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ABSTRACT

PUEBLO SOVEREIGNTY AND VOTING RIGHTS: MIGUEL TRUJILLO AND A NEW
TACTIC FOR SELF-DETERMINATION

Alexander Douglas Bright
Old Dominion University, 2020
Director: Dr. John Weber
This thesis examines the 1948 Trujillo v. Garley case and contextualizes it with the long

history of Pueblo sovereignty in New Mexico. Recent literature on Indigenous electorates in the
U.S. southwest has led to new understandings about Pueblo participation in elections. Given this
new context, this thesis argues that the Trujillo v. Garley decision has been a misunderstood
moment of Indian activism. Rather than marking the end of a long campaign for voting rights,
the 1948 court decision was pushed by non-Pueblo advocates and only supported by a handful of
Pueblo Indians. When Pueblo Indians, like Miguel Trujillo, began to consider their place in the
United States they began to consider participation in U.S. elections as a meaningful way to
express self-determination and Pueblo sovereignty. In the context of World War 11 and Native
American military service, the attention turned to New Mexico and Arizona as the two states
continued to uphold statutes that denied Indian voting. After the Trujillo v. Garley decision, the
Pueblos entered a new era of self-determination, though sentiment on its benefits were mixed.
Finally, this thesis argues that Miguel Trujillo and the Trujillo v. Garley decision were left to
historical obscurity in the second half of the twentieth century because of conflicting

understandings of the franchise and complicated understanding of the double identity it created.
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INTRODUCTION

On August 3, 1948 Judge Orie Philips ruled that the “Indians not taxed” line of the New
Mexico Constitution that barred Pueblo Indians from voting was unconstitutional and in
violation of the fourteenth and fifteenth amendments. Voting for Native Americans, especially
the Pueblo Indians of New Mexico, had long represented assimilation. Amid fears that Indians
were increasingly kept out of Indian politics, a new generation of Indian leaders rose and
suggested that voting in American elections may in fact be a way through which Indians across
the country could express self-determination. In many ways, voting became an act of
sovereignty. That sentiment reached New Mexico Pueblos in the latter half of the 1940s. Far
from seeking voting rights as a way to participate in American elections as part of the broader
electorate, some Pueblo Indians saw the shift as an opportunity to mobilize a new voting bloc
that would vote in favor of Indian issues, a tactical shift in the name of sovereignty. The plaintiff
in Trujillo v. Garley was Miguel H. Trujillo, an Isleta man and a veteran of World War 11 who
had become active in Pueblo politics starting in 1945. His story, the connection of the Trujillo v.
Garley case to the longer history of indigenous electorates, and the ways that conflicts over

identity have influenced the legacy of Trujillo are accounted for here.

This thesis argues that the Trujillo v. Garley case has been a misunderstood moment of
Indian activism. The Trujillo decision was not the end of a long movement to secure the
franchise in New Mexico. A new perspective on voting was harbored by some Native Americans
throughout the country after World War |1 as they began to consider voting rights as a means to
protect their autonomy and tribal identities which had continued to come under attack. While
previous generations and many contemporaries of these Indians rejected the franchise, fearing

that it meant further assimilation into American culture and the further destruction of Indian



identity, Indians who had experienced boarding schools and been a part of the mobilization for

World War 1l began to turn to the franchise as a meaningful expression of self-determination.

This thesis hopes to show the role that Native American veterans played in securing the
franchise in New Mexico. The literature on African American veterans, the Double-V campaign,
and early Civil Rights activism in the postwar period is expansive. Led by John Dittmer’s Local
People, African American veterans have been properly recognized as “the shock troopers of the
modern civil rights movement.” A Double-V campaign that fought for victory at home over
discrimination and abroad over Germany and Japan was supported by veterans as they returned
to the South no longer willing to ignore the injustices of segregation. In contrast, for Native
America, the literature on veterans is limited and often propagates Native American warrior
myths.2 For most, the one Native American veteran of World War 1 that is recognized is Ira
Hayes. Hayes has been the subject of historical inquiry before and his memory is enshrined in
Washington, D.C. at the Arlington cemetery where he reaches for the flag at the US Marine
Corps Memorial. This thesis hopes to demonstrate the diversity in Indian country by showing the
role of other Indian veterans who were not combat veterans and to whom the warrior archetype

does not apply.

Finally, this thesis argues that Miguel Trujillo and the Trujillo v. Garley decision were
left to historical obscurity in the second half of the twentieth century because of conflicting

understandings of the franchise and complicated understanding of the double identity it created.

! John Dittmer, Local People: The Struggle for Civil Rights in Mississippi (Chicago, IL: University of lllinois Press,
1994), 9.

2 Though there has been growth in considering Native American veterans in different ways, there is much work to
be done. See Mary Klann, “Citizenship with Reservations: Race, Wardship, and native American Citizenship in the
mid-twentieth century American Welfare State,” (PhD Diss. University of California San Diego, 2017) for a recent
discussion of Native American veterans in the mid-twentieth century.



Because the franchise for Native Americans was so controversial, | propose that it has been
difficult for Trujillo to be remembered among New Mexican Indians. Many Indians continue to
fear that by participating in United States elections they are forfeiting part of their tribal identity.
While attempts have been made by a few historians to raise Trujillo as a Civil Rights figure, in
doing so they ultimately miss one of the most important aspects of Trujillo’s actions — that
Native American participation in the U.S. elections was controversial then and is still now.
Moreover, the notion of civil rights in the sense that it is applied to the movements of the mid-

twentieth century fits poorly with native demands for sovereignty, a starkly different issue.

This research draws on commonly used historical methodology and utilizes oral history
as an important source. The first chapter follows a traditional approach that draws primarily from
secondary literature to set the stage upon which the central argument of this thesis is made — that
the 1948 decision was not part of a long campaign to secure the franchise and instead was both
forced by outside influences and a shift in sentiment among some Native Americans throughout
the country. When considering the early 1940s and the movement to accept voting rights as a
new tactic to protecting tribal identity, | draw on secondary literature that, as will be shown, has
fallen short in understanding the broader context in which Trujillo came to challenge New
Mexico’s statutes. In the final chapter my research becomes reliant on oral histories and accounts
of Indian voting since the 1940s to better understand the legacy of the Trujillo v. Garley
decision. Although oral histories can prove difficult to work with, their value to Native American

history is immense.

Literature Review

This thesis joins the growing literature on indigenous voting rights in the southwest most

recently led by Maurice Crandall. Crandall’s These People Have Always Been a Republic has



demonstrated the potential in untangling complicated notions of Indian identity and voting rights.
His research revealed how American Indians in New Mexico and Arizona fought to protect their
cultural identity and sovereignty through three different imperial periods: Spain, Mexico, and the
United States. Through each period fraught with conflict, famine, and economic hardship, he
demonstrated how the Pueblo Indians of New Mexico found different ways to protect their
cultures and identity. He rightfully warns not to tell the story of voting rights in New Mexico as a
“triumphalist” history that raises the franchise to be the end of a long Civil Rights movement.®
Crandall ends by making a call for bringing Miguel H. Trujillo and Frank Harrison out of

obscurity. This thesis intends to respond to this call.

