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FOREWORD

This report, part ofthe HUD-commissioned Assessment ofAmerzcan Indian Houszng Needs and
Programs, contains the most comprehensive and authoritative body ofinformation ever assembled
on housing conditIOns and resources in Native American communities It is the result of an
unprecedented data collection effort, which mcluded specIal tabulations of Census informatIOn, as
well as surveys, site visits, and interviews with local leaders and housing offiCials

The principal findings of this carefully researched study confirm what many suspected already the
housmg problems of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives, partIcularly m reservatIOns and other
Tnbal Areas, are extreme by any standard Forty percent ofNatIve Amencans lIve m overcrowded
or phYSIcally deficient housing, compared to only 6 percent of the U S populatIOn

In additIOn, the detaIled data compIled m HOllszng Problems and Needs ofAmerzcan Indians and
Alaska Natives make It possible to look behmd these sobenng numbers to the slgruficant vanations
m the nature, distributIOn, and relative seventy ofhousmg needs among Native Amencan
communities More than 60 percent of umts occupied by NatIve Amencans m the Tnbal Areas of
Alaska, New MeXICO, and Anzona are overcrowded and/or physIcally inadequate, by contrast,
Oklahoma's Tribal Areas have the lowest incidence of phySIcal problems, but among the lughest
housing cost burdens in Indian country ThiS report also proVIdes Important baselIne InformatIOn
on how Native Americans have fared m metropolitan housmg markets, as well as on the one-fourth
of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives who live m the countIes surroundmg Tribal Areas

A combinatIOn of effective public mvestments and support for the development ofVital pnvate
housing market mechamsms wIll be essential to meetmg the housmg needs ofAmencan Indian and
Alaska Native commumties HUD has proposed a fundamental reinventIOn of its Indian housing
programs that recognizes both the dIverSity ofTnbal Areas and the need for approaches tailored to
theIr unique problems, resources, and forms oftnbal governance The Department's proposals to
gradually consolIdate fundmg mto formula grants would return much more discretIOn to local
leaders, allowmg them to deSign housing strategIes that fit their own circumstances

The mformation presented in HOllszng Problems and Needs ofAmerzcan Indians and Alaska
Natives will inform ongomg Federal efforts to more effectively address the housing problems of
Native Amencans HUD also will make these data sets avaIlable to researchers, tnbal offiCials, and
other concerned Citizens, m whose hands such Information can be a valuable tool for local planrung
and educatIOn efforts By bnngmg the senous housmg needs of American Indians and Alaska
Natives into sharp focus, thiS report proVIdes all of us WIth a forceful remmder of our Nation's
trust oblIgatIOns to the first Americans

MJchaei A Stegman
Assistant ecretary for PolIcy

Development and Research
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Assessment ofAmencan Indian Housmg Needs and Programs was initiated in 1993,
under the sponsorship of the U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) The
purposes of the study have been to. (1) evaluate the housing problems and needs of American
Indians and Alaska Natives, (2) assess the effectiveness of eXisting federal housing programs In
meeting those needs, and (3) compare altematlve approaches and suggest ways In which federal
policy regarding the hOUSing of these Native Americans could be Improved. This report, the first
major product of the study, IS ItS assessment of housing problems and needs

The report IS based primarily on analySIS of Census data on housing and other
characteristics of the American Indian and Alaska Native (AlAN)1 population However It also
relies on other information sources for the overall study analySIS of data from HUD management
information systems; interviews With a broad range of Federal officials; telephone interviews With
officials of virtually all local Indian Housing AuthOrities (IHAs), the agencies that administer HUD
programs In Tribal Areas nationwide (as used In this report, Tribal Areas Include American Indian
Reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and other speCial types of areas so deSignated by the U.S.
Census); on-site In-depth Interviews With tribal leaders and IHA officials at 36 representatively
sampled Tribal Areas; interviews and observation of hOUSing conditions for a small sample of
households at the same sites, case studies and selected interviews concemlng the hOUSing of
Amencan Indians liVing In metropolitan areas; and recurrent consultations with independent
national and regional experts on the problems and dynamiCS of the AlAN population.

'Matthew SniPP (1989, pp 36-40) explainS why the term "American Indians and Alaskan NatiVes" IS the preferred
ethniC deSignation for the population that IS the subject of this study, and we use that term most frequently However,
we also often use Its acronym, "AlAN", and sometimes, fall back on the terms Native American and Indian to refer to
this same population
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It IS Important to explain at the outset that, while the U S government makes housing
assistance available to low-income Amencans In all locations, the context for such assistance In
Tnbal Areas differs In at least three Important respects. First, the basIs for such support goes
back to the nation's recognition of speCial obligations to the AlAN population, reflected In treaties,
legislation, and executive orders, long before housing subSidies were prOVided to the general
population Second, the Federal government deals with recognized tnbes directly In a soverelgn
to-sovereign relationship, rather than through the general system of State and local government.
Third, a conSiderable amount of land In Tnbal Areas IS held In trust for the tnbes as a whole
(rather than being subdivided Into many pnvate holdings as occurs In the rest of the country)--thls
has frustrated the development of pnvate housing markets In Tnbal Areas and has long been
seen as providing special Justification for government assistance In housing production.

Study results Indicate that while progress has been made, the housing needs of Arnencan
Indians and Alaska Natives stili represent a major challenge for public policy

• The housing tproblems of the Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives remain
conSiderably more severe than those of non-Indians In all parts of America. ThiS is particularly
so m reservations and other Tnbal Areas where, according to Census data, 28 percent of AlAN
households are overcrowded or lack plumbing or kitchen facilities (the comparable average for
all U.S. households IS only 5.4 percent). A small sample survey conducted as a part of thiS study
suggests that, addmg In condition and other facility problems, the total overcrowded or lIVing In

inadequate housing In Tnbal Areas may be around 40 percent (the comparable U.S. average IS
59 percent). For AlAN households lIVing in ot~er locatIOns (metropolitan and nonmetropolitan)
having to spend an excessive share of their Il!come for housing (rather than physical defiCiencies)
IS the dominant problem.

. .
, • The.. character of AlAN housing problems and, therefore, the best strategies for

addressing them, val)l importantly In different types of environments. Even among Tnbal Areas,
there is tremendous diversity. For a surpnslng number, opportunities. to attract pnvate mortgage
lending and to apply other market-onented housing strategies appearpromising And the, housing
problems of Tnbal Areas continue to warrant prionty because, contral)l to much conventIOnal
Wisdom, the concentratton of the natIOnal AlAN population In and around these Areas IS
increasing

Social and Economic Trends and Contrasts

Population growth and spatial patterns The Amencan Indian and Alaska Native
population In the U S. has been growing rapldly--a Sixfold Increase over the past four decades,
reaching a level of 2.0 million 111 1990 Most noteworthy IS th'at the concentration of thiS
population In and around reservations and other Tnbal Areas IS increasing The 14 percent of
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all U.S.countles that contain Tnbal Areas accounted for 60 percent of the U.S. AlAN population
In 1990, and had captured 78 percent of Its growth since 1980. The popular Impression that the
bulk of the Indian population IS gradually shlfting.away from the reservations to metropolitan areas
IS a myth

A number of Indications In this study suggest that cultural ties to Tnbal Areas remain
strong.' For-example, urban case studies indicate that many Indians living In urban areas retain
ties to their tnbes and hope to move back to the reservation when they retire. Also, In household
surveys, the pnmary reason tnbal members gave for living off the reservatIOn was the necessity
of obtaining employment, rather than any negative feelings about reservation life Of those who
live outside of a reservation, but In the same country, 71 percent said they would "prefer to live
on the reservation"

Of the 2.0 million 1990 total AlAN population, 37 percent lived in Tnbal Areas themselves,
and 23 percent lived In the surrounding counties. Another 31 percent were residents of
metropolitan areas In the rest of the country (down from 33 percent In 1980) Only 9 percent lived
In other non-metropolitan areas and the share In such areas was declining sharply (down from
13 percent In 1980).

Social and economic characteristics Compared to non-Indians, the AlAN population
IS more family onented, but more prone to economic distress. Nationally, more AlAN households
are marned couples with children (37 percent vs. 28 percent) and many more are large (5 or
more person) families (20 percent vs 11 percent). The AlAN population has a higher
unemployment rate (14 percent vs 6 percent), a smaller number of workers In "for-profit" firms
per thousand population (255 vs 362) and a higher share of households with very lOW-incomes
(VLI, one third vs 24 percent) 2

Variations in differing environments. These types of AlAN/non-Indian differences eXist
In all locations but they are most pronounced in Tnbal Areas For example, large families
represent 27 percent of all AlAN households In Tnbal Areas, but only 19 percent In their
surrounding counties, and 16 percent In the rest of the U S (both .InSide and outside of
metropolitan areas); VLI households represent 43 percent of the AlAN total In Tnbal Areas, 30
percent In the surrounding counties, and 28 percent In other metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas Tnbal Areas have an average of only 158 for-profit employees per 1,000 population,
compared to 311 for Indians liVing elsewhere

'''Very lOW-income" households are those with Incomes less than 50 percent of the median Income In their local
labor market areas
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Diversity of conditions across tribal areas Even across Tnbal Areas, however, there
IS much more diversity than IS typically understood. To many outsiders, the stereotypical Indian
reservation IS a small, remote, and poor community with little access to employment or other
opportunities that are offered In our predominantly urban society This IS an apt charactenzatlon
for many of them, but not for all In fact, out of the 508 Inhabited Tnbal Areas nationally'

• 183 (accounting for 53 percent of the total AlAN Tnbal Area population) are Large
(have an AlAN population of 400 or more), and have one of two other charactenstlcs (1) they are
Near Urban (located within 50 miles of an urban center with a population of at least 50,000),
and/or (2) Open (having at least as many Indians as non-Indians living within their boundanes)
These Areas, on average, have a fairly strong pnvate employment base (217 for-profit workers
per 1,000 population) and a comparatively low share of households In the VLI group (35 percent)

• Out of the first group, 46 (accounting for 25 percent of the total population) have
all three of the charactenstlcs mentioned (Large, Near Urban, and Open) These fare even better
than the first group, with a for-profit employment ratio of 242 and a VLI share of 31 percent.

• The remaining 325 Areas are more often like the stereotype--remote and poor.
They have an average of only 91 for-profit employees per 1,000 population and 59 percent of
their households are VLI.

Generally, statistical anaiysls showed that the more open and nearer to an urban center
a Tnbal Area was, the stronger ItS economic pOSitIOn was likely to be ThiS relationship was far
from a perfect fit, however. Many other factors (including the effectiveness of tnbal government,
work force Skills, the value of the Area's natural resource base, and others) undoubtedly also play
a cntlcal role.

The AlAN metropolitan population IS concentrated In a limited number of areas rather
than being evenly spread. Over 60 percent live In Just 15 metropolitan areas. An unexpected
finding IS that, In these areas, a larger share of the AlAN population lives In the suburbs (59
percent) than the non-Indian population (54 percent on average). It must be remembered, of
course, that there IS great divergence within the non-Indian populatIOn in thiS regard' AlAN
households are much more likely to live In the suburbs than blacks or HispaniCS, but less so than
whites Index measures show substantially less residential segregation for Amencan Indians than
for Blacks and HispaniCS

City/suburban differences. AlAN suburban residents are typically In a better position
economically than their counterparts In the central Cities, but they clearly have not achieved panty
with the suburban average. In fact, AlAN/non-AlAN dlspanties are often greater In suburban
locations. For example, the AlAN unemployment rate In the central cities of the 15 metropolitan
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areas IS 11 percent (1 2 times that for non-Indians) The comparable suburban AlAN rate IS much
lower (8 percent) but that figure IS 1 7 times the suburban average for non-Indians

Housing Problems in Tribal Areas

"
Census indicators show that the physical housing problems of Tnbal Areas are extreme

by natIOnal standards 28 percent of AlAN households In these areas live In hOUSing that IS
overcrowded and/or lacks kitchen or plumbing facllitles--compared to a national average of only
5 4 percent (And Tnbal Area problems In thiS regard are much more serious than those for AlAN
households In other areas, as Will be discussed below) The share of AlAN households In these
areas that live In decent hOUSing but have an affordabllity problem (hOUSing expenses exceeding
30 percent of their Income), however, IS smaller than that for the general population (16 percent
vs 20 percent)

There are Important regional vanatlons In the inCidence of hOUSing problems In Tnbal
Areas Probably most Important IS that physical problems (overcrowding and faCility defiCiencies)
are considerably higher In two regions than elsewhere. Alaska and Anzona-New MeXICO where
63 percent and 61 percent, respectively, of all AlAN occupied units are affected Overcrowding
rates are stili senous In the Tnbal Areas of all other regions (much above the national averages
for non-Indians) but the inCidence of faCility defiCienCies IS fairly low In most other regions except
for these two.

The pattem With respect to affordablhty problems, however appears to be almost the
reverse of that for phYSical problems Oklahoma, for example, which has by far the lowest share
of ItS Units With phySical problems, has among the highest shares With affordablhty problems (21
percent) Unlike almost all others, the Tnbal Areas of Oklahoma have large pnvate land areas
Within them and a land tenure system that has tended more to foster the emergence of pnvate
hOUSing markets.

Other physical housing problems (defiCienCies In structural condition and
heatlng/electncal systems) are not measured by the Census. The gap between the U.S. average
and Tnbal Area problems Widens even further when these other defiCienCies are conSidered.
Based on a survey conducted by thiS study of a small sample of Tnbal Area households, we
estimate that, in total, roughly 40 percent are overcrowded and/or With one or more senous
phySical problems (the comparable natIonal average IS 5.9 percent).

The contribution of HUD housing assistance In Tnbal Areas IS Indeed Significant. In
1990, there were about 60,700 AlAN occupied HUD assisted Units In these areas, implying that
HUD was serving 26 percent of all Tnbal Area AlAN households and 42 percent of their Low
Income AlAN households Crude estimates (based on the household-sample survey) indicate that
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about 14,800 of these Units were either overcrowded and/or had physical deficiencies. By
subtraction from the totals, this Implies 78,300 unassisted Units (or 45 percent of the total
unassisted stock) had such problems. In comparison, there were about 84,200 Low Income
households that did not live In HUD assisted Units In Tribal Areas. In other words, It appears that
a very high proportion of all Low-Income households In Tribal Areas that do not now receive HUD
assistance do have serious housing problems.

Total units with physical problems. OffiCial census figures show a total of 234,400
occupied housing Units In Tribal Areas nationally In 1990. The 40 percent average Implies that
93,800 of these units were overcrowded and/or had serious phySical defiCienCies That number,
however, IS not adjusted to compensate for the major census undercount In Tribal Areas that
occurred In 1990. If that adjustment IS made, the total overcrowded and/or with serious phySical
defiCienCies would be 105,200 units

Diversity in housing problems and circumstances Tnbal Areas are as diverse In their
housing characteristics as they are In their SOCial and economic circumstances While again there
was much variation around these tendencies, statistical analysIs shows that, generally, the more
open a Tribal Area IS and the closer It IS to a large urban center: (1) the smaller ItS overall share
of households with housing problems, and (2) the lower the share that have overcrowding and/or
facilities problems, but (3) the higher the share that have affordabillty problems To Illustrate

• For the 183 Areas that were Large and Open and/or Near Urban (as defined
earlier), on average, Just one thl rd of all households had one or more housing problems 12
percent had overcrowding and/or facilities problems, and 21 percent had affordabllity problems
only. In these areas, housing strategies that rely more on pnvate markets clearly warrant
conSideration.

• For the remaining 325 Areas, 62 percent had one or more housing problems 52
percent had overcrowding and/or facilities problems, and only 10 percent had affordabllity
problems only In these areas, market-oriented housing strategies are less likely to be workable

These marked variations In the magnitudes and types of local housing problems suggests
that any single nationally Imposed housing strategy for Tnbal Areas IS likely to prove unworkable
Area-specific conditions should determine the best mix of policy tools to be applied. While some
general themes are likely to be applicable In most areas, speCific program approaches need to
be locally tailored to be feaSible In the Area at hand

In a sizeable number, attempts to address a larger share of low-income housing problems
through assistance In the pnvate housing market appear promising (rather than relying solely on
traditional government production programs which typically cost more per household
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accommodated). In many Tnbal Areas, there are significant numbers of households with Incomes
that should enable them to purchase decent homes If pnvate mortgage financing was being made
available as It IS In the rest of the country.

AlAN Housing Problems in Metropolitan and Other Environments

Physical problems. In the rest of the U.S, the share of AlAN households with
overcrowding and/or plumbing/kitchen facility problems IS conSiderably less severe than In Tnbal
Areas, but stili well above the 5 4 percent average for the general population 14 percent In
counties surrounding Tnbal Areas, and 9 percent In other metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas

Affordability problems. The dominant housing problem for AlAN households In these
environments, however, IS affordabllity The share who live In decent housing but have an
affordabllity problem IS 27 percent In the surrounding counties, 29 percent In other metropolitan
areas, and 27 percent In other non-metropolitan areas--compared to the national average of 20
percent

Homelessness. Household surveys Indicate that In Tnbal Areas, the lack of sufficient
housing IS reflected In severe overcrowding rather than actual homelessness; I.e., Virtually all
people who have no shelter of their own are taken In by relatives or other tnbal members
Homelessness per se IS a senous problem, however, for the AlAN population In urban areas.
The survey generally conSidered the most reliable Indicates that AlAN indiViduals account for 23
percent of all homeless people natlonally--an InCidence rate three times that for the population
as a whole

Homeownership rates for higher-Income AlAN households are unusually low, particularly
conSidering that such a high percentage of them are family households (those that normally find
ownership most desirable) While 48 percent of all AlAN households nationally are In the
moderate- and higher-income ranges (Incomes above 80 percent of the local median), ownership
rates for these groups are Significantly below those of non-Indians at Similar Income levels In most
parts of the country (for example, 66 percent vs 75 percent In metropolitan areas)



Chapter 1

PURPOSE AND APPROACH

This report presents an assessment of the housing problems and needs of American
Indians and Alaska Natives (AlAN).' It IS one of the major products of a broader study
sponsored by US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) The central purposes
of the study were to provide an Independent evaluation of the programs the Department operates
to Improve the housing conditions of Native Americans, and to suggest policy and programmatic
alternatives that might perform more effectively toward that end

HUD recogmzed, however, that It would be Impossible to Interpret program performance
sensibly Without a sound understanding of the nature and magmtude of the problems ItS programs
are designed to address. This view had been strongly endorsed by the National Commission on
Amencan Indian, Alaska Native, and Native HawaIIan Housing (1992) which stated,

the lack of accurate statistics has Impeded all efforts, public and pnvate, to address
the housing cnsls In Indlan Country It IS nearly Impossible to set meamngful policies
without a reliable picture of the full scope and seriousness of Native housing needs and
how they relate to other social and economic hardships faced by Amenca's first citizens.

The assessment of housing problems presented In this report, therefore, was seen as a
cornerstone of the study agenda from the start. For HUD's purposes, this assessment was

'Matthew SniPP (1989, pp 36-40) explains why the term "American Indians and Alaskan Natives" IS the preferred
ethniC designation for the population that IS the subject of this study, and we use that term most frequently However,
we also often use rts acronym, "AlAN", and sometimes, fall back on the terms Native American and Indian to refer to
this same population
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needed to overcome three fundamental deficiencies In the knowledge base at the time the study
was Initiated

• No one had yet conducted an analysIs of 1990 U S. Census data on housing
conditions of AlAN households, uSing the full range of measures generally
accepted as needed to charactenze housing problems comprehensively While It
has a number of Imperfections, the Census IS the only broadly reliable and
uniformly defined source of dat~ on housing conditions that IS available nationwide.
It offers measures of housing problems (e.g, affordabllity, overcrowding) that are
not available from any other source

• Common observation suggests that the housing conditions of Native Amencans
differ substantially In different living environments For example, conditions on
reservations In the Northeast seem very different from those In the Southwest, and
both may differ substantially from those In Alaskan villages WhiCh, In turn, appear
qUite unlike those for Indians liVing In large cIties No study had ever attempted
to charactenze such differences reliably, yet dOing so IS Important since hOUSing
strategies that work effectively In one environment may not be appropriate In

another.

• Prior research has not told us much about the relationships between varying AlAN
hOUSing conditIOns and the SOCial and economic contexts from which they have
emerged. However, a better understanding of these relationships may also offer
useful gUidelines, both as to how hOUSing problems and needs may change in the
future and as to what policies will work best In what types of environments.

ThiS research confirms the most fundamental conclusion of earlier, less comprehensive,
studies of thiS tOPiC: namely, that the unmet hOUSing needs of Amencan Indians and Alaskan
Natives remain enormous Indeed the hOUSing problems of these groups appear substantially
more severe than those of any other Sizeable minority In Amenca--and their hOUSing problems
are more serious than average conditions for non-Indians in almost all types of areas. However,
our findings suggest that simple stereotypes can be qUite misleading. The nature and the seventy
of AlAN housing problems, and the circumstances that create them, vary dramatically in different
locations. ThiS Implies that no one "formula" program IS likely to work effectlvely--the need for
more fleXible and creative local strategies IS paramount.
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APPROACH. THE OVERALL STUDY

3

In early 1993, HUD selected the Urban Institute to conduct the overall study, working In
collaboration with subcontractors Aspen Systems Corporation, and OKM Associates The
National Amencan Indian Housing Council (NAIHC) also served as subcontractor, helping
pnmanly In making logistical arrangements for field surveys HUD's design for the study (as
amplified In the contractor's research plan) recognized that information from a vanety of sources
would have to be compiled to respond to each of the project's three overall purposes. (1)
evaluating the housing needs of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives, (2) assessing the
effectiveness of eXisting federal housing programs In meeting those needs, and (3) companng
alternative approaches and suggesting ways In which federal policy regarding the housing of
these Native Amencans could be Improved.2

The first Imperative was to obtain nation wide data and perspectives on the conditions and
Issues under consideration DOing so entailed-

1. Revlewmg eXlstmg studIes and reports to compile background information on the
evolution of Indian social, economiC, and housing circumstances, as well as
relevant policies and programs

2 Consultmg wIth experts on American Indian commUnitIes An advIsory panel,
including scholars and Indian representatives (with substantial knowledge about
conditions and policy Issues In Indian country), provided gUidance on the research
design, provided and checked information on culture and hiStOry, and helped
Interpret findings denved from other sources

3. Analyzmg large scale data bases including the 1990 U S Census (fOCUSing on
social and economic charactenstlcs as well as housing conditions and needs) and
HUD management information systems (fOCUSing on the charactenstlcs and
performance of HUD programs)

20verall fmdlngs, conclusIOns, and recommendations of the study are presented In-Assessment ofAmerican IndIan
Housmg Needs and Programs Fmal Report, by G Thomas Kingsley, Virginia E Spencer, and John Simonson With
Carla Herbig, Nancy Kay, and Marrs Mlkelsons '(Washington, D C U S Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 1996)
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4 Conductmg mteNlews with housmg experts and national and regional officials
responsible for program Implementation, to gain insights on policy trends and
options as well as program orgamzalion, interrelationships, and performance:

Data from these sources alone, however, could well have yielded a somewhat stenle, and
perhaps Inaccurate, portrait of actual conditions and program performance. Accordingly the
research design called for direct interviews and observations at the local level, first to serve as
a "reality check" on the story obtained from nalional sources but, more Importantly, to provide a
much ncher charactenzalion than national sources alone could provlde--one that would give us
a clearer sense of the diversity of condllions that eXist In Indian country. Four addllional types
of data collection were undertaken

5. Conducting field mtervlews with Indian Housmg Authonty (IHA) officials and Tnbal
leaders and staff at a representatIVe sample of 36 reservatIOns and other Tnbal
Areas These entailed extensive, In-person interviews on local Instltulional
arrangements and procedures, housing problems, program activity, and expenence
with and attitudes about Federal programs.

6 Conducting field mteNlews with a sample of households at the 36 survey sites
(and observing their housing conditions) to obtain direct information on housing
problems; housing, tenure, and location preferences, and reactions to government
housing programs.

7 Conductmg telephone mteNlews with officials of all IHAs nationally, to obtain
comprehensive Informalion on Instltulional charactenstlcs, program activity, and
performance

8 Conducting inteNlews andpreparmg case studies on Indian commUnities m urban
areas to Identify housing conditions, needs, and prospects. Included were Public
Housing Authontles that serve metropolitan areas With slgmflcant enclaves of
Native Amencan households, and Indian Commumty Center staff In at least 25
urban commumtles

The analySIS of U S Census data contnbuted mainly to our first obJective: the assessment
of AlAN housing problems and needs Information from virtually all the rest of these sources,
however, provided Inputs to all three of our pnmary research purposes. Figure 1.1 shows more

31ntervlewees Included representatives from HUD (central and regional offices), the Bureau of Indian AffairS (BIA),
the Indian Health Service (IHS), the Farmer's Home Administration (FmHA), the Veteran's Administration (VA), and the
Federal National Mortgage ASSOCiation (FNMA, or Fannie Mae)



FIGURE 1.1
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS PLAN OVERVIEW

Data Sources Housing Needs Federal Programs Policy Assessment

1 Review pUblished studies Appropnate measures of housing needs, special EXisting programs, strengths and hmltatlons, Hlstol}' of federal policy, broad policy
and reports needs ahd Unique circumstances, cultural Implementation Issues, Impacts of programs debates, program gaps and failures,

factors, vanatlons across communities on reCipients and communities altematlve strategies, local demos and
expenments, proposed policy initiatives

2 ConsultatIons with expert Appropnate measures of housing needs, special EXlstmg program, strengths and limitations, History of federal policy, broad policy
advisors needs and unIque circumstances, cultural Implementation Issues, Impacts of programs debates, program gaps and failures

factors, vanatlons across communities on recipients and communities alternatIve strategies, local demos and
expenments, proposed policy initIatives

3 Large Scale Data bases Household charactenstlcs and Incomes, housing Coverage of HUD programs, types of
Analyze conditions, housing problems, household mobility households seIVed, adequacy and affordability , ---

of assIsted housing, allocation of SubSidies

4 Interviews-National Experts Household mobility, locations choice, housing Operation of HUD programs, planning and Alternatives for program design,
and Officials preferences development process, project management, funding allocation, program

costs, modernization, unit design, outreach, Implementation
problems and limitations, Impacts on
recipients and commUnities

5 On-site Interviews with IHA Assessment of local needs, special housing Local operation of HUD programs, admn Relationships between central,
officials, tnbal leaders conditions and problems, cultural factors, Impact Issues, planning and development process, regional, and local govt offiCials and
(samples SItes) of market conditions, mobility and location choice project management, costs, modernization, tnballeaders Pros and cons of

unit design, outreach, problems and alternative strategies
limitations, Impacts on reCipients and
community

6 Household Interviews Assessment of indiVidual hOUSing conditions and Knowledge of and satisfaction With HUD HOUSing preferences and effective
(sampled sites) problems, preferences for hOUSing type and programs demand ResponSiveness of federal

tenure, mobIlity and location choice programs to Individual needs

7 Telephone Intervlews-IHA Household mobility, location choice, housmg Operation of HUD programs, institutional Alternatives for program deSign,
offiCials preferences arrangements and procedures, operating funding allocation, program

problems, program Impacts Implemen,tatlon

8. Interviews and case studles- Assessment of local needs, special hOUSing Barners to partiCIpation In federal housmg ResponSiveness of federal programs to
selected urban areas conditIons and problems, cultural factors, Impact programs IndiVidual needs

of market conditions, mobility and location choice .
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specifIcally the major types of Information from each source relied upon to help achieve each of
these pu rposes

ASSESSMENT OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AND NEEDS.
USE OF THE CENSUS AND HUD INFORMATION SYSTEMS

In thiS section (and the one that follows It), we review In more depth the major data
sources contnbutlng to the assessment of hOUSing problems and: leeds and how they were put
to use In thiS study. Here we focus on our approach to analyZing data from the U.S Census and
HUD Management Information Systems

U.S. Census Data Sources and Definitions

The decennial U.S Census obtainS a limited amount of information about each reSident
and household on a full-count baSIS and responses to a more elaborate set of questions on a
sample baSIS Both types of data were used In thiS analySIS Throughout, IndiViduals are
claSSified as Amencan Indian or Alaska Native (AlAN) solely on the baSIS of whether they
Identified themselves as such In the Census question concerning "race" of the respondent 4 An
AlAN household IS one In which either the head of the household or his/her spouse IS claSSified
as AlAN.

Most Important, given our purpose, we utilized numerous Census indicators on the hOUSing
circumstances of both AlAN and (for comparative purposes) non-AlAN households As noted
earlier, the Census IS the only comprehenSive and systematically defined national source of
information on key hOUSing charactenstlcs; e g , hOUSing tenure, age, and structure type, as well
as vanous commonly recognized hOUSing problems With regard to the latter, the Census
contains direct measures of the extent of overcrowding and the lack of kitchen and plumbing
faCilities and It contains Income and hOUSing cost information that enabled us to calculate the
extent of "affordabllity problems" (I e , when rent or homeownershlp costs are excessive In relation
to household Income). The Census does not contain data on all types of hOUSing problems,
however In particular, It prOVides no Information on structural condition or Inadequate heating
or electncal faCilities (our approach to addreSSing thiS data defiCiency Will be discussed below)

~ ~ --

To be able to Interpret information on housing conditions, we also needed to know a great
deal about the socl,al and economic conditions of the AlAN popUlation Accordingly, we also

4Agaln, see SniPP (1989) for a diSCUSSion of why thiS approach, while rt has Imperfections, IS superior to available
alternatives "
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extracted Census data on charactenstlcs such as age and household structure, education status,
labor force and employment, Income levels, and patterns of commuting and Intercensal reSidential
mobility.

While data from a number of Census publications were used In thiS work, we relied
pnmanly on three large computer-based data files.

The 1990 STF-3C File ThiS IS one of the largest data files the Census Bureau regularly
compiles and makes available to the public It contains data, by race, on all of the indicators
noted above at a detailed level geographically. It can be'used to create separate tables for each
individual state, county, metropolitan area, urban place, and (cntlcal for our purposes) AlAN Area
(AlAN areas Include all Indian reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and all other Census
deSignated Tnbal Areas (as used In thiS report, Tnbal Areas Include Amencan Indian
Reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and other special types of areas so deSignated by the U S
Census--complete definitions of these area types Will be provided In Chapter 2)

A limitation of thiS file IS that It defines AlAN households only by the race of the head of
the household ThiS leaves out an Important group for policy purposes--the sizeable number of
AlAN individuals who are a part of households In which only the spouse of the household head
(but not the head) IS AlAN

1990 Special AlAN Tabulations ThiS file was created by the Census Bureau at HUD's
request specifically for thiS study and It was the one Vve used most extensively ThiS file does
Identify AlAN households by the race of either the household head or spouse It also offers
additional benefits While It supports the same geographic breakdowns as the STF-3C file, It
proVides (1) more detailed hOUSing data for AlAN occupied Units than are available elsewhere,
and (2) cross tabulations of hOUSing conditions by the Income levels of 'occupant AlAN
households, categonzed In the same manner HUD uses In determining program prlontles and
eligibility (In thiS scheme, a household's Income IS expressed as a percentage of the median
Income In ItS local labor market area rather than In relation to a Uniform national measure such
as the poverty threshold--the benefits of thiS approach Will be discussed In Chapter 4)

1980 Census Files. It would have been deSirable, of course, to examine 1980-1990
trends in hOUSing conditions and other SOCial and economic charactenstlcs of the AlAN
population Unfortunately, particularly With respect to hOUSing charactenstlcs, there were so many
changes In the definitions used by the Census In 1980 and 1990, trls type of analySIS was largely
precluded However, we were able to relate 1980 and 1990 charactenstlcs In a few cases and,
most Important, to analyze In some detail the patterns of growth and/or decline of total AlAN
populations In geographic subareas throughout the country As appropnate, we also refer to
research by others diSCUSSing SOCial and demographic trends for earlier periods
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Limitations of Census Data

8

In addition to the lack of InformalJon on some types of housing problems as noted earlier,
the Census has two other IImltalJons for the purposes of this study that should be kept In mind

The Increase in Self-Identification Parlicularly since 1970, the growth of the U.S AlAN
populalJon as recorded by the Census has been In part explained by individuals who change their
racial deslgnalJon to AlAN, actually, by the excess of those who reported themselves as being
of some other race In one census (or were recorded as being of some other race when born
dunng the decade) and then changed to the AlAN deslgnalJon In the next census, over the
number who have done the opposite This phenomenon was less Important In the 1990 Census
than In 1980, but even so, the group that made such a change In 1990 accounted for 9.6 percent
of the 1990 AlAN populalJon nalJonally.

Chapter 2 discusses this Issue at greater length, but we doubt that our use of Census data
that Include these Individuals has any senous effect on the meaning of our findings and
conclusions First, the eVidence suggests that this phenomenon IS not sizeable In Tribal Areas,
and that IS where quantitative estimates of need are most Important In relation to Indian housing
programs Second, even In other areas where It IS more pronounced, thiS effect would only be
problematic If a large share of those who changed their racial designation to AlAN did so
untruthfully But It IS difficult to Imagine any incentives that would cause many blacks, whites, and
people of other races to falsely report their race In thiS way In fact, available research suggests
that a dominant share of those who made thiS change do have Indian ancestry, Ie, thiS
phenomenon has been caused prlmanly by people recognizing a true Indian hentage afterfaJllng
to report It In the past

The Undercount A Census Bureau report on a special survey undertaken shortly after
the 1990 enumeralJon, estimates that the Census' 1990 published figures understate the size of
the AlAN population overall by 46 percent (not statistically different than the undercount
estimated for either blacks or Hispanics), but more notably, they understate the numbers living
In Tnbal Areas by 122 percent (Bureau of the Census, 1992) The speCial survey employed a
very small sample and It offers no basIs for companng the charactenstlcs or locations of those
who were counted and those who were missed In the onglnal enumeration

The Census Bureau decided not to adjust ItS offiCial totals to reflect the undercount but
there are many who believe they should have done so In most of thiS report, we review
InformalJon based on the offiCial figures (It seems unlikely that the undercount could have sizeable
effects on proportional relationships which we examine most frequently). However, thiS difference
IS Important when we offer eslimates of the absolute magnitude of AlAN housing needs.
Accordingly In Chapters 5 and 7, where we address thiS tOpiC, estimates are provided both on the
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basIs of the official figures and those that would result from an upward adjustment to compensate
for the undercount

Tribal Area Boundaries. In establishing Tnbal Area boundanes for ItS enumeration, the
Census Bureau relied on legal definitIOns provided by the Federal or relevant state government
or, In some cases, the tnbe In the vast maJonty of cases the boundanes of the Area so defined
(e g, the reseNatIon) Incorporate all of the lands traditionally regarded as the geographical
expanse of the "tnbal community" In a few cases, however, the current legal boundary defines
an area that IS smaller than the area of the traditional community and, therefore, the Census
numbers understate the populations of that community ThiS problem IS most senous for
California Ranchenas (see further discussion In Chapter 2).

HUD Management Information Systems

HUD maintains several computer-based Information systems containing data about ItS
Indian Housing programs These have been used most extensively for the program assessment
component of the overall study but some use of them was reqUired for the analySIS of housing
problems and needs as well The ultimate purpose of thiS analySIS IS to determine the extent of
AlAN housing needs that have not yet been addressed. ThiS reqUires obtaining data on the level
assistance now being provided to AlAN households and subtracting that from estimates of the
total number of households With housing needs Data on assistance levels were denved from two
HUD systems·

The Management Information Retrieval System (MIRS) which contams information on
the total aSSisted housing Units under management at vanous times In each program In each
AlAN Area, and the portions of the totals that are vacant and occupied; and

The Multifamily Tenants Characteristics System (MTCS) which contains data on the
charactenstlcs of the households occupYing HUD Units, permltlJng us to calculate the share of the
occupied stock In each area actually occupied by AlAN households 5

Data Base Integration

In preparation for the 1990 Census, the Bureau of the Census made an extensive effort
to Identify and map all Tnbal Areas nationwide. Lists of all Federally recognized areas were
obtained from the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and all States prOVided lists of other Tnbal Areas

'HUD has bUilt the MTCS system only recently It now proVides a full year of Income certification and recertification
data, denved from HUD form 50058, With a reporting rate of 59 percent for all reSidents of IHA housing The system
contains information on a vanety of SOCial and economic charactenstlcs of households liVing In Units managed by both
Public and Indian HOUSing Authontles nationwide
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within their boundanes 6 A total of 567 such areas were Identified (some were areas controlled
by tnbes that had no resident populalion In 1990--the 508 which had AlAN Inhabitants are the
subject of most of the analysIs In this report)

The design for this study reqUired that we Integrate Information from the Census with
information obtained on an IHA basIs from HUD Management Systems and other sUiveys
Accordingly, It was necessary for the study team to correctly link Tnbal Area codes ,and IHA
codes In our data files In 1994, there were 187 recognized IHAs, 181 of which were fully
operalional at the time of our surveys The task was not always straightforward since several
IHAs serve more than one Tnbal Area and there IS also a Sizeable number of Tnbal Areas not
served by any IHA HUD Field Offices of Native Amencan Programs (FONAPs) were contacted
to review complex cases and double check preliminary lists to assure the correct linkages were
made

As a result, we are able for the first time to accurately report Census data for IHA service
areas. (The results of this linkage are provided In all major data files produced under this study,
as submitted to HUD Key data are presented as an annex to Chapter 2 Table 2.A, In this
report)

ASSESSMENT OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AND NEEDS'
SURVEYS AND OTHER INFORMATION SOURCES

Field Surveys: Indian Housing Authority (IHA) Officials
and Tribal Leaders and Staff

As with data from HUD management systems, these interviews were conducted mostly
to support the program and policy assessment components of the overall study However, they
also provided some Informalion for the housing problems and needs component: primanly insights
on housing problems and housing and localional preferences of families In AlAN Areas.

Selecting the Sites The key objective of the sampling plan was to select a group of sites
that, within the confines of the project budget, would best reflect the diversity of condllions that
eXists In Indian country. This selection was a two-stage process, entailing' (1) dividing the
country Into a number of study regions which were judged to be at least relatively homogenous

,'Definitions of types of Tnbal Areas will be proVided In Chapter 2 For further deflmtlons and a descnptlon of the
process used to Identify these areas, see Bureau of the Census, 1993, pp A1-A-3 .
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Internally, and (2) randomly selecting IHAs within each region, with constraints to assure that both
large and small areas (In terms of population) were represented

Regional division began with the service areas of the HUD's SIX Field Offices of Native
Arnencan Programs (FONAPs) Three of these areas (those headquartered In Chicago,
Oklahoma City and Phoenix) were conSidered too heterogeneous for these purposes and were
split to yield the nine baslc~study regions used throughout this study as shown In Figure 1.2. (1)
North Central, (2) Eastern, (3) Oklahoma; (4) South Central, (5) Plains; (6) Anzona-New MexIco;
(7) California-Nevada; (8) PaCifiC Northwest; and (9) Alaska Actually, for sampling and analysIs

Seattle FONAP Denver FONAP

Anchorage FONAP

ChIcago FONAP

Oklahoma City FONAP

~
1'LAI

,---

\

~IONA-
!'E.W co

Phoenix FONAP •

FIGURE 1.2: Study Regions Based on HUe Field Office of Native American Programs
(FONAP) Service Areas
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of field survey data, 10 regions were used. The Navajo Reservation (which IS by far the largest
Tribal Area, alone accounling for 20 percent of the AlAN population In all such areas) was
considered a separate region for these purposes (6A), split off from the rest of the Arizona-New
MexIco region (68)

A total of 36 sites were selected through this process (more were selected In some
regions than others because those regions had a larger number of Tribal Areas) The final list
of sites vIsited (Identified by the name of the IHA) IS provided In Figure 1 3

FIGURE 1.3
FIELD SURVEY SITES

REGION 1 - NORTH CENTRAL REGION 6A - NAVAJO
Lac V,eux Desert, MI NavaJO, AZ
Leech Lake, MN
Red Lake, MN REGION 68 - REST OF ARIZ -NEW
Sokaogan, WI MEXICO
Menominee, WI Gila River, AZ

Yavapai-Apache, AZ
REGION 2 - EASTERN Tohono O'odham, AZ
Mashantucket Pequot, CT Northern Pueblos, NM
Seminole, FL
East Cherokee (Qualla), NC REGION 7 - CALIFORNIA-NEVADA
Seneca Nation, NY Round Valley, CA

Karuk, CA
REGION 3 - OKLAHOMA Pyramid Lake, NV
Creek Nation, OK Reno-Sparks, NV
Kiowa, OK
Comanche, OK REGION 8 - PACIFIC NORTHWEST
Delaware, OK Fort Hall, ID

Makah, WA
REGION 4 - SOUTH CENTRAL Chehalis, WA
Chltlmacha, LA Tulallp, WA
Alabama-Coushatta, TX

REGION 9 - ALASKA
REGION 5 - PLAINS AVCP,AK
Turtle Mountain, ND Intenor Regional, AK
Santee SIOUX, NE Copper River BaSin, AK
Rosebud, SD Kodiak Island, AK
Cheyenne River, SD
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Survey Field Work Arrangements for the field work were made In March and Apn11994,
and all 36 site VISitS were completed by August 7 The work on-site typically entailed a two day
VISit by a two person team. an Interviewer from the contractor team and a "facilitator" (consultant
or NAIHC staff member who was known to the IHA and tnbe and could help make arrangements
effiCiently and assure effective communication) The-work involved Interviews With the Tnbal
Chairman (normally 35 minutes), tnbal housing staff (1.5 hours--these Interviews were possible
for only 26 of the 36 tnbes VISited because the others did not have staff With housing program
responsibilities), and the IHA Director and staff (45 hours), along With direct observation of
housing condllions and making arrangements forthe household surveys (see discussion below) 8

Field Surveys: The Household Survey

While asking tnbal and IHA offiCials about the housing problems and preferences of the
people In their areas was likely to be helpful, It was recognized that It was no substitute for asking
the people themselves. Because a full-scale probability sample would have been too costly and
time consuming, It was decided to conduct a smaller sample survey of 20 households at each of
the 36 field-vIsit sites.

