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FOREWORD

This report, part of the HUD-commissioned Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and
Programs, contains the most comprehensive and authoritative body of information ever assembled
on housing conditions and resources in Native American communities It is the result of an
unprecedented data collection effort, which included 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
housing problems of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives, particularly in reservations and other
Tribal Areas, are extreme by any standard Forty percent of Native Americans hve in overcrowded
or physically deficient housing, compared to only 6 percent of the U S population

In addition, the detailed data compiled 1n Housing Problems and Needs of American Indians and
Alaska Natrves make 1t possible to look behind these sobering numbers to the signuficant vanations
in the nature, distribution, and relative severity of housing needs among Native American
communities More than 60 percent of units occupied by Native Americans mn the Tribal Areas of
Alaska, New Mexico, and Arizona are overcrowded and/or physically inadequate, by contrast,
Oklahoma’s Tribal Areas have the lowest incidence of physical problems, but among the highest
housing cost burdens in Indian country This report also provides important baseline imnformation
on how Native Americans have fared in metropolitan housing markets, as well as on the one-fourth
of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives who live n the counttes surrounding Tribal Areas

A combination of effective public mvestments and support for the development of vital private
housing market mechanisms will be essential to meeting the housing needs of American Indian and
Alaska Native communities HUD has proposed a fundamental reinvention of its Indian housing
programs that recognizes both the diversity of Tribal Areas and the need for approaches tailored to
their unique problems, resources, and forms of tribal governance The Department’s proposals to
gradually consolidate funding into formula grants would return much more discretion to local
leaders, allowing them to design housing strategies that fit therr own circumstances

The information presented in Housing Problems and Needs of American Indians and Alaska
Natves will inform ongoing Federal efforts to more effectively address the housing problems of
Native Americans HUD also will make these data sets available to researchers, tribal officials, and
other concerned citizens, n whose hands such information can be a valuable tool for local planning
and education efforts By bringing the serious housing needs of American Indians and Alaska
Natives into sharp focus, this report provides all of us with a forceful reminder of our Nation’s
trust obligations to the first Americans

Michael A fStegman
Assistant Secretary for Policy
Development and Research
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Assessment of Amencan Indian Housing Needs and Programs was iniiated 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 Amencan
Indians and Alaska Natives, (2) assess the effectiveness of existing federal housing programs in
meeting those needs, and (3) compare alternative approaches and suggest ways in which federal
policy regarding the housing of these Native Amencans could be improved. This report, the first
major product of the study, 1s iis assessment of housing problems and needs

The report 1s based pnmanly on analysis of Census data on housing and other
charactenstics of the Amencan Indian and Alaska Native (AIAN)' populaton 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 Authonties (IHAs), the agencies that administer HUD
programs in Tribal Areas nationwide (as used in this report, Tnbal Areas include Amerncan Indian
Reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and other special types of areas so designated by the U.S.
Census); on-site m-depth interviews with inbal leaders and IHA officials at 36 representatively
sampled Tnbal Areas; interviews and observation of housing condrtions for a small sample of
households at the same sites, case studies and selected interviews concerning the housing of
Amerncan Indians Iimng i metropolitan areas; and recurrent consultations with independent
national and regional experis on the problems and dynamics of the AIAN population.

"Matthew Snipp (1989, pp 36-40) explains why the term "Amenican Indians and Alaskan Natives” is the preferred
ethnic designation for the population that 1s the subject of this study, and we use that term most frequently However,
we also often use its acronym, "AIAN", and sometimes, fall back on the terms Native American and Indian to refer to
this same population
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It 1s important to explan at the outset that, while the U S government makes housing
assistance avallable to low-income Americans i all locations, the context for such assistance In
Trnibal 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 AIAN 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 tribes directly in a sovereign-
to-sovereign relationship, rather than through the general system of State and local government.
Third, a considerable amount of land in Tnibal Areas 1s held in trust for the tnbes as a whole
(rather than bemng subdivided into many private holdings as occurs in the rest of the country)--this
has frustrated the development of prnivate housing markets in Tnba!l Areas and has long been
seen as providing spectal justification for government assistance in housing production.

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

] The hobsmg Jproblems of the American Indians and Alaska Natives remain
considerably more severe than those of non-Indians in alf parts of America. This is particularly
so in reservations and other Tribal Areas where, according to Census data, 28 percent of AIAN
households are overcrowded or lack plumbing or kitchen faciltties (the comparable average for
all U.S. households 1s only 5.4 percent). A smalf sample survey conducted as a part of this study
suggests that, adding in condition and other facility problems, the total overcrowded or living in
inadequate housing in Tribal Areas may be around 40 percent (the comparable U.S. average is
5 3 percent). For AIAN households living in other locations (metropolitan and nonmetropolitan)
having to spend an excessive share of their ncome for housing (rather than physical deficiencies)
ts the domnant problem.

, ™ The character of AIAN housing broblems and, therefore, the best strategies for
addressing them, vary importantly in different types of environments. Even among Tribal Areas,
there is tremendous diversity. For a surprising number, opportunities to atiract private mortgage
fending and to apply other market-onented housing strategies appear promising And the housing
problems of Tribal Areas continue to warrant priority because, contrary to much conventional
wisdom, the concentration of the national AIAN population in and around these Areas is
increasing ~ . .

Social and Economic Trends and Contrasts

Population growth and spatial patterns The Amencan indtan and Alaska Natve
population in the U S. has been growing rapidiy--a sixfold increase over the past four decades,
reaching a level of 2.0 million n 1990 Most noteworthy 1s that the concentration of this
population in and around reservations and other Tribal Areas Is increasing The 14 percent of
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all U.S.counties that contain Trnibal Areas accounted for 60 percent of the U.S. AIAN population
in 1990, and had captured 78 percent of its growth since 1980. The popular impression that the
bulk of the Indian population 1s gradually shifting away from the reservations to metropolitan areas
18 a myth .

A number of indications in this study suggest that cultural ttes to Tribal Areas remain
strong.. For'example, urban case studies indicate that many Indians living i urban areas retain
ties to their tnbes and hope to move back to the reservation when they retire. Also, in household
surveys, the primary 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
hve 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 AIAN population, 37 percent hived in Tribal 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 1280).

Social and economic characteristics Compared to non-Indians, the AIAN population
1s more family oniented, but more prone to economic distress. Nationally, more AIAN households
are marned couples with children (37 percent vs. 28 percent) and many more are large (5 or
more person) famiies (20 percent vs 11 percent). The AIAN population has a higher
unemployment rate (14 percent vs 8 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) ®

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

2yery low-income" households are those with mcomes less than 50 percent of the median incotne in their local
labor market areas
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Diversity of conditions across tribal areas Even across Tribal Areas, however, there
is much more diversity than 1s typically understood. To many outsiders, the stereotypical Indian
reservation 1s a small, remote, and pcor community with Iittle access to employment or other
opportunities that are offered in our predominantly urban society This I1s an apt charactenzation
for many of them, but not for all In fact, out of the 508 inhabited Tribal Areas nationally*

= 183 (accounting for 53 percent of the total AIAN Trnbal Area population) are Large
(have an AIAN population of 400 or more), and have one of two other charactenstics (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 boundarnes)
These Areas, on average, have a fairly strong private 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 charactenstics 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 21 for-profit employees per 1,000 population and 59 percent of
their households are VLL

Generally, statistical analysis showed that the more open and nearer {o an urban cenier
a Tnbal Area was, the stronger its economic position was likely to be This relationship was far
from a periect fit, however. Many other factors (including the effectiveness of tribal government,
work force skills, the value of the Area’s natural resource base, and others) undoubtedly also play
a cntical role.

The AIAN metropolitan population is concentrated in a imited number of areas rather
than being evenly spread. Over 60 percent live in just 15 metropolitan areas. An unexpected
finding 1s that, in these areas, a larger share of the AIAN 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: AIAN
households are much more likely to iive 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. AIAN suburban residents are typically in a better position
economicalily than their counterparts in the ceniral cities, but they clearly have not achieved panty
with the suburban average. In fact, AIAN/non-AIAN dispanties are often greater in suburban
locations. For example, the AIAN unemployment rate in the central cities of the 15 metropolitan
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areas 1S 11 percent (1 2 times that for non-Indians) The comparable suburban AIAN rate is much
lower (8 percent) but that figure 1s 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 AIAN households in these areas live in housing that 1s
overcrowded and/or lacks kitchen or plumbing facilities--compared to a national average of only
5 4 percent (And Tnbal Area problems In this regard are much more serious than those for AIAN
households in other areas, as will be discussed below) The share of AIAN households in these
areas that ive in decent housing but have an affordability problem (housing expenses exceeding
30 percent of their income), however, 1s smaller than that for the general population (16 percent
vs 20 percent)

There are mmportant regional vanations 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 than elsewhere. Alaska and Arizona-New Mexico where
63 percent and 61 percent, respectively, of all AIAN occupied uniis are affected Overcrowding
rates are still 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 pattern with respect to affordability problems, however appears to be almost the
reverse of that for physical problems QOkiahoma, for example, which has by far the lowest share
of its urits with physical problems, has among the highest shares with affordability problems (21
percent) Unlke almost all others, the Tribal Areas of Oklahoma have large private land areas
within them and a land tenure system that has tended more to foster the emergence of private
housing markets.

Other physical housing problems (deficiencies n structural condiion and
heating/electrical 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
esttmate that, in total, roughly 40 percent are overcrowded and/or with one or more senous
physical problems (the comparable national average 1s 5.9 percent).

The contribution of HUD housing assistance in Tribal Areas 1s ndeed significant. In
1990, there were about 60,700 AIAN occupied HUD assisted units in these areas, implying that
HUD was serving 26 percent of all Tnbal Area AIAN households and 42 percent of their Low
income AIAN households Crude estimates (based on the household-sample survey) indicate that
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about 14,800 of these umits 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
househoids that did not five 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 setious 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 implhes 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 1s made, the total overcrowded and/or with serious physical
deficiencies would be 105,200 units

Diversity in housing problems and circumstances Tribal Areas are as diverse n their
housing charactenstics as they are in their social and economic circumstances While agatn there
was much vanation around these tendencies, statistical analysis shows that, generally, the more
open a Tribal Area i1s and the closer it i1s fo 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
faciliies problems, but (3) the higher the share that have affordability problems To illusiraie

= For the 183 Areas that were Large and Open andfor Near Urban (as defined
earlier), on average, Just one thurd of all households had one or more housing problems 12
percent had overcrowding and/or facihties problems, and 21 percent had affordabiity problems
only. In these areas, housing strategies that rely more on private markets clearly warrant
consideration.

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

These marked vanations in the magnitudes and types of local housing problems suggests
that any single nationally imposed housing strategy for Trnbal Areas 1s 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 tallored o be feasible in the Area at hand

In a sizeable number, attempts to address a larger share of low-income housing problems
through assistance n the pnvate housing market appear promising {rather than relying solely on
tradittonal government production programs which iypically cost more per household
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accommodated). in many Tribal Areas, there are signmificant numbers of households with incomes
that should enable them to purchase decent homes if private mortgage financing was being made
avallable as it 1s 1n the rest of the country.

AIAN Housing Problems in Metropolitan and Other Environments

Physical problems. In the rest of the U.S, the share of AIAN households with
overcrowding and/or plumbing/kitchen facility problems 1s constderably less severe than in Tnbal
Areas, but still well above the 5 4 percent average for the general population 14 perceni In
counties surrcunding Tribal Areas, and 9 percent in other metropoltan and non-metropolitan
areas

Affordability problems. The dominant housing problem for AIAN households in these
environments, however, s affordability The share who live in decent housing but have an
affordability problem 1s 27 percent in the surrounding counties, 29 percent in other metropolitan
areas, and 27 percent in other non-meiropolitan areas--compared to the national average of 20
percent

Homelessness. Household surveys indicate that in Tribal Areas, the lack of sufficient
housing 1s reflected in severe overcrowding rather than actual homelessness; I.e., virtually all
people who have no shelter of therr own are taken 1n by relatives or other tnbal members
Homelessness per se is a serous problem, however, for the AIAN population in urban areas.
The survey generally considered the most reliable indicates that AIAN individuals account for 2 3
percent of all homeless people nationally--an incidence rate three times that for the population
as a whole

Homeownership rates for higher-income AIAN 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 AIAN 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 simiiar income levels in most
parts of the country (for example, 66 percent vs 75 percent in metropohtan areas)




Chapter 1

PURPOSE AND APPROACH

This report presents an assessment of the housing problems and needs of Amencan
Indians and Alaska Natives (AJAN)." It 1s one of the major products of a broader study
sponsored by U § 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 recognized, however, that it would be impossible to interpret program performance
sensibly without a sound understanding of the nature and magnitude of the problems its programs
are designed 1o address. This view had been strongly endorsed by the National Commission on
American indian, Alaska Native, and Native Hawanan Housing (1992) which stated,

the lack of accurate statistics has impeded all efforts, public and private, to address
the housing cnsis in Indian Country 1t 1s nearly impossible to set meaningful policies
without a reliable picture of the full scope and senousness of Native housing needs and
how they relate to other soctal and economic hardships faced by Amenca’s first citizens.

The assessment of housing problems presented In this report, therefore, was seen as a
comerstone 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 Afaskan Natives" 1s the preferred
ethnic designation for the population that 1s 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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needed to overcome three fundamental deficiencies in the knowledge base at the time the study
was nitiated

= No one had yet conducted an analysis of 1990 U S. Census data on housing
conditions of AIAN households, using the full range of measures generally
accepted as needed to charactenze housing problems comprehensively While it
has a number of mperfections, the Census i1s the only broadly rehable and
uniformly defined source of data on housing conditions that is available nationwide.
It offers measures of housing problems (e.g , affordability, overcrowding) that are
not available from any other source

x 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 substantally from those in Alaskan villages which, in turn, appear
quite unlike those for Indians living in large cittes No study had ever attempted
fo characterize such differences reliably, yet doing so 18 important since housing
strategies that work effectively n one environment may not be appropnate In
another.

- Prior research has not told us much about the relationships between varying AIAN
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 minonty in Amenca--and thetr housing problems
: are more serious than average conditions for non-Indians in almost all types of areas. However,
our findings suggest that simple sterectypes can be quite misleading. The nature and the seventy
of AIAN housing problems, and the circumstances that create them, vary dramatically in different
locations. This implies that no one "formula” program is likely to work effectively--the need for
more flexible and creative local strategies 1s paramount.
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APPROACH. THE OVERALL STUDY

In early 1993, HUD selected the Urban Inshitute to conduct the overall study, working m
collaboration with subcontractors Aspen Systems Corporation, and OKM Associates The
National Amerncan Indian Housing Council {NAIHC) also served as subcontractor, helping
primanly i 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 variety of sources
would have to be compiled to respond to each of the project’'s three overall purposes. (1)
evaluating the housing needs of American Indians and Alaska Natives, (2) assessing the
effectiveness of existing federal housing programs in meeting those needs, and (3) comparing
alternative approaches and suggesting ways in which federal policy regarding the housing of
these Native Americans could be improved.®

The first imperative was to obtain nation wide data and perspectives on the condihons and
Issues under consideration Doing so entailed-

1. Reviewing existing 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 Consulting with experts on Amencan Indian commumities An advisory panel,
including scholars and Indian representatives (with substantial knowledge about
conditions and policy 1ssues In Indian country), provided guidance on the research
design, provided and checked information on culture and history, and helped
mterpret findings denved from other sources

3. Analyzing large scale data bases including the 1990 U S Census (focusing on

social and economic charactenstics as well as housing conditions and needs) and

n HUD management information systems (focusing on the charactenstics and
performance of HUD programs)

20verall findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the study are presented in Assessment of American Indian
Housing Needs and Programs Final Report, by G Thomas Kingsley, Virginia E Spencer, and John Simonson with
Carla Herbig, Nancy Kay, and Mans Mikelsons ((Washington, DC  US Depariment of Housing and Uiban
Development, 1396)
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4 Conducting interviews with housing experts and national and regional officials
responsibie for program implementation, to gam insighis on policy trends and
options as well as program organization, interrelationships, and performance.®

Data from these sources alone, however, could well have yielded a somewhat sterile, and
perhaps inaccurate, porirait 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 obtaned from national sources but, more importantly, to provide a
much nicher charactenzation than national sources alone could provide--one that would give us
a clearer sense of the diversity of conditions that exist in Indian country. Four additional types
of data collection were undertaken

5. Conducting field interviews with Indian Housing Authonty (IHA) officials and Tribal
leaders and staff at a representative sample of 36 reservations and other Tribal
Areas These entaled extensive, in-person interviews on local institutional
arrangements and procedures, housing problems, program activity, and experience
with and attitudes about Federal programs.

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

7 Conducting telephone interviews with officials of all IHAs nationally, to obtain
comprehensive information on insttutional charactenstics, program activity, and
performance

8 Conducting interviews and preparing case studies on Indian communities in urban

areas to Wdentify housing conditions, needs, and prospects. Included were Public
Housing Authonties that serve metropolitan areas with significant enclaves of
Native Amertcan households, and Indian Community Center staff in at least 25
urban communities

The analysis of U S Census data contributed marnly to our first objective: the assessment
of AIAN 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

®Interviewees included representatives from HUD (central and regional offices), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA),
the Indian Heaith Service {IHS), the Farmer's Home Admintstration (FmHA), the Veteran’s Administration (VA), and the
Federal National Mortgage Assoctation (FNMA, or Fannie Mas)




FIGURE 1.1
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS PLAN OVERVIEW

Data Sources

Housing Needs

Federal Programs

Policy Assessment

Review published studies
and reports

Appropnate measures of housing needs, special
needs ahd unique circumstances, cultural
factors, vanations across communities

Existing programs, strengths and hmitations,
implementation 1ssues, Impacts of programs
on recipients and communities

History of federal policy, broad policy
debates, program gaps and faillures,
alternative strategles, local demos and
experiments, proposed policy initiatives

Consuitations with expert
advisors

Appropnate measures of housing needs, special
neads and unique circumstances, cultural
factors, vanations across cotnmunities

Extsting program, strengths and imitations,
implementation i1ssues, impacts of programs
on recipients and cemmunities

History of federal policy, broad policy
debates, program gaps and faillures
altemative strategies, local demos and
expenments, proposed policy inhatives

Large Scale Data bases
Analyze

Household charactenstics and incomes, housing
conditions, housing problems, houssheld mobility

Coverage of HUD programs, types of

households served, adeduacy and affordability |

of assisted housing, allocation of subsidies

Interviews-National Experts
and Officials

Household mobikity, locations cholce, housing
preferences

Operation of HUD programs, planning and
development process, project management,
costs, modemization, unit design, outreach,
problems and lkmitations, impacts on
recipients and communtties

Alternatives for program design,
funding allocation, program
Implementation

On-site Interviews with IHA
officials, tnbal leaders
(samples sites)

Assessment of local needs, special housing
conditions and problems, cultural factors, impact
of market conditons, mobility and location choice

Local operation of HUD programs, admn
Isstes, planning and development process,
project management, costs, modermization,
unit design, outreach, problems and
limitations, impacts on recipients and
community

Relationships between centeal,
tegional, and local govt officials and
tnbal leaders Pros and cons of
altemative strategies

Household Interviews
{sampled sites)

Assessment of individual housing conditions and
problems, preferences for housing type and
tenure, mobilty and location chotce

Knowledge of and satisfaction with HUD
programs

Housing preferences and effactive
demand Responsiveness of federal
programs to individual heeds

Telephone interviews-|HA
officials

Household mobilty, location choice, housing
preferences

Operation of HUD programs, institutional
arrangements and procedures, operating
problems, program impacts

Altematives for program design,
funding allocation, program
Implementation

@

Interviews and case stucies-
selected urban areas

Assessment of local needs, special housing
conditions and problems, cultural factors, impact
of market conditions, mobility and location choice

Barners to partcipation in federal housing
pragrams

Responsiveness of fedsral programs to
individual needs
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specifically the major types of information from each source relied upon to help achieve each of
these purposes

[

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

In this section (and the one that follows if), we review in more depth the major data
sources contributing to the assessment of housing problems and needs 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 cobtains a hmited 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 American Indian or Alaska Native (AIAN) solely on the basis of whether they
identified themselves as such in the Census question concerning "race" of the respondent * An
AlAN household 1s one in which either the head of the household or his/her spouse 1s classified
as AlAN. ‘

Mostimportani, given our purpose, we utilized numerous Census indicators on the housing
circumsiances of both AIAN and (for comparative purposes) non-AlAN households As noted
earler, the Census s the only comprehensive and systemaitically defined national source of
information on key housing charactenstics; 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 kiichen and plumbing
faciities and it contains income and housing cost information that enabled us to calculate the
extent of "affordability problems” (1 e , when rent or homeownership 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 facilittes (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 social and economic conditions of the AIAN population  Accordingly, we also

“Again, see Snipp (1989) for a discussion of why this approach, while it has imperfections, s superior to available
alternatives : i

i
+
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extracted Census data on charactenstics 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
prnimarily on three large compuier-based data files. »

The 1990 STF-3C File This i1s one of the largest data files the Census Bureau regularly
compiles and makes available to the publc It contains data, by race, on all of the indicators
noted above at a detailed level geographically. |t can be'used to create separate tables for each
individual state, county, metropolitan area, urban place, and {cntical for our purposes) AIAN Area
(AIAN areas mcilude all Indian reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and all other Census
designated Tnbal Areas {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--complete definiions of these area types will be provided in Chapter 2)

A hmitation of this file 1s that 1t defines AIAN households only by the race of the head of
the household This leaves out an important group for policy purposes--the sizeable number of
AlIAN individuals who are a part of households in which only the spouse of the household head
(but not the head) 1s AIAN

1990 Special AIAN Tabulations This file was created by the Census Bureau at HUD’s
request specifically for this study and 1t was the one we used most extensively This file does
identify AIAN households by the race of either the household head or spouse If also offers
additional benefits While it suppotis the same geographic breakdowns as the STF-3C file, it
provides (1) more detalled housing data for AIAN occupied units than are available elsewhere,
and (2) cross tabulations of housing condiions by the mcome levels of -occupant AIAN
households, categorized in the same manner HUD uses Iin determining program pricniies and
ehgibihity (in this scheme, a household’s income 1s expressed as a perceniage of the median
income In 1ts local labor market area rather than in relation to a uniform national measure such
as the poverly 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 charactenstics of the AIAN
poputation Unfortunately, particularly with respect to housing characternistics, there were so many
changes in the defimitions used by the Census in 1980 and 1890, thus type of analysis was largely
precluded However, we were able to relate 1980 and 1990 charactenstics in a few cases and,
most important, to analyze in some detall the patterns of growth and/or decline of total AIAN
populations n geographic subareas throughout the country As approprate, we also refer to
research by others discussing social and demographic trends for earlier penods
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Limitations of Census Data

In addition to the lack of nformation on seme types of housing problems as noted earlier,
the Census has two other limitations for the purposes of this study that should be kept in mind

The Increase in Self-ldentification Particularly since 1970, the growth of the U.S AIAN
population as recorded by the Census has been in part explained by indwviduals who change their
racial designation to AIAN, aciually, 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
during the decade) and then changed to the AIAN designation 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 AIAN population nationally.