Though Crandall has called for them to be restored and remembered, it is important to not
portray Native American voting rights as a victory in the same sense that African American
voting rights have been held up. In the 1990s, the Trujillo v. Garley decision was argued to be
the triumphant end to a long struggle for Indian voting in New Mexico by Carol Venturini.*
Venturini’s work proved to be invaluable at many points, though ultimately I hope to advance
her efforts by placing more agency in the hands of Miguel Trujillo and to use Crandall’s research
to demonstrate that gaining the franchise in 1948 was not the culmination of a long struggle for
voting rights. One of the most significant ways | hope to advance the literature on Trujillo is by
putting his experience at Haskell Indian boarding school into context with a growing literature on

the boarding school experience. The work of Myriam Vuckovi¢ and Thomas Cowger in

3 Maurice Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic: Indigenous Electorates in the U.S.-Mexico
Borderlands, 1598 — 1912 (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2019).

4 Carol Venturini, “The Fight for Indian Voting Rights in New Mexico,” (master’s thesis, University of New Mexico,
1993).



particular led me to this conclusion.® By understanding the boarding school experience as one
that cemented notions of Pan-Indianism and unintentionally strengthened tribal identity as the
Indian children sent to these boarding schools found ways to express their cultural heritage,
historians have been able to better understand the nuances of the rise of new progressive Indians
in the 1930s and 1940s. Different from the generations before them, the new wave of progressive
Indians would pave the way for self-determination by encouraging Indian country to consider the
franchise as an important way to express Indian concerns. Within this context, Trujillo’s
involvement in the challenge to New Mexico’s Constitution becomes more clearly part of a
longer fight for the protection of tribal identity and sovereignty rather than a fight for the

franchise associated with mid-twentieth century Civil Rights movements.

Trujillo himself has rarely been identified as a subject of study and was hardly prescribed
any agency by Venturini. Two historians have led the charge in trying to bring him to light: Joe
Sando (Jemez) and Gordon Bronitsky.® Sando, a World War 11 veteran himself, portrayed
Trujillo as a hero of voting rights for the Pueblo communities. Bronitsky, too raised Trujillo as a
hero in his article “Miguel Trujillo: Isleta’s Unsung Hero.” Their research however was narrow
in focus and did not attempt to articulate the broader context in which the Trujillo v. Garley case
took place. Moreover, Bronitsky did not acknowledge the complicated notions of identity that
came as part of Indian voting rights. Even in calling Trujillo “Isleta’s unsung Hero”, he
demonstrated a misunderstanding of Trujillo’s attempt to bring the franchise to New Mexico’s

Indian country. Trujillo’s tribal identity was not attached to a particular Pueblo and instead is

> Thomas W. Cowger, The National Congress of American Indians: the Founding Years (Lincoln, NE: University of
Nebraska Press, 1999); and, Myriam Vuckovi¢, Voices From Haskell: Indian Students Between Two Worlds, 1884 —
1928 (Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 2008).

6 Gordon Bronitsky, “Isleta’s Unsung Hero,” New Mexico Magazine 67 (August 1989): 84 —91; and, Joe S. Sando,
Pueblo Profiles: Cultural Identity Through Centuries of Change (Santa Fe, NM: Clear Light Publishing, 1998).



connected to a broader Pueblo Indian identity according to his son, Michael.” In this context, it
becomes more apparent that Trujillo acted out of what he thought was the broader interest of

Pueblo people.

Most other examinations of indigenous voting rights have been done by political
scientists and lawyers interested in the legal history of the franchise. In their recent publication,
Daniel McCool, Susan M. Olson, and Jennifer L. Robinson focused on the broader patterns in
Indian voting rights cases.® They argued that the states that have barred Indians from voting have
done so on malicious grounds intended to weaken Indigenous political influence. The questions
motivating their research proved most valuable when considering the legacy of voting rights in
the southwest. Laughlin McDonald, in his most recent monograph similarly articulates ongoing
discrimination against Indian voters that is centered around suppressing the voting power of
Native Americans.® Both books acknowledge the growing significance of the Indian electorate in

the twenty first century, an important sub-argument made in later chapters of this thesis.°

Another central aspect of this thesis is the role of Native American World War Il veterans
in securing the franchise. The literature on Native Americans in World War 11 is extensive and
provided an important backbone for this research. Alison Bernstein and Kenneth Townsend’s

works, both foundational texts for those interested in twentieth century Native America, detailed

7 Michael Truijillo, interview by author, Indian Pueblo Cultural Center, August 14%, 2019.

8 Daniel McCool, Susan M. Olson, and Jennifer L. Robinson, Native Vote: American Indians, the Voting Rights Act,
and the Right to Vote (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2007).

% Laughlin McDonald, American Indians and the Fight for Equal Voting Rights (Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma
Press, 2010).

10 McCool, Olson, and Robinson, Native Vote, 176 — 195; and, McDonald, American Indians and the Fight for Equal
Voting Rights, 253 — 265.



the broader experiences of American Indians during the war.** While some focus was directed
towards southwest tribes during and after the war, their focus limited their interest in
contextualizing the franchise in New Mexico and Arizona. Their works prove most valuable as
examinations of how Native Americans became involved in the war and how it affected them

both on the home front and overseas.

Jere Franco gave the most thought to postwar Indian activism in several examinations of
Indian service in World War 11.22 Ultimately, however, his focus was primarily on the Indian
experience in the war itself and so his scope did not consider broader themes present in the rise
of postwar Indian activism. He failed to even address the Trujillo v. Garley case and argued that
the 1962 Montoya case was the end to disenfranchisement of Indian voters.*® The Montoya
decision dealt only with Navajo reservation Indians in the northwest corner of New Mexico.
Although an important case for study, the Trujillo decision was broader in its effects in New
Mexico because the majority of Native Americans are Pueblo. Franco even went as far as to
claim that “the franchise issue enjoyed almost universal endorsement among Native
Americans.”* This thesis will certainly challenge this notion and propose that there was

widespread concern about the franchise, especially in New Mexico. While some individuals had

11 Alison R. Bernstein, American Indians and World War Ii: Toward a New Era in Indian Affairs (Norman, OK:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1991); and, Kenneth Townsend, World War Il and the American Indian
(Albuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Press, 2000).