Survey Design Issues It was also recognized that any such survey could have
difficulties It was expected that many AlAN households would be reticent about partlclpaling (a
large number of tnbes have been "over-surveyed" In the past) ThiS might be particularly true If
outside non-Indian Interviewers were aSSigned Outside interviewers might also find It ImpOSSible
to communicate effectively given differences In culture and, In many cases, language. If tnbal
people conducted the survey, however, the results were likely to be questioned because of
possible biases.

These Issues were address as follows First, sample selection was done directly by
contractor staff, applying a ngorous random sampling procedure to either the tnbal membership
roster or a local list of registered voters Second, interviews were conducted by a local tnbal
member (normally one recommended by the tnbe or IHA), but three steps were taken to promote
quality and obJectiVity· (1) selected Interviewers were trained at some length while the contractor
was on site (including being reqUired to conduct one or more full rehearsal interviews With the
contractor's site team), (2) extra care was given In the deSign of the survey Instrument so that It

"It proved difficult to,work out arrangements for the surveys at two of the sites Originally selected The sample
deSign had Included a replacement sample, anticipating that such difficulties might occur Two replacement sites were
selected and surveys were scheduled there Without unreasonable delays In the overall study program

" '

'Where the sampled IHA prOVided hOUSing services to more than one tribe, only one tribe was selected for the
interviews With the Chairman and staff
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would be simple and clear, and (3) after the surveys were completed, contractor staff conducted
quality control checks (by phone) with a sample of the onglnal respondents. '

Survey Results Thls.procedure Yielded results that were generally useful, although far
from perfect Problems connected with the responsibility or capacity of the selected local
interviewer, or with tnbal reticence, prevented the completion of these surveys In 12 of the 36
sites F,or the two thirds that completed them, however, the information gathered appeared
valuable for analytic purposes. The returns were well balanced across regions and the quality
of the data submitted was high Cross tabulations Yielded reasonable dlstnbutlons and
comparatively few records had to be rejected because of obvIous mlscodlng--a total of 414
useable household records were produced The quality control process indicated that the
completed surveys were conducted much m accord with specificatIOns

Nonetheless, because of the small number of respondents, all results of this survey must
be Interpreted with caution As would be expected, confidence bands around pomt estimates are
sizeable For example, at the 95 percent confidence level, the estimated share of all of housing
Units that are overcrowded falls In the range from 6.2 percent to 14 8 percent, the estimated share
reporting that the lack of adequate insulation against the cold IS a senous problem falls In the
range from 242 percent to 37.3 percent.

IHA Telephone Surveys

This survey was Implemented successfully between mid-February and late Apnl, 1994.
Useful data were gathered from 177 of the 181 IHAs that were fully operational at that time, for
a 98 percent response rate. This survey focused mostly on program issues but did Yield some
data on perceptions (on locatlonal patterns and preferences) relevant for this analysIs.

Interviews and Case Studies: Indians in Urban Areas

Early In the proJect, It was realized that the housing needs and conditions of urban Indians
appeared to differ significantly from those In other areas. In order to get a clearer understanding
of these conditions, we undertook both a special analysIs of census data for metropolitan areas
with the highest concentration of Indians, as well as case study interviews.

Interviews with Community Center Directors. Unlike our on-site data collection In
Indian areas, where we were able to interview IHA directors, tnbal housing staff, and tnballeaders
regarding the housing condition and needs of the community, there were no comparable groups
In urban areas We chose Instead to Identify urban Indian Community Centers across the nation
whose key staff could provide insight Into the housing and socioeconomic circumstances of the
urban Indian community they serve We identified 28 such Community Centers whose directors
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were able to partlclpatEl In a telephone interview which focused on the housing needs and
conditions of the Indian community These interviews, conducted In the winter of 1993, Included
both closed and open-ended questions and generally lasted about one hour

Interviews with Public Housing Officials. We conducted interviews with selected HUD
headquarters and field staff whom we felt had specifiC knowledge regarding the provIsion of
service of federal hOUSing programs to urban Indians A survey of local Public HOUSing Authonty
(PHA) Directors was also contemplated, However, exploratory calls to 6 PHAs Indicated that they
had Virtually no personal knowledge or readily available data concemlng Indians In their proJects,
and no speCial programs related to them. Accordingly, the full survey was not conducted

Case Studies. To collect additional data on the hOUSing situation of urban Indians, we
undertook case study analyses In three CitieS San FranCISco, Oakland, and Chicago. These
cities are by no means representative of all urban areas, but further serve to Illustrate the diverSity
of hOUSing conditions and needs of urban Indians Case studies were prepared through In-depth
interviews With a number of key Informants at each site. Informants were selected based on
diSCUSSions With our AdVISOry Panel members and Indian Community Center staff. Interviews
were generally Informal although an Interview gUide was used so that key themes were
highlighted and remained consistent across sites Case study interviews were conducted
between October, 1993 and May, 1994.

A formal sample survey of AlAN households liVing In urban areas would, of course, have
been deSirable. However, no complete listings of such household eXist The costs of both
Identifying the universe, selecting a sample, and then conducting Interviews would have been well
beyond the resources available for thiS study.

STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

The last four chapters of thiS report deal directly With the baSIC purpose of the analySIS.
the hOUSing problems and needs of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives The four preceding
them set the stage, by diSCUSSing trends In the size and spatial pattem of the AlAN population
and In AlAN SOCial and economic circumstances

Chapter 2 looks at AlAN population dynamiCs. First, It relies on pnor studies to explain
recent growth trends for the AlAN population In Amenca overall--dlscusslng, by way of
background, the remarkable decline In that population that had occurred from the 16th century
through the late 1800s, and then comments on the resurgence of AlAN growth since the middle
of thiS century It next offers new perspectives by examining the spatial pattem of AlAN growth
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In the 1980s. It considers vanatlons In growth by region, and for vanous types of areas (Tnbal
Areas, surrounding counties, other metropolitan areas, other nonmetropolitan areas) Within
regIOns, but looks most closely at the changes In pattems In and around Tnbal Areas ThiS
chapter also reviews aVailable eVidence on AlAN mobility

The social and economic circumstances of AlAN population and households are analyzed
In Chapter 3, uSing the same spatial framework developed In Chapter 2. At the most general
level, the analySIS finds some consistent pattems In the differences between AlAN and non-Indian
condllions In each type of area, and In the differences between the CIrcumstances of AlAN
populalions In different types of areas It then recognizes, however, that there IS substantial
diverSity around area-type averages For Tnbal Areas, It examines the ranges of that diverSity
and attempts to analyze ItS determinants Chapter 4 looks similarly at diverSity In the
circumstances of AlAN populations liVing In metropolitan areas

Chapter 5 beginS With a conceptual framework for understanding and measunng AlAN
hOUSing problems and needs Features of house deSign sensItive to Indian cultural tradllions are
discussed as well as more baSIC measures of hOUSing adequacy The framework IS then applied,
uSing Census and household survey and data along With some other indicators, to estimate the
nature and extent of AlAN hOUSing problems In 1990--for the nalion as a whole and for each of
the baSIC area types

The next chapter retums to the tOPiC of diverSity, applying It In thiS Instance to hOUSing
problem indicators The range of hOUSing problem vanalion across Tnbal Areas IS examined In

the earlier sections The remaining sections deal similarly With hOUSing problem diverSity for AlAN
households In metropolitan areas. In both cases, the possible causes of vanalion In outcomes IS
discussed (and, to the extent possible, analyzed)

Finally, Chapter 7 looks at likely future trends In AlAN hOUSing problems and opportunities,
and discusses Imphcalions for altematlve approaches to nalional ancj local hOUSing policy
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Chapter 2

POPULATION GROWTH AND
SPATIAL PATTERNS

Research to support housing policy always begins with demographics. The most basIc
questions are, "how much and where?"--how large IS the population to be housed and how It IS
dlstnbuted geographically Beyond understanding the current pattern, It IS also essential to
develop some sense of how that pattern IS likely to change In the future--appropnate policies for
two areas with similar conditions now will obviously differ markedly If one IS losing population
rapidly while the other faces burgeoning growth. How fast IS the population growing, are the
trends altenng ItS spatial pattern, what are the factors influencing the trends, and how might they
change In the future? These are the questions addressed In this chapter.

POPULATION TRENDS' DECLINE AND RESURGENCE

Historical Perspective"

EVidence on the history of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives before European
penetration of North Amenca is fragmentary at best. Scholars know that Sizeable and
comparatively sophisticated cultures eXisted on this continent for many centunes (e.g., the
Hopewell and the MIssIssippian In the MISSISSiPPi and Ohio River valleys, the Anasazl In the
Southwest) but, unlike the great cIvIlizations farther south (Inca, Maya, Aztec) they had largely
disintegrated by the time of European exploration. Both their charactenstlcs and the reasons for
their decline remain shrouded in mystery.

'This account IS drawn from Smpp, 1989.
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There IS consIderable uncertainly, as well, about the size of the AlAN population In pre
Columbian times The most wIdely accepted estImates range from 2 million to 5 million, but some
researchers suggest the total may have been consIderably hIgher, nvaling that of Europe at the
tIme There IS general agreement, however, that the arrival of European settlers led to a tragic
loss of populatIon--what Denevan (1976) has called "possIbly the greatest demographIc disaster
In the hIStOry of the world". By 1900, the AlAN population had reached ItS nadIr at only 237,000
SnIpp (1989) explains

MIlitary actIon, genocide, slavery, and famIne are commonly cIted agents of depopulatIon,
but these factors played a relatIvely small role for m,1st tnbes compared with the
extraordinary Influence of European diseases Natural selt,ctIon and exposure to strainS
of communicable diseases helped the European populatIon develop resistance to Illnesses
such as smallpox and cholera. .Because they possessed no resIstance. exposure
meant almost certain death to Amencan Indians and deCimated the abongInal populatIon

As European settlers moved west, they found the territory sparsely settled by nomadIC
people of what appeared to be a pnmltlve culture ThIS left a lastIng Impression, that only now
IS beginnIng to break down More recent eVidence suggests that what they found was probably
the reactIon to the debilitatIng effects of the diseases that had advanced ahead of them years
before--the remnants of formerly stronger cultures, by then well along In the process of
deCimatIon. The more famIlIar history of the penod from then through the end of the 19th
century--tnbes ravaged by wars and forced relocatIons along wIth the unabated effects of
dlsease--slmply perpetuated a long-standing demographIc trend

Growth in the 20th Century

Figure 2 1 shows how the AlAN populatIon total has changed Since ItS low POint In 1900,
as measured by the U S Census As noted, these are the totals of indiVIduals who Identify their
race as Amencan Indian, Aleut, or EskImo In the Census Bureau's decennial sUNeys.'o

Changes through the mId-pOint of thIS century were not dramatic: an Increase of 8 percent
from 1900 to 1910, a 5 percent decline over 1910-20 (of which the Influenza epidemIcs of 1918
were an Important cause), a spurt of growth again In the 1920s (36 percent Increase), and then
leveling off after that (like the U S population as a whole, shOWing little net Increase over the
1930s and 1940s).

After 1950, however, the AlAN populatIon has exhibited a remarkable resurgence, groWing
from 357,000 to about 2 million In 1990, almost a sixfold Increase In Just 40 years. While the

"See diSCUSSion of the Implications of thiS measure In Chapter 1
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Figure 2.1 - American Indian and Alaska Nat~ve Population, 1890-1990

AlAN population remains small In companson to the major ethmc groups In Amenca (0 08 percent
of the total US population In 1990), It IS one of the fastest growing Its total 1980-90 percentage
Increase (32 percent) by far exceeded that for non-Hlspamc whites (4 percent), and Afncan
Amencans (13 percent) although It did remain below that for Hlspamcs (53 percent) and ASians
(108 percent)--(Frey, 1993)

In the 1980s, the crude birth rate for the AlAN populatlt:Jn (number of births per 1,000 mld
decade population) was 24.9, a marked reduction from the 31 9 recorded for Indians over the
1970s, but stili significantly above typical rates for non-Hlspamc whites and Afncan-Amencans In
the 1980s (around 15 and 22 respectively) The AlAN death rate In the 1980s was 4 3, well
below the recent rates for non-Hispanic whites and Afncan-Amencans (8-9) 11 ThiS low rate,
however, IS caused totally by the fact that much larger shares of the AlAN population are In the
younger age groups (where deaths are proportionately less frequent) than IS true of the general

"Comparative statistics from U S Department of Commerce, 1994, Table 19

L _
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populatlon--age group by age group, AlAN mortality rates continue to exceed those of other
Amencans on average

The phenomenal Increase In the AlAN population since 1950 has occurred mostly for the
same reasons many disadvantaged populations throughout the world accelerated over the same
penod the development and dissemination of medical innovations that substantially reduced
fatalities In all age groups (Infant mortality In particular), coupled with Important environmental
Improvements (better housing, water supply, and sanltalion) However, as pOinted out In Chapter
1, there IS another cause the Increase In self-Identification

The Self-Identification Issue

As noted, the Census counts of the AlAN populalion since 1960 have been clearly
expanded by indiViduals who have changed their racial designatIOns, more clearly, by the excess
of those who reported themselves as being of some other race In one census (or were recorded
as being of some other race when born dunng the decade) and then changed to the AlAN
designation In the next census, over those who did the opposite

Passel has analyzed thiS phenomenon for every Census since 1960 (Passel, 1976 and
1992, and Passel and Berman, 1986) In each case, he found the total reported end-of-decade
AlAN populations to be Significantly larger than the sum of the comparable populalions at the
beginning of the decade and the growth that occurred dunng the decade due to natural population
Increase (the excess of births over deaths). For example, the 1980 population (1,420,000) plus
the 1980s natural Increase (350,000) Yields a total of 1,770,000; 189,000 short of the reported
1990 total. Such differences can hardly be caused by Immigration of Amencan Indians and
Alaska Natives from outSide of the U.S --the change In self-Identlflcalion IS the only reasonable
explanatIOn for most of them. Passel states that similar "errors of closure" have accounted for
32 percent of the 1,407,000 net growth In the AlAN populalion that has occurred since 1960

Because mlgralion of Indians between states Within the country does Indeed occur, It IS
not pOSSible to use the same method to Isolate the effect of increasing self-Identlflcalion state-by
state However, by Passel's analySIS of natural Increase and reported totals at thiS level leads
him to conclude that thiS phenomenon has been more Important In some parts of the country than
others. Generally, It does not appear to have much effect In states that have tradllionally had the
largest concentralion of Indians In Tnbal Areas--It has occurred more frequently In the more
urbanized states (including California and those below the Great Lakes, and most along the East
Coast).

Again as noted In Chapter 1, the authors do not believe that thiS phenomenon has great
significance forthe purposes of thiS study. In and around Tnbal Areas, It appears to have a small
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Impact In terms of housing assistance allocations, those Areas do not compete against other
types of areas where ItS Impact IS more pronounced

Further, even among the areas where It IS more pronounced, there IS no baSIS for
assuming the bulk of those who have only recently deSignated their race as AlAN do not have
a Justifiable reason for dOing so It IS difficult to Imagine any incentives that would cause many
blacks, whites, and people of other races to falsely report their race In this way In fact, Passels
and Berman (1986) suggest that a dominant share of those who made this change do have
Indian ancestry, Ie, this phenomenon has been caused pnmanly by people recognizing a true
Indian hentage after failing to report It In the past

THE GEOGRAPHY OF INDIAN COUNTRY

Introduction

Beyond giVing a reliable charactenzatlon of AlAN hOUSing problems and needs nationally,
a strong part of the motivation for thiS study was to leam how such conditions vary In different
types of locations ThiS section defines the structure that has been used to differentiate US
geography for thiS analysIs DIVISions were based on factors that earlier literature, and expert
adVice, indicated were likely to be associated with Important differences In the SOCial and
economic well-being of AlAN populations as well as their hOUSing conditions and other
circumstances of their liVing environments

Region

Regional differences were the first conSidered There IS a Sizeable literature shOWing how
the charactenstlcs of different regions (flora, fauna, climate, land forms and general location In
relation to the unfolding pattem non-Indian settlement) hlstoncally Influenced the evolution of
different tribal cultures throughout Amenca Contrasts appear In lifestyles, approaches to
economic actiVity, and modes of govemance, as well as In types of hOUSing (see, for example,
Dnver and Massey, 1957). It was Judged that the nine regional diVISions defined In Chapter 1
would capture the most Important of these vanatlons (Figure 1 2)

Area Types

Within regIOns, probably the most Important differentiation for Indians IS whether they live
within or outSide of Tribal Areas As noted, Tnbal Area IS the genenc term used In thiS report for
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American Indian Reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and other special types of areas that
represent ongoing centers of tribal culture (to be defined In more detail below)

Outside of Tribal Areas, the most obviously contrasting types of living environments are
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan Although comparatively little research has been conducted
on the tOPiC to date, there has been substantial Interest In how well AlAN households adapt to
life In America's high-density cities and their surrounding metropolitan suburbs Are they, In fact,
eaSily adapting to an urban enVIronment and to what extent does their cultural heritage faCIlitate
or Inhibit these adjustments by individuals and communities? And how do their circumstances
differ from AlAN households that live In rural enVironments, but also outSide of Tnbal Areas?

ThiS study's AdVISOry Panel, however, suggested that another diVISion might be equally
Important that between those living outSide, but close to, Tribal Areas and those living In areas
(rural or urban) farther removed Their argument was that a large number of American Indians
are forced to live outSide of their reservalions because of the lack of employment and housing
opportUnities, but retain strong ties to the tnbal culture and remain near enough to return on a
routine baSIS ThiS IS a group, they argued, that has never before been counted, let alone
analyzed, and Its members are likely to have different problems and needs than those liVing much
farther away

Defining thiS group In a uniform manner proved a diffIcult assignment. The queslion of
what IS "near enough to retain close ties" may have a different answer In Arizona (where, for
example, NavajOS are used to dnvlng hundreds of miles In a day to conduct their affairs) than It
might be In Connecticut or Maine. The best compromise that could be Implemented Within the
resources available for thiS study, was to use county boundaries, Ie, to Identify all counties In
which Tnbal Areas were located and, Within those counties, to assemble data separately for those
that lived InSide the Tribal Areas and those that lived outSide.

Accordingly, our spatial analySIS examines condllions and trends In four distinct types of
areas

• Counties containing Tribal Areas, subdiVided Into
1 Tnbal Areas, and
2. Surroundmg CountIes, and

• The rest of the United States, subdiVided Into
3 Metropo!Jtan Areas, and
4 Nonmetropolttan Areas
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Special Characteristics of Tnbal Areas

24

Before reviewing distinctions between types of Tribal Areas, It IS Important to Identify
factors common to most of them--factors that make them unique among all land areas In the
United States

Most Important IS that most (those that are Federally recognized) are seen un'der American
law as Independent nations, and the Federal government deals with them directly In a soverelgn
to sovereign relationship

Dunng the period from 1789 to 1871, the Supreme Court and Congress set the foundation
for Amencan Indian law and policy. The legal opinions by Chief Justice John Marshall known as
the "Worcester Tnlogy" served as the foundation for defining the Federal trust responsibility, and
the Indian Commerce Clause of the United States Constitution gave Congress the power to
regulate commerce With foreign nations, states and Indian tribes

The most unique feature--one that has profound Implications for hOUSing policy--Is the
concept of "trust responsibility" Chief Justice Marshall stated that, "The Indian nations had
always been conSidered as diStinct, Independent political cOmmUnities, retaining their onglnal
natural nghts, as the undisputed possessors of the soil ,,12 The Indian Trade and Intercourse
Act of 1790 prohibited the sale of Indian land Without Federal approval

In most reservations, a large part (If not all) of the land IS held In trust on behalf of the
tnbe as a whole by the Federal Government Trust land IS not divided up among indiVidual tnbal
members who can buy and sell parcels as they choose Rather, the Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) of the Department of the Intenor holds the title to these lands and administers the trust
Tribes cannot agree to any encumbrance (such as formally leaSing the land to any party) Without
BIA approval, and actual sales of "tribal trust land" to any non-tribal private entity Virtually never
occur (they would require an Act of Congress) In these areas, tribes normally "assign" defined
parcels to indiVidual tnbal members for their use, but thiS assignment does not actually transfer
title to the land In some Areas, where tribes are not Federally recognized, indiVidual States play
a Similar role, holding the tnbe's land In trust.

In a few areas, however, (mostly the Tribal Areas of Oklahoma) "allotments" of "individual
trust land" have been made. Here, the BIA holds parcels of land In trust for the benefit of
indiViduals (and their heirs) rather than the tribe Again, the Individuals cannot sell these
allotments, and cannot encumber them, Without BIA approval Not Infrequently, these allotments

"Cited by the National Commission on Amencan Indian, Alaska Native and Native HawaIIan HOUSing (1992), P 7
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are now held by a number of heirs of the onglnal allottee, and decIsions concermng the use of
the land must be made by them JOintly

Types of Tribal Areas

Chapter 1 explained that the 1990 Census provides data on a total of 508 inhabited Tnbal
Areas In the Umted States Their locations, Within our study regions, are mapped In Figure 2.2
They are listed individually, by region, In Annex 2A at the end of this chapter. All have much In
common as the cultural homelands for their peoples, but there are Important differences between
SIX baSIC types as noted below (for more complete definitions, see Bureau of the Census, 1993)

Federally RecognizedAmerican Indian Reservations These, the most well-known type
of Tnbal Areas, have boundanes established by Federal treaty, statute, andlor executive order
and are recogmzed by the Federal government as terntory over which an Amencan Indian tnbe
has Junsdlctlon Tnbes so recogmzed deal With the Federal government In a soverelgn-to
sovereign relationship and their reservations are generally not under the junsdlctlon of the States
In which they are located, or of any local government Normally, a large share of the land In
these reservations IS held In trust by the BIA and some of them have Identified trust lands outSide
of the reservation boundanes (data for AlAN populations on any such lands are Included With
those of their associated reservation In our statisticS) One group of areas In this category IS an
exception In this regard the New MeXICO Pueblos All Pueblo land IS owned by the tnbal
government Areas composed of reservation lands admlmstered JOintly and lor claimed by two
reservations are called 'JOint areas" by the Census and are Identified as separate Tnbal Areas
In our data

State Recognized American Indian Reservations· These are reservations established
under the laws of an IndiVidual State and, In many cases, the State (not the Federal government)
holds the land In trust for the use and benefit of the tnbe

California Rancherias' These are really a type of Federal reservation, but they deserve
special mention because of a unique history Onglnally, the Ranchenas were tracts of land
acquired by the Federal government In the early 1900s for Califorma Indians, many of whom were
homeless or In extreme poverty Most lands were put In trust for a particular band In a speCific
area In 1958, the Federal government terminated the Ranchenas In the Califorma Ranchena
Act, and the land was dlstnbuted to IndiVidual Indians who were reSiding there at the time, or to
"associations" that held community land as shareholders. In 1969, Cahforma Indian Legal
Services started sUing the government to restore the tnbes Out of 41 terminations, 29 have been
reversed. The Intent was restore the Ranchenas, but much of their onglnalland bases no longer
eXisted In Indian ownership Ranchenas as now defined for Census purposes, are lands that
were held by indiVidual Indians, aSSOCiations, or others who have put their land back In trust
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.
Important for our purposes IS that the traditional tribal areas are typically larger than areas now
held In trust, but only the latter are recognized In Census data

Alaska Native Villages Alaska Natives (Indians, Eskimos and Aleuts) hold their land
urIder a unique system Imposed by the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1972 (ANSCA)
arid ItS technical amendments The Act extingUished all aboriginal rights to lands In Alaska and
established, under State law, village and regional corporations In which enrolled natives received
corporate stock Those corporations, own the larId and protect against alienation through
corporate bylaws The Bureau of the Census "forked With each such corporation to define
"statistical areas" for ItS 1990 enumeratlOrI that approximated the "settled area" of each Village

Tribal Jurisdictional Statistical Areas (TJSA) These areas eXist only In the State of
Oklahoma They are recognized geographic areas over which Federally recognized tnbes have
Junsdlctlon but In which most the land IS not held In trust for the benefit of the tnbe as a whole
The land Within their boundaries Includes substantial amounts of pnvately owned land along With
allotments of individual trust land as defIned above

Tribal Designated Statistical Areas (TDSA) These, located outside of Oklahoma, are
generally similar to the TJSAs. they are areas containing an American Indian population over
which Federally-recognized tnbes have some Jurisdiction, or where State tribes provide benefits
and services to their members. But, unlike reservations: (1) many different people and
corporations (including many non-Indians) own land Within them, and (2) they fall under the
'Junsdlctlon of the normal system of State and local government For Census purposes, TDSAs
are normally delineated by the tnbes themselves

Numbers of Areas and Populations Table 2.1 shows the number of Tribal Areas, and
population totals, for each type Within each study region Almost half (236 or 46 percent) are
reservations. They had an average population of 1,838 In 1990, but If the NavajO reservation
(population of 143,700) IS excluded, the population of the remaining 235 averaged 1,234 The
second largest group In number are the Alaska Native Villages (198) whose average population
IS small (239) The California Rancherias (40 In total) have an even smaller average populatIon
(102) There are many fewerTJSAs and TDSAs (17 each) but their average populatIOns are by
far the largest among these types 11,782 and 3,202 respectively.

Regionally, Alaska has the largest number of Areas (199), followed by California-Nevada
(98), although in both, Area populations are typically qUite small. The largest populations are
found In Anzona-New MeXICO and Oklahoma (235,500 and 206,400 respectlvely--together
accounting for 60 percent of the 739,800 total AlAN population reSiding In Tnbal Areas).
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Table 21
AlAN TRIBAL AREAS AND POPULATION, 1990

Reg 1 Reg 2' Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 'leg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North ' South· Arlz- Calrf· Paclf

, US Central Eastern Okla Central Plams NMex Nev No West Alaska,

NO 0 F TRI BAL AREAS

Reservation 236 33 28 1 8 28 44 58 35 1
Ranchena 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 0
TJSA 17 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0
TDSA 17 0 10 0 5 0 0 0 2 0
Alaska Nat Village 198 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 198
Total 508 33 38 18 13 28 44 98 37 199

1990 POPULATION (000)

Reservation 4337 277 197 61 1 8 939 2355 160 318 12
Ranchena 41 00 00 00 00 00 00 41 00 00
TJSA 2003 00 00 2003 00 00 00 00 00 00
TDSA 544 00 351 00 11 2 00 00 00 81 00
Alaska Nat Village 473 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 473
Total 7398 277 548 2064 13 1 939 2355 201 399 485

POPULATION PER AREA

Reservallon 1,838 840 703 6,100 230 3,355 5,351 275 908 1,206
Ranchena 102 0 0 0 0 0 0 102 0 0
TJSA 11,782 0 0 11,782 0 0 0 0 0 0
TDSA 3,202 0 3,509 0 2,248 0 0 0 ' 4,047 0
Alaska Nat VIllage 239 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 239
Total 1,456 840 1,442 11,466 1,006 3,355 5,351 205 1,077 244

THE SPATIAL PATTERN OF THE AlAN POPULATION
AND ITS RECENT GROWTH

Historical Patterns

28

Before considering the most recent shifts in the spatial dlstrlbulion of American Indians,
It IS useful to understand something about the fac,tors that Influen~ed their settlement patterns
earlier In history Before European exploralion began, Indians sought to live In areas With
phySical conditions that made life most eaSily sustainable, as did most of the world's populations
at the time They tended to concentrate In the continent's major river valleys where SOils were
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rich arid game and plant life were plentlful--Iarge numbers lived In the verdant forested lands east
of the MISSISSiPPi River

Their story from colonial times through the 19th century IS largely one of being pressured
ever westward as Europeans settled the coast and began to move farther and farther Inland A
devastaling event In this sequence was the passage of the Indian Removal Act of 1830 Signed. .

In the name of "manifest desliny" this Act called for the forceful relocation of all Indians In lands
east of the MISSISSiPPi to the west--predomlnantly, at the time, to the territory that has since
become Oklahoma Indians resisted the removallaw--In battles and In the courts--but a decade
later ItS Implementation was virtually complete.

Westward movement continued, albeit more gradually, over the next 100 years, but picked
up after that as Indians JOined non-Indians In migrations to California. Migration was also
expanded In the 1950s and 1960s by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Direct Employment
(Relocation) Program ThiS program was explicitly aimed at moving Indians from the reservations
to a select number of urban areas with the goal of furthering their employment and assimilation
There were eleven relocation centers, half of which were on the west coast

Recent Trends by Region

The results of thiS heritage are eVident In the distributIOn of the AlAN population by state
In 1980, as shown In Table 2 2 By then the largest AlAN concentrations were In three states
California (15 percent of the national total), Oklahoma (12 percent), and Arizona (11 percent)
The entire Eastern region (26 states) accounted for only 18 percent

Table 2 2 also shows, however, that some notable shifts In the pattern were occumng from
1980 to 1990 All states saw substantial percentage Increases In AlAN populations over that
decade, but there were marked variations At the level of our study regions, the fastest growing
were the South Central (Increase of 56 percent), the Eastern (53 percent), and Oklahoma (49
percent) regions Those with the slowest growth rates were the PlainS (27 percent), which also
suffered substantial losses In non-Indian population over the decade, and California-Nevada (22
percent) ThiS was a notable turnaround for California Itself, which had been the leader In AlAN
growth for a very long period. The only state with an AlAN growth rate slower than California's
20 percent was South Dakota (12 percent)

The table also provides Information on the components of population change over the
1980s Counts of births and deaths are from offiCial records The third column (labeled "Implied
migration") IS Simply the reSidual calculated by subtracling the 1980 count plus natural Increase
from the 1990 count ThiS IS the same method used by Passel at the national level Here, thiS
reSidual reflects both actual migration and Increased self-Identification as defined earlier
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Table 2 2
AlAN POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE 1980-1990

Census Counts Camp of Change 1980-90 Rates'" Pet of 1980

Impl Total Impl
1990 1980 Births Deaths Mlgr Birth Death Growth Mig,

North Central 144,900 104,600 30,800 5,500 15,100 247 44 385 144
MIchigan 55,600 40,100 7,500 1,400 9500 157 29 387 237
Minnesota 49,900 35,000 14,100 2,100 2,900 331 50 426 83
Wisconsin 39,400 29,500 9,200 2,000 2,700 266 57 336 92

Eastern 400,500 262,200 51,700 9,600 96,300 156 29 527 367
Alabama 16,500 7,600 600 100 8,400 48 07 117 1 1105
Connecticut 6,700 4,500 700 100 1,600 121 24 489 356
Delaware 2,000 1300 200 100 600 113 45 538 462
Dlstnct of Columbia 1,500 1,000 100 0 400 52 26 500 400
Flonda 36,300 19,300 2,800 400 14,700 100 15 881 762
Georgia 13,300 7,600 900 100 4,900 90 08 750 645
illinOIS 21,800 16,300 3,300 500 2,800 171 27 337 172
IndIana 12,700 7,800 1,100 100 3,800 108 06 628 487
Iowa 7,300 5,500 1,600 200 500 256 39 327 91
Kentucky 5,800 3,600 400 0 1,800 91 10 611 500
Mame 6,000 4,100 1,200 200 900 238 43 463 220
Maryland 13,000 8,000 1,500 100 3,500 147 12 625 438
Massachusetts 12,200 7,700 1,900 200 2,800 194 23 584 364
MISSISSIPPi 8,500 6,200 1,800 500 1,000 251 65 371 16 1
New Hampshire 2,100 1,400 200 0 600 118 13 500 429
New Jersey 15,000 8,400 2,100 300 4,800 178 29 786 571
New York 62,700 39,600 7,000 1,600 17,600 137 31 583 444
North Carolina 80,200 64,700 16,000 3,900 3,400 221 53 240 53
OhiO 20,400 12,200 3,100 400 5,500 189 25 672 451
Pennsylvania 14,700 9,500 1,500 200 4,000 124 17 547 421
Rhode Island 4,100 2,900 800 200 500 242 61 414 172
South Carolina 8,200 5,800 800 100 1,700 12 1 1 3 414 293
Tennessee 10,000 5,100 600 100 4,400 85 08 961 863
Vermont 1,700 1,000 100 0 600 70 05 700 600
Virginia 15,300 9,500 1,300 200 4,700 105 15 611 495
West Virginia 2,500 1,600 100 0 800 49 06 563 500

Oklahoma
Oklahoma 252,400 169,500 52,600 9,900 40,200 249 47 489 237

South Central 139,000 89,300 15,900 1,600 35,400 139 14 557 396
Arkansas 12,800 9,400 1,500 100 1,900 139 13 362 202
Kansas 22,000 15,400 3,800 500 3,300 204 27 429 214
LoUISIana 18,500 12,100 2,900 300 3,900 19 1 19 529 322
Mlssoun 19,800 12,300 1,900 200 5,800 119 13 610 472
Texas 65,900 40,100 5,800 500 20,500 109 09 643 511

PlainS 198,200 156,200 60,600 11,600 (7,200) 342 65 269 -46
Colorado 27,800 18,100 5,700 600 4,600 250 26 536 254
Montana 47,700 37,300 15,000 3,100 (1,500) 353 72 279 -40
Nebraska 12,400 9,200 3,600 800 300 336 71 348 33
North Dakota 25,900 20,200 8,500 1,600 (1,200) 368 67 282 -59
South Dakota 50,600 45,000 17,800 4,100 (8,100) 372 85 124 -18 a
Utah 24,300 19,300 6,900 800 (1,100) 318 39 259 -57
Wyommg 9,500 7,100 3,100 600 (200) 378 67 338 -28

L_
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Table 2 2 (Continued)
AlAN POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE 1980-1990

Census Counts Camp of Change 1980-90 Rates~ Pel of 1980

Impl Total Impl
1990 1980 Births Deaths Mlgr Birth Death Growth Mlgr

Anzona-N MexIco 337,900 258,800 96,200 16,800 (300) 322 56 306 -01
Arizona 203500 152,700 58,600 10,300 2,500 329 58 333 16
New MexIco 134,400 106,100 37,600 6,500 (2,800) 312 54 267 -26

Callforma-Nevada 261,800 214,700 57,400 6,400 (3,900) 241 27 219 -1 8
Caldomla 242,200 201,400 52,400 5,400 (6,200) 236 25 203 -3 1
Nevada 19,600 13,300 5,000 1,000 2,300 306 60 474 173

PacifIc No West 133,800 98,600 28,800 5.400 11,800 24 a 46 357 120
Idaho 13,800 10,500 3,200 700 800 265 59 314 76
Oregon 38,500 27,300 7,100 1,200 5,300 216 37 410 194
Washmgton 81,500 60,800 18,500 3.500 5,700 260 49 340 94

Alaska
Alaska 85,700 64,100 26,300 5,100 400 351 68 337 06

US Total (-HI) 1,954,200 1,418,000 420,300 71,900 187,800 249 43 378 132

SOURCE Passel 1992

NOTES Populations rounded to hundreds AU rates computed from unrounded figures ex<::ept dIVISion totals and US Total

Rates per 1000 mid period population
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Passel (1992) notes that this method distorts birth and death rates, since Increased self
Identification has notably expanded the mid-decade population totals used as the denominator
to calculate them In those states where that phenomenon IS most pronounced (both rates as
calculated tend to be higher In states where the AlAN population IS most concentrated and self
Identification IS less of an Influence)

Keeping these effects In mind, the table shows Implied migratIOn rates for the 1980s that
are highest In the Eastern, South Central, and Oklahoma regions and actually negative In the
PlainS, California-Nevada, and Anzona-New MeXICO regions

Population Distribution by Area-Type

Table 23 shows the dlstnbutlon of the 1990 AlAN population by area-type as well as
region The data base for thiS table (and most of the remaining analySIS In thiS report) differs
from the data shown In Table 22 In two respects First, It relies on Census sample estimates
rather than the full-count data presented In Table 2 1 (thiS makes only a modest difference the
sample has the national AlAN population at 2 01 million compared to the full count total of 1.96
million)
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Table 2 3
AlAN POPULATION, 1990, BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Ariz - Callf - Paclf
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plams N Mex Nev No West Alaska

POPULATION, 1990 (000)

Tribal Areas
Metro Counties 1370 33 46 734 95 01 220 74 166 00
Non-metro Counties 6028 244 501 1329 39 953 211 7 126 233 485
Subtotal 7398 277 548 2064 134 954 2338 200 399 485

Surrounding Counties
Metro Counties 2771 92 280 331 26 50 550 827 468 149
Non-metro Counties 1845 208 262 104 1 8 235 486 239 172 122
Subtotal 4615 300 542 435 44 285 1035 1066 639 270

Total AlAN Counties 1,2013 577 1090 2499 178 1238 3373 1265 1038 755

Rest of Region
Metro Counties

Central Cltres 2865 363 1045 1 0 476 300 05 550 11 7 00
Suburbs 331 1 348 1383 02 466 192 06 827 87 00
Subtotal 6176 71 1 2428 12 942 491 1 1 1377 204 00

Non-metro Counties 1906 188 736 1 4 393 225 37 56 152 106
Subtotal 8082 899 3163 26 1335 716 49 1433 355 106

Total 2,0095 1476 4253 2525 1513 1955 3421 2698 1393 861

PERCENT OF POPULATION, 1990

Tribal Areas
Metro CountIes 68 22 1 1 291 63 01 64 27 11 9 00
Non-metro CountIes 300 166 11 8 527 26 487 619 47 167 563
Subtotal 368 188 129 817 89 488 683 74 286 563

Surroundmg CountIes
Metro Counties 138 62 66 13 1 1 7 25 161 306 336 173
Non-metro CountIes 92 14 1 62 41 1 2 120 142 89 123 14 1
Subtotal 230 203 127 172 29 146 303 395 459 314

Total AlAN Counties 598 391 256 990 11 8 633 986 469 745 877

Rest of Region
Metro Counties

Central GilleS 143 246 246 04 314 153 01 204 84 00
Suburbs 165 236 325 01 308 98 02 307 62 00
Subtotal 307 482 571 05 622 251 03 510 146 00

Non-metro Counlles 95 127 173 05 260 11 5 1 1 21 109 123
Subtotal 402 609 744 1 0 882 367 1 4 531 255 123

Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
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Second, regional allocations differ because of the way the data base prepared for this
study was constructed. State boundanes actually cut across Tnbal Area boundaries In anumber
of cases. The most striking example IS the extensive NavajO reservation (14 8 million acres,
about three times the size of New Jersey) which IS centered In Arizona, but extends Into New
MeXICO, Utah, and Colorado as well '3 In Table 22, state and regional totals are strictly In
accord With state boundanes (e g , only that portion of the NavajO populalton that lives In Anzona
IS counted In the Arizona total) In our data base, we have kept Tnbal Areas In tact and, where
they cross state lines, assigned them as a whole to the region In which the largest share of their
population resides.

Probably the most Important new finding of the area-type analySIS IS the Importance of the
Surrounding Counlies In AlAN demographics Nationally, a total of 453 counties Incorporate all
or parts of Census deSignated Tnbal Areas--14 percent of the 3,131 counties that eXist In the
Umted States Their locations are shown In Figure 2 3. Their land areas cover virtually all of the
states of Oklahoma, Alaska, and Arizona Geographically, these counties also dominate
Califorma, Nevada, Washington, and Oregon, and make up extensive portions of all states along
the Canadian border west of the Great Lakes.

The counties, of course, are In most cases much larger In area than the spallal expanse
of the Tnbal Areas Within them ThiS IS particularly true In the western states where counties are
typically many times the size of the average county In the east. If western counties had been
delimited In sizes Similar to those In the east, much less of the map In Figure 2 3 would be
shaded

Narratives concerning Indian Issues, often seem to assume that American Indians either
stili live on the reservations or they have migrated to the Cities. The data on Table 23 show that
thiS IS a qUite Inaccurate view. In 1990, 37 percent of the AlAN population nationally (739,800)
lived In Tnbal Areas but another 23 percent (461,500) lived In the Surrounding Counlies. And,
while these counties do contain some Cities of note, they are not predominantly urban (counties
among them that are claSSified as parts of Metropolitan Statistical Areas account for just one third
of their 1 2 million total population). These AlAN Counties then (Tribal Areas plus the
Surrounding Counties as we have defined them) account for 60 percent of the national AlAN
population, compared to just 31 percent for metropolitan areas elsewhere and only 10 percent
In the multitude of other nonmetropolitan counlies around the Umted States.

"NavajO IS by far the largest reservation The ~ext seven ranked by size are Tohono O'Odham, AZ (2 8 mJllion
acres), Wind River, WY (1 9 million), San Carlos, AZ (1 8 million), Pine Ridge, SD (1 8 million), Fort Apache, AZ (1 7
million), HOPi, AZ (1 6 million), and Crow, MT (1 5 million) All of these are larger than the state of Delaware (1 3 million
acres)
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These shares do differ In Important ways in different regions The AlAN counties account
for almost all of the AlAN populations In the Oklahoma, Anzona-New Mexico, and Alaska regions,
but they account for only 12 percent In the South Central region, and 25 percent In the Eastem
region.

Figure 2 4 highlights the regional contrast that eXists between the spatial distribution of
American Indians and Alaska Natives that live In AlAN counties and those living In metropolitan
and nonmetropolitarl areas elsewhere. Those outside of AlAN counties are predominantly
"coastal", three quarters of them live In Just three regions (the East, Califorma-Nevada, and South
Central) Only 22 percent of the those In AlAN counties, however, live In those regIOns. Indian
populations In AlAN counties reSide predominantly In the nation's mid-sectIOn

Patterns of Growth and Decline, 1980-1990

Rates of population change dUring the 1980s are shown In Table 2.4 Among area types,
the highest annual AlAN growth rates were experienced by AlAN Counties (3.8 percent) and
metropolitan central cities outside of those counties (3.6 percent). AlAN populations In the
suburbs of those metropolitan areas grew much more slowly (1 0 percent) and those In other
nonmetropolitan areas actually declined (-0 6 percent per year).14 The average AlAN growth
rate nationally was 2 8 percent. Overall comparative changes by region are essentially the same
as those indicated by the full-count data In Table 22--the fastest growth in the Eastern,
Oklahoma, and South Central regions, the slowest In the Plains and California-Nevada regions

In absolute terms, the dornlnance of the AlAN Counties In overall growth stands out even
more clearly' their AlAN populations Increased by 375,000 people over the decade, 78 percent
of the 481,100 national net Increase OutSide of those Counties, metropolitan central cities picked
up 85,600, their suburbs Increased by 31,400, and other nonrnetropolitan areas suffered a net
loss of 11,000

It IS true that a number of the AlAN COUrities In 1990 were Within rnetropolitan areas, but
their populations were dominantly nonmetropolitan (66 percent), and their 1980-90 growth was
also dominantly nonmetropolitan to about the same extent (63 percent).

