this form but ours isn't two pages.

Ours is just one page and we've already got that. We've got the majority of these
forms but we don't have them in two or three pages. We have them in one page
and it's broken down, I don't think we should adopt any more since we've already
got these forms (5).

The director was not happy with the youth worker's analysis and attempted to neutralize the
complaint: She replied:

"Well.

(other program) has, like 12 papers. As far as I know you have 8

papers you have to fill out and they've got 12."

The youth worker rebutted the director's argument that because another program on
a different reservation had even more paperwork requirements than theirs, her protest was
somehow invalid. The youth worker cited the federal-level program requirements:

Why add more papers on to it when the feds say it's okay the way we have it?
You might want to ask the rest of the youth workers how they feel about it (5).

The director met with continued resistance from the youth workers over the increased paper
work duties: A youth worker suggested:

Let's just stick to one sheet of paper and get that done, put everything together on
one instead of giving us all of these papers. 1 don't see why we had —all of a

113

sudden—get this signed, get that signed. And 1 said; You know we got these
forms. Let's just stick with them (8).

Previously, the time-keeping duties were relevant and contextualized. Only specific

times spent with clients and in the service of clients were recorded. Now the youth workers
had to account for all of their minutes, which was exceedingly laborious as the job duties
required the youth workers to "run around," performing multiple tasks in various locations.
The youth workers conducted intervention on behalf of the youth in the tribal, county and

state social services bureaucracy and with local and distant higher educational and training
service providers. Many youth workers drove their clients to social-services appointments,
took them to probation hearings, stood on their behalf at school board expulsion and
reinstatement meetings and went to watch them compete in sports at school and away. In
short, the youth worker job was in-the-trenches work of the most intense kind. And
because they lived in the same small community as their clients and were in many cases
related to each other the youth workers were called upon in emergencies at any hour, not
just during the 8-to-5 hours of a work day. The youth workers usually worked more than
40 hours in a week because the distinction between "work" and "life" was unnatural; their
clients were family and all lived in the same small community. The time log requirement
was a demonstration of distrust and disrespect toward the youth workers and a huge
imposition on their job performance. Here, a youth worker describes the burden of the
time sheets for two of her colleagues, whom she and another colleague offered to help:

It's like

[youth worker] and

their time sheets and

I said

[youth worker] are constantly behind in

[the director] makes faces and snickers around about it.

[youth worker] you know if you need help I'll help you on this and he

said "okay." And

[youth worker] told him the same thing, but

[youth
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worker] is like "No I could do it, I could do it" and when Monday comes and she
doesn't have it in that's when

[director] says, "I want those time sheets in and

blah blah blah and all that..." (5).
Another youth worker describes the oppressive nature of filling out forms :

The forms, filling out the data time sheets. Sometimes I forget and then I'm like:
Shit! I'm trying to backtrack what I did....then yesterday morning I came in and

[business manager] called me, she says,"

do you have your daily time

sheet thing for the last two weeks?" I said yeah I have them here. She says, "Well I
need them today or you won't get paid, we'll hold your check." I told
[business manager] Gee whiz! I said okay, I have them here, they are all done I'll
just fax them and I fax'ed them ...maybe I'll get paid and maybe I'll get docked
again I don't know, I have no idea (6).

The increased time-keeping duties changed the nature of the youth workers
autonomy. Suddenly they were expending a great deal of time and energy documenting
their activities and worrying about it when they forgot. Failure to comply was linked to
their pay so that the management had fiscal leverage with which to coerce the youth
workers to abide by their paperwork requirements. One advocate explained her

understanding of the situation;

I mean, she's like, we have to do these daily advocate report thingies.
We have to put down the time we come in, what you do every day and like,
by hours and minutes. Well we're doing them, and if you don't do them
you don't get paid. I said. Who's stupid idea was that? when they first did it.
They said,

[director]." So I went: Oh, okay, that figures. She's [director]

115

kind of... she's enjoying this ride that she's on right now...to me she's like really
demanding. She's not...she pisses me off sometimes, the things that she says and
some of the things that she's having us do—that I'm just doing it. I'm just doing
my job and doing my paper work....a lot of paper work, that time sheet thing I was
telling you about....cause if you don't do it they won't pay you, they hold your
check (6).

The extra time-keeping duties superceded the tribal hand-scans used for payroll and
the director would disregard the hand-scan read-out if she was unsatisfied with the youth
workers time log entries. The director would dock their pay on the basis of her opinion that
she didn't believe what they wrote on the time log. It was her word against theirs.
A youth worker elaborates;

We might as well use time cards then, instead of the hand-scan if she wasn't going
by the tribal hand-scan. It's nonsense that she subtracts hours and stuff. Everybody
gets their pay docked. If [the hand-scan] comes out being off'a. couple of minutes
they'll take out a couple of hours. And we put in so much time 'cause we have to
make it up, we know she is going to be subtracting hours out. I told

|business

manager): Once the director subtracts the time from my payroll, before you turn it in
and she signs it, I want to know how many hours she subtracted from mine
because I know she'll always do that. She doesn't tell us, I have to sneak around
and dig [to find] my hours (5).

The original program business manager and her husband—the employment
placement director—sister-in law and brother to the CEO, stayed on and renegotiated
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contracts with the tribe. The program business manager was also given authority to adjust
hand-scan and time reports. Before the new director took over, the business manager was
perceived by the youth workers and former director as very helpful and good natured. The
new director, with her manipulating of hand-scan reports, conscripted the business
manager to follow suit. When the boundary of "us" and "them" was erected by the new
director, the business manager was compelled to take sides. A youth worker described the
deterioration of the situation:

It's like her [business manager] true self came out now and it's kind of scary, and
she writes her own memos and

[director] will sign off on them and then they

put it... everyday is a new memo in our box. She turned,

[business

manager 1 is a different person. Even though we have our hours accounted for on
our time sheets, and I had an hour in annual leave was signed off by
[director], she [business manager] still took that hour off.

[business

manager] comes to me and tells me, "Well you need to make up this hour, you need
to stay at work" and I tell her no, I do got family at home and I do need to be at
home and I told her if you want to take it off, then I already did what you told me to
do, the daily time sheets... and if you guys want to go back and subtract everything
off of there I'd rather not make it up. Because that's work that 1 already put in and
having to do it all over again.... I said that wouldn't be right.
She docked me anyway, she's been docking everybody (5).

The youth worker accepted the one-hour dock in pay rather than stay late to make it
up, as she had already put in the time and documented it, and she had young children at
home who need her attention. The manipulative interpretation of the time logs and the tribal
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hand-scans to justify the docking of pay made it so the youth workers didn't know what
their pay checks would be on a biweekly basis unless they called the tribal payroll office

and asked to know the number of hours turned in for them by the director. Even then, they
could not find out what their pay would be for the two-week period.
A youth worker explained how it was that he was docked for hours that he worked with
youth clients during lunch at the High School, fifteen miles away from the tribal handscanner:

1 told them [director and business manager] that I was working with the school
board to get some of these kids back in school and she [director] told me that I
needed to come back and clock out at noon [for lunch] and I said; You know well
the best time to catch these kids is at noon when they are on their lunch break.

I told her I ain't gonna take time off to drop everything come all the way back
down to

[reservation] and clock out! I said that don't make sense to me,

why should I have to come all the way back? (8)

The youth worker resisted the director and business managers priority to
manipulate their movements via timekeeping over service to the program youth. A youth
worker reported that parents became aware of the limitations in service imposed by the time
log and started to complain. A youth worker explained; "Some of the parents are starting to
say. Why do you guys have to do all this and that? And then, 'You guys have no time for
the teenagers"'(5).
The time log radically changed and limited the way the youth workers functioned in
the program. Their efficacy was curtailed by the paperwork and they were leveraged into
compliance by the director and business manager with the threat of loss of livelihood. A
youth worker lamented these limitations;
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They take off everything, on the hours, the hand-scan hours and they are always
questioning us, how we spent our time, who we spent it with... so I told
[director] this job has become a desk job, not the job that I wanted to be at.

I said, we constantly have to be here [ at their desks] in order to have our
hours in (1).

Time-keeping and other managerial documents imposed limitations upon the
workers and youth by structuring their activities around their record-keeping duties. While
the initial rhetoric of the program's purpose was to "help youth" the eventual purpose of the
program forms (literacies) issued for keeping records was not to help people (Whitman,
2000), but to maintain control over the workers. The bureaucratized forms are what Denny
Taylor (1996) refers to as toxic literacies. The additional time-keeping forms were at cross
purposes with the community program. The units of "value" were measured by time

accounted for in specific increments of 'busy-ness'. The literacies were used to reify and
quantify worker value into units of time documented as not wasted and not idle.
Historically this originated with:

the rise of linear time and mechanical thinking, the equating of time with money and
the clock with the world order, and the need to measure time because quantification
alone is thought to enable mastery over nature by a rational understanding of it's
laws. Both money and scientific intellect especially in Cartesian identification with
mathematics have a purely formal, and thus neutral aspect. They have no tangible

content, but can be bent to any purpose. Ultimately, they became the purpose
(Berman, 1981, p. 56).
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The cultural context of purpose which the director imposed upon the people and
program on the reservation could not have been more alien. It is useful here to offer a
historical description of Native American metaphysics. The deteriorating dynamics in the
youth program on the reservation were determined by the hijacking of the cultural
curriculum to the cultural assumptions of success and meaningful employment of the
program bureaucrats. Vine Deloria (1991) states:

The best description of the Indian metaphysics was the realization that the world,
and all its possible experiences, constitutes a social reality, a fabric of life in which
everything had the possibility of intimate knowing relationships because,
ultimately, everything was related. The Indian world can be said to consist of two
basic experiential dimensions which, taken together, provided a sufficient means of
making sense of the world. These two concepts were place and power, perhaps
better defined as spiritual power or life force. Familiarity with the personality of
objects and entities of the natural world enabled Indians to discern immediately
where each living being had its proper place and what kinds of experiences that
place allowed, encouraged, and suggested (p. 10).