12 Jere' Bishop Franco, Crossing the Pond: the Native American Effort in World War Il (Denton, TX: University of
North Texas, 1999); Franco, "Empowering the World Il Native American Veteran: Post Civil Rights," Wicazo State
Review 9, no. 1 (Spring 1993): 32 - 37; Franco, "Loyal and Heroic Service: the Navajos and World War II," The
Journal of Arizona History 27, no. 4 (Winter, 1986): 391 - 406; and, Franco, “Patriotism on Trial: Native Americans
in World War 11” (PhD Diss. University of Arizona, 1990).

13 Though it is true that the Montoya decision marked the end of an outright denial of Indian voting rights in New
Mexico, the previous Trujillo decision which is cited as case law precedent in the Montoya decision is more
sweeping in its influence.

14 Jere’ Bishop Franco, Crossing the Pond: The Native American Effort in World War Il (Denton, TX: University of
North Texas Press, 1999), 195.



hoped to secure the franchise for various reasons, many tribal leaders feared that voting rights

would lead to further land encroachment or the erosion of culture.

Franco, Bernstein, and Townsend are part of a growing conversation that considers the
origins of Indian activism in the twentieth century to be earlier than previous literature had
proposed.’® While the American Indian Movement (AIM) has been portrayed as a sudden
movement born in Chicago, the reality is that there was already a long tradition of political
activism in postwar Indian country. At the head of this conversation are Brian Hosmer, Daniel
Cobb, and Paul Rosier who have most recently argued for the 1950s to be seen as the origin of
the activism.!® In examining Native Americans in the Cold War, they have all effectively
demonstrated that Native Americans reacted to Cold War rhetoric that made “difference un-
American” and in turn actually “sharped their identities.”*’ While their works are invaluable for
understanding the rise of native activism, none of them consider the franchise as an important

part of this timeline.

Ultimately, this thesis hopes to fill the connections that these authors had not made by
considering the broader history of indigenous voting in New Mexico. Additionally, I consider
more deeply the pan-Indian message of the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI) and
the role and individual agency of Miguel Trujillo. Dean Kotlowski, another historian interested

in Cold War Native America, suggested that “Truman and other policy-makers of liberal

15 This shift in literature was also noted by Robin S. Walden, “The Pueblo Confederation’s Political Wing: The All
Pueblo Council, 1920 — 1975,” (master’s thesis, University of New Mexico, 2011).

16 Daniel M. Cobb, Native Activism in Cold War America: the Struggle for Sovereignty (Lawrence, KS: University
Press of Kansas, 2008); Brian Hosmer, ed., Native Americans and the Legacy of Harry S. Truman (Kirksville, Ml:
Truman State University Press, 2010); and, Paul C. Rosier, Serving Their Country: American Indian Politics and
Patriotism in the Twentieth Century (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009).

17 Rosier, “’They are Ancestral Homelands’: Race, Place, and Politics in Cold War Native America, 1945 — 1961,”
Journal of American History 92, no. 4 (March 2006): 1302.



persuasion... did not understand that the shibboleth of equal rights and the ideal of racial
integration, when pressed, signaled something harmful to Native Americans, the ending of their
special rights, privileges, and institutions and a reminder of past attempts to assimilate them
forcibly into Anglo society.”*® While Kotlowski’s analysis is true for some, it is important not to
paint broad strokes across Indian country. While many American Indians did reject the franchise,
others sought to use it as a new tactic to bring cultural autonomy and sovereignty to Native
America. The nuance and diversity of opinions in Indian country is what makes this history so

complex yet compelling.
Chapter Overview

Chapter 1 lays the background leading up to the beginning of World War Il and argues
that there was a long history of indigenous voting in the Southwest that should be taken into
consideration when studying the franchise in the 1940s. Through an examination of the Spanish,
Mexican, and the early-United States colonial periods I intend to demonstrate the long history of
Pueblo voting in New Mexico. At statehood for New Mexico in 1912, the Pueblos continued to
face threats of cultural extermination. New Mexico’s constitution solidified a stance that denied
Indian voting rights using the same language that the United States Constitution had nearly 150
years prior. Because they did not pay “ad valorem” taxes, Indians would be barred from
participating in federal and state elections. The Pueblos, however, did not want voting rights in
this period, nor even citizenship. Both were understood as threats to tribal culture and many
Pueblo leaders pointed out that if they accepted any of these, their lands would be under the same

threat of encroachment that the eastern tribes had faced. Sentiment regarding voting rights would

18 Dean J. Kotlowski, “Burying Sergeant Rice: Racial Justice and Native American Rights in the Truman Era,” Journal
of American Studies 38, no. 2 (2004): 201 — 202.
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only change when progressive Indians, educated at Indian boarding schools, began to consider
voting in U.S. elections as a way to reassert control of Indian affairs. Miguel H. Trujillo was
among this new generation. In an examination of the Haskell Indian Boarding School, this thesis
hopes to show the varied outcomes of the boarding school experience. Facing attacks on Indian
identity and culture at the school, Trujillo and others built stronger tribal identities through small

acts of resistance.

Chapter 2 picks up near the end of John Collier’s tenure at the Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) and the eve of World War I, a pivotal turning point in Indian affairs in the twentieth
century.®® In response to widespread Indian service in World War 11, non-native and native
activists across the country increasingly paid attention to Arizona and New Mexico Indian
franchise. While rejection of voting rights was still widespread in Pueblo communities in the
1930s, by the 1940s new leadership had risen among some Pueblos who were more willing to
consider voting as an act of self-determination. A new pan-Indian organization, the National
Congress of American Indians (NCALI), rose in the mid-1940s and set out to bring the franchise
to all of Indian country. At the end of the war, pressures to bring the franchise mounted. Non-
native activists made arguments in national media outlets while Indian run media began to bring
support for the franchise. As the federal government under President Truman reluctantly shifted
its stance on Civil Rights as a response to the mounting criticisms from the Soviet Union about
American democracy, New Mexico and Arizona were forced to address the Indian franchise.

Several court cases came in both Arizona and New Mexico that dealt with Indian suffrage, all

19 A brief note on terminology. | elect to use the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to refer to federal government
agency that dealt with Indian policy. Although in its initial form it is the Office of Indian Affairs (BIA), in 1947 it
becomes the Bureau of Indian Affairs. To simplify the terminology | elect to use BIA throughout.
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with different motivations and intention. In New Mexico, Miguel Trujillo joined a growing

number of Pueblo Indians who recognized the need for a new way to express tribal sovereignty.