Chapter 2 discusses this 1ssue 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 i1s not sizeable in Tribal Areas,
and that 1s where quantitative estimates of need are most important in relation to Indian housing
programs Second, even in other areas where it i1s more pronounced, this effect would only be
problematic If a large share of those who changed their racial designation to AIAN did so
untruthfully But it1s difficult to imagine any ncentives 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 ancesiry, 1e, this
phenomenon has been caused pnimanly by people recognizing a true indian hentage after failing
to report it In the past

The Undercount A Census Bureau report on a spectal survey undertaken shortly after
the 1990 enumeration, estimates that the Census’ 1990 published figures understate the size of
the AIAN population overali by 4 6 percent (not statistically different than the undercount
estimated for either blacks or Hispanics), but more notably, they understate the numbers hving
in Tribal Areas by 12 2 percent (Bureau of the Census, 1992) The special survey employed a
very small sample and 1t offers no basis for comparnng the charactenstics or locations of those
who were counted and those who were missed in the onginal 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
information 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
1s important when we offer estimates of the absolute magnitude of AIAN 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 boundaries 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 reservation) mcorporate 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 1s smaller than the area of the traditonal community and, therefore, the Census
numbers understate the populations of that community This problem 1s most serious for
Calfornia 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 utimate purpose of this analysis 1S 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 AIAN households and subtracting that from estimates of the
total number of households with housing needs Data on assistance levels were dernved from two
HUD systems-

The Management Information Retrieval System (MIRS) which contains information on
the total assisted housing units under management at vanous times 1in 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 con the
charactenstics of the households occupying HUD units, permitting us to calculate the share of the
occupied stock in each area actually occupied by AIAN households °

Data Base Integration
In preparation for the 1990 Census, the Bureau of the Census made an extensive effort

to wdentify and map all Tnibal Areas nationwide. Lists of all Federally recognized areas were
obtamned 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, derwved from HUD form 50088, with a reporting rate of 59 percent for all residents of IHA housing The system
contains information on a vanety of social and economic characteristics of households living in uruts managed by both
Public and Indian Housing Authorities nationwide
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within thetr boundanes ® A total of 567 such areas were identified (some were areas controlled
by tribes that had no resident population in 1990--the 508 which had AIAN 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 surveys
Accordingly, 1t was necessary for the study team to correctly ink Trnibal Area codes .and [HA
codes n our data fles In 1994, there were 187 recognized [HAs, 181 of which were fully
operational at the time of our surveys The task was not always straighfforward since several
IHAs serve more than one Tnbal Area and there 1s also a sizeable number of Tnbal Areas not
served by any IHA HUD Field Offices of Native American Programs (FONAPs) were contacted
fo review complex cases and double check prelimmnary lists to assure the correct linkages were
made

As a result, we are able for the first ime to accurately report Census data for IHA service
areas. (The results of this linkage are provided in ali 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 mformation for the housing problems and needs component: primarnly insights
on housing problems and housing and locational preferences of famihes in AIAN Areas.

Selecting the Sites The key objective of the sampling plan was to select a group of sttes
that, within the confines of the project budget, would best reflect the diversity of conditions that
exists in Indian country. This selection was a two-stage process, entalling (1) dividing the
country into a number of study regions which were judged to be at least relalively homogenous

- - . -

-*Definions of types of Tnbal Areas will be provided in Chapter 2 For further definirons and a descnption 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 constramis 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
Amernican Programs (FONAPs) Three of these areas (those headquariered in Chicago,
Oklahoma City and Phoenix) were considered {00 heterogeneous for these purposes and were
split to yield the nine basicstudy regions used throughout this study as shown i 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

Denver FONAP
Chicago FONAP
P
PLAL
Phoenix FONAP .
souTH
CENTRAL
9
ALASKA
‘ OKLAHOMA
¥ ':E
Oldahoma City FONAP
Anchorage FONAP
FIGURE 1.2: Study Regions Based on HUD 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 1s by far the largest
Tnbal Area, alone accounting for 20 percent of the AIAN population in all such areas) was
considered a separate region for these purposes (6A), split off from the rest of the Anzona-New

Mexico region (6B)

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 hst

of sites visited (identified by the name of the IHA) 1s provided in Figure 1 3

FIGURE 1.3
FIELD SURVEY SITES

REGION 1 - NORTH CENTRAL
Lac Vieux Desert, Ml

Leech Lake, MN

Red Lake, MN

Sokaogan, WI

Menominee, WI

REGION 2 - EASTERN
Mashantucket Pequot, CT
Seminole, FL

East Cherokee {Qualla}, NC
Seneca Nation, NY

REGION 3 - OKLAHOMA
Creek Nation, OK

Kiowa, OK

Comanche, OK
Delaware, CK

REGION 4 - SOUTH CENTRAL
Chitimacha, LA
Alabama-Coushatia, TX

REGION 5 - PLAINS
Turtle Mountain, ND
Santee Sioux, NE
Rosebud, SD
Cheyenne River, SD

REGION 6A - NAVAJO
Navajo, AZ

REGION 6B - REST OF ARIZ -NEW
MEXICO

Gila River, AZ

Yavapal-Apache, AZ

Tohono C’odham, AZ

Northern Pueblos, NM

REGION 7 - CALIFORNIA-NEVADA
Round Valley, CA

Karuk, CA

Pyramid Lake, NV

Reno-Sparks, NV

REGION 8 - PACIFIC NORTHWEST
Fort Hall, ID

Miakah, WA

Chehahs, WA

Tulalip, WA

REGION 9 - ALASKA
AVCP, AK

Interior Regional, AK
Copper Rwer Basm, AK
Kodiak Island, AK
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Survey Field Work Arrangements for the field work were made in March and Apnl 1994,
and all 36 site visits were completed by August’ The work on-site typically entailed a two day
visit by a two person team. an interviewer from the contractor team and a "facilitator’ (consuliant
or NAIHC staff member who was known {o the [HA and tnbe and could help make arrangements
efficiently and assure effective communication) The work involved Iinterviews with the Trnbal
Charrman (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 1HA Director and staff (4 5 hours), along with direct observation of
housing condiions and making arrangements for the household surveys (see discussion below)

Fieid 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
fime consuming, it was decided to conduct a smaller sample survey of 20 households at each of
the 36 field-visit sites.

Survey Design Issues [t was also recognized that any such survey could have
difficulties It was expected that many AIAN households would be reticent about participating (a
large number of tnbes have been "over-surveyed" In the past) This might be particularly true if
outside non-Indian interviewers were assigned Qutside interviewers might also find it impossible
to communicate effectively given differences in culture and, in many cases, language. If tnibal
people conducted the survey, however, the results were likely to be questoned because of
possible biases.

These I1ssues 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 hst of registered voters  Second, interviews were conducted by a local tribal
member {normally one recommended by the tribe or IHA)}, but three steps were taken to promote
guality and objectivity: (1) selected interviewers were tramned 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

'Tlt proved difficult to work out arrangements for the surveys at two of the sites originally selected The sample
design had mcluded 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 mare 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 onginal respondents. -
. ’ R "w 4 , -

Survey Results This.procedure yielded results that were generally useful, although far
from perfect Problems connected with the responsibiity or capacily of the selected local
interviewer, or with tnibal reticence, prevented the completion of these surveys in 12 of the 36
sites For 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 disinbutions and
comparatively few records had to be rejected because of obvious miscoding--a total of 414
useable household records were produced The qualty control process indicated that the

completed surveys were conducted much in 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 point 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 agamnst the cold 1s a senous problem falls in the
range from 24 2 percent to 37.3 percent.

IHA Telephone Surveys

This survey was implemented successfully between mid-February and late Apni, 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 locational 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 metropoltan areas
with the highest concentration of Indians, as well as case study interviews.

Interviews with Community Center Directors. Unlike our on-site data coliection in
Indian areas, where we were able to interview IHA directors, tribal housing staff, and inbal leaders
regarding the housing condition and needs of the community, there were no comparable groups
m urban areas We chose instead to 1dentify 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 pariicipate in a telephone mierview 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
headquariers 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 concerning Indians in therr 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 ciies 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 AIAN households living in urban areas would, of course, have
been desirable. However, no complete hstings 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 pattern of the AIAN population
and in AIAN social and economic circumstances

Chapter 2 looks at AIAN population dynamics. Firsi, it relies on prior studies to explain
recent growth trends for the AIAN populatton n Amenca overall--discussing, 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 AIAN growth since the middle
of this century [t next offers new perspectives by examining the spatial pattern of AIAN growth
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in the 1980s. It considers vanations m growth by region, and for vanous types of areas (Tribal
Areas, surrounding counties, other metropoltan areas, other nonmetropolitan areas) within
regions, but looks most closely at the changes n paiterns in and around Tnbal Areas This
chapter also reviews available evidence on AIAN mobility

The social and economic circumstances of AIAN 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 patterns in the differences between AIAN and non-Indian
conditrons in each type of area, and in the differences between the circumstances of AIAN
populations in different types of areas It then recognizes, however, that there 1s substantial
diversity around area-type averages For Tnibal Areas, it examines the ranges of that diversity
and attempts to analyze its determinants  Chapter 4 looks similarly at diversity in the
circumstances of AIAN populations hving in metropohtan areas '

Chapter 5 begins with a conceptual framework for understanding and measunng AIAN
housing problems and needs Features of house design sensrtive to Indian cultural traditions are
discussed as well as more basic measures of housing adequacy The framework 1s then applied,
usmng Census and household survey and data along with some other indicators, to estimate the
nature and extent of AIAN housing problems in 1990--for the nation as a whole and for each of
the basic area types

The next chapter returns to the topic of diversity, applying it n this mstance to housing
problem indicators The range of housing problem vaniation across Tribal Areas 1s examined in
the earlier sections The remaining sections deal similarly with housing problem diversity for AIAN
households in metropolitan areas. In both cases, the possible causes of vanation in cutcomes 1s
discussed (and, to the extent possible, analyzed)

Finally, Chapter 7 looks at likely future trends in AIAN housing problems and opportunities,
and discusses implications for alternative approaches to national and 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 1s the population to be housed and how 1t 1s
distnbuted geographically Beyond understanding the current pattern, it 1s also essental to
develop some sense of how that pattern is likely to change n the future--appropnate policies for
two areas with similar conditions now will obviously differ markedly if one 1s losing population
rapidly while the other faces burgeoning growth. How fast 1s the population growing, are the
trends aliering its spatial pattern, what are the factors infiuencing 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 Mississippt and Ohio River valleys, the Anasazi 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 charactenstics and the reasons for
therr decline remain shrouded in mystery.

*This account Is drawn from Snipp, 1989.
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There 1s considerable uncertainty, as well, about the size of the AIAN 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, rivaling that of Europe at the
fime There 1s 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 AIAN population had reached its nadir at only 237,000
Snipp (1989) explams

Military action, genocide, slavery, and famine are commonly cited agents of depopulation,
but these factors played a relatively small role for most tribes compared with the
extraordinary influence of European diseases Natural sele:ction and exposure to strains
of communicable diseases helped the European population develop resistance 1o llinesses
such as smallpox and cholera . .Because they possessed no resistance .  exposure
meant almost certain death to American Indians and decimated the abonginal population

As European settlers moved west, they found the terntory sparsely settled by nomadic
people of what appeared to be a pnmitive cuiture This left a lasting impression, that only now
1s 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 pernod from then through the end of the 19th
century--tnbes ravaged by wars and forced relocations along with the unabated effects of
disease--simply perpetuated a long-standing demographic trend

Growth in the 20th Century

Figure 2 1 shows how the AIAN 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 American Indian, Aleut, or Eskimo in the Census Bureau’s decennial surveys.'

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 (Ilke the U S population as a whole, showing little net increase over the
1930s and 1940s).

After 1950, however, the AIAN 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 ymplications of this measure In Chapter 1
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Figure 2.1 - American Indian and Alaska Native Population, 1890-1990

AlAN population remains small in comparnson to the major ethnic groups in America (0 08 percent
of the total U S population in 1990), 1t 1s one of the fastest growing lis total 1980-90 percentage
increase (32 percent) by far exceeded that for non-Hispanic whites (4 percent}, and African-
Americans (13 percent) although it did remain below that for Hispanics (53 percent) and Asians
(108 percent)--(Frey, 1993)

in the 1980s, the crude birth rate for the AIAN populatldn (numbér of births per 1,000 mid-
decade population) was 24.9, a marked reduction from the 31 9 recorded for Indians over the
1970s, but still significantly above typical rates for non-Hispamic whites and Afncan-Americans in
the 1980s (around 15 and 22 respectively) The AIAN death rate in the 1980s was 4 3, well
below the recent rates for non-Hispanic whites and Afncan-Amencans (8-9) ' This low rate,
however, I1s caused totally by the fact that much larger shares of the AIAN population are in the
younger age groups {where deaths are proportionately less frequent) than i1s true of the general

"Comparative statistics from U S Department of Commerce, 1994, Table 19
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population--age group by age group, AIAN mortality rates continue to exceed those of other
Americans on average

The phenomenal increase in the AIAN population since 1250 has occurred mostly for the
same reasons many disadvantaged populations throughout the world accelerated over the same
perniod the development and dissemination of medical innovations that substantially reduced
fatalihes in all age groups (infant mortahty in particular), coupled with important environmental
Improvements (better housing, water supply, and sanitation) However, as pointed out in Chapter
1, there 1s another cause the increase in seli-identification

The Self-Identification Issue

As noted, the Census counts of the AIAN population since 1860 have been clearly
expanded by ndividuals who have changed their racial designations, more clearly, by the excess
of those who reported themselves as being of some other race Iin one census (or were recorded
as being of some other race when born dunng the decade) and then changed to the AIAN
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
AIAN populations to be significantly larger than the sum of the comparabie populations at the
beginning of the decade and the growth that occurred durnng 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 American Indians and
Alaska Natives from outside of the U.S --the change 1n self-identification 1s 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 AIAN population that has occurred since 1960

Because migration of Indians between states within the country does indeed occur, it is
not possible to use the same method to 1solate the effect of increasing self-identification 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 traditionally had the
largest concentration of Indians In Tnibal 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 for the purposes of this study. In and around Tribal Areas, it appears to have a small
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impact In terms of housing assistance allocations, those Areas do not compete aganst other
types of areas where its impact 1s more pronounced

Further, even among the areas where 1t 1s more pronounced, there 1S no basis for
assuming the bulk of those who have only recently designated their race as AIAN do not have
a Justifiable reason for doing so  Itis difficult to imagine any incentives that would cause many
blacks, whites, and people of other races 1o falsely report therr 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, 1 e, this phenomenon has been caused pnmarily by people recognizing a true
Indian hentage after faling to report it in the past

THE GEOGRAPHY OF INDIAN COUNTRY

Introduction

Beyond giving a reliable charactenzation of AIAN housing problems and needs nationally,
a strong part of the motivation for thus study was to learn how such condifions vary in different
types of locations This section defines the structure that has been used to differentiate U S
geography for this analysis Divisions were based on factors that earlier Iiterature, and expert
advice, indicated were likely to be associated with important differences in the social and
economic well-being of AIAN populations as well as their housing conditions and other
circumstances of their iving environments

Region

Regional differences were the first considered There 1s a sizeable literature showing how
the charactenstics of different regions (flora, fauna, chmate, land forms and general location in
relation o the unfolding patiern non-Indian settlement} historically influenced the evolution of
different tribal cultures throughout Amernca Contrasts appear in lifestyles, approaches to
economic activity, and modes of governance, as well as in types of housing (see, for example,
Drniver and Massey, 1957). It was judged that the nine regional divisions defined in Chapter 1
would capture the most important of these vanations {(Figure 1 2)

Area Types

Within regions, probably the most important differentiation for Indians 1s whether they hve
within or outside of Tribal Areas As noted, Tribal Area 1s the genernc term used n this report for
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American Indian Reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and other special types of areas that
represent ongoing centers of tnbal culture (to be defined in more detail below)

Outside of Tribal Areas, the most obviously contrasting types of hving 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 AIAN households adapt o
Iife In Amenca’s high-density cities and therr surrounding metropolitan suburbs  Are they, In fact,
easily adapting to an urban environment and to what extent does their cultural hentage faciitate
or inhibit these adjustments by individuals and communities? And how do their circumstances
differ from AIAN households that hive in rural environments, but also outside of Tribal 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 Amencan Indians
are forced to live outside of therr reservations because of the lack of employment and housing
opportunities, but retain strong ties to the inbal culiure and remain near enough to return on a
routine basis This 1s 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 i a uniform manner proved a difficult assignment. The question of
what 1s "near enough fo retain close ties” may have a different answer in Anzona (where, for
example, Navajos are used fo dnving 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 avallable for this study, was to use county boundanes, 1 e, to identify all countres In
which Tribal Areas were located and, within those counties, to assemble data separately for those
that ived inside the Tribal Areas and those that lived outside.

Accordingly, our spatial analysis examines condittons and trends in four distinct types of

areas
= Counties containing Tribal Areas, subdivided into
1 Tribal Areas, and
2. Surrounding Counties, and

L] The rest of the United States, subdivided into
3 Metropolitan Areas, and
4 Nonmetropolitan Areas
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Special Characteristics of Tribal Areas

Before reviewing distinctions between types of Tnbal Areas, It 1s important to 1dentify
factors common to most of them--factors that make them umque among all land areas in the
United States

Most important is that most (those that are Federally recognized) are seen under American
law as Independent nations, and the Federal government deals with them directly 1n a sovereign-
to sovereign relationship

During the period from 1789 to 1871, the Supreme Court and Congress set the foundation
for Amerncan Indian law and policy. The legal opinions by Chief Justice John Marshali known as
the "Worcester Trlogy" served as the foundation for defiring 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 tnbes

The most unique feature--one that has profound imphcations 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, retaning thetr ongmal
natural nghts, as the undisputed possessors of the soil " 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 18 held in trust on behaif of the
tnbe as a whole by the Federal Government Trust land I1s nof divided up among indwvidual tribal
members who can buy and sell parcels as they choose Rather, the Bureau of Indian Affars
(BIA) of the Department of the Interior holds the title fo 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 "tnbal trust land” to any non-tribal private entity virtually never
occur (they would require an Act of Congress) In these areas, tribes nommally "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 tnbes are not Federally recognized, individual States play
a similar role, holding the tnbe’s land in trust.