The director attempted to control the tribal sensibility of relationship and community
by reducing to a precise numerical value the content and quality of "minutes spent working"

as measured by time logs and contact-papers. The bureaucratized literacies measuring
sequential time and contact incidences were a decontextualized rigid caliper for the
measurement of success and failure of a people in the context of their tribal community.
The director was bound by her narrow linear sensibilities and attempted to bind the
people's behavior to fit in with her scheme, which was handily measured with her time
keeping forms and contact documentation. The director spoke of adding value to the
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program with her tight supervision but the people felt that in her leadership she was trying
to "extract as much value as possible from them" (Martinez, 2001, p. 7). The value she
spoke of was a dollar value for the government agency—an extrinsic profit value for the
grantor whose structure she allied with—not an intrinsic personal value for the people with
whom she could not unite. In her equation of time and money she was determined not to

waste either.

Contacting.
In response to the resistance from the youth workers against keeping five-minute
incremental accounts of their work hours, the director "came down on them" again and
increased the paperwork duties by requiring that the youth workers also obtain a signature
from every person they encountered and interacted with. This contact signature verification

was in addition to the time log documentation, in addition to the cumulative folder
documentation, and in addition to the tribal hand-scan.
Figure 5, Facsimile of Contact Log.
Youth Program Contact Log
Youth-Advocate Name:
Date:
Contact Name:
Nature of Contact:
Contact Signature:

The reason given for the signature requirement on top of the time log requirement
was to corroborate the time log documentation because, as the youth workers said, "The
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director doesn't trust us" (5) They also said they believed the director was trying to control
their behavior while they were out in the field. Program youth were required to sign the
contact log every time they interacted with their youth worker mentor. The ratio of youth
clients to adult worker varied from 15- to 18-to-one, at the time of the contact log
implementation. The youth workers were compelled to comply with the signature
requirement via the linking of the contact logs with payroll, as with the time logs. They
said it was sometimes very difficult to obtain signatures at the moment. They had many
encounters in a day and a week with their many clients plus multiple encounters with the
various personnel of the agencies they interacted with on behalf of their clients.
The mentor-youth relationship at the veiy heart of the program was undermined as
youth were placed in the position of being responsible over their adult advocates with the
requirement that they verify their youth worker's report with a signature. The youth were
entangled into complicity, obligated to verify for their mentors. Youth workers had to ask
for a signature of verification from all the professionals they met with on the reservation
and out in the community. The contact signature requirement diminished the youth worker
autonomy and therefore their professionalism. The bureaucratic infantilization positioned

them into the status of dependent children constantly needing permission.
As with the time log, hours could be docked from a youth worker's hand-scan if
there was no signature substantiating the time log entry. A youth worker reported:

So I was over there talking to Mr.
and
got Mr.

[the vice principal of the middle school ]

[directorJ goes, "I don't believe you because you don't
signature on your paper, and you guys need to have his

signature. Everybody you talk to, you're going to have to have those
signatures or I will call up there and check up on you guys." And I was
like: Okaaay. 1 just said: Well...you know, whatever (3).
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The youth worker replied "whatever" in a long, drawn out sigh. The
demoralization of not being believed, of being treated and threatened like a culprit, and
being checked upon in the community, was weary-making. Moreover, some professionals
in the community were not comfortable with the signature requirement and refused to sign.
This issue brought to the fore several major problems with the signature requirement. The
youth workers could be docked pay for lack of signature, but whose job description was it
to call the contacts listed without signatures to verify over the phone that the youth worker
had seen them? Would more personnel need to be hired to drive around town and verify all

the worker contacts if they couldn't get verification by phone? Would the youth worker be
expected to simply accept a dock in pay for the time spent and logged with no signature
verification? A youth worker discussed the resistance from professionals at the high
school.
...and I kind of got into it with the school because they didn't want to sign
director's] paper. Yeah. So I turned around and 1 told

[the

[director]. "We're not

always going to get this signed. They didn't want to sign it..." So 1 told
[directorl some of the counselors and even the secretary at the school didn't want to
sign it. Uh-huh. They don't want to sign. I just told her [director], "I'll write a
note on the side and say they refused to sign" (5).
The community professionals might well have wondered what they were being
implicated in by having to sign a verification for the meeting and conversation regarding the
youth that had just taken place. Even the secretaries at the middle and high school were
required to vouch for the youth workers on campus. The parents were unhappy as well
with the signature verification requirement; they too were being compromised into a

supervisorial position over their child's adult advocate. A youth worker reported the
response of a parent to the signature requirement:
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'cause 1 do tutoring in the evening, I've been filling out a paper and then let the
client sign it that I tutored, and the parent... and if

[director] has any problems

with that she can talk to the parent. 'Cause one of the girls that I've been doing a lot
of tutoring with is
and

's daughter and

has signed a couple of those papers

goes " What is this? Why do you have to do this?" 1 tell her, "You have to

do this every time you talk to somebody you have to fill one of those papers out,"
and I said; "Well, that is for me to back up what I am doing and that is for the
director so she knows that I am talking to somebody instead of, you know, just
writing it down and lying about it." And

[parent] says: "Geez! Who is this

lady?" (6).

The contact log signature requirement had community members policing each other
and in effect twisted the community into complicity with the director's program curriculum
and authority over youth worker control and discipline. Hegemony functions by taking the
authority out of the hands of the people and meting out meager concessions in return. In
Indian metaphysics (Deloria. 1991) there is no sole and literal authority outside of the
community. Success and failure are relative concepts wholly dependent upon specific place
and temporal context for meaning. In the historical Native oral tradition "each generation
resets the seam of the community in the telling and retelling of stories which, if
supplemented or modified, takes place only by consensus of the elders" (Neff, 2000).
The director's fixation with asserting singular and decontextualized control over the

workers is the historical legacy of the dominant European (Western) hegemony wherein:

The control of the environment by mechanical means in the form of windmills or
plows is almost as old as homo sapiens himself. But the elevation of this control
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which took place in the seventeenth century to a philosophical level was an
unprecedented step in the history of human thought (Berman, 1981, p. 31; italics
mine).

Centralized control from without collapses the container for the specific cultural
context and meaning of those dispossessed of self-determination. The director and her

managers were serving the interests of their cultural context and meaning historically
derived from the "cycle of economic/scientific life in early modem Europe: regarding nature
arithmetically; mastery of nature and its resources through rational calculation; creation of
wealth credit and individual success" ( Berman, 1981, p. 56). Kinship cohesion and the
values of the community to define and arrange success for its youth were sidelined. The
signature requirement was sometimes impossible to meet in the moment as youth workers
and their clients often saw each other outside of program hours, were often related and
lived in the same small community. A youth worker "got in trouble" for having her youth
"back-sign" three times for meetings which were not documented on the signature sheet.
She didn't have her verification forms when she encountered the client and the clients
parent, but she did document the meeting in a little notebook she carried. Also, she said that
the signature requirement impeded the natural flow of conversation and interaction between
people. She stated:

...and every time you meet with the parent, you have to find that paper,
every time you contact them they have to sign that paper, whatever was
talked about you have to let them know, write it down and they sign it.

Every meeting. Anything about the client, any parent, anything regarding that child
anybody that you contact for that child. like, I spoke to
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regarding my kids (clientj, and he had to sign a contact paper for that kid (3).

1 asked the youth worker: How do people respond to the signature requirement?
Are they okay with it? She replied:

It's kinda hard but we have to do it. It's hard getting everybody to sign it. You
know, kids just run in and out. When they come I make them sign three or
however many times I've seen them without signature. I got written up for
supposedly making up things like that. I always carry a tablet like that, I write
down when I see them even if I don't have the signature and I showed her
(director] the documentation in my tablet, however many times.
I said, "I contacted them at least three times and I failed to get a signature..."
Everyone is always in trouble (3).

The youth worker was "written up" for falsification of records even after she
explained the situation. A written reprimand was generated. She refuted the citation

following due process and arranged to have the youth and parent attest on her behalf.
The written reprimand was expunged from her personnel file but the process was damaging
to her and her youth client. That youth worker eventually quit after two more incidences of
false accusation and censure but she did not "drop out." She was "pushed out" (Fine,

1993) by the weariness which is produced when "bean-counting" runs amok and
everywhere there is duplicitous surveillance.
Another incident involved a youth worker coming across a stack of blank but
signed verification forms of some youth worker colleagues. The colleagues were having
their clients sign in advance instead of "back sign" but for the very same reasons: Getting a
signature on the run from a teenage client was a hit-and-miss proposition. Because their
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payroll was dependent upon signatures, the youth workers could not afford not to have
them. A former youth worker related this story told to her by a current youth worker.
Details of the job termination of the speaker will come in a later section.

...you know how they have to share a computer, I guess I don't know, I haven't
been in that building... he [youth worker] said that some of the advocates,

,

and the other gal left their forms sitting there and they went somewhere,
wherever, and so

[youth worker] sat down to use the computer and he

saw... he said the paperwork was sitting there facing straight up. He said "You
know what them ladies are doing? They're having the kids sign 10 forms at a
time!" (4).

The youth worker who found the signed, blank forms went on to question whether
his colleagues were actually seeing their clients or just having them sign forms and making
up the meetings. The youth worker who saw the signed forms was one of the new hires
who did not receive any training in the Family Therapy model. He was not a collaborator
with the three workers from the first cohort (whose forms he saw) and had very little
communication with them. During our talks he said he felt excluded and isolated in his
work, off on his own, with no group cohesion. He too was "pushed out" of the job. which
1 also discuss in a later section.
The youth worker inter-relationships were being torqued by the pressures of the

paperwork requirements, and the atmosphere of the program was further eroded as the
workers were played against each other by the management and corrupted by the lack of
administrative trust. For example, when a group of youth workers was sent to training
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mandated by the DOL the director enlisted a tribal member program employee to spy on the
youth workers and report back. The youth workers explained:

... and she is sending

with us so... (5)

is the eyes (9)
... and the ears, she came into the office and told us up front, that she's gonna be

[director](5).

telling on us whatever we do to

The youth workers made light of the situation. One stated:

What if she does something wrong, should we tell on her? (10)
They all laugh. Later, discussing what happened at the conference with a different
tribal office worker who was assigned to "spy: on them:
I spy I just stayed in her room reporting back to

[director J. Her

phone bill came up to almost $300!