Ultimately, as Maurice Crandall has also suggested, the franchise for Indians in New
Mexico was not the end of a long struggle for the right to vote. The long history of Indigenous
electorates in the state had proven that Indian voting was much more complicated than the
simple passing of a decision that would protect the right to vote. VVoting rights for Indians should
also not be understood as an end in itself. It was a means to sovereignty. In the immediate
aftermath, many Indians still rejected voting and continued to hold the belief that by participating
in U.S. elections Indians were showing that they had been assimilated. Chapter 3 reckons with
this aftermath of the Trujillo v. Garley decision and seeks to demonstrate that the legacy of
Indian voting has greatly influenced the historical memory of Miguel Trujillo. Though there have
been many Native Americans who have argued that voting rights are an important expression of
self-determination, others have continued to reject this. In the debates about indigenous voting

rights we lost track of Miguel Trujillo and the longer history of Indian electorates.
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CHAPTER 1

Resistance in the Colonial Periods

When Spain reached the northern frontier of their North American Empire, they had a
long-established policy of subjugation for Native Americans.?’ As “los indios barbaros”, the
indigenous people of the Yucatan and the rest of South America had been understood as savage
barbarians. The Comanche and Apache, on the northern frontier of New Spain, were cast in the
same light. Though Spanish explorers had passed through New Mexico starting in 1528, it was
not until 1598 that there was a concentrated, sanctioned effort to establish control over the
Pueblo territories.?* The Pueblo Indians, because of their sedentary lives in small cities and their
farming, were perceived as more civilized than the “barbaros” Indians. Pueblo Indians were
distinguished as “ideal candidates for conversion and self-government” because of their
sedentary lifestyle and already existing semi-democratic processes.?? Deemed “indios naturales”,
Spain sought to force the encomienda system on the Pueblos to bring them under Spanish
influence and control. Spain intended to offer incorporation into their empire to the Pueblos as

“Indian republics.”

Far from the center of Spain’s reach in north and central America, the Spanish metropole
exercised little imperial control on the frontier and so eventually through the “comingling of

traditional Pueblo practice and Spanish institutions” a new “Spanish-Indian town electoral

20 A brief note on terminology: | utilize “Native American” and “American Indian” interchangeably, as | do with
“Indian country” and “Native America.” Whenever it is important to distinguish that | am referring to Pueblo
Indians, | do so. Finally, wherever the voice of a Native American appears | have included the tribe to which they
belong.

21 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 18; and, J. Manuel Espinosa, trans., The Pueblo Indian
Revolt of 1696 and the Franciscan Missions in New Mexico: letters of the Missionaries and Related Documents
(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1988), 3 - 7.

22 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 23.
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model” developed. A “hybridized” system of governance, the election processes for the Pueblos
under Spanish control was neither fully Spanish nor Indian. The Pueblos were left with the
jurisdiction over their towns, but still responded to regional officials. Through a two-way
exchange process Maurice Crandall deemed “pueblofication”, the Spanish system of Governors
and Viceroys was slowly altered to better fit with the already existing election processes of the
Pueblos. Acting as “semi-sovereign” localities, the hybridized system of governance allowed the
Pueblos to maintain relative political autonomy. To preserve cultural practices, the traditional
positions of power, Chief and War Chief, were recast into more spiritual and cultural roles
serving to protect the interests of the Pueblo. Though at this stage elections were still localized to
Pueblos, often the Spanish would influence elections and place people who accepted Spanish

influence in power.?®

The fragile relationship between the Spanish and the Pueblos was tested at the end of the
seventeenth century during the Pueblo Revolts. During the Revolts internal conflict permeated
many of the Pueblos divided between those who had been supportive of Spanish rule and those
who had not. When the Spanish returned to the Pueblo territory in 1692, they were forced to
make concessions to the Pueblos and restore the hybridized electoral system. It is unclear if there
were additional concessions made that gave any more autonomy to the Pueblos, though it is

possible that there was more Pueblo influence in local elections.?

Spanish control remained tenuous throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries as
the Pueblos fought to maintain as much tribal sovereignty as possible. By the early-nineteenth

century Spanish control had weakened significantly forcing a reluctant adoption of a new

23 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 18.
24 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 49 — 50, and 298n101.
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colonial policy meant to make controlling distant regions of the empire more streamlined. As
part of the ongoing Spanish Constitutional reforms, Ayuntamientos were first introduced to the
region in 1812 and stipulated that any town with more than 1,000 residents would be considered
“ethnically neutral municipal governments.” Indian votes would be combined with neighboring
Hispanic communities, making it more difficult to elect officials interested in protecting the
Pueblos. This new policy made protecting Indian cultural interests and identity more
challenging.? In New Mexico, going forward "Indians were no longer to vote for leaders solely
of their own race."?® The new policy “marked the virtual elimination of republicas de indios” and

was the last major effort Spain made to exert control over the Pueblos.?’

It was in the context of the weakening of Spanish authority that Mexican revolutionaries
seeking independence from the Spanish came to New Mexico and espoused “high ideals of
independence, racial equality, and opportunity” to the Pueblos who had suffered a great loss of
autonomy over time under the Spanish.?® Far away from the main Spanish authority in Mexico
City, Mexican revolutionaries had been challenging Spanish control in the northern frontier and
sought the support of the Pueblos in securing an independent Mexico. Through promises of
racial equality, political independence, and reminders of Spanish injustices, the Mexican
revolutionaries successfully brokered an agreement with the Pueblos to fight Spanish control.?®
Political power was supposedly restored to the Pueblos after the war when the Pueblo Indians
became recognized as full citizens of the new country of Mexico which brought with it the right

to vote in Mexican elections. The primary concern of the Pueblos remained focused on a return

5 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 112.
26 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 112.
27 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 112.
28 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 106.
29 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 106 — 115.
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to having their own elections free from outsiders. The Pueblos had hoped that under the Mexican
government they would be left to their own devices again, like the early Spanish period when
concerns in the metropole allowed Pueblos to exist on the periphery of the Spanish empire. In the
end, little changed when Mexican officials elected to continue the ayuntamiento system, turning

back on their promises to the Pueblos.*

Ultimately, “Indian peoples found Mexican promises as empty as those offered by the
Spaniards who had preceded them.”! New challenges presented themselves as the “rhetoric of
independence [had] also opened up Pueblo lands to alienation and encroachment, as protections
extended to the republicas de indios were dropped in favor of ‘equality.””3? The “hybridized
political systems” the Pueblos had created under Spain had disappeared. The colonial systems of
Spain and Mexico had done little but threaten tribal sovereignty even in the moments that the

Pueblos had been able to act largely autonomously.

When the United States entered its era of expansion, the Pueblos again were threatened.
As Manifest Destiny swept the United States west and into war with Mexico in 1846, US federal
Indian policy had long established a paternalistic understanding of the relationship between
Native Americans and the federal government. Before 1830, Indian policy had been dictated by
the Constitution in which the federal government articulated a policy that did not see American
Indians as part of the United States. Excluded from voting by their status as “Indians not taxed”
and barred from the legal protections offered to other US territories, tribal land was placed under

Article I, Section 8. Congress gave itself the power to “regulate commerce with foreign nations,

30 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 106 - 115. Crandall also offers extensive evidence of inter-
tribal differences and disputes, to the point of factionalism in response to some Indians accepting Mexican
citizenship. This is a theme that is repeated for the 1924 Citizenship Act and when the vote becomes a question.
31 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 106.