In a few areas, however, (mostly the Trnibal 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 tnbe Again, the individuals cannot sell these
allotments, and cannot encumber them, without BIA approval Not infrequently, these allotments

-

2Crted by the National Commission on American Indian, Alaska Native and Native Hawanan Housing (1992), p 7
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are now held by a number of heirs of the ongmnal allottee, and decisions concerning 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 United States Their locations, within our study regions, are mapped in Figure 2.2
They are hsted 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 iImportant differences between
six basic types as noted below (for more complete definitions, see Bureau of the Census, 1993)

Federally Recognized American Indian Reservations These, the most well-known type
of Trnibal Areas, have boundares estabhshed by Federal treaty, statute, and/or executive order
and are recognized by the Federal government as terntory over which an American Indian tnbe
has junsdiction Tnbes so recognized deal with the Federal government in a sovereign-to-
sovereign relationship and therr reservations are generally not under the junisdiction of the States
in which they are located, or of any locai government Normally, a large share of the land In
these reservations 1s held in trust by the BIA and some of them have identified trust lands outside
of the reservation boundanes (data for AIAN populations on any such lands are included with
those of their associated reservation in our stalistics) One group of areas in this category 1s an
exception n this regard the New Mexico Pueblos All Pueblo land is owned by the tribal
government Areas composed of reservation lands administered jointly and for claimed by two
reservations are called "joint areas" by the Census and are i1dentified as separate Tnibal Areas
i 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 n trust for the use and benefit of the tribe

California Rancherias’ These are really a type of Federal reservation, bui they deserve
special mention because of a unique history Ongmnally, the Rancheras were tracts of land
acquired by the Federal government in the early 1900s for Califorria Indians, many of whom were
homeless or in extreme poverty Most lands were put in trust for a particutar band in a specific
area In 1958, the Federal government terminated the Ranchertas in the California Ranchena
Act, and the land was distnbuted to individual Indians who were residing there at the time, or to
"associations” that held community land as shareholders. In 1969, Calforma 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 ongmal land 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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FIGURE 2.2 Locations of American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Areas
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Impo&ant for our purposes s that the traditional trnibal 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 therr land
under a unique system imposed by the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1972 (ANSCA)
and nts technical amendments The Act extinguished all abonginal nghts to lands in Alaska and
established, under State law, village and regional corporations in which enrolled natives received
corporate stock Those corporations, own the land and protect agamnst alienation through
corporate bylaws The Bureau of the Census worked with each such corporation to define
"statistical areas" for 1its 1990 enumeration 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 tribes have
Junsdiction but in which most the land i1s not held n trust for the benefit of the tribe as a whole
The land within their boundanes includes substantial amounis of privaiely owned land along with
allotments of individual trust land as defined above

Tribal Designated Statistical Areas (TDSA) These, located outside of Oklahoma, are
generally simtlar to the TJSAs. they are areas containing an Amencan Indian population over
which Federally-recognized tribes have some junsdiction, or where State tribes provide benefits
and services to their members. But, unhke reservations: (1) many different people and
corporations (including many non-Indians) own land within them, and (2) they fall under the
junsdiction 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 reservaiton
(population of 143,700} 1s 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
18 small (239) The California Rancherias (40 in total) have an even smaller average population
(102) There are many fewer TJSAs 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 Calfornia-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 respectively--together
accounting for 80 percent of the 739,800 total AIAN population residing in Trnibal Areas).
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Table 2 1
AIAN TRIBAL AREAS AND POPULATION, 1980

Reg 1 Reg 2 Reg 3 Reg4 RegS5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg9 |
Tolal North 'South- Anz - Caldf - Pacif
. US Central Eastern QOkla  Central Plains N Mex Nev NoWesl Alaska .

NO OF TRIBAL AREAS

Reservation 236 33 28 1 8 28 44 58 35 1
Ranchera 40 o " 0 0 0 0 9 40 0 0
TJSA 17 0 ] 17 0 0 0 ] 0 0
TDSA 17 0 10 1) 5 ¢] 0 1) 2 1]
Alaska Nat Village 198 0 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0 198
Total ) 508 33 38 18 13 28 44 98 a7 199
1990 POPULATION {000)

Reservation 4337 277 197 61 18 93¢ 2355 160 318 12
Ranchena 41 00 00 00 0o 00 oo 41 00 00
TJSA 2003 00 00 2003 00 00 (1Y) 00 00 00
TDSA 54 4 00 351 00 112 00 oo 00 81 00
Alaska Nat Village 473 00 0o G0 00 00 00 00 o0 47 3
Total 7398 277 54 8 208 4 131 939 23585 201 399 485
POPULATION PER AREA

Reservation 1,838 840 703 6,100 230 3,355 5,351 275 a08 1,206
Ranchena 102 0 0 0 0 0 0 102 0 0
TJSA 11,782 0 0 11,782 o] 0 0 0 ] 4]
TDSA 3,202 0 3,509 0 2,248 o] 0 0 4,047 0
Alaska Nat Village 239 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 AIAN POPULATION
AND ITS RECENT GROWTH

Historical Patterns

Before considenng the most recent shifts in the spatial distribution of Amerncan Indians,
It 1s useful to understand something about the factors that influenced their settiement patterns
earlier in history Before European exploration 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 concenirate in the continent’'s major river valleys where soils were
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rich and game and plant Iife were plentiful--large 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
devastating event in this sequence was the passage of the Indian Removal Act of 1830 Signed
in the name of "manifest destiny” this Act called for the forceful relocation of all Indians in lands
east of the Mississippt to the west--predominantly, at the time, to the territory that has since
become Oklahoma Indians resisted the removal law--in battles and in the courts--but a decade
later its iImplementation was virtually complete.

Westward movement continued, albeit more gradually, over the next 100 years, but picked
up after that as Indians joined non-Indtans 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 seiect 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 distnbution of the AIAN popuilation by state
in 1980, as shown in Table 22 By then the largest AIAN concentrations were in three states
California (15 percent of the national total), Oklahoma (12 percent), and Anzona (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 occurring from
1980 to 1980 All states saw substantial percentage increases i AlAN populations over that
decade, but there were marked vanations 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 substantal losses in non-Indian population over the decade, and California-Nevada (22
percent) This was a notable turnaround for Califormia itself, which had been the leader in AIAN
growth for a very long penod. The only state with an AIAN 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") s simply the residual calculated by subtracting the 1980 count plus natural increase
from the 1980 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 earhier
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Table2 2

AIAN POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE 1980-1990

Census Counts Comp of Change 1980-90 Rates* Pct of 1980
Impt Total Impl
1990 1980 Biths Deaths Migr Birth Death Growth Migr
North Central 144,900 104,600 30,800 5,500 15,100 247 44 385 14 4
Michigan 55,600 40,100 7.500 1,400 9500 157 29 387 237
Minhesota 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
Connecticul 6,700 4,500 700 100 1,600 121 24 489 356
Delaware 2,000 1300 200 100 600 113 45 538 46 2
District of Columbia 1,500 1,000 100 ¢ 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
iihnots 21,800 16,300 3,300 500 2,800 171 27 337 172
Indizna 12,700 7.800 1,100 100 3,800 108 06 628 487
lowa 7,300 5,500 1,600 200 500 256 39 327 81
Kentucky 5,800 3,600 400 0 1,800 91 10 611 500
Maine 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
Massachusefts 12,200 7.700 1,900 200 2,800 194 23 584 364
Mississippt 8,500 6,200 1,800 500 1,000 251 65 371 16 1
New Hampshire 2,100 1,400 200 0 600 118 i3 500 429
New Jersey 15,000 8,400 2,100 300 4,800 178 29 786 57 1
New York 62,700 39,600 7,000 1,600 17,600 137 31 583 44 4
North Carolina 80,200 64,700 16,000 3,800 3,400 221 53 240 53
Ohto 20,400 12,200 3,100 400 5,500 89 25 67 2 451
Pennsylvanta 14,700 9,500 1,500 200 4,000 124 17 547 421
Rhode Island 4,100 2,900 80O 200 500 242 61 414 172
South Carolina 8,200 5,800 800 100 1,700 121 13 414 293
Tennessee 10,000 5,100 600 00 4,400 85 08 961 363
Vermont 1,700 1,000 100 1] 600 70 05 700 600
Virginia 15,300 9,500 1,300 200 4,700 105 15 611 485
West Virginia 2,560 1,600 100 0 800 449 06 563 500
Oklahoma
Oklahoma 252400 169,500 52,600 9,900 40,200 249 47 489 237
South Central 138,000 89,300 15,300 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
Leusiana 18,500 12,100 2,900 360 3,900 19 1 19 529 322
Missoun 19,800 12,300 1,900 200 5,800 119 13 610 472
Texas 65,800 40,100 5,800 500 20,500 109 69 643 511
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 25 4
Montana 47,700 37,300 15,000 3,100 (1,500) 353 72 279 -4 0
Nebraska 12,400 9,200 3,600 800 300 336 71 348 33
Nonh 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) 72 85 i24 -180
Utah 24,300 19,300 6,900 800 (1,100) 318 39 259 57
Wyoming 9,500 7,100 3,100 600 (200) 378 67 338 28




Housing Problems and Needs of American Indians and Alaska Natives 31

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

Census Counts Comp of Change 1980-90 Rates” Pct of 1980
Impt Total Impl
1990 1980 Births Deaths Mige Birth Death Growth Migr
Anzona-N Mexico 337,900 258,300 96,200 16,800 (300) 322 56 306 01
Anzona 203500 152,700 58,600 10,300 2,500 329 58 333 i6
New Mexico 134,400 106,100 37,600 6,500 (2,800) 312 54 267 26
Califerma-Mevada 261,800 214,700 57,400 6,400 (3,800) 241 27 219 <18
Calfornia 242,200 201,400 52,400 5,400 (6,200) 236 25 203 -31
Mevada 19,600 13,300 5,000 1,000 2,300 086 60 474 173
Pacific No West 133,800 98,600 28,800 5,400 11,800 248 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 37 410 164
Washington 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
NCTES Popuiations rounded to hundreds  All rates computed from unreunded figuras except division totals and US Tetal
Rates per 1000 mid pensd population

Passel (1992) notes that this method distorts birth and death rates, since increased seli-
identification has notably expanded the mid-decade poputation totals used as the denominator
{o calculate them in those states where that phenomenon 1s most pronounced (both rates as
calculated tend to be higher in states where the AIAN population 1s most concentrated and self-
identification 1s 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 Arizona-New Mexico regions

Population Distribution by Area-Type

Table 2 3 shows the distribution of the 1990 AIAN population by area-type as well as
region The data base for thus table (and most of the remaining analysis in this report) differs
from the data shown in Table 2 2 1n 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 AIAN population at 2 01 million compared to the full count total of 1.96
muiilion)
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Table 2 3
AIAN POPULATION, 1980, BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Reg5 HRegt6 Reg?7 Reg8 Reg?9
Total North- South- Anz - Calif - Pacif
US Central Eastern QOkia  Central Plans N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska

POPULATION, 1990 (000)

Tribal Areas
Metro Counties 137 0 a3 46 734 a5 01 220 74 166 00
Non-metro Counties 8028 24 4 501 1329 39 953 2117 i26 233 485
Subtotal 7398 277 54 8 206 4 134 954 2338 200 399 485
Surrounding Counties
Metro Counties 277 i a2 280 331 26 50 550 827 46 8 149
Non-metro Counties 184 5 208 26 2 104 18 235 48 6 239 172 t22
Subtotal 4615 300 542 435 44 285 1035 1066 639 270
Total AIAN Counties 1,201 3 577 1080 2499 i78 1238 3373 1265 103 8 755

Rest of Region
Metro Counties [

Central Citres 286 5 363 1045 10 478 300 05 560 117 ao
Suburbs 3311 348 1383 02 46 6 192 06 827 87 00
Subtotal 617 6 711 2428 12 942 49 1 11 1377 204 00
Nen-metro Counties 190 6 188 736 14 393 225 a7 56 i52 1086
Subtotal 808 2 899 3163 26 1335 7186 49 1433 365 106
Total 2,009 5 147 6 4253 25285 1513 1965 3421 2698 1383 86 1

PERCENT OF POPULATICN, 1990

Tribal Areas
Metro Counties 68 22 11 291 63 01 64 27 119 00
Non-netro Counties 300 1686 118 527 26 487 619 47 167 563
Subtotal 368 188 129 817 89 438 683 74 2886 563
Surrounding Counties
Metro Countles i38 62 68 131 17 25 161 306 3386 173
Non-metro Counties 92 141 62 41 12 120 42 89 123 141
Subtotal 230 203 i27 172 29 146 303 ass 459 314
Total AlAN Counties 598 381 256 890 118 633 986 46 9 745 877

Rest of Region
Metro Counties

Ceniral Cities 143 246 246 04 314 153 01 204 84 00
Suburbs 165 236 325 01 308 98 02 307 62 a0
Subtotal 307 482 571 05 622 251 03 510 146 00
Non-tmetro Counties 95 127 173 05 260 15 11 21 109 123
Subtotal 402 609 744 10 882 367 14 531 255 123

Total 1000 1000 100 0 1000 1000 100 ¢ 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 a number
of cases. The most strking example is the extensive Navajo reservation (14 8 million acres,
about three times the size of New Jersey) which 1s centered in Anzona, but extends mto New
Mexico, Utah, and Colorado as well *® In Table 2 2, state and regional totals are strictly in
accord with state boundaries (e g, only that portion of the Navajo population that lives in Anzona
1s counted In the Anzona total) In our data base, we have kept Tribal 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 Counties in AIAN 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
United States Their locations are shown in Figure 2 3. Their fand areas cover virtually all of the
states of Oklahoma, Alaska, and Arzona Geographically, these countigs also dominate
Califormia, 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 spatial expanse
of the Tnbal Areas within them This 1s 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 i 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
still live on the reservations or they have migrated to the cthes. The data on Table 2 3 show that
this 1s a quite Inaccurate view. In 1990, 37 percent of the AIAN population nationally (739,800)
lived in Trnibal Areas but another 23 percent (461,500) lived in the Surrounding Counties. 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 ther 12 million total population). These AIAN Counties then (Tnbal Areas plus the
Surrounding Counties as we have defined them) account for 60 percent of the national AIAN
population, compared 1o just 31 percent for metropolitan areas eisewhere and only 10 percent
in the multitude of other nonmetropolitan counties around the United States.

®Navajo I1s by far the largest reservation The next seven ranked by size are Tohono O’Odham, AZ (2 8 millon
acres), Wind River, WY (1 9 million), San Carlos, AZ {1 8 million), Pine Ridge, SD (1 8 million), Fort Apache, AZ (17
million), Hopi, AZ (1 6 million), and Crow, MT (1 5 million)  All of these are targer than the state of Delaware (1 3 million
acres)
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These shares do differ iIn important ways in different regions The AIAN counties account
for almost all of the AIAN populations in the Oklahoma, Anizona-New Mexico, and Alaska regions,
but they account for only 12 percent in the South Central region, and 25 percent in the Eastern
region.

Figure 2 4 highlights the regional contrast that exists between the spatial distribution of
Amernican Indians and Alaska Natives that live in AIAN counties and those living in metropobtan
and nonmetropolitan areas eisewhere. Those ouiside of AIAN counties are predominantly
"coastal’, three quarters of them live in just three regions (the East, Califormia-Nevada, and South
Central) Only 22 percent of the those in AIAN counties, however, live in those regions. Indian
populations in AIAN counties reside predominantly in the nation’s mid-section

Patterns of Growth and Decline, 1980-1980

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

In absolute terms, the dominance of the AIAN Counties in overall growth stands out even
more clearly- their AIAN 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, therr suburbs increased by 31,400, and other nonmetropolitan areas suffered a net
loss of 11,000

It 1s true that a number of the AIAN Counties in 1990 were within metropolitan 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 AIAN County growth were made by the Oklahoma (80,700),
Anzona-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 definitions 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 defined set of areas
and are not Influenced by any changes n classification
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Table 2 4
AlAN PCPULATION CHANGE 1980-90, BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Type of Area Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Reg5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg 8 Reg?9
Total  North- South- Anz-  Calf-  Pacf
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plans N Mex Nev MNoWest Alaska

ANNUAL PERCENT CHANGE, 1980-90

AlAN Counties
Metro Counties 42 47 42 43 209 156 40 29 43 52
Non-metro 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
Metre Counties
Central Ciies 36 24 50 55 39 80 36 i0 34 NA
Suburbs 10 22 30 12 09 04 40 -14 -32 NA
Subtotal 21 23 , 38 48 23 34 38 05 00 NA
Non-metro Counties 06 20 23 11 24 03 11 55 -13 16
Subtotal 14 23 20 26 23 23 16 07 06 16
Total 28 29 3e 40 32 23 2.7 07 29 30

ABSOLUTE CHANGE, 1980-80 (000)

AIAN Counties
Metro Counties 1385 46 109 368 103 a7 248 225 229 59
Non-melro Counties 2365 143 590 438 31 250 547 71 151 143
Total 3750 189 699 807 i34 257 796 296 371 202

Rest of Region
Metro Countles

Central Cities 8586 77 406 04 150 132 02 52 34 00
Suburbs 314 69 350 00 40 07 02 (121) 34 00
Subtolal 117 1 147 757 04 190 139 03 {7 0) 00 00
Non-metro Counties {11 0 34 (18 8) 01 82 08 04 {42) 21} 16
Subtotal 106 7§ 180 569 06 272 144 07 (11 1) e 16
Total 4811 369 126 8 812 406 402 803 185 349 218

(together increasing by 75,700), the next closest being the 19,000 addiion in South Central
metropolises In two regions (Califormia-Nevada and the Pacific Northwest) AIAN populations
outside of the AIAN counties actually declined (together expenencing 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 AIAN Counties

Table 2 4 does not show changes in raw counts for Tribal Areas and Surrounding Counties
within the AIAN County totals because, in refation fo future expectations, doing so would have
indicated misleadingly large rates of increase in the Tnbal Area components for some regions
This 1s 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 Trnbal areas
forthe 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 ime  In some regions
this has no effect (no change between 1980 and 1990 classifications), but for a few 1t has a
sizeable impact

As shown in Table 2.5, Tnbal Areas 1dentified 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 neglgible in most regions but for two they represent the largest part of the
1990 fotal (the Eastern and South Central regions)

Obviously, there 1s 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 resulis of what we judge to be a reasonable
approximation (1) in the Eastern and South Central regions, we assumed that the 1280-80 growth
rates for Tnibal Areas as defined n 1990 were the same as for the AIAN County totals for those
regions, (2) in ali other regions that had new areas added, we assumed that the 1980-90 growth
rates for 1990 Tribal Areas were the same as those measured for the 1980 Tribal Areas in those
regions.

Nationally, the results indicate a higher annual AIAN growth rate for the Surrounding
Counties (4.6 percent) than the Tnbal Areas (3.4 percent); this same relattonship (faster growth
in the Surrounding Counties than in Tribal Areas) also occurred in most regions

As mentioned earlier, the AIAN Counties together accounted for 78 percent of the growth
of the national AIAN population from 1980 to 1990 Within this total, the largest single
contribution 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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Table2 5
AIAN POPULATION GROWTH, 1980-90, BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE - ADJUSTED

Reg1 Reg2 HReg3 HReg4 Reg5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg9
Total  North- South- Anz - Galif - Pacif
US Central Eastern Okia  Central Plains N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska
ADJUSTMENTS FOR CLASSIFICATION OF NEW TRIBAL AREAS
Trnbal Area 1980 AIAN Population {000)
Tnbal Areas-1980 def 5196 214 187 1211 20 85 1957 156 24 4 393
Tribal Area 1980 AIAN Population (00G) .
Tnbal Areas-1980 def 6814 273 196 206 4 20 a54 2338 186 316 467
New areas 584 04 351 00 114 00 00 14 82 18
Total-1990 def 7398 277 548 206 4 134 954 2338 200 399 48 5
Tribal Areas AlAN Population Growth Rate (%/YR )
Titbal Areas-1980 def 27 25 05 55 o1 186 i8 18 26 18
Total 386 26 114 55 211 16 i8 25 50 21
ADJUSTED POPULATION ESTIMATES, 1980-1950
19280 Population
Tnbal Areas-1950 def 5312 216 196 1211 33 8156 1957 187 308 408
Surrounding Counhies 2950 172 194 481 11 166 620 802 359 148
Subtotal 8263 388 391 1692 44 981 2577 96 9 667 553
Other Metropelitan 5005 56 4 167 1 08 752 353 08 144 6 204 00
Other Nohmetro 2018 i54 924 12 32 219 34 98 173 g0
Total 1,528 4 1107 2985 1712 1108 1563 2618 2513 104 4 B4 4
1990 Population
Tribal Areas-1590 def 7388 277 548 206 4 134 95 4 2338 200 399 485
Surrounding Counties 4615 300 542 435 44 285 1035 106 6 639 270
Subtotal 1,2013 577 1090 2439 178 1238 3373 126 5 103 8 755
Other Metropohitan 6176 711 242 8 12 94 2 491 11 1377 204 00
Other Nonmetro 190 6 188 736 14 393 225 a7 56 182 1086
Total 20095 147 6 4253 2525 1513 1855 3421 262 8 1393 861
1980-90 Growth Rate (%/yr )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 34 25 108 55 149 16 18 18 26 18
Surrounding Counties 46 57 in8e -10 149 55 53 29 59 64
Subtotat 38 40 108 40 149 24 27 27 45 32
Other Metropohtan 21 23 38 46 23 34 38 05 00 NA
Other Nonmetro 06 20 23 11 24 03 11 55 -13 16
Total 28 29 36 40 32 23 27 07 29 30
Share (%) of National Net increase !
‘Tnbal Areas-1990 def 433 13 73 177 21 29 79 07 19 16
Surrounding Counties 346 27 72 -10 07 25 86 55 58 26
Subtotal 779 39 145 168 28 53 165 62 77 42
Other Metropolian 243 30 157 01 49 29 0t -14 go 00
Other Nonmetro 23 07 -39 00 17 G1 01t 09 04 03
Total 1000 77 26 3 169 84 83 187 38 73 45
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Summary

Our most important finding 1s that, in contrast to much of the conventional wisdom of the
past, the AIAN population 1s heavily concentrated n and around Trnibal Areas and that the extent
of that concentration 1s Increasing: Tnbal Areas and theirr Surrounding Counties contained only
16 percent of the total U S population in 1990, but they accounted for 80 percent of the national
AlAN population and they had captured 78 percent of the growth in that population since 1980.