One of the tribal workers who had been positioned as a spay had been conscripted
into the director's bureaucratic scheme through the granting of extensive privileges. Youth
workers discussed the situation:

How come she

favors only one employee? She favors

(youth worker]

and she [director] told me if I didn't want to do the home visits, or if I don't want to
go to school or if 1 don't do my work I'm not a team player, and then she's trying
to threaten me. And when

(youth worker] came into the meeting and said

"well I'm not going on these trips no more... if my youth don't behave they just
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don't behave, I got no control over them, 1 got nothing to do with that. That is
part of being

in the youth program too, she can't just say "Oh, I'm just gonna

go this far and then let the rest of my coworkers deal with this." And
just lets it happen, and I told

[director]: you know,

(director]

[youth worker] is

not the only one that has kids to support, to feed at home. I have, also have a baby
at home too (5).
And she

[youth worker] can work at home (9).

She can work at home even though we got our cubicles. They told us we couldn 't
do that no more (5).
As soon as we got our cubicles you couldn't go home to work (9)
If

[youth worker] don't have a ride

[director] will let her use her car (5).

Oh yeah, she'll give her the keys to her car (10).
She [director] won't do that for us and

[youth worker] can take annual leave

whenever she feels like it but the rest of us can't (5).

It is useful to digress from the narrative here and discuss Philip Zimbardo's (1972,
1976), Stanford prison experiment, wherein he posesd the question: What happens when
you put good people in an evil place? Zimbardo simulated a jail in the basement of the
Psychology building at Stanford and set out to conduct a fourteen day experiment to
observe what would happen when you put two groups of "well-adjusted" young men in
positions of dominance (guards) and submission (prisoners). The subjects in the
experiment were heavily screened for low sadism and low masochism and high social
adjustment; furthermore they were middle-class students or residents of the Stanford
community. The experiment had to be called off on the sixth day because Zimbardo found
that "the guards became sadistic and the prisoners became dcpressed"(1972). The
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researchers were astonished at the degree to which the prison schema took over both the
subjects and the researchers in the study:

At this point it became clear that we had to end the study. We had created an
overwhelmingly powerful situation — a situation in which prisoners were
withdrawing and behaving in pathological ways, and in which some of the guards
were behaving sadistically. Even the "good" guards felt helpless to intervene, and
none of the guards quit while the study was in progress. Indeed, it should be noted
that no guard ever came late for his shift, called in sick, left early, or demanded

extra pay for overtime work.
And so, after only six days, our planned two-week prison simulation was
called off. On the last day, we held a series of encounter sessions, first with all the
guards, then with all the prisoners (including those who had been released earlier),
and finally with the guards, prisoners, and staff together. We did this in order to get
everyone's feelings out in the open, to recount what we had observed in each other
and ourselves, and to share our experiences, which to each of us had been quite
profound.
We also tried to make this a time for moral reeducation by discussing the
conflicts posed by this simulation and our behavior. For example, we reviewed the

moral alternatives that had been available to us, so that we would be better equipped
to behave morally in future real-life situations, avoiding or opposing situations that
might transform ordinary individuals into willing perpetrators or victims of evil.
{Zimbardo, et.aJ. 1972).

During the prison experiment the prisoners mounted resistance one night to the
three guards on duty. The three guards were able to regain control of the situation and
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subdae the prisoners only after calling in and receiving help from six off-duty guards.
There were nine guards total in the study, working three together, in shifts of eight hours.
Zimbardo (1972) describes the strategy the guards devised to maintain control of the
prisoners afterwards:

The rebellion had been temporarily crushed, but now a new problem faced the
guards. Sure, nine guards with clubs could put down a rebellion by nine prisoners,
but you couldn't have nine guards on duty at all times. It's obvious that our prison
budget could not support such a ratio of staff to inmates. So what were they going
to do? One of the guards came up with a solution. "Let's use psychological tactics
instead of physical ones." Psychological tactics amounted to setting up a privilege
cell.
One of the three cells was designated as a "privilege cell." The three
prisoners least involved in the rebellion were given special privileges. They got
their uniforms back, got their beds back, and were allowed to wash and brush their
teeth. The others were not. Privileged prisoners also got to eat special food in the
presence of the other prisoners who had temporarily lost the privilege of eating.
The effect was to break the solidarity among prisoners (Zimbardo, 1972).

My point of digressing with the Zimbardo study is that intuitively, the program

director had set up her own "privilege cell", lavishly favoring one youth worker over the
others in return for complicity and subterfuge—a classic divide-and-conquer strategy. The
focus of the youth workers was diverted from interaction with and advocacy of the youth to
watching their backs, shuffling paperwork and placating the director's escalating
requirements for supervision. The youth workers attention was diverted from serving
community youth to worrying about being keeping logs and descriptions of contacts.
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making sure to get verification signatures, and avoiding being "told on" by their
colleague/spy. A youth worker described the disproportionate amount of supervision
between management and workers and how wearisome it was to have the paperwork load
increased:

[manager] hasn't been "out there" working. She needs to get out there and
work and see what the (youth workers) go through, what we have to deal with and
how people... you know they, 1 don't know... She says you need to do all the
paperwork "cause they made extra forms so you have to actually get the client to

sign it when you talk to them, and you sign it at the time and return it in right away
immediately, and pretty soon it's like you know, almost a 24 hour job (4).

The director did not require herself to fill out the time log or get signature
verifications on her meetings. Youth workers said: "In the beginning she said we all had to
do time sheets but now she doesn't. She admitted she didn't even do one time sheet!" (9)
"If she's making all of us fill out a time log, all of them [management] should be doing a
time thing" (7). A youth worker confronted the director on the issue:

I told her: "You talk," like they say in the White man world, "you talk with a
forked tongue, you say one thing and you do another; You should look at what you
are saying, you tell us one thing and you do another" (4)."

The director was not adhering to the rules which she established for the youth
workers. She held herself apart from the community workers, exercising her authority to
adjust curriculum and rules as needed to privilege her control. She defined and enacted a
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double standard. Her definition of program success came to be measured by the success of
her control over the workers as she increased supervision over them. The communities'
definition and assessment of success legitimated their own culture over that of the program
director and the other bureaucrats who supported the rigid supervisorial requirements.
For the bureaucracy, success was measured impersonally and eventually became
solely bean counting: the negotiation of the record-keeping component of the program and
success in meeting the paper requirements of the federal grantor to secure more money for
the subsequent grant period. For the tribal members, youth workers, youth and the rest of
the community, success was measured by a personal standard: the success of the
interpersonal mentoring relationship between youth and adults while providing tangible
experience and opportunity for the youth to become prepared to pursue creative options for
employment in their young adult lives. Youth worker resistance escalated and the director
and her bureaucrat cohort responded with another increase in paper work which tightened
supervision.

Written Narratives

The youth workers continued to resist the toxic literacies. In response, the director
"came down on them" yet again, this time by requiring that the youth workers also submit a
weekly narrative of their activities along with the tribal hand-scan, written time log,
signature verification sheet and client cumulative folder documentation. The new
paperwork requirement was, again, linked to salary; thus, the director again had the
necessary leverage to compel the youth workers to abide by the new requirement. A youth
worker complained bitterly about the demand that she give more proof in the form of a
longer narrative that she was doing her job:
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[director) is always making complaints about the narratives. The contact
signatures they are signed and dated by the kid or parent of kid and I write a
sentence regarding the meeting.

[director] wants half a page for every contact

narrative! What we write should be good enough for us to get paid for the days
that we're working. We shouldn't have to write.... a brief, brief description of
what we do... I mean, as long as it's written there, what we did... I told her, I go,
"You don't have enough trust in your employees for us to do tMs or what? "(7)

Another youth worker described walking into the office and encoimtering her
friend/colleague very upset over an incident of having her pay docked for lack of narrative:

She was very upset, she argued with her ( the director) that day. I wasn't here.

I was at the high school and I got here and

[youth worker] was still fuming.

I said, "what's wrong?" and she started telling me about all this stuff. I said:

"you're kidding!"
She says, 'No.' What happened was that in the afternoon the director and the
employment coordinator came over

[youth worker] didn't put down enough

specifics (the narrative) about what she did one day (on the time log) so they
docked her 10 hours of pay! And she didn't know it until she got her work check!
I told her [director]: "People are counting on the money." You know

[youth

worker] was too upset to really say anything to her. She was going to cuss at her
but she didn't.
So after

[youth worker] walked out I told

[director]....'cause she docked

me like six hours too, and I had to verify what I was doing for those 6 hours.
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What she docked me for was tutoring. I had gone home, I clocked out, I went
home. One of the kids came to my house and asked me if I could help them with an

essay that they were writing. I said, okay, fine so I came back down to
the center, I didn't bother to clock back in and I was there for about three
hours that night and we finally got a computer, and the young lady was
doing her essay and then she did a rough draft up on the computer... so you
know that takes time.... and that's why they docked me.
So I went back and I got a letter from

(youth) and a letter from her mother

and 1 submitted it with my time and they paid me for it. But I told

[director],

I said: "I know hand-scans for the pay period before come out on Friday night or at
the latest Monday." I said; "We would appreciate it if you would at least let us
know if we're getting docked. That way you can give us a chance to verify what
you're questioning on us so we'll know ahead of time that we're going to be
getting docked 10 hours for a pay period instead of having it come as a big
surprise when you're counting on paying your bills (6).

The director was heedless to the economic distress caused as a result of docking
youth workers pay. She cut them short at times for significant hours of salary in a pay
period. A youth worker reported about some of her colleagues getting docked: "Some of
them are only getting like 15 hours or 20 hours for 2 weeks (80 hour pay period) for not
handing in their daily time sheets" (5). The top youth worker salary was approximately
$26,000 per year, which broke down to about $12.50 an hour. The (director had been

drawing $30 an hour in salary as the program evaluator when formerly contracted by the
CEO of the consulting firm. The new director's yearly salary, at the previous $30 per hour,
would come to approximately $62,000 a year, a differential of $36,000 between her
earning power and that of the youth workers. Yet, the director acted in complete disregard
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to the youth worker's financial circumstances, causing them undue hardship with the
payroll manipulations. One youth worker confronted the director with the gross differential
in privilege:

... and I told her, "You're secure in your own home, safely tucked away in your
nice bed." I told her, "We lived a hard life and we know where these teenagers are
coming from and you don't know," and she said, "Well, I rode horses on this
reservation a long time ago" (in the 1950s). "Well still, "I told her, "that doesn't
give you the right to say, you know—that there's a connection between us." I told
her anybody can ride a horse anywhere but to live here on this reservation you
have to use your survival techniques, I told her (5).