32 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 106.
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and among the several states, and with the Indian tribes.”® “Extra-jurisdictional, lying
somewhere between foreign nations and American citizens,” American Indians were granted no
protection by the federal government. From 1789 — 1831, these two lines of the Constitution

dictated all federal Indian policy though individual tribe experiences varied greatly.

The second iteration of federal government policy began in 1831 and 1832, after two
Supreme Court cases, Cherokee Nation v. Georgia and Worcester v. Georgia, dealt directly with
the relationship between Native Americans and the United States.® Chief Justice John Marshall
argued in the two Cherokee nation cases that American Indians were “domestic dependent
nations” who needed the aide of the United States. The relationship he imagined resembled that

of the relationship between a child and a parent.

They may, more correctly, perhaps, be denominated domestic dependent nations. They
occupy a territory to which we assert a title independent of their will, which must take
effect in point of possession when their right of possession cases. Meanwhile they are in a
state of pupilage. Their relation to the United States resembles that of a ward to his
guardian. They look to our government for protection; rely upon its kindness and its
power; appeal to it for relief to their wants; and address the president as their great father.
They and their country are considered by foreign nations, as well as by ourselves, as
being so completely under the sovereignty and dominion of the United States, that any
attempt to acquire their lands, or to form a political connexion [sic] with them, would be
considered by all as an invasion of our territory, and an act of hostility.*

In 1832, Marshall repeated the notion of pupilage and wardship in Worcester v. Georgia. David
McCool, Susan Olson, and Jennifer Robinson described the Marshall decisions in their

examination of Indigenous voting rights.

33 US Constitution, art. 1, sec. 8

34 McCool, Olson, and Robinson, Native Vote, 1.

35 For detailed interpretations of the Marshall Trilogy, see Francis Paul Prucha, The Great Father: the United States
Government and the American Indians (Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 1984), 183 - 213; and, Vine
Deloria, jr. and Clifford M. Lytle, American Indians, American Justice (Austin, TX: University of Texas Press, 1983),
25 - 34.

36 Cherokee Nation v. Georgia, 30 U.S. (5 Pet.) | (1831) (emphasis my own).
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The ambiguities of the Constitution and the contradiction within the Marshall trilogy of
cases virtually guaranteed that the legal status of Indians, especially in regard to
citizenship and the right to vote, would remain shrouded in confusion and conflict for
many years.%’

The United States saw itself as benevolent, meant through the will of God to bring civilization,
democracy, and Christianity to the Indians of America. Under the tutelage of the government, the
U.S. believed it could “save” the Indian. Of course, what they failed to understand was that the
Indians did not need or want to be “saved” by the U.S. government, and they certainly did not
need them to bring democracy. For the Pueblo Indians of what was now New Mexico territory,

the new relationship was more restrictive than what had existed under Spain and Mexico.

The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, a complex treaty with different repercussions
throughout the region, had two articles that dealt directly with Native Americans and concerned
the Pueblos.®® Article V111 specified that Mexican citizens who wanted to stay where they lived
"may either retain the title and rights of Mexican citizens, or acquire those of the United States."

Article IX, extended this notion and put authority into the hands of the U.S. government:

The Mexicans who, in the territories aforesaid, shall not preserve the character of
citizens of the Mexican Republic, conformably with what is stipulated in the preceding
article, shall be incorporated into the Union of the United States, and be admitted at the
proper time (to be judged of by the Congress of the United States) to the enjoyment of all
the rights of citizens of the United States.*°

Under Article 1X, the Pueblo Indians should have, if they wanted, been able to secure New
Mexican territorial citizenship and all it had to offer, the franchise included. In the end, it would
be the Pueblos themselves that rejected American citizenship and voting rights as a means to

maintain their cultural autonomy. Initially, enforcing these policies in a sparsely populated

37 McCool, Olson, and Robinson, Native Vote, 2.

38 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 181.

39 Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, Treaties and Conventions between the United States of America and Other Powers
since July 4, 1776 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1871).
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territory with little economic incentive proved to be nearly impossible for a disinterested US
government and so the first territorial governor of New Mexico "formally incorporated the
Pueblos as legal entities."*® Many Pueblo Indians, committed to continuing to live traditional

lives in their homelands and with no other choice, remained in what was now US territory.

A muddied federal policy towards Indian affairs meant that a fully articulated Indian
policy had yet to be adopted by New Mexico’s territorial government upon the arrival to Santa
Fe of James S. Calhoun in April 1849, the Indian agent assigned to the New Mexico territory. A
supporter of American Indian interests, Calhoun fought ferociously for the Pueblo Indians and
their protection.** When he first arrived in New Mexico territory he became absorbed by debates
about whether or not Pueblo people were Indians. Almost identically mirroring the approach
undertaken by the Spanish during the sixteenth century, the United States had, in their eyes,
previously encountered only nomadic tribes who needed to be taught democratic principles and
agricultural practices while the people they found living in the Pueblo cities of New Mexico
already were "industrious, agricultural, and pastoral people” who "are the only tribe in perfect

amity with the government."4?

Calhoun noted that this caused a unique problem for the Pueblos who cared only for
recognition of their autonomy. He warned that if Pueblo Indians were seen as civilized, they
would receive no special protection from the US government and would therefore be at risk of
land encroachments and continued raids from neighboring groups, an ongoing problem.*® On the

other hand, if the Pueblos were to be seen as wards, Calhoun could promise that the United

40 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 180.

41 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 183 — 184.

42 Quoted in Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 182 - 183.
4 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 183.
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States would not wage war on the Pueblos but could not promise that they would enjoy any
semblance of sovereignty. The most pressing concern to Calhoun was land encroachment. He
warned that “the issues of encroachment and abuse of power by petty officials would only
continue if the Pueblos were declared full citizens.””** Without federal protection, Calhoun could
make no promises to the Pueblos that the United States government would be able to offer them
any form of protection from violence or land encroachment. In the end, Calhoun came to support
wardship and federal protection suggesting that this was the best possible way that Pueblo
Indians could protect against land encroachment.* Critically, he argued that the Pueblo Indians
should come under the protection of the Nonintercourse Act, an act of Congress from 1834 that
would set the Pueblo Indians under wardship so that they could be protected from raids by other

Indian bands and other forms of land encroachment.*6

Between 1850 and 1870, two more distinctions would be made that further weakened
Pueblo sovereignty. In 1854, their legal status was further complicated by legislation passed by

the New Mexico territorial legislature:

That the Pueblo Indians of this Territory, for the present, and until they shall be
declared, by the Congress of the United States, to have the right, are excluded from the
privilege of voting at the popular elections of the Territory, except in the elections for
overseers of ditches to which they belong, and in the elections proper to their own
Pueblos, to elect their officers according to their ancient customs.*’

4 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 185.
45 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 185.
46 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 185.
47 Quoted in Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 196.
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Maurice Crandall concluded that, "the 1854 law essentially closed the book on Pueblo Indian
voting in New Mexico elections for nearly a century."*® Pueblos continued to participate in their

tribal elections, but this legislative action stripped them of their voice in broader Indian affairs.