Figure 2 5 shows the trends 1in more detall Tnbal Areas accounted for 37 percent of the
1990 AlAN population and 43 percent of 1its 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 AIAN
population in the rest of the United States was dechning 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 AIAN population losses equal
to 2 percent of the national net increase

MIGRATION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

An important question for housing policy 1s whether these geographical trends are likely
to continue Further analysis to begin to answer this queshion might look the at trends in the
components of population 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 m- and
out-migration for small areas (e g, Tribal 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

Snipp (1989) analyzes broad patterns of AIAN migration during the 1980s He pomnts out
that American Indians were traditionally a migratory people, often moving great distances from
one season to the next, and that they continue 1o be "a highly mobile segment of American
soclety” 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 AIAN population in 1930
was just shghtly lower (51 percent) than in 1980, but they stll remained more mobile than non-
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Indians on average (46 percent) Of the AIAN 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 comparabie ones for non-Indians).

The Table also shows, however, that there were notable differences n these rates among
AIAN households, depending on where they were located in 1990 Most pronounced is that the
share of all Tribal Area residents who had moved Into their 1990 house over the past five years
(37 percent) was much fower than for AIAN populations living in other parts of the couniry 60
percent In the surrounding counties, 59 percent in other metropoliian areas, and 58 percent In
other nonmetropolitan settings.

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

There are important regional vanations in these relationships In all regions, the share of
all 1990 Trnbal Area residents that had moved in from another county sifice 1985 was
considerably below the corresponding shares for AIAN households in other areas However, the
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Table 2 6
MOBILITY STATUS, 1980 .

AlAN POPULATION NON-AIAN POPULATION
Tnbal Surr Other Other Tnbal Surr Other  Other
: Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet Total Areas  Co Metre  Nonmet
Pct by 1990 location compared to 1985
Same house as 1985 491 633 3099 4156 418 545 55 4 501 542 588
Different house
Same county 208 248 3440 330 314 260 250 281 267 223
Different co 2183 119 260 255 267 195 196 218 191 189
Subtotal 509 367 600 585 582 455 446 469 458 412
Total 1000 1000 1006 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Intercounty moves as
pet i diff house 418 324 a3 4 436 460 428 439 438 N7 159

Tribal Area shares in this category was much higher in some regtons 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, Tribal
Areas in the North Central, Oklahoma, and Pacific-Northwest regions were experencing in-
migration rates substantially above the average, while Tnbal Area in-migrations rates were well
below average In the latter three regions

Implications for the Future

One relevant implication 1s that the large population growth that occurred in Tribal Areas
dunng the 1980s was no doubt predominantly due to natural increase rather than migration, in
fact, many of the Tribal Areas probably expenenced net out-migration over that decade This 1s
suggested by the low shares of households moving In since 1985, coupled with high birth rates
{Table 2 2 showed that the states and regions where most Tnbal Areas are concentrated had
significantly higher AIAN birth rates than the others)

However, we do not see these figures suggesting enormous flows of migration out of the
Trbal Areas to distant urban centers or that migration 1s all a one-way-street The fact that 12
percent of all AIAN households living in Tribal Areas in 1990 had moved there from another
county since 1985 1s far from tnvial  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 ties do have some influence

The existence of such ties 1s corroborated by the sample survey of households in our field
survey sites. Respondents who lived in the Tribal Area were asked to rank vanous reasons for
remaining there as to their importance on a scale from 1 to & 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 iife”, and
"access to health care" *°

When the same respondents were asked to rate reasons for living off the reservation 45
percent gave a "most important” rating to "better jobs and business opportunities”--only 23 percent
salid "more interesting way of Iife", 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
"orefer to live on the reservation” '®

Interviews with Indian community center directors in urban areas contributed much
anecdotal evidence io the effect that large numbers of urban Indians retain close ties to their
tnbes, and many hope to return to their onginal Tribal Areas when they retire (see further
discussion in Chapter 4)

There are pulls In a number of directions, but iIn summary, we see no basis for assuming
that migration flows are likely to substantially alter the spatial trends exhibited in the 1980s 1n 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 still likely to
remain comparatively higher in and around Tribal Areas than in metropolitan areas We judge
that the safest assumption for housing policy at this point 1s that the spatial patterns of AIAN
growth and dechne 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 AIAN population

5A constderably smaller 37 percent rated access to HUD or BIA housing assistance as a "most important” reason
for remaining n their Tribal Area

Al 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 paints above and below the reported figures The
confidence interval 18 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 1s significant  The range implies that
at the very least the majority of those Iiving outside would prefer to hve n the reservation environment, and the figure
could be as high as 89 percent
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Table 2A

LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

, AlAN Population Total ALAN
Area . 1HA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds
REGION 1 - NORTH CENTRAL
2800 Ml Pine Creek Reservation (state) None 20 22 22 8
1610 MI Isabella Reservation and T L Miod3 580 872 22,931 280
170 Ml Bay Mills Reservation Mios2 283 380 441 117
1880 M| L'Anse Reservation and TL MI0s5 701 697 3,317 289
1410 M! Hannabwville Community and T L MIO75 206 190 186 40
1830 Ml Lac Vieux Desert Reservation MI085 0 147 147 a4
3635 M| Sault Ste Mane Reserv and TL Mi149 0 501 723 135
1370 MI  Grand Traverse Reservatonand T L MI197 o 233 263 88
2285 MN Minnescla Chuppewa T L None 210 31 3 10
1940 MN Leech Lake Reservaticn MNO12 2759 3421 8,783 1,085
4595 MN White Earth Reservation MNO13 2550 2,798 8,785 962
1125 MN Fond du Lac Reservation MNOC15 514 1,083 3,211 384
3100 MN Red Lake Reservation MNO16 2,823 3,560 3,690 923
4485 MN Vermilllon Lake Reservation MNOt8 103 35 35 17
335 MN Bois Forte (Neti Lake) Reservation MNO81 392 326 335 96
1355 MN Grand Portage Reservation MN175 195 205 308 100
2270 MN Mille Lacs Reservation MN204 203 354 380 99
3385 MN Sandy Lake Reservation MN204 0 26 28 10
2055 MN Lower Stoux Community MN207 65 212 241 &1
2585 MN Pramne Island Community MN207 80 26 30 g
3680 MN Shakopee Community MN207 77 182 229 65
4445 MN  Upper Sioux Community MN207 51 23 26 12
1825 Wi Lac du Flambeau Reservation wloog 1,083 1,431 2,408 458
2560 Wl Onerda (West) Reservation Wwioto 1,821 2450 17,940 775
140 WI Bad River Reservation wioi2 699 837 1,031 279
3085 WI RedChff Reservalionand TL WIo13 590 729 BY6 235
4015 WI  Stockbridge Reservation wio14 582 448 565 174
2965 W Potawatomi Reservation and T L Wwioa3s 220 247 266 76
3885 WI Sokacgon Chippewa Communand T L WIig26 173 303 337 93
1815 WI Lac Courte Orellles Reserv and TL WIi054 1,145 1,767 2437 534
3305 Wl St Crox Reservation wio62 392 436 485 142
4650 Wl Wisconsin Winnebage Reserv and T L w238 349 526 608 57
21756 WI  Menominee Reservation Wiz243 2377 3,216 3411 871
REGICN 2 - EASTERN
2865 AL Poarch Creek Reservation and T L AL204 0 190 255 80
9140 CT Mohegan TDSA (state} None ; 240 24,636 138
2145 CT Mashantucket Pequot Reservalion CT050 6 50 7 21
3650 CT Schaghticoke Reservation (stale} CToe5 2 5 10 5
2700 CT Paucaluck Eastern Pequot Res (state) CTo67 16 16 16 8
2240 FL  Miccosukee Reservalion None 213 72 72 12
225 FL Big Cypress Reservation FLO59 351 444 449 117
360 FL Bnghton Reservalion FLO59 323 415 528 138
1475 FL  Hollywood Reservation FLO59 416 480 1412 161
3865 FL  Seminole TE FLO59 0 80 105 27
4125 GA Tama Reservation (state) None 30 9 20 2
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AIAN Population Total AIAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Triba) Area Code 1980 1990 1980 holds
3280 IA  Sac and Fox (fowa) Reservation IAT12 492 572 586 130
9190 MA Wampanoag-Gay Head TDSA MA176 0 283 11,639 123
2760 ME Penobscot Reservation and TL MEQ12 398 393 469 177
2850 ME Pleasant Point Reservation MEO13 504 514 542 148
1575 ME Indran Township Reservation MEO14 333 542 624 168
2300 MS Mississippt Choctaw Reserv and TL MS092 3,166 4,056 4,257 924
990 NC Eastern Cherokee Reservation NCo4H 4,844 5,287 6,311 1,839
9040 NC Coharie TDSA (state) NC171 0 1,422 116,224 585
8090 NC Halwa-Saponi TDSA (state) NC171 0 2,244 6,431 738
9120 NC Lumbee TDSA (state} NC171 o] 28,775 50,228 8,931
9130 NC Mehernn TDSA (state} NC171 0 201 55,274 86
9180 NC Waccamaw Siouan TDSA (state) NC171 0 1,297 2,771 405
9160 NJ Ramapough TDSA (state} Ncne 0 139 652 54
2895 NY Poospatuck Reservalion (state) None 94 164 196 62
3765 NY Shinnecock Reservation (state) None 194 a55 397 124
4225 NY Tonawanda Reservation None 438 448 483 168
4360 NY Tuscarora Reservation None 873 353 709 182
80 NY Allegany Reservation NYO040 925 1,068 7312 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
2565 NY Oneida (East) Reservation NY445 4] 41 41 12
2415 Rl  Narragansett Reservation Rlo28 0 19 30 5
525 SC Calawba Reservation (stale) SC063 728 111 177 48
2160 VA Maltapom Reservation (state) None 68 72 74 24
2650 VA Pamunkey Reservation (state) Mone 50 37 47 29
9020 VA Chickahominy TDSA (slale) Nene 0 482 2,749 193
9070 VA Eastern Chickahoruny TDSA (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 257513 9,381
5150 OK Choctaw TJSA 0OKo49 18,983 28,245 208,353 11,883
5210 OK Creek TJSA QK051 6,685 45,190 635,454 20,482
5710 OK Creek-Semnole Joint Area TJSA OKO51 3,718 531 2,419 185
8070 OK Caddo-Wichita-Delaware TJSA OKO77 6,208 599 8,208 231
5300 OK lowa TJSA OK090 1,532 307 4,137 112
5580 OK Sac and Fox TJSA 0OK090 0 4,575 51,092 1,816
5770 OK lowa-Sac and Fox Joint Area TJSA QK090 0 20 835 17
5010 OK Abs Shawnee-Cit Band Potawatorm TJSA QK091 4,282 6,129 91,012 2,676
5600 OK Seminole TJSA QKog3 0 3,772 22,993 1,272
5520 OK Pawnee TJSA OK094 0 1,628 15,413 628
5380 QK Kiowa-Comanche-Apache TJSA OKos8 3,338 12,979 205,740 4,457
5110 OK Cheyenne-Arapaho TJSA CK100 3,225 6,824 150,665 2,496
5480 OK Otoe-Missouna TJSA OK114 1,191 475 2,750 153
2505 OK Osage Reservation OK127 4,749 . 6,100 41,393 2,588
5640 OK Tonkawa TJSA OK141 0 881 12,268 336
5340 OK Kaw TJSA OK145 1,045 687 13,227 291
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Totat AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tribal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds
REGICN 4 - SOUTH CENTRAL
9080 KS Delaware-Muncie TDSA (state) None 0 23 299 8
1770 KS Kickapoo Reservation Ks048 366 368 478 108
2960 KS Potawatomi (Kansas) Reservation KS084 331 503 1,079 175
3285 KS Sacand Fox (KS-NE) Reservation and T L KS151 13 35 162 12
4315 LA Tunica-Biloxi Reservation None 7 i8 36 10
9010 LA Apache Choctaw TDSA (state) None 0 684 22,646 239
9030 LA Chfion Choctaw TDSA (state) None 0 181 652 61
9100 LA Jena Band of Choclaw TDSA (state) MNone 0 336 60,394 168
9170 LA  United Houma Nation TDSA (state) Nene ¢ 10,018 817,374 3,654
635 LA Chitimacha Reservation LAZ44 185 231 31t 96
795 LA Coushatta Reservation LA260 203 42 42 16
50 TX Alabama and Coushatta Reservabion TX338 494 548 548 155
4755 TX Ysleta Del Sur Pueblo TX429 365 248 370 a7
REGION 5 - PLAINS
3925 CO  Southern Ute Reservation cCO010 855 1,087 7,886 346
4470 CO Ute Mountain Reservation and T L coon47 1,128 1,289 1,366 373
2550 1A Omaha Reservation NE013 1,275 1,925 5,238 419
1590 KS lowa Reservation Ksos7 26 96 227 42
305 MT Blackfeet Reservation MTO008 5525 7,031 8,488 1,978
1250 MT Fort Peck Reservation MT00g 4,273 5,822 10,722 1,712
1150 MT Fort Belknap Reservationand T L MTO10 1,870 2,308 2,485 645
3205 MT Rocky Boy's Reservation and T L MTO11 1,549 1,860 1,931 411
2490 MT Northern Cheyenne Reserv and T L MTO12 3,101 3,664 3,906 913
1110 MT Flathead Reservation MTO013 3,771 5,128 21,061 1,970
845 MT Crow Resetvationand T L MTO14 3,954 4,706 6,341 1,093
1160 ND Fort Berthold Reservalion NDOO5 2,640 3,054 5,387 851
4345 ND Turtle Mountain Reserv and TL NDOos 5774 8,730 7,101 1,982
910 ND Dewils Lake Sioux Reservalien NDo08 2,261 2,665 3574 644
3870 ND Standming Rock Reservation SDO0s 4,800 4,872 7.956 1,213
1860 ND Lake Traverse (Sisseton) Reservation SDO15 2,700 2,810 10,840 800
4625 NE Winnebago Reservation NEg45 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 Pme Ridge Reservaticnand TL sDoot 12,735 11,006 12,119 2497
3235 S0 Rosebud Reservattonand TL SDooz 6,978 7,998 9,632 2,046
2030 SD  Lower Brule Reservation SDoo3 850 924 1,085 238
855 Sb  Crow Creek Reservation 3D004 1474 1,521 1,763 358
605 SD Cheyenne River Reservation SDO05 4,107 5,082 7,743 1,426
4700 SD Yankton Reservation sDo12 1,688 2,002 5,281 518
1100 SD Flandreau Reservation 3SD049 158 252 280 84
3840 UT  Skull Valley Reservation None 13 17 17 5
4380 UT Umntah and Ouray Reservation UToot 2,050 2,667 17,235 725
2625 UT* Paute of Utah Reservation uToto 186 285 624 86
4610 WY Wind River Reservation WYO001 4,159 5717 21,915 1,594
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