The director was not taking the conditions of life on the reservation into account.
Her perception was of her own cultural system and privilege: White upper/ middle-class,
with a Ph.D. She might well be able to afford to have five hundred dollars withheld from
her pay check, but that amounted to half or more of the youth workers' biweekly salary.
She seemed not to notice that her behavior was a liability to the well being of the workers.
Her perception of her effect was quite the opposite. On my last day with the program the
new director told me that she "felt good about taking over the position" because she
believed that she was "adding value to the community" which, she said, was "part of her
landscape." She was heard to use that phrase on other occasions. She and her husband
were from "distinguished old families" in the area and owned thousands of acres of land 20

miles away from the reservation. The view from their newly built adobe home on their vast
property was of a mountain on the reservation. She spoke of the Indians as part of her
landscape—a statement signifying cultural occupation over Indigenous land and lives.
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The director had acquaintances from the reservation when she was a teenager in the 1950s
and touted these former affiliations to support her sovereignty over the tribal people when
speaking of them being part of "her landscape" in the possessive case. A youth worker
clearly understood the power dynamics in this language and resisted the director's
possessive rhetoric, telling her, "That doesn't give you the right to say —you know, that
there's a connection between us" (5).
The director appeared to be oblivious to how offensive her language of possession
was to Native people. Indeed, she used it with the other Indian program directors as well.
One of the Indian directors gave a detailed report of the first impression the director made at
a DDL meeting. In attendance were the five other directors of reservation youth programs,
all Native Americans. He recounted:

She went on about what a big and hard job hers was as director of the
[tribe] program, and got all teary-eyed. 1 thought she was going to break down but
she didn't. We all felt that she was showing "crocodile tears" and did not trust her
show of emotion. We tolerated her for the remainder of the meetings; we were

definitely tolerating her.

Contrasting the policies and practices implemented when the program began, and
those under the new director's leadership, one youth worker stated:

She said, "You didn't run the program right." and that you "messed everything
up." She said the "F" word, that "you fucked everything up." 1 said, "how?" She
said, "She gave you guys too much freedom, she didn't set boundaries, she didn't
set rules, she didn't ask for how your time was to be accounted for and you guys
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were all over the place." And I was like, yeah and our work was getting done and
we did the work and everything was good but now it's like, how can we give

100% when she is constantly breathing down our back? (5)

The youth worker resisted the director's negative description of how the program
ran prior to her leadership, redirecting the power dynamic in mid-conversation:

I asked her, "Why didn't you voice your opinion then? Why didn't you voice your
opinions and all these paperwork's that you wanted us to do? Why didn't you
bring it before Clara, and why didn't you bring it to us then instead of now? And
what's the purpose for it? For all the paperwork ...?" I asked her, "Why didn't
you bring this out when Clara was here?" And when I said your name she just
kind of... like she didn't even want to talk about you, and she didn't want your

name to be mentioned (5).

In these remarks the youth worker was asking the question: Whose interest is being served
by the organization and legitimation of toxic program literacies? The values of the family
and community were the organizing structure of this former dynamic. The director,
however, judged and invalidated those values by declaring that the program's adherence to
them was "all fucked up." She told the youth worker that "they had too much freedom."
The youth worker rebuts this argument telling her that they are bogged down in paperwork
and surveillance to the detriment of the program. She was clearly telling the director that
there was a serious incongruency between her values and assumptions about meaningful
work, knowledge, and education and the youth workers. These articulations by the youth
workers were not received by the director. Her response was to again increase surveillance
and further decrease confidence.
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Any group that wishes to be regarded as the authority in a human society must not
simply banish or discredit the views of their rivals, they must become the sole
source of truth in that society and amend the status and power to interpret against all
comers by providing the best explanation of the data. As priests and politicians have
discovered, it is even permissible to tell lies in order to maintain status, since the
most fatal counter attack against entrenched authority will not be directed against
their facts, but against their status (Deloria,l995, pp. 40-41).

When there is a breakdown and lack of trust between people, when upholding the
status quo is the main objective, toxic bureaucratized literacies become a substitution for
communication (Hamilton, 2001) between the dominant group and their subordinates. The
youth workers were not engaged in any real communication with the director or the
management; their interactions became primarily characterized by discussion and
disagreement over the program forms, individual supervision as monitored by the forms,
and the fight over the withholding of resources—the docking of pay—as transacted
through the forms. Community knowledge was not acknowledged. The youth workers
resisted; they were finding their own ways to manipulate the forms in order to maintain
their ability to serve the youth. They were "back signing" forms, signing forms in
advance. And most importantly, they resisted by speaking their values and opinions. They
spoke their knowledge of what they needed and wanted. The verbal confrontations of
resistance and compliance often took place in staff meetings where the director alternately
asserted authority over the youth workers and broke down emotionally in front of them. In
the next section the youth workers describe the meetings.

From the start of her tenure, the director called meetings on short notice to explain
new rales and details about paperwork requirements, discuss job performance and question
the youth workers about their activities and each other. A youth worker expresses this
opinion:

...and we'd have all these meetings, and I just—we've had meetings that just—
like, three days a week! And it was getting ridiculous to me. 1 was telling them [the
managers], "Why do we have these meetings? It's a waste of time." (8).

The meetings were announced on a daily basis with a memo that appeared in the youth
worker's boxes. The impromptu meetings interfered with the work of youth advocacy as
workers were expected to cancel other meetings, "drop everything and make it back" to the
meetings. Youth workers were forced to choose between the youth and the unexpected
meetings. A youth worker described his resistance to a meeting, which ended up costing
him his job:

[director] was just giving us a memo in our box stating that we were gonna do
this and do that and I just told her, "I don't have time to come to these meetings
because my job requires me to be out there talking with the kids and the parents and

I'm not here to sit around with you guys and listen to the same old things over and
over and over"... like what we are gonna do, how we're supposed to do our job,
and you know how everything is supposed to be ....and how we gotta abide by
this... She [director] started coming up with more and more paperwork than I think
we were supposed to be doing 'cause we were supposed to keep, like daily logs

and our contact visits and stuff like that.... She would want to know what I was
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doing, why I didn't come back for the meeting, and we have to have these slips
signed by the students and the counselors and everything verifying that we were
there.
I just told her; "I don't have time to go around and carry all these papers." Yeah, I

just told her; "I don't have time to do all this crap!" I said; You know, I am not
hired to do"

I just told her it was just stupid.

The youth worker did not show up for a meeting because he was working with
youth out in the larger community 15 miles away. He "got in trouble" with the director for
not showing up. The youth workers were traversing a contradictory mine field of rules and
regulations. They were forced to do this in order to keep their jobs.
Another youth worker described being threatened with job loss for resisting in a

meeting. The director wanted her to speak about actions, which took place on a fieldtrip,
of another youth worker. The director wanted to know what she personally thought about
the youth worker. The youth worker being questioned was not on the trip in question and
the director knew that. She wanted her to comment anyway in a staff meeting with all
parties present. The children of the youth worker who was on the trip were in the room
during the meeting. The youth worker refused to gossip about her colleague. She told this

story:
The following Tuesday we had a staff meeting, that's when

[youth worker]

brought in (her daughter and the little boy to the staff meeting and she [directorj
wanted us to say something about

[youth worker] while her kids were all

there. It's like she jdirector] wants to know how I feel about other people and she
wants to know.... if me and

(another youth worker] don't agree with her, then

she thinks that the whole staff is trying to be against her. It's like if she tries to get

141

one of us to agree then she thinks the staff will follow her. I don't, I got nothing
to say, and I shouldn't comment on it and I have respect for

[youth worker's]

children that were there at the meeting. And I didn't want to degrade their mother in
front of her children so....
The youth worker clearly understood the psychology of the director and described
one of her means of coercion: degradation. She redirected the conversation, asserting her
curriculum for youth advocacy:

I told

[director]: "We shouldn't even be sitting here talking about how we

individually feel about each other." I said: "We should be focusing on these youth
because this is what the program is supposed to be for. It 'aint about
and it aint about

[youth worker], and it's not about

[director]

[youth worker]."

1 said, "It's about these youth, these teenagers and that was.... that's my job and

that is what I am going to stick with and leave the personal issues outside.'"
But she's ]director] like, "I want to know, and 1 want to know why."
Why I didn't want to put my input. And I told her, "I didn't go on the trip and it
wouldn't be fair for me to say anything about it 'cause I wasn't there , 'cause it'd
be a lie" (5).

Unable to get any gossip from the youth worker the director then threatened her. Another
youth worker witnessed the scene and described the threat:

She [director] said... "and maybe this job wasn't meant for her if she's not going

to be a team player," and that's when

[youth worker] said to the director.'

"What are you doing? Are you threatening me?" The director got teaiy eyed...(l).
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The director often resorted to tears when confronted about her statements. Readers

will recall that the break down behavior first occurred when I challenged her belief that the
youth workers had an eighth-grade English comprehension level. Emotion became

commonplace in meetings. The director would say demeaning things, and when the youth
workers confronted her with the critical remarks, she would break down and cry. In the
meetings the director regularly asked the youth workers and other program staff if they
liked and trusted her. One youth worker recounted this prolonged scene in a meeting;

I says to the director, "One of the reasons why I don't really like you, why you
lost my trust, is that time that you went in and said that we were low class, and that
you were the only person that knew how to, ummm, that knew about the CPS
chart in social services. You said 'I'm the only one with education who knows
about this, you guys don't know anything.'" And so I told her, I said, "I really
didn't like that statement, that put-down." And she said, "You mean to tell me that

I said that?" And I said, "Yes you did." I said

|director|. "You should know

what you said." And then she goes, "I must be senile," she said, "cause I'm
getting old and I don't remember what 1 said." And I said, "If you would've
remembered it, you hurt everybody's feelings, you hurt mine and I didn't like that."
And then she said, "Well I never thought I would say things like that and I never
thought that would come out of my mouth...." So... mm hmm ... And she was

crying and I told her I told her, "Well, I'm sorry 1 made you cry but you want the
truth, and if you want me to keep telling you the truth then I'm gonna make you cry
more." So she just sat there and she said, "I never wanted to say that." She cried
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and cried the whole time while I was telling her and 1 said, "I am sorry. I'm leaving
'cause I don't want to keep on saying things that are gonna hurt your feelings" (1).