The largest contributions to AlAN County growth were made by the Oklahorna (80,700),
Arizona-New MexIco (79,600), and Eastern (69,900) regions. Among areas outSide of those
counties, the metropolitan areas of the Eastern region made by far the largest contribution

"In the data base for thiS study, Metropolitan Area defmrtlons applicable at the time of the 1990 Census were
applied to both 1980 and 1990 data In other words, the changes shown are those for a constantly defmed set of areas
and are not mfluenced by any changes 10 claSSification
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FIGURE 2.4 Regional Distribution of AlAN Populations Living Inside and Out of AlAN
Counties, 1990
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Table 2 4
AlAN POPULATION CHANGE 1980-90, BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Type of Area Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North~ SouthM Anz- Callf- Paclf
US Central Eastern Oklo Central Plams NMex Nev NeWest Alaska

ANNUAL PERCENT CHANGE, 1980-90

AlAN Counties
Metro Counties 42 47 42 43 209 1 5 40 29 43 52
NonMmetro Counties 36 39 160 37 82 24 24 22 48 27
Total 38 40 108 40 149 24 27 27 45 32

Rest of Region
Metro Counties

Central CIties 36 24 50 55 39 60 36 1 0 34 NA
Suburbs 1 0 22 30 12 09 04 40 -1 4 -32 NA
Subtotal 21 23 , 38 46 23 34 38 -05 00 NA

Non-metro CountIes -06 20 -23 1 1 24 03 1 1 -55 -13 1 6
Subtotal 14 23 20 26 23 23 16 -07 -06 1 6

Total 28 29 36 40 32 23 2.7 07 29 30

ABSOLUTE CHANGE, 1980-90 (000)

AlAN Counties
Metro Counties 1385 46 109 368 103 07 248 225 220 59
Non-metro Counties 2365 143 590 438 31 250 547 71 15 1 143
Total 3750 189 699 807 134 257 796 296 371 202

Rest of RegIon
Metro CountIes

Central Cities 856 77 406 04 150 132 02 52 34 00
Suburbs 314 69 350 00 40 07 02 (121) (34) 00
Subtotal 117 1 147 757 04 190 139 03 (70) 00 00

Non-metro Counties (11 0) 34 (188) 01 82 06 04 (42) (21) 1 6
Subtotal 1061 180 569 06 272 144 07 (11 1) (21) 1 6

Total 4811 369 1268 812 406 402 803 185 349 218
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(together increasing by 75,700), the next closest being the 19,000 addIlion In South Central
metropolises In two regions (California-Nevada and the Pacific Northwest) AlAN populalions
outside of the AlAN counties actually declined (together experiencing a net loss of 13,200, 92
percent of which came from suburban areas In the California-Nevada region).
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Changes Within AlAN Counties
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Table 2 4 does not show changes In raw counts for Tnbal Areas and Surrounding Counties
Within the AlAN County totals because, In relation to future expectations, dOing so would have
indicated misleadingly large rates of Increase in the Tnbal Area components for some regions
This IS because of changes In classification between the 1980 and 1990 Censuses. As noted
earlier, the Census Bureau made a special effort to more comprehensively Identify Tnbal areas
for the 1990 survey Some 1990 Tnbal Areas, that also eXisted In 1980 were not then recognized
as such, being simply counted In With the Surrounding County totals at that time In some regions
this has no effect (no change between 1980 and 1990 clasSIfications), but for a few It has a
Sizeable Impact

As shown In Table 2.5, Tnbal Areas Identified In the 1980 Census had a total population
of 519,600 and by 1990 the population of those same Areas had grown to 681,400 New Areas
added for 1990 enumeration brought the total In that year up by 58,400 to 739,800 The new
area populations were negligible In most regions but for two they represent the largest part of the
1990 total (the Eastern and South Central regions)

Obviously, there IS no way to accurately determine the growth rates of constantly defined
1990 Tnbal Areas and Surrounding Counties In those regions where clasSification changes
occurred The lower panels of Table 2 5 show the results of what we Judge to be a reasonable
approximation (1) In the Eastern and South Central regions, we assumed that the 1980-90 growth
rates for Tnbal Areas as defined In 1990 were the same as for the AlAN County totals for those
regIOns, (2) In all other regions that had new areas added, we assumed that the 1980-90 growth
rates for 1990 Tnbal Areas were the same as those measured for the 1980 Tribal Areas In those
regions.

Nationally, the results indicate a higher annual AlAN growth rate for the Surrounding
Counties (4.6 percent) than the Tnbal Areas (3,4 percent); thiS same relationship (faster growth
In the Surrounding Counties than In Tnbal Areas) also occurred In most regions

As mentioned earlier, the AlAN Counties together accounted for 78 percent of the growth
of the national AlAN population from 1980 to 1990 Within thiS total, the largest single
contnbutlon was made by Tnbal Areas In Oklahoma (18 percent). The next largest contnbutors
Included Surrounding Counties In Anzona-New Mexico (9 percent), Tribal Areas In Anzona-New
MexIco (8 percent), Tnbal Areas in the East (7 percent) and Surrounding Counties in the East (7
percent)
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Table 2 5
AlAN POPULATION GROWTH, 1980-90, BY PLACE OF RESIQENCE - ADJUSTED

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Anz- Callf- Paclf
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plams NMex Nev No West Alaska

ADJUSTMENTS FOR CLASSiFICATiON OF NEW TRIBAL AREAS

Tribal Area 1980 AlAN Population (000)
Tnbal Areas-19S0 def 5196 214 187 121 1 20 815 1957 156 244 393

Tnbal Area 1990 AlAN Population (000)
Tnbal Areas-19BO def 6814 273 196 2064 20 954 2338 186 316 467
New areas 584 04 351 00 11 4 00 00 14 82 1 8
Total-1990 def 7398 277 548 2064 134 954 2338 200 399 485

Tnbal Areas AlAN Population Growth Rate (o/oIYR )
Tnbal Areas--19BO def 27 25 05 55 01 1 6 1 8 1 8 26 1 8
Total 36 26 114 55 21 1 1 6 1 8 25 50 21

ADJUSTED POPULATION ESTIMATES, 1980-1990

1980 Population
Tnbal Areas-19SD def 5312 216 196 121 1 33 815 1957 167 308 408
Surroundmg Counties 2950 172 194 481 1 1 166 620 802 359 146

Subtotal 8263 388 391 1692 44 981 2577 969 667 553
Other Metropolitan 5005 564 1671 08 752 353 08 1446 204 00
Other Nonmetro 2016 154 924 1 2 312 219 34 98 173 90

Total 1,5284 1107 2985 171 2 1108 1553 2618 2513 1044 644

1990 Population
Tnbal Areas-19SD def 7398 277 548 2064 134 954 2338 200 399 485
Surroundmg Counties 4615 300 542 435 44 285 1035 1066 639 270

Subtotal 1,2013 577 1090 2499 178 1238 3373 1265 1038 755
Other Metropolitan 6176 71 1 2428 1 2 942 491 1 1 1377 204 00
Other Nonmetro 1906 188 736 1 4 393 225 37 56 152 106

Total 2,0095 1476 4253 2525 151 3 1955 3421 2698 1393 861

1980-90 Growth Rate (%/yr)
Tnbal Areas--1990 def 34 25 108 55 149 1 6 18 1 8 26 1 8
Surrounding Counties 46 57 108 -1 0 149 55 53 29 59 64

Subtotal 38 40 108 40 149 24 27 27 45 32
Other Metropolitan 21 23 38 46 23 34 38 -05 00 NA
Other Nonmetro -06 20 -23 1 1 24 03 1 1 -55 -1 3 1 6

Total 28 29 36 40 32 23 27 07 29 30

Share (%) of National Net Increase
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 433 1 3 73 177 21 29 79 07 1 9 1 6
Surroundmg Counties 346 27 72 -1 0 07 25 86 55 58 26

Subtotal 779 39 145 168 28 53 165 62 77 42
Other MetropolItan 243 30 157 01 40 29 01 -1 4 00 00
Other Nonmetro -23 07 -39 00 1 7 01 01 -09 -04 03

Total 1000 77 263 169 84 83 167 38 73 45
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Summary
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Our most Important finding IS that, In contrast to much of the conventional wisdom of the
past, the AlAN population IS heavily concentrated In and around Tnbal Areas and that the extent
of that concentration IS increasing: Tnbal Areas and their Surrounding Counties contained only
16 percent of the total U S population In 1990, but they accounted for 60 percent pf the national
AlAN population and they had captured 78 percent of the growth In that population since 1980.

Figure 2 5 shows the trends In more detail Tnbal Areas accounted for 37 percent of the
1990 AlAN population and 43 percent of ItS 1980-90 growth, the Surrounding Counties accounted
for only 23 percent of the 1990 total, but for 35 percent of ItS growth The share of the AlAN
population In the rest of the Umted States was declimng metropolitan areas elsewhere accounted
for 31 percent of the population but only 24 percent of the growth, other nonmetropolitan areas
accounted for only 10 percent of the total and had suffered absolute AlAN population losses equal
to 2 percent of the national net Increase

MIGRATlON AND IMPLICATlONS FOR THE FUTURE

An Important question for housing policy IS whether these geographical trends are likely
to continue Further analysIs to begin to answer this question might look the at trends In the
components of populalion change In each of these types of areas (how much of the change was
caused by natural Increase and how much by migration?) and then consider how the factors
influenCing each of the components are likely to be altered Unfortunately, full data on In- and
out-migration for small areas (e g , Tnbal Areas and their surrounding counties) are not available,
but cruder indicators can be examined as the baSIS for at least somewhat more Informed
speculation

Migration Patterns

Smpp (1989) analyzes broad patterns of AlAN migration dunng the 1980s He pOints out
that Amencan Indians were traditionally a migratory people, often moving great distances from
one season to the next, and that they continue to be "a highly mobile segment of Amencan
society" In 1980, the share of all households that had moved from a different house over the
preceding five years was 46 percent for whites and 43 percent for blacks, but 53 percent for
Indians

The data In Table 2 6 show that the comparable share for the AlAN population In 1990
was Just slightly lower (51 percent) than In 1980, but they stili remained more mobile than non-
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Indians on average (46 percent) Of the AlAN population, 30 percent had moved from a different
house In the same county, and the remaining 21 percent had moved from another county (both
shares were higher than the comparable ones for non-Indians).

The Table also shows, however, that there were notable differences m these rates among
AlAN households, dependmg on where they were located m 1990 Most pronounced IS that the
share of all Tnbal Area reSidents who had moved Into their 1990 house over the past five years
(37 percent) was much lower than for AlAN populations Iivmg In other parts of the country 60
percent m the surroundmg counties, 59 percent m other metropolitan areas, and 58 percent m
other nonmetropolitan settmgs.

Tnbal Areas also stand out m that a considerably smaller share had moved mto them from
another county 12 percent, compared to shares m the 26-27 percent range m other areas Their
share of all households having moved In from a different house m the same county (25 percent)
was very close to the national average (26 percent) for non-Indians

There are Important regional vanatlons m these relationships In all regions, the share of
all 1990 Tnbal Area reSidents that had moved m from another county s(nce 1985 was
considerably below the correspondmg shares for AlAN households m other areas However, the

•
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Table 2 6
MOBILITY STATUS, 1990

AlAN POPULATION NON-AlAN POPULATION

Tnbal Surr Other Other Tnbal Surr Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet

Pct by 1990 location compared to 1985

Same house as 1985 491 633 399 415 418 545 554 50 1 542 588

Different house
Same county 296 248 340 330 314 260 250 281 267 223
DIfferent co 21 3 119 260 255 267 195 196 21 8 19 1 189
Subtotal 509 367 600 585 582 455 446 499 458 412

Total 1000 1000 1000 100 0 1000 1000 100 a 1000 100 0 1000

Intercounty moves as
pCI In dllf house 418 324 434 436 460 428 439 438 417 459
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Tnbal Area shares In this category was much higher In some regions than others for example,
In the 14-18 percent range In the North Central, Oklahoma, and Pacific-Northwest regions, but
below 8 percent In the Eastern, Anzona-New MexIco and Alaska regions In other words, Tnbal
Areas In the North Central, Oklahoma, and Pacific-Northwest regions were expenencIng In
mlgratJon rates substantially above the average, while Tnbal Area In-mlgratJons rates were well
below average In the latter three regions

Implications for the Future

One relevant Implication IS that the large populatJon growth that occurred In Tnbal Areas
dunng the 1980s was no doubt predominantly due to natural Increase rather than mlgratJon, In
fact, many of the Tnbal Areas probably expenenced net out-mlgratJon over that decade This IS
suggested by the low shares of households moving In since 1985, coupled with high birth rates
(Table 22 showed that the states and regions where most Tnbal Areas are concentrated had
significantly higher AlAN birth rates than the others)

However, we do not see these figures suggesting enormous flows of mlgratJon out of the
Tnbal Areas to distant urban centers or that mlgratJon IS all a one-way-street The fact that 12
percent of all AlAN households living In Tribal Areas In 1990 had moved there from another
county sinye 1985 IS far from tnvlal While we cannot say that cultural ties are strong enough to
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overcome other forces to keep current residents on the reservations and drawing many others
back, It does appear that such lies do have some Influence

The eXistence of such ties IS corroborated by the sample survey of households In our field
survey sites. Respondents who lived In the Tnbal Area were asked to rank vanous reasons for
remaining there as to their Importance on a scale from 1 to 5 65 percent gave a "most Important"
rating to "family and fnends are all here", but the next highest shares In thiS category (55 percent)
were earned by "being an active member of the tnbe", "preserving the traditional way of life", and
"access to health care" 15

When the same respondents were asked to rate reasons for living off the reservation 45
percent gave a "most Important" rating to "betterJobs and business oppcirtunitles"--only 23 percent
said "more interesting way of life", and only 22 percent said "more houses or apartments". Of
those who lived In the same county but outside the reservation, 71 percent said they would
"prefer to live on the reservation" 16

Interviews with Indian community center directors In urban areas contnbuted much
anecdotal eVidence to the effect that large numbers of urban Indians retain close lies to their
tnbes, and many hope to return to their onglnal Tnbal Areas when they retire (see further
discussion In Chapter 4)

There are pulls In a number of directions, but In summary, we see no basIs for assuming
that migration flows are likely to substantially alter the spatial trends eXhibited In the 1980s In the
near future We reach a Similar conclusion With respect to natural Increase. AlAN birth rates
have been declining In all areas and Will no doubt continue to do so But they are stili likely to
remain comparatively higher In and around Tnbal Areas than In metropolitan areas We Judge
that the safest assumption for housing policy at thiS POint IS that the spatial patterns of AlAN
growth and decline over the coming decade are likely to be Similar to those eVidenced In the
1980s, although proportioned down to reflect a smaller expected absolute net Increase In the
national AlAN population

15A conSiderably smaller 37 percent rated access to HUD or BIA housing assistance as a "most Important" reason
for remaining In their Tribal Area

'SAil households surveyed responded to these questions For all percentage estimates given In these paragraphs
(except the last) 95 percent confidence Intervals ranged from 6 to 8 pOints above and below the reported figures The
confidence Interval IS broader for the last figure (percent of those liVing off the reservation who would prefer to live on
the reservation) because out of the 414 total respondents only 118 live off the reservation The 95 percent Interval In
thiS case ranges 18 pOints above and below the reported value Still, thiS finding IS slgmflcant The range Implies that
at the very least the majority of those liVing outSide would prefer to live In the reservation enVIronment, and the figure
could be as high as 89 percent
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Table2A
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN PopulatIon Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-

Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

REGION 1 - NORTH CENTRAL

2900 MI Pine Creek Reservation (state) None 20 22 22 8
1610 MI Isabella Reservation and T L MI043 580 872 22,931 280

170 MI Bay Mills Reservation MI062 283 380 441 117
1880 MI L'Anse Reservation and T L MI065 701 697 3,317 289
1410 MI Hannahville Commumty and T L MI075 206 190 196 40
1830 MI Lac Vleux Desert Reservation MI085 0 147 147 44
3635 MI Sault Ste Mane Reserv and T L MI149 0 501 723 135
1370 MI Grand Traverse ReS8IVation and T L MI197 0 233 263 88
2285 MN Mmnesota Chippewa T L None 210 31 31 10
1940 MN leech Lake Reservation MN012 2,759 3,421 8,783 1,065
4595 MN White Earth Reservation MN013 2,550 2,798 8,785 962
1125 MN Fond du Lac Reservatlon MN015 514 1,083 3,211 384
3100 MN Red Lake Reservation MN016 2,823 3,560 3,690 923
4485 MN Vermillion Lake Reservation MN018 103 35 35 17
335 MN BOIs Forte (Nett Lake) Reservation MN081 392 326 335 96

1355 MN Grand Portage Reservation MN175 195 205 308 100
2270 MN Mille Lacs ReservatIon MN204 293 354 380 99
3385 MN Sandy Lake Reservation MN204 0 26 28 10
2055 MN Lower SIOUX CommunIty MN207 65 212 241 61
2985 MN Prairie Island Commumty MN207 80 26 30 9
3680 MN Shakopee Commumty MN207 77 182 229 65
4445 MN Upper SIOUX Commumty MN207 51 23 26 12
1825 WI Lac du Flambeau Reservation WI009 1,093 1,431 2,408 458
2560 WI Oneida (West) ReservatIon WI010 1,821 2,450 17,940 775

140 WI Bad River Reservation WI012 699 837 1,031 279
3085 WI Red Cliff ReservatIOn and T L WI013 590 729 876 235
4015 WI Stockbndge ReservatIOn WI014 582 448 565 174
2965 WI Potawatoml Reservation and T L WI035 220 247 266 76
3885 WI Sokaogon Chippewa Commun and T L WI036 173 303 337 93
1815 WI Lac Courte OreJlles Reserv and T L WI054 1,145 1,767 2,437 534
3305 WI St CroIX ReservatIon WI062 392 436 485 142
4650 WI Wisconsin Wmnebago Reserv and T L WI238 349 526 608 157
2175 WI Menommee ReservatIOn W1243 2,377 3,216 3,411 871

REGION 2 - EASTERN

2865 AL Poarch Creek Reservation and T L AL204 0 190 255 80
9140 CT Mohegan TDSA (stale) None 0 240 24,636 138
2145 CT Mashantucket Pequot Reservation CT050 6 50 71 21
3650 CT Schaghticoke ReseiVatlOn (state) CT065 2 5 10 5
2700 CT Paucatuck Eastern Pequot Res (state) CT067 16 16 16 8
2240 FL MIccosukee Reservation None 213 72 72 12

225 FL BIg Cypress ReservatIon FL059 351 444 449 117
360 FL Bnghton Reservation FL059 323 415 528 139

1475 FL Hollywood ReservatIon FL059 416 480 1,412 161
3665 FL SemmoleT L FL059 0 80 105 27
4125 GA Tama ReservatIon (state) None 30 9 20 '2
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Table 2A (Contmued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House·
Code ST Name of Tribal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

3280 IA Sac and Fox (Iowa) Reservation 1A112 492 572 586 130
9190 MA Wampanoag-Gay Head rOSA MA176 0 283 11,639 123
2760 ME Penobscot Reservation and T L ME012 398 393 469 177
2850 ME Pleasant Pomt Reservation ME013 504 514 542 148
1575 ME Indian Township Reservation ME014 333 542 524 158
2300 MS MISSISSiPPi Choctaw Reserv and T L MS092 3,166 4,056 4,257 924
990 NC Eastern Cherokee Reservation NC041 4,844 5,287 6,311 1,839

9040 NC Coharre rOSA (state) NC171 0 1,422 116,224 585
9090 NC Hallwa-Sapom rOSA (state) NC171 0 2,244 6,431 738
9120 NC Lumbee TOSA (state) NC171 0 28,775 50,228 8,931
9130 NC Mehemn rOSA (state) NC171 0 201 55,274 86
9180 NC Waccamaw Siouan rOSA (state) NC171 0 1,297 2,771 405
9160 NJ Ramapough rOSA (state) None 0 139 652 54
2895 NY Poospatuck ReservatIon (state) None 94 164 196 62
3765 NY Shlnnecock Reservation (state) None 194 355 397 124
4225 NY Tonawanda Reservation None 438 448 483 168
4360 NY Tuscarora Reservation None 873 353 709 182

80 NY Allegany Reservation NY040 925 1,068 7,312 417
540 NY Cattaraugus Reservation NY040 1,855 1,979 2,183 681

3320 NY St RegIS Mohawk ReservatIon NY436 1,763 1,923 1,974 619
2555 NY OneIda (East) ReservatIon NY445 0 41 41 12
2415 RI Narragansett ReservatIon RI028 0 19 30 5
525 SC Catawba ReservatIon (state) SC063 728 111 177 48

2160 VA MattapOni ReservatIon (state) None 68 72 74 24
2650 VA Pamunkey ReservatIon (state) None 50 37 47 29
9020 VA Chlckahommy TOSA (state) None 0 482 2,749 193
9070 VA Eastern Chlckahoffimy TOSA (state) None 0 8 98 8

REGION 3 - OKLAHOMA

5090 OK Cherokee TJSA OK045 52,135 66,435 399,134 27,628
5130 OK ChIckasaw TJSA OK047 14,037 21,013 257,513 9,381
5150 OK Choctaw TJSA OK049 18,963 28,245 209,353 11,883
5210 OK CreekTJSA OK051 6,685 45,190 635,454 20,482
5710 OK Creek-Semmole Jomt Area TJSA OK051 3,718 531 2,419 185
5070 OK Caddo·Wlchlta·Oelaware TJSA OK077 6,208 599 8,208 231
5300 OK Iowa TJSA OK090 1,532 307 4,137 112
5580 OK Sac and Fox TJSA OK090 0 4,575 51,092 1,816
5770 OK lowa·Sac and Fox Jomt Area TJSA OK090 0 20 835 17
5010 OK Abs Shawnee.Clt Band Potawatoffil TJSA OK091 4,282 6,129 91,012 2,676
5600 OK Semmole TJSA OK093 0 3,772 22,993 1,272
5520 OK Pawnee TJSA OK094 0 1,628 15,413 628
5380 OK Klowa·Comanche.Apache TJSA OK098 3,338 12,979 205,740 4,457
5110 OK Cheyenne-Arapaho TJSA OK100 3,225 6,824 150,665 2,496
5490 OK Otoe-Mlssouna TJSA OK114 1,191 475 2,750 153
2595 OK Osage Reservation OK127 4,749· 6,100 41,393 2,588
5640 OK Tonkawa TJSA OK141 0 881 12,268 336
5340 OK KawTJSA OK145 1,045 687 13,227 291
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

REGION 4 - SOUTH CENTRAL

9060 KS Delaware-Muncie TOSA (state) None 0 23 299 6
1770 KS Klckapoo Reservation KS048 356 368 478 108
2960 KS Potawatoml (Kansas) ReservatIOn KS084 331 503 1,079 175
3285 KS Sac and Fox (KS-NE) ReservatIOn and T L KS151 13 35 162 12
4315 LA TUnica-BiloXI Reservation None 7 18 36 10
9010 LA Apache Choctaw TOSA (state) None 0 684 22,646 239
9030 LA Clifton Choctaw rOSA (state) None 0 181 552 61
9100 LA Jena Band of Choctaw rOSA (state) None 0 336 60,394 168
9170 LA Umted Houma Nation rOSA (state) None 0 10,018 817,374 3,654

635 LA Chltlmacha Reservation LA244 185 231 311 96
795 LA Coushatta Reservation LA260 203 42 42 16

50 TX Alabama and Coushatta Reservation TX338 494 548 548 155
4755 TX Ys[eta Del Sur Pueblo TX429 365 248 370 97

REGION 5 - PLAINS

3925 CO Southern Ute Reservation C0010 855 1,037 7,886 346
4470 CO Ute Mountain Reservation and T L C0047 1,128 1,299 1,366 373
2550 IA Omaha Reservation NE013 1,275 1,925 5,238 419
1590 KS Iowa Reservation KS067 26 96 227 42
305 MT Blackfeet Reservation MT008 5,525 7,031 8,488 1,978

1250 MT Fort Peck Reservation MT009 4,273 5,822 10,722 1,712
1150 MT Fort Belknap Reservation and T L MT010 1,870 2,308 2,485 645
3205 MT Rocky Boy's Reservation and T L MT011 1,549 1,860 1,931 411
2490 MT Northern Cheyenne Reserv and T L MT012 3,101 3,564 3,906 913
1110 MT Flathead Reservation MT013 3,771 5,128 21,061 1,970
845 MT Crow Reservation and T L MT014 3,954 4,706 6,341 1,093

1160 ND Fort Berthold Reservation ND005 2,640 3,054 5,387 851
4345 ND Turtle Mountain Reserv and T L ND006 5,774 6,730 7,101 1,982

910 ND Devils Lake SIOUX Reservation ND008 2,261 2,665 3,574 644
3970 ND Standrng Rock Reservation SD006 4,800 4,872 7,956 1,213
1860 ND Lake Traverse (Sisseton) Reservation SD015 2,700 2,810 10,840 800
4625 NE Wrnnebago Reservation NE045 1,140 1,154 2,346 335
3565 NE Santee Reservation NE105 420 438 740 149
1340 NV Goshute ReservatIon NV015 105 76 79 30
2810 SD Pine Ridge Reservation and T L SDOOl 12,735 11,006 12,119 2,497
3235 SD Rosebud Reservation and T L SD002 6,978 7,998 9,632 2,046
2030 SD Lower Brule Reservation SD003 850 984 1,095 238

855 SD Crow Creek Reserva1lOn SD004 1,474 1,521 1,763 358
605 SD Cheyenne River Reservation SD005 4,107 5,092 7,743 1,426

4700 SD Yankton Reservation SD012 1,688 2,002 6,281 518
1100 SD Flandreau Reservation SD049 158 252 280 84
3840 UT Skull Valley Reservation None 13 17 17 5
4390 UT Umtah and Ouray ReservatIOn UTOOl 2,050 2,667 17,235 725
2625 UT' Paiute of Utah Reservation UT010 186 285 624 86
4610 WY Wind River ReservatIon WYOOl 4,159 5,717 21,915 1,594
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN PopulatIon Total AlAN

Area IHA Pop House-
Code 8T Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

REGION 6 - ARIZONA·NEW MEXICO

1440 AZ Havasupal Reservation None 267 416 433 99
2735 AZ Payson (YavapaIMApache) Community None 0 103 103 38
3355 AZ San Carlos ReservatIon AZ011 5,872 7,060 7,239 1,697
3340 AZ Salt River Reservation AZ014 2,624 3,547 4,856 876
1310 AZ Gila River Reservation AZ015 2M3 9,101 9,578 2,303
1140 AZ Fort Apache Reservation AZ016 6,880 9,902 10,506 2,378
1545 AZ Hualapai Reservation and T L AZ017 809 812 833 219
735 AZ Colorado River Reservation AZ018 1,965 2,374 7,944 752

1220 AZ Fort McDowell Reservation AZ019 345 568 628 145
695 AZ Cocopah Reservatlon AZ020 349 549 584 141
465 AZ Camp Verde Reservation AZ022 173 574 624 148

4710 AZ YavapaI Reservation AZ022 66 151 193 61
1720 AZ Kalbab Reservatlon AZ024 93 65 120 18
2665 AZ Papago Reservation AZ026 6,959 8,490 8,587 2,204
3605 AZ San Xavier Reservation AZ026 851 1,087 1,129 280
1505 AZ HopI Reservation and T L AZ027 6,707 7,002 7,215 1,679
2680 AZ Pascua YaqUi Reservation AZ040 561 2,270 2,406 519
2130 AZ Mancopa (Ak·Chrn) Reservation AZ042 375 411 450 101
4785 AZ ZUni Pueblo NM019 5,988 7,094 7,445 1,499
2430 AZ Navajo Reservation and T L AZ012 126,359 143,507 148,658 35,371

60 NM Alamo Navajo Reservation AZ012 1,062 1,226 1,259 263
480 NM Canoncito ReservatIon AZ012 969 1,183 1,193 275

3055 NM Ramah Navajo Community AZ012 1,163 175 175 48
1840 NM Laguna Pueblo and T L NM012 3,564 3,649 3,724 1,018
2205 NM Mescalero Apache Reservation NM013 1,922 2,519 2,664 625
1700 NM Jlcanlla Apache Reservation NM014 1,715 2,404 2,636 634

10 NM Acoma Pueblo and T L NM031 2,437 2,566 2,590 601
680 NM COChiti Pueblo NM031 613 792 1,410 220

1625 NM Isleta Pueblo NM031 2,289 2,723 2,953 898
1685 NM Jemez Pueblo NM031 1,504 1,734 1,734 380
3370 NM Sandia Pueblo NM031 227 405 3,944 136
3400 NM San Felipe Pueblo NM031 1,789 1,884 2,525 339
3430 NM San Juan Pueblo NM031 851 1,275 5,237 378
3480 NM Santa Ana Pueblo NM031 407 491 624 124
3495 NM Santa Clara Pueblo NM031 1,839 1,295 10,230 437
3585 NM Santo Dommgo Pueblo NM031 2,139 2,721 2,773 360
4770 NM Zia Pueblo and T L NM031 524 638 638 146
2400 NM Nambe Pueblo and T L NM040 194 313 1,358 125
2785 NM PICUriS Pueblo NM040 125 164 1,899 52
2880 NM POjoaque PueblO NM040 94 159 2,481 73
3415 NM San Ildefonso Pueblo NM040 488 334 1,586 106
4140 NM Taos Pueblo and T L NM040 1,034 1,252 4,701 428
4170 NM Tesuque Pueblo and T L NM040 236 223 702 63

REGION 7 - CALIFORNIA-NEVADA

20 CA Agua Caliente Reservation None 65 135 19,839 64
95 CA Alturas Ranchena None 7 3 3 3
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

185 CA Benton Paiute Reservation None 12 61 75 31
215 CA BIg Bend Ranchena None 8 5 5 2
240 CA BI9 Lagoon Ranchena None 8 9 12 4
265 CA Big Sandy Ranchena None 0 36 59 13
275 CA Big Valley Ranchena None 0 31 81 24
325 CA Blue Lake Ranchena None 0 27 53 14
415 CA Cabazon Reservation None 8 37 858 8
555 CA CedarvJlle Ranchena None 6 7 10 2
750 CA Colusa (Cachl! Dehe) Ranchena None 17 18 20 8
780 CA Cortma Ranchena None 2 19 29 7

1010 CA Elk Valley Ranchena None 0 50 128 13
1640 CA Jackson Ranchena None 15 16 27 7
1980 CA Lookout Ranchena None 12 62 62 21
1995 CA Los Coyotes ReservatIon None 45 93 181 47
2115 CA Manzanrta Reservation None 13 37 66 19
2190 CA Mesa Grande Reservation None 0 54 63 22
2255 CA Middletown Ranchena None 39 18 76 5
2330 CA Montgomery Creek Ranchena None 1 8 8 2
2745 CA Pechanga Reservation None 117 242 391 119
3095 CA Reddmg Ranchena None 0 44 72 10
3145 CA Reslghml Ranchena None 18 49 51 12
3185 CA Roarmg Creek Ranchena None 24 20 20 3
3550 CA Santa Ysabel Reservation None 181 144 173 57
3750 CA Shmgle Spnngs Ranchena None 0 2 12 2
3855 CA Smith RIver Ranchena None 0 96 189 33
4030 CA Sulphur Bank (EI~Em) Ranchena None 115 91 96 24
4095 CA Table Bluff Ranchena None 0 39 45 19
4110 CA Table Mountam Ranchena None 0 35 44 13
4275 CA Tnmdad Ranchena None 47 61 71 30
4430 CA Upper Lake Ranchena None 0 11 70 6
4680 CA XL Ranch Reservation None 24 23 23 15
4760 CA Yurek Reservation None 0 494 1,343 177

155 CA Barona Ranchena CA080 222 351 573 102
435 CA CahUIlla Reservation CA080 29 77 107 28
450 CA Campo Reservation CA080 86 106 270 42

1850 CA La Jolla ReservatIOn CA080 141 151 162 32
2360 CA Morongo Reservation CA080 313 526 1,109 197
2635 CA Pala Reservation CA080 433 581 1,125 199
2715 CA Pauma Reservation CA080 86 132 151 37
3165 CA Rincon Reservation CA080 297 432 1,478 162
3445 CA San Manuel Reservation CA080 24 38 59 16
3460 CA San Pasqual Reservation CA080 133 221 517 77
3525 CA Santa Rosa Reservation CA080 12 39 58 12
3540 CA Santa Ynez ReservatIOn CA080 120 254 317 79
3870 CA Soboba Reservation CA080 0 372 442 104
4255 CA Torres-Martinez Reservation CA080 11 158 1,628 43
4500 CA VleJas Ranchena CA080 142 229 431 59
1170 CA Fort BIdwell Reservation CA083 93 131 i36 45
1395 CA Grindstone Creek Ranchena CA083 72 101 101 20
4060 CA SusanvIlle ReservatIon CA083 82 148 491 50
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Table 2A (Conbnued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tribal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

1490 CA Hoopa Valley ReservatIon CA090 1,502 1.780 2.199 569
825 CA Coyote Valley Reservation CA097 0 124 139 31

3250 CA Round Valley ReservatIOn and T L CA097 528 549 1.181 190
250 CA Big Pme Ranchena CA098 269 344 455 104
290 CA Bishop Ranchena CAD98 784 979 1.437 352
350 CA Bridgeport Colony CAD98 47 28 28 12

1195 CA Fort Independence ReselVatlOn CA098 31 42 58 17
1970 CA Lone Pme Ranchena CA098 172 164 235 63
4300 CA lule River Reservation CA099 424 750 803 199
720 CA Cold Spnngs Ranchena CA129 63 ·136 163 39

3520 CA Santa Rosa Ranchena CA129 117 281 319 78
4330 CA Tuolumne Ranchena CA129 73 68 85 33

955 CA Dry Creek Ranchena CA130 41 69 75 9
1515 CA Hopland Ranchena CA130 10 160 208 45
1925 CA laytonville Ranchena CA130 105 123 137 43
2100 CA Manchester (Pomt Arena) Ranchena CA130 77 173 212 58
2820 CA Pmoleville Ranchena CA130 0 51 70 22
3195 CA Robmson Ranchena CA130 0 125 167 28
3265 CA Rumsey Ranchena CA130 11 10 19 0
3735 CA Sherwood Valley Ranchena CA130 17 6 6 2
3985 CA Stewarts Pomt Ranchena CA130 72 89 89 15
585 CA Chemehuevi ReselVatlOn CAl33 23 88 325 40

1750 CA Karok Reservation and T L CAl34 0 12 400 7
1915 NV Las Vegas Colony None 106 71 86 20
4045 NV Summit Lake Reservation None 15 8 8 3
510 NV Carson Colony NV003 213 251 285 86
940 NV Dresslerville Colony NV003 127 141 153 50

4560 NV Washoe Reservation NV003 4 58 146 19
3010 NV Pyramid Lake Reservation NV004 720 967 1.358 314

965 [0 Duck Valley Reservation NV006 932 1.003 1.096 327
4515 NV Walker River Reservation NVOO8 471 612 811 212
1210 NV Fort McDerrmtt Reservation NV009 463 382 399 109
4725 NV Yermgton Reservatron and T L NV010 192 349 470 131
1070 NV Fallon Colony NV011 46 143 162 53
1075 NV Fallon Reservation NVOll 258 338 369 132
3130 NV Reno-Sparks Colony NV012 451 242 242 56
2315 NV Moapa River Reservatron NV014 182 177 377 52

975 NV Duckwater ReservatIon NV015 103 136 151 51
1040 NV Ely Colony NV015 67 79 85 23
4155 NV Te-Moak ReservatIon and T L NV016 343 853 950 324
2015 NV Lovelock Colony NV017 117 78 92 31
4635 NV Winnemucca Colony NV017 35 54 54 14
4740 NV Yomba Reservation NV020 57 100 106 25
1280 AI. Fort Yuma (Quechan) Reservation CA054 1.105 1.123 2.102 353
1235 AI. Fort MOjave Reservation and T L CAl 00 204 535 692 186

REGION 8 - PACIFIC NORTHWEST

705 [0 Coeur d'Alene ReservatIon and T L 1D007 541 756 5.778 273
1800 10 Kootenai Reservation 1D007 40 96 101 24
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

2445 10 Nez Perce Reservation 10008 1,463 1,885 16,159 630
1185 10 Fort Hall Reservation and T L 10009 2,542 3,085 5,114 824

400 OR Burns Paiute Reservation and T L None 160 150 198 38
815 OR Cow Creek Reservation None 0 25 89 8

1365 OR Grand Ronde ReservatIon None 0 2 49 2
4405 OR Umatilla Reservation None 908 1,030 2,549 336
4545 OR Warm Sprmgs ReservatIOn and T L OR013 2,016 2,871 3,143 694
9110 OR Klamath rDSA OR037 0 1,858 40,883 683
9050 OR CoqUIlle IndIan rOSA OR038 0 6,236 403,521 3,176
1655 WA Jamestown Klallam Reserv and T L None 0 10 34 3
4690 WA Yakima Reservation and T L WA022 5,168 6,198 27,448 1,671
4075 WA SWlnomlsh Reservation WA023 414 581 2,285 185
3040 WA Qumault Reservation WA027 943 967 1,271 276
2070 WA Lummi ReservatIOn WA028 1,259 1,608 3,164 379
2085 WA Makah Reservation WA029 803 956 1,238 327
1735 WA Kahspel Reservation WA037 98 84 90 30
3940 WA Spokane Reservation WA037 1,050 1,213 1,451 376
2375 WA Muckleshoot Reservation and T L WA040 379 875 3,836 182
760 WA Colville Reservation WA043 3,500 3,779 7,034 1,274

2910 WA Port Gamble Reservation WA044 266 386 555 97
3030 WA Qulleute Reservation WA047 273 290 352 98
575 WA Chehalis Reservation WA048 200 286 504 94

2040 WA Lower Elwha Reservation and T L WA050 69 103 112 33
4290 WA Tulallp Reservation WA051 768 1,204 7,103 371
1460 WA Hoh ReservatIon WA052 46 107 116 29
2460 WA Nlsqually Reservation WA052 75 460 649 111
2925 WA Port Madison Reservation WA052 148 374 4,834 133
3780 WA Shoalwater ReservatIon WA052 28 83 129 25
3825 WA Skokomlsh ReservatIon WA052 305 415 618 132
3955 WA Squaxm Island Reservation and T L WA052 35 146 194 45
2475 WA Nooksack Reservation and T L WA056 66 456 697 129
3625 WA Sauk-SUlattle Reservation WA062 0 50 112 19
4000 WA Stillaguamish ReservatIOn WA062 0 95 112 28
4455 WA Upper SkagIt Reservation WA062 0 161 173 51
3000 WA Puyallup Reservation and T L WA063 856 977 32,435 384

REGION 9 - ALASKA

110 AK Annette Islands Reserve AK002 0 1,206 1,464 378
6150 AK Angoon AK004 412 507 643 114
6530 AK Chllkat AK004 113 122 140 38
6535 AK Chllkoot AK004 0 16 219 8
6660 AK Craig AK004 170 288 1,260 121
7050 AK Hoonah AK004 543 527 729 166
7090 AK Hydaburg AK004 253 353 388 114
7160 AK Kake AKOO4 467 516 687 168
7220 AK Kasaan AK004 14 42 54 20
7310 AK Klawock AK004 210 377 705 123
8005 AK Pelican AK004 0 74 212 26
8350 AK Saxman AK004 194 321 380 73
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tribal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

8685 AK Tenakee Spnngs AK004 0 13 92 10
8980 AK Yakutat AK004 279 290 544 101
6130 AK Anaktuvuk Pass AK005 191 238 272 60
6220 AK Atkasook AK005 99 201 213 45
6260 AK Barrow AK005 1,720 1,756 2,750 458
7170 AK Kaktovik AK005 148 194 235 60
7880 AK NUiqsut AK005 181 319 335 84
8080 AK PomtHope AK005 434 585 629 129
8090 AK Pomt Lay AK005 63 121 , 148 43
8910 AK Walnwnght AK005 372 472 502 127
6120 AK Ambler AK006 155 290 317 61
6380 AK Buckland AK006 161 315 317 69
6690 AK Deenng AK006 138 152 157 48
7260 AK Kiana AK006 325 339 367 81
7300 AK Kivalina AK006 237 299 304 58
7340 AK Kobuk AK006 59 61 72 14
7400 AK Kotzebue AK006 1,574 2,065 2,751 515
7810 AK, Noatak AK006 259 344 352 73
7840 AK Noorvik AK006 467 519 548 97
8380 AK SelaWik AK006 504 555 579 120
8450 AK Shungnak AK006 179 217 225 55
6070 AK Alatna AK007 29 23 23 11
6110 AK Allakaket AK007 129 131 143 47
6180 AK Anvik AK007 91 71 78 29
6195 AK Arctic Village AK007 98 86 92 35
6280 AK Beaver AK007 65 93 96 35
6350 AK Birch Creek AK007 31 36 41 17
6440 AK Chalkyitsik AK007 96 91 95 25
6610 AK Circle AK007 60 58 73 17
6720 AK Dot Lake AK007 38 18 49 9
6740 AK Eagle AK007 57 30 35 20
6830 AK Evansville AK007 27 27 64 13
6880 AK Fort Yukon AK007 442 502 579 170
6910 AK Galena AK007 215 368 806 128
6970 AK Grayling AK007 129 208 217 50
7010 AK Healy Lake AK007 29 42 48 15
7070 AK Hughes AK007 71 51 60 21
7080 AK Huslia AK007 178 176 192 66
7190 AK Kaltag AK007 236 221 241 63
7415 AK Koyukuk AK007 91 110 112 34
7450 AK Lake Minchumina AK007 0 7 29 7
7520 AK McGrath AK007 165 258 524 97
7540 AK Manley Hot Springs AK007 12 39 123 18
7630 AK Minto AK007 141 192 197 55
7730 AK Nenana AK007 214 156 377 64
7780 AK Nikolai AK007 82 104 113 38
7870 AK Northway AK007 102 113 121 36
7890 AK Nulato AK007 329 392 399 90
8190 AK Rampart AK007 47 72 72 30
8230 AK Ruby AK007 171 129 175 33
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Table 2A (Continued) , ,
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN PopulatIon Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