1

AlAN Populatton

- Total AIAN
Area HA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1980 1990 holds
REGION 8 - ARIZONA-NEW MEXICO
1440 AZ Havasupal Reservation None 267 416 433 99
2735 AZ Payson (Yavapar-Apache) Community None 0 103 103 38
3355 AZ San Carlos Reservation AZ011 5872 + 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 2,093 9,101 9,578 2,303
1140 AZ Fort Apache Reservation AZ018 6,880 9,902 10,506 2,378
1545 AZ Hualapat Reservation and T L AZO17 809 812 833 219
735 AZ Colorado River Reservation AZ018 1,985 2374 7,044 752
1220 AZ Fort McDowell Reservation AZ019 345 568 628 145
695 AZ Cocopah Reservaiion AZ020 349 549 584 141
465 AZ Camp Verde Reservation AZ022 173 574 624 148
4710 AZ Yavapa Reservalion AZ022 66 151 143 61
1720 AZ Kabab Reservatton AZO24 93 65 120 18
2665 AZ Papago Reservalion AZ026 6,959 8,490 8,587 2,204
36805 AZ San Xavier Reservation AZ026 851 1,087 1,129 280
1505 AZ Hopi Reservationand TL AZ027 6,707 7,002 7,215 1,679
2680 AZ Pascua Yaqu Reservation AZ040 561 2,270 2,406 519
2130 AZ Marnicopa (Ak-Chin) Reservation AZQ42 375 411 450 101
4785 AZ Zunt Pueblo NM0o1g 5,988 7,084 7,445 1,499
2430 AZ WNavajo Reservation and TL AZ012 126,359 143,507 148,658 35,371
60 NM Alame 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 AZO12 1,163 175 175 48
1840 NM Laguna Pueblo and T L NMO12 3,564 3,649 3,724 1,018
2205 NM Mescalero Apache Reservation NMO013 1,922 2519 2,664 625
1700 NM Jicanlla Apache Reservation NMO14 1,715 2,404 2,636 634
10 NM  Acoma Puebloand TL NMO031 2,437 2,566 2,590 601
680 NM Cochitt Pueblo NMO31 613 792 1.410 220
1625 NM Islela Pueblo MMO31 2,289 2,723 2,953 898
1685 NM Jemez Pueblo NMO31 1,504 1,734 1,734 380
3370 NM Sandia Pueblo NMO31 227 405 3944 136
3400 NM San Felpe Pueblo NM0O31 1,789 1,884 2,525 339
3430 NM San Juan Pueblo NMOD31 851 1,275 5,237 378
3430 NM Santa Ana Pueblo NMO31 407 491 624 124
3495 NM Santa Clara Pueblo NMO31 1,839 1,295 10,230 437
3685 NM Santo Deminge Pueblo NMO31 2,139 2721 2773 360
4770 NM  Zia Puebloand T L NMO31 524 638 638 146
2400 NM Nambe Puebloand TL NMQ40 194 313 1,358 125
2785 NM Picuns Pueblo NMO40 125 164 1,899 52
2880 NM Pojoagque Pueblo NMO040 94 159 2,481 73
3415 NM San lldefonso Pueblo NMO40 488 334 1,586 108
4140 NM Taos Puebloand TL NMO40 1,034 1,252 4,701 428
4170 NM  Tesuque Puebloand TL NMO40 236 223 702 63
RAEGION 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
AJAN Population Total AIAN
Area - 1HA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tribal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds
185 CA Benton Paute Reservation None 12 61 75 31
215 CA Big Bend Ranchena None 8 5 5 2
240 CA Big Lagoon Ranchena None 8 g 12 4
265 CA Big Sandy Ranchenia None 0 36 59 13
275 CA Big Valley Ranchena Nene 0 31 81 24
325 CA Blue Lake Ranchera None 4] 27 53 14
415 CA Cabazon Reservation None 8 37 858 8
555 CA Cedarville Ranchena None 6 7 10 2
750 CA Colusa (Cachil Dehe) Ranchena None 17 18 20 8
780 CA Cortina Ranchera None 2 1g 29 7
1010 CA Elk Valley Ranchena MNone 0 50 128 13
1640 CA Jackson Ranchena MNone 15 16 27 7
1980 CA Lookout Ranchera MNone 12 62 62 21
1995 CA Los Coyoles Reservation None 45 93 181 47
2115 CA Manzanta Reservation None 13 37 66 19
2190 CA Mesa Grande Reservation None 0 54 83 22
2255 CA Miuddletown Ranchena None 39 18 76 5
2330 CA Montgomery Creek Ranchena None 1 8 8 2
2745 CA Pechanga Reservation Nohe 117 242 391 119
3095 CA Redding Rancherna None 0 44 72 10
3145 CA Resighin Ranchena MNone 18 49 &1 12
3185 CA Roarnng Creek Ranchena MNone 24 20 20 3
3550 CA Santa Ysabel Reservation MNone 181 144 173 57
3750 CA shingle Springs Ranchena None 0 2 12 2
3855 CA  Smith River Rancheria MNone 0 96 189 33
4030 CA  Sulphur Bank (EI-Em) Ranchena None 115 g1 96 24
4095 CA Table Bluff Ranchena None Q 39 45 19
4110 CA Table Mountain Ranchena None 0 35 44 13
4275 CA Trinidad Rancheria None 47 61 g 30
4430 CA  Upper Lake Ranchena Nene 0 11 70 3
4680 CA XL Ranch Reservation None 24 23 23 15
4760 CA  Yurck Reservation None 0 494 1,343 177
155 CA Barona Ranchena CAO080 222 351 573 102
435 CA Cahuilla Reservation CAO080 29 77 107 28
450 CA Campo Reservation CAQ80 86 106 270 42
1850 CA La Jolla Reservation CAQ80 141 151 162 32
2360 CA  Morongo Reservation CAQ80 313 526 1,109 197
2635 CA Pala Reservation CAQ20 433 581 1,126 199
2715 CA Pauma Reservation CAQ80 86 132 151 37
3165 CA Rincon Reservation CAD80 297 432 1,478 162
3445 CA  San Manuel Reservation CADBD 24 38 59 16
3460 CA San Pasqual Reservation CAD80 133 221 517 77
3525 CA Santa Rosa Reservahion CADBO i2 39 58 12
3540 CA Santa Ynez Reservation CA080 120 254 7 79
3870 CA  Soboba Reservation CAQ80 0 372 442 104
4255 CA Torres-Maninez Reservation CA080 11 158 1,628 43
4500 CA Viejas Rancheria CA080 142 229 431 59
1170 CA Fort Bidwell Reservation CA083 93 134 136 45
1385 CA Grindstone Creek Ranchera CA083 72 101 101 20
4060 CA Susanville Reservation CA083 82 148 491 50
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Total AIAN
Area 1HA Pop House-
Code ST MName 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 AN
3250 CA Round Valley Reservation and T L CAQ97 528 549 1,181 - 190
250 CA Big Pine Ranchena CAQ98 269 344 455 104
280 CA Bishop Ranchena CAo0S8 784 979 1,437 352
350 CA Bndgeport Colony CA098 47 28 28 12
1195 CA Fort Indepehdence Resetvation CA098 31 42 58 17
1970 CA Lone Pine Ranchena CA098 172 164 235 63
4300 CA Tule River Reservation CA099 424 750 803 199
720 CA Cold Spnngs Ranchena CAi129 63 “136 163 39
3520 CA Santa Rosa Ranchena CA129 17 281 319 78
4330 CA  Tuolumne Rancheria CA129 73 68 85 a3
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 (Point Arena) Rancheria CA130 77 173 212 58
2820 CA Pmolevile Ranchena CA130 ¢ 51 70 22
3185 CA Robinson Ranchena CA130 0 125 167 28
3265 CA Rumsey Ranchena CA130 i 10 19 0
3735 CA Sherwood Valley Ranchena - CA130 17 6 6 2
3985 CA Stewarts Pomt Ranchena CA130 72 89 8g 15
585 CA Chemehuevi Reservation CA133 23 88 325 40
1750 CA  Karok Reservation and T L CA134 4] 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 NVO003 213 251 265 86
940 NV Dresslerville Colony NVQ03 127 141 153 50
4560 NV Washoe Reservation NV003 4 58 146 19
3010 NV Pyramid Lake Reservation NV0O04 720 967 1,358 314
965 ID Duck Valley Reservation NV0Os 932 1,003 1,096 327
4515 NV Walker River Reservation NV008 471 612 811 212
1210 NV Fort McDermiit Reservation NV009 463 382 399 109
4795 NV Yenngton Reservation and T L NV010 192 349 470 (K3
1070 NV Falion Colony NVl 45 143 162 53
1075 NV Fallon Reservation - NVO11 268 338 369 132
3130 NV Reno-8parks Colony NVOoi2 451 242 242 56
2315 NV Moapa River Reservation NV014 182 177 377 52
975 NV Duckwater Reservation NVO15 103 136 151 51
1040 NV Ely Colony NV015 67 79 85 23
4155 NV Te-Moak Reservatiohand T L NVO016 343 853 950 324
2015 NV Lovelock Colony NVO017 117 78 g2 31
4635 NV Winnemucea Colony NVO17 35 54 54 14
4740 NV Yomba Reservation NV020 57 100 106 25
1280 AZ Fort Yuma (Quechan) Reservation CA0b4 1,108 1,123 2,102 353
1235 AZ Fort Mojave Reservation and TL CA100 204 5356 692 186
REGION 8 - PACIFIC NORTHWEST
705 ID Coeur d'Alene Reservation and T L 1Doo7 541 756 5,778 273
1800 ID Kootenal Reservation 1D007 40 98 101 24
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Table 2A (Continued)

LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AlAN Population Totai AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tribal Area Code 1930 1990 1990 holds
2445 D  Nez Perce Reservation [{3L4[0):3 1,463 1,885 16,159 630
1185 ID  Fort Hall Reservationand T L D00 2,542 3,085 5114 824
400 OR Burns Pawute Reservationand TL None 180 150 198 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 508 1,030 2,549 336
4545 OR Warm Spnings Reservation and TL OR013 2,018 2,871 3,143 694
9110 OR Klamath TDSA OR037 4] 1,858 40,883 683
9050 OR Cogquille Indtan TDSA OR038 0 6,236 403,521 3,176
1655 WA Jamestown Klallam Reserv and T L None 0 10 34 3
4690 WA Yakima Reservationand TL WA022 5,168 6,198 27,448 1,671
4075 WA Swmmomish Reservation WAO023 414 581 2,285 185
3040 WA Quunault Reservation WAO27 943 967 1,271 276
2070 WA Lumrmi Reservation WAO28 1,259 1,608 3,164 379
2085 WA Makah Reservation WA029 803 956 1,238 3227
1735 WA Kalispel Reservation WAOQ37 98 84 a0 30
3940 WA Spokane Reservation WAO037 1,050 1,213 1,451 376
2375 WA Muckleshoot Reservation and T [ WAO040 379 875 3,836 182
760 WA Colvilie Reservation WA043 3,500 3,779 7,034 1,274
2910 WA Port Gamble Reservation WAL44 266 386 555 97
3030 WA Quleute Reservation WAD47 273 280 352 a8
575 WA Chehalis Reservation WAD48 200 286 504 94
2040 WA Lower Eiwha Reservationand T L WAO50 (538 103 112 33
4290 WA Tulalip Reservation WAOGS1 768 1,204 7,103 3n
1466 WA Hoh Reservation WADS2 48 107 116 29
2460 WA Nisqually Reservation WAOQ52 75 460 649 111
2925 WA Port Madison Reservation WAO052 148 374 4,834 133
3780 WA Shoalwater Reservation WAOQ52 28 83 128 25
3825 WA Skokormish Reservation WAQDS2 305 415 618 132
3855 WA Squaxin Island Reservation and T L WAODS2 35 146 194 45
2475 WA Nooksack Reservaton and TL WAODS6 66 456 697 129
3625 WA Sauk-Suattle Reservation WAQB2 0 50 112 19
4000 WA  Stillaguarnish Reservation WADE2 0 95 112 28
4455 WA  Upper Skagit Reservation WAQB2 ¢] 161 173 51
3000 WA Puyallup Beservation and T L WA0B3 856 977 32,435 384
REGION 9 - ALASKA
110 AK Annette Islands Reserve AKo002 0 1,206 1,464 a7s
6150 AK Angoon AKO04 412 507 643 114
6530 AK  Chilkat AKO004 113 122 140 38
6535 AK Chilkoot AKO04 0 16 219 8
6660 AK Craig AK004 170 288 1,260 121
7050 AK Hoonah AKOO4 543 527 729 166
7080 AK Hydaburg AK004 253 353 388 114
7160 AK Kake AKO04 467 518 687 168
7220 AK Kasaan AKO004 14 42 54 20
7310 AK Klawock AKO004 210 377 705 123
8005 AK Pehlican AKO004 0 74 212 26
8350 AK Saxman AKoo4 194 321 380 73
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Table 2A (Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS .

AIAN Population Total AIAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds
8685 AK Tenakee Springs AKOO4 0 13 92 10
8980 AK Yakutat AKOO4 279 290 544 101
6130 AK Anaktuvuk Pass AK005 191 238 272 60
6220 AK  Atkasook AKOOS 89 201 213 45
6260 AK Barrow AKO05 1,720 1,756 2,750 458
7170 AK  Kakiovik AKQO5 148 194 235 60
7880 AK Nuigsut AKO005 181 319 335 84
8080 AK Poant Hope AKOOS 434 585 629 129
8090 AK Pont Lay AKOO5 63 121 148 43
8910 AK Wainwnght AKO0S 372 472 502 127
6120 AK  Ambler AKO00B 155 290 317 61
6380 AK Buckland AKO008 161 315 317 89
6680 AK Deenng AKO006 138 152 157 48
7260 AK Kiana AKO006 325 339 367 81
7300 AK  Kivalina AKO008 237 299 304 58
7340 AK Kobuk AKOOB 59 61 72 14
7400 AK Koizebue AKO00B 1,574 2,065 2,751 515
7810 AK  Noatak AKO0B 259 344 352 73
7840 AK Noonik AKO006 467 5192 548 97
8380 AK Selawik AKO08 504 555 579 120
8450 AK Shungnak AKQ08 179 217 225 55
6070 AK Alalna AKO0GQ7 29 23 23 11
6110 AK  Allakaket AKO007 129 131 143 47
6180 AK Anvik AKOO07 91 71 78 29
6195 AK Arctic Village AKOO7 98 86 92 35
6280 AK Beaver AKOO7 65 a3 96 35
6350 AK Birch Creek AKOO7 31 36 41 17
6440 AK Chalkyiisik AKDO7 a6 91 95 25
6610 AK Circle AKO0O7 80 58 73 17
6720 A Dot Lake . AKOD7 38 18 49 9
6740 AK Eagle AKOO7 57 30 35 20
6830 AK Evansvilie AKOO7 27 27 64 13
6880 AK Fort Yukon AKGO7 442 502 579 170
6910 AK Galena AKO07 215 368 806 128
B970 AK Grayling AKOO7 i2¢g 208 217 50
7010 AK Healy Lake AKO07 - 29 N 42 48 15
7070 AK Hughes AKQO7 71 51 60 21
7080 AK Husla AKOO7 178 176 192 66
7190 AK Kaltag AKODO7 236 221 241 63
7415 AK Koyukuk AKO007 a1 110 1i2 34
7450 AK Lake Minchumina AKO0O7 0 7 29 7
7520 AK McGrath AKOO7 165 258 524 97
7540 AK  Manley Hot Springs AK0O7 12 39 123 i8
7630 AK  Minto AKO0Q7 141 192 197 55
7730 AK  Nenana AK0O7 2i4 156 377 64
7780 AK Nikolat AKO07 82 104 113 38
7870 AK Northway AK007 102 113 121 36
7820 AK Nulato AK007 329 362 399 90
8190 AK Rampart AKO0O7 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

4

AlIAN Populatron

! Total AIAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tnbal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 helds
8410 AK Shageluk AK007 120 131 135 38
8570 AK Stevens Vilage AK007 61 101 101 34
8600 AK Takotna AK007 25 9 36 4
8610 AK Tanacross AKOO7 101 105 105 37
8620 AK Tanana AKDO7 307 274 349 94
8690 AK Tethn AKO007 104 84 9 22
8725 AX Tok AKO0O7 0 87 935 a3
8300 AK Venetle AKOO7 125 171 182 42
6370 AK Brevig Mission AKO08 138 168 188 48
6650 AK Councl AK0038 0 4 6 2
6800 AK Elm AKO008 203 248 269 72
6820 AK Gambell AKO08 425 542 548 118
6950 AK Golovin AK008 85 113 123 46
7120 AK Inahk AK008 136 183 192 39
7410 AK  Koyuk AKO08 180 232 240 58
8280 AK St Michael AK008 227 290 315 63
8340 AK Savoonga AKoog 463 495 514 118
8420 AK Shaktoolk AKO08 159 167 175 40
8440 AK Shishmaref AKoos 369 418 433 108
8510 AK Solomon AKO08 4 6 6 3
8560 AK Stebbins AK008 316 427 448 87
8680 AK Teller AK008 196 133 154 40
8850 AK Unalaklest AK008 546 510 646 154
8920 AK Wales AKo008 122 140 158 38
8940 AK White Mountain AKQ08 116 145 174 '45
6030 AK Akmachak AK009 398 416 462 107
6040 AK Akak AKOO9 191 272 285 61
6060 AK Alakanuk AKO09 491 518 540 115
6140 AK Andreafsky AK009 93 345 406 83
6160 AK Amak AK009 218 352 529 100
6230 AK Atmautivak AKO00S 206 253 262 49
6310 AK Bethel AK0039 2417 2,984 4,687 838
6460 AK Chefornak AK009 221 302 310 66
6480 AK Chevak AK009 445 559 597 135
6570 AK Chuathbaluk AKO009 1] 89 99 7
6670 AK Crooked Creek AKO009 91 98 108 28
6750 AK Eek AK009 220 254 264 67
6810 AK Emmonak AKoo09 517 538 610 129
8960 AK Goodnews Bay AKO009 161 218 232 58
7060 AK Hooper Bay AKOD9 598 817 846 178
7180 AK Kalskag AKo09 108 136 163 36
7230 AK Kasigluk AK009 325 416 440 84
7290 AK  Kipnuk AKG09 358 452 462 93
7380 AK Kongiganak AK009 231 307 313 57
7390 AK Kotlik AKO09 280 448 462 102
7430 AK  Kwethluk AK009 441 543 568 123
7440 AK  Kwigilingok AK009 343 250 258 62
7480 AK Lime Village AK009 39 44 47 15
7510 AK Lower Kalskag AK009 237 285 289 B84
7560 AK Marshall AK009 248 252 283 63
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Table 2A {(Continued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS

AJAN Pepulation Total AlAN
Area IHA Pop House-
Code ST Name of Tribal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds
7590 AK  Mekoryuk AKO09 153 168 168 57
7650 AK Mountan Village AKO09 539 640 706 131
7700 AK Napakiak AKO009 2564 328 334 74
7710 AK  Napaskiak AKO09 239 310 326 70
7755 AK Newtok AK009 i24 198 217 37
7770 AK  Nightmute AK009 116 168 174 22
7800 AK  Nunapitchuk AKO09 205 375 385 87
7950 AK  Oscarville AKO009 56 44 44 10
8040 AK Pilot Station AK009 306 452 467 98
8050 AK Pitkas Point AKO00S a2 123 131 37
8060 AK Platmum AKO009 44 64 67 23
8180 AK Quinhagak AKO09 402 468 508 125
8200 AK Red Devl _ AKO009 i8 40 54 9
8245 AK Russtan Mission AKD09 252 229 240 52
8275 AK St Mary's AKOQ09 243 27 34 4
8360 AK Scammon Bay AKO009 241 337 346 78
8430 AK Sheldon Point AKO09 98 89 112 24
8490 AK Sleetmute AK009 95 93 115 35
8580 AK Stony River AK009 56 49 49 21
8730 AK Toksook Bay AKO009 312 389 405 77
8755 AK Tuluksak AK009 228 329 353 60
8765 AK Tuntutuhak AKO09 209 283 300 66
8770 AK  Tununak AKO009 283 288 300 68
6080 AK Aleknagk AKO10 138 175 194 49
6500 AK Chigmk AKO10 95 78 171 28
6510 AK Chignik Lagoon ' AKO010 41 46 78 13
6515 AK Chignik Lake AKO10 123 106 125 33
8620 AK Clark's Point AKO10 70 48 62 21
6700 AK Dilingham AKO010 891 1,122 2,017 378
8760 AK Egegk AKO10 57 84 120 37
6790 AK Ekwok AKO10 71 65 73 26
7100 AK Igiugig AKO10 25 20 29 . 4
7110 AK  Ilhamna AKO10 38 48 68 i5
7140 AK Ivanof Bay AKO10 37 30 28 8
7280 AK King Salmen AKO10 0 105 684 37
7360 AK Kokhanok AKO10 80 151 161 39
7370 AK Koliganek AKO10 112 182 191 51
7470 AK  Levelock AKO10 69 98 112 38
7550 AK Manokotak AKOHO 273 381 398 - 88
7680 AK Naknek AKO10 161 252 580 105
7740 AK Newhalen AKO10 82 177 182 42
7750 AK New Stuyahok AKD10 ) 311 <1 398 81
7830 AK Nondalton AKO10 161 154 172 50
8000 AK Pedro Bay AKO10 31 41 41 11
8010 AK Perryville AKO010 103 105 110 24
8035 AK Pilot Point AKO10 57 47 54 14
8140 AK Port Heiden AK010 59 284 111 26
8530 AK South Naknek AKO10 124 105 133 30
8720 AK Togiak AKC10 443 519 606 130

8780 AK Twin Hills AKO10 67 37 44 16
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Table 2A (Contmued)
LISTING OF CENSUS DESIGNATED TRIBAL AREAS
AlAN Population Total AlAN

Area 1HA Pop House-

Code ST Name of Tribal Area Code 1980 1990 1990 holds
8810 AX Ugashik AKGO10 11 4 6 2
68400 AK Cantwell AKO11 28 39 145 13
6550 AK Chistochina AKO11 27 43 62 12
6560 AK Chitina AKO11 20 17 46 8
6640 AK  Copper Center AKO11 85 144 426 54
6990 AK Gulkana AKO11 43 75 13 26
7600 AIK Mentasta Lake AKO11 55 80 102 23
8480 AK Slana AKO11 8 2 63 2
8650 AK Tazlna AKO11 4 80 258 23
6770 AK Eklutna AKO12 42 31 381 15
7330 AK Knk AKG12 5 37 276 14
7800 AK Nmiichik AKO12 58 411 10,491 193
8300 AK Salamatof AKO12- 43 110 1,007 29
8390 AK Seldovia AKO12 117 3g 315 13
8790 AK Tyonek AKO12 222 109 121 48
6020 AK Akhiok AK013 101 81 81 24
7210 AK  Karluk AKO13 98 74 82 8
7460 AK Larsen Bay AK013 120 143 164 29
7930 AK Old Harbor AK013 315 253 276 75
7960 AK Ouzinkie AKO13 163 183 214 68
8150 AK PortLlions AKO13 158 133 206 47
6470 AK Chenega AKO15 0 62 94 14
6820 AK Enghsh Bay AKO15 98 147 161 41
6840 AK Eyak AKO15 0 13 168 5
6980 AK Grouse Creek Group AKO15 0 104 830 48
8130 AK Porl Graham AKO15 141 124 145 59
8640 AK Tatitlek AKO15 53 98 1it 25
6050 AK Akutan AKO16 66 81 605 18
6210 AK Atka AKO16 g0 a3 101 24
6850 AK False Pass AKO16 80 59 67 20
7270 AK  King Cove AKO16 367 184 457 52
7720 AK Nelson Lagoon AKD16 55 71 80 32
7790 AK  Nikolski AK016 48 25 38 19
8260 AK St George AKO16 153 138 143 40
8290 AK St Paul AKO16 483 531 752 144
8320 AK  Sand Point AKo18 357 422 859 147
8860 AK Unalaska AKO16 200 273 3,089 59




- Chapter 3

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS:
NATIONAL CONTRASTS AND TRIBAL
AREA DIVERSITY

It 1s generally known that the social and economic circumstances of Amerncan Indians and
Alaska Natives differ from those of the non-indian populaton in important ways, and these
differences must be understood to assess thelr 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 tumn, 1s 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 mtroduced in Chapter 2,
which have not been examined previously.

We find, however, that even within area types, there is considerable diversity in AIAN
social and economic conditions. In the last patt 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 1s offered that
groups Tribal Areas according to charactenstics hikely to be of importance in establishing local
housing strategies.