The director's astonishment that such a put-down wouid "come out of her mouth"
is reminiscent of her surprise at her "prejudice" when I challenged her statement about the
youth workers level of English proficiency. The director's emotional collapse into crying
became chronic. A youth worker analyses the emotional outbursts this way;

She doesn't herself know how to handle confrontation. When someone says
something real strong to her she cries 'cause she's been sheltered her whole life and
that's her weakness. And she don't get it, she says, "It's a good thing." But 1
said, "Not all the, not the majority of the time. No. I don't think so"... She cries
every day.
Yes, she does....(5).

The youth workers had to contend with the director's inability to stand up in the
face of their feedback. A youth worker told me that a colleague would gibe the director
about the crying. I asked the colleague about it. I said: "I heard about you, that you say 'oh
there she goes.'" He replied: "Yeah... there she goes again"(9). The youth worker who

was fired for job abandonment made these comments:

The way I see it, it's gotta come to a halt somewhere, this woman needs to be
eliminated because I just don't see her as being a director in this program.
She discriminates against people. She's not there... She's just there for the money
that's the way 1 see it. If she gets a chance to take a trip she'll take it, get out of
here. When we were having those meetings she was doing the same thing, you
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know, walling up and crying around and we used to just laugh at her. I mean we
would just literally sit there and laugh at her. I used to tell her in meetings that before we'd get started —I'd say, "When are you gonna cry? As soon as you cry 1
am going to leave" (8).

This youth worker named the action of two additional behaviors of compulsion:
discrimination and collapse. Another youth worker described a particularly intense
meeting. The director had previously withheld from signing documents that two youth
workers needed signed. Payment of salary was contingent on the signature. During the
discussion with three youth workers present, the director redirected the subject and

unexpectedly accused one of the youth workers of wrongdoing. Her colleague relates the
scene:

After the D.C. (training) trip in December of 2000, she (director] told
worker] that a girl from Washington DC reported to her that

was smelling like alcohol and was told to leave a meeting.
worker] asked. "Who said that?" The director gave a name.

[youth

[youth worker)
[accused youth
[accused youth

worker] said, "I know her, I'll call her on the phone and ask her why she said that
about me when it wasn't true." The director panicked and blurted, "I lied, she
didn't say that, I made it up!"... and she got teary-eyed...started crying...(7).

The three youth workers then confronted the director about her emotional behavior. One of
the three told hen
We hear that you make the tribe look bad at the Indian director meetings. And she
[director] freaked out again and said, "Who said that, Clara?" We said "No" then
she named all the names of the other Indian directors try ing to get us to tell her who
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said it. We kept saying, "No, no, no," and she was crying. I was trying not to
laugh in her face. I was turning my head looking away from her, and

[director] screamed at me "You think this is funny! Take that smirk off your face!
I'll sign your fucking leave papers!" She signed the papers and threw them (7).

Two other youth workers described the emotional roller coaster they constantly rode :

( director) is constantly asking if we trust her, why don't we trust her etc.

I tell her I'll give you a theoretical answer Suppose that when Clara was the
director you pretended that you were her friend, and didn't go off on us while she

was around. You didn't stand up for her or get with her, you never got with
her' (5). She says, "Is it true what you are saying, are you saying that? What do
you mean? What do you mean?" (1). She starts crying as usual. I tell her, "I can't

stand it when you cry because then it reminds me of how weak our leadership is"
(5).

Here, the youth worker gave a hypothetical example in response to the director's
rhetorical question. The youth worker named the action: pretense. The youth workers were
most eloquent in their deconstruction's of the director's behavior and they explained it to
her clearly. Still, she was unable to shake her assumption that her knowledge counted
more. This deficit reflects the inability to discern and acknowledge diversity. The value the
director placed on her own knowledge and assumption of how the program should be run
superceded other possibilities.
In the next excerpt, the youth workers in a group (the first and only time we met in
person together during the interviews) continue their analysis in reply to my question: "Tell
me about the difficulties you are having advocating for youth?" One unanimous response
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to that question was the lack of advocacy by the director and her simultaneous demand for
their support. The contradictory behavior was repulsive to the youth workers and they
avoided the director whenever possible in order to avoid expending time and energy on her
emotion-driven demands. The youth workers describe an incident in which the director
sharply rebuked their colleague, an Indian office worker, causing her to cry, and then
became alarmed that she had overstepped her boundaries;

And she came to me after everything was done with

[office worker). And

then she comes back there to the cubicles and tried to whisper around and be my
best friend. And I'm on the computer and she's all: "

[youth worker] "Help

me, what can I do?" And she's swallowing her spit and everything and I'm
like....(5)
She's all teary eyed (9)
Yes, and just all choked up. And I'm all —GEEZ! —You're the director, you're
supposed to know what to do! I said, "Fm just a youth worker"...(5)

The director called upon the youth worker to help bail her out of a predicament. The youth
workers commiserated about being called upon by the director, demanding their support.

It's constantly me she's always on, and everybody.... Me and

[youth worker]

say to each other, "The monkey's on your back now"... they laugh.
So I say, "I wish she was on yours!" (laughter).
She [director] said that I shouldn't "treat her like a teenager", she's "the adult
there." And I told her, "Why don't you act like the adult then?"
She got me upset that's why I told her. She's the one with the Ph.D. (5).
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And she always says; What do you mean? What do you mean? (9),
she says she's gonna quit, She's waiting for someone... (9).
She looks for sympathy.. (5).
Yeah... (9).
Someone to stroke her ego and make her go on another day and ...(5)
She just wants me to tell her it's all right (9).
She keeps calling meetings and spinning her wheels and isn't getting anywhere (5).

These youth workers are making light in the moment of the difficult conditions,
joking about the director being "the monkey on their back." But the haranguing was no
joke, and cost a second youth worker her job. She also walked off the job in frustration
and was then fired for job abandonment. She reported that the director encouraged gossip
at the staff meetings, started the gossip herself and spread gossip about the staff. The
youth worker's home life broke down under the pressure of gossip initiated by the director.
The next section discusses the destabilization caused by incrimination via gossip.

Destabilizatioii and Demoralization
A second youth worker left the job within the first month of the new director's
management. She was a member of a different tribe, related by marriage to the male youth
worker who was fired for job abandonment. She and her brother-in-law often ate lunch
together, sometimes going together to meet her husband/his brother, who worked nearby.
The male youth worker told me, before he left the job, that the director was spreading
rumors that he and his sister-in-law were having an affair. I asked his sister-in-law to tell

me why she left the job.
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I director I said we [brother in law and she] were having an affair. She said

it in front of everybody at a meeting. My other brother-in-law [married to her
sister] heard her and told me, "He still works for there. You know,

[youth

worker]?" She [director] said in the meeting, "I knew I shouldn't have hired
[male youth worker who left] I should have known that they [he and his
sister in law] were having an affair. That's why they were so close. That's why
they could talk to each other so easily. They were having an affair all this time" (4).

The youth worker in-laws could talk to each other easily because they had been related by
marriage for 18 years, and had become friends. The director's fabrication had dreadful
consequences for the female youth worker and her family. She continued her story:

And pretty soon my husband heard that rumor and he was like... And 1 couldn't

believe that she would accuse me of being with his brother.
law I would even come over when

[brother in

[her husband] would be here at home,

and I would tell him, "Come in." And you know if we did something like that,
don't you think that we would be acting guilty? (4).

The rumor was started in a staff meeting by the director who condoned gossip.
She said that years earlier when she had worked for social service she listened carefully to
gossip because that was how she gleaned important information about her clients. She told
the youth workers to pay close attention to the gossip and ask about it. The youth worker
continued:

In meetings

[director [ would say, "Ixt me start the gossip and then you guys

can follow in"—that was her exact words. She [director] said, "So I'll break the
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ice so then you guys can feel comfortable and you guys can follow in after me. She
would say, "And this is what I heard..." And then she I director] went on about
whatever gossip she heard. She [director] said when she worked in social service
that's how they did their work and so she still carries that with her. That woman

belongs in social service if that's the way she wants to work, because when we
were in Washington D.C. (at the youth worker training) they said the youth
program is not a place to be judging people; Do not ever go there! But that is what
she [director] was saying. And you know it's just like things that she says, it just
like all of a sudden it becomes the truth because that is how she want it in her eyes,

and in everybody else's ears, or whatever. They want to hear something juicy (4).

The youth worker described how the director legitimated her own knowledge: She
deemed it so. There was no opportunity for her to understand other interpretations by the
staff. The youth worker continued:

But they (management) never came up to us and said: "Are you guys having an

affair?" Or whatever. You know, just because sometimes I took lunch with him
when he was aroimd. I would go with him to lunch and then I thought, "Well me
and

[her husband] and

[brother in law] could have lunch at the casino,"

and that's how we did it. I never thought that, you know, they were saying those
things about me. And then pretty soon I heard that they were saying that he
I brother-in-law I was going with all of my sisters, even my baby sister whose 19!
It's just the gossip got so bad that pretty soon he [her husband] was believing
things (4).
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The youth worker and her husband had a huge fight brought on by the
escalating tension of the rumors. The police were called to their house during the fight, and
the whole community became aware of their altercation. Her husband left her with their
children a few days later. She felt veiy isolated. As a member of a different tribe, she felt
that community people took her husband's side because he is a local.
The youth worker was embarrassed to go back to work and face the director and the gossip
and the other local tribal members in the meetings. She feared that the director was
leveraging the other youth workers to take sides against her. She lamented:

I mean I would like to go back to work, 1 would like to work again but people, the
director has no kind of work ethic, the youth workers go around—even though
they are told not to gossip not to talk about other employees—they still ago around
and do it and they just ruin peoples lives.
In this place it's the third world. Like

[brother-in-law] says, and people don't

have rights. Your rights are basically on what everybody assumes and judges you
for, what's believed. She
heard about

[director] even asked people: "So what have you

[narrator] these days?"

Why does she get to carry on like that and say those things and then those of us that

are really trying to help these kids, we are the ones that you know, they point
fingers at us, and they say we're the problem or whatever...
You know, like, it's a hard job being an advocate they require a lot of you so you
go and do those things, whatever they require of you. But it's still not good
enough. Then you talk to all these kids and you try to straighten them out and you
know, I got to the point where I was getting through to them. Uh huh, and now
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it's just like they (youth) rebelled again. They are asking me: Why aren't you
working over there? We still want you to be our advocate (4).