8410 AK Shageluk AK007 120 131 135 38
8570 AK Stevens Village AK007 61 101 101 34
8600 AK Takotna AK007 25 9 36 4
8610 AK Tanacross AK007 101 105 105 37
8620 AK Tanana AK007 307 274 349 94
8690 AK Tethn AK007 104 84 91 22
8725 AK Tok AK007 0 87 935 33
8900 AK VenetIe AK007 129 171 182 42
6370 AK Brev[g MIssion AK008 138 168 188 48
6650 AK CouncIl AK008 0 4 6 2
6800 AK Ellm AK008 203 248 269 72
6920 AK Gambell AK008 425 542 548 118
6950 AK GolOVin AK008 85 113 123 46
7120 AK Inahk AK008 136 183 192 39
7410 AK Koyuk AK008 180 232 240 58
8280 AK St Michael AK008 227 290 315 63
8340 AK Savoonga AK008 463 495 514 116
8420 AK Shaktoolik AK008 159 167 175 40
8440 AK Shishmaref AK008 369 418 433 108
8510 AK Solomon AK008 4 6 6 3
8580 AK Stebbins AK008 316 427 448 87
8680 AK Teller AK008 196 133 154 40
8850 AK Unalakleet AK008 546 510 646 154
8920 AK Wales AK008 122 140 159 38
8940 AK White Mountam AK008 116 145 174 '45
6030 AK AkIachak AK009 398 416 462 107
6040 AK Akiak AK009 191 272 285 61
6060 AK Alakanuk AK009 491 518 540 115
6140 AK Andreafsky AK009 93 345 406 83
6160 AK Amak AK009 218 352 529 100
6230 AK Atmautluak AK009 206 253 262 49
6310 AK Bethel AK009 2,417 2,994 4,687 838
6460 AK Chefornak AK009 221 302 310 66
6480 AK Chevak AK009 445 559 597 135
6570 AK Chuathbaluk AK009 0 89 99 17
6670 AK Crooked Creek AK009 91 98 108 28
6750 AK Eek AK009 220 254 264 67
6810 AK Emmonak AK009 517 538 610 129
6960 AK Goodnews Bay AK009 161 218 232 58
7060 AK Hooper Bay AK009 598 817 846 178
7180 AK Kalskag AK009 108 136 163 36
7230 AK KaSIgluk AK009 325 416 440 84
7290 AK Kipnuk AK009 358 452 462 93
7380 AK Kongiganak AK009 231 307 313 57
7390 AK Kotlrk AK009 280 448 462 102
7430 AK Kwethluk AK009 441 543 568 123
7440 AK KWigIllingok AK009 343 250 258 62
7480 AK lime Village AK009 39 44 47 15
7510 AK Lower Kalskag AK009 237 285 289 84
7560 AK Marshall AK009 246 252 283 63
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

7590 AK Mekoryuk AK009 153 168 168 57
7650 AK Mountain VlIlage AK009 539 640 706 131
7700 AK Napakiak AK009 254 323 334 74
7710 AK Napaskiak AK009 239 310 326 70
7755 AK Newtok AK009 124 199 217 37
7770 AK Nightmute AK009 116 168 174 22
7900 AK Nunapitchuk AK009 295 375 385 87
7950 AK OscarvJlle AK009 56 44 44 10
8040 AK Pilot StatIon AK009 306 452 467 98
8050 AK Pltkas Pomt AK009 82 123 131 37
8060 AK Platinum AK009 44 64 67 23
8180 AK Qumhagak AK009 402 468 509 125
8200 AK Red Devil AK009 18 40 54 9
8245 AK RussIan MIssion AK009 252 229 240 52
8275 AK St Mary's AK009 243 27 34 4
8360 AK Scammon Bay AK009 241 337 346 76
8430 AK Sheldon Pomt AK009 98 99 112 24
8490 AK Sleetmute AK009 95 93 115 35
8580 AK Stony River AK009 56 49 49 21
8730 AK Toksook Bay AK009 312 389 405 77
8755 AK Tuluksak AK009 228 329 353 60
8765 AK Tuntutuliak AK009 209 283 300 66
8770 AK Tununak AK009 283 286 300 68
6080 AK Aleknagik AK010 138 175 194 49
6500 AK Chlgmk AK010 95 78 171 28
6510 AK Chlgmk Lagoon AK010 41 46 78 13
6515 AK Chignik Lake AK010 123 106 125 33
6620 AK Clark's Pomt AK010 70 46 62 21
6700 AK DIllingham AK010 891 1,122 2,017 378
6760 AK Egegik AK010 57 84 120 37
6790 AK Ekwok AK010 71 65 73 26
7100 AK IgiUgig AK010 25 20 29 4
7110 AK Iliamna AK010 38 48 66 15
7140 AK Ivanaf Bay AK010 37 30 38 8
7280 AK KmgSalmon AK010 0 105 684 37
7360 AK Kokhanok AK010 80 151 161 39
7370 AK Koliganek AK010 112 182 191 51
7470 AK Levelock AK010 69 98 112 38
7550 AK Manokotak AK010 273 381 398 88
7680 AK Naknek AK010 161 252 590 105
7740 AK Newhalen AK010 82 177 192 42
7750 AK New Stuyahok AK010 311 381 398 81
7830 AK Nondalton AK010 161 154 172 50
8000 AK Pedro Bay AK010 31 41 41 11
8010 AK Perryville AK010 103 105 110 24
8035 AK Pilot Pomt AK010 57 47 54 14
8140 AK Port HeIden AK010 59 84 111 26
8530 AK South Naknek AK010 124 105 133 30
8720 AK Togiak AK010 443 519 606 130
8780 AK TWin Hills AK010 67 37 44 16
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN PopulatIon Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tribal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds

8810 AK Ugashik AK010 11 4 6 2
6400 AK Cantwell AK011 28 39 145 13
6550 AK Chlstochma AK011 27 43 62 12
6560 AK Chitina AK011 20 17 46 8
6640 AK Copper Center AK011 85 144 426 54
6990 AK Gulkana AK011 43 75 113 26
7600 AK Mentasta Lake AK011 55 80 102 23
8480 AK Slana AK011 8 2 63 2
8650 AK Tazlma AK011 4 80 258 23
6770 AK Eklutna AK012 42 31 381 15
7330 AK Kmk AK012 5 37 276 14
7800 AK NinIlchik AK012 58 411 10,491 193
8300 AK Salamatof AK012· 43 110 1,007 29
8390 AK Seldovia AK012 117 39 315 13
8790 AK Tyonek AK012 222 109 121 48
6020 AK Akhiok AK013 101 81 81 24
7210 AK Karluk AK013 96 74 82 18
7460 AK Larsen Bay AK013 120 143 164 29
7930 AK Old Harbor AK013 315 253 276 75
7960 AK Ouzmkle AK013 163 183 214 68
8150 AK Port llons AK013 158 133 206 47
6470 AK Chenega AK015 0 62 94 14
6820 AK English Bay AK015 98 147 161 41
6840 AK Eyak AK015 0 13 168 5
6980 AK Grouse Creek Group AK015 0 104 630 49
8130 AK Port Graham AK015 141 124 145 59
8640 AK Tatitlek AK015 53 98 111 25
6050 AK Akutan AK016 66 81 605 18
6210 AK Atka AK016 90 93 101 24
6850 AK False Pass AK016 60 59 67 20
7270 AK KmgCove AK016 367 184 457 52
7720 AK Nelson Lagoon AK016 55 71 80 32
7790 AK Nikolski AK016 48 25 38 19
8260 AK St George AK016 153 138 143 40
8290 AK St Paul AK016 483 531 752 144
8320 AK Sand Pomt AK016 357 422 859 147
8860 AK Unalaska AK016 200 273 3,089 59

55



- Chapter3

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS:
NATIONAL CONTRASTS AND TRIBAL
AREA DIVERSITY

It IS generally known that the social and economic circumstances of Amencan Indians and
Alaska Natives differ from those of the non-Indian population In Important wa',ls, and these
differences must be understood to assess their housing needs and prospects. Their age structure
and household composition are key determinants of the types of housing they reqUire, their
success In the labor market, largely determines their Income, which In turn, IS the pnmary
determinant of what housing they can afford.

The first part of thiS chapter reviews 1990 Census data on these tOPiCS In many ways,
we treat them less eXhaustively than others who have analyzed them before", but we also go
farther by shOWing contrasts by the regional and area type breakdowns Introduced In Chapter 2,
which have not been examined previously.

We find, however, that even Within area types, there is considerable diversity In AlAN
social and economic conditions. In the last part of thiS chapter, we examine the extent and nature
of that diverSity across Tnbal Areas ThiS section also looks at the possible causes of the
differences exhibited and how they relate to each other At the end, a typology IS offered that
groups Tnbal Areas according to charactenstlcs likely to be of Importance in establishing local
housing strategies.

l7See, In particular, Snlpp (1989) for a through review of AlAN social and economic conditions as of 1980 The
Bureau of the Census (1993) summarizes many of the key indicators for 1990
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AGE STRUCTURE AND HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

Age Structure
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American Indians and Alaska Natives are considerably younger, on average, than the
general populatlon--an outcome certainly consistent with the higher AlAN birth rates reported In
Chapter 2. Nationally, 34 percent of the AlAN population are children and teenagers (under 18
years) In contrast to only 25 percent for non-Indians (Table 3.1). At the other end of the
distribution, the contrast IS also strong, but runs In the other direction: 15 percent of all non
Indians are elderly (62 years or more) compared to only 8 percent of the AlAN populatIOn.

Differences by area types In this regard, however, are pronounced With 41 percent under
18, the AlAN populations In Tribal Areas are considerably more youthful than Indians elsewhere
At the other extreme, only 27 percent In metropolitan areas are below 18 years of age: the
comparable shares for the Surrounding Counties-and other Nonmetropolitan areas are not much
higher than that (31-32 percent). "

Stili, In all types of areas the AlAN under-18 share is higher than that for their non-Indian
counterparts--the differences Just are not as great as for Tnbal Areas In metropolitan
enVironments, for example, the 27 percent AlAN share compares with a25 percent average for
other races In thiS respect (as well along many other dimenSions to be discussed below) Indians
liVing outside of Tnbal Areas exhibit characteristics more like those of the general population than
those of Trlba] Area Indians; but they hardly ever go far enough to match the non-Indian
averages.

The national pattern of relationships described above--higher percentages under 18 In
Tribal Areas--also holds for most regions (Table 3.2), but some regional variations are noteworthy.
First, the under-18 age group IS generally less domlnant--area type by area type--In some regions:
namely, the Eastern and Califorma-Nevada Across Tnbal Areas only, however, the'under-18
share IS lowest In the Eastern and Oklahoma regions '

Household Composition

One of the most frequently discussed SOCial concerns In America today IS the decline of
the traditional family. Progressively, over the past several decades, famllies--all groups of related
indiViduals liVing together, but households headed by marned couples In partlcular--have been
shrinking as a share of all households In all parts of the country. Perhaps the most imp"'ortant
conclUSion to be derived from the household composition data In Table 3 1 IS that thiS tendency
has not been as strong among Amencan 'Indians and Alaska Natives.

, '
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Table 31
AGE AND HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION, 1990

AlAN POPULATION NON-AlAN POPULATION

Tribal Surr Other Other Tribal Surr Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet

Pel of population by age

Under 18 years 342 409 315 270 307 251 265 258 246 260
18·44 years 442 387 467 501 458 432 404 430 443 399
45·61 years 140 123 146 156 156 163 169 159 163 167
62 years or more 76 81 72 73 79 154 163 153 148 175
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Number of households (DOD) by type

Elderly 55 19 12 17 7 11.023 194 1,661 6,622 2,546
Small family 436 114 102 167 53 43,148 690 6,084 28,240 8,133
Large famIly 161 63 35 48 15 9,889 141 1,503 6,499 1,746
Other, Nonfam 161 39 38 66 17 26,693 402 3,855 17,952 4,484
Total 812 234 188 298 92 90,754 1,428 13,103 59,313 16,910

Pel of households by type

Elderly 67 79 65 57 77 122 136 127 112 151
Small family 537 485 542 562 575 475 483 464 476 481
Largefamlly 198 267 189 161 162 109 99 11 5 110 103
Other, Nonfam 198 168 204 221 187 294 282 294 303 265
Total 1000 1000 1000 100 a 1000 100 a 1000 1000 1000 1000

Pel of households by family relatlonship

Family households
Marned w/chlld 373 382 372 355 410 278 264 265 256 280
Mamed no child 234 189 232 258 274 299 319 30 5 289 33 a
Subtotal 607 571 604 614 684 578 583 571 545 61 a

Female head w/ch 117 156 117 99 80 63 58 59 67 56
Male head w/ch 32 48 31 22 20 1 4 13 16 13 13
Subtotal 149 203 148 122 100 77 72 75 80 69

Other 46 58 44 44 30 67 63 60 72 56
Total 802 832 796 779 814 722 718 70 6 698 735

Nonfamlly households 198 168 204 221 187 294 282 294 302 265
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 a 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
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Just over 80 percent of the 812,000 AlAN households nalionally18 are families (compared
with 72 percent for non-Indians), 61 percent are headed by marned couples (vs. 58 percent for

"As noted In Chapter 1, an AlAN household IS defined here as one In which' erther the head of the household or
. his/her spouse In AlAN



Housmg Problems and Needs of Amertcan Indians and Alaska NatIVes

Table 3 2
AGE AND HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION INDICATORS--BY AREA TYPE AND REGION
AlAN Population and Households

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Ariz- Calif - Paclf-
US Central Eastern Okra Central Plams N Mex Nov No West Alaska

Under 18 years as % of population

Tnbal Areas 409 431 360 378 402 455 424 412 401 425
Surroundmg CountIes 34'S 383 313 350 324 424 399 300 323 373
Other Metropohtan 278 339 256 404 268 369 261 257 298 00
Other Nonmetro 306 338 279 404 284 366 350 285 309 392

Total 346 365 281 373 286 420 416 287 341 405

Married with children, % of households

Tnbal Areas 459 354 447 479 577 417 468 360 402 514
Surrounding CountIes 467 458 466 460 546 481 481 470 446 471
Other Metropolitan 455 425 462 509 474 466 487 444 436 00
Other Nonmetro 503 514 513 591 501 499 569 503 453 457

Total 464 435 471 476 490 452 474 451 435 491

Female head with children, % of households

TnbalAreas 187 297 193 100 109 300 237 289 223 175
Surroundmg Counties 147 184 145 121 89 229 188 108 138 182
Other Metropolitan 127 200 120 106 87 189 52 117 143 00
Other Nonmetro 98 122 89 77 64 142 76 92 114 211

Total 146 199 123 104 82 234 216 122 155 182

Large families, % of households

Tnbal Areas 267 274 211 157 282 351 395 244 257 356
Surroundmg CountIes 189 180 172 134 222 230 263 176 162 192
Other Metropolitan 161 188 154 252 139 187 69 168 158 00
Other Nonmetro 162 189 160 198 145 176 206 157 147 190

Total 198 199 162 153 152 257 343 176 180 272

Elderly, %of households

Tnbal Areas 81 77 90 103 67 61 73 82 69 67
Surroundmg Counties 65 64 71 84 83 46 41 85 68 44
Other MetropolItan 71 55 78 50 79 43 77 76 54 00
Other Nonmetro 83 70 90 74 100 62 108 88 68 48

Total 74 60 81 99 84 55 64 80 66 58

59

non-Indians), and households with children make up 52 percent of the total (vs. 36 percent for
non-Indians).

One sign of distress, however, does stand out for AlAN households: the share made up
by female headed households with children (12 percent) is double the non-Indian average. This
AlAN share was lower than the average for Blacks In 1990 (21 percent) but substantially above
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the averages for most other racial groups (e g, 5 percent for whites--U S Department of
Commerce, 1994, Table 49) One reason for the large percentage of female headed households
In Tnbal Areas may be that a slgmflcant number of men leave to pursue work outside the
reservation and are often absent for long penods of time

Unlike the compansons for age structure, basIc AlAN household composltl()n ralios do not
vary as much by area type The AlAN family share of all households, for example, IS only slightly
higher In Tnbal Areas (83 percent) than In metropolitan areas (78 percent), and In all areas, the
gap between Indians and other races In thiS regard IS sizeable and relatively, umform For
example, the AlAN family share IS 15 percent higher than that for non-Indians In Tnbal Areas and
12 percent higher In metropolitan areas. The most slgmflcant exceplion In thiS regard IS the share
accounted for by female headed households with children, which IS much higher In Tnbal Areas
(16 percent) than In other localions (average of 10 percent)

Another stnklng charactenstlc ,of AlAN household compOSition stands out from the
alternative typology shown In Table 31--the sizeable number of large famllies.'9 ThiS typology
groups households Into one of four categones Elderly (one or two member families with a
household head and/or spouse 62 years of age or over), Small families (other family households
With two to four members), Large families (family households With five or more members, and
Other households (non-family households of all types)

Twenty percent of all AlAN households nalionally are large families, almost twice the 11
percent large families make up of non-Indian households The AlAN large family share IS highest
In Tnbal Areas (27 percent), second highest In the Surrounding counties (18 percent), and
averages a uniform 16 percent In other parts of the country And In each type of area, AlAN
households by far outpace non-Indians by thiS measure

AlAN elderly households as defined here are, In contrast, comparatively small In number,
accounting for only 7 percent of the total, and AlAN elderly household shares are slgmflcantly
below those for non-Indians In all types of areas. ThiS IS explained In large part, of course, by
the extended family pattern common In AlAN households; Ie, compared to non-Indians, elderly
Indians are much more likely to live With their children and other family members.

Again, contrasts between area types at the national level With regard to household
compOSition also generally charactenze differences Within IndiVidual regions (Table 3.2)
Oklahoma stands out for haVing In most categones (particularly Within ItS Tnbal Areas)
comparatively low shares of female headed households and large families and higher shares of

19ThIS typology has been developed because of II simplicrty and Its usefulness for hOUSing needs analysls--see
Bogdon, el ai, 1993
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elderly households This pattern also characterizes the Eastern, South-Central, and California
Nevada regions to some extent The opposlte--hlgher than average shares of female headed
households and large families and fewer elderly--Is found In the regions where urban Influences
are less pronounced' the Plains, and Arizona-New MexIco

Changes in Household Composition

Because of deflnllional differences, It IS Impossible to compile data matching those on
Table 3.1 for 1980 However, comparisons 1980-1990 can be made for some variables uSing a
different Census data base, as summarized on Table 3.3. This table uses full-count data rather
than sample estimates, and defines households only as those with an AlAN head of
household.20 Several findings are of Interest: "

First, almost all of the AlAN populalion live within a household (I e , very few indiViduals
reside In military facllilieS, school dormitories, hospitals, and other institutions) This institutional
population accounted for a constant four percent of the total outSide of Tribal Areas In the 1980s,
but was almost nonexistent within them

Second, the ratio of total population to households did decline In all categones over the
1980s; by a substanlial 8 9 percent (from 4.13 to 3 66) In Tribal Areas, but only to a very small
extent (from 315 to 3.13, or less than one percent) In the rest of the country. In other words,
while AlAN households are typically larger than non-Indian households, they are gradually getting
smaller AlAN households In Tribal Areas are larger on average than those liVing elsewhere, but
their size IS declining more rapidly

Third, thiS direction IS corroborated, by data on the changing shares of households by size
The share of AlAN households with 5 or more persons dropped from 23.5 percent In 1980 to 20 1
percent In 1990; the share with 1-2 persons grew from 41.8 percent to 44.5 percent, the share
In 3-4 person househoids stayed about the same

Fourth, while families still account for a large share of all AlAN households, that share did
decline slightly dUring the 1980s (from 772 percent to 748 percent) d

20Thls permrts a direct companson to show how much of a difference adding AlAN spouses to the deflnltlorf makes
In the total The national total of 812,000 AlAN households defined by the "head of household or spouse" crrtenon IS
221,000 (37 percent) larger than the 591,000 total resulting from the "household head only" cntenon The difference
IS not as large In Tnbal Areas (+16 percent), but rt IS yet more substantial In the rest of the country where mixed
marriages are more frequent (+48 percent)
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Table 33
AlAN POPULATION-HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE. 1980-90

AlAN Areas

Rest
Total Total Alaska Other ofU S

Total Population 1980 1,4785 5211 395 4817 9574
Total Population 1990 1,9592 7390 472 6918 1,2202

Household Popul 1980 1,4343 5150 394 4756 9193
Household Popul 1990 1,9030 7320 468 6851 1,1710

% Total rn Hsehlds 1980 970 988 998 987 960
% Total In Hsehlds 1990 971 990 991 990 960

No of Households 1980 4296 1260 90 117 0 3035
No of Households 1990 5914 2017 11 8 1899 3897

Total PoplHsehld 1980 344 413 438 412 315
Total PopJHsehld 1990 331 366 400 364 313

No of FamIlies 1980 3315 1053 73 979 2262
No of FamIlies 1990 4422 1632 93 1539 2790

PERCENT OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS

Families 1980 772 835 813 837 745
FamIlies 1990 748 809 785 810 716

1-2 Person Hsehlds 1980 418 321 288 323 458
1-2 Person Hsehlds 1990 445 370 340 372 484

3·4 Person Hsehlds 1980 347 320 291 322 359
3-4 Person Hsehlds 1990 354 351 307 353 355

5+ Person Hsehlds 1980 235 359 421 354 183
5+ Person Hsehlds 1990 201 279 353 275 161

Female Head w/Chlld 1980 124 126 95 129 123
Female Head w/Chlld 1990 13 1 14 1 117 142 126
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Fifth, female headed households with children did increase as a share of the AlAN total
In the 1980s, but only to a very small extent (from 12.4 percent to 13.1 percent); I e., much more
slowly than the comparable changes such households In most other racial groups
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LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT

Education Status
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Education IS Increasingly recognized as the key to economic advancement In America, and
on thiS score the AlAN population lags conSiderably behind 34 percent of those over 25 years
of age never graduated from high school, compared to a non-Indian rate of 25 percent (Table
34) The AlAN share that has graduated from college IS less than half that for non-Indians (9
percent vs. 20 percent)

Again, thiS problem IS most pronounced In Tribal Areas where a full 43 percent are Without
a high school diploma. It IS least serious In Metropolitan Areas where the comparable figure is
29 percent Shares In the Surrounding Counties and other Nonmetropolitan Areas again fall In

between (30 percent and 36 percent respectively)

Among Tribal Areas, there are Important regional differences In thiS regard (Table 35).
The shares Without high school diplomas are well below the average In Oklahoma (33 percent)
and the PaCific-Northwest; regions With the highest Tribal Area shares In thiS group are the
Eastem (47 percent) and Arizona-New MexIco (53 percent) ThiS pattem also generally
characterizes scores for the Surrounding Counties by thiS measure

Labor Force Participation and Unemployment

A total of 853,000 American Indians and Alaska Natives are In the labor force (In the
armed forces, employed In a cIvilian Job, or unemployed and looking for work) Since children
make up such a large share of the AlAN population, It IS not surprising that the AlAN labor force
represents a much smaller share of the total population (42 percent) than IS the case for non
Indians (50 percent)

Labor force participation rates, however, are calculated on a basIs that excludes children,
Ie, the labor force as a share of the population 16 years of age or over Here the AlAN rate (63
percent) is Just slightly below that for non-Indians (Tables 3.4 and 3.5). Labor force partiCipation
is lowest In Tribal Areas (55 percent) and highest In Metropolitan Areas (70 percent). AlAN labor
force participation rates are actually somewhat higher than those for non-Indians In all area types
except Tribal Areas

Unemployment, however, IS a particularly severe problems for Indians everywhere. The
national AlAN unemployment rate IS 14 percent, more than tWice the 6 percent rate for other
Americans. AlAN unemployment is also most serious In Tribal Areas (20 percent) and least
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Table 3 4
EDUCATiON AND LABOR FORCE STATUS, 1990

AlAN POPULATION NON·AIAN POPULATION

Tnbal Surr Other Other Tribal Surr Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet Total Areas Co Metro Nanmet

'.
Pet population over 25 by educational status

Not H S graduate 344 427 300 286 357 247 272 222 233 316
H S graduate 563 514 605 584 562 549 567 573 541 558
Bach degree & above 93 59 95 130 81 204 16 1 205 227 127
Total 1000 100 0 1000 100 a 1000 100 a 100 a 1000 1000 1000

Labor force status

Total populatIOn
In labor force 634 549 662 700 645 653 612 652 667 604
Not In lab force 366 451 338 300 356 347 388 348 333 396
Total 1000 1000 1000 100 a 1000 100 0 100 a 100 a 1000 100 a

Labor force
Armed forces 10 03 10 14 12 13 1 6 20 13 10
Employed cIvIlian 848 797 856 882 858 925 915 918 927 923
Unemployed 142 201 134 104 131 62 70 62 61 66
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 a 1000 1000

Pet of employed by occupation

ProfesslManagenal 185 174 179 203 157 264 235 265 283 195
Tech Isales/admm 266 244 273 293 213 317 304 319 333 258
Other 549 583 548 504 630 420 461 416 385 548
Total 100 0 1000 1000 1000 100 a 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Pet of employed by type of worker

Pnvate for-profit 643 521 660 711 680 708 681 699 717 679
Pnvate non-profit 59 64 58 58 57 67 58 60 71 57
Government workers 235 353 224 172 183 151 165 160 147 158
Self-employed 57 58 54 55 74 70 89 77 61 98
UnpaId family workers 05 04 05 04 07 04 07 04 04 08
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 a 1000 1000

Pet of employed by Industry

AgnclFor IMming 47 69 46 24 74 31 65 36 18 72
Construction 84 88 79 83 85 57 55 63 55 62
Manufacturing 160 145 148 168 199 164 137 139 160 202
Transportation 69 59 68 79 66 65 _ 70 64 68 57
Trade 193 151 207 212 199 196 200 202 198 184
ServIces 448 488 451 434 378 487 473 496 502 423
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
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senous In Metropolitan Areas (10 percent) but even In the latter, the AlAN rate substantially
exceeds the 6 percent rate for non-Indians.
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Table 3 5
ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES INDICATORS··BY AREA TYPE AND REGION
AlAN Population and Households

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North· South- Anz- Callf- PacJf-
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plams N Mex Nov No West Alaska

Not a H S graduate, as "0 population over 25 years

Tnbal Areas 427 395 474 328 604 381 532 418 352 444
Surroundmg Counties 300 .310 422 260 329 288 298 288 254 280
Other Metropolitan 286 295 309 300 279 246 127 267 230 00
Other Nonmetro 357 341 402 280 356 292 363 283 317 265
Total 344 322 358 318 324 321 459 286 283 369

Unemployed as % of labor force

Tribal Areas 201 239 119 123 145 294 264 230 217 242
Surrounding Counttes 134 186 112 126 136 184 139 118 120 190
Other Metropolitan 104 147 94 122 87 147 107 96 130 00
Other Nonmetro 13 1 176 122 149 103 147 137 83 138 205
Total 142 172 102 124 96 214 214 112 147 218

Government workers at % of all employed

Trrbal Areas 353 458 230 218 187 558 445 358 395 577
Surrounding Counties 224 232 155 226 371 260 260 207 214 287
Other Metropolitan 172 130 183 141 155 196 349 174 156 00
Other Nonmetro 183 149 167 168 169 231 303 153 161 370

Total 235 198 182 219 166 346 366 195 238 439

Self-employed as % of all employed

Tnbal Areas 58 42 59 70 84 57 49 44 55 32
SurroundIng Counttes 54 53 52 55 58 61 36 68 55 51
Other Metropolitan 55 35 53 133 63 45 42 64 58 00
Other Nonmetro 74 54 71 72 88 64 64 122 78 48
Total 57 42 56 68 70 54 44 66 58 42

Agricultural group employees, % of all employed

Trrbal Areas 69 36 38 67 144 73 73 93 109 48
Surroundmg Counties 46 49 43 27 33 73 48 41 57 70
Other Metropolitan 24 15 22 33 28 23 33 26 43 00
Other Nonmetro 74 46 53 156 77 127 199 74 100 77
Total 47 29 31 60 46 64 64 36 69 60
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This same pattern (higher unemployment In Tribal Areas than more urban locations) holds
In all regions. However, there are some Important regional differences between Tnbal.,Areas
in this regard. Their unemployment rates are lowest (close to the metropolitan average) In the
Oklahoma and Eastern regions (both at 12 percent) and highest In the Plains (29 percent),
Anzona-New Mexico (26 percent), and Alaska (24 percent).
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Employment by Type of Worker
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Among those who do have Jobs, the composition of employment by type of worker for
Indians differs Importantly from that of the general population A much higher percent of AlAN
employment is provided by Jobs In government or nonprofit institutions (29 percent) than IS true
for non-Indians (22 percent) This also stands out most strongly In Tnbal Areas where 42 percent
of AlAN workers are In the public and nonprofit sectors (close to tWice the 23 percent for Indians
In Metropolitan Areas).

AlAN workers are less likely to be self-employed than non-Indians (5 7 percent vs. 7 0
percent) and have lower shares working for pnvate for-profit firms (64 percent vs 71 percent)
The self-employment rate for Indians does not vary much by area type, but there are Important
vanalions In pnvate for-profit employment The AlAN share of total employment In such Jobs
vanes from a high of 71 percent In Metropolitan Areas, down through the 66-68 percent range for
Surrounding Counties and other Nonmetropolitan Areas, reaching an average far below that level
for Tribal Areas (52 percent).

Employment in these two categones IS an indicator of the economic strength of a local
economy, Independent of government support. On Table 3.6, we have calculated a measure that
relates the size of such employment to the total population that must be supported the number
of employees in the pnvate for-profit and self-employment categones (termed PPSE employment)
per 1,000 populalion.

By this measure, AlAN populalions lag far behind with a national average of 255, 30
percent below the 362 average for non-Indians. Per capita, Tnbal Areas have larger dependent
populatIOns (more children), lower labor force partlclpalion rates, more unemployment, and more
dependence on government Jobs. It IS certainly not surpnslng then that the PPSE rate for Tnbal
Areas (158) IS far below (just about half) the average for Indians living elsewhere (311) The
latter figure is still below the average for non-Indians, but It IS at least within stnklng distance
The AlAN average In Tnbal Areas IS not, signifying incredible economic distress

The differences In employment composition between areas types found at the nalional
level (fewer pnvate and more government workers in Tnbal Areas than elsewhere) also
characterizes the pattern reglon-by-reglon, but again there are some notable differences (Table
35). For example, the regions In which government workers represent the lowest share of the
work force In Tnbal Areas are: the South-Central (19 percent), Oklahoma (22 percent), and
Eastern (23 percent) The highest government worker shares appear In Alaska (57 percent), the
Plains (56 percent), the North-Central (46 percent), and Anzona-New MexIco (45 percent)
Oklahoma and the South-Central are also noteworthy for having self-employment rates In Tnbal
Areas well above the average.
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Table 3 6
POPULATION AND LABOR FORCE RELATIONSHIPS

AlAN Population

Total AlAN
Non-AlAN Total Areas Other

Populatton (000) 245,592 2,010 740 1,270

labor force (000)
Armed forces 1,647 8 1 7
CIVIlian employment 114,429 723 201 522

Private for-prof 80,955 471 105 365
Self employed 7,991 42 12 30

Tot PPSE Empl 88,947 513 117 396
Other 25,482 211 84 126

Total Employed 116,076 732 202 529
Unemployed 7,651 121 51 71
TataI labor force 123,727 853 253 600

Percent of labor force
Armed forces 1 3 09 03 1 2
CIVIlian employment 925 848 797 870

Private for-prof 654 552 417 609
Self employed 65 49 46 50

Tot PPSE Empl 719 601 463 659
Other 206 247 334 211

Total Employed 938 858 799 882
Unemployed 62 142 201 11 8
Totallabor force 100 a 100 a 100 a 100 a

Per 1,000 population
Labor force 504 424 342 473
CIVilIan employment 466 360 272 411
PPSE employment 362 255 158 311

Employment by Industry and Occupation

67

The Industnal structure of the United States has changed dramatically dunng this century,
first With enormous Increases In agncultural productivity (our national agncultural output remains
high but the percentage of our workers reqUired to produce It IS now Just a tiny fraction of what
It once was) and then the same sort of thing happemng In manufacturing (although not to the
same extent as yet).

The first change was particularly Important for Indians. Even knowing the hiStOry,
however, the numbers come as something of a shock. Only 6 9 percent of all AlAN workers In

Tnbal Areas (4.6 percent In the Surrounding Counties and 7.4 percent in other Nonmetropolitan
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Areas) are now employed In agriculture, forestry, flshenes or mining The comparable average
for non-Indians nationally is just 3.1 percent There are simply very few formal jobs left available
In these sectors anymore anywhere This does not Imply that Indians have lost their ties to the
land, however Subsistence hunting, farming, and gathenng are still Important In many areas.

The AlAN population traditionally did not have a high share of ItS workforce In
manufacturing (given that sector's concentration In and around large urban areas) but interestingly
enough, With recent declines In manufactunng employment affecting all races, the AlAN share (16
percent) IS now on a par With that for non-Indians. With 64 percent of the total, however, trade
and services now dominate the AlAN workforce, and they do so to a roughly similar extent In all
area types

In terms of occupation (Table 34), AlAN workers are less likely to be In

professlonal/managenal jobs than non-Indians (19 percent vs. 26 percent), or In
techmcal/sales/admlnlstratlve POSitions (27 percent vs 32 percent). There IS not a great deal of
vanatlon In these relatIOnships by area type or region

POVERTY AND INCOME MEASURES

Incomes and Poverty

Given their employment problems enumerated above, It IS not surpnslng that Amencan
Indians and Alaska Natives are slgmflcantly more likely to be Impovenshed than non-Indians In
all parts of Amenca. In 1989, 34 percent of all AlAN households (compared with 24 percent of
non-Indian households) had annual Incomes of less than $15,000. Only 2 percent (compared
With 4 percent for non-Indians) earned $100,000 or more (Table 3 7).

A total of almost 200,000 AlAN households were In poverty, 84,900 In Tnbal Areas, 40,800
In Surrounding Counties, 49,700 In Metropolitan Areas, and 21,400 In other Nonmetropolitan
Areas. The AlAN poverty rate was 24 percent, almost twice that for non-Indians As would be
expected consldenng their typically weak economic base, AlAN poverty rates were highest In
Tnbal Areas (36 percent) and conSiderably lower In Metropolitan Areas (17 percent), other
Nonmetropolitan Areas (21 percent) and Surrounding Counties (23 percent)

Poverty rates also vaned Importantly by household type, the rates being much higher for
large family and nonfamlly households (33 percent and 34 percent respectively) than for elderly
households and small families (16 percent and 19 percent respectively). ThiS same pattern



Housmg Problems and Needs of Amencan Indians and Alaska NatIVes

Table 3 7
INCOME AND POVERTY, 1990

AlAN POPULATION NON·AIAN POPULATION

Tnbal Surr Other Other Tnbal Surr Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro Nanmet Total Areas Co Metro Nanmet

Pet of households by Income (SanO/yr)

Less than $15 338 469 304 253 347 242 319 229 219 328
$15-$29 279 280 288 263 315 256 288 258 243 298
$30·99 365 243 390 456 329 458 370 467 486 358
$100 or more 1 8 08 18 28 1 0 44 23 46 52 17
Total 100 a 100 a 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 a 1000 1000 1000

Pet of households In poverty

Elderly 162 248 107 105 154 64 92 52 53 96
Smallfarmly 19 1 293 179 129 179 92 124 84 84 120
Large family 325 449 269 204 289 170 218 157 158 221
Other-nonfarmly 335 472 306 253 373 193 264 176 171 287
All households 244 362 217 167 231 127 169 115 115 171

Pet of households by Income category

0·30 pet of median 19 1 258 168 157 164 126 127 115 127 128
31-50 pet of medIan 142 169 136 124 139 112 121 115 107 125
51-80 pet of median 187 19 1 192 180 196 165 167 168 161 179
81-95 pet of median 84 75 87 90 - 86 85 79 87 85 84
95+ pet of medIan 396 308 418 450 414 513 506 515 521 484
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

RatiO AlAN to Non-AlAN

Pet In poverty 193 215 188 145 135
Pet 0·50 pet med 140 172 132 120 120
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appeared In all area types with, of course, higher rates for all groups In Tnbal Areas than In other
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan environments. ThiS pattern was also typical for non-Indians.
Indeed, one of the reasons that the overall AlAN poverty rate IS so high IS that large families
make up comparatively such a large share of all AlAN households

Poverty rates, however, can be misleading indicators, distorting true compansons of well
being between different social groups and locations The reason IS that the poverty threshold
($12,674 In 1989 for a family of four) is defined as the same In all parts of the country Yet irving
costs are very different In different locations.. ThiS IS particularly true of hOUSing costs. For
example, the median monthly rent paid for rental hOUSing In Fairfield County, Connecticut (suburb
of New York) In 1989 was $709 and In Montgomery County, Maryland (suburb of Washington,
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D.C.) It was $740, but In Perkins County, South Dakota, It was $199 and In Fayetteville, Arkansas
It was $236 And other living costs are also much higher In Fairfield and Montgomery Counties
than they are In Perkins County and Fayetteville Clearly, a family whose Income was at the
poverty threshold could buy a much more satisfying standard of living In Perkins County than it
could In Fairfield County!'

This IS a particular problem In analyzing the comparative living standards of Amencan
Indians and Alaska Natlves--they have very low Incomes by national standards, but a much larger
share of them live In low-cost locations

Incomes Related to Local Medians

HUD uses an alternative approach for companng household Incomes that takes vanatlons
In living costs Into account and largely aVOids this problem In thiS system, a household's Income
IS related to the median Income In Its own local labor market area, and median Incomes serve
as a reasonable proxy for differences In living costs between those areas For example, the 1990
median annual Income was $49,891 In Fairfield County but only $19,862 In PerkinS County

Households are generally eligible for HUD programs If they are Low-Income (L1--lncomes
below 80 percent of the local median) and are given pnonty for housing assistance If they are
Very Low-Income (VLI--incomes below 50 percent of the median) A VLI household In PerkinS
County then IS one whose Income IS below $9,931, but VLI households In Fairfield County have
Incomes ranging up to $24,946.