YSee, v particular, Snipp (1989) for a through review of AIAN social and economic conditions as of 1980 The
Bureau of the Census {1993) summarnzes many of the key Indicators for 1990
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AGE STRUCTURE AND HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

Age Structure

Amerncan Indians and Alaska Natives are considerably younger, on average, than the
general population--an outcome certainly consistent with the higher AIAN birth rates reported in
Chapter 2. Nationally, 34 percent of the AIAN 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
distiibution, the contrast 1s also strong, but runs in the other direction: 15 percent of all non-
Indians are elderly (62 yearé or more) compared to only 8 percent of the AIAN population.

Differences by area types in this regard, however, are pronounced With 41 percent under
18, the AIAN 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). ) "

Still, in all types of areas the AIAN 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 AIAN share compares with a 25 percent average for
other races In this respect (as well along many other dmensions to be discussed below) Indians
iving outside of Tribal Areas exhibit charactenistics more like those of the general populatlon than
those of Trnbal Area Indians, but they hardly ever go far enough to match the non- Indtan
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 vanations are noteworthy.
First, the under-18 age group is generally less dominant--area type by area type--in some regions:
namely, the Eastern and California-Nevada Across Tnbal Areas on[y, however, the’ under—18
share Is lowest In the Eastern and Oklahoma reglons

Household Composition

One of the most frequently discussed social concerns in America today 1s the decline of
the traditional family. Progressively, over the past several decades, famiies--all groups of related
individuals living together, but households headed by marned couples in particular--have been
shrinking as a share of all households in all parts of the country. Perhaps the most important
conclusion to be derved from the household composttion data in Table 3 1 1s that this tendency
has not been as strong among American Indians and Alaska Natives. ‘
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Table 31

AGE AND HOUSEHCLD COMPOSITION, 1990

AIAN POPULATION

NON-AIAN POPULATION

Trbal Surr Other  Qther Tnbal Surr Other  Other
Total  Areas Co Metro Nonmet Total Areas Co  Metro MNonmet
Pct. 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 40 4 430 443 399
45-61 years 140 123 146 166 156 163 169 1589 163 167
62 years or more 76 81 72 73 79 164 163 1563 148 176
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1060 1000 1000 1000 1000 000
Number of households {000) by type
Elderty 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 28240 8,133
Large family 161 63 35 48 15 9,889 144 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 88 298 g2 90,754 1,428 13,103 59,313 169810
Pet. of households by type
Elderly 67 79 65 57 77 122 1386 127 112 151
Small family 537 485 542 562 575 47 5 483 46 4 476 481
Large famly 198 287 189 161 162 109 9¢ 115 110 103
Other, Nonfam 198 168 204 221 187 294 282 294 303 265
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 100G 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Pet. of households by family relatronship
Family households
Marmied w/child 373 382 372 3585 410 278 264 265 256 280
Marned no child 234 189 232 258 274 299 319 305 289 330
Subtotal 807 571 804 614 684 578 583 571 545 810
Female head w/ch 117 1686 17 99 80 63 58 59 87 56
Male head w/ch 32 48 31 22 20 14 13 16 i3 13
Subtotal 149 203 148 122 i00 77 72 75 80 69
Other 46 58 44 44 30 67 63 60 72 58
Total 802 832 796 779 814 722 718 706 698 735
Nonfamily households 198 168 204 221 187 294 282 294 302 - 265
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Just over Bb percent of the 812,000 AIAN households nationally™® are families (compared
with 72 percent for non-indians), 61 percent are headed by marned couples (vs. 58 percent for

-

1

®As noted 1n Chapter 1, an AIAN household 1s defined here as one in wh|ch'e|ther the head of the household or

-hisf/her spouse In AIAN
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Table 3 2
AGE AND HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION INDICATORS--BY AREA TYPE AND REGION

AlAN Population and Households

Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 BReg4 Reg5 Rey6 Reg7 Reg8 Heg9
Total  North- Sotith- Anz - Calf- Pacif-
Us Central Eastemn Okla Central Plans N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska

t

Under 18 years as % of population

Tnbal Areas 4089 431 380 378 402 455 424 412 401 425
Surrounding Counties 34'8 383 313 350 324 424 399 300 323 3rs3
Other Metropolitan 278 339 256 404 268 369 261 257 298 a0
Other Nonmetro 306 338 279 404 284 366 350 285 309 392
Total 3486 35 281 373 286 420 416 287 341 405 !

Marned with children, % of households

Tribal Areas 459 354 447 479 577 417 46 8 360 40 2 514
Surrounding Counties 467 458 466 46 0 5486 481 481 47 0 446 471
Other Metropolitan 455 425 46 2 509 47 4 46 6 487 44 4 436 00
Other Nonmetro 503 614 513 591 501 499 569 503 453 457

Total 46 4 435 471 476 490 452 47 4 45 1% 435 491

Female head with children, % of households

Tnbal Areas 187 207 193 00 109 300 237 289 223 175
Surrounding Counties 147 184 145 121 89 229 88 108 138 182
Other Metropolitan 127 200 120 106 87 189 52 117 143 o0
Gther Nonmelro 98 22 89 77 64 142 76 92 114 211

Total 146 199 iz23 104 82 234 216 122 155 182

Large families, % of househelds

Tnbal Areas 267 27 4 211 i57 282 351 395 24 4 257 356
Sumrounding Counties 189 180 172 134 222 230 263 176 162 192
Other Metropolitan 161 i88 154 252 139 187 69 168 158 o0 |
Other Nohmetro 162 89 160 198 145 176 206 157 147 190 |

Total 198 199 162 153 152 257 343 176 180 272 |

Eldetly, % of households

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

Tolal 74 60 81 99 84 55 64 80 66 58

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 AIAN households: the share made up
by female headed households with children (12 percent) is double the non-Indian average. This
AIAN 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 Depariment of
Commerce, 1994, Table 49) One reason for the large percentage of female headed households
in Tnbal Areas may be that a significant number of men leave to pursue work outside the
reservation and are often absent for long perods of time f {

Unlike the compansons for age structure, basic AIAN household composttion ratios do not
vary as much by area type The AIAN family share of all households, for example, 1s only slightly
higher in Tnibal Areas (83 percent) than in metropolitan areas (78 percent), and in all areas, the
gap between Indians and other races in this regard 1s sizeable and relatively. uniform  For
example, the AIAN family share is 15 percent higher than that for non-Indians in Tribal Areas and
12 percent higher in metropohitan areas. The most signuficant exception in this regard 1s the share
accounted for by female headed households with children, which 1s much higher in Tribal Areas
{16 percent) than in other locations {(average of 10 percent)

Another stnking charactenstic .of AIAN household composition stands out from the
alternative typology shown in Table 3 1--the sizeable number of large families.” This typology
groups households into one of four categones Elderly (one or iwo 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 AIAN households nationally are large families, almost twice the 11
percent large families make up of non-indian households The AIAN large family share Is highest
in Tribal Areas (27 percent), second highest in the Surrounding counties (18 percent), and
averages a uniform 16 percent in other paris of the country And in each type of area, AIAN
households by far oufpace 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 {otal, and AIAN elderly household shares are significantly
below those for non-Indians i all types of areas. This I1s explained in large part, of course, by
the extended family pattern common in AIAN households; 1 e , 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 (pariicularly within 1fs Tnbal Areas)
comparatively low shares of female headed households and large familtes and higher shares of

“This typology has been developed because of it simplicty and its usefulness for housing needs analysis--see
Bogdon, et al, 1993
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elderly households This pattern also charactenzes the Eastern, South-Central, and California-
Nevada regions to some extent The opposite-higher than average shares of female headed
households and large familes 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 definttional differences, it 1s 1impossible to compile data matching those on
Table 3.1 for 1980 However, compansons 1980-1990 can be made for some vaniables using a
different Census data base, as summanzed on Table 3.3. This table uses full-count data rather
than sample estimates, and defines households only as those with an AIAN head of
household.?® Several findings are of interest: .

First, aimost all of the AIAN population live within a household (1 e , very few individuals
reside in military facihities, school dormitories, hospitals, and other institutions) This institutional
population accounted for a constant four percent of the total outside of Tnibal Areas in the 1980s,
but was almost nonexistent within them

Second, the ratio of total population to households did decline n all categones over the
1980s; by a substantial 8 9 percent (from 4.13 to 3 66) in Tnbal Areas, but only to a very small
extent (from 3 15 to 3.13, or less than one percent} in the rest of the country. In other words,
while AIAN households are typically larger than non-Indian households, they are gradually getting
smaller AIAN households in Tribal Areas are larger on average than those hving elsewhere, but
their size 1s dechning more rapidly

Third, this direchion 1s corroborated, by data on the changing shares of households by size
The share of AIAN households with 5 or more persons dropped from 23.5 percent in 1280 to 20 1
percent In 1990; the share with 1-2 persons grew from 41.8 percent to 44.5 percenti, the share
in 3-4 person households stayed about the same .

]

Fourth, while families still account for a large share of all AIAN households, that share did
dechine shghtly during the 1980s (from 77 2 percent to 74 8 percent) 4

2This permits a direct comparison to show how much of a difference adding AIAN spouses to the definitior” makes
in the total The national total of 812,000 AIAN houssholds defined by the "head of household or spouss” criterion is
221,000 (37 percent) larger than the 591,000 total resulting from the "household head only" criterion  The difference
is not as large n Tribal Areas (+16 percent), but It 1s yet more substantial in the rest of the country where mixed
marnages are more frequent (+48 percent)
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Table33
AlAN POPULATION-HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE, 1980-80
AlAN Areas
Rest -
Total Total Alaska Cther of US
Total Population 1980 1,478 5 5211 395 4817 9574
Total Popuiation 1990 1,959 2 7380 472 691 8 1,220 2
Household Popul 1980 1,434 3 5150 394 47586 9183
Househeld Popul 1920 1,903 0 ; 7320 46 8 6851 1,171 0
% Total in Hsehlds 1980 970 988 998 987 960
% Total in Hsehlds 1990 97 1 990 991 990 960
No of Households 1980 429 6 1260 90 1170 3035
No of Households 1990 5914 2017 18 1889 3897
Total Pop/Hsehid 1980 344 413 438 412 215
Total Pop/Hsehid 1990 331 366 400 364 313
No of Famihes 1980 3315 1053 783 97 9 2262
No of Familes 1990 442 2 1632 93 1539 2790
PERCENT OF TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS
Families 1980 77z 835 813 837 745
Famlies 1890 748 809 785 810 716
1-2 Persoh Hsehlds 1980 418 321 288 323 458
1-2 Person Hsehids 1990 45 370 340 372 48 4
3-4 Person Hsehlds 1980 347 320 291 322 359
3-4 Person Hsehlds 1990 354 351 307 3B3 355
5+ Person Hsehlds 1980 235 359 421 354 183
5+ Person Hsehlds 1980 201 279 353 275 161
Femnale Head w/Child 1980 124 126 95 129 128
Female Head w/Child 1990 131 141 117 142 126

Fifth, female headed households with children did increase as a share of the AlAN total
1n the 1980s, but only to a very small extent (from 12.4 percent to 13.1 percent); 1 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

Education 1s increasingly recognized as the key to economic advancement in America, and
on this score the AIAN 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 AIAN share that has graduated from coliege 1s less than half that for non-Indians (9
percent vs. 20 percent)

Agaun, this problem is most pronounced in Tribal Areas where a full 43 percent are without
a high school diploma. [t 1s least serious in Metropolitan Areas where the comparable figure Is
29 percent Shares Iin the Surrounding Counties and other Nonmetropolitan Areas agan fall in-
between (30 percent and 36 percent respectively)

Among Tnbal Areas, there are important regional differences in this regard (Table 3 5).
The shares without hugh school diplomas are well below the average in Oklahoma (33 percent)
and the Pacific-Northwest; regions with the highest Tnbal Area shares in this group are the
Eastern (47 percent) and Anzona-New Mexico (53 percent) This pattern also generally
charactenzes 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 civihian job, or unemployed and looking for work) Since children
make up such a large share of the AIAN population, it 1s not surpnising that the AIAN 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,
i e, the labor force as a share of the population 16 years of age or over Here the AIAN rate (63
percent) 1s just shightly below that for non-Indians (Tables 3.4 and 3.5). Labor force participation
18 lowest in Tribal Areas (55 percent) and highest in Metropolitan Areas (70 percent). AIAN labor
force participation rates are actually somewhat higher than those for non-Indians in alf area types
except Tribal Areas

Unempioyment, however, 1s a particularly severe problems for Indians everywhere. The
national AIAN unemployment rate 1s 14 percent, more than twice the 6 percent rate for other
Americans. AIAN unemployment i1s also most serious i1 Tnbal Areas (20 percent} and least
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Table 3 4

EDUCATION AND LABOR FORCE STATUS, 1990

AIAN POFPULATION

NON-AIAN POPULATION

Tnbal Suir Other Other Tribat Surr Other Cther
Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet
A‘q
Pct population over 25 by educational status
Not H S graduate 344 427 300 286 367 247 272 222 233 316
H S graduate 563 514 605 584 562 549 567 573 541 558
Bach degree & above 93 59 95 130 81 204 161 205 227 127
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Labor force status
Total population
In 1abor force 63 4 549 662 700 645 853 812 652 667 604
Notinlab force 366 451 338 300 356 347 388 348 333 396
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Laber force
Armed forces 10 03 10 14 12 13 186 2Q i3 10
Employed civihan 848 797 856 882 868 925 915 918 927 923
Unemployed 142 201 134 104 131 62 70 62 61 66
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Pct of employed by occupatien
Profess/Managernial 185 174 179 203 157 264 235 265 283 195
Tech /salesfadmin 266 24 4 273 283 213 317 304 319 333 258
Other 549 583 548 504 B30 420 46 1 416 385 548
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 10006 1000 100 ¢ 1000 1000
Pct of employed by type of worker
Private for-prof 643 521 660 711 680 708 681 699 7 679
Private non-profit 58 64 58 58 57 67 58 60 71 57
Govermment workers 236 353 224 172 i83 151 165 160 i47 168
Self-employed 57 58 54 55 74 70 89 77 61 98
Unpard family workers 05 04 0% 04 o7 04 o7 04 04 08
Totat 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Pet of employed by industry
Agnc./For Mining 47 69 46 24 74 31 65 36 18 72
Construction 84 88 79 83 85 57 55 63 55 62
Manufactunng 160 t45 148 168 199 164 137 139 160 202
Transportation 69 59 68 79 66 65 .70 64 68 57
Trade 193 151 207 212 199 166 200 202 198 184
Semvices 448 488 451 434 378 487 47 3 496 802 423
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 i00 ¢ 1000 1000

sernous In Metropolitan Areas (10 percent) but even In the latter, the AIAN rate substantally
exceeds the 6 percent rate for non-Indians.
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Table3 5

ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES INDICATORS--BY AREA TYPE AND REGION

AlAN Population ahd Househeolds

Reg 1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Reg5 HBReg6 Reg7 HReg$8 Reg 9
Total North- South- Anz - Cabf - Pacif -
US Central Eastemn Okla  Central Plans N Mex Nev NoWest  Alaska
NetaH $ graduate, as % population over 25 years
Tnbal Areas 427 395 47 4 328 604 381 532 418 352 44 4
Surrounding Counties 300 310 422 260 329 288 298 288 254 280
Other Melropolitan 286 295 309 300 279 246 127 267 230 [+X]
Other Nonmetro 357 341 402 280 3586 202 363 283 317 265
Total 344 322 358 318 324 321 459 286 283 369
Unemployed as % of labor force
Tnbal Areas 201 239 i19 123 146 294 264 230 217 242
Surrounding Counties 134 186 112 126 i36 184 139 i18 120 190
Other Metropohtan 104 147 94 122 87 147 107 96 130 00
Other Nonmetro 131 17 8 22 149 103 147 137 83 138 205
Total 142 172 i02 124 86 214 214 112 147 218
Government workers at % of all employed
Tribal Areas 353 458 230 218 187 568 44 5 358 395 577
Surrounding Counties 224 232 165 228 371 260 260 207 214 287
Other Metropolitan 172 130 183 141 155 196 349 17 4 156 0o
Other Nonmetro 183 149 167 168 169 231 303 153 161 370
Total 235 798 182 219 166 346 366 1956 238 439
Self-employed as % of all employed
Tnbal Areas 58 42 59 70 84 57 49 44 55 32
Surrounding Countres 54 53 52 556 58 61 386 68 56 51
Other Metiopoltan 55 35 £3 133 63 45 42 64 58 00
Other Nonmetro 74 54 71 72 88 64 64 122 78 48
Total 57 42 586 68 70 54 44 66 58 42
Agnicultural group employess, % of all employed
Trbal Areas 69 36 38 87 14 4 73 73 93 109 48
Surrounding Counties 46 49 43 27 33 73 48 41 57 70
Other Metropoltan 24 is 22 33 28 23 33 26 43 00
Other Nonmetro 74 46 53 156 77 127 19¢ 74 100 77
Total 47 29 31 B0 46 64 64 36 69 60

This same pattern (higher unemployment in Tribal Areas than more urban locations) holds
in ali regions. However, there are some important regional differences between Tnbal Areas
in this regard. Their unemployment rates are lowest (close to the metropolitan average) i 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

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 AIAN
employment is provided by jobs in government or nonprofit mstitutions (29 percent) than 1s true
for non-Indians {22 percent} This also stands out most strongly in Tnibal Areas where 42 percent
of AIAN 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 private for-profit firms (64 percent vs 71 percent)
The seli-employment rate for Indians does not vary much by area type, but there are important
vanations in pnivate for-profit employment The AIAN share of total employment in such jobs
varies 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 i1s 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 supporied the number
of employees in the pnvate for-profit and self-employment categones (termed PPSE employment)
per 1,000 population.

By this measure, AIAN populations lag far behind with a national average of 255, 30
percent below the 362 average for non-Indians. Per capita, Tribal Areas have larger dependent
populations (more children), lower labor force participation rates, more unemployment, and more
dependence on government jobs. It s certainly not surpnsing then that the PPSE rate for Tribal
Areas (158) 1s far below (just about halif) the average for Indians living elsewhere (311) The
latter figure is still below the average for non-Indians, but it 1s at least within striking distance
The AIAN average in Tribal Areas 1s not, signifying incredible economic distress

The differences in employment composition between areas types found at the national
level (fewer pnivate and more government workers in Tnbal Areas than elsewhere) also
characterizes the pattern region-by-region, 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 LABCR FORCE RELATIONSHIPS
AlAN Populahon
Total AIAN
Non-AlAN  Total Areas Other
Population (000) 245,592 2,010 740 1,270
L abor force {000}
Armed forces 1,647 8 1 7
Cwvilian 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 17 396
Other 25,482 211 84 126
Total Employed 116,076 732 202 529
Unemployed 7,651 121 51 71
Total labor force 123,727 853 253 600
Percent of labor force
Armed forces 13 09 03 12
Cwvihan employment 925 848 797 870
Private for-prof 654 552 417 609
Self employed 65 49 46 50
Tot PPSE Empl 719 801 463 659
Other 206 247 334 211
Total Employed 938 858 799 882
Unemployed 862 142 201 18
Total labor force 1000 100 ¢ 1000 o0 e
Per 1,000 population
Labor force 504 424 342 473
Cwvillan employment 466 360 272 411
PPSE employment 362 255 158 31

Employment by Industry and Occupation

The industnal structure of the United States has changed dramatically dunng this century,
first with enormous increases N agncultural productivity (our national agricultural output remains
high but the percentage of our workers required to produce it 1s now just a tny fraction of what
it once was) and then the same sort of thing happening in manufacturing (although not to the
same extent as yet).

The first change was particulady important for Indians. Even knowing the history,
however, the numbers come as something of a shock. Only 6 9 percent of all AIAN workers in
Trnbal 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, fishernes 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 gathering are still important in many areas.