The youth worker had given up on getting her job back and has applied in town
and felt that the director might damage her reputation in the off-reservation community as
well. She explained.:

And so I applied for a job at the newspaper office with social services to be a family
advocate and I don't know. I feel like she's [the director] already tarnished my

history. I don't know what she'll say about me when they call in on me, call her for
reference. I know that she's not going to be truthful about what she says, she's
gonna be, it's all gonna be based on her story (4).

Gossip and rumor were used to divide and conquer—another hegemonic
tactic—and in this case the tactics literally divided/shattered a family. The larger power
structure, the colonial assumptions, is reinforced by individual behavior in the microinteractions, silencing and disabling the voices and the agency of the Indigenous people
upon which the tactics are perpetrated. The youth worker was fired, her husband was gone
from their home and she had small children to take care of. She, along with the youth she
once advocated for, was abandoned in crisis by the management.
Her brother-in-law also left the program some weeks after the gossip about he
and his sister-in-law. Gossip notwithstanding, the last straw for him came after he

returned from a trip to visit tribal youth in a substance abuse treatment center some distance
away in a neighboring state. The youth worker tells the story:
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I said you know we got kids that are in

[a city in another state] that are in

a group home over there, they are placed over there because they are having
problems here at home. I said, "I would like to go over there and talk to them, tell
them we have this program so that when they come home they have, you know,
this aftercare." So that's what I did. I went over there, I talked to them and I came
back, and I haven't given them [management] my report or anything. I got it all in
my desk and all they said was, "You know, we just want your mileage, your
receipt for your room and that's it." That's all she [director] was worried about.
She didn't want to know about the kids or anything like that. You know, why
would somebody just worry about me turning in a receipt for the room and not
worry about, you know, not think about these kids? (8)

The youth worker was taken aback by the disregard for the youth, and didn't go
back to work for some days after the encounter with the director over the paperwork. The
director fired him without speaking to him. He had not intended to quit and asked the
executive director about having his job back. He tells what happened; "She [director]
wrote it off as job abandonment... But I do have a lot of the parents that keep coming over
here. I tell them ,"I don't work for the program no more, 1 can't see you"...(8).
Community youth and their parents were abandoned by adult mentors as a result of the
administrati ve tactics of destabilization, which wreaked havoc across the whole
community. The male youth worker advocated on behalf of the tribal youth, in spite of the

weary making conditions, for as long as he could. And then, he too was pushed out for
protesting conditions.
Destabilization, and demoralization was effected in the micro-interactions between
individuals in the bureaucracy and the workers. The micro-interactions mirror the larger
societal dynamics in which entire communities and Indian nations are destabilized and
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demoralized via divide and conquer. In the next section I discuss another variant of
destabilizatioB and demoralization, the administration's withholding of program resources
from the youth, youth workers and community. This was another set of conditions which
defined the environment in which youth workers persevered. The next section discusses in
detail the withholding of program resources and some of the resultant effects for the
community

MthholdinguErngram Resources
The new management tightened the budget for youth activities and excursions.
Other services were also limited. The work experience component of the program was not
being implemented. The work experience coordinator, the older brother of the CEO, was
responsible for the youth placements in the community for work experience, the physical
plant, and had acted as the general contractor in the remodel of the one-stop youth center
which housed the youth worker office space. Under the new director, he became very

possessive of the youth center space and began dictating who would have access to the
space, when access would be permitted, and how the space would be used by community
members. The interactions between youth workers and youth at the youth center were

curtailed. Youth workers described the conditions:

[youth worker] said that Thursday when we went over, he said

[ work

experience coordinator] was really bad. He won't even give keys to any of the

advocates or the youth program recreation director.
He won't give out keys for them to go in there. He's keeping the keys to
himself. He won't let anybody have any keys to the YOP [youth center].
He probably opens it for them. I guess, 'cause that's what
said. He [work experience coordinator] was being really bad .

[youth worker]
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He's stingy with the keys, won't give us any keys to the YOP (youth opportunity

center] office (7).

The work experience coordinator lived 15 miles from the reservation and kept the
keys when he was away from work. He did not make the one-stop center available to the
community on an as-needed basis, apart from the set business hours. The one-stop youth
center was open during the day but youth of school age were not permitted to enter the
building. The management believed that allowing youth to use the center's resources
during school hours was condoning that they were out of school. The one-stop youth
center, conceptualized by the DOL as a busy place where out-of-school youth could obtain
a variety of services and avail themselves of resources was off-limits to youth for the
majority of it's operating hours. A youth worker stated:

The kids that are out of school. Kids can't be in the youth center.
....the management is afraid it's a hang-out. They're not permitted to be there until
after 3:30 if they're not in school. Absolutely no kids are even... Our clients' kids,
of young mothers, they can't have their kids there.
There is no one there between 9 and 3:30 except the youth workers and the
management (3)

When the youth did show up before or after school, the work experience
coordinator "acted bossy to them." In one incident the work experience coordinator
complained that the doors were being left open and must remain closed at all times. A youth
worker described how he overheard the work experience coordinator shout at a group of
youth:
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[work experience coordinator] yelled about the propane tank. He said
every three weeks he "goes through the propane tank" and you guys
"shouldn't leave the doors open." He yelled, "I have to reheat the whole
building and the outside!" to the youth this morning. We just, we just listen
to them and they don't think we're listening. They think we're just stupid
and just sitting around (9)

Yeah, DSI (Dumb Stupid Indians) (5).
The work experience coordinator berated the community people for allegedly
using too much propane to heat the center. He sometimes used the term "DSI," an
acronym for "Dumb Stupid Indians," when referring to community youth. He justified his
use of this bigoted language by saying that he too "is an Indian," and then took his tribal
identification card out of his wallet and showed it around. Though the work experience
coordinator was an enrolled member of another tribe, he did not identify himself as the
same kind of an "Indian" as the community reservation people. The use of the term DSI
was offensive and is not friendly at all. Married to an Anglo woman (the business manager
of the program) he lived 15 miles away, in town. Their three grown children were all
married or involved with Anglos as well, and did not identify as "Indians."
In his exercise of strict authority over the community Indians he was described by a local
as "a BIA type. You know, bossing Indians around." Youth workers described how the
employment coordinator was not advocating for the youth:

In one of the papers that we filled out for that San Diego trip (youth worker
training) I showed

[office worker] the paper, and I said, "This is what I'm

gonna put" .. I said, because she said something about your own opinions about
employment for the youth, and I told

[office worker]: "This is what I'm

writing, that the youth, our youth are not employed by us. We don't employ the
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youth. There is only one person who does that [work experience coordinator! and
he is very greedy with it. And so he won't let us touch that issue, and so we are not
allowed to even go near that"(l).
Another youth worker discussed the same issue:

See, one of the things that

[work experience coordinator] promised everybody

was that he'd, you know, try to help them get jobs and stuff like that. And I guess
when they'd show up he would tell them that there were no jobs and send them off
and they were really frustrated a lot of them so they wouldn't come back.
They'd just say, forget it and

[work experience coordinator] is real negative.

He's got the wrong attitude towards Native Americans. I don't see how or why he
is still there, 'cause when they remodeled that building [youth center| he brought
his own son in to do all the furniture work [assemble partitions] and stuff like that.
And it's not, that's not how it's supposed to work. The tribe is supposed to agree
on who comes in and does all that. Because when you bring in a company to do
work you are supposed to hire tribal members to work for that company, he didn't
do that either. He just brought his son in, and just him and his son and some of the
youth workers did it, put up the partitions (8).

The work experience coordinator, maintaining the precedent set by his brother the

CEO, used his authority and influence to practice nepotism. Instead of hiring local youth
and training them, he hired one of his sons and paid his son's expenses to travel 400 miles
to do the work. A few youth workers also helped, but were paid out of their regular salary
for the work. His family members were given privileges out of the youth program budget,
while the community people were being reprimanded for using too much fuel to heat the
youth center building. Resentment built against him for his name-calling and withholding

157

of program resources. The youth challenged Ms authority, leading to a physical
confrontation. A youth worker gave this account:

In one incident he even laid a hand on one of the kids. The kids all the kids saw it,
and they were gonna do paperwork on it, they all wrote it out on paper.
worker had it, she handed it [the grievance] in to

youth

[director] and she was going

to take it to the board (9).
The director did not take action against the work experience coordinator for
manhandling the youth. Instead, the work experience coordinator was permitted by the
director to "run amok" against the community. Community members took matters into
their own hands, as explained by a youth worker:

Someone busted out his windshield, his van windows. He came out of the youth
center and his van is always parked out in front there, and the windows were
broken (9).

The work experience coordinator acted less aggressively towards the youth for a
time after having his vehicle windows broken. However, several program youth and a
youth worker overheard him yelling at his wife [the business manager], shortly after the
windshield incident. A youth worker explained:

We were in our office after hours, they [ work experience coordinator and his wife
the business manager] didn't know we were there. Then we heard

experience coordinator] yelling at

[work

[business manager] in an office down the

hall. He yelled: "You fucking bitch, you don't know how to do any fucking thing!"
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and some other things like that. She left the office, walked past where we all were

and went oEtside out front. She looked scared. Then we left quick after her, before
[work experience coordinator] came out of his office and knew we were there
and heard. We saw

[ business manager] sitting in their van as we left (9).

The youth worker and youth were "shocked" and felt "uncomfortable" witnessing
the exchange between the work experience coordinator and his wife. They all avoided him
whenever possible after that. The work experience coordinator had, along with his wife
the business manager, displayed much different behavior under the former director.
While he initially was never considered as friendly as his wife, his comportment was
cordial enough and the community gave him the benefit of the doubt in his position of work
experience coordinator, and in spite of the nepotism. Like his wife, he too went from
advocate behavior to punitive behavior under the new director. They were both unable or
perhaps unwilling, given what happened to the former director, to take a stand outside of
the bureaucratic cultural assumptions, and fell in with the new director in her enactment of
the rhetoric of condescension.