Table 3.7 also shows vanatlons In AlAN Income levels, compared to those of non-Indians,
uSing thiS approach. The data tell the same basIc story. Nationally, one third of all AlAN
households are Very Low-Income (compared to 24 percent for non-Indians) and 52 percent of
AlAN households are Low-Income (compared to 40 percent for non-Indians) AlAN households
have slgmflcantly larger shares In these lower-Income groups than non-Indians In all types of
areas, and among AlAN households, lower Income shares are highest by far In Tnbal Areas and
less sizeable elsewhere

The panel at the bottom of the Table 3.7 gives direct compansons of the Impacts of these
two types of measures. Overall, the AlAN poverty rate IS 93 percent higher than that for non
Indians but, taking differences In liVing costs Into account via the median Income approach, the
AlAN Very Low-Income rate is only 40 percent higher than that for non-Indians, a gap that IS a

I better measure of real differences in liVing standards. Indians are stili found to be Significantly

"Gabriel, et ai, (1993) have shown that the disparities In housing prices between US metropolitan areas grew
slgnrrlcantly over the 1980s
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worse off economically than non-Indians, but the gap IS not as large as the poverty rate
compansons would Imply

These data also show how the gaps vary by area type. Compared to those of non
Indians, AlAN VLI rates are 72 percent higher In Tnbal Areas, 32 percent higher In the
Surrounding Counties, and only 20 percent higher In other Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan
Areas Indeed, while acljustmg for livmg costs does make a dIfference, It does not alter the
general conclusIOn. AlAN Tribal Areas remam as probably the most devastatmgly Impoverished
commumtles m America

Regional vanatlons In VLI rates are presented In Table 3 8 Looking across the Tnbal
Area category, these rates are lowest In the Oklahoma (30 percent) and Eastern (36 percent)
regIOns They are significantly higher In the Anzona-New MexIco, North-Central, and Plains
regIOns (all above 50 percent). This same general regional pattern shows up in the Surrounding
County category as well, although at lower levels In the other categones, regional vanatlon in
VLI rates IS not as pronounced

Table38
INCOME AND POVERTY INDICATOR5--BY AREA TYPE AND REGION
AlAN Population and Households

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg B Reg 9
Total North- South- Anz- Calif· Paclf -
US Cenlral Eastern Okla Central Plams N Mex Nav No West Alaska

Very low Income households, % all households

Tnbal Areas 424 534 359 302 385 529 551 494 390 427
Surrounding Counties 302 371 301 260 240 417 349 264 278 303
Other Metropolitan 281 339 278 269 253 378 298 249 306 00
Other Nonmetro 303 307 307 276 289 362 202 241 283 304
Total 330 369 293 294 270 441 473 267 308 332

Households 1M poverty, % of all households

Tribal Areas 366 440 279 244 361 494 545 356 324 254
Surrounding Counties 213 290 220 188 235 363 285 151 19 1 143
Other Metropolitan 167 229 165 215 159 261 300 113 195 00
Other Nonmetro 231 238 227 251 239 293 203 146 216 159
Total 242 273 193 234 196 373 446 143 225 200
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Gaming in Tribal Areas
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There have been many media accounts of late about substantial income earned by Indian
tnbes from gaming establishments Most of these enterpnses were Initiated after 1990, the date
of the Census Information presented above ThiS trend, however, has had very little effect on the
wealth of Indian communities overall So far, gaming has proven successful in only a few of the
Tnbal Areas where It has been tned and It has not yet been tned In most of them. Many of the
others are much too remote from urban centers for profitable gaming ever to be feasible

One ,study (Robinson, 1993) Indicates that there were only 81 active Indian gaming
operations In the United States In 1992 Yet there were a total of 508 Tnbal Areas (309, If Alaska
IS excluded) It was also estimated that 15,900 persons were employed by these operations (and
a non-tnvlal portion of those were non-Indians) Yet 15,900 represents only 8 percent of total
AlAN cIvilian employment In Tnbal Areas In 1990 Gaming has substantially enhanced the
economic well-being of several of these areas, but it has left most of them untouched In general,
reservations and other Tnbal Areas are stili charactenzed by deep and persistent poverty

DIVERSITY ACROSS TRIBAL AREAS

Summary of Findings So Far

ReVieWing the Indicators presented In thiS chapter to thiS pOint, several reasonably
consistent findings emerge that can be summanzed as follows'

1 Compared to non-Indians, the AlAN population nationally IS more family onented,
but along several dimenSions, substantially more prone to economic distress

2. These charactenstlcs (stronger family onentatlon, weaker economic conditions)
distingUish the AlAN population from the general population In all area types and regions

3 Consistently, these differences are most pronounced In reserv~tIons and other
Tnbal Areas WhiCh, as noted, remain probably the most devastatingly Impovenshed communities
In Amenca. AlAN charactenstlcs more closely resemble those of the general population in
metropolitan areas, but differences are stili noteworthy even there

4 In contrast, key social and economic indicators for the non-Indian population do
not exhibit as much vanatlon geographically.
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5. But for the AlAN population, there are also evidences of notable diversity, even
among Tribal Areas

ThiS latter pOint comes out In examining regional differences across area types, and there
also appeared to be some consistency in these patterns. For example, with respect to some of
the characteristics by which Tribal Areas on average most differ from the general population,
scores for the Tribal Areas of some regions (In particular, the PlainS, Arizona-New Mexico, and
Alaska) are even more extreme: e.g., they have yet larger shares of their households are large
families, female headed, and Very Low Income, and yet larger shares of their labor force are
unemployed or holding government jobs. In contrast, the Tribal Areas of the Oklahoma and
Eastern regions are In the opposite position along each of these dimensions; i e., more like AlAN
populations In Metropolitan Areas and the non-Indian population In general:

Stili, thiS examination is not enough to show that it is the regional environment itself, rather
than some other set of factors, that causes such variations. And It begs the question, to what
extent do Tribal Areas exhibit diversity along these lines wlthm regions?

The Extent of Diversity

Several approaches were taken to assess the extent and nature of diverSity among Tribal
Areas The first and Simplest was to tabulate the number of Tribal Areas and their populations
In a number of ranges for several variables. Two examples are shown In Figure 3.1. Both show
conSiderable diverSity. The pie charts at the top show that one quarter of all Tribal Areas are
extremely poor (86 percerlt or more of all households are low-income. I.e, With incomes less than
80 percent of the local median), but these Areas are typically small and account for only 4 percent
of the national AlAN population living In Tribal Areas. At the other extreme, In 19 percent of the
Tribal Areas, less'than half of households are low-income and these are much larger, together
accounting for 24 percent of the total population

The charts at the bottom of Figure 3.1 show the variation In the PPSE variable discussed
earlier. Again, there are a substantial number of Tribal Areas In dire circumstances according to
thiS measure: 24 percent of all Areas With less than 50 private for-profit or self-employed workers
per thousand population But these are also small on average, accounting for only 6 percent of
the population At the other end of the scale, one quarter of the Areas have at least a
comparatively strong pnvate employment base With a PPSE ratio of 176 or more. And these are
also much larger, accounting for 41 percent of the total Tribal Area AlAN population.



-------------------------------------------- - -

Housmg Problems and Needs of Amencan Indians and Alaska Nallves

Percent of Households Low Income

74

51~65%

22%

86%+
4%

Percent of Areas

Pnvate For-Profit Employment
Per 1,000 PopulatIOn

Percent of PopulatIon

0-50
6%

51-lOa
38%

176+
41%

Percent of Areas

101-175
15%

Percent of PopulatIon

FIGURE 3.1 Variations Among Tribal Areas: Percent Households Low Income and Percent
Private For-Profit Employees Per 1,000 Population

A second approach was to plot the locations of the Tnbal Areas sconng highest and
lowest on a number of measures. Figure 3.2 shows the results for two vanables. The map at
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FIGURE 3.2 Tribal Areas Ranking Highest and Lowest Poverty Rates and Population
Growth Rates
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the top shows the locations of the highest and the lowest 25 percent of all Tnbal Areas with
respect to poverty rates _ Here, a fairly clear pattern emerges. Areas with the lowest poverty
rates are found almost universally close to the nation's coastlines, while those with the highest
poverty are almost all located In central areas.

On the map below, however, (showing the highest and lowest 25 percent according to
population growth rates) there IS no clear regional pattern--some of the highest and some of the
lowest occur In all regions And most of the maps like thiS constructed for other social and
economic vanables looked more like the growth rate map than the poverty rate map; i.e.,
performance within regions was far from homogenous. There were no consistent regional
patterns

Another approach was to examine these dlstnbutlons statistically To do thiS, all Tnbal
Areas, were diVided Into three groups Small (less than 200 AlAN population), Medium (200
1,500), and Large (above 1,500). We then looked at the mean values for a number of indicators
for the Tnbal Areas In each group and computed coefficients of varlatlon.22

The top panel of Table 39 shows the results for selected indicators. Two main
conclUSions can be drawn. First, the mean values do not vary much by size (certainly not In any
consistent way) Second, there IS a considerable amount of varlalion within each category.

The coeffiCients of variation for the Small category are not shown (because with small
sample sizes In these areas, the results Inherently less reliable), but even In the Medium and
Large groups, variations are substantial. Looking at the Medium group, for example, we see that
the greatest amount of variation eXists within In the distributions of percentages employed In the
agncultural Industry group and percentages self-employed (coeffiCients over 100 In both cases).
The distribution of the share of the population under 18 years of age exhibits the least variation
(coefficient of 13 8), followed by the percent of households that are mamed with children (28.9).

The bottom panel shows, as an example, the results for one of these variables (the
percent of the over 25 population that has not graduated from high school), by region. Here,
there are some differences between the size groups in some regions, but the patterns exhibit no
consistency (In some cases the scores Increase with Size, In others they decrease with Size, in
others there IS no dlreclional pattern, and In yet others they are relatively flat). Also important,
the coeffiCients of vanation are sizeable within each region, Ie, there IS substantial statislical
variance from the average ThiS was true for most'of the 'other vanabies we examined in this

"The means are the averages of the scores for all Tribal Areas In each group Since they are not weighted by the
populations In each Area, they differ (sometimes markedly) from the averages for the total populations for the same
variables In the tables presented earlier In thiS chapter The coefficient of variation IS the standard deviation of the
distribution calculated as a percentage of the mean
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TabJe39,
VARIATiON AMONG TRIBAL AREAS--SELECTED INDICATORS

,. I '

Mean Value Med &Lg , CoeffiCIent Vanatlon

Tot 8m Med Lg HIgh Low Tot Med Lg

SELECTED INDICATORS

Age and household structure

Pet pop under 18 years 392 366 416 417 570 00 302 138 100
Pct hsehld married w/chlld 423 388 459 439 872 163 473 289 192
Pet hsehld fem head w/chlld 224 224 221 238 ,655 00 760 472 393

Economic

Pet pop >25 not H S grad 441 470 418 396 737 156 425 297 232
Pet empl . agnclforJflshiml 68 73 62 73 393 00 1785 1095 601
Pet empl gov't workers 470 476 471 437 938 41 547 430 356
Pcl empl self-employed 54 69 38 59 497 00 2381 1130 1166
Pct hsehld In poverty 334 316 334 414 828 18 605 443 316

PCT >25 NOT H S GRAD. BY REGION

1 North Central 409 416 407 409 627 247 309 229 58
2 Eastern 441 507 383 454 683 159 479 306 167
3 Oklahoma 321 182 326 331 435 156 241 283 174
4 South Central 396 341 404 675 675 283 464 284 NC
5 Plams 401 729 372 381 545 206 348 270 167
6 Anzonal-New MeXICO 424 483 398 45.0 724 164 438 453 244
7 Calif -Nevada 447 455 426 NC 737 228 558 274 NC
8 Paclflc Northwest 362 344 378 353 623 255 468 281 106
9 AlasKa 481 497 459 336 673 228 332 254 NC
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manner on a regional baSIS. This again supports the conclusion that simply knOWing In what
region a Tnbal Area IS located IS not enough to tell you much about ItS social and economic
circumstances

Contrasting Conditions: Selected Tribal Areas

The statistics above demonstrate that a substantial amount of diverSity eXists among Tnbal
Areas In their social and economic profiles, even Within regions The hard statistics, however,
do not give much of a flavor of what different Tnbal Areas are really like. To help to do that, we
offer set of observations for five very different field-survey sites vIsited as a part of thiS study
These combine some of the relevant statistics With observations of phySical Circumstances,
institutional settings, and lifestyles The five are.

Kipnuk, an Eskimo (Yuplk) Village In Alaska (462 population), IS located on the Benng Sea
below the ArctiC Circle. It IS extremely remote (515 miles from Anchorage), accessible only by
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boat or plane or, In winter, by snowmobile or dogsled It expenences Arctic conditions, Including
permafrost and long, cold, and dark winters

The Villagers In Kipnuk rely heavily on a subSistence economy, and cash IS extremely
scarce. The pnmary forms of subSistence activities are sealing, whaling, hunting walrus, and
fishing. There IS very little conventional employment of any kind (only 42 PPSE Jobs per 1,000
population)

Village leaders note a tension between the costs of developing and operating modem
housing with water, sewer, heating, and other conveniences and the uncertainty of a regular
Income Tnbal members we interviewed generally told us that housing In Kipnuk has not been
properly designed or constructed for environmental conditions there. While most of the IHA
homes are only seven years old on average, they are In ternble condition.

Housing IS bUilt on elevated foundations that must be leveled twice a year for stabilization
In the tundra sOils, and Villagers must use boardwalks to get from building to bUilding. The
foundations have shifted and, because there IS no cross-braCing, the frames have twisted,
opening gaps In door and Window frames Floonng (usually only 1/4 Inch of plywood) IS set off
the ground, resulting In high Wind effects that have damaged the underside of the floor and
allowed Significant penetration of cold and sea water spray Into the area beneath It In addition,
many of the homes have wood burning stoves, even though wood IS extremely scarce In the area.
Some reSidents had resorted to stealing the boardwalk wood to heat their homes

Local conditions, other than environmental ones, are also not taken Into account In the
design and delivery of housing For example, while the subSistence economy IS Vital In Kipnuk,
the housing proVided typically affords little space for the preparation and storage of fish and other
foods

Overal!, the Village expenences sever!" overcrowding, and the lack ,of Indoor plumbing
(Villagers use honeybuckets) has caused severe health problems The inCidence of hepatitiS and
other infectious diseases IS extremely high there, as It IS In other parts of Alaska

Navajo reservation, as noted In Chapter 1, IS by far the largest Tnbal Area In the US,
both In terms of population (148,700 people, 2 25 times larger than the next largest Tnbal Area-
almost all of whom are Indians) and land area (148 million acres) It IS located In the four
corners area of the United States, where the borders of Utah, Anzona, Colorado, and New MexIco
Intersect Its terrain ranges from almost lifeless desert valleys to lush mountain valleys--vlsually,
some of the most ~ramatlc and beautiful landforms In the country
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Many of the people stili live pnmanly by keeping sheep In remote areas, but others work
In towns In an around the reseNatlon like Window Rock, Gallup, and Shiprock. It IS also among
the poorest Indian commUnities 59 percent of ItS households have very-low Incomes and It has
only 97 PPSE Jobs per 1,000 population.

Established by treaty In 1868, the Navajo Nation IS nch In culture, hiStOry, and natural
resources. In 1923, following the discovery of nch 011 deposits on the reseNatlon, the Navajos
created a tnbal government to aid resource development. The Navajo are world-renowned for
their silver crafting, sand palnling, and rug making, and the Navajo Nation maintains offices to
actively encourage arts, crafts, tounsm, and other Industnes

With an annual budget of $95 million, the Navajo have the largest tnbal administration of
any Amencan Indian/Alaska Native community Tnbal administration Includes offices and direct
funds for housing, economic development, community development, health and other seNlces
The Navajo Nation IS divided Into 110 Chapters, which are generally clan-related and
autonomous Each Chapter has ItS own government The Navajo have three dlslinct and
separate branches of government an Executive branch (the President's office), a Judicial branch,
and a Legislative branch compnsed of 88 delegates from the Chapters

The Navajo Nation has a large and fairly sophisticated housing system and IS
knowledgeable about most Federal, State, and pnvate housing funds which may be utilized on
and off the reseNation One major housing problem IS the lack of funding available for
Infrastructure and utilities Apparently, many members prefer to live In very remote areas of the
reseNation without eXlsling utilities or seNlces Providing such amenities IS extremely difficult and
costly.

Another problem appears to be related to very poor land use planning There IS some
clash between traditional values and encroachment of the necessity for more pragmatic resource
allocation and planning On the one hand, the Navajo have not traditionally lived In clustered
housing as the traditional lifestyle of many relies on grazing. The grazing nghts Issue, which
allows land to be allocated based on the number of livestock permits a family has, dnves land
use At the Chapter level, the perpetuation of the customary grazing land use areas has a higher
pnonty than any other land use needs, including housing

Creek Nation TJSA, In Oklahoma, IS a very different type of living environment With an
Indian populalion of 45,190, It IS the third largest Tnbal Area But, while It does contain a large
number of Indians, the area IS open and Integrated with larger economy of the State--the non
Indian population within ItS boundanes IS 12 times larger than the Indian population And much
of ItS population (Indian and non-Indian) lives In urban commUnities The tnbal members have
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,
a qUite strong pnvate employment base (302 PPSE employees per 1,000 population) and
comparatively little poverty.

The Creek Nation (many creeks In their homeland, also called Muscogee Nation) has
Junsdlctlon over all or part of eight counties. Under a constitution approved In 1979, It IS governed
by a 31-member tnbal council compnsed of representatives elected from eight dlstncts, led by a
pnnclpal chief Tnbal government employs about 400 people

Rosebud The Rosebud reservation, created by the Act of 1889, covers 528,000 acres
of trust land In South Dakota abutting the Nebraska border It IS qUite remote and Isolated--140
miles from the nearest sizeable urban area Very few non-Indians live Within the reservation The
Rosebud SIOUX tnbe IS part of the Teton divIsion of the SIOUX. Tnbal enrollment IS now over
18,800, 7,998 live on the reservation The reservatIOn has nine dlstncts, two of which are major
population centers--Rosebud and Antelope

The region's economy IS pnmanly based on agnculture and minerai extractlon--sectors no
badly detenorated. The reservation IS also among the poorest, With an extremely weak
employment base (71 PPSE Jobs per 1,000 population). There has been some growth of Indian
business enterpnse In the last few years, but much of It IS owned and operated by non-Indians
The tnbe IS currently awaiting final approval on a gambling casino to be constructed In the next
few months The casino IS slated to be located on the southern boundary of the reservation,
about 20 miles from Valentin, Nebraska There IS currently no plan to construct housing and
other economic enterpnses, such as motels or restaurants, near the proposed casino and It likely,
therefore, that non-Indians Will undertake these enterpnses

The lack of Income severely restncts the ability of households to contnbute to maintenance
of their homes or to capital Improvements And rehab needs far exceed the funds available
While scattered site housing IS a goal of the tnbe, the reality of program funding has not made
thiS possible The geography of the area limits the availability of utilities and roads and Increases
their costs significantly .

In general, any sense of cultural values or traditions which might be expressed In
architecture or design has not been realized. For example, many tnbal members expressed a
desire for log cabinS, homeownershlp, and family compounds (as opposed to "clusters of
strangers")

Tulalip The Tulallp are one of three diVISions of the Twana, a Salish tnbe on the west
Side of Hoods Canal, WaShington ThiS branch lived hlstoncally on a small stream, near the head
of the canal, which was called Dulaylp The Tulallp reservation IS located about 25 miles north
of Seattle, Washington, on Tulallp Bay, a picturesque area of clean air, trees, water, and snow-
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capped mountains While the Tulalip tribe has over 3,000 members, only about 1,000 currently, ' ,

live on the reservation Several hundred members live In nearby commUnities

Tulalip residents have historically made their living primarily In fishing and timber-related
Industries. The fishing IS seasonal and, like the timber business, has not been good In recent
years The tribal council sees as one of ItS main goals the creation of Jobs for tribal members
For a number of years, the tribe has operated a bingo parlor and, two years ago, opened a casino
adjacent to It The casino employs approximately 600 people, many from the tribe Other tribal
enterprises Include a marina, a timber business, a seasonal fireworks/concession stand, and a
land leasing enterprise One interesting source of employment for tribal members IS the set of
the televIsion show, Northern Exposure. Some tribal members have appeared on the show as
extras, and scenes, from the show have been filmed on the reservation

Each year at Christmas, the tribal council gives each member $200 from the tribe's
earnings, with the rest of the money being reinvested In tribal enterprises. The tribe currently has
the first option to rebuy land which was formerly sold from ItS allotment to non-tribal members
The tribe leases out much of ItS land to non-Indians, Indeed, almost half the population on the
reservation IS non-Indian

Although employment IS available to most members of the tribe, marlY members are not
making a competitive wage Many young adults stili live with their parents because they earn too
much to qualify for assisted housing, but not enough to afford market rate rentals In the area
Overcrowded households have lead to a number of problems, Including domestic violence and
destruction and deterioration of housing Units

THE SEARCH FOR PATTERNS

Factors Influencing Diversity: Hypotheses

Factors that affect the economic well-being of tribal areas have been examined In depth
by Cornell and Kalt (1989, 1991, 1992). In discussing these factors we rely primarily on their
themes, offenng only a few vanatlons While devIsing better methods of developing Tribal Area
economies IS not a part of the mission of this study, learning more about how and why economic
conditions vary is Important to the purposes of this report The nature of a Tribal Area's economy
IS likely to both explain much about current housing conditions and offer clues as to the potentials
for different housing strategies In the future
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It IS helpful to group the forces dnvlng the diversity we have identified In three categones.
(1) Intemal resources, (2) integration with the broader economy; and (3) institutional-cultural
factors.

Internal Resources In assessing the strength of local economies, much of economic
theory stresses Intemal resources BaSically, these are either human resources (the skills of the
labor force) or natural resources (SOIl quality, timber, and minerai resources, but also scemc
beauty as an attraction for tounsm) Tnbal Areas certainly vary across these dimenSIOns. As to
human resources, we noted that there IS substantial diverSity With respect to educations levels,
qUite Sizeable coeffiCients of vanatlon, for example, With respect to the share of all adults that had
not graduated from high school. As to natural resources there are also vast differences between
Tnbal Areas Most reservations have negligible minerai wealth while others are replete With all
wells Comell and Kalt note that the Crow Tnbe of Montana owns one of the largest reserves of
stnppable coal In the world (In 1988, the tnbe's assets were valued at about $27 million, over $3
million per person)

Integration with the Broader Economy. This IS a theme that emerged strongly In
assessing the field survey results of thiS study. We noted above, for example, the differences
between Kipnuk and Rosebud on one hand (poor, remote, and Isolated) and the Creek Nation
TJSA and the Tulalip reservation (close to urban settlements, With large numbers of non-Indians
liVing Within their borders, and With much less poverty). Two vanables were denved from our data
base to quantify the extent of diverSity along these lines

First, the data files Identify, by coordinates, the centrOid of each Tnbal Area Merging
these With other Census files, we were able to calculate the distance between each Tnbal Area
and the nearest urban place With a population of 50,000 or more (hereafter referred to as large
urban area) The pie charts at the top of Figure 3 3 show the vanatlon. Contrary to the popular
Image of the remoteness of most reservations, we found that one third of all Tnbal Areas are
Within 50 miles (a reasonable commuting distance) of a City at least that size. And these were
larger than the average, accounting for 39 percent of the total Tnbal Area AlAN population
natIOnally. At the other extreme, 29 percent of the Areas are more than 300 miles from a large
urban area (many of these are Alaska Villages). They are much smaller on average, accounting
for only 5 percent of the populatIOn.

The lower panel on Figure 3.3 shows that a slgmlicant number of Tnbal Areas are "open"
In the sense that they have large non-Indian populations reSiding Within their boundanes. For Just
'over one quarter of all Tnbal Areas, the ratIO of total populatIOn to AlAN population IS at least 2 a
(I e , there are at least as many non-Indians as Indians liVing Within them) and as we noted In the
examples above, for a number of them the ratIOs are much higher than that And these too are
larger than average, accounting for about 40 percent of the total Tnbal Area AlAN population
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It would be expected that another factor of relevance here would be the strength of the
economy.of the surrounding region Our sample observations suggest that a Tnbal Area IS likely
to be better off In terms of Income If It IS close to, and well Integrated With, the economy of ItS
region, but we would also expect that whether the region Itself IS booming or In decline would also
make a difference

Institutional/Cultural Factors. In this area, In particular, Comell and Kalt have made
Important contributions to understanding They note that while the Crow reservation SitS on an
extremely valuable resource base It has not translated those resources Into substantially
Increased Incomes for ItS tnbal members: "three quarters of ItS workforce IS unemployed and half
the population receives some form of public assistance" Three quarters of those ~ho do work
have govemment Jobs In contrast, other tnbes have been qUite entrepreneunal In developing
their economic potenbals and generating employment White Mountain Apache IS a notable
example The tnbe operates nine tnbally-owned enterpnses and "has had repeated success In
raising (extemal) capital and attracting employers" . Approximately half the employment on the
reservation IS In enterpnses as opposed to govemment services" (Comell and Kalt, 1989)

What accounts for such differences? Their analyses show that both forms of govemment
and cultural factors play Important roles White Mountain Apache has a strong chief executive
form of govemment and IS charactenzed by strong tnbal control over day-to-day deCISion making
Crow, In contrast, has a constitutionally-based general council form of govemment In which all
voting-age tnbal members Sit on the council (no separation of powers and no checks and
balances), and ItS constitution proVides the Secretary of the Intenor With the nght of disapproval
over counCil actions In consldenng a broader vanety of tnbes, Comell and Kalt also note
differences In the capacities of tnbal bureaucracies, differences In traditional structural
relationships (In some cases, tnbal members Identify much more strongly With clans Within the
recogmzed tnbe rather than the tnbe Itself), and other cultural-misfits (In some cases, the Federal
govemment has Imposed forms of tnbal govemance that are inconsistent With the tnbal culture)
Their statistical analySIS for selected tnbes shows that these factors do have an Important
Influence on Incomes and economic development

Analysis

Clearly, the determination of the economic well-being among Tnbal Areas IS complex
There IS tremendous diversity In outcomes, and a long list of factors that appears to have sO,me
Influence In determining them The Census data files used In this study have reasonable
measures for a number of them, although several that appear to be Important are missing' e g ,
the value of natural resources on the reservation and the nature of tnbal govemance and ItS mesh
With tnbal culture.
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Nonetheless, Since these data files cover all areas, It should be useful to test the relative
Importance of those factors for which data are available--wlthout expecting to explain a high
proportion of the diverSity that has been Identified.

The starting pOint for this work was a simple correlatIOn analysIs. This found no strong
correlations between the relevant vanables For example, the Pearson correlatIOn coefficients
between the vanable "low-income households as a percent of total" and others were as follows
-034 for PPSE employment per 1,000 population, -0 15 for the ratIO of total populatIOn to AlAN
populatIOn, 0 12 for the distance between the Area and the nearest large urban area; -.04 for the
absolute size of the 1990 population; 0.02 for the 1980-90 populatIOn growth rate, and 0.02 for
the percentage of adults that had not graduated from high school. (For complete data, see Annex
6A at the end of Chapter 6)

RegreSSion analysIs, however, yielded more Significant findings. We chose PPSE
employment per 1,000 populatIOn as the dependent vanable (It can be seen as a rough measure
of the natural strength of the local economy--a direct measure of Income was not chosen because
all such measures available are distorted to some extent In that they mix transfer payments with
earned income) The Independent vanables were (1) the ratio of total populatIOn to AlAN
population, (2) the log of the distance between the Area and the nearest large urban area; (3) the
percentage of adults that had not graduated from high school, (4) the 1980-90 population growth
rate; and (5) a dummy vanable Indicating whether the Tnbal Areas were In a "coastal" region
(Eastern, Cahfomla-Nevada, or PacifiC Northwest) or not

SpeCIfications and results are presented In Annex 3A at the end of this chapter. This
regression explained 29 percent of the vanatlon In the PPSE ratio--reasonably strong for cross
sectional analysIs And all of the vanables were statistically Significant at the 99 percent level
(except for the population growth rate--slgnrflcance level of 666).

Interpretation and Typology

These analyses confirm the view that AlAN Tnbal Areas In the United States cannot easily
be stereotyped. They vary from each other to a Significant extent along many dimensions And
while they clearly do not account for all relevant forces, vanabies that measure the extent of a
Tnbal Area's integratIOn with the broader economy do seem to be Important. They are not final
determinants' Ie, It seems hkely that With the nght leadership and institutional structure, a remote
tnbe could succeed economically, and It IS qUite pOSSible for an open reservation Within the
bounds of a thnvlng metropohtan area to be qUite poor. .
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Nonetheless, other things being equal, Tnbal Areas that are close to urban centers,
comparatively open, with low share of adults that have not graduated from high school, and
located In coastal regions, are likely to perform better economically

What IS Important from a policy standpoint IS that those areas have different needs
(probably less senous) and different strategic opportunllies than Areas that are more remote and
Isolated There IS no one correct economic development strategy (nor we suspect, one correct
housing assistance strategy) that Will lit all Areas

To Illustrate the effect and magnitude of these differences, a rough typology has been
constructed (Table 3 10) All of the 508 Inhabltated Tnbal Areas are first diVided Into three
groups "Near Urban" (Within 50 miles of a large urban area), "Remote" (farther away than that),
and "Alaska" (all of the Alaska Villages were kept separate In thiS typology because they are
more Similar to each other and their location offers a different set of policy options and
constraints). The variations In charactenstlcs are marked

Near Urban ThiS category Includes 159 Tnbal Areas (31 percent of the total), but has
an AlAN population of 284,400 (38 percent of the total) It has, on average, a high level of PPSE
employment (227 per 1,000 population) and a comparatively small share of ItS households are
VLI (very low-lncome--34 percent).

Remote. ThiS category Includes 148 Areas (29 percent) With a much larger population
of 406,500 (55 percent) Its average PPSE employment ratio IS not much more than half that of
the Near Urban group (119) and a much higher share of ItS households are VLI (49 percent),
Areas Within It have many fewer non-Indians Within their boundanes (total population to AlAN
population averages 1 6) than those In the Near Urban group (average ratio of 9 9). They also
have a larger average household size (34 persons) than those that are Near Urban (28
persons).

Alaska, as noted earlier, has a large number of Tribal Areas (199 or 39 percent), but a
small total AlAN population (48,500 or 7 percent) It has the lowest PPSE employment ratio of
these groups (79) and the same of households In the VLI category as the Remote group

Some groups have been further subdiVided as to whether they are "Large and Open"
(population of 400 or more and total to AlAN population ratio of 2 0 or more) and whether they
have a "Strong Private Employment Base" (200 PSE employees or more per 1,000 population)
or not.

Large and Open Most of the Large and Open Tribal Areas are In the Near Urban group
(46 With a population of 186,100). They have on average the highest PPSE ratio (242) and the
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lowest VLI share (31 percent). Because of the earlier diScussion of the positive performance of
Oklahoma In many regional Indicators and the naturally open nature of ItS TJSA Tnbal Areas, It
was expected that the Oklahoma TJSAs might account for all of this category. They do account
for a large share of the population, but there are many other Tnbal Areas In other regions (37 of
them) that also fit these specifications

Table310
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF AlAN AREAS, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

AlAN (000) Pet Hsehrds
Total Pnv Miles

No of Pop I Emp I Nearest
AlAN Pepu- House- Popl AlAN 1,000 Urban Low-
Areas fatlon holds Hseld Pop Pop Center Income VLI

NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Pov Empl
Oklahoma 7 1306 560 23 95 268 34 49 29
Other 10 189 67 28 538 247 21 58 39

Subtotal 17 1495 627 24 151 266 27 50 30
Lower Pov Empl 29 366 117 31 110 146 26 57 38
Total 46 1861 744 25 142 242 27 51 31

Other
Strong Pnv Empl 44 363 116 31 27 312 27 53 33
Lower Pnv Empl 69 62 a 165 38 1 2 131 27 70 48
Total 113 983 281 35 17 198 27 63 43

Total 159 2844 1025 28 99 227 27 54 34

REMOTE
Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl 6 677 288 24 162 230 74 51 31
Lower Pov Empl 18 363 117 31 45 108 98 68 48
Total 24 1040 405 26 12 1 188 85 56 36

NavajO 4 1460 359 41 10 97 99 n 59

Other
Strong Pov Empl 16 105 27 39 68 234 103 64 40
Lower Pov Empl 104 1460 392 37 1 2 84 104 71 52
Total 120 1565 41 9 37 16 94 104 71 51

Total 148 4065 1183 34 41 119 96 67 49

ALASKA 199 485 132 37 1 6 79 418 68 49

TOTAL 508 7397 2340 316 62 158 93 62 43
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A much smaller share of the Tnbal ~reas In the Remote group are Large and Open (24
or 16 percent). These areas also have a notably stronger pnvate employment base (and lower
shares of VLI households) than other Remote Areas on average

Other Areas There are another 113 Tnbal Areas In the Near Urban category, and though
their economic performance measure are not as strong as their counterparts that,are Large and
Open, they clearly are dOing better than the residual Areas In the Remote category

In terms of ItS employment base and the extent of very-low Income households, the
Navajo Reservation has scores very Similar to the other less open Tnbal Areas In the Remote
category It IS shown separately only because It IS so large In companson to the rest (With a
population of 146,000 compared to an average of 1,304 for the others)

This typology again Illustrates that marked differences eXist In the social and economic
circumstances of Tnbal Areas And It shows that large shares of the Tnbal Area AlAN population
nationally live In areas where pnvate market forces seem to be operating The meaning of these
differences for housing strategies Will be explored In Chapters 6 and 7
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Annex 3A
Multiple Regression Analysis
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Dependent Variables

Independent Variables

Vanatlon

R-Square
Standard Error

AnalysIs of Variance

PPSE

SHARE

HIGH

POP89

LNDIS50

BICOAST

2912
8127

Private For-Prof,t And Self-Employed
Persons Per 1,000 Persons, AlAN Area

Ratio Of Total Tribal Area Population To AlAN
PopulatIOn
Percentage of Adults That Had Not Graduated From
High School
Percentage Change Of AlAN Population From 1980
to 1990
Natural Log Of Distance From AlAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons
If AlAN Area Is Located In State Bordering East or
West Coast, BICOAST ~ 1, 0 Otherwise

Degrees of Freedom 5
Mean Dep Variable 114
F Value 35
Probability> F 0001

Variable: Parameter Est : Std. Error: T for HO Prob> ITI:

INTERCEPT 20642 1769 11 67 0001
SHARE 267 049 536 0001
HIGH -1 51 035 -422 0001
POP89 0009 002 043 6661
LNDIS50 -2246 336 -674 0001
BICOAST 4944 1022 484 0001



Chapter 4

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES
OF URBAN INDIANS

Chapter 3 provided analysIs of the social and economic circumstances of the AlAN
populalJon. It noted several consistent pattems In the differences between Indians and non
Indians and also In the differences between Indians living In vanous types of areas It also
recognized, however, that substantial diversity eXists wlthm these area-types Such diversity IS
also notable for Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives who live In urban areas.

This chapter analyzes the spatial pattems and SOCial and economic circumstances of AlAN
populalJons living In metropolitan settings, focusing on 15 areas In which urban Indians are most
concentrated Through this analysIs, we hope to ennch our understanding of the slmllantles and
diversity of living condllJons of these populations and, thereby, how their problems and
opportUnities contrast with those of Indians that remain In their more tradllJonal homelands

WHERE DO URBAN INDIANS LIVE?

Most urban Indians were bom or raised on reservalJons and subsequently moved to the
City (Sorkin 1978) Dunng WWII, many Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives expenenced new
opportunities In the military and, defense Industnes, giVing them hope for achievement that no
longer eXisted In Indian country. Given that expenence and the limited economic opportunities
In most Tnbal Areas, many Indians left their tradllional homelands In search of opportUnity In
cities

SniPP (1989) notes that, beginning In the early 1950s, the Bureau of Indian Affalrs~ (SIA)
relocalJon programs attempted to reduce reservation unemployment and hasten Indian
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assimilation by encouraging reservation residents to resettle voluntanly 10 urban areas designated
as relocation centers BIA relocation assistance mcluded Job train109, counseling, and a
temporary stipend, with the expectation that program participants would fmd Jobs and become
mtegrated IOta the Amencan maIOstream Between 1952 and 1972 the BIA resettled more than
100,000 reservatIOn Indians, most of whom were processed through centers 10 Chicago,
Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Los Angeles, Oakland, San FrancIsco, San Jose, Seattle, Tulsa, and
Oklahoma City

Concentration Among MSAs

Table 2.2 showed that a total of 754,600 Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives lived 10

Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) In 1990 (137,000 10 counties that have Tnbal Areas wlthm
their boundanes, and 617,600 elsewhere) This total represents 38 percent of the total AlAN
population nationally, and an mcrease of 33 percent over the 564,100 metropolitan total In 1980.

The metropolitan AlAN population, however, IS not spread evenly across the nation's 331
metropolitan areas To the contrary, while some Indians live in almost all of them, they have
tended to concentrate 10 a comparatively small number Rather than present data on conditions
10 all, this chapter focuses on 15 MSAs In which Indians are most concentrated Each has over
10,000 Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives Together, they account for 61 percent of the total
metropolitan AlAN population

These 15 MSAs were also selected because they have "Identifiable" Indian communllies
wlthm them. Each has at least one Indian Community Center (an established non-profit
orgamzatlon whose pnmary purpose IS to serve Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives) and an
Indian Health Service-funded urban health program These 15 MSAs are Albuquerque, Chicago,
Dallas, Denver, DetrOit, Los Angeles, Mmneapolis, New York, Oakland, Oklahoma City, PhoeniX,
Sacramento, Seattle, Tucson, and Tulsa. Although we do not purport these MSAs to be
representative of the circumstances of all urban Indians, we do believe that they are diverse
enough 10 Indian population, hiStOry, proximity to tnbal areas, and other factors to prOVide a
relatively reliable picture of the SOCial and economic Circumstances of the urban AlAN population

While these 15 MSAs share common traits, such as havmg the largest numbers of
Amencan Indian and Alaska Native reSidents, they are diverse 10 several respects. As shown in
Table 4 1, our 15 MSAs vary In total population, from the largest urban agglomerations 10 the U S.
(Los Angeles, New York, Chicago) to some relatively small urban areas (Albuquerque, Tucson,
Tulsa) They also vary by share of Amencan Indian and Alaska Native population, from well
below the national average of 0 8 percent to well above It (e g, the AlAN population In Chicago
is 0 2 percent of the MSA total, but 10 Tulsa it IS 6 8 percent) Also, the share of other mmontles,
namely Blacks and Hlspamcs, is high 10 some of the MSAs (Los Angeles) and low 10 others
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Table 41
CHARACTERISTICS OF 15 MSAs WITH IDENTIFIABLE INDIAN COMMUNITIES

Percent of Pop Percent AlAN Miles to No Tnbal Areas

MSA AlAN Black, Households Nearest 50 100 '
Population AlAN Hlspamc m Suburbs Tnbal Area Miles Miles

Albuquerque, NM 16,296 34 40 26 9 2 5
Chicago, IL I 11,550 02 34 49 125 0 0
Dallas, TX 12,635 05 30 67 118 0 0
Denver, CO 12,571 08 10 60 232 0 0
Detroit, MI 16,885 04 23 83 123 0 0

'Los Angeles, CA 45,508 05 48 66 68 0 6
Mmneapolls, MN -23,956 10 5 55 17 2 3
New York, NY 29,711 03 45 9 59 0 5
Oakland, CA 14,230 07 27 85 69 0 11
Oklahoma City, 0 45,720 48 14 57 25 5 9

PhoeniX, AZ 38,017 18 20 49 16 4 5
Sacramento, CA 17,021 1 1 18 76 31 3 19
Seattle, WA 23,727 12 7 70 12 8 9
Tucson, AZ. 20,330 30 27 60 12 2 4
Tulsa, OK 48,196 68 10 63 27 4 9

Total 376,353 08 30 85
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(Minneapolis) In addition, not all of the 15 MSAs are located near Census-designated Tribal
Areas, With half Within 50 miles of such areas and nearly three-fourths Within 100 miles

Concentration and Dispersion Within MSAs

To the extent that scholars, and the media have focused on urban Indians to date, most
have dealt With their lives In the Inner Cities It IS of particular Interest In thiS light to find that so
many of them live In the suburbs 331,100, or 54 percent of those In metropolitan areas outside
of the Surrounding Counties) are suburban dwellers (Table 2 2). In our 15 MSAs, 59 percent of
AlAN households live In the suburbs (94,900 out of 160,600).

What was most unexpected was that, In these MSAs, a larger share of metropolitan
Indians live In the suburbs (59 percent) than non-Indians (54 percent) It must be remembered,
of course, that there IS great divergence Within the non-Indian population in thiS regard' AlAN
households are much more likely to live In the suburbs than blacks or Hispanics, but less so than
whites. Nonetheless, thiS represents and Important contrast

It suggests a different settlement pattem for urban American Indians and Alaska Natives
than for other minorities Unlike other mlnonty groups, Indians may be moving directly to suburbs,
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rather than first to central cities and then only later to the suburbs after they have achieved some
economic and social success As will be noted In Chapter 6, It would appear that they are taking
advantage of older, larger, more substandard (and, therefore, cheaper) suburban housing Units
to continue to live In extended families

There are indications of some concentration of AlAN settlement patterns In central cities
When asked If Indians In their community lived In Identifiable neighborhoods, 57 percent of Indian
community center directors said yes. That IS, they were able to name specific neighborhoods
within the City that they believed to contain a high concentration of American Indians arid Alaska
Natives. But we have no eVidence as to whether such concentrations eXist In the suburbs
Researchers have not yet focused on the circumstances of suburban Indians and organizations
that serve Indian commUnities In the central cities seem to know little about them

Just how concentrated are urban Indians overall? Hamson and Weinberg (1990)
calculated dissimilarity Indices for MSAs where AlAN populations represented one percent or
more of the total populatlon?3 For those of our 15 MSAs that met this cntenon, Oklahoma City
has the lowest value ( 23) and Phoenix IS the highest (.52). Hamson, has noted that the least
and most segregated areas for Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives are located In all regions
of the U.S except the Northeast He names the five most segregated areas as Phoenix, Anzona,
Anchorage, Alaska, Bellingham, Washington, Rapid City, South Dakota, and SIOUX City, Iowa
The least segregated were Fayetteville, Arkansas, Joplin, Mlssoun, Eugene, Oregon, Medford,
Oregon; arid Sherman, Texas.

The segregatron values reported for American Indians are typically far lower than those
for other minority groups, especially those for blacks and Hispanics. There has been no research
to examine the reasons behind these differences

Mobility and Ties to Indian Country

Mobility rates for urban Indians are higher than for non-Indians In metropolitan areas,
especially central cities, as Illustrated In Table 42 For example, 37 percent of Indian households
In central CllieS moved to a different house Within the same county from 1985 to 1990 while only
30 percent of non-Indian households did the same And although 22 percent of Indian
households In central Cities moved to a different house In a dIfferent county dunng the same time
span, only 12 percent of non-Indians made similar moves

23The DISSimilarity Index measures the proportion of minority members who would have to change their area of
residence to achieve an even distribution, With the number of minority members moving being expressed as a proportion
of the number that would have to move under conditions of maximum segregation An Index value of 1 0 indicates
maximum segregatIon, whereas a value of 0 0 mdlcates no segregation
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Table 4 2
PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS
MOVED 1985 TO 1990

DIfferent House, Same County Different House, DIfferent County
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MSA

Metro
Central CitIes
Suburbs

AlAN

33
37
30

Non-AlAN

30
30
29

AlAN

22
22
22

Non-AlAN

16
12
19

While mobility rates for Indian households are high within MSAs and to nelghbonng
counties, we also suspect that mobility IS high for many between urban centers and Tnbal Areas_
As shown In table 41, there are 30 Census-designated Tnbal Areas within 50 miles of our 15
MSAs, and 85 within 100 miles These areas vary In size and population According to
community center directors, many urban Indians maintain ties to Tnbal Areas, whether they've
ever lived there or not--88 percent of directors said that Indians In their community returned to
tnbal areas at least occasionally, and 42 percent said that they returned often, meaning weekly
or dally. Community center staff who noted that Indians In their community VISited tnbal areas
weekly or daily Included those In Albuquerque, Denver, Greensboro, Los Angeles, Minneapolis,
Omaha, Reno, St. LOUIS, and SIOUX City

Interestingly, there IS little correlation between estimates of frequency of VISitS to Indian
country and proXimity to these areas For example, one director, whose City IS less than 40 miles
from many Indian areas, said that few lies were maintained because "reservations are too far
away." In another City, one which IS nearly 200 miles to the nearest tnbal area, the director said
that ties were very Important, and Indian community members made regular tnps to tnbal areas

Several reasons were Cited as to why urban Indians conlinue to maintain ties to tnbal
areas and make frequent VISitS The most prevalent Included (1) to see family members, (2) to
receive services, such as those offered by Indian Health Service, and (3) to participate In religiOUS
and cultural events, such as pow wows.