The AIAN population traditionally did not have a high share of i1ts workforce In
manufacturing (given that sector's concentration in and around large urban areas) but interestingly
enough, with recent declines in manufactunng empioyment affecting all races, the AIAN 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 AIAN workforce, and they do so to a roughly similar extent in all
area types

In terms of occupation (Table 34), AIAN workers are less likely to be In
professional/managenal jobs than non-Indians (19 percent vs. 26 percent), or in
technical/sales/fadministrative posttions (27 percent vs 32 percent). There 1s not a great deal of
vanation in these relationships by area type or region

POVERTY AND INCOME MEASURES

Incomes and Poverty

Given their employment problems enumerated above, 1t 1s not surpnsing that American
Indians and Alaska Natives are significantly more likely to be impovenshed than non-Indians in
all parts of Amenca. In 1989, 34 percent of all AIAN househoids (compared with 24 percent of
non-indian households} had annual iIncomes 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 AIAN households were in poverty, 84,900 1n Tribal Areas, 40,800
in Surrounding Counties, 49,700 in Metropolitan Areas, and 21,400 in other Nonmetropoltan
Areas. The AlAN poverty rate was 24 percent, almost twice that for non-indians  As would be
expected considenng therr typically weak economic base, AIAN poverly 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 varied importantly by household type, the rates being much higher for
large family and nonfamily households (33 percent and 34 percent respectively) than for elderly
households and small families (16 perceni and 19 percent respectively). This same pattern
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Table3?
INCOME AND POVERTY, 1990

AIAN POPULATION

NON-AIAN POPULATION

Thbal Surr QOther Other Tnbal Surr Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet Totat Areas Co Metro MNonmet
Pet of households by income ($000/yr) !
Less than $15 338 469 304 253 347 242 319 229 219 328
$16-829 279 280 288 263 315 256 288 258 243 298
$30-99 365 243 390 4586 329 458 370 467 486 358
$100 or more 18 08 i8 28 10 44 23 46 52 17
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Pct. of households in povetty
Elderly 162 248 107 105 154 64 92 &2 53 96
Small family 191 293 179 129 178 92 124 84 84 120
Large family 325 449 269 204 289 170 218 157 158 221
Qther-nonfamily 335 47 2 306 253 373 193 264 176 171 287
All households 244 362 217 167 231 127 169 116 15 171
Pct of households by income category
0-30 pet of median g1 258 168 167 164 i26 127 1156 127 128
31-50 pet of median 142 169 136 124 139 112 121 118 107 125
51-80 pct of median 187 19 1 192 180 196 165 167 168 161 179
81-95 pct of median 84 75 87 90 - 86 85 79 87 85 84
95+ pet of median 396 308 418 450 41 4 513 506 515 521 48 4
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 0O 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Ratie AIAN to Non-AIAN
Pct in poverty 183 215 188 145 135 —_— — _— e —_—
Pet 0-50 pct med 140 172 132 120 120 _— _— _— m— —_—

appeared n all area types with, of course, higher rates for all groups in Trnibal Areas than in other
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan environments. This pattern was alsc typical for non-Indians.
Indeed, one of the reasons that the overall AIAN poverty rate 1s so high 1s that large families
make up comparatively such a large share of all AIAN households

i

Poverty rates, however, can be misleading indicators, distorting true compansons of well-
being between different social groups and locations The reason 1s that the poverty threshold
{$12,6741n 1989 for a family of four) is defined as the same in all parts of the country Yet living
costs are very different n different locations. , This 1s 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 alsc much higher in Fairfield and Monigomery 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 Faurfield County.?’

This 1s a particular problem In analyzing the comparative living standards of Amencan
Indians and Alaska Natives--they have very low incomes by national standards, but a much larger
share of them hve in low-cost locations

Incomes Related to Local Medians

HUD uses an alternative approach for companng household incomes that takes vanations
in hving costs into account and largely avowds this problem  In this system, a household’s income
15 related to the median income 1n 1ts own local labor market area, and median incomes serve
as a reasonable proxy for differences in hiving costs beiween those areas For example, the 1990
median annual iIncome 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 (LI--ncomes
below 80 percent of the local median) and are given pronty 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 1s below $9,931, but VLI households in Fairfield County have
Incomes ranging up to $24,946.

Table 3.7 also shows vanations in AIAN income levels, compared to those of non-indians,
using this approach. The data tell the same basic story. Nationally, one third of all AIAN
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) AIAN households
have significantly larger shares in these lower-income groups than non-Indians in all types of
areas, and among AIAN households, lower income shares are highest by far in Tribal 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 AIAN poverty rate 1s 93 percent higher than that for non-
Indians but, taking differences in hving costs into account via the median income approach, the
AIAN Very Low-Income rate is only 40 percent higher than that for non-Indians, a gap that 1s a
better measure of real differences in living standards. Indians are still found to be significantly

fGabriel, et al, (1993) have shown that the disparities in housing prices between U S metropolitan areas grew
significantly over the 1980s
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worse off economically than non-Indians, but the gap I1s 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, AIAN VLI rates are 72 percent higher in Trnbal Areas, 32 percent higher in the
Surrounding Counties, and only 20 percent higher i other Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan
Areas Indeed, whife adjusting for living costs does make a difference, it does not alter the
general conclusion. AIAN Tnbal Areas remain as probably the most devastatingly impovenshed
communities in America

Regional variations 1n VLI rates are presented in Table 38 Looking across the Tribal
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 Plans
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 vanation in
VLI rates 1s not as pronounced

Table3 8
INCOME AND POVERTY INDICATORS--BY AREA TYPE AND REGION
AlAN Population and Households

Reg 1 Reg2 Reg3 Regy4 Regb PReg6 Reg7 Regs Reg 8
Total North- South- Anz - Callf - Pacif -
US Central Eastern Okla  Central Plains N Mex Nev NoWest  Alaska

Very low income households, % all households

Tnbal Areas 424 534 359 302 385 529 551 49 4 390 427
Surrounding Counties 302 371 301 260 240 417 349 264 278 303
Other Metropolitan 281 339 278 269 253 378 238 249 306 00
Other Nonmetro 3023 07 307 278 289 362 202 241 283 304

Total 330 369 293 294 270 44 1 47 3 287 308 332

Households in poverty, % of all households

Trbal Areas 366 440 279 244 361 494 545 356 324 254
Surroundmng Counties 213 290 220 188 235 363 285 161 191 143
Other Metropolitan 187 229 165 215 169 261 300 113 195 00
Other Nonmetlro 231 238 27 251 239 293 203 146 2186 159

Total 242 273 193 234 1986 373 446 143 225 200
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Gaming in Tribal Areas

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
Tribal Areas where i1t has been tned and 1t has not yet been tried 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 totai of 508 Tnbal Areas (309, if Alaska
Is excluded) !t was also estimated that 15,900 persons were employed by these operations (and
a non-trivial portion of those were non-Indians) Yet 15,900 represents only 8 percent of total
AIAN civiian employment i Tribal 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 Tribal Areas are stil characterized by deep and persistent poverty

DIVERSITY ACROSS TRIBAL AREAS

Summary of Findings So Far

Reviewing the indicators presented in this chapter to this pomnt, several reasonably
consistent findings emerge that can be summanzed as follows:

1 Compared to non-Indians, the AIAN population nationally 1s more family onented,
but along several dimensions, substantially more prone o economic distress

2. These charactenstics (stronger family ornentation, weaker economic conditions)
distinguish the AIAN population from the general population 1n all area types and regions

3 Consistently, these differences are most pronounced in reservations and other
Tribal Areas which, as noted, remain probably the most devastatingly impovenshed communities
mn Amenca. AIAN charactenstics more closely resemble those of the general population in
metropolitan areas, but differences are still noteworthy even there

4 fn contrast, key social and economic indicators for the non-Indian poputation do
not exhibit as much vanation geographically.



Housing Problems and Needs of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives 73

5. But for the AIAN populatton, there are also evidences of notable diversity, even
among Tnbal 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 charactenstics by which Tribal Areas on average most differ from the general population,
scores for the Tnbal Areas of some regions (in particular, the Plains, Anzona-New Mexico, and
Alaska) are even more exireme: e.g., they have yet larger shares of their households are large
families, female headed, and Very Low Income, and vyet larger shares of their labor force are
unemployed or holding government jobs. In conirast, the Tribal Areas of the Oklahoma and
Eastern regions are In the opposite position along each of these dmensions; i e., more like AIAN
populations in Metropolitan Areas and the non-indian population in general.

Still, this examination is not enough to show that it is the regional environment itself, rather
than some other set of factors, that causes such vanations. And it begs the question, to what
extent do Tribal Areas exhibit diversity along these lines within 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 fabulate the number of Tnbal Areas and their populations
in a number of ranges for several vanables. Two examples are shown in Figure 3.1. Both show
considerable diversity. The pie charts at the top show that cne quarter of all Tribal Areas are
exiremely poor (86 percent or more of all households are low-income. 1.e , with incomes less than
80 percent of the local median), but these Areas are typically smali and account for only 4 percent
of the national AIAN population living in Tribal Areas. At the other extreme, in 19 percent of the
Tnbal Areas, less than half of households are low-income and these are much larger, together
accouniing for 24 percent of the total population

The charts at the bottom of Figure 3.1 show the vaniation in the PPSE vanable discussed
earlier. Again, there are a substanttal number of Tnbal Areas n 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 8 percent of
the population At the other end of the scale, one quarter of the Areas have at least a
comparatively strong private employment base with a PPSE ratio of 176 or more. And these are
also much farger, accounting for 41 percent of the total Tribal Area AIAN population.
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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 varnables. The map at
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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 tn central areas.

On the map below, however, (showing the highest and lowest 25 percent according o
population growth rates) there i1s no clear regional paitern--some of the highest and some of the
fowest occur In all regions And most of the maps like this constructed for other social and
economic vanables looked more like the growth raie map than the poverly rate map; i.e.,
performance within regions was far from homogenous. There were no consistent regional
patterns

Another approach was 1o examine these disiributions statistically To do this, all Tribai
Areas, were divided ino three groups Small (less than 200 AIAN population), Medium (200-
1,500), and Large (above 1,500). We then locked at the mean values for a number of indicators
for the Tnbal Areas in each group and computed coefficients of vanation.®

The top panel of Table 39 shows the resulis 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 I1s a considerable amount of vanation within each category.

The coefficients of vanation for the Small category are not shown (because with small
sample sizes In these areas, the resulis inherently less reliabie), but even in the Medium and
Large groups, vanations are substantial. Looking at the Medium group, for example, we see that
the greatest amount of vanation exists within in the distnbutions of percentages employed in the
agncultural industry group and percentages self-employed (coefficients over 100 in both cases).
The distribubion of the share of the poputation under 18 years of age exhibits the least vanation
(coefficient of 13 8), followed by the percent of households that are married with chiidren (28.9).

The bottom panel shows, as an example, the results for one of these vanables (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 I1s no directional pattemn, and in yet others they are refatively flat). Also important,
the coefficients of vanation are sizeable within each region, 1 e, there ts substantial statistical
vanance from the average This was true for mosti-of the ‘'other vanables 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 m each Area, they differ (sometimes markedly} from the averages for the total populations for the same
vanables in the tables presented earlier 1n this chapter The coefficient of vanation is the standard deviation of the
distribution calculated as a percentage of the mean ’
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Table39 .
VARIATION AMONG 'I;RIBAL AREAS--SELECTED INDICJ;\TDHS

Mean Value Med &Lg - Coeflicient Vanation
Tot Sm Med Lg High Low Tot Med Lo
SELECTED INDICATORS
i
Age and household structure
Pct pop under 18 years 392 3686 416 417 570 00 302 138 100
Pet hsehld mattied w/ichild 423 388 459 439 872 163 47 3 289 192
Pet hsehld fem head w/chitd 224 224 221 228 655 00 760 472 393
Econommic
Pct pop =25 not H S grad 441 470 418 396 737 156 425 297 232
Pct empl, agne ffor.fish/m 68 73 62 73 393 00 1785 1085 60 1
Pet empl gov't worlkers 470 47 6 471 437 938 41 547 430 356
Pct empl seli-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 HS 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 i82 326 331 435 156 241 283 174
4 South Central 396 341 404 675 675 283 464 284 NG
5 Plans 401 729 372 381 545 206 348 270 167
6 Anzona/-New Mexico 424 483 98 45.0 T24 164 438 453 24 4
7 Calif-Nevada 447 455 4286 NG 737 228 558 274 NC
8 Paciic Northwest 362 344 378 353 623 255 46 8 281 i06
9 Alaska 48 1 497 459 3386 673 228 332 254 NC

manner on a regional basis. This agamn supports the conclusion that simply knowing in what
region a Tribal Area 1s located 1s not enough to tell you much about 1ts social and economic
circumstances

Contrasting Conditions: Selected Tribal Areas

The statistics above demonstrate that a substantial amount of diversity exists among Tribal
Areas 1n therr social and economic profiles, even within regions The hard statistics, however,
do not give much of a flavor of what different Tribal Areas are really ike. 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 statistcs with observations of physical circumstances,
institutional settings, and lifestyles The five are.

Kipnuk, an Eskimo (Yupik) village in Alaska (462 population), 1s located on the Bening Sea
below the Arctic Circle. It 1s exiremely remote (515 miles from Anchorage), accessible only by
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boat or plane or, in winter, by snowmobile or dogsled [t expenences Arciic conditions, including
permafrost and long, cold, and dark winiers

The villagers in Kipnuk rely heavily on a subsistence economy, and cash Is extremely
scarce. The primary forms of subsistence activiies are sealing, whaling, hunting walrus, and
fishing There 1s very hitle conventional employment of any kind {only 42 PPSE jobs per 1,000
population)

Village leaders note a tension between the cosis of developing and operating modem
housing with water, sewer, heating, and other conveniences and the uncertainty of a regular
mcome Trbal 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 n termble condition. ,

Housing 1s built on elevated foundations that must be leveled twice a year for stabilization
m the tundra soils, and villagers must use boardwaiks to get from bulding to bullding. The
foundations have shifted and, because there I1s no cross-bracing, the frames have twisted,
opening gaps In door and window frames Floonng (usually only 1/4 inch of plywood) 1s 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 1s extremely scarce In the area.
Some residents had resorted to stealing the boardwalk wood to heat their homes

Local condifions, other than environmental ones, are aiso not taken into account in the
design and delivery of housing For example, while the subsistence economy 1s vital n Kipnuk,
the housing provided typically affords little space for the preparation and storage of fish and other
foods

Overall, the village expernences severe overcrowding, and the lack of indoor plumbing
(villagers use honeybuckets) has caused severe health problems The incidence of hepatitts and
other infectious diseases I1s extremely high there, as it 1s in other parts of Alaska

Navajo reservation, as noted in Chapter 1, I1s by far the largest Tnbal Areamthe U S,
both in terms of population (148,700 people, 2 25 times larger than the next largest Tribal Area--
almost all of whom are Indians) and land area (14 8 million acres) It 1s 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--visually,
some of the most dramatic and beautiful landforms in the country
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Many of the people still live pnmarily by keeping sheep in remote areas, but others work
in towns in an around the reservation hke 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 s rich in culture, history, and natural
resources. In 1923, following the discovery of nich o1l deposits on the reservation, the Navajos
created a tnbal government to aid resource development. The Navajo are world-renowned for
their silver crafting, sand painting, and rug making, and the Navajo Nation mamntains offices to
actively encourage arts, crafts, tounism, and other industries

With an annual budget of $95 millieon, the Navajo have the largest inbal administration of
any Amerncan Indian/Alaska Native community  Trnibal administration includes offices and direct
funds for housing, economic development, community development, health and other services
The Navago Nation 1s divided into 110 Chapters, which are generally clan-related and
autonomous Each Chapter has s own government The Navajo have three distinct 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 faily sophisiicated housing system and is
knowledgeable about most Federal, State, and private housing funds which may be utiized on
and off the reservation One major housing problem 1s the lack of funding avaiable for
infrastructure and utiities  Apparently, many members prefer to live in very remote areas of the
reservation without existing utiities or services  Providing such amenities 1s extremely difficult and
costly.

Another problem appears to be related to very poor land use planning There is some
clash between tradittonal values and encroachment of the necessity for more pragmatic resource
allocation and planning On the one hand, the Navajo have not traditionally ved i clustered
housing as the traditional lifestyle of many relies on grazing. The grazing nghts 1ssue, 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 mgher
priority than any other land use needs, including housing

Creek Nation TJSA, in Oklahoma, 1s a very different type of living environment  With an
Indian poputation of 45,190, 1t 1s the third largest Tribal Area But, while it does contam a large
number of Indians, the area i1s open and integrated with larger economy of the State--the non-
Indian population within its boundanes 1s 12 times larger than the Indian population And much
of its population {Indian and non-Indian) lives in urban communites The tribal members have
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a quite strong pnv[ate employment base (302 PPSE employees per 1,000 population) and
comparatively litile poverty.

The Creek Nation (many creeks i their homeland, also called Muscogee Naiion) has
junsdiction over all or part of eight counties. Under a constitution approved in 1979, it 1s governed
by a 31-member tnbal council compnsed of representatives elected from eight dlstncts led by a
principal chief Tribal government employs about 400 people

Rosebud The Rosebud reservation, created by the Act of 1889, covers 528,000 acres
of trust fand 1in South Dakota abuiiing the Nebraska border [t I1s quite remote and i1solated--140
miles from the nearest sizeable urban area Very few non-Indians live within the reservation The
Rosebud Sioux tnbe 1s part of the Teton division of the Sioux. Tnbal enrollment 1s now over
18,800, 7,998 live on the reservation The reservation has nine districts, two of which are major
population centers--Rosebud and Antelope

The region’s economy I1s pnimarily based on agnculture and mineral extraction--sectors no
badly detenorated. The reservation 1s also among the poorest, with an extremely weak
employment base (71 PPSE jobs per 1,000 poputation). There has been some growth of Indian
business enterprise in the last few years, but much of it 1Is owned and operated by non-Indians
The tnbe 1s currently awarting final approval on a gambling casino to be constructed in the next
few months The casino 1s slated {o be located on the southern boundary of the reservation,
about 20 miles from Valentin, Nebraska There 1s currently no plan to consiruct housing and
other economic enterprises, such as motels or restaurants, near the proposed casino and it likely,
therefore, that non-Indians will undertake these enterpnses

The lack of ncome severely restricts the ability of households to contribute to maintenance
of their homes or to capital improvements And rehab needs far exceed the funds availlable
While scattered site housing I1s a goal of the tnbe, the reality of program funding has not made
this possible  The geography of the area imits the availabiiity of utiities 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 tribal members expressed a
desire for log cabins, homeownership, and family compounds (as opposed to "clusters of
strangers")

Tulalip The Tulalip are one of three dvisions of the Twana, a Salish tnbe on the west
side of Hoods Canal, Washington This branch lived histoncally on a small stream, near the head
of the canal, which was called Dulaylp The Tulalip reservation I1s located about 25 rmies north
of Seattle, Washington, on Tulalip Bay, a picturesque area of clean aur, trees, water, and snow-
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capped mountains While the Tulahp tnbe has over 3,000 members, only about 1,000 currently
live on the reservation Several hundred members hive in nearby communities

Tulahp residents have histonically made their iving primarily in fishing and timber-related
industnes. The fishing 1s seasonal and, ke the imber business, has not been good In recent
years The tnbal councll sees as one of its mamn 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 tnbe Other tnbal
enterpnses include a marna, a timber business, a seasonal fireworks/concession stand, and a
land leasing enterpnise  One interesting source of employment for tnbal members 1s the set of
the television show, Northermn Exposure. Some tnbal members have appeared on the show as
extras, and scenes from the show have been filmed on the reservation

Each year at Christmas, the tnbal council gives each member $200 from the tnbe’s
earnings, with the rest of the money being reinvested in tnbal enterprises. The inbe currently has
the first option to rebuy land which was formerly sold from its allotment to non-tnbal members
The tnibe leases out much of its land to non-Indians, indeed, almost half the population on the
reservation 1s non-Indian

Although employment I1s available fo most members of the tribe, many members are not
making a competiive wage Many young adults still ive with their parents because they earn too
much to qualify for assisted housing, but not enough to afford market rate rentals n the area
Overcrowded households have lead to a number of problems, including domestic violence and
destruction and detenoration of housing units

THE SEARCH FOR PATTERNS

Factors Influencing Diversity: Hypotheses

Factors that affect the economic well-being of tnbal areas have been examined In depth
by Comell and Kalt (1989, 1991, 1992). In discussing these factors we rely prmarily on their
themes, offering only a few vanations While devising better methods of developing Tribal Area
economies Is not a part of the mussion of this study, learning more about how and why economic
conditions vary s important to the purposes of this report  The nature of a Tribal Area’s economy
1s likely to both explain much about current housing conditions and offer clues as to the potentais
for different housing strategies in the future
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It 1s helpiul to group the forces dnving the diversity we have identified in three categones.
{1) internal resources, (2) integration with the broader economy; and (3) mnstitutional-cultural
factors. '

Internal Resources In assessing the strength of local economies, much of economic
theory stresses internal resources Basically, these are erther human resources (the skills of the
labor force) or natural resources (soll quality, timber, and mineral resources, but also scenic
beauty as an attraction for tounsm) Tnbal Areas certainly vary across these dimensions. As to
human resources, we noted that there 15 substantial diversity with respect to educations levels,
quite sizeable coefficients of vanation, for example, with respect to the share of all aduits that had
not graduated from high school. As to natural resources there are also vast differences between
Tnbal Areas Most reservations have neghgible mineral wealth while others are replete with oil
wells Cornell and Kalt note that the Crow Tribe of Montana owns one of the largest reserves of
strippable coal In the world (In 1988, the inbe’s assets were valued at about $27 muilion, over $3
milhon per person)

)

Integration with the Broader Economy. This 1s a theme that emerged strongly In
assessing the field survey resulis 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 Tulahp reservation {close to urban settlements, with large numbers of non-Indians
Iiving 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 1dentify, 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 populahion of 50,000 or more (hereaiter referred to as large
urban area) The pie charts at the top of Figure 3 3 show the vanation. 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 commuiing distance} of a city at least that size. And these were
larger than the average, accounting for 39 percent of the total Trnibal Area AIAN 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 significant number of Tribal 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 AIAN population 1s at least2 0
(1 e, there are at least as many non-Indians as Indians hiving within them) and as we .noted In the
examples above, for a number of them the ratios are much higher than that And these oo are
larger than average, accounting for about 40 percent of the total Tribal Area AIAN 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 Tribal Area is likely
to be better off In terms of income if 1t 1s close to, and well integrated with, the economy of Its
region, but we would also expect that whether the region itself 1Is 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
ncreased incomes for 1ts trbal members: "three quarters of 1ts workforce 1s unemployed and half
the population recetves some form of public assistance" Three quarters of those who do work
have government jobs In contrast, other tnbes have been quite entrepreneunal in developing
their economic potentials and generating employment  White Mountain Apache 15 a notable
example The tnbe operates nine tnbally-owned enterprises and "has had repeated success In
raising (external) capital and attracting employers” . Approximately half the employment on the
reservation 18 In enterpnses as opposed to government services" (Cornell and Kalt, 1989)

What accounts for such differences? Their analyses show that both forms of government
and cuiltural factors play important roles  White Mountain Apache has a sirong chief executive
form of government and 1s charactenzed by strong tribal conirol over day-to-day decision making
Crow, In contrast, has a constitutionally-based general council form of government in which all
voling-age tribal members sit on the council {no separation of powers and no checks and
balances), and its constitution provides the Secretary of the Interior with the nght of disapproval
over council actions In considenng a broader vanety of tnbes, Comell and Kalt also note
diffterences i the capacities of tnbal bureaucracies, differences in iradifional structural
relationships (in some cases, tnbal members 1dentify much more strongly with clans within the
recognized tnbe rather than the tnbe itself), and other cultural-musfits (in some cases, the Federal
government has imposed forms of tribal governance that are inconsistent with the tribal culture)
Their statistical analysis for selected tnibes shows that these factors do have an imporant
influence on incomes and economic development

Analysis

Clearly, the determination of the economic well-being among Tribal Areas s complex
There 1s tremendous diversity in outcomes, and a long st of factors that appears io have some
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 governance and 1is mesh
with tnibal culture.