The issue of ongoing training and clinical supervision was never resolved and the
new round of hires did not receive the benefit of learning the Family Therapy model as had
the first group. With no advocacy at the management level the differential in experience
and training between the two cohorts of youth workers broke down cohesion among them
in that the cohorts did not share the literacy and experience of practice. The director and
board did prevail in withholding program resources to provide more of the substantive
training which the youth workers requested. The fired youth worker talked about why he
left the job:
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I wasn't happy there. It started getting more... I was handed... 1 ended up getting
all these ones that were in trouble with the courts. And J told them, "I am not a
counselor for juvenile delinquents, I am a counselor for helping kids stay in school
and get them back in school. I don't work with the probation department." Then I
ended up travelling around taking them to and from court and I wasn't getting paid
mileage for it. If 1 have to use my own personal vehicle I want to get mileage. Then
we had too many bosses.

[ work experience coordinator] wanted to be boss

(8).

He had limited experience interfacing with the public agencies on behalf of
youth. He had not been apprised of strategies to deal with agencies in youth intervention,
nor had he been trained to address and mitigate the emotional condition of the youth. He

was often in acute situations and was left to leam the work as best he could with no
training. Furthermore, in addition to his intense work load the management refused to
reimburse him mileage for transportation he provided to his clients while on the job. In the
meantime, the management did collect reimbursements for their business travel.
Conditions were steadily worsening for the youth worker until he was unable to function as
an advocate given the multiple restrictions. A month after he left the job. the second cohort
of youth workers to which he belonged, along with the youth workers from the first
cohort who had not previously attended, went to a DOL training conference in California.
It was already too late for the fired youth worker. While he did leam a lot during his
employment in the youth program, the learning took place in spite of the management's
lack of support. He never received the advocacy, guidance and scaffolding necessary to
continue learning in a constructive way. He spoke about what he knew and learned and his
need and desire for appropriate training to handle acute situations:
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• ••communication with the parents, that's one of the things 1 got. 1 ended up going
to the parents house and talking with the kids and saying: okay, I'll give you a ride
to court. Or take you to the treatment center. Or take you here and there and, but,
I told you. I can't be doing this all the time because this is not what 1 was hired
for. I can't work with the court system, but I can sit and I'll talk to you.
I was working with the social service, 1 was dealing with the shelter and I was
dealing with the court system the BIA. I just told

[director]: You know these

kids that are in trouble with the court system need somebody to really talk to them.
And I told her: "If I'm gonna do that I need to go off to get some counseling and
stuff like that so I can come back and really know. Make my point straight across
to them." I told her I don't have no experience in this background. If I am going to
work with the court system I need to go off to get more information. Really be
working with them instead of just sitting here saying this, and saying that.
Because you know, if I had more understanding of the juvenile system, what the
court system is about 1 could make ... It would be better off (8).

The youth worker was pushed out of the program before he could attend the
federally sponsored training. The DOL had two three day conferences within a four month
time period for youth program personnel. The second conference was intended, among
other things, to serve the youth workers who hadn't been hired yet or unable to attend the

first. The conferences offered information on a variety of topics regarding youth
intervention. They were intended to supplement more substantive and on-going training
taking place on site, addressing the particular needs of each program. The conferences were
required for all youth workers and other appropriate program personnel to attend. The DOL
called each program site well in advance before each conference to find out how many were
employed in the programs and to get their names specifically. The DOL paid for and made
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all of the travel and hotel arrangements for the attendees. The director of each program was
to have their youth workers fill out a conference application and send them in by a certain
date. The DOL was using the applications partly to discern the needs of the program
personnel and arrange for speakers etc. Youth workers described the application process
which took place on-site at the reservation:
I mean she [office worker] was crying loud like "Whaaaaa!" (5).
It scared us huh? (1).
Because of the applications to—remember that same program that went over in
Washington D.C. [the earlier conference]? They're having it in San Diego and at the
end of the month. The application, it says in 3(X) words or less, to write how this
youth program affects the kids and you put your personal experiences in it. I just
wrote mine out (9).
Yeah, and when they gave it to me they said, "Write it! You got till 3: 00 o'clock
you know, just write anything" (10).

Yeah, they said we had a time limit before the end of that day so she [director]
could fax it off. 1 just wrote whatever I could and turned it in (9).
Me too, mine was really... (10).
But then Monday

[director] and

[business manager] came in and said:

"We can't send these in because they are not in paragraph, they don't have right
punctuation they're not... (9).
And

[office worker] came in and she said-- and they just (5)

They made her feel stupid (9).
And she was crying and we were like: What happened?!
She said that

[director[ is looking over the applications, and she said that— (5)

We all shouldn't go 'cause we're dumb (9).
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We shouldn't all be going because of the way we wrote the applications, our paper.
And she [director] said: "it's sad the way Indians have to write their applications
and I don't think that they should go and represent us" (5).
Mm hmmm (9).
That we shouldn't represent our own program at a training and that is why
[office worker] broke down crying and said to the director and business manager:
"You act like we are all stupid or dumb. Dumb Indians—you might as well just
come out and say it! And

[office worker] said that they (director and

business manager) were trying to pick the classes out for us to take. We couldn't
pick it, we couldn't pick it ourselves. She [director] and

[business manager]

were gonna pick which class was appropriate for us to take (5).

The director told the youth workers that they were inadequate to represent her and
the program at a national conference. She was compelled to send the youth workers
anyway as it was a DOL requirement. The youth workers were not aware, before I met
with them and had the exchange just described, that the director had to send them. She did
not attend but attempted to impose as much supervision as possible from a distance. She
tried to "pick out" their conference sessions for them and sent her "spy," mentioned in an
earlier section, who accumulated a $300.00 phone bill calling long distance from the hotel
to report back.
A youth worker from the first cohort who went to the conference said that the
experience was good and there was a lot to do and key people to meet. But as far as the
substantive level of training, she reported, "I am ready for more advanced training. This
was all reruns to me"(5). And this advocate was decidedly ready for more advanced
training. She, along with several other youth workers should have been trained to become
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the trainers in the program. She articulated her process in an incident where the director,
and work experience coordinator incited a young man to blow up. The young man had
earlier been to a court hearing, reprimanded by the judge, he was given stringent probation
orders. The youth worker intervenes between the youth and the bureaucrats at the youth
center, where he had gone to speak to her. She recounted the story in detail:

[director] goes: 'No this boy, he's like mentally ill. And if you say anything,
he will get in your face and he will harm you, and he will harm other

people and blah, blah, blah." That's the way she sees him. And then when I talked
to him —he won't even talk to

[probation officer] just because he seen her and

[director] talking—He's like: "I don't even want to talk them

youth

worker), 'cause they've got another perspective on who I am, and what I'm about.'
And he goes, " I could talk to you, you know." and 1 said, "Okay."
And then

[probation officer] said that he didn't listen to her, and she

was telling me; "These are really hard kids and when he came along..." Then
[probation officer] was sitting there watching me talk to him. and she couldn't

believe it because he was listening to me and he wouldn't listen to

[director].

He called the director a "bitch." And I turned around and sat down and I told him,
'Let's talk.'
[work experience coordinator) needs classes on how to talk to these
kids, how to talk to them one-on-one. Because he just kept on and on and on. He
was just...'Oh, and

[youth], you need....' and I told

coordinator), "We'll talk later. You can talk to

(employment

[youth] later, but right now I

need to talk to him. He just got out of court that ordered him to do a lot of things
and right now he's not feeling too good. I'm going to sit here and talk to him, but

I'll send him back there later,

[work experience coordinator]."
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I said, "Later!" (5)
I was trying to give him a hint, but he just kept it up at the youth: "Well,

when you're working you've got to be responsible. You've got to be blah, blah,
blah." And I was going like, "Oh my God,
Stop!" And I was like, "Okay

[work experience coordinator]

(work experience coordinator] it's okay. I'm

going to send him back here." 1 kept trying to tell him

like, Stop! But he just

kept on. And that boy, he just blew up and he just punched the side of my cubicle
really hard. And I told him [youth], "Ground yourself, ground yourself He

grabbed his chair and he was going to cry. He said: "Just great,

youth

worker, just another person to tell me what to do and I have to be here at the youth

program." And I told him, "Wait, wait, This is not what we're about. We're here
to help you."
And then
the other room with

[work experience coordinator] took off and went across to
[director]. After that, the boy had all that anger and

needed to release it so he ran outside and ran up to his Mom's office [in another
building].
I sat there and I says,"

[work experience coordinator] I tried to tell you

that's enough. Stop! But you didn't, Didn't get the picture." And then the
director goes; "No, he's (the youth) menially disturbed, and he needs evaluation"

and all this, this, this. And I said, "God, you guys don't know when to stop.
Don't you know that? You're professionals!" I was telling them, "Now look what
happened." Then I said, "Oh well, I don't doubt him [youth]. I don't doubt him."
We were all standing there and they [director and work experience
coordinator] said; "Let's call the cops." and I says, "No!

[director], before

you even touch that phone, give him ten minutes, and I reassure you. he will call
me back and he will apologize." They didn't even have faith in him. Just then the
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phone rang after five minutes. Then 1 said, "I'll bet that is him." He apologized.

He asked me to go up and talk to with Mm and Ms Mom.
And I says to the director and youth employment coordinator, "You know,
you've just got to slow it down. Don't put all the pressure on them. You guys are
just adding more pressure on to these kids." And then
there and said: "

probation officer sat

youth worker, how can you talk to these kids?" And I

thought, well, you guys just need to stop, wait, take it .slowly. I was trying to tell
them and I just got upset with them and I told

director, "See, you've got to

stop putting labels on these kids!" I turned around and 1 told

[director], and I

told everybody in the back of the room, "How would you guys feel if I put
something on your head?" Like ... 1 told

1 director], "For example, you are a

dropout right out of high school and you're gonna have a kid . You're pregnant
right now. and you don't know how to tell your Mom. How would that make you
feel? Everybody treating you a different way?" She [director] sat there and she
says: "I'm sorry, I'm sorry."

The youth worker was resisting all of the labels put out by the bureaucrats to
describe the youth: Mentally ill, mentally disturbed, hard, harmful. She subsequently
rejected the bureaucratic protocols entailed in the labels. She told the director; "No! before
you even touch that phone, give him ten minutes!" She was trying to explain to her
superiors what to do, how to proceed. She told them: "Slow down, don't pressure them."
This youth worker knew what to do and was continually coping with the bureaucracy
which hindered the work of youth advocacy in her community. She continued her analysis
of the bureaucracy and her process:
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You know these adults have their perceptions on teenagers, what to do with them.
They are trying to make our program to have room for them. The tri bal social

service department says; "Let's take their per capita*' away, they'll listen then." And
I turned around and I said. "Well none of these kids hardly even see their per capita
in the first place, so that's not going to phase them."
And then they were like; "Well, well."
Then the other idea that the director of social services came up with; "Oh, let's just
lock them up in jail and then lock the parents up across from them."