ThiS mobility, between metropolitan areas and tnbal areas, may have both positive and
negative effects on the socioeconomic and hOUSing circumstances of urban Indians. If frequent
tnps are made to Indian areas that are far away (thereby necessitating a lengthier stay), both
housing and Job stability may be adversely effected On the other hand, frequent tnps to nearby
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Indian areas that can be made without Interruption to employment or tenancy may minimize
feelings of alienation and cultural Isolalion while not adversely effecting living standards

When community center directors were asked If members of their local Amencan
Indian/Alaska Native communities wanted to move or return to Tnbal Areas permanently, 64
percent said yes. And when asked to estimate how many 111 their service populalion would make
such moves, over half said 50 percent or rnore Given as pnmary reasons why people wanted
to return tnbal areas were (1) to rnalntaln family relationships, (2) to maintain ties to the "land of
ancestors"; (3) to be able to practice Native religions freely; and (4) simply, to alleviate
homesickness In addition, not unlike people of other ethnic groups who wish to return to the land
of their birth, older Indians often hope to retire to Indian country

Several directors noted that living In urban areas IS not the first chOice of many Indians
because "City life does not allow for cultural Identity" and because "urban life IS hard and stressful
{or rnany Native Amencans" Cited most often as barners to preventing rnany Indians from
rnovlng or returning to Indian country were lack of Jobs, decent housing, and remote localion

Social and Econol)1ic Circumstances

Chapter 3 showed that Indians living In rnetropolitan areas generally fare better on many
social and economic Indicators than Indians who live In Tnbal Areas and Surrounding Counties.
ThiS IS also true for the AlAN populalions of our 15 selected MSAs Companng tables In Chapter
3 With Table 4.3, we see that these urban Indians are more likely to have graduated from high
school (34 percent vs 30 percent) and less likely to be unemployed (10 percentvs 14 percent)

Like those Indians who live In other area-types, urban Indians are more family onented
than the general population (Table 4.3). Compared to non-Indians In both Cities and suburbs,
larger shares of Indian households are families (77 percent vs 67 percent) and mamed couples
(44 percent vs 36 percent) They are also more likely to live In extended (large) families

There are major contrasts, however, between conditions In the central Cities and the
suburbs Generally, central City Inolan households do not fare as well as their suburban
counterparts For example, they are more likely to be headed by Single women (20 percent vs
12 percent), a person who lacks a high school diploma (30 percent vs. 27 percent), and one who
IS unemployed (12 percent vs 9 percent)

However, while AlAN suburban residents are typically In a better POSition economically
than their counterparts In the central Cities, they clearly have not achieved panty With the
suburban average. In fact, AlAN/non-Indian dlspantles are often greater In suburban locations.
For example, the AlAN unemployment rate In the central cities of the 15 metropolitan areas IS 11
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Table 4 3
AlAN SOCiAL AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS-15 MSAs

AlAN Non-Indian

Total Cent Sub- Total Cent Sub.

Metro City urb Metro City urb

SOCIAL INDICATORS

Pet pop under 18 32 31 33 25 24 26
Pet of households
Families 77 71 82 67 62 72
Married w/chlld 44 39 47 36 30 40
Large renter tam 16 16 17 11 12 11
Large owner tam 18 18 19 13 13 13
Female headed HH 20 12 15 8

ECONOMIC INDICATORS

Pet Not a HS grad 30 27 30 19
Pet unemployed 11 8 9 5
Pet very low Income 40 29 31 19
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percent (1 2 times that for non-Indians) The comparable suburban AlAN rate IS much lower (8
percent) but that figure IS 1 7 times the suburban average for non-Indians

Similar ratios are provided for the MSAs individually In Table 4 4 For example, In,Tucson
the AlAN/non-Indian unemployment ratio IS 1.67 In central cities, but 3.19 In the suburbs In New
York, the AlAN/non-Indian ratio of female-headed households IS 1 40 In central cities, but 3.57
In the suburbs That other mlnOntles, In general, do not reside In suburbs In large numbers In the
15 MSAs probably minimizes their effect on the companson between suburban Indians and non
Indians In other words, this difference to some extent reflects central City-suburban differences
In charactenstlcs of the non-Indian population, a subject which we next address

Comparison to Other Minorities

'The picture of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives In urban areas IS not only diverse as
compared to non-Indians, but also as compared to other mlnontles ' Table 45 provides a
companson of a few socioeconomic indicators for Indians, Blacks, and Hispanics In our 15 MSAs

.t

From these few data, we cannot draw many conclUSions about the condition of urban
Indians vis-a-vis the condition of other mlnontles In urban areas However, our data do Indicate
that Indians seem to fare better than Blacks and Hispanics on certain indicators in certain MSAs
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Table44
PROBLEM INDICATORS FOR INDIVIDUAL MSAs

RatIo Pet for AlAN/Pet for non-Indians

Pet not a High Pet Female Pet Very Low
School Grad Pet Unemployed Headed HH Income

Cent Sub- Cent Sub- Cent Sub- Cent Sub-
City urb City urb City urb City urb

Albuquerque 093 124 175 217 199 279 145 141
Chicago 105 1 13 136 215 108 134 105 1 19
Dallas 1 31 1 18 148 159 143 086 129 123
Denver 137 1 81 205 220 183 105 157 137
DetrOIt 101 129 132 177 107 154 117 128

Los Angeles 093 093 122 146 133 1 21 088 097
Mmneapolls 198 204 303 261 353 269 193 157
New York 1 15 215 106 142 140 357 118 155
Oakland 125 154 112 195 138 105 094 106
Oklahoma CIty 140 127 203 206 113 132 126 1 11

Phoenix 1 21 250 205 262 198 278 154 217
Sacramento 131 140 202 1 71 138 133 126 118
Seattle 199 207 196 215 261 156 151 156
Tucson 132 339 167 319 186 567 134 375
Tulsa 135 1 11 156 167 094 117 1 10 118
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Similarly, Blacks and Hispanics seem to fare better than Indians on other Indicators In other
MSAs.

For example, regarding unemployment, the AlAN populalJon fares worse than Hispanics
In 13 out of 15 MSAs. However, they fare better than blacks In 9 out of the 15 Conversely, high
school gradualJon rates indicate that Indians are less successful than blacks In 10 out of 15
MSAs, but more successful than Hispanics In 11 out of 15 Finally, looking at poverty rates,
Indians seem to fare better than both Blacks and Hispanics In all but 4 of the MSAs.

Generally, Indians seem to fare be In a better economically blacks, but worse than
Hispanics, In most cities But the pattems are far from uniform. This raises the queslJon of
whether AlAN liVing conditions differ systemalJcally In different types of MSAs

Diffenng Conditions by Type of MSA

Given the resource IimltalJons of this study, we have been able only to begin to explore
this question However, scanning across indicators, It does appear that recurrent differences
eXist In general, It seems that urban Indians are relatively successful economically In two qUite
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Table 4 5
PROBLEM INDICATORS URBAN INDIANS AND OTHER MINORITIES COMPARED TO WHITES

RatIo Pet for MmontyJPct for Whites

Pet Unemployed Pet Below Poverty Pet Not a HS Graduate

MSA AlAN Black Hlspamc AlAN Black Hlspamc AlAN Black Hlspamc

Albuquerque 23 19 1 6 34 23 24 13 14 23
Chicago 30 41 24 40 70 49 15 18 29
Dallas 21 30 1 8 30 51 44 1 6 19 37
Denver 27 23 20 39 42 40 21 18 34
Detroit 23 35 21 41 55 35 13 17 17

Los Angeles 17 20 17 19 26 27 12 1 1 26
Mmneapolls 39 35 1 9 96 92 40 24 20 19
New York 16 21 22 28 28 39 15 15 22
Oakland 24 31 18 25 51 28 19 18 28
Oklahoma City 25 28 1 6 26 36 29 14 13 23
Phoemx 28 23 17 48 37 38 21 1 6 31

Sacramento 22 22 18 27 33 26 1 6 14 24
Seatlle 21 26 13 56 51 28 22 17 19
Tucson 27 18 18 59 26 31 28 15 27
Tulsa 1 8 26 14 22 41 24 1 3 1 5 17

MSAAverage 24 27 18 39 44 33 17 16 25

l•
By contrast, urban Indians seem to be most economically disadvantaged In one particular

urban setting: midsize MSAs With above average shares of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives
that are near to only a few tnbal areas of substantial size Examples are Include Minneapolis,
PhoeniX, and Tucson

different settings (1) the largest MSAs With the smallest proportions of Amencan Indians that are
remote from tnbal areas (Chicago, Dallas, Detroit, Los Angeles, New York, and perhaps Oakland),
and (2) smaller MSAs With the largest proportions of Amencan Indians that are near several major
tnbal areas (Albuquerque, Oklahoma City, and Tulsa)

Table 46 Illustrates the differences In these types, companng the average AIAN/non
Indian ratios for three problem indicators across our 15 MSAs. Particularly noteworthy IS the fact
that the ratios for individual MSAs of the two economically successful types never overlap those
of the economically unsuccessful type on any of the Indicators

For example, the AlAN unemployment rate IS only 1.48 times the non-Indian rate In the
first group of MSAs (largest cities), and 1.78 times the non-Indian rate In the second group
(smaller MSAs near many Tnbal Areas), but 2.58 times the non-Indian rate In the third group
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Table 4 G
AlAN ECONOMIC INDICATORS IN DIFFERENT GROUPS OF MSAS

RatIO pet for AlAN!
pet for non-Indians

Pel Pet Not Pet
low- aHS Unem-

Income Grad played

GROUP 1
largest MSAs, smallest AlAN
shares, far from Trrbal Areas 148 119 148

GROUP 2
Smaller MSAs, high AlAN share,
near many Trrbal Areas 178 123 178

GROUP 3
Mid-sIze MSAs, above average
shares, near fewer Tnbal Areas 258 214 258

Group 1 Includes Chicago, Dallas, Detroit, los Angeles,

New York, and Oakland

Group 2 mcludes Albuquerque, Oklahoma City, and Tulsa

Group 3 Includes Minneapolis, Phoenix, and Tucson
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(mid-sized MSAs, near to fewer Tnbal areas). The AlAN share of adults not graduated from high
school is only 1.19 the non-Indian share In the first group, and 1 23 tlnles the non-Indian share
In the second group, but 214 times the non-Indian share In the third group.

Looking back at Table 45, It IS also of Interest that the MSAs In the third group
(Minneapolis, Phoenix, and Tucson) are those In which indicators of economic well-being for
Indians fall farthest below those for other mlnonlJes These findings are only suggestive at this
POint. More research, would appear warranted to find what It. IS about different metropolitan
settings that cause such differences In outcomes for Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives

It should also be noted, however, that "success" for many Amencan Indians and Alaska
Natives may not be measured In the same way as It normally IS for other groups For example,
finanCial success and the matenal goods that come with It may be deemed far less Important than
keeping an extended family together. In fact, much of the economlc'success that urban Indians
do expenence may be directly tied to the desire and ability of urban Indians to keep their families
Intact That IS, liVing In extended family situations, although often a barner to _secunng decent
hOUSing, provides a vital support network, both economic and SOCial, which can greatly assist
IndiViduals to succeed In an urban setting.
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Chapter 5

HOUSING PROBLEMS AND NEEDS IN 1990:
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND NATIONAL
SUMMARY

With a better understanding of the varying social and economic contexts In which
American Indians and Alaska Natives lead their lives, we now turn to the central purpose of this
assessment: the analysIs of housing problems and needs.

This chapter begins with a review of several basIc charactenstlcs of AlAN housing. It then
describes and discusses the measures that are tradllionally used to define the adequacy of
housing and how standards related to them have evolved In America (a diScussion of the features
of housing of particular cultural Importance for American Indians IS also Included). The next
section, by way of background, shows how Amenca's housing problems overall have changed
since 1980, uSing the same framework.

The remainmg parts of the chapter analyze AlAN housing problems and needs In 1990
at the national level, by area-type. They first review available Census data and then consider
measures from the sample household survey conducted as a part of this study

BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF AlAN HOUSING

Tenure

One of the most basIc distinctions affecting housmg IS that between homeownershlp and
rental tenure. Homeownershlp IS a powerful value In America, and one that IS strongly promoted
by public policy High levels of ownership have always been associated with higher levels of
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stability and maintenance In neighborhoods, and home eqUity represents the largest component
of wealth for the majority of U S families

Table 5 1 shows that 57 percent of all Amencan Indian and Alaska Native households own
their own homes, well below the 65 percent howmeownershlp rate for non-Indians. Mostly
because of HUD's Mutual Help Program (discussed In chapter 6), It IS In the Tribal Areas that the
AlAN ownership rates are highest (68 percent), In all other area-types, AlAN ownership rates are
much lower (50-51 percent In the Surrounding Counties and other Metropolitan Areas, 59 percent
In other Nonmetropolitan Areas).

This pattern (higher ownership rates In Tnbal Areas) IS charactenstlc of all regions but
one--the Plains, which stands out for low levels of ownership (less than 50 percent) In all
categones (Table 52) The highest ownership rates (all above 70 percent) are found In the Tnbal
Areas of the Eastern, South Central, Anzona-New MexIco, and Alaska regions For AlAN
households In Metropolitan Areas, ownership rates are highest In the Oklahoma and Anzona-New
MexIco regions and the lowest (40-50 percent) In the Plains, Califomla-Nevada, and PacIfic
Northwest

Other Characteristics

Considering their generally larger family Sizes, one would have hoped that AlAN
households occupied generally larger housing Units (houses and apartments) than non-Indlans~

but Table 5 1 shows this IS typically not the case Only 51 percent of AlAN households,
compared with 55 percent of non-Indians, live In Units with three or more bedrooms
Correspondingly, a larger fraction of the Indians live In Units with only one or no bedroom (18
percent vs 15 percent) There IS not much vanatlon In these relationships by area-type
nationally, but there are some Important differences between regions In this regard (Table 5 2)
The share living In the smallest Units (0-1 bedroom) IS particularly low In Oklahoma (10 percent)
and fairly low In the North Central, Eastern, and South Central regions (14-15 percent), but
unusually high In Arizona-New MexIco (34 percent) and Alaska (28 percent)

An even larger difference appears with respect to the age of the housing In which the
AlAN population resides 35 percent of all AlAN households (compared to Just 22 percent of non
Indians) live In structures built 40 years ago or more (In 1949 or earlier) The share In such
housing IS higher In Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas outside of the AlAN counties (35
and 37 percent respectively) than It IS In Tnbal Areas (27 percent) These figures also exhibit
some Important regional vanatlons In Tnbal Areas, the proportion hVlng In pre-1949 Units IS
highest In the North Central, Eastern; and Plains regions (all above 30 percent) and qUite low
(below 20 percent) In the South Central and Anzona-New MexIco retlons Among Metropolitan
Areas, the highest shares of AlAN households In older housing occur In the Eastern, North
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Table 51
BASIC CHARACTERISTICS, OCCUPIED HOUSING, 1990

AlAN POPULATION NON-AlAN POPULATION

Tribal Surr Other Other Tribal Surr Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet

Number of Occupied HOUSing Umts (000)

Renter occupIed 351 74 92 148 38 31,405 437 4,514 21,983 4,471
Owner orxupJed 461 161 96 150 54 59,349 991 8,589 37,330 12,439
Total 812 234 188 298 92 90,754 1,428 13,103 59,313 16,910

Pet of Umts

Renter occupIed 432 314 488 497 41 1 346 306 345 371 264
Owner occupied 568 686 512 503 589 654 694 656 629 736
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Pet by number of bedrooms

Noneor1 BR 176 182 188 181 119 151 114 164 168 84
2BR 314 284 334 315 350 296 309 30 1 29 a 313
30rmoreBR 510 535 479 504 531 553 577 535 542 603
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Pet. by year structure bUilt

1949 or earher 347 270 332 345 371 219 134 165 237 198
1950to 1959 94 96 80 99 89 92 79 10 1 95 67
1960to 1979 200 230 19 a 198 211 292 382 326 288 251
1980to 1990 359 405 399 358 329 398 405 409 38 a 485
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Pet by type of sewage disposal

Public sewer 813 632 909 803 755 908 682 879 946 746
Septic tank 161 318 69 177 176 77 27 a 108 45 20 1
Other 26 50 22 20 68 15 48 13 09 54
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
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Central and Oklahoma regions (all above 33 percent)--not surpnslng consldenng that oldest
metropolitan housing in the nalion generally IS located In these regions

Another sign of problems IS the last indicator on Table 5.1: type of sewage disposal The
number of U.S hOUSing units not connected to either a public sewer system or a septic tank is
negligible. For units occupied by non-Indians, only 1.5 are In that category on average. For AlAN
occupied hOUSing, shares connected to adequate means of sewage disposal are fairly similar to
those of non-Indians In Surrounding Counties and other Metropolitan Areas, but much higher
elsewhere. 5 percent In Tribal Areas, and 7 percent In other Nonmetropolitan Areas.
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TableS 2
BASIC HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS BY REGION

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Arlz- Cahf- Pacrf-
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plams N Mex Nev No West Alaska

Homeowners as pet of all households

Tnbal Areas 686 554 761 699 709 490 761 660 605 716
Surrounding Counties 512 545 553 591 536 419 454 515 508 499
Other Metropolitan 503 514 515 605 550 415 585 472 458 NA
Other Nonmetro 589 610 615 587 620 491 552 561 558 456
Total 568 540 560 678 578 456 648 502 528 599

Pet. of Units, none or 1 bedroom

Tnbal Areas- 181 112 62 90 105 137 380 133 135 313
Surrounding Counties 188 152 128 134 139 158 283 188 175 236
Other Metropolitan 181 158 169 27 165 196 211 225 173 00
Other Nonmetro 11 9 105 100 53 109 152 145 141 127 277
Total 176 142 142 98 145 160 341 203 159 280

Pet of Units, bUilt 1949 or earlier

Tribal Areas 270 357 313 299 199 348 166 233 251 261
Surrounding CountIes 332 406 347 272 275 350 292 321 324 318
Other Metropolitan 345 335 372 348 296 297 269 276 303 00
Other Nonmetro 371 443 374 380 328 432 288 382 309 310

Total 347 367 370 295 302 344 288 292 312 312

DEFINING HOUSING PROBLEMS AND NEEDS. A FRAMEWORK
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The information reviewed above IS indicative of problems In AlAN occupied hOUSing, but
It does not measure them directly. This section reviews the attributes of hOUSing that Identify
these problems and, thereby, define needs '

Characteristics Defining Housing Problems and Needs

As a concern of public policy, hOUSing Inadequacy IS defined by several differing problem
attributes Appropriate remedial actions for individual hOUSing Units can vary dramatically
depending on the specific mix of problems that affect each unJl
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Housing problems have been a matter of public concern In the Umted States for Just over
a century In the late 1800s, the burgeomng economies of the Industrial North were creating
great wealth, but they were also creating appalling slums as thousands of poor Job-seekers
packed Into the constrained housing supplies of our major cIties These problems were examined
In some detail by early reformers (see, for example DeForest and Lawrence Velller,1903)
Possibly the earliest offiCial recogmtlon of them at the Federal level was the Imtlatlon of a survey
of slum conditions in several CitieS In 1892 (U.S Bureau of Labor, 1894)

Some of the most thorough surveys of housing conditions were the Real Property
Inventones prepared by the Works Progress Administration (1938) In the late depression years,
but national assessments of housing conditions have most often relied on U.S. Census data In
the 1960s and 1970s, a wave of analyses based on Census Information were conducted (see,
for example: Knstof, 1968; Birch, et al 1973, and Goedert and Goodman, 1977). That era also
saw efforts to develop more consistency In hOUSing standards nationally, (see Amencan Public
Health ASSOCiation, 1967, and Sutermelster, 1969) 24

While thiS literature vanes In many respects, almost all of It has recogmzed three basIc
attnbutes of housing as the basIcs In defining housing problems and needs' quality, quantity, and
pnce These three, In fact, are generally recognized as the basIcs In all countnes (see, for
example, United Nations, 1967).

Price Here, a problem eXists when a family IS forced to payout In hOUSing expense more
than It can reasonably afford; In other words, when It has to spend so much for hOUSing that It
does not have enough money left over for adequate food, clothing, and other necessities of life

Quantity Here, at a market-Wide level, the question IS whether there are enough hOUSing
umts to accommodate the number of households In the area (thiS always means enough for the
number of households plus a suffiCient number of vacant umts to permit a reasonable rate of
exchange and mobility) The second aspect of quantity IS at the indiVidual family level, I.e, the
extent of overcrowdmg (whether there IS enough floor space In the umt to reasonably
accommodate the actiVities of the number of people who have to live In It). Theoretically, at least,
thiS level of hOUSing quantity problem could occur because the hOUSing umts In the stock w.ere
on average too small for the typical household or, because of market-level supply constraints,
some units have to accommodate more than one household

'4From the turn of the century through the 1950s, a number of advocates promoted the Idea that bad hOUSing was
a pnmary determinant of the many SOCial pathologies that eXisted In slum areas SOCial sCientists In the 1960s and
1970s, however, showed that other SOCial, economiC, and psychological circumstances, rather than hOUSing quality and
overcrowding, were the more cntlcal underlying causes of those pathologies (see for example, Wilner, et ai, 1962, and
Burns, 1970) ThiS dampened some of the overzealous "enVIronmental determinism" of the time, but It did not denigrate
the notion that hOUSing conditions are Important to the quality of life
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Quality. This IS the most complex of the three because It has at least three aspects, two
of which are extremely difficult to define and measure reliably.

• FacllttJes problems. This IS the easiest to momtor.· Such problems occur when a
umt either lacks adequate plumbing, kitchen, electrical, and/or heating facilities, or
such facilities do no function properly or constitute a safety hazard

• Condition problems These occur when the unit was built Inadequately (or has
since detenorated) such that it IS structurally unsafe or offers inadequate protection
from the elements. They have always proved harder to rate in an objective
manner

• DeSign problems These relate to the phySical arrangement and charactenstlcs
of extemal features and Intemal spaces--whether or not the Inhabitants find them
attractive and functIOnally convenient. Since tastes are Inherent In assessing thiS
attnbute, and tastes vary Importantly between groups and individuals, no objective
scheme for rating such deSign problems has ever been deVised. However, this
does not mean that such problems are not important to the residents.

Design Features and Indian Culture

Some hOUSing bUilt on reseryatlons over the last few decades (certainly including some
assisted hOUSing bUilt under HUD programs) has been cntlclzed because of thiS last aspect:
deSign problems. The cntlclsm has focused on deSigns considered insenSitive to Indian culture
(see, for example, National Commission on Amencan Indian, Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian
HOUSing, 1992) While It is not pOSSible to measure the extent of such problems sCientifically, this
study has attempted to relate to them through more general questions about attitudes (see
discussion later in thiS chapter). Even to do that, however, it is necessary to Identify
charactenstlcs of hOUSing that are of particular Importance in Indian culture.'

The types of hOUSing hlstoncally developed by indigenous cultures are In most cases no
longer directly relevant, but they may offer some clues. A number of such types are illustrated
in Figure 5.1. Clearly, they differ from each other In Important ways, haVing evolved out of the
interaction of phySical enVironments, life-styles and cultures that differ between tnbes. The tlPI
of the plainS, for example, was effectIVe shelter for tribes that were nomadiC (moving from place
to place In response to the movements of game herds and changing seasonal conditIOns).
Altematlvely, the Iroquois longhouse offered shelter from the elements but presented an intenor
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l:g
Pueblo House

n·

'IlwdtedHouse

Longhouse (Iroquois)

FIGURE 5.1 Traditional Housing Types, American Indians
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space that better sUited a more communal culture. The larger pueblos of the Southwest (evolving
from the great settlements of the Anasazl) were solider structures that provided better protection
from attack as well as supporting a qUite "urban-like" community enVIronment 25

One theme that runs throughout, however, IS speCial sensitiVity to local landforms and
phySical condltlons--the use of forms, colors, and textures In harmony with the land--achleved In
part through the use of indigenous materials. ThiS theme IS given contemporary emphaSIS In a
recent HUD sponsored study of Indian housing design by the American Indian CounCil of
Architects and Engineers Our Home: GIVing Form to TraditIOnal Values (AICAE, et ai, 1992).
ThiS study also notes other features that are commonly conSidered Ideals In Indian homes, for
example. orienting the main entrance to the East (so the family can "greet the first light of day");
more open interior planning (the use of something approximating a "great room" for family actiVity,
and smaller bedrooms than are typical In non-Indian housing), kitchen areas that are big enough
to allow several people to work comfortably, and blend Into dining areas, the provIsion of ample
storage space, the open display of colors and symbols that have cultural and religiOUS
significance

The spacing of houses also has significance today Interviews conducted for thiS stUdy
overwhelmingly indicated that the Pueblos are an exception most Indians seem to prefer a very
low-density, highly scattered, settlement pattern Even IHA projects composed entirely of single
family houses on lots of around one-half acre, were regarded as "high density" enVironments,
InconSistent with traditional chOices

Standards and Approach

In assessing the seriousness of housing problems, public policy In the United States has
always focused on a set of rnlnlmum standards related to the measurable attributes of price,
quantity, and quality. The question, In other words, IS what share of all households faU below the
minimum standard With respect to each attribute.

Most analysts recognize that there IS no absolute set of minimum housing standards that
hold for all times and cultures. SCience has found few speCifiC cut-offs With respect to physical
conditions, for example, where It can be said that housing below that standard IS absolutely
dangerous or unhealthy. Standards are therefore based on cultural norms as well as scientifiC
knowledge of causes and effects. As their rnaterlal wealth expands, societies have, In fact,
sometimes made their standards more stringent (see discussion In Baer, 1976). The clearest
example In the United States relates to overcrowding. In the 1940 and 1950 Censuses, a unit

"For more complete diSCUSSion of the evolution of different Indian housing types, see Driver and Massey, 1957,
and for one speCIfic case--the NavaJo--see Jett and Spencer, 1981
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was regarded as overcrowded If It 2 01 occupants or more per room In the 1960 and 1970
Censuses, the cut-off was dropped to 1.51, and since then It has been 1 01.

In this study, we have relied on the standards that are most commonly accepted by
housing analysts today, as reflected In the surveys by the Bureau of the Census (ItS Amencan
Housing Survey--AHS--as well as ItS decennial Census). These standards are defined In Figure
5 1 and discussed below. As per the discussion In Chapter 1, the Census IS the most reliable
source of information on many of these measures It gives us a basIs for assessing all of them
except (1) heating and electncal facilities; and (2) structural condition. In this assessment, we
Will first review all measures of housing problems available from the Census and then, at least
for Tribal Areas, rely on our sample household survey to estimate the extent of problems In these
latter two categories

The AHS IS a nationwide sample survey of household and housing characteristics which
IS conducted by the Bureau of the Census and conforms to Census definition for most of ItS
measures, but It also covers a number of tOPICS In more depth. It does contain data, for example,
on the full range of types of housing problems Identified here and we Will use It to characterize
the extent of national problems for each The AHS survey process IS Virtually continuous, and
It supports nationwide estimates of changes In housing characteristics and conditions every two
years. As such It IS an extremely valuable information source Unfortunately, the national sample
(about 60,000 Units) IS too small to use It as a reliable basIs for separately estimating conditions
for Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives (See further descnptlon of the AHS and ItS uses In
measunng housing problems In Bogdon, Silver, and Tumer, 1993)

The follOWing paragraphs offer explanation and comments on the standards defined In
Figure 5 2.

Price (Affordability) Up until the early 1980s, the traditional Federal standard was that
no family should have to payout more than 25 percent of ItS Income for housing expenses.
Congress then changed the standard to 30 percent for calculating subSidy entitlements and we
use that level In thiS analysls--data are denved from special 1990 Census files prepared for thiS
study (see diSCUSSion In Chapter 1)

ThiS IS a reasonable comparative indicator, but that does not mean It IS the best standard
In our Judgement Actually, any standard expressed as a fixed percent of Income IS almost sure
to be ineqUitable. At higher Income levels, households can qUite easily pay more than 30 percent
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FIGURE 5.2
HOUSING STANDARDS DERIVED FROM CENSUS AND

AMERICAN HOUSING SURVEY MEASURES

PHYSICAL PROBLEMS

Severe Physical Problems

A Unit IS defined to have a severe physical problem If It has any of the following five problems'

1. Condition-Severe: (a) having any five of the following SiX maintenance problems (1) leaks
from outdoors, (2) leaks from inside the structure such as pipes or plumbing fixtures, (3) holes In the
floor, (4) holes or open cracks In the walls or ceilings, (5) more than one square foot of peeling paint,
and (6) signs of rats or mice In the last 90 days, or (b) having all of the following four problems In
public areas (1) no working light fixtures, (2) loose or missing steps, (3) loose or missing railings, or
(4) no elevator

2. Facilities-Plumbing-Severe: Lacking hot piped water or a flush tOilet, or lacking both bathtub
and shower, all Inside the structure for the exclusive use of the Unit

3. Facilities-Kitchen-Severe: Lacking a sink, refrigerator, or burners, all for the exclusive use
of the Unit

4. Facilities-Heating-Severe: Having been uncomfortably cold last winter, for 24 hours or more,
because the heating system broke down, and It broke down at least three times last winter, for at least
SIX hours each time

5. Facilities-Electrical-Severe: Having no electriCity, or all of the following three electriC
problems (a) exposed wiring, (b) a room with no working wall outlet, and (c) three blown fuses or
tripped circuit breakers In the last 90 days

OVERCROWDING PROBLEM

A Unit IS defined to be overcrowded If It has 1 01 or more persons per room

AFFORDABILITY PROBLEM

A household IS defined to have an affordabllity problem If It pays gross rent exceeding 30 percent of
ItS Income (for renter households) or total expenses of home ownership exceeding 30 percent of Its
Income (for home owner households)

111
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for housing and have more than enough left over to cover the costs of other necessities. At very
low-incomes, however, 30 percent IS likely to reflect true hardship; I e., the absolute amount left
over after paying for housing IS clearly insufficient pay for subsistence levels of food, clothing, and
other needs. Stone (1993, and 1994) has designed a sliding scale for thiS purpose which would
be more eqUitable and, by his estimates, not unreasonably expand SUbSidy obligations

Quantity (Overcrowding) As noted, we accepted as the cut-off the standard now
accepted In the Census. Namely, a housing unit IS delined to be overcrowded If It has 1 01 or
more inhabitants per room Here, too, data pertaining to thiS indicator are available In the 1990
Census

Quality (Facilities) The measures of affordabllity and overcrowding noted above offer
a clear distinction as to whether, for a speCific household, the standard IS or IS not met. ThiS is
also true for the eXistence of facilities; I.e, a hOUSing unit either does or does not have hot piped
water and a tOilet DeCISions could get muddy With respect to whether the speCified facllitJes are

, working properly, since thiS could be a matter of judgement However, the standards In these
cases (Figure 52) are also stated In a manner that eliminates ambigUity so that clear
determinations can be made As noted above, the Census provides data on defiCienCies With
respect to two of these types of baSIC facilities (plumbing and kitchen facilities) but not the
remaining two (heating and electncal facilities)."·

Quality (Condition) Among all measures of hOUSing problems, the phYSical condition
of the structure has been the most difficult to assess reliably The first attempts to rate It were
made In the WPA Real Property Inventones In the late 1930s, and a Similar but slmplilied version
of that approach was used In the first effort to address the Issue nationally In the 1940 Census
In that Census, structures were rated In one of two categones. "needing major repairs" or "not
needing major repairs" In the 1950 Census, the measures were changed--umts were claSSified
as "dilapidated" or "not dllapldated"--and In the 1960 Census the 1950 scheme was used, but
elaborated somewhat.

ThiS was the last Census, however, which attempted condition ratings There had been
no clear and unambiguous gUidelines on the meamng of these categones and enumerators had
to use their own judgement Unfortunately, analYSIS showed that these Judgements vaned

"It should be noted that while definitions for indiVidual faCility and condition problems used here conform to those
used In the AHS, the approach In Figure 5 1 puts them together In a somewhat different way than the summary
measures published by the AHS Itself First, the AHS has "moderate" as well "severe" ratings for each Item, the
scheme In Figure 5 1 omits the moderate ratings because, In our Judgement, those Identify problems that can be
remedied In most cases by fairly low-cost repairs Second, we claSSify the lack of kitchen faCilities as a severe problem,
while the AHS does not Third, we use definitions for "lacking plumbing and kitchen faCilities" that conform to the
Census, and are somewhat different from those used In the AHS summary tabulations of hOUSing problems
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sufficiently to make the results meaningless (see Bureau of the Census, 1967) 27 Other studies
have shown that even when assessors more skilled In construction are used, they are not able
to rate bUildings consistently In broad categones like those used In the 1940-1960 Censuses; e.g.,
Judgements stili differ about general labels like "dilapidated".

Another approach has been developed which does produce more consistent ratings, and
it IS now being used In the AHS. It IS eVident from the way the condition standards are stated
(Figure 5 2) The overall condition rating IS bUilt up from a senes of ratings of indiVidual condition
elements and each of these IS defined In a way that requires only straightforward yes-or-no
answers, and the nght answer IS eaSily recognizable Without spec,al training This approach IS
much superior, but unfortunately It has not yet been used in the full Census (ItS use In this study's
sample household survey's, however, Will be noted later In this chapter)

THE HOUSING PROBLEMS OF AMERICAN INDIANS
AND ALASKA NATIVES: NATIONAL SUMMARY

The National Context

To understand the policy Implications of the hOUSing problems of Amencan Indians and
Alaska Natives, It IS necessary to see them In the context of the changing nature of the hOUSing
problems of the United States In general And, over the past few decades, the composition of
U S hOUSing problems has changed dramatically. In bnef, affordabllity problems have grown to
become the nation's pnmary hOUSing Issue while the inCidence of the other (phYSical) problems
has plummeted We descnbe the national hOUSing picture uSing data from the 1989 AHS (rather
than the Census) because It has data on the full range of problems claSSified above (Table 5.3).

Overcrowding and Physical Problems. From 1950 to 1983, the share of all Amencan
households that were overcrowded (standard of over 1.5 persons per room) went down from 9 0
percent to 0 8 percent (the 1989 level was 2.7 percent but at a standard of 1 01 persons or more
per room) , From 1950 to 1989, the share lacking plumbing facilities decreased even more
dramatically: from 55.4 percent to 2.7 percent Clearly, these are ImpreSSive changes over a 40
year penod."·

27A more complete diSCUSSion of the evolution of attempts to measure hOUSing conditions In the United States IS
found In Baer, 1976

"Base numbers for these calculations and further diSCUSSion of them can be found In Struyk, Turner, and Ueno
(1988), and Kingsley (1991)
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Table53
U.S HOUSING PROBLEMS, 1989 AMERICAN HOUSING SURVEY

NatIonal AHS, 1989 Survey

US Cent OutsIde....
Total City Suburb Metro

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS (000) 93,684 30,294 43,095 20,295

PERCENT WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS

PhysIcal Problems
Plumb /KItch Facll 38 44 31 42
Other Severe 07 1 1 05 07
Total 45 56 36 49

Overcrowding
Umts wI Phys Prob 14 23 10 09
Other Umts 14 18 12 10
Total Overcrowded 27 41 22 19

Total, Phys + 0 C 59 74 48 59

Affordabillty Problem
Umts wI Phys &Jor 0 C 22 35 1 6 17
Other Umts 208 257 195 163
Total 230 292 211 180

Total with Housing Prob 267 330 243 222

SOURCE American Housmg Survey, 1989. and special flies complied for Bogdon. Silver, and Turner, 1993
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And among facility deficienCies, the lack of plumbing facililies was the most prevalent In

1989 The shares with problems in other categones were 1 2 percent for kitchen facilities, 0 4
percent for heating facilities, and only 0.1 percent for electncal facilities. Perhaps the most
remarkable change was that, by 1989, the share of all occupied umts with severe conditIon
problems (those that could only be alleViated by major rehabilitatIon) had become negligible. 0.25
percent

There was some overlap between these problems, Ie, some units had two or more of
them. Altogether 45 percent of all occupied umts had one or more senous facIlity/condition
problems In 1989 As might be expected, since they still have a disproportionate share of the
oldest U S. hOUSing stock, the comparable level In central Cities was higher (5 6 percent). The
incidence In nonmetropolitan areas was somewhat less senous (4 9 percent) and In the suburbs,
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considerably so (3 6 percent) Half of the Units that were overcrowded also had facIlity or
condition problems. Altogether, 5.9 percent of all occupied Units were overcrowded and/or had
other physical problems

Affordability Problems. In contrast, the share with affordabillty problems In 1989
(housing expenses equal to more than 30 percent of household Income) was much higher. 23
percent And for almost all of these (20 percent) affordabillty was their only housing problem (no
overcrowding or physical deficiencies)

Comparison with Census Indicators The AHS data show that the incidence of
problems not measured by the Census (problems with heating facIlllies, electrIcal facIlitIes, and
structural condIlion) IS qUite small nalionally. The total for these categorIes above IS the
equivalent of 0 76 percent of all occupied Units However, many of these problems occur In units
that also have problems measured by the Census. Subtracting them brIngs down the total
overcrowded and/or with other physical problems down from 5 9 percent to only 5 4 percent

AlAN Housing Problems Nationally--Census Indicators

The Census data on Table 5.4 show that the housing problems of AmerIcan Indians and
Alaska Natives are much more severe than the national averages.

National Overview

• The AlAN share of occupied units lacking plumbing and or kitchen facIlities IS 5.5
percent, well above the 3.8 percent national average.

• Overcrowding IS much more prevalent among Indlans--12 percent of all
households are overcrowded, more than 4 times the 2 7 percent nalional average

• Accounling for the overlap (which IS substanlial), a total of 15 percent of all AlAN
households are either overcrowded,or have facIlity deficienCies (compared with the
5.4 percent for the nation as a whole)

• The difference IS not as substanlial wIth respect to affordabIllty, 29 percent of AlAN
households had an affordabillty problem compared with the 23 percent nalional
average For 25 percent of the AlAN households, affordabillty was the only
housing problem (the comparable national average was 20 percent)

• Altogether, 40 percent of AlAN households had one or more housing problems
(compared to the nalional figure of 27 percent).
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Table 5 4
us AlAN HOUSEHOLDS AND HOUSING PROBLEMS

AlAN COUNTIES REST OF U S

Total AlAN Surr Non~

US Total Areas Co Total Metro Metro

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS (000)

No housmg problem 4877 2423 1306 111 7 2454 1853 601
One or more problems

FaCilities 443 375 328 46 68 40 28
Other Overcrowded + mIx 804 526 318 208 278 222 56
Afford only 2001 899 392 508 1102 862 239
Subtotal 3247 1800 1038 761 1448 1124 323

Total 8124 4222 2344 1879 3902 2977 925

PERCENT OF TOTAL

No housmg problem 600 574 557 595 629 622 650
One or more problems

FaCIlities 55 89 140 25 1 8 1 4 30
Other Overcrowded + mIx 99 125 136 11 1 71 74 61
Afford only 246 213 167 270 282 290 259
Subtotal 400 426 443 405 371 378 350

Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

NO OF LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS (000)

No housmg problem 1607 922 598 324 685 494 190
One or more problems

FaCIlities 359 306 270 36 53 31 22
Other Overcrowded + mix 548 364 221 143 184 146 38
Afford only 1699 786 360 427 913 702 21 1
Subtotal 2606 145 6 851 605 1150 878 272

Total 4213 2378 1449 929 1834 1372 462

PERCENT OF LOW INCOME

No housmg problem 381 388 413 348 373 360 412
One or more problems

FacIlitIes 85 129 186 39 29 22 47
Other Overcrowded + miX 130 153. 153 153 100 106 83
Afford only 403 331 248 459 498 51 1 457
Subtotal 619 612 587 652 627 640 588

Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
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Variations by Area Type, however, are extremely Important In Interpreting the hOUSing
problems of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives (see Figure 5 3 as well as Table 5 4)
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FIGURE 5.3 Housing Problems by Area Type Based on Census Measures

• The overcrowding rate for AlAN households IS higher than the 2.7 percent national
average everywhere, but highest by far In the Tnbal Areas 21 percent, compared
to 12 percent In the Surrounding Counties, 8 percent In Metropolitan Areas and 7
percent In other Nonmetropolitan Areas.

• The share of AlAN households lacking plumbing or kitchen facilities IS substantially
above the 3 8 percent national average In Tnbal Areas (14 percent), but below that
average In the Surrounding Counties (25 percent), Metropolitan Areas (1 4
percent), and other Nonmetropolitan Areas (3 0 percent) Facility deficiency rates
are extraordinarily high In the Tnbal Areas of two reglons-- Anzona/New MexIco
(37 percent), and Alaska (51 percent)--and these (particularly the former because
of ItS large population size) have a strong Influence on the average for AlAN
Areas

• Putting these last two measures together (and again accounting for the fact that
some Units had both types of problems), a total of 28 percent of all AlAN
households In Tnbal Areas had overcrowding and/or plumbing/kitchen facilities
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defiCienCies The comparable shares were 13 percent In Surrounding Counties,
8 percent In Metropohtan Areas elsewhere, and 8 percent In other Nonmetropohtan
Areas.

• In most of the country, the share of all AlAN households whose only hOUSing
problem IS affordablhty IS notably above the 20 percent national average 27
percent In the counties surrounding AlAN areas, 29 percent In Metropohtan Areas
elsewhere, and 26 percent In other nonmetropohtan areas. In the Tnbal Areas
themselves, however, the share with an affordablhty problem IS lower. 17 percent
This IS probably explained, at least in part, by the substantial amount of HUD
hOUSing provided In those areas (to be examined In Chapter 5)

• The AlAN total share with one or more hOUSing problems IS 44 percent In Tnbal
Areas, 41 percent In the Surrounding Counties, 38 percent In other Metropolitan
Areas, and 35 percent In other Nonmetropolitan Areas.