In the 1860s, New Mexico’s Pueblo Indians faced another assault on their autonomy
when by judicial action they were made citizens of the United States. A District Court judge of
the First Judicial District of New Mexico, Justice John P. Slough, ruled that "the Pueblos were
citizens of the United States and not entitled to the protections of the Nonintercourse Act."
Slough suggested “that the Pueblo Indians...were recognized as citizens of Mexico... [and] as
late as the year 1851, the Pueblo Indians of this territory, without question or interruption, not
only voted, but held both civil and military offices... they should be treated not as under the
pupilage of the government, but as citizens, not a State or Territory, but of the United States of
America.” No longer wards, Pueblo Indians were now U.S. citizens and according to the 1854
legislation, they would be not be allowed to vote until Congress gave them the right. “By judicial
action, [Pueblo Indians] were citizens, yet legislative measure had taken away the cardinal right
of citizens: the vote.”*® In the end, the effect of this decision was minimal for the Pueblos who
still held little regard for the United States and remained adamant in their arguments for a

recognition of their sovereignty.

Statehood finally came to New Mexico in 1912 and, citizens or not, “Indians not taxed”
were not given the right to vote per the New Mexico Constitution. Though there were some in
New Mexico who may “have desired the franchise or supported Western ideas of democratic

government... the power of the leadership likely would have discouraged voting among tribal

48 Crandall noted that fifty Isleta members voted in an 1855 election, but that other examples from here until 1948
are sparse: Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 196.
4 Crandall, These People Have Always Been a Republic, 200 — 201.
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members.”*° It would be another thirty years before a shift in leadership of the Pueblos led to a

pursuit of voting rights as a means to protect and reassert sovereignty. >

Through the 1910s and 1920s, life for most Pueblo Indians was hardly different than the
last decades of the nineteenth century. Threats of land encroachment and attacks against Indian
identity were commonplace and the Pueblos turned inward for solidarity. The most pressing
threat to tribal sovereignty came in the form of the 1922 Bursum Bill which targeted Pueblo land
and water rights. The Bursum Bill was passed by Congress in 1922 and made it easier for non-
Natives to claim Native land.>? Proposed initially by New Mexico Senator Holm O. Bursum, and
supported by Secretary of the Interior and former senator for New Mexico, Albert Fall, the
Bursum Bill made it easier for non-natives to make claims to Pueblo land. Threatening some
60,000 acres of land and indigenous water rights, the Bursum Bill was another attempt to bring
Pueblo territory under U.S. jurisdiction.> John Collier, a pro-Indian activist who had previously
worked as a social worker in New York and California and had been enamored by the Pueblo
Indians after leaving his job in California and moving to the Sonoran Desert, became one of the
main opponents of the bill. As one of the primary advocates for the Pueblos in voicing their
concerns to the federal government, Collier established himself as a trusted ally to many Pueblos.

By 1923, Collier, the newly formed All Pueblo Council (APC), and other advocates forced

50 Crandall, These People Were Always a Republic, 213.

51 For a thorough examination of all the court cases between statehood and Miguel Truijillo’s in 1948 see Laird
Dunbar, “A Study of Suffrage of the Arizona and New Mexico Indians,” (master’s thesis, University of New Mexico,
1948). Though there were attempts to change the language of the Constitution, it never had to do with a desire to
vote.

52 \Walden, “The Pueblo Confederation’s Political Wing,” 16 — 17.

53 Senate Hearings on S. 3865 and S. 4223, 67" Cong., 4™ ses., 6 — 7; for more detailed examinations of the Bursum
Bill see: Kenneth Philip, “Albert B. Fall and the Protest from the Pueblos, 1921 — 23,” Arizona and the West 12, no.
3 (Autumn, 1970: 237 — 254; and, Walden, “The Pueblo Confederation’s Political Wing.”



22

Congress to revoke the Bursum Bill. This instance of support from Collier would help to raise

his reputation in the coming decades as he rose to the top of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).

When Collier assumed the Commissioner position at the BIA in the 1930s, he would
spearhead a revision of Indian policy through the Wheeler-Howard Act and would inspire many
Native Americans to reconsider their place in the United States. Under the Wheeler-Howard Act,
passed in 1934, the BIA forced Indians across the United States to adopt western, bi-cameral
Constitutions. For the first time federal Indian policy would head in the direction of allowing
more tribal autonomy and would change the relationship between Native Americans and the
federal government. While some tribes embraced the BIA’s help in writing Constitutions that
would provide legal systems on reservations, others rejected the efforts as government overreach.
Even among tribes who had initially welcomed BIA help, many soon realized that the Wheeler-
Howard Act was perpetuating notions of paternalism. As a result, many Indians across the
country lost what little faith they had in the BIA and Collier. When World War 11 began, a
rejection of the BIA was pervasive. It was in this context that a shift began to sweep through
Indian country that turned to voting rights as a possible tactic to protect sovereignty and cultural
autonomy. These voices found some support among Pueblos who called into question their
relationship with the government. Among those influenced by the shifting sentiments was
Miguel H. Trujillo, an Isleta man who by the 1940s was in his 40s and was a well-respected

community leader on both the Isleta and Laguna Pueblos.

Miguel H. Trujillo, Haskell Boarding School, and Tribal Identity

Miguel H. Trujillo was born on Isleta Pueblo on April 30, 1904. At first largely isolated
from American cultural influences, he was raised traditionally on the Pueblo. His father, José

Trujillo, and mother, Juanita Jaramillo, owned a small plot of land which they farmed on the
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Pueblo and supplemented their income by selling traditional style pottery at nearby markets in
Albuquerque. Traditional pueblo practices and cultural expectations were ingrained in Miguel
from birth.>* His maternal uncle was the Isleta Medicine Man and his paternal great-uncle before
that a War Chief who had been an important religious and community leader for the tribe in the
late-nineteenth century. His father passed away in 1912 when Miguel was only eight years old.
After his father's passing, Trujillo grew closer with his great-uncle, now a tribal elder and

spiritual adviser for Isleta who continued to foster Trujillo's cultural connection.*®