I just had to argue back.
1 sat there and then everybody in there kept saying,, "Oh

( youth worker) has a

good point."

There is a small, newly built, low security federal detention center on the
reservation used, among other things, as a holding tank in the area for all BIA cases. The
director of the tribal social services' (an Anglo male in his late 50s) offers an answer to the
community problems of school truancy, drop-out (push out) and other behavioral results
of dispossession, marginalization, and colonial governance on the reservation. His answer
is further imprisonment; Lock up the youth up in the detention center and lock up their
parents across the hall from them. This is the "help" that social services would offer the

community.
Embedded in the colonial bureaucratic structure is the belief of the inferiority and
inadequacy of Native American people (and other minoritized populations). The director of

social services was operating directly out of the bureaucratic cultural assumptions in that he
had no alternatives to offer regarding the youth and the community, other than to further
imprison the people for their inadequacies, which he judged and determined per the
embedded assumptions. This is the pernicious bureaucratic cultural assumption, operating
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through educational and social services programs on reservations (and in inner cities, and
everywhere), whereby the people needing the services are required to accept a deadly dose
of self-annihilation in order to receive a minimum level of assistance. And in receiving the
paltry sum the people reinforce the legitimacy of the dominant interests: their belief that they
are entitled to hold the people in the condescending position.
The Native youth workers resisted the condescension. They found ways to
resist the tightening controls and continue to advocate for their youth They rebutted against
the time log, contact sheet and narrative requirements. They critiqued the coercive
behaviors of the bureaucracy in the staff meetings. They named the ways in which
resources were withheld. Even in the midst of a family crisis precipitated by the director's
gossip, a youth worker maintains her dignity, describing the demoralizing maneuvers of
the management. All these major tactics/forms of disablement were inflicted upon the
youth workers to invalidate their knowing and legitimate the knowledge of those who
subjugated them. In conclusion, I will further discuss the implicate order of neocolonial
hegemony.
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CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION
As I begin this final chapter I revisit Muir's (1977) concept describing the use of
coercion as a model called the "extortionate transaction" (p. 38). The testimonies of the
Indian youth workers are descriptions of a system's specific extortionate transactions,
taking place within the context of a youth education and labor training program on their

reservation. The testimonials bear witness to their traversal, that is to say their resistance
and compliance, to particular "rubrics of oppression" (White, 1965) being practiced in
their community. The rales of Euro-American behavior which presently justify these
currently enacted oppression are complicit with past enactment's of oppression—the
historical "liturgies of death" (Drinnon, p. xxii, 1997). The refashioning and/or elimination
of Indians is still supported by these ideological constructs, woven together from the past
into the present context.
The behaviors of the program bureaucrats destined the program to fail from the

outset. Rubrics of oppression were implicit in the laying down of the fundamental schema
of the program. The bureaucrat who wrote the grant structured the program upon an
unstated agenda, inflicting a wholesale nepotism upon the community as a condition of
administration . Likewise, the executive director of the tribe, the non Native board
members and the program director acted upon unstated agendas, complicit with each other

at every level in the program.
With their unspoken assumptions of Indian deficit they projected inferiority upon
the community and practiced coercive behaviors which fell under the following categories:
infantilization; condescension, intimidation; and misappropriation. From within the context
of bureaucratic cultural assumptions the program administrators believed that the Indian
people must assimilate to the dominant ideology for their own benefit, and for the benefit of
the dominant theodicy. The question of the definition of "work" was never discussed or
explored from the context of Native cultural assumptions.
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The refashioning of the Indians in this program was supported by ideological
constructs of development and progress woven from the past into the present context where
"development still means more subjugation and colonization" (Bowers, 2002, Sachs ,
1992). The youth education program worked against the community with its Western
approach to development, wherein Capital is raised to iconic status and is evidence of the
success in refashioning the world. The stories of the youth workers explain how they
resisted assimilating to the bureaucratic mode of relating, which is not conducive to
relationship and community building as they know it.
The reorganization of the work after the first director left was a strategy of force.
Once control of the program was taken over by the board of directors the program became
in effect a liability against the community. Though the program rhetoric sounded benign:
an effort to help kids out, create youth worker mentors, develop problem solvers who
would help with crisis and help guide youth, the youth workers were distracted from the
actual work of youth advocacy. Their energies and attention were constantly being
hijacked into defending themselves and their youth and to excessive paper shuffling. After
the youth worker's focus was redirected to "coping" with the administration's mandates,
the program became extractive, wrenching from the community instead of embellishing, the
opposite of what the program grant writer promised would come with the big money grant
and his administration of it.
This study has afforded me some insights into the role of complicity to hegemony.
Hegemonic systems require complicity and when subjects resist, coercion is justified. The
system I described is hegemonic in that it exacted complicity to its practices by way of

specific coercion: withholding of resources; destabilization; demoralization; punishing staff
meetings; increasingly strict supervision and the accompanying wearisome
paperwork protocols; and falsification of information.
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Colonial governance on the reservation is a container of the habituated cultural
assumptions and constantly limits experience and possibility by mediating reality through
it's stultifying protocols. This study has tumed my attention to the notion of complicity and
how important that is in understanding neocoloniai situations. Throughout the narratives
the youth workers consistently resist actions carried out against them, while at the same
time "revolting within the parameter of the colonizing world. Formal colonization may have
ended but the global market with its attendant intellectual and cultural colonization spread
via the imperial road of development is a contemporary reality" (Apffel-Marglin, 1998).
In my subsequent work I intend to continue the examination of complicity which is
a central concept within hegemony and very interesting to me. This study afforded me the
opportunity to examine resistance and compliance behaviors in a system in cultural conflict,
which laid bare the tension points between the bureaucratic cultural assumptions about a
training program for "developing" Indians and the conflicts surrounding the attendant
subjugation.
When I originally wrote the proposal for this dissertation I intended that the
descriptions of resistance and compliance behaviors would afford a leverage to an
understanding of hegemony which could provide a way out of the system, a scheme to
divest from the system. After months of pondering the events of this study my
understanding now is that resistance and compliance behavior is the system.

"Only as a warrior can one survive the path of knowledge. Because the art of a
warrior is to balance the terror of being a man with the wonder of being a man" (Castaneda,
1972, p. 315).
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A - FOOTNOTES

1. The Native pre-contact population figures have been heatedly debated since the time of
the English colonists, the issue going back to the British Doctrine of Discovery and Rights
of Conquest and the concept of "Norman Yoke." The concept held that any "Christian"
(read: European) happening upon "waste land"—most particularly land that was vacant or
virtually vacant of human inhabitants—assumed not only a "natural right," but indeed an
obligation to put such land to "productive use" (Stiffarm and Lane, 1993, p. 28).
In order for the colonists, and then the United States to utilize the idea of Norman
Yoke for legal conquest of land it was necessary to believe that there were very few Native
inhabitants before the onset of the European invasion. The official Smithsonian Institution
sanctioned low count was put forth by James Mooney (1928) and later collaborated by
Alfred Kroeber (1939) at 1,000,000 pre-contact aboriginal inhabitants. Henry F. Dobyns
(1966) arrives at a maximal figure of 18,000,000 pre-contact aboriginal inhabitants in his
text Estimating Aboriginal American Population: An Appraisal of Techniques with a
New Hemispheric Estimate. Kirkpatrick Sale (1990) arrives at a "working number" of
15,000,(XX) pre-contact Indigenous population in his text: The Conquest of Paradise:
Christopher Columbus and the Colutnhian Legacy.

2. 1823 Supreme Court ruling Johnson v. Mcintosh concerning the validity of a land sale
made while Great Britain was the primary sovereign west of the Mississippi which granted
that "the Indian inhabitants are to be considered as merely occupants, to be protected,
indeed, while in peace, in possession of their lands, but to be deemed incapable of
transferring the absolute titles to others" (Deloria, 1992, p. 272).
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3. The Allotment Act of 1887 set forth that each American Indian recognized by the
United States government would receive an allotment of land according to the formula: 160
acres for family heads; eighty acres for single persons over eighteen years of age and
orphans under eighteen; forty acres for children under eighteen. "Mixed blood" Indians
received title by fee simple patent; "full bloods" were issued "trust patents", meaning they
had no control over their allotted property for a period of twenty five years. Once each

person recognized by the government as belonging to a given Indian nation had received
his or her allotment, the "surplus" acreage was "opened" to non-Indian homesteading or
conversion in the emerging system of national parks, forests, and grasslands. Thus, the
potential for a resumption of Indian self-sufficiency was largely eliminated, setting the
stage for a condition of permanent economic dependency among all native people within the
United States (Robbins, p. 93, 1992).

4. Karaoke is a singing or lip-synching performance whereby the performer is either
singing along to a prerecorded popular song or lip-synching over the singing by the
original recording artist.

5. Gangsta Rap is a form of the Rap music genre and is characterized by strong lyrics
which deal with issues that include: interracial social injustice; ghetto conditions; youth
dispossession; drugs, and; sex.

6. Per Capita is a yearly stipend paid to tribal members which is generated by tribal income
(tribal industry, sales of natural resources, etc.) and divided among the tribal members
according to tribal dictate. Per capita stipends can be paid out in monthly installments or in
yearly lump sums. Adult tribal members usually manage their minor children's stipends.
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APPENDIX B
ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure 1. Continuum between Resistance and Compliance.
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Figure 2. Data collection time line.

September-November 1999

Initial involvement
w/ Heritage Institute
DOL site visit

May -December 2(XX)
Working as director 40+ hrs/week
Participant/observer data collection

Jan- Aug 2001
Taped Interviews
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Figure 3. Hierarchical stnicture of youth program.
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Figure 4, Facsimile of Time Log
Youth Opportunity Grant
TIME LOG
Youth Advocate Name:
Date:
Time:
Activity:

Time:
Activity:

Figure 5, Facsimile of Contact Log.
Youth Program Contact Log
Youth-Advocate Name:

Date:
Contact Name:
Nature of Contact:
Contact Signature
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