The Concentration of Problems in Low-Income Groups

Table 5.4 also pOints out that AlAN hOUSing problems are highly concentrated among low
Income households (those with Incomes below 80 percent of the local median) Out of the total
of 812,400 AlAN households, 421,300 (52 percent) are lOW-income Among all who have one or
more housing problems, however, the lOW-income households account for 80 percent (260,600
out of 324,700)--thIS share IS about the same In all area-types

• Among lOW-income AlAN households In Tnbal Areas, one third are either
overcrowded or have faCility deficienCies The comparable shares are 19 percent
In Surrounding Counties, and 13 percent In other Metropohtan and
Nonmetropohtan locations.

• Shares of lOW-income households whose only hOUSing problem IS affordablhty
range from Just over half In Metropolitan Areas down to one quarter In Tnbal
Areas This fraction IS In the high 40 percent range In Surrounding Counties and
other Nonmetropohtan areas.

• Adding these together the total share of the lOW-income group that has one or
more hOUSing problems IS actually highest In the Surrounding Counties (65
percent) and lowest in Tnbal Areas and other Nonmetropohtan Areas (59 percent)
The composition vanes In Important ways, however Senous physical problems
are dominant In the Tnbal Areas, while affordablhty IS dominant everywhere else
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The Surrounding Counties come out highest on this measure because they have
a mix of both

Variations by Tenure and Household Type

The data on Table 5 5 Indicate sizeable vanatlon In the inCidence of housing problems for
AlAN households by tenure and household type as welL29 There are several findings of Interest.

First, It IS clear that renters are much more likely to have housing problems than
homeowners Just half of all AlAN renters have one or,more problems, compared to one third
of the owners

Second, much of the overall gap IS accounted for by differences In the inCidence of
affordabllity problems. One third of the renters (vs. 18 percent of the owners) have an
affordabllity problem only. The difference IS not as great for physical problems (overcrowding
and/or facilities) 17 percent for renters vs 14 percent for owners. Putting It another way,
affordabllity-only accounts for two thirds of all housing problems of AlAN renters, but only 56
percent of those for owners

Third, this story differs markedly by area type In Tribal Areas (where homeownershlp
rates are high), the share With phySical problems IS actually somewhat higher for owners
(although the difference IS not great 26 percent for renters vs. 28 percent for owners)
Elsewhere, the inCidence of phySical problems IS about tWice as high for renters as It IS for
owners In Metropolitan Areas, for example, phySical problems affect 13 percent of the renters,
but only 7 percent of the owners

Fourth, the inCidence of housing problems In both tenure groups IS by far highest for large
families (5 or more persons) Among renters, 68 percent of the large families have one or more
problems (compared to 49 percent for nonfamlly households and 43-44 percent for elderly and
small family households) Among owners, the comparable share IS 51 percent for large families
(compared to 44 percent for nonfamlly households and only 23-25 percent for the elderly and
small families).

Fifth, not surprisingly, phYSical problems (mostly overcrowding) are dominant for large
families where such problems affect 52 percent of the renters and 39 percent of the owners
(compared With Intergroup averages of 17 percent and 14 percent respectively) PhYSical

"Note that on thiS table, the full percentages for faCility problems and overcrowding are given Because of overlap,
the total share With erther of these types of problems will therefore be lower than their sum The InCidence of these
phySical problems In total can be calculated by subtracting the affordabllrty total from the total wrth one or more
problems
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TabieSS
AlAN HOUSING PROBLEMS BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE
(Pet of households With problem)

RENTERS OWNERS

Tribal Surr Other Other Tnbal Surr Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro Nanmet Total Areas Co Metro Nanmet

Elderly
Afford problem

Afford only 395 272 431 464 326 175 148 181 197 189
Afford + other 19 07 25 27 07 06 1 4 01 01 04
Subtotal 414 279 456 490 335 181 162 182 198 193

Facility problem 35 65 18 27 41 54 129 09 06 29'
OvercrowdIng 16 27 10 15 05 21 51 09 01 04
Total with prob 441 346 459 506 374 233 283 197 204 219

Small family
Afford problem

Afford only 333 276 349 351 335 180 138 198 201 188
Afford + other 41 38 57 38 21 12 24 09 05 07
Subtotal 374 314 406 389 356 191 161 207 206 196

FacIlity problem 24 64 17 1 1 18 46 122 22 05 18
Overcrowding 84 104 105 72 44 45 104 28 13 19
Total WIth prob 433 413 467 431 395 248 297 241 219 222

Largefamdy
Afford problem

Afford only 164 107 165 206 194 116 63 141 172 157
Afford + other 179 138 213 197 156 63 77 63 45 51
Subtotal 343 245 378 403 350 179 140 204 218 207

FacIlity problem 39 92 16 15 20 103 206 37 08 23
Overcrowding 513 586 546 458 386 381 560 304 196 219
Total with prob 683 703 714 667 588 509 644 450 372 386

Other households
Afford problem

Afford only 422 335 436 440 432 311 229 330 387 342
Afford + other 24 20 23 28 19 28 54 1 6 06 26
Subtotal 446 355 458 468 451 339 283 346 393 368

FacIlity problem 53 115 35 36 82 125 264 58 18 68
Overcrowding. 18 14 23 18 08 05 10 04 02 01
Total with prob 490 459 493 492 522 437 494 390 407 411

Total
Afford problem

Afford only 327 242 341 359 338 184 133 203 221 204
Afford + other 62 61 76 59 42 24 41 19 12 1 6
Subtotal 389 302 416 418 379 209 174 222 232 220

FacIlity problem 35 82 22 20 36 69 167 28 07 27
OvercrowdIng 144 215 16 1 112 89 106 204 76 42 48
Total with prob 495 499 51 9 487 459 327 417 297 269 274

, 120

problems are qomparatlvely qUite Infrequent for small 'families (10 percent for renters and 7
percent for owners) and the elderly (5 percent for renters and 6 percent for owners).
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Sixth, there are different patterns In the incidence of affordabillty problems for owners and
renters Among renters, such problems are most frequent for the nonfamily households (44
percent) and the elderly (41 percent), but shares for the other groups do not lag too far behind
(34-37 percent range) For the owners, the incidence of affordabllity problems IS again highest
for the nonfamllies (34 percent), but the extent of this problem IS much less frequent for all other
groups (all at 18 percent)

Vanatlon by Tenure and Income Level

Table 5 6 presents similar data for owners and renters, thiS lime divided by Income levels
(expressed as a percent of local medians as explained In Chapter 3). Here it IS clear that the
incidence of problems In both tenure groups rises steeply as incomes decline.

Among renters, the share with one or more problems IS an astounding 81 percent for the
lowest Income group (0-30 percent of median), falls to 73 percent for those In the 31-50 range,
drops off more sharply to 44 percent for those In the 51-80 percent range, and falls to a low of
16 percent for those with Incomes above 80 percent of median.

Among owners, the incidence of housing problems for those In the 0-30 percent group IS
about the same as for renters (80 percent), but the curve drops off more steeply after that (57
percent for the 31-50 percent group, 41 percent for the 51-80 percent group) but Winds up at
about the same position as for renters again (17 percent) in the group above 80 percent

Variations by area type are consistently similar to those encountered before In each
Income group, for both renters and owners, the Incidence of physical problems IS higher, and the
Incidence of affordablhty problems lower, in Tnbal Areas than In all other locations ThiS works
out so that the total share with housing problems is Similar for all categones in the lowest Income
group. In the highest Income group, for both renters and owners, the total inCidence IS clearly
higher in Tnbal Areas. In the 31-80 percent of median range, total Incidence rates are generally
lower In the Tribal Areas.

ESTIMATES OF TOTAL HOUSING PROBLEMS

Household Survey Data for Tribal Areas

Earlier In thiS chapter, it was noted that the Census data presented above account for only
a part of the nation's housing problem, because they do not measure the extent of heating
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Table 5 6
AlAN HOUSING PROBLEMS BY INCOME CATEGORY
(Pct of households With problem)

RENTERS OWNERS

Tnbal Surr Other Other Tnbal Surr Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro Nanme! Total Areas Co Metro Nanme!

0-30 pct of mechan
Afford problem

Afford only 586 422 621 653 683 413 281 552 658 628
Afford + other 143 141 175 138 93 129 164 102 49 85
Subtotal 729 564 795 791 776 542 445 654 707 713

FacIlity problem 68 139 38 38 59 282 413 142 29 86
Overcrowding 175 248 191 134 94 224 313 133 60 64
Total With prob 806 744 842 819 831 789 809 772 744 768

31-50 pct of median
Afford problem

Afford only 525 315 571 623 531 326 180 423 510 464
Afford + other 92 53 122 103 72 39 32 47 43 50
Subtotal 617 368 692 726 603 365 213 471 553 515

FacIlity problem 42 92 24 23 43 137 235 56 15 62
Overcrowdmg 177 239 195 14 1 123 179 265 113 88 77
Talai With prob 726 595 783 780 692 570 548 573 606 592

51~aOpct of median
Afford problem

Afford only 271 132 288 329 246 233 118 297 340 262
Afford + other 28 1 9 36 29 20 17 15 28 1 4 1 1
Subtotal 299 151 325 358 266 250 133 326 355 273

FacilIty problem 28 69 19 15 30 65 138 23 07 24
Overcrowdmg 151 216 178 119 101 143 234 11 5 63 72
Total With prob 441 382 481 458 374 406 408 428 410 352

80 pel of median or more
Afford problem

Afford only 47 22 44 62 29 90 40 106 120 72
Afford + other 03 03 03 03 01 03 02 03 04 01
Subtotal 50 25 47 65 29 92 41 108 124 73

FacIlity problem 21 67 10 09 1 8 23 65 1 1 04 12
Overcrowding 103 175 11 1 81 59 62 129 53 31 33
Total With prob 164 235 163 151 104 165 202 165 155 11 5

Total
Afford problem

Afford only 327 242 341 359 338 184 133 203 221 204
Afford + other 62 61 76 59 42 24 41 19 12 1 6
Subtotal 389 302 416 416 379 209 174 222 232 220

Facility problem 35 82 21 20 36 69 167 28 07 27
Overcrowding 144 225 16 1 11 2 89 106 204 76 42 48
Total With prob 495 499 51 9 487 459 327 417 297 269 274

system, electncal system, and structural condition defiCienCies. How Important are these
problems In companson to the Census measures reviewed to thiS POint?
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Data from the Amencan Housing Survey (AHS) Indicate that these "mlssmg problems"
affect only a small fraction of all households nationally. Table 5 3 showed that only 4.5 percent
of all occupied housmg UOitS had facility or condition deficiencies of any kind. And only a small
part of this group was accounted for by deficiencies not also recorded m the Census 0 4 percent
for heatmg deficiencies, 0 1 percent for electncal deficiencies and 0 25 percent for condition
problems There was a small amount of overlap m that some UOitS with these problems also had
Census deficiencies However, together, they raised the total with physical deficiencies only by
o7 percent. Stili we do not know If this IS an accurate portrayal of their Importance in AlAN
occupied housing.

The only data that can provide additional clarity on this Issue are from the small scale
household survey conducted m a sample of Tnbal Areas as a part of this study (see diScussion
In Chapter 1) In this survey, Interviewers (usually local tnbal members) Interviewed the sampled
households, but also recorded physical charactenstlcs of their housing units, followmg queslions
similar to those used In the AHS (and conformmg to the standards stated m Figure 5.1).

Because the sample was so small nationally (414 complete responses), no attempt was
made to analyze these deficiencies item by item but the data were tabulated m a manner that
would support an estimate of the total effect of the types of deficiencies not covered by the
Census ThiS entailed: (1) groupmg the data by region; (2) Identlfymg the number of sampled
UOitS In each group that did not have Census problems but did have heating, electncal and/or
condition deficiencies and calculaling their share of all UOitS m each regional groupmg, and (3)
creatmg a national estimate, adJustmg the raw scores by applymg appropnate weights for each
region

Results for Tribal Areas

The resultmg estimates mdlcated that, for AlAN households m Tnbal Areas, deficiencies
In these categones are much more Important than they are at the national level.

Compared to the 0 7 percent national average, about 17 percent of the weighted Tnbal
Area sample had heatmg, electncal, or condition deficiencies (exclusive of Census plumbmg and
kitchen deficiencies) Addmg thiS to the 14 percent with plumbmg and kitchen deficiencies bnngs
the total with all such problems to 31 percent After makmg mmor adjustments to the overlap with
overcrowdmg, the total percent of occupied UOitS overcrowded and/or with any phySical
deficiencies Jumps from the 28 percent Identified by Census measures alone, to 40 percent 30

"It must be remembered that these estimates are based on observations for a sample of only 414 households
At the 95 percent confidence level, the estimate of the share of all units with severe condition and/or heatlnglelectncal
falls In the range from 11 7 percent to 22 3 percent, the estimate of the portion of that group that IS not also
overcrowded falls In the range from 7 4 percent to 16 6 percent The Census estimates are also based on a sample,
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Adding those with affordabllity problems only, the share with any housing problems Increases
from 44 percent to 54 percent (see Figure 5 4)

Official census figures show a total of 234,400 occupied housing Units In Tnbal Areas
nationally in 1990. The 40 percent average Implies that 93,800 of these units were overcrowded
and/or had senous physical deficiencies That number, however, IS not adjusted to compensate
for the major census undercount In Tnbal Areas that occurred In 1990. If that adjustment IS
made, the total overcrowded and/or with senous physical deficiencies would be ,105,200 Units

Because these estimates were based on such a small sample, they should be used with
caution They do seem to indicate at the very least, however, that deficiencies of AlAN Tnbal
Area hOUSing with regard to condition and heating and electncal systems are Indeed senous.
Added to the more reliably documented Census measures of problems with plumbing and kitchen
facilities (much more frequent than for Indians or non-Indians In other areas), It does appear that
Amencan Indian and Alaska Native Tnbal Areas contain among the most senous concentrations
of Inadequate occupied hOUSing that stili eXist In Amenca

Effects of Other Deficiencies in Other Areas

No data are available to support reliable' estimates of condition and heatlng/electncal
facilities problems of AlAN hOUSing In other areas Because AlAN households tend'to occupy
older units on average, It IS likely that their deficiencies In this regard are more senous than those
of non-Indians In those locations (see Table 5 1). Yet such problems are probably much less
widespread than those In Tnbal Areas.

• In the counties surrounding Tnbal Areas, 33 percent of all AlAN households lived
In hOUSing bUilt In 1949 or earlier (compared to only 17 percent for non-Indians)
In metropolitan areas elsewhere the share In pre-1949 hOUSing was 35 percent for
AlAN households vs 24 percent for non-Indians. 'In other nonmetropolitan areas,
comparable shares were 37 percent for AlAN households as against 20 percent
for non-Indians.

• The facts that AlAN households In all such areas are poorer than average and that
older hOUSing IS less costly than average no doubt explain part of the AlAN
concentration In older Units. However, thiS outcome IS also surely Influenced by

but a much more substantial one--the 95 percent conlidence IntelVal around the POint estimates given above are well
below one percent Adding the Census estimates to those derived from the household sample produces the following
results the POint estimate for the total Units with any severe condition or facility problem was 31 percent (95 percent
confidence IntelVal, 26 percent to 36 percent), the estimate for the total Units overcrowded and/or wrth any severe
condrtlon or facility problem was 40 percent (95 percent conlidence IntelVal, 35 percent to 44 percent)
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the facts that older Units tend to have more rooms than average and a larger share
of AlAN households need large Units

• It IS doubtful, however, that AlAN occupied Units with severe condition and other
faCility problems not measured by the Census make up a very large number
outside of Tribal Areas. If we assume that the share of AlAN households
occupying such Units exceeds the average for the general population by the same
percent AlAN occupancy of pre-1949 housing IS higher than that for the general
population, the share of such units works out to 1 1 percent In the Surrounding
Counties, 1 2 percent In Metropolitan Areas, and 0.8 percent In other
Nonmetropohtan Areas.

Household Satisfaction with HOUSing Conditions

Households In AlAN Areas appear pragmatic In assessing their own hOUSing conditions
This conclUSion IS supported by the small sample household surveys conducted at our 36 fleld
VISit sites
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First, respondents were asked how satisfied they were with their current housing unit.
Those saying they were "most unsatisfied" represented only 10 percent of all households in HUD
Low Rent umts, and 20 percent In HUD Mutual Help unils, but 35 percent In unassisted umts.31

A "most unsatlslied" rating was given by 38 percent of the residents of units that were actually
overcrowded and/or had severe condition/facIlity problems as defined above, but by only 7
percent of the residents In umts that had no physical deficiencies

Second, respondents were also asked to Identify features of their current house and
location that they felt represented a "senous problem". The features most often Identified were.
Inadequate storage space (29 percent), Inadequate insulation against the cold (26 percent),
deslgn/conliguratlon of rooms (17 percent), water source and system (17 percent), extenor design
and appearance (16 percent), and umt size (16 percent) Although the shares with "senous
problem" ralings were lower In HUD housing than In unassisted housing, the pnontles were
generally Similar 32
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Chapter 6

DIVERSITY IN AlAN HOUSING
PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

This chapter returns to the tOPiC of diversity, now examining It with respect to housing
problems and needs The first half of the chapter examines the differences In housing conditions
that eXist among Tribal Areas, uSing approaches similar to those applied to social and economic
variables In Chapter 3 The second examines contrasts In housing CIrcumstances across the
urban areas Identified In Chapter 4 and looks at the speCial types of housing problems that face
Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives In urban areas

TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS: REGIONAL VARIATIONS

Table 6.1 shows the number of AlAN Tnbal Area households In each housing problem
category, by tenure group, by region. Table 62 presents the same information In percentage
terms These tables report only on housing problems eVidenced In Census files Because of the
small sample Size, household survey data on other problems were not tabulated at the regional
level

All Households with Problems

In absolute terms, the largest concentration of housing problems occurs In the Anzona
New MexIco region (39,300 households With one or more problems, 31,200 of which are owners)
The second largest IS In Oklahoma (25,200 households With problems, 13,700 of which are
owners) and the third IS In the PlainS region (11,900 households, 4,900 of which are owners).
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Table 61
TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS BY REGION--NO OF HOUSEHOLDS (000)

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Anz· Calif- Pacrf
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plams N Mex. Nev NeWest Alaska

Renters
No housing problem 369 21 23 146 07 60 58 15 29 10
One or more problems

Afford only 178 11 12 83 05 31 13 04 14 04
Overcrowded + mIx 159 05 04 26 03 35 [9 04 08 1 5
Facll and other 31 01 03 06 00 03 a ~' 01 01 08
Subtotal 368 17 19 115 07 69 8e 09 23 27

Total 737 38 42 261 14 129 139 24 52 37

Owner
No housmg problem 937 33 96 469 21 75 128 32 55 28
One or more problems

Afford only 21 4 08 23 103 07 19 27 07 13 06
Overcrowded + mIx 328 05 12 28 05 24 201 06 1 1 36
Facil and other 128 01 03 06 00 06 84 02 01 25
Subtotal 671 15 38 137 13 49 312 15 25 66

Total 1607 48 134 606 34 124 441 47 80 94

Total
No housing problem 1306 54 118 615 28 135 187 47 84 38
One or more problems

Afford only 392 19 35 186 12 51 40 1 1 27, 10
Overcrowded + mIX 487 10 1 7 55 08 59 259 10 19 50
FacJl and other 160 02 06 11 01 09 93 02 02 33
Subtotal 1038 32 57 252 20 119 393 24 48 93

Total 2344 86 176 866 48 254 579 71 132 132

130

In percentage terms, a somewhat different picture of pnontles IS apparent Two regions
stand out as haVing by far the largest shares of all Tnbal Area households with hOUSing problems
Alaska. with a notable 71 percent, and Anzona-New MeXICO, with 68 percent The next highest
regions were the Plains (47 percent) and the South Central (42 percent). Overall shares with
problems were In the 30-40 percent range for all other regions except for Oklahoma, which was
lowest at 29 percent.
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Table 6 2
TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS BY REGION-PCT OF HOUSEHOLDS

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Anz- Callf- Paclf
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plams N Mex Nev No West Alaska

Renter
No housmg problem 50 1 551 539 56 a 471 464 422 631 553 274
One or more problems

Afford only 242 286 296 318 324 243 93 . 183 275 111
Overcrowded + mIx 215 139 100 10 a 192 268 423 164 160 39 a
Faclt and other 42 24 66 22 13 26 63 22 12 225
Subtotal 499 449 461 44 a 529. 536 579 369 447 726

Total loaD 1000 1000 100 a 1000 100 a 1000 1000 1000 1000

Owner
No housing problem 583 688 716 774 62 a 602 291 682 688 299
One or more problems

Afford only 133 176 169 17 a 208 155 62 152 162 62
Overcrowded + mIx 204 107 92 47 158 195 455 129 132 379
Facll and other 80 30 23 09 14 47 19 1 37 1 8 26 a
Subtotal 417 312 284 226 380 398 709 318 312 70 1

Total 1000 1000 1000 100 a 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Total by Region
No housing problem 557 627 674 70 9 577 532 322 665 634 292
One or more problems

Afford only 167 225 199 214 241 200 70 162 207 '76
Overcrowded + mIx 208 121 94 63 168 232 448 141 143 382
Fac.1 and other 68 28 34 1 3 14 36 160 32 15 250
Subtotal 443 373 326 291 423 468 678 335 366 708

Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Total Across Region
No housing problem 100 0 41 91 471 21 103 143 36 6-4 29
One or more problems

Afford only 1000 49 89 474 30 130 103 29 70 26
Overcrowded + mix 1000 21 34 112 17 121 533 20 39 103
Facll and other 1000 15 37 71 04 57 582 14 13 20 6
Subtotal 1000 31 55 242 20 114 378 23 46 90

Total 1000 37 75 370 21 108 247 30 56 56

Affordabllity Problems in Tribal Areas

131

As pOinted out In Chapter 5, affordabihty problems are not as frequent In Tnbal Areas as
they are for AlAN households elseWhere, but they are qUite high In some cases.33 The share

"The breakdowns on these tables are calculated so that subcategories add to totals, thus they do not exhibit all
of the overlaps that occur The first category--Affordablhty only--Is Just that The second--Overcrowdlng and mixed-
Includes all of the overcrowded households, but some of these also have affordablhty and faclhty problems The third-
FacIlity and other--Includes households In uMs lacking plumbing and/or kitchen facIlities, but some of these may also
have affordablhty problems
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of all Tribal Area households whose only problem IS affordability IS considerably higher for renters
(24 percent) than owners (13 percent) and this distorts the companson of the overall average with
Indians living In other metropolitan and nonmetropolitan environments since Tnbal Areas have
higher ownership rates than are found In other types of areas

Among renters, the highest shares with an affordabllity-only problem are found In the
Oklahoma and South Central regions (both at 32 percent). The lowest are much below those
levels 9 percent In Arizona-New MexIco and 11 percent In Alaska For owners, there is not qUite
as much variation The highest IS again the South Central (21 percent) followed by the North
Central, Oklahoma, Eastern, and PacIfic Northwest (all In the 16-18 percent range. The lowest
affordabllity problem shares for owners, however, are found In the same regions as for renters:
Arizona-New MexIco and Alaska (both at 6 percent)

Overcrowding and Facility Problems

Taking both these categories together, Incidence rates do not vary dramatically between
renters (26 percent) and owners (28 percent) for all Tribal Areas nationally. But there are major
regional variations Two regions dominate In this regard. Alaska (with 63 percent of all
households having these problems) and Arizona-New MexIco (61 percent) The next highest
(South Central) IS far below those levels at 27 percent. All the rest are In the 13-18 percent range
except Oklahoma, which IS again low at 8 percent.

There are compositional differences between the regions with the most senous problems
• In this regard In Arizona-New MexIco, by far the most frequent problem (affecting 45 percent of

all households) IS overcrowding In Alaska, 38 percent are overcrowded--the problems there are
explained more by a lack of basIc faCilities The next highest In terms of overcrowding IS the
South Central region (23 percent). Rates of overcrowding are comparatively qUite low elsewhere
(all In the 9-17 percent range, again except for Oklahoma which IS lowest at 6 percent)

Looking solely at the reSidual category (unrts that are not overcrowded but have faCility
deficiencies), problem levels are noteworthy only In Alaska (25 percent) and Arizona-New MexIco
(16 percent) They are qUite low In the Tribal Areas of all other regions.

Summary

To be sure, there are Important regional differences In the incidence of housing problems
In Tribal Areas. Probably most Important IS that physical problems (overcrowding and faCility
deficiencies) are considerably higher In two regions (Alaska and Arizona-New MexIco) than they
are elsewhere Though lower than In these two, overcrowding rates In the Tribal Areas of all
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are elsewhere Though lower than In these two, overcrowding rates In the Tribal Areas of all
other regions are stili serious (much above the national averages for non-Indians) but the
Incidence of facility deficiencies IS qUite low In most other regions.

The pattern with respect to affordability problems, however, appears to be almost the
reverse of that for phySical problems Oklahoma, for example, which has by far the lowest share
of ItS umts overcrowded or with facility deficiencies, has one of the highest shares with
affordabllity problems And the regions that have by far the lowest share of renters with
affordabllity problems are Alaska and Arizona-New MexIco

THE IMPACT OF HUD HOUSING ASSISTANCE

HUD's Housing Production Programs

The Federal government began to provide substantial amounts of new housing
construction In Tribal Areas In the mld-1960s It has relied primarily on two programs

• The Rental Program--essentlally the national Public Housing program,
Implemented In Indian country with very little adaptatIOn HUD grants go to IHAs
who use them to acqUire the rights to land and bUild new units, or acquire and
rehabilitate eXisting ones, for rent by low-income families The IHAs then manage
the properties and receive additional HUD funds to cover the difference between
allowable operating costs and tenant payments toward rent (set not to exceed 30
percent of the tenant's Income)

• The Mutual Help Program--one of a very few Federal programs that have offered
home-ownership to low-income families As In the Low Rent program, IHAs
develop new housing With HUD grants, but purchasers are responsible for all
operating and maintenance costs The purchasing household must make an Imtlal
$1,500 contribution (but tnbes often meet thiS requirement on behalf of the
household by contributing the land), and make a monthly "homebuyer payment"
(set by the IHAs at between 15 and 30 percent of household Income, normally
much closer to the 15 percent end of thiS range)

By 1994, funding had been authOrized for almost 100,000 umts In these programs 75,400
umts had been completed and were In management and the rest were In various stages of the
development process (see Office of Indian Programs, 1993, and Office of Native Amencan
Programs, 1994, for more complete descriptions of these programs). These programs will be
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assessed in full In the Final Report of this study, but It IS Important to review their outputs here
because of their effect on the magnitude of housing needs In Tnbal Areas.

The Distribution of IHA Housing In 1990

Table 63 shows the calculation of the number of AlAN occupied Units provided by the
IHAs under these programs In Tnbal Areas In 1990 (at the time of the Census) Not all of the
Units In management In these programs are occupied (I e , some are vacant) and some that are
occupied are occupied by non-Indians. The calculations, In effect, subtract vacant and non-Indian
occupied units from the totals (data from HUD's MTCS and MIRS systems-osee Chapter 1)

ThiS contnbutlon IS Indeed Impressive There were a total of 60,700 AlAN occupied IHA
Units In Tnbal Areas In 1990 ThiS means that these programs were seNlng 26 percent of all
Tnbal Area AlAN households and 42 percent of all Low Income AlAN households In Tnbal Areas
(see household totals In Table 5.4--HUD assistance In provided only to Low Income households)
ThiS IS a substanlially higher rate of hOUSing assistance than HUD typically has been able to
provide to needy groups In 1989, HUD provided assistance to about 41 million renter
households nationally (1 4 million In public hOUSing projects, 1 7 million In other assisted proJects,
and 1.0 million through Section 8 tenant-based asslstance--Casey, 1992)--4 1 million IS only 22
percent of the total 18 9 million Low Income renters In the country at that time.

Table 63 also shows that there IS considerable vanatlon In the dlstnbutlon of HUD
assisted Indian hOUSing by region HUD's contnbutlon has been by far the highest In Tnbal Areas
of the PlainS, California-Nevada, and North Central regions where 78 percent, 73 percent, and
64 percent of all Low Income AlAN households are seNed, respectively At the other extreme,
HUD units seNe only 14 percent of all Low Income AlAN households In the Tnbal Areas of the
South Central region, 27 percent In the Eastern Region, 32 percent In Oklahoma, and 33 percent
In the Anzona-New MeXICO region

Housing Problems in Assisted vs. Unassisted Units

Reliable data on the Incidence of hOUSing problems In HUD-asslsted Units are not
available However, crude estimates can be made uSing the sample household sUNey data
prepared for thiS study (see last section of Chapter 5) The data were assembled In accord With
the framework of standards defined In Chapter 5 for those Units In the sample that were HUD
assisted The results were that 21 percent of such Units were Identified as haVing senous faCility
or condition defiCiencies If that was true (and IS applied to 1990 conditions) It would mean that
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Table 6 3
ESTIMATE OF AlAN OCCUPIED IHA HOUSING, 1990 AND 1994

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North· South· , Anz- Calif - Paclf
US Central Eastern Okla Central prams N Mex Nev No West Alaska

LOW RENT PROGRAM
UnitS 10 Mgmt 1994 26,225 3,389 1,241 2,778' 174 9,051 6,346 1,320 1,582 344
BUIlt 1990-94 1,769 191 100 0 0 489 641 202 105 41
Umts In Mgmt 1990 24,456 3,198 1,141 2,778 174 8,562 5,705 1,118 1,477 303
% OccupIed 950 950 800 700 950 910 930 960 910
% AlAN OccupIed 970 775 331 509 979 970 962 977 464
AlAN Gce Units 1990 20,097 2,947 840 736 62 7,963 5,036 1,000 1,385 128
AlAN Dcc Units 1994 21,664 3,123 914 736 62 8,418 5,602 1,181 1,484 145

MUTUAL HELP AND OTHER PROGRAMS
Umts In Mgmt 1994 47,847 1,355 2,071 14,666 387 7,114 11,258 3,257 2,787 4,952
BUilt 1990-94 4,910 179 221 920 20 518 1,615 486 430 521
Units 10 Mgmt 1990 42,937 1,176 1,850 13,746 367 6,596 9,643 2,771 2,357 4,431
0/0 Occupied 923 997 966 963 928 958 967 990 980
% AlAN OccupIed 994 994 978 930 985 993 992 984 964
AlAN Oce Unrts 1990 40,564 1,079 1,834 12,980 329 6,031 9,172 2,657 2,296 4,186
AlAN Dce Units 1994 45,221 1,244 2,053 13,849 347 6,504 10,708 3,123 2,715 4.678

TOTAL AlAN OCC IHA UNITS (000)
AlAN Dce Unrts 1990 607 40 27 137 04 140 142 37 37 43
AlAN Dcc Units 1994 669 44 30 146 04 149 163 43 42 48

AlAN HOUSEHOLDS, TRIBAL AREAS (000)
Total 1990 2344 86 176 866 49 254 579 71 132 131
Low Income 1990 1443 63 98 432 28 179 426 50 79 87
Total 1994 2648 95 214 1003 60 276 633 77 146 144

PERCENT SERVED BY IHA PROGRAMS
Total 1990 259 468 152 158 80 552 245 518 280 329
Low Income 1990 420 643 273 317 137 780 333 725 467 497
Total 1994 253 460 139 145 68 541 258 559 288 335
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about 12,800 HUD Units had such deficiencies, The total Units with such defiCiencies estimated
for Tnbal Areas, was 72,700 ThiS would Imply that 59,900 unassisted Units (or 35 percent of all
173,700 unassisted Units) had senous condition or facility defiCienCies

The same methods yields the estimate that about 14,600 of all HUD-asslsted umts (24
percent) were either overcrowded and/or had physical defiCienCies. By subtraction from the totals,
thiS would Imply that 79,200 unassisted Units (or 45 percent of the total unassisted stock) had
such problems, In comparison, there were about 84,200 Low Income households In Tribal Areas
that did not live 1:1 HUD-asslsted units. We know that sampling error Implies a fairly large range
of uncertainty around these estimates However, they do indicate at the very least, that a very
high proportion of all Low-Income households in Tnbal Areas that do not now receive HUD
assistance have very senous hOUSing problems
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These estimates are based on official Census housing stock counts. They change
markedly If adjustments are made to compensate for the undercount discussed In Chapter 1 The
estimates below were derived by the same methods as those above, but assuming the total
number of Tnbal Area housing units (and the numbers with various housing problems) are 122
percent larger than noted In the last two paragraphs 34

Total untts with severe condItion/facility problems
Based on official counts
Adjusted for undercount

Unassisted Units wIth severe conditton/facilIty problems
Based on official counts
Adjusted for undercount

Total Units, physical problems and/or overcrowded
Based on official counts
Adjusted for undercount

Unassisted Units, physical problems and/or overcrowded
Based on official counts
Adjusted for undercount

Comparisons with BIA Inventory Data

72,700
81,600

59,900
68,800

93,800
105,200

79,200
90,600

Until now, the only available estimates of housing problems In AlAN Areas have been
based on a Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Inventory, which a recent analysIs demonstrated to be
unreliable (HOUSing Assistance Council, 1992) The most recent estimate based on thiS source
(used by HUD--see Office of Native American Programs, 1994) stated that 16,700 non-assisted
Units In AlAN Areas needed replacement and another 53,300 needed renovation (total of 70,000
Units)

ThiS IS number IS cOincidentally similar to the range just estimated for units With severe
condition/facility problems (59,900 to 68,800) However, these two sets of numbers do not match.
BIA data do not cover the full range of Census Identified Tribal Areas and appear to
underestimate the number of AlAN households In the Areas they do cover, the BIA based
estimate of total AlAN households In Tribal Areas I!"! 1993 was only 183,900 whereas the full
count In the 1990 Census was 234,400 It seems likely that BIA based estimates overstate the

"'As to the questron of sampling error around these numbers, the reader should consult the footnote related to
estrmates of total housing problems In Tnbal Areas presented rn Chapter 5
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extent of physical housing problems In some areas but understate (or Ignore them altogether In
others). This adds further support for the conclusion that BIA Inventory data are not an adequate
base for allocating housing assistance funds.

DIVERSITY IN HOUSING PROBLEMS ACROSS TRIBAL AREAS

Analysis

As was noted In Chapter 3, regional variations tell us something about Tribal Area
diversity, but they by no means explain It all To provide a better understanding. the same type
of regression approach has been used to test the relationship between the key variables Identified
In Chapter 3 and the extent of Tribal Area hooslng problems.,

The eVidence above suggest that the share of all units with one or more problems IS not
likely to be a meaningful aggregate for these purposes, since It IS made up of two very different
types of conditions that seem to behave In opposing directIOns: where the incidence of
overcrowding and physical deficiencies IS high, the share with pure affordabllity problems seems
to be low, and vice versa

Accordingly, two separate analyses have been run In the first, the dependent variable
was the share of all units overcrowded and/or with physical deficiencies, and In the second, the
dependent variable was the share of all households whose only hOUSing problem IS affordabllity

Both analyses use the same Independent variables The first two are those that proved
to be highly significant In the analyses In Chapter 3 (1) the log of the distance between the Tribal
Area and the nearest large urban area, and (2) the ratio of total population to AlAN population
Others Included were: (3) PPSE employment per 1,000 populations, and (4) the population size
of the Tribal Area

The first regression explained 37 percent of the variance In the share overcrowded and/or
with facility defiCiencies Both the PPSE and the distance variables were Significant at the 99
percent level, and the population size variable at the 95 percent level. The ratio of total to AlAN
population was less so (level of a2615) All signs were as expected The share with these
physical problems tends to mcrease the greater the distance from a large urban center and the
smaller the ratio of total to AlAN population, the level of PPSE employment, and the total
population of the area
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The second regression was not as strong (explaining 17 percent of the vanation In the
affordablhty share), but all Independent vanables were significant at the 99 percent level, except
for population size (0 154) And the signs were the reverse of those found In the analysis above.
Affordablhty problems tend to decrease the greater the distance from a large urban center and
the smaller the ralio of total to AlAN population, the level of PPSE employment, and the total
populalion of the area

Full speclflcalions and results of these regressions are provided In Annexes 6A and 68
at the end of thiS chapter

The Typology and Housing Problems and Needs

Again, to Illustrate the contrasts between different types of Tnbal Area enVIronments, thiS'
section returns to the typology developed In Chapter 3--thls time to examine differences In
housing problems and needs In the vanous groups It defines. Table 6.4 shows the distnbutlon
of housing units by group and type of housing problem Table 6 5 expresses the relalionshlps
In percentage terms, and Will be referred to more frequently. Results are as anticipated, given
the regression analysIs above

Total overcrowding and/or facility problems were highest In the Navajo reservalion (78
percent) and Alaska (71 percent), stili high In other areas that were not Large, Open, or Near
Urban (47 percent), and much lower In all other types of areas.

Affordability problems were highest In all groups In the Near Urban category and the
Large Open Tnbal Areas that were more remote (averaging around 20 percent), and lowest In
Navajo (5 percent), Alaska (8 percent), and others In the remote category (15 percent).

All housing problems The pattern for the totals of these two categones resembles that
for the incidence of overcrowding and/or facilities, but the vanatlons are not as extreme.

Housing problems for Very Low-Income Groups. VLI shares tend to be higher In the
more remote Tnbal Areas as does the total Incidence of housing problems. It is not surprising
then that these areas rank highest when both indicators are combined. On the NaJavo
reservalion, over half (52 percent) of all households are VLI households with housing problems.
The comparable share IS 43 percent In Alaska, and 33 percent for others that are remote but not
Large and Open The comparable share IS only 4 percent In Areas that are Near Urban, Large,
and Open.
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Table 6 4
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF AlAN AREAS, HOUSING PROBLEMS (No of households, 000)

HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS

All Households Low-Income Households Very Low-Inc Households

Total C Fand Afford C F and Afford CFand Afford
Hsehlds Total OC only Total OC only Total OC only

NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl

Oklahoma 560 160 40 12 a 131 26 104 99 18 81
Other 67 27 1 a 1 7 23 08 15 1 7 05 12

Subtotal 627 186 50 136 153 34 119 116 23 93
Lower Pnv Empl 117 42 17 25 34 12 22 28 09 20
Total 744 228 67 161 188 46 141 144 32 112

Other
Strong Pnv Empl 116 38 14 24 30 08 22 24 05 19
Lower Pnv Empl 165 71 48 23 60 38 23 48 27 22
Total 281 109 62 47 91 46 45 72 31 41

Total 1025 337 129 208 278 92 186 216 63 153

REMOTE

Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl 288 90 25 65 76 1 8 59 59 12 47
Lower Pov Empl 117 43 1 9 24 38 1 6 23 32 11 21
Total 405 133 45 88 115 33 81 91 23 68

Navajo 359 279 262 17 227 211 1 6 186 171 15

Other
Strong Pnv Empl 27 09 06 03 08 04 03 06 03 03
Lower Pnv Empl 392 186 121 65 159 96 63 132 74 58
Total 419 196 128 68 167 100 66 138 77 61

Total 1183 608 435 173 509 345 164 414 271 143

ALASKA 132 93 83 1 a 70 62 a. 67 4. 08

TOTAL 2340 1038 647 392 857 498 359 687 383 304

VARIATIONS IN THE HOUSING PROBLEMS OF URBAN INDIANS

Introduction

139

As in Chapter 4, this diScussion of hOUSing needs and conditions of urban Indians relies
on analysIs of Census data for the 15 MSAs and other sources. Responses from Interviews with
Indian Community Center directors, discussions with local and national PHA officials, and
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Table 6 5
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF AlAN AREAS, HOUSING PROBLEMS (Pet. of households)

HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS

All Households Low-Income Households Very Low-Inc Households

Total CFand Afford CFand Afford CFand Afford
Hsehlds Total 00 only Total 00 only Total 00 only

NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl
Oklahoma 1000 285 71 214 233 47 186 176 32 144
Other 1000 397 150 246 339 115 225 253 76 177

Subtotal 1000 297 80 218 245 54 190 184 37 148
Lower Pnv Empl 1000 357 145 212 292 103 189 240 73 167
Total 1000 307 90 217 252 62 190 193 42 15 1

Other
Strong Pnv Empl 1000 325 120 206 261 70 191 204 40 164
Lower Pov Empl 1000 430 290 140 366 227 138 293 162 131
Total 1000 387 220 167 322 162 160 257 11 2 145

Total 1000 329 126 203 271 90 182 21 1 61 149

REMOTE

Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl 1000 312 87 224 264 61 203 205 42 163
Lower Pov Empl 100 0 369 167 202 328 136 193 273 97 176
Total 100 0 328 110 218 283 82 200 225 58 167

Navajo 1000 778 730 48 633 588 45 517 475 42

Other
Strong Pnv Empl 1000 348 234 114 278 164 114 220 11 6 104
Lower Pnv Empl 1000 476 310 166 407 245 162 336 188 148
TotaJ 1000 467 305 162 398 240 159 329 183 145

Total 1000 514 367 147 430 292 138 350 229 12 1

ALASKA 1000 707 631 76 532 467 66 430 369 61

TOTAL 1000 444 276 167 366 213 153 294 163 130
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information from case studies are presented here to amplify and Illustrate the statistical
Informa!lon on housing needs and condl!lons.
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Housing Problems: Overview

141

The overall housing problems of the AlAN population In metropolitan areas was
charactenzed In Chapter 5. Here they can be examined In more detail, pOinting out contrasts
between central Cities and suburbs and between individual metropolitan areas.

A summary of Important Census measures for the 15 selected MSAs IS presented In Table
6 6. Affordabillty stands out as the dominant problem In both central cities and suburbs where
37 percent and 39 percent of all AlAN households are affected, respectively. The AlAN central
City rate IS only 30 percent above that for central city non-Indians, In the suburbs, the AlAN share
With affordabllity problems IS almost twice that for non-Indians. In our Interviews With community
center directors, most stated that affordabillty was a major problem for half or more of the Indian
households they served.