After his father’s passing, Miguel and his older brother Bob were expected to do
whatever work necessary to support their family. Their mother Juanita, who had attended a
Catholic day school as a child, encouraged them both to seek formal education.®® Though she
was criticized by other family and tribe members who believed that if the brothers went to an
Indian school they would lose their tribal identity, she nevertheless persisted. Both boys were
first sent to Bernalillo Catholic Indian School, an Indian day school in nearby Los Lunas, first
Bob then Miguel. Miguel fell in love with schooling. Wearing “squeaky black shoes” that had
enamored him when he first saw his brother return with them in 1906, Miguel attended
Bernalillo’s school for ten years, the maximum it offered.>” While at school, he found
encouragement from a teacher, Isis Harrington, a Catholic woman with a son of her own with
whom Miguel had become close friends. She encouraged his passion for learning and when he
completed his tenth year at school, the top-grade level at the Albuguerque school, Harrington

encouraged Miguel to continue his education. Once again, his family and tribe pressured him to

54 Truijillo, interview by author.

55 Joe Sando, Pueblo Profiles: Cultural Identity Through Centuries of Change (Santa Fe, NM: Clear Light Publishing,
1998), 57; and, Trujillo, interview by author.

56 Sando, Pueblo Profiles, 58.

57 Truijillo, interview by author.
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stay on the Pueblo and provide support to his family, but Miguel chose to attend the Haskell

Institute in Lawrence, Kansas.

Haskell Institute was one of the major Indian boarding schools alongside the Hampton
Institute and Carlisle when Trujillo enrolled in 1923.°8 The boarding schools were well known
by this time for their violence and staunch assimilationist education. But, because he enrolled
older than many children forced to attend boarding schools, his experience was quite different.
During his time there Trujillo became involved in a variety of activities — he wrestled, was the
captain of the Cadet Corps, worked a summer job in the Kansas beet fields, and played the
trombone. He attended business classes at first and experienced many of the harsh realities that
Indian boarding schools had to offer. Like others, he was likely abused for speaking his native

language, discouraged from contact with his family, and forced to deny his tribal identity.

Haskell Institute, like other Indian boarding schools, was created with an
“Americanizing” mission that sought to abuse the “Indianness” out of Indian children.*® Through
psychological abuse, the denial of using native languages, physical punishments, and social
isolation from their tribes and families, the Indian boarding schools did whatever they could to
assimilate the Native Americans who came. Newer research by historians on the boarding school
experience however has shown that “the boarding school experience cannot be understood
simply in terms of acculturation and resistance.”®® Overtime, Haskell and the other Indian

boarding schools unintentionally gave tools to young, progressive American Indians seeking to

8 From here on out | refer to Miguel Trujillo simply as Trujillo. Before the distinction was made between Miguel
and his brother Bob.

59 Haskell institute is noted by Thomas Cowger as one of the most important Indian boarding schools in that it
fostered a sense of pan-Indianism see Cowger, The National Congress of American Indians, 15.

50 vuékovié, Voices from Haskell, 3 and 218.
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exert their tribal identity.5! Despite the effort to “Americanize” the Indians, many students at
Haskell rejected these notions, or at the very least found ways to resist these colonial practices.
Within these conditions and against the expectations, however, Trujillo learned to further
embrace his tribal identity. He and others at Haskell and the other boarding schools had figured

out ways to maintain their cultures despite the environment.

In his overview of the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI), an organization
founded in part by boarding school graduates, historian Thomas Cowger described the Indian

boarding school experience:

The off-reservation boarding school experience promoted intertribal cooperation through
several crucial developments. It advanced the use of English, supplying individuals from
different tribes with a common language. It brought together in one location a multitribal
population... Indian students learned both from firsthand and classroom instruction the
mechanics of white institutional agencies... Student experiences at schools encouraged
later generations to evaluate and define what it meant to be Indian, as participants shared
many common problems and goals with each other and their younger members.5?

While the teachers at Haskell and those who founded the school had intended the school to be a
transition from Indian to American — savage to civilized — the students learned not to see it with
such polarity. Resistance to the Institute’s program came in many different forms and fashions.

After the lights went out and supervisors left, the Indian children would converse in their native

languages over topics like their teachers, food, girls, and even resistance.®® These late nights

51 A new wave of historians starting in the 1980s particularly contributed to complicating the Indian Boarding
School experience. Debates among Native American boarding school historians since the 1970s have turned to
discussing how the schools were “important sites of cultural contact and negotiation, where more often than not
Indian students selectively incorporated those aspects of Anglo-American culture that would ensure their
individual and collective survival and well-being.” (Vuckovi¢, 3). Instead of seeing these boarding schools as
monolithic, dominate places, by looking at the accounts of individuals who experienced the event these historians
have come to understand the boarding school experience in a more nuanced way. See Vuckovi¢, Voices from
Haskell; and, Hazel Hertzberg, The Search for an American Indian Identity: Modern Pan-Indian Movements.

52 Cowger, The National Congress of American Indians, 15.
83 Vuékovié, Voices from Haskell, 212
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would build connections that would help unite some parts Indian country around a central cause

in the 1940s.

They not only learned English, but they also learned the language of resistance in the
Western world, the laws of the United States, how American courts work, and, from each other,
how to appreciate the strength of solidarity between tribes.®* They did not have to give up their
Indianness to be considered a success at Haskell, quite the opposite in fact. Haskell students
quickly found that they could protect their cultural identity through what they had learned at the
school. With strong beliefs in the benefits of Pan-Indian unity, “a new generation of Indian
leaders emerged, armed with new political and cultural weapons.”® These young adults from
Haskell would soon come to realize that they could bring their experiences from the boarding

school back to their homes and enact change

Ultimately, Trujillo, and so many other tribal leaders from the 1920s through 1940s, were
fundamentally shaped by their experiences at an Indian boarding school. Whatever detriments
the boarding schools caused for Native American children, for these Indians it also gave them
tools they would need to fight for cultural protection and a sense of community that crossed
tribal differences. Attempts at forced assimilation, like exposing children to the boarding school
experience, have more complicated consequences. Trujillo did not lose touch with his Pueblo
identity at Haskell like his family had feared. In fact, the opposite happened. Because the
boarding school experience was meant to be so oppressive, it actually had the opposite effect and

strengthened his tribal identity.%® Because he was older when he enrolled, the violent attempts at

64 One of the key things they all learned in the boarding schools was English. When they all returned to their tribes
they shared a common language with which they could now build intra-tribal connections (Cowger, 15).

85 Cowger, The National Congress of American Indians, 15.

% Truijillo, interview by author.
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assimilation held less power than it did for children sent to Haskell at a young age as he found
solidarity with his classmates. While American Indians who attended Haskell may have, to some
degree, been “Americanized”, they maintained a strong sense of tribal identity that helped them
stay connected to their heritage. Myriam Vuckovi¢’s summary of Haskell experiences is most
useful: “Many students’ family ties remained strong, and individual students made choices about
which aspects of white civilization and education they would accept and which they would not.
Even students who adapted willingly to the regimentation of the school adopted a dual identity,

often acting as culture brokers throughout their life.”®’

In his last year at Haskell, Trujillo chose to pursue a teaching certificate.%® When he left
in 1925 he was equipped with a new sense of pan-Indian unity garnered through relationships at
Haskell, when he returned to the southwest. He was hired immediately by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) as a teacher in Yuma, Arizona at an Indian school. After two years, Trujillo
moved to the Navajo Nation where taught at the Tohatchi Indian School on the reservation.
While at Tohatchi, he met his future wife, Ruchana Paisano (Laguna) a fellow graduate of

Haskell Institute (1928) who was working there as a secretary.

In the coming years Miguel and his wife Ruchana relocated on behalf of the BIA, first to
Taos then back to Ruchana’s home in Casa Blanca, Parajé, New Mexico on the Laguna
Reservation. While in Taos, Miguel and Ruchana lived on the Pueblo, taught Taos children,
participated in Pueblo ceremonies, and continued to live as close to traditional lives as possible.

Tragedy struck the couple in the mid-1930s when their first-born child died from pneumonia

57 Vuékovié, Voices from Haskell, 3.

58 When he graduated in 1925, he did so alongside classmate Archie Phinney (Nez Perce), one of the founding
members of the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI), an important organization in the voting right case
of the late 1940s.
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before they were able to reach Santa Fe’s hospital. Before being transferred again they had
another child, Josephine Waconda (Isleta). In 1940, the Trujillo’s transferred to the Laguna
Indian school in Casa Blanca.®® Back with family, Miguel and Ruchana had one more child,

Michael Trujillo (Laguna).

His travels while working for the BIA to outposts in southwest Indian country allowed
him to stay connected to traditional tribal ways of life and through this he maintained his tribal
identity. He built relationships and connections with people across both states, connections that
would prove valuable to him when he became a recruitment officer for the Marine Corps during
World War 1l. Until then however, he worked at the Laguna day school while attending nearby
University of New Mexico in pursuit of a teaching degree. He continued to rise in his community
and was well respected.

Timing, John Collier, Pueblos, and the Indian New Deal

Trujillo had graduated from Haskell and entered his first teaching positions in the early
1930s just as John Collier rose to prominence as an advocate for American Indians and
eventually became the Indian Commissioner under President Franklin Roosevelt and Secretary
of the Interior Harold Ickes.”® A 1929 article written by John Collier, “Amerindians,” reflects
Collier’s passionate push to change the direction of Indian policy and his ardent support of

Pueblo Indians.

Eighteen of the New Mexico pueblos have been, since 1922, confederated for mutual aid.
Aggressions by whites, helped by the Indian Bureau, have forced the Pueblos, in recent

years, to deal in their counsels with questions of law (the laws of property) as intricate as
any, and with questions of engineering and reclamation on a large scale. Hordes of whites

5 Truijillo, interview by author.

70 Carol Venturini also has argued for the significance of the Collier years in changing the climate for voting rights
and goes into especial detail on the ways that Collier had been involved in New Mexico Indian politics during the
1920s and into the BIA years. See Venturini, “The Fight for Indian Voting Rights in New Mexico,” 96 — 118.
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who are "archaeology alive" now visit the pueblos. The pueblos have been forced to
study means for receiving the whites without being hurt by them.”

In her examination of Pueblo voting, Carol Venturini noted that Collier's selection as
Commissioner of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) marked when "Indian policy took a 180
degree turn as FDR, Ickes, Collier, and the able legal staff that was brought into the Department
of the Interior instituted an Indian New Deal." Collier and the policies undertaken during his

tenure created a "more favorable climate toward diverse cultures and Indian rights.""2

Collier had been chosen by Harold Ickes, a previous contender for the Commissioner
before he was selected as Secretary of Interior, who also was an advocate of Indian self-
governance. Led by both, the BIA brought with it a new era of government interaction with the
tribes of the United States through what became known as the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA),
or Indian New Deal. The IRA directed federal policy in a hard turn away from assimilation and
instead worked to construct notions of tribal autonomy and independent governance. Ickes and
Collier believed that the most effective Indian policy would be to give more control to the tribes
themselves. Historian EImer Rusco has stated that Collier’s “most fundamental purpose had been

to reverse the governmental push toward forced assimilation of Native Americans.”’®

In 1934, Congress passed the Wheeler-Howard Act (Indian Reorganization Act, IRA)
and an immediate reorganization of Indian affairs began. Though the IRA had received mixed

opinions from native Americans and non-natives alike, its immediate termination of allotment

1 John Collier, “Amerindians,” Pacific Affairs vol. 2, no. 3 (March 1929): 121.

72 Venturini, “The Fight for Indian Voting in New Mexico,” 97.

73 Elmer Rusco, A Fateful Time: the Background and Legislative History of the Indian Reorganization Act (Reno, NV:
University of Nevada Press, 2000), 175.
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policy, which had divided Indian lands and made homesteading legal on reservations, was

welcomed warmly by indigenous communities across native America.’*

Though the Wheeler-Howard Act proved to be an initial success, in the end the BIA
ignored the complaints of Native Americans and gradually lost their support as they came to
realize the tribal governments exercised little authority.” After the initial success of the IRA’s
end to allotment and establishment of tribal governments, many Native Americans increasingly
worried that the IRA still allowed government overreach into Indian affairs. Resentment for the
BIA grew as problems worsened for Native Americans across the country. For example,
Collier’s stock reduction program on the Navajo reservation from 1937 — 1940 led to a drop off
of 100,000 in the Navajo’s sheep population. The stock reduction program had, in theory, sought
to limit the number of livestock on the Navajo reservation to prevent overgrazing, but ultimately
the Government failed to actually push through with its promises to give out licenses. With no
licenses, very few Navajo could raise sheep and thus the population declined, creating harrowing

food shortages. "

Still, Collier’s language of self-governance inspired many across Indian country who
increasingly mounted calls for more tribal autonomy. As his reputation diminished, Collier in

fact made direct calls for individual Indian rights to encourage self-determination in New

74 Land allotment policy had begun with the Dawes Act (General Allotment Act) in 1887. The Act put tribal lands in
the hands of the federal government and gave them the jurisdiction to divide Indian lands. Ultimately, this meant
that the federal government could dictate who lived on Indian lands, including allowing non-Indians. Seen as the
primary reason behind intense land encroachment in the end of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
when the IRA reversed the policy. Land allotment allowed Indians to claim 160 acres or less of their land on
reservation and any remaining lands would be opened up for homesteading. See Stephen Cornell, The Return of
the Native: American Indian Political Resurgence (New York, NY: Oxford U