While not as prevalent as In Tnbal Areas, overcrowding IS still a qUite frequent problem
for Indian households liVing In urban areas, particularly In central Cities where the overcrowding
rate for them IS 13 percent (3 3 times the rate for non-Indians) The AlAN overcrowdmg rate In
the suburbs IS somewhat lower (10 percent) but thiS level IS five times the average for suburban
non-Indians) In our Interviews, 18 percent of directors said that overcrowding was a major
problem for Indian families In their community Census data indicate that In a few MSAs,
including PhoeniX and Tucson, over 25 percent of Indian families are overcrowded

As explained In Chapter 5, full data on hOUSing quality In urban areas are not available,
but the age of hOUSing may serve as a rough proxy. Census data indicate that hOUSing for Indian
homeowners In urban areas IS likely to be newer than that of non-Indian owners, espeCially In the
suburbs (only 16 percent AlAN owners In the suburbs live In Units bUilt In 1949 or earlier,
compared to 21 percent for non-Indian owners) But the hOUSing occupied by AlAN renters IS
older than that of non-Indian renters In all areas Pre-1949 hOUSing accounts for 42 percent of
the Units of AlAN central City renters, only slightly above the share for non-Indian renters (38
percent) In the suburbs, however, the contrast IS dramatic 53 percent of all AlAN renters are
In pre-1949 units, almost four times the share for suburban non-Indians

The views of the directors of urban Indian community centers on hOUSing quality are
mixed Where they stated that Indians live In Identifiable neighborhoods, the quality of the
hOUSing In those neighborhoods was charactenzed as ranging anyWhere from "okay" to "ternble "
In many of these areas, homes are perceived as severely substandard, In need of major repair,
and homes that "no one else wants" In other of these areas, the hOUSing stock IS mIXed In
Chicago, for example, some hOUSing IS substandard, but some has been rehabbed and IS
adequate. In Denver, hOUSing In areas of high Indian concentration consists both of the older,
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Table 6 6
URBAN INDIANS HOUSING PROBLEMS

Percent Percent Ratio AlAN!
IndIcator AlAN Non-AlAN non-AlAN

Affordabllity Problem
Central CitIes 37 29 13
Suburbs 39 21 19

Overcrowding
Central Cities 13 4 33
Suburbs 10 2 50

UnIt BtlJlt 1949 or earlter, Renters
Central Cities 42 38 11
Suburbs 53 14 38
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substandard homes of families who have lived In the area a long time, and of the newer homes
of younger Indian professionals who are Just moving Into the area.

There was general agreement, however, that the typically large size of AlAN families made
It much more dlflicult for them to find adequate housing A major complaint about the rental stock
In many areas IS the high cost and/or unavailability of Units with a larger number of bedrooms
Urban Indians are often afraid to complain about substandard conditions frequently assOCiated
with older housing because they fear they will not find adequate housing to accommodate all of
their family members

Community center directors also named a number of other barriers to decent and
affordable housing for urban Indians These barriers Included unemployment and subsequent
low-incomes; poor credit and rental histories, lack of educalion about urban housing, both
federally-aSSisted and private market; and few financial Instltulions willing to work with the Indian
community.

Housing Problems: Diversity

Table 6 7 shows the percentages of all AlAN households that have housing problems In
each of the 15 MSAs Two Census categones are considered (defined somewhat differently than
on Table 66): the share that have an affordabllity problem only, and the share that have an
overcrowding and/or plumbing/kitchen facility problem

--- - -------
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Table 6 7
PERCENT OF AlAN HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS-1S MSA.

Tatal one or more prob Affordabll prob only Overcrowd & facll prob

Total Central Sub- Total Central Sub- Total Central Sub-
Metro Crty urbs Metro Crty urbs Metro Crty urbs

Albuquerque 431 440 403 242 282 126 189 158 277
Chicago 396 449 341 269 285 253 127 164 88
Dallas 368 461 322 274 321 251 94 140 71
Denver 397 486 338 331 396 288 66 90 50
Detroit 334 496 300 272 389 247 62 107 53

Los Angeles 477 490 469 320 305 327 157 185 142
Mmneapohs 437 554 340 342 428 271 95 126 69
New York 493 499 437 296 291 345 197 208 92
Oakland 417 510 401 337 338 337 80 172 64
Oklahoma City 308 330 292 236 249 226 72 81 66

Phoemx 51 1 505 516 236 253 220 275 252 296
Sacremento 435 491 417 335 352 330 100 139 87
Seattle 373 420 353 288 330 270 85 90 83
Tuscan 513 492 527 205 296 145 308 196 382
Tulsa 274 299 258 220 241 206 54 58 52

Total 398 441 367 274 296 259 124 145 108

AVERAGES
Group 1 414 484 378 295 322 293 120 163 85
Group 2 338 356 318 233 257 186 105 99 132
Group 3 487 517 461 261 326 212 226 191 249

Group 1 '" Chicago, Dallas, Detroit, los Angeles, New York, and Oakland

Group 2 '" Albuquerque Oklahoma Cny, and Tulsa
Group 3 = Minneapolis, Phoenix, and Tucson

There IS less diversity among these MSAs In these conditions that was found among Tnbal
Areas The share With an affordabllity problem only averaged 27 percent (averages of 30 percent
In the central CitieS and 26 percent In the suburbs) Shares across the MSAs ranged from 22
percent (Tulsa) to 34 percent (Minneapolis and Sacramento)

Consistent With the findings of the national overview presented In Chapter 5,
overcrowding/facilities problems for AlAN households are less frequent In these metropolitan
areas than are affordabllity problems Overall, 12 percent had an overcrowding and/or facility
problem as defined (averages of 15 percent In the central Cities and 11 percent In the suburbs)
Here, more variation IS eVidenced The rates ranged from only 5 percent In Tulsa to 31 percent
In Tucson.
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The groupings of MSAs Identified In Chapter 4 as exhibiting qUite different conditions for
Indians based on social and economic problem indicators also exhibit strong contrasts in the
frequency of AlAN housing problems Group 2 MSAs (smaller MSAs near to a sizeable number
of tnbal areas) was one of two In which Indians fared better economically, and this appears to be
reflected In their housing circumstances as well. They had by far the lowest averages with
affordabllity-only problems (23 percent) and overcrowding/facility problems (11 percent).

The other group In which the AlAN population had fewer social and economic problems
Included the largest MSAs, farthest from Tnbal Areas (Group 1) They also exhibit a qUite low
average for overcrowding/facilities problems (12 percent), althou)h they have a much higher
share In the affordabllity-only category (30 percent) The latter finding IS not surprising in that,
as discussed In Chapter 3, America's largest urban agglomerations tend to have by far the
nation's highest rent levels

In Group 3 MSAs (mid-sized, near to only a few Tribal Areas), where Indians fared worst
In economic terms, AlAN overcrowding/facility problem rates area also highest by far (averaging
22 percent). At 26 percent, their AlAN affordabllity-only average IS substantially above that for
Group 2 .

Homelessness

As With Indians who live In tnbal areas, homelessness IS also a problem among urban
Indians The survey of homelessness that has generally been considered the most reliable
indicates that 2 3 percent of the homeless individuals In the U.S. are Indlans--three times their
share In the general population 35 Of the community directors we surveyed, 86 percent reported
that homelessness IS a significant problem for the Indian community they serve. However, unlike
homelessness In Indian country, which is prlmanly manifested In overcrowding, homelessness In
urban areas many times means Individuals and families liVing In temporary shelters or on the
street

Federal Housing Assistance Provided to Urban Indians

Of all community center directors interviewed, 82 percent said that Indians In their service
area lived predominantly In private, rather than public, hOUSing. Most do not feel that thiS pattern
IS due to a lack of education about the availability of federal hOUSing opportunities' 85 percent
said that Indians In their community were generally aware of publicly-aSSisted hOUSing programs.
Most said they believe that federal programs are not meeling the needs of American Indians and
that local Public HOUSing Authorities are not responsive to the needs of the Indian community.

35ThIS survey, conducted by the Urban Institute, IS described In Burt (1992)
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While no group IS adequately served by Federal housing programs, Indians seem to be
represented at a far lower rate than non-Indians Table 6.8 indicates while significant shares of
AlAN households In all 15 MSAs have Very Low Incomes, only a tinY fraction are served by public
hOUSing The highest service ratio IS In the Oklahoma City MSA, where 27 percent of all AlAN
households are in the VLI group, but still only 14 percent of those households live In public
hOUSing units

The worst performances In thiS regard are by the largest hOUSing authontles HUD MTCS
system records show that three of them (Chicago, Dallas, and DetrOit) have no Amencan Indian
or Alaska Native tenants whatsoever, and for two others (Los Angeles and New York) AlAN
households account for only 0.1 percent of all tenants--as shown on Table 6 9. In no case do
Indians account for more than 3.8 percent of all pUblic hOUSing tenants

Data In Table 6 9 suggests that Indians that are served by public hOUSing tend to be those
most In need In almost all cases, the shares of all AlAN households In public hOUSing that are
female headed, below the poverty line, and without assets, are substantially above the
comparable shares for non-Indian tenants.

According to several interview respondents, the underrepresentatlon of Indians In public
hOUSing may be at least partially self-Imposed For example, many Indians, as well as other
ethnic groups, may prefer not to live In public hOUSing because their Units usually cannot
accommodate extended families Also, some interview respondents stated that Indians are
generally reluctant to do bUSiness With the federal government and prefer to seek help from family
members or the Indian community

Respondents suggested several reasons why federal hOUSing programs do not work, both
for the general population and, speCIfically, for urban Indians First, waiting lists are often so long
that people are discouraged from even applying Even when the wailing list IS not so long, there
IS the belief that there IS "too much red tape" associated With government hOUSing For example,
some interview respondents said that inspection and occupancy rules are too stnct and credit and
rental history venflcalions do not accommodate the expenence of people coming from Tnbal
Areas.

Interview respondents were asked how the federal government could Improve ItS delivery
of hOUSing programs to urban Indians. Several suggested that more aSSisted hOUSing be bUilt,
espeCially larger Units With three or more bedrooms. However, With the move away from public
housing towards Increased use of certificates and vouchers, other approaches might be used to
achieve the same ends. For example, Indian community centers could proVide hOUSing mobility
programs to assist partiCipants In finding apartments In neighborhoods which may have more
adequate and deSirable hOUSing It was also suggested that non-profits (like Indian community
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Table G8
AlAN HOUSEHOLDS SERVED BY PUBLIC HOUSING-15 MSAs

Pct of Eligible Pet Very Low Income
Pet AlAN Households AlAN Households AlAN Households

MSA Very Low Income In Public Housmg rn Public Housmg

Albuquerque 36 35 97
Chicago 27 00 01
Dallas 26 00 00
Denver 35 1 2 34
DetroIt 29 00 00

Los AngeJes 26 01 04
Minneapolis 44 27 62
New York 38 01 03
Oakland 23 03 1 2
Oklahoma City 27 38 140

Phoemx 39 33 85
Sacramento 27 1 1 40
Seattle 30 24 78
Tucson 50 29 58
Tulsa 26 1 4 55
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centers) could act as liaisons between PHAs and the Indian community to disseminate Infonmatlon
about assisted-housing opportUnities, process applications, conduct onentation seSSIOns, and
assist In finding and maintaining assisted housing.

Second, It was suggested that more flexibility IS needed on certain rules, such as
occupancy standards and credit and rental history venflcatlon Occupancy rules could be more
fleXible to accommodate larger families. It was noted that rules such as "one person per
bedroom" were CUlturally biased, not taking Into account the traditional living situation of many
Indian families To expedite housing references, It was suggested that notanzed statements from
IHAs or tnbal housing staff be accepted as rental history venflcatlon when no conventional
documentation IS available In addition, stncter enforcement of other rules was also seen as
necessary, such as addreSSing fair housing laws and enforCing local bUilding codes

On the homeownershlp Side, several respondents suggested that a federal
homeownershlp program, like Mutual Help, would be benefiCial and should be available to urban
Indians. Indian community centers could work directly With IHAs, or IHA-like entities could be
created In urban commUnities
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Table 6 9
AlAN ANO NON·AIAN PUBLIC HOUSING TENANTS··15 MSAs

Percent of Tenants In Each Group

Pet afTatal
Pub Hsg Tenants Female-Headed Below Poveny No Assets

PHA AlAN Non-AlAN AlAN Non-AlAN AlAN Non-AlAN AlAN Non-AlAN

Albuquerque 35 965 862 794 793 791 1000 930
Chicago 00 1000 NA 788 NA 1000 NA 1000

Dallas 00 1000 NA 869 NA 851 NA 1000
Denver 12 988 826 667 826 747 957 926
Detroit 00 100 0 NA 751 NA 735 NA 989

Los Angeles 01 999 600 681 400 695 900 886
Mmneapolls 27 973 556 549 711 529 959 639
New York 01 999 743 726 386 421 14 19
Oakland 03 997 889 736 667 524 1000 998
Oklahoma Crt 38 962 579 702 875 757 1000 985

Phoemx 33 967 841 748 875 824 886 827
Sacramento 1 1 989 579 317 263 168 632 752
Seattle 24 976 669 463 712 638 926 739
Tulsa 14 986 725 296 950 461 1000 974
Tucson 29 971 850 775 900 784 750 596
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In making recommendations on how the federal government could be more responsive
to the needs of urban Indians, respondents suggested that HUD work more closely with Indlan
serving agencies, provide education to non-profits on how programs work, and let these
organizations know about openings, both In hOUSing and employment. They also suggested that
Indians be more Involved In the planning or policy and deCISion making process of the Public
HOUSing Authonty, for example, by being asked to serve on PHA boards

Case study interviews provide anecdotal Information aboutthe experience of urban Indians
with federal hOUSing programs In the San FranCISco Bay area, for example, we were told that
the relationship between local HUD staff and some sectors of the Native Amencan population IS
strained In San FranCISco, the problem stems pnmanly from recent takeovers of HUD properties
by the Native Amencan homeless community Informants related a bnef history of their
expenence with HUD and the company that manages the Geneva Towers public hOUSing facIlity
(now called Red Balloon II by Native Amencan activistS) In the Vlsltaclon Valley area In the
southern part of the City

In 1989, about 70 families were removed from the City Center Hotel Shelter In San
FranCISco and relocated to Geneva Towers In the two years that a certain
company had been managing the place, over 200 families and individuals have
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been 'displaced and eVicted.' Of those 70 families relocated to Geneva Towers
In 1989, only 5 remain today. Many of the eVlclions were Illegal and the
Department of Social Services colluded with HUD and the management company
In these wrongdoings
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In addllion to the belief that the government has not been dealing fairly with the Native
American community, the Informants also believe that Increased security at Geneva Towers, such
as lock-down fences and surveillance cameras, were not Installed to protect tenants, but to harass
them They stated that eVictions and harassment by police were targeted to those tenants who
"were Involved with any polilical organizing to change their sltualion at Red Balloon II." Such
organizing activIties Included Geneva Towers Tenants Assoclalion meelings, candlelight Vigils,
and displays of protest banners out of windows The Informant group further alleged that the
management company does not hire mlnonlies. The racial compOSition of the bUilding, according
to Informants, IS 85 percent Black, and the rest Samoan, East Indian, ASian, Hispanic, White, and
Amencan Indian Data from the San FranCISco Public HOUSing Authonty indicate that of the total
6,776 households In public hOUSing as of July, 1993,13 were Amencan Indian or Alaska Native.

In Oakland, 9 of the 3,317 households In public hOUSing are Amencan Indian or Alaska
Nalive. Several Informants noted that the elderly are aclively recrUited by public hOUSing
authontles for subsidized hOUSing When Units become available, for example, elderly reSidents
are often asked to refer their elderly friends, and vacancies are generally not advertised to the
public The Indian community here suggests that there IS a great need for "clean and sober"
public hOUSing apartments for recovenng alcohol and drug users, In addition to "drug free zones"
around public hOUSing complexes And while Seclion 8 seems to be preferred by Indian families
In Oakland, It IS often difficult to work with because "many Indians have no steady Jobs and are
highly mobile." Informants noted that If Indian families have problems with their landlord, they
would rather Just leave than work them out, thus creating poor hOUSing references for the future

Housing Choice and Homeownership

Urban Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives are not unlike the general population In terms
of hOUSing preferences Most would like to be homeowners and live In a single-family detached
home Two-thirds of the Indian community center directors that we interviewed indicated that
Indians In their community would typically rather live In a single-family home than any other type
of dwelling (e.g., townhouse, apartment, mobile home) And three-fourths said that Indians In
their community typically prefer to own rather than rent.

Homeownershlp for many urban Indian families IS not an ImpOSSible dream Census data
indicate that homeownershlp rates for Indian households In our 15 MSAs are substanlial
Nonetheless, they are lowerthan those for non-Indian households on average (51 percent vs. 56
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percent), although Indian households have higher homeownershlp rates than both blacks and
Hispanics In addition, a large share of Indian renter households in our 15 MSAs are above 95
percent of area median Income, which should make them candidates for homeownershlp (Table
610) In Chicago, for example, 75 percent of the Indian renter households In the suburbs have
Incomes above 95 percent of area median, a percentage higher than that for the non-Indian
population

Interview information from surveys and case studies indicate that, although they have the
financial means to buy a home, many Indian families stili face bamers to homeownershlp. Many
are wary of or have little expenence With traditional hOUSing finanCing systems Like other
disadvantaged groups, they may not have adequate savings for downpayment, or other up front
costs, or may not have an established or spotless credit history Others lack information
regarding the responsibilities of homeownershlp. Stili others are reluctant to approach traditional
financial Institutions, such as banks and mortgage companies

Intereslingly, In three cltles--Chlcago, San FranCISco, and Omaha--communlty directors
noted a preference by their service population for renting rather than owning. In part, thiS
preference IS due to home pnces, espeCially In high hOUSing cost areas such as San FranCISco,
but thiS may also anse because, for many urban Indians, oWning a home IS a relatively new
concept The Indian community, however, recognizes the potential and deSire for
homeownershlp One-third of the community centers we surveyed already proVide some kind of
hOUSing aSSistance, several of which focus on homeownershlp opportUnity.

Addressing the Housing Needs of Indians in Urban Areas

The hOUSing needs of Indians liVing In urban areas seem to focus on three major Issues:

• The need for better service provIsion through federally-assisted housing programs;
• The need for decent and affordable rental Units that would accommodate extended

families; and . ,
• The need for homeownershlp opportunities

Access to Federal Programs could be Improved through better outreach and education
provided by Indian community centers. Our survey data Indicate that Indians are often reluctant
to ask for assistance from government agencies. Indian community centers could act as liaisons
between PHAs and the Indian community to disseminate information about aSSisted-housing
opportUnities, process applications, conduct onentatlon sessions, and assist In lindlng and
maintaining aSSisted hOUSing In addition, certain regulations, such as occupancy rules, could be
made more fleXible to accommodate the expenence of families coming from Indian country.
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Table610
PERCENT OF AlAN AND NON-INDIAN RENTERS, INCOME ABOVE 95 PERCENT OF MEDIAN

AlAN Non-Indian

Total Cent Sub- Total Cent Sub-
Metro City urb Metro Cily urb

Albuquerque 51 67 32 60 63 47
Chicago 66 51 75 64 52 70
Dallas 64 47 68 66 59 70
Denver 58 44 64 65 55 68
DetrOIt 58 30 63 61 40 65

Los Angeles 66 68 65 65 66 65
Mmneapolis 58 42 64 64 54 66
New York 63 62 63 69 66 67
Oakland 69 60 71 71 59 73
Oklahoma City 56 58 55 63 63 64

Phoemx 48 58 42 63 62 64
Sacramento 66 63 67 66 61 68
Seattle 57 53 59 66 62 68
Tucson 30 61 20 62 56 68
Tulsa 55 62 61 62 64 60
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Access to decent and affordable larger rental units could be Improved through more
flexible Indian block grants Census and survey data suggest that many Indians prefer to live in
extended family sltualJons, but that they are unable to find affordable and decent hOUSing Units
to accommodate them Block grant funds (under the Community Development Block Grant or
HOME programs) could be extended to urban Indian CDCs to develop and manage hOUSing Units
sUitable for the Indian community These funds could be channeled through state or local
governments to established Indian hOUSing organizatIOns or could be used to Improve the
capacity of eXlsling Indian organizations to develop hOUSing expertise.

Access to homeownership opportunities could be improved with homebuying assistance
to eligible Indian households. Our interviews suggest that many Indian households are not
participating in homebuylng opportunilies, despite the fact that they are financially able. Some,
like other minontles, do not have adequate savings for a downpayment or acceptable credit
history. Others lack information regarding the responsibilities of homeownership. Still others are
reluctant to approach tradllJonal financial instltulJons, such as banks and mortgage companies.

Homebuylng assistance could be provided through Indian community centers and could
Include government or pnvately-funded grants or lOW-interest loans for down payments and
closing costs. In addition, community centers could also provide homebuying counseling to assist
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potential homeowners through the homebuylng process. However, It would seem extremely
Important that traditional pnvate financial institutions playa key role In providing homeownershlp
opportUnities for Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives, as they do for other Amencans, In order
to prevent the further nghettoizlngn of the housing experience of urban Indians.
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Dependent Vanables

Independent Vanables.

Variation

R-Square
Standard Error

. Analysis of Variance

OPROS

SHARE

PPSE

PSIZE

LNDIS50

3670
2831

Other Than Affordabllity Problem For AlAN
Households, (Overcrowding/Facility MIX), AlAN Area

Ratio Of Total Tnbal Area Population To AlAN
Population
Pnvate For-Prof,t and Se~-Employed Persons
Per 1,000 Persons
If AlAN Area Population Greater Than 400 Persons,
PSIZE =1, a Otherwise
Natural Log Of Distance From AlAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons

Degrees of Freedom 4
Mean Dep Vanable 40 00
F Value 7275
Probabllrty > F 0001

Vanable: Parameter Est: Std. Error. T for HO: Prob.> ITI:

INTERCEPT -173 624 -0 27 7819
SHARE -0.08 007 -112 2615
PPSE -1 08 001 -670 0001
PSIZE -578 267 -216 0312
LNDIS50 11 76 1 09 1070 0001
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Annex 68
Multiple Regression Analysis
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Dependent Variables

Independent Variables

Variation

R-Square
Standard Error

Analysis of Variance

AFFORD

SHARE
PPSE

PSIZE

LNDIS50

1763
1234

Affordablhty Problem For AlAN Households, AlAN Area

Ratio Of Total Tnbal Area Population To AlAN Population
Pnvate For-Profit and Se~-Employed Persons Per 1,000
Persons
If AlAN Area Population Greater Than 400 Persons,
PSIZE = 1, 0 Otherwise
Natural Log Of Distance From AlAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons

Degrees of Freedom 4
Mean Dep Vanable 1238
F Value 2686
Probability> F. 0001

Vanable: Parameter Est.: Std. Error: T for HO: Prob.> ITI:

INTERCEPT 1765 272 648 0001
SHARE 011 003 351 0005
PPSE 0.02 0.00 500 0001
PSIZE 1 66 1 16 1 42 1539
LNDIS50 -211 047 -440 0001



Chapter 7

FUTURE PROSPECTS AND
POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This chapter does two thmgs First, It considers the future prospects for the housmg
problems of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives dunng the rest of thiS decade If current trends
continue. ThiS reqUires some speculation about the magmtude of growth In the number of AlAN
households as well as their housing problems Second, the chapter considers the Implications
of these future expectations, as well as the fnidmgs of the earlier chapters In this report, for
national housing policy

FUTURE PROSPECTS FOR AlAN HOUSING
IN LIGHT OF RECENT TRENDS

AlAN Household Formation in the 1990s

One area that must be understood to gain some sense of future potentials IS how rapidly
AlAN households are likely to grow In different parts of thiS country, Ie, where are the pressures
for new housing likely to be greatest and by how much? The resources available for thiS study
did not support a senous "forecast" of these changes and, given the complexity and uncertainties
associated with the determinants of population growth by location as reviewed m Chapter 2, It
would have been a difficult task to develop truly reliable estimates even If they had

For Illustrative purposes, however, It should be helpful to construct a rough approximation.
ThiS can be done uSing three simple assumptions:
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1 That the natIonal AlAN population will grow at a rate of 1.8 percentperyear. Over
the 1980s, the AlAN population grew at a rate of 2 9 percent (2 2 due to natural Increase and the
rest due to the Increase In self-Identification as discussed In Chapter 2) The absolute Increase
due to self-identification was 56 percent of the Increase due to natural Increase. Dunng the
1990s, the Bureau of the Census (1993) estimates that the AlAN natural Increase rate Will be
much lower (1 4 percent), but makes no estimate of any addllional growth due to self
Identification We assume that the self-Identification component Will be lower too (about on third
of the absolute growth due to natural Increase). With this assumption. the aggregate AlAN growth
rate works out to 1.8 percent per annum

2 That eaqh geographIc area will capture the same share of the net natIonal AlAN
population increase m the 1990s that It dId m the 1980s In other words, If an area's population
grew (or declined) by an amount equal to two percent of the net national Increase In the 1980s,
It Will grow (or decline) by two percent of the net national Increase In the 1990s

3. That the rate of declme m the ratIO of total AlAN populatIon to AlAN households
observed m the 1980s, WIll contmue m the 1990s Base data for these calculations are given In
Table 3.3. The decline In the ratio for Tnbal Areas In the 1980s was applied to Tnbal Areas In
the 1990s The decline obseNed for all Indians liVing elsewhere In the 1980s was applied to the
ratios for all other areas In the 1990s

The estimates resulting from these assumptions are presented In Table 7.1 They show
the national AlAN population growing from 2 0 million In 1990 to 2.15 million In 1994 and to 2 4
million at the end of the century By that time, there would be only modest shifts In the spatial
dlstnbutlon The Tnbal Area share would have Increased from 60 percent to 63 percent, and the
Surrounding County share, from 37 percent to 38 percent The shares In the rest of the US
would have declined (from 31 percent to 30 percent for other Metropolitan Areas and from 10
percent to 8 percent for other Nonmetropolitan Areas)

The total AlAN population would Increase by an average of 38,000 per year, considerably
below the 48,000 annual growth expenenced over the 1980s. All areas that were growing In the
1980s, would have to accommodate smaller absolute Increments In the 1980s than they did over
the preceding decade

Tnbal Areas, however, would exhibit a more substantial growth In total households (both
because they continue to receive a large share of all national AlAN population growth and
because their average household size IS declining more rapidly) Tnbal Areas In total would have
to accommodate about 10,000 new households per year over the decade, compared to 5,400 In
the Surrounding Counties and 4,800 In other Metropolitan Areas Other Nonmetropolitan Areas
would conlinue to suffer a decline In households (by about 400 per year)
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Table 7 1
ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES-AlAN POPULATION GROWTH THROUGH 2000

AlAN COUNTIES RESTOFUS

Total Tnbal Surr Non-
US Total Areas Co Total • Metro Metro

• POPULATION (000)
1980 (Apr) 1,5284 8262 5312 2950 7021 5005 2016
1990 (Apr) 2,0095 1,201 3 7398 4615 8082 6176 1906
1994 (Jan) 2,1500. 1,3108 8006 5102 8392 6518 1874
2000 (Apr) 2,4000 1,5057 9090 5967 8943 7126 181 7

PERCENT OF U S POP
1980 (Apr) 1000 541 348 193 459 327 132
1990 (Apr) 1000 598 368 230 402 307 95
1994 (Jan) 1000 610 372 237 390 303 87
2000 (Apr) 1000 627 379 249 373 297 76

POP GROWTH PER YEAR (000)
1980-1990 481 375 209 167 106 117 -1 1
1990-1994 375 292 162 130 83 91 -09
1994-2000 385 300 167 133 85 94 -09

PERCENT OF U S NET INCREASE
1980-1990 1000 780 434 346 221 243 -23
1990-1994 1000 779 433 347 221 243 -23
1994-2000 1000 780 434 346 220 243 -23

TOTAL POPULATION PER HOUSEHOLD
1990 (Apr) 247 284 316 246 207 207 206
1994 (Jan) 244 275 298 245 206 207 206
2000 (Apr) 236 259 270 245 205 206 205

NO, OF HOUSEHOLDS (000)
1990 (Apr) 8124 4223 2344 1879 3902 2977 925
1994 (Jan) 8827 4763 2686 2077 4064 3153 91 1
2000 (Apr) 1,0158 5806 3373 2433 4352 3466 886

HOUSEHOLD GROWTH PER YEAR (000)
1990-1994 187 144 91 53 43 47 -04
1994-2000 205 160 106 55 44 48 -04

PERCENT OF U S NET INCREASE
1990-1994 1000 768 486 282 230 250 -20
1994-2000 1000 784 516 267 216 235 -1 9

'..
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Back up calculations at the regional level, based on these assumptions, are provided In

Tables 7A 1 and 7A 2 at the end of thiS chapter. They show, as we would expect, substantial
vanatlons In growth by region The annual number of new households that would have to be
accommodated would be highest In the Eastern region (5,000), followed by Oklahoma (4:5'0'0) and,.
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Arizona-New MexIco (2,900) All other regions could expect household growth Increments of less
than 2,000 per year

Housing Prospects

In Tribal Areas In 1990, 62 percent of all households were low-income and the data show
that about 60 percent of them were overcrowded or lived In units with serious physical
deficiencies even as defined by Census measures. A perpetuation of those shares through the
1990s would Imply that the number of low-Income households In Tribal Areas would be growing
on average by 6,200 per year, and the number overcrowded and with facIlity problems would be
growing by about 3,700 per year Yet from 1990 to 1994, the number of HUD units In Tribal
Areas occupied by AlAN households grew by only about 1,700 per year. We cannot be sure the
same proportions will hold throughout this decade, but It does seem very likely that HUD
assistance IS failing very short of what IS needed even to keep up with the growth of housing
problems In Tribal Areas.

For low-income AlAN households outside of Tnbal Areas, It IS extremely difficult to
speculate on how their housing problems are likely to change over this decade under current
poliCies. In general, U.S housing problems In.the mld-1990s are similar to those discussed In
Chapter 5 (Table 5 3) Affordability problems continue to dominate The percent of units with
physical housing deficiencies stili remains at a low level, and while vacancy rates are unusually
high In many markets, rents and home values continue at high levels as well We see no reasons
to believe that the housing problems of AlAN households living In metropolitan environments are
Improving through the natural evolution of the private housing market. Federal housing
assistance grew somewhat dunng earlier parts of the decade, but not by enough to have much
effect on the sizeable gap between the number provided for and the number eligible.

IMPLICATlONS FOR POLICY

Housing in Tribal Areas

Given that the housing problems of low-income families In Tribal Areas are both deeper
and more pervasive than those for Indians living elsewhere, these Areas should Jusliflably remain
the focus for national Indian housing policy From the numbers presented above, It seems qUite
likely that the problems of these areas are getting worse In the 1990s. The production rate of
HUD housing for Tribal Areas appears considerably below than what would be needed to keep
up with the growth, let alone begin to address the enormous backlog of defiCient Units that eXisted
when the decade began.
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A natural response, of course, would be to call a higher rate of HUD funding for these
programs so that their production rates could be expanded, and the numbers In thiS report
certainly JUStify that. However, It IS difficult to advocate simply proportiomng up the total budget
enough to address the full need uSing the present mix of programs Even without full analysIs
of the eXisting programs (which IS presented In the study's final report--Klngsley, Spencer and
Simonson, 1995), the analysIs In thiS report suggests there are reasons to question the effiCiency
of these programs

Perhaps the most dramatic contrast presented In thiS review IS that between those who
are and are not served by HUD housing assistance at thiS POint Over forty percent of the
households In need In Tnbal Areas are receiving very substantial SubSidies (government
production programs for the poor are all very expensive per household served). The remaining
60 percent, many with extremely senous housing deficienCies, get no assistance whatsoever It
would seem that there should be some way to use whatever level of HUD funding IS provided
more eqUitably, to reduce the annual expense per household served so that a larger share of the
total would get some assistance.

ThiS report offers eVidence that It should be possible to accomplish thiS In a substanlial
number of Tnbal Areas Data from the typology In Chapter 6 showed that 44 percent of all
households In Tnbal Areas live In Areas that are within 50 miles of a large urban center Another
17 percent live in Areas that are more remote, but are Large and Open as we have defined those
terms.

Generally, Tnbal Areas that are located closer to urban centers should be able to benefit
from nearby pnvate housing market institutions as they do from access to nearby pnvate
employment opportunities Large Tnbal Areas with a large number of non-Indians living within
their boundanes should be more likely to have what amounts to a pnvate housing market
Intemally In these areas, there should be more opportumlies to rely on tenant-based assistance
(subsidies that cover the gap between what a low-income household can reasonably afford and
the market rent for a modest unit of their chOice In the pnvate housing stock) and tenant based
assistance typically prOVides housing for much less subSidy per family than govemment
production programs It should also be pOSSible to take advantage of other market-onented
techmques. uSing public dollars to stimulate effective actions by pnvate and nonprofit housing
providers to rehabilitate and manage housing for low-income groups In need

It IS recogmzed that In smaller and more remote Tnbal Areas (given their locations and
constraints associated with trust land and other factors), market mechamsms are not as likely to
be workable and a stronger direct govemment production role Will continue to be reqUired Even
here, however, there should be ways to accommodate more households In need for a given
amount of funding provided. For example, by government subSidy funds to leverage pnvate
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Investment at a reasonable rate of return, by relying on rehabilitation rather than new construction
where possible, and by bUilding new housing at lower cost (for example, by developing more
modest "starter homes", that provide decent basIc shelter now, but could be added to and
Improved at the households initiative as ItS Income Increases).

Perhaps most Important, however, IS the eVidence In this report that Tnbal Areas differ
from each other along a number of dimenSions. The best way to promote housing strategies that
are both efficient and workable should be to develop many different ones as needed to fit the
exact circumstances of each Tribal Area .An Area next to a large City will have different
opportunities for housing delivery than a remote reservation Even two Tnbal Areas In similar
locations are likely to have a different mix of housing needs and opportunltles--programs that
provide highly efficient and effective Incentives for housing Improvement In one, may not work In
another because of cultural, political, or economic reasons. Strategies that are truly sensitive to
local circumstances cannot be designed from Washington. They need to be developed carefully
by local stakeholders who, having designed them and feeling "ownership" of them, will have
strong Incentives to Implement them effectively

AlAN Housing Outside of Tribal Areas

It should be possible to address unmet housing needs of low-Income AlAN households
outside of Tnbal Areas pnmanly through market oriented housing strategies: Ie, relying heavily
on tenant based assistance to address affordabillty problems, and uSing other subsidy funds
mostly to motivate enhanced stock Improvements by pnvate and non-prolit providers, rather than
emphaSIZing government production programs.

An array of Federal housing assistance programs are available across the United States,
more and more giVing design Initiative to local governments and community leaders It seems
unlikely that a totally separate set of programs for urban Indians, for example, would be
administratively Justifiable. However, as supported by the findings In the last section of Chapter
6, strong efforts need to be made (through Improved outreach and other techmques) to assure
that AlAN populations outside of Tribal Areas will be given fair access to such hOUSing assistance
resources In the localities In which they do reside

Opportunities to Expand AlAN Homeownership

IncreaSing homeownershlp among AlAN households does appear to be a realistiC prospect
that warrants more attention at the national level; 48 percent of all AlAN households nationally
are In the moderate and higher Income ranges (incomes above 80 percent of the local median)
and ownership rates for these groups are significantly below those of non-Indians at Similar
Income levels In most parts of the country
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• In counties surrounding Tnbal Areas, only 67 percent of AlAN households at
moderate and higher income levels are owners (compared to 77 percent for non
Indians In the same Income groups); In 1990, there were 31,300 AlAN renter
hOlJseholds In these counties with Incomes above 80 percent of the local median

• In metropolitan areas elsewhere, the moderate and higher incom-e ownership rate
IS 66 percent for AlAN households vs. 75 percent for non-Indians, 54,900 AlAN
renters In these Income groups lived In these areas In 1990.

• In other non-metropolitan areas, ownership rates are higher for both groups but,
again, the AlAN rate IS below that for non-Indians (73 percent vs 83 percent);
another 12,700 AlAN renters With Incomes above 80 percent of median lived In
these areas In 1990

• Only In Tnbal Areas themselves does the AlAN ownership rate parallel that for
non-Indians at these Income levels (68 percent for both groups) 36 Still, there
were 20,300 AlAN renters With Incomes above 80 percent In 1990 that could be
candidates for ownership.
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Table 7A 1
ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES--AIAN POPULATION 1990-2000

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North· South- Anz- Calif- Paclf
US Central Eastern Okl. Central Plams NMex Nev No West Alaska

POPULATION (000)

1990 PopulatIOn
Tnbal Areas-1990 del 7398 277 548 2064 134 954 2338 200 399 485
Surroundmg CountIes 4615 300 542 435 44 285 1035 1066 639 270

Subtotal 1,2013 577 109 a 249 9 178 1238 3373 1265 1038 755
Metropolitan 6176 711 2428 12 942 491 11 1377 204 00
Nonmetropohtan 1906 188 736 14 393 225 37 56 152 106
Total 2,0095 1476 4253 2525 1513 1955 3421 2698 1393 861

1994 PopulatIon (Jan)
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 8006 295 650 2313 164 994 2449 209 425 507
Surroundmg Counties 5102 338 643 421 53 319 1156 1143 721 307

Subtotal 1,3108 632 1294 2734 217 1313 3605 1352 1146 814
Metropolitan 6518 754 2649 13 997 532 1 2 1357 204 00
Nonmetropohtan 1874 198 681 14 417 227 39 43 145 111
Total 2,150 a 1584 4623 2762 1632 2072 3656 2752 149 5 925

2000 PopulatIon (Juf )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 909 a 326 833 2756 216 1066 2646 226 472 548
Surrounding Counties 5967 404 824 397 70 381 1372 1280 867 372

Subtotal 1,5057 731 1657 3153 287 1447 4018 1506 1339 919
Metropolitan 7126 830 3042 16 1096 604 14 1320 204 00
Nonmetropohtan 1817 215 583 15 460 230 41 22 134 119
Total 2,4000 177 5 5282 3184 1843 2281 4073 2848 1677 1038

POPULATION PER HOUSEHOLD

J 1990 PopJHousehold
Tribal Areas·1990 def 316 322 311 238 278 376 403 283 303 368
Surroundmg CountIes 246 254 243 225 219 296 316 210 218 274
Subtotal 285 283 273 236 260 354 372 219 244 328

Metropolitan 207 234 200 189 190 248 188 209 211 NA
Nonmetropohtan 206 218 199 219 186 245 215 197 199 281

Total 247 249 215 235 195 305 368 213 233 321

1994 Pop /Household (Jan)
Tnbal Areas·1990 def 298 306 296 227 264 358 384 269 288 350
Surroundmg Counties 246 253 243 224 218 295 315 209 217 273

Subtotal 275 276 267 226 251 340 359 216 239 316
Metropolitan 207 233 200 188 189 247 187 209 210 000
Nonmetropolltan 206 218 199 218 185 245 214 196 199 280
Total 244 246 215 226 195 298 355 212 230 312

2000 Pop /Household (Jul )
Tribal Areas·1990 def 269 279 270 207 241 326 350 246 263 319
Surroundmg Counties 245 252 241 223 217 293 314 208 216 272

Subtotal 259 264 255 209 235 317 337 213 230 298
Metropolitan 206 232 199 187 188 246 186 208 209 000
Nonmetropohtan 205 217 198 217 184 243 213 195 198 279
Total 236 242 213 209 193 286 334 210 225 296
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Table7A 2
ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES-AlAN HOUSEHOLDS 1990-2000

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg 4 Reg 5 Reg 6 Reg 7 Reg 8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Anz· Calrt - Paclf
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plains N Mex. Nev No West Alaska

NO OF HOUSEHOLDS (000)

1990 Households
Tribal Areas-1990 def 2344 86 176 866 48 254 579 71 132 132
Surroundmg CountIes 1879 118 223 193 20 96 327 508 294 99

Subtotal 4222 204 398 1060 68 350 907 579 426 231
Metropolitan 2977 304 1213 06 496 198 06 657 97 00
Nonmetropohtan 925 86 369 06 212 92 17 28 76 38

Total 8124 594 1980 1072 777 640 930 1265 598 268

1994 Households (Jan )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 2686 96 22 a 1021 62 278 638 78 148 145
Surrounding Counties 2077 133 265 188 24 108 367 547 333 11 2

Subtotal 4763 229 485 1209 86 386 1005 624 480 257
Metropohtan 3153 323 1327 07 527 215 06 65 a 97 00
Nonmetropohtan 911 91 343 07 225 93 18 22 73 39
Total 8826 643 2154 1222 839 694 1030 1296 650 297

2000 Households (Jul )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 3373 117 308 1333 90 327 756 92 180 171
Surrounding CountIes 2433 160 341 178 32 130 438 615 402 137

Subtotal 5806 277 649 151 1 122 457 1193 707 581 308
Metropolitan 3466 357 1532 08 582 246 07 636 97 00
Nonmetropolrtan 886 99 295 07 249 94 19 1 1 68 43
Total 1,0158 734 2476 1526 954 797 1220 1354 747 351

ANNUAL CHANGE (ooONEAR)

Apr 1990-Jan 1994
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 91 03 12 41 04 07 16 02 04 04
Surrounding CountIes 53 04 1 1 -01 01 03 1 1 10 10 04

Subtotal 144 07 23 40 05 10 26 12 15 07
Metropolitan 47 05 30 00 08 05 00 -02 00 00
Nonmetropohtan -04 01 -07 00 04 00 00 -02 -0 1 00
Total 187 13 46 40 17 15 26 08 14 08

Jan 1994-Jul 2000
Tribal Areas-1990 def 10 6 03 14 48 04 07 18 02 05 04
Surrounding Counties 55 04 12 -02 01 03 1 1 1 1 1 1 04

Subtotal 161 07 25 46 05 11 29 13 16 08
Metropolitan 48 05 31 00 08 05 00 -0 2 00 00
Nonmetropolltan -04 01 -07 00 04 00 00 -02 -0 1 00
Total 205 14 49 47 18 16 29 09 15 08
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