Housing Problems and Needs of Amenican Indians and Alaska Natives 85

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--without expecting to explam 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 iotal" and others were as follows
-0 34 for PPSE employment per 1,000 population, -0 15 for the ratio of total population to AIAN
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 variables were (1) the ratio of total population to AIAN
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 Tribal Areas were In a "coastal" region
(Eastern, Calfornia-Nevada, or Pacific Northwest) or not

Specifications and resulis are presented in Annex 3A at the end of this chapter. This
regression explained 29 percent of the vanation 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--significance level of 666).

Interpretation and Typology

These analyses confirm the view that AIAN Tribal 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 io be important. They are not final
determinants: 1 e , 1t seems likely that with the night leadership and inshtutional structure, a remote
tnbe could succeed economically, and 1t 1s quite possible for an _open reservatlon within the
bounds of a thnvmg metropolitan area to be quite poor.

]
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Nonetheless, other things being equal, Tribal 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 ikely to perform better economically

What i1s 1mportant from a policy standpoint i1s that those areas have different needs
(probably less senous) and different strategic opportunities than Areas that are more remote and
Isolated There 1s no one correct economic development strategy (nor we suspect, one correct
housmng assistance strategy) that will fit all Areas

To illustrate the effect and magnitude of these diiferences, a rough typology has been
constructed (Table 310) Al of the 508 inhabitated 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" (ali 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
constrainis). The vanatons in charactenstics are marked

Near Urban This category includes 159 Tribal Areas (31 percent of the total), but has
an AIAN 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-income--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 1s 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 boundaries (total population to AIAN
population averages 1 6} than those in the Near Urban group (average ratio of 99). They also
have a larger average household size (34 persons) than those that are Near Urban (2 8
persons).

Alaska, as noted earlier, has a large number of Tribal Areas {199 or 39 percent), but a
small total AIAN 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 o AIAN 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 Tnbal 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 TISA Tnbal Areas, 1t
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

Table3 10
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF AIAN AREAS, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
AlAN (000} Pet Hsehlds
Total Prv Miles
No of Pop/ Emp/ Nearest
AlIAN  Popu- House- Pop/ AIAN 1,000 Urban Low-
Areas  [ation  holds  Hseld Pop Pop Center  Income VLI
NEAR URBAN AREAS .
Large-Open
Strong Priv Empl
Oklahoma 7 1306 560 23 95 268 34 49 29
Other 10 189 67 28 538 247 21 58 39
Subtotal 17 149 5 827 24 151 266 27 50 30
Lower Priv Empl 29 366 117 31 i10 148 26 57 38
Total 46 1861 744 25 142 242 27 51 31
Other
Strong Priv Empl 44 3863 116 31 27 312 27 53 33
Lower Priv Empl 69 620 165 38 12 131 27 70 48
Total 113 983 281 35 17 198 27 63 43
Total 158 2844 1025 28 99 227 27 54 34
REMOTE
Large-Open
Strong Priv Emp! & 677 288 24 162 230 74 51 81
Lower Priv Emp! 18 363 117 31 45 108 98 68 48
Total 24 1040 405 26 121 188 85 56 36
Navajo 4 460 359 41 10 a7 99 77 59
Other
Strong Priv Empl 16 105 27 39 68 234 103 64 40
Lower Priv Empl 104 1460 392 37 12 84 104 71 52
Total 120 1585 419 37 18 94 104 71 51
Total 148 4065 1183 34 41 119 96 67 49
ALASKA 199 485 132 37 16 79 418 68 49
TOTAL 508 7397 2340 316 62 168 a2 62 43
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A much smaller share of the Tribal Areas in the Remote group are Large and Open (24
or 16 percent). These areas also have a notably stronger private employment base (and lower
shares of VLI households) than other Remote Areas on average

Other Areas There are another 113 Tribal 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 1ts employment base and the extent of very-low income households, the
Navajo Reservation has scores very similar 1o the other less open Tnbal Areas In the Remote
category It 1s shown separately only because It I1s s0 large in comparison 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 1t shows that large shares of the Tribal Area AIAN population
nationally live in areas where private 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

Dependent Varnables PPSE
Independent Variables
SHARE
HIGH
POP89
LNDIS50
BICOAST
Varniation
R-Square 2812
Standard Error 8127
Analysis of Varnance
Degrees of Freedom 5
Mean Dep Varable 114
F Value 35
Probability > F 0001
Variable: Parameter Est :
INTERCEPT 206 42
SHARE 267
HIGH -1 51
POP89 0009
LNDIS50 -22 46
BICOAST 49 44

Private For-Proft And Self-Employed
Persons Per 1,000 Persons, AIAN Area

Ratio Of Total Tribal Area Population To AIAN
Population

Percentage of Adults That Had Not Graduated From
High School

Percentage Change Of AIAN Population From 1980
to 1990

Natural Log Of Distance From AIAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons

If AJAN Area Is Located In State Bordenng East or
West Coast, BICOAST =1, 0 Otherwise

Std. Error: T for HO Prob > ITI:
17 69 1167 0001

G 49 536 0001

035 -4 22 0001

002 043 6661

336 -6 74 0001

1022 484 0001




Chapter 4

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES
OF URBAN INDIANS

Chapter 3 provided analysis of the social and economic circumstances of the AIAN
population. It noted several consistent patterns in the differences between Indians and non-
Indians and also in the differences between Indians living in various types of areas It also
recognized, however, that substantial diversity exists within these area-types Such diversity 1s
also notable for Amencan Indians and Alaska Natves who live in urban areas.

This chapter analyzes the spatial patterns and social and economic circumstances of AIAN
populations hiving 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 similanities and
diversity of living conditions of these populations and, thereby, how their problems and
opportunities contrast with those of Indians that remain in their more traditional homelands

WHERE DO URBAN INDIANS LIVE?

Most urban Indians were born or raised on reservations and subsequently moved to the
city (Sorkin 1978) Dunng WWII, many Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives expenenced new
opporturuties in the military and, defense industnes, giving them hope for achievement that no
longer existed in Indian country. Given that expenence and the imited economic opporiunities
in most Trnibal Areas, many Indians left their tradiional homelands in search of opportunity in
cities

Snipp (1989) notes that, beginning n the early 1950s, the Bureau of Indian Affairs® (BIA)
relocation programs attempted to reduce reservation unempioyment and hasien Indman
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assirmilation by encouraging reservation residents to reseitle voluntarily in urban areas designated
as relocation centers BIA relocation assistance included job traning, counseling, and a
temporary stipend, with the expectation that program participants would find Jobs and become
integrated into the American mainstream Between 1952 and 1972 the BIA resettled more than
100,000 reservation Indians, most of whom were processed through centers in Chicago,
Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Los Angeles, Oakland, San Francisco, San Jose, Seattle, Tulsa, and
Okiahoma City

Concentration Among MSAs

Table 2.2 showed that a total of 754,600 Amernican Indians and Alaska Natives lived i
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) In 1920 (137,000 in counties that have Tribal Areas within
their boundaries, and 617,600 elsewhere) This total represents 38 percent of the total AIAN
popuiation nationally, and an increase of 33 percent over the 564,100 metropolitan total in 1980.

The metropolitan AIAN population, however, 1s not spread evenly across the nation’s 331
metropolitan areas To the contrary, while some Indians hve in almost all of them, they have
tended to concentrate in a comparatively smali number Rather than present data on conditions
in all, this chapter focuses on 15 MSAs in which Indians are most concentrated Each has over
10,000 American Indians and Alaska Natives Together, they account for 61 percent of the total
metropolitan AIAN population

These 15 MSAs were also selected because they have "identifiable” Indian communities
within them. Each has at least one Indian Community Center (an established non-profit
organization whose pnmary purpose Is to serve American Indians and Alaska Natives) and an
Indian Health Service-funded urban health program These 15 MSAs are Albuguerque, Chicago,
Dallas, Denver, Detroit, Los Angeles, Minneapolis, New York, Oakland, Oklahoma City, Phoenix,
Sacramento, Seattle, Tucson, and Tulsa. Although we do not purport these MSAs o be
representative of the circumstances of all urban Indians, we do believe that they are diverse
enough n Indian population, history, proximity to tribal areas, and other factors to provide a
relatively reliable picture of the social and economic circumstances of the urban AIAN population

While these 15 MSAs share common traits, such as having the largest numbers of
American Indian and Alaska Native residents, they are diverse in several respects. As shown in
Table 4 1, our 15 MSAs vary In total population, from the largest urban agglomerations in 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 AIAN population in Chicago
is 0 2 percent of the MSA total, but in Tulsa it 1s 6 8 percent) Also, the share of other minorities,
namely Blacks and Hispanics, is high in some of the MSAs (Los Angeles) and low tn others
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Table 4 1 i
CHARACTERISTICS OF 15 MSAs WITH IGENTIFIABLE INDIAN COMMUNITIES
Percent of Pop Percent AIAN Miles to No Tnbal Areas
MSA AlAN Black, Households Nearest 50 100
Population AIAN  Hispanic i Suburhs  Tribal Area Miles Miles

Albuquerque, NIV 16,296 34 40 26 9 2 5
Chicago, IL 11,550 o2 34 49 125 [4] 0
Dallas, TX 12,635 05 30 67 118 0 0
Denver, CO 12,571 a8 10 60 232 0 ]
Detroit, M 16,885 04 23 83 123 o] 0
"Los Angeles, CA 45,508 05 48 66 68 o 6
Minneapolis, MN -23,956 10 5 55 17 . 2 3
New York, NY 29,711 03 45 ' g 59 o] 5
Oakland, CA 14,230 o7 27 85 69 o} 11
Okiahoma City, O 45,720 48 4 57 25 5 9
Phoenix, AZ 38,017 i8 20 49 16 4 5
Sacramenio, CA 17,021 11 18 76 3 3 19
Seattle, WA 23,727 12 7 70 12 8 9
Tucson, AZ 20,330 30 27 &0 12 ) 2 4
Tulsa, OK 48,1986 68 10 63 27 4 9
Total 376,353 08 30 85

(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 1s of particular interest m 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 m the suburbs (94,900 out of 160,600).

What was most unexpected was that, in these MSAs, a larger share of metropolitan
Indians live 1n 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- AIAN
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 patiern for urban Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives
than for other minoniies Unilike other minonty 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 AIAN settlement patterns in central ciiies
When asked If Indians in their community ived in identifiable neighborhoods, 57 percent of Indian
cormnmunity center directors said yes. That 1s, they were able to name specific neighborhoods
within the city that they believed to contain a high concentration of Amencan Indians and 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 fo know little about them

Just how concentrated are urban Indians overall? Harnson and Wenberg (1990)
calculated dissimilarity indices for MSAs where AIAN populations represented one percent or
more of the total population.®® For those of our 15 MSAs that met this cntenon, Oklahoma City
has the lowest value ( 23) and Phoenix is the highest (.52). Harnson, has noted that the least
and most segregated areas for Amenican Indians and Alaska Natives are located 1n 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, lowa
The least segregated were Fayetteville, Arkansas, Jophn, Missour, Eugeneg, Oregon, Medford,
Oregon; and Sherman, Texas.

The segregation values reported for Amencan Indians are typically far lower than those
for other minonty 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,
especialiy central cities, as illustrated in Table 4 2 For example, 37 percent of Indian households
in central cihies moved fo 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 1n central ciies moved to a different house 7 a different county during the same time
span, only 12 percent of non-Indians made similar moves

4

®The Dissimilarty Index measures the proportion of minotity members who would have to change their area of
restdence to achieve an even distribution, with the number of mmority members moving being expressed as a proportion
of the number that would have to move under conditions of maximurm segregation  An Index value of 1 0 indicates
maximum segregatiion, whereas a value of 0 0 indicates no segregation
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Table 42
PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS
MOVED 1985 TO 1890

Different House, Same County  Different House, Different County

MSA AlAN MNon-AlAN AlAN Non-AlAN
Metro 33 30 22 16
Central Cittes 37 30 22 12
Suburbs 30 29 22 18

While mobility rates for Indian households are high within MSAs and to neighboring
counties, we also suspect that mobility 1s high for many between urban centers and Tribal Areas.
As shown in table 4 1, there are 30 Census-designated Tribal Areas within 50 miles of our 15
MSAs, and 85 within 100 miles These areas vary 1n size and population  According to
communily center directors, many urban Indians maintain ties to Tribal 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 occastonally, 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 1n Albuquerque, Denver, Greenshoro, Los Angeles, Minneapolis,
Omaha, Reno, St. Lows, and Sioux City

Interestingly, there 1s little correlation between estimates of frequency of visiis to Indian
country and proximity to these areas For example, one director, whose city 1s less than 40 miles
from many Indian areas, said that few ties were mamntained because "reservations are too far
away." In another city, one which 1s nearly 200 miles to the nearest tnibal area, the director said
that ties were very important, and Indian community members made regular tnps fo tribal areas

Several reasons were cited as to why urban Indians conlinue 1o 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 pariicipate in religious
and cultural events, such as pow wows.

This mobility, between metropolitan areas and tribal areas, may have both positive and
negative effects on the socioeconomic and housing circumstances of urban Indians. If frequent
trips 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
feelngs of alienation and cultural isolation while not adversely effecting living standards

When community center directors were asked if members of ther 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 m their service population would make
such moves, over half said 50 percent or more Given as primary reasons why people wanted
to return tnibal areas were (1) to maintain 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 iving in urban areas 1s not the first choice of many Indians
because "city ife does not allow for cultural identity” and because "urban Iife is hard and stressful
for many Native Amencans” Cited most often as barners fo preventing many Indians from
moving or returning to Indian country were lack of jobs, decent housing, and remote location

Social and Economic Circumstances

Chapter 3 showed that Indians hiving in metropohitan areas generally fare better on many
social and economic indicators than Indians who live in Tribal Areas and Surrounding Counties.
This 1s also true for the AIAN populations of our 15 selected MSAs Comparing 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 percent vs 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 married couples
(44 percent vs 36 percent) They are also more likely to live In extended (large) families

There are major conirasts, however, between condiiions in the central cites and the
suburbs  Generally, central city Inchan households do not fare as well as therr 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
1S unemployed (12 percent vs 9 percent)

However, while AIAN suburban residents are typically in a better posttion economically
than their counterparts in the central cities, they clearly have not achieved parity with the
suburban average. In fact, AIAN/non-Indian dispanties are often greater in suburban locations.
For example, the AIAN unemployment rate in the central cities of the 15 metropolitan areas 1s 11
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Table 4 3
AIAN SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS--15 MSAs
AlAN Non-Indian
Total Cent Sub- Total Cent Sub-
Metro City urb Metro City urb
SOCIAL INDICATORS
Pct pop under 18 3z 31 33 25 24 26
Pct of households
Famslies 77 71 82 67 62 72
Marned w/child 44 39 47 38 30 40
Large renter fam 16 16 17 11 12 11
Large owner fam i8 18 19 13 13 13
Female headed HH 20 12 i5 8
ECONOMIC INDICATORS
Pct Not a HS grad 30 27 30 19
Pct unemployed 11 8 9 5
Pat very low Income 40 29 31 19

percent (1 2 times that for non-Indians) The comparable suburban AIAN rate 1s much lower (8
percent) but that figure I1s 1 7 imes the suburban average for non-Indians

Similar ratios are provided for the MSAs individually n Table 4 4 For example, in:Tucson
the AlAN/non-indian unemployment ratio 1s 1.67 in central ciiies, but 3.19 n the suburbs In New
York, the AlAN/non-Indian ratio of female-headed households 1s 1 40 in central cities, but 3.57
In the suburbs That other minorities, 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 1o some extent reflects central city-suburban differences
in charactenstics of the non-indian population, a subject which we next address -

+

Comparison to Other Minorities

‘The picture of Amencan Indians and Alaska Natives 1n urban areas 1s not only diverse as
compared to non-Indians, but also as compared to other minonties + Table 45 provides a
comparison of a few socloeconomic indicators for Indians, Blacks, and Hispanics in our 15 MSAs

- f
[ .

From these few data, we cannot draw many conclusions about the condition of urban
Indians vis-a-vis the condition of other minonties in urban areas However, our data do indicate
that Indians seem to fare better than Blacks and Hispanics on ceriain indicators in certain MSAs
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Table 44
PROBLEM INDICATORS FOR INDIVIDUAL MSAs
Ratto Pet for AlAN/Pet for non-Indians
Pet not a High Pet Femnale Pct Very Low
School Grad Pct Unemployed Headed HH Income

Cent Sub- Cent Sub- Cent Sub- Cent Sub-

City urb City urb City urb City urb
Albuguerque 093 124 175 217 199 279 145 14
Chicago 105 113 136 215 108 134 1056 119
Dallas 131 118 148 159 143 086 128 123
Denver 137 181 205 220 183 105 157 137
Detront 101 128 132 177 107 154 117 128
Los Angeles 083 093 122 146 133 121 088 097
Minneapolis 198 204 303 261 353 269 192 157
New York 115 215 106 142 140 357 118 1565
Qakland 125 154 112 195 138 105 094 108
Oklahoma City 140 127 203 206 113 132 126 111
Phoenix 121 250 205 262 198 278 154 217
Sacramento 131 140 202 171 138 133 126 118
Seattle 198 207 196 215 2861 156 151 156
Tuecsen 132 339 167 319 186 567 134 375
Tulsa 135 111 156 167 094 117 110 118

Similarly, Blacks and Hispanics seem to fare better than Indians on other indicators i other
MSAs.

For example, regarding unemployment, the AIAN population 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 graduation rates indicate that Indians are less successiul 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 patterns are far from uniform. This raises the gquestion of
whether AIAN living conditions differ systematically in different types of MSAs

Differing Conditions by Type of MSA
Given the resource hmitations of this study, we have been able only to begin to explore

this question However, scanning across indicators, 1t does appear that recurrent differences
exist In general, it seems that urban Indians are relatively successful economically in two guite
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Tabled 5
PROBLEM INDICATORS URBAN INDIANS AND OTHER MINORITIES COMPARED TO WHITES
i Ratio Pct for Minonty/Pct_for Whites
Pct Unemployed Pct Below Poverty Pct Net a HS Graduate

MSA AIAN Black Hispanic AlAN Black Hispanic AIAN Black Hispanic
Albuguerque 23 19 i6 34 23 24 13 14 23
Chicago 30 41 24 40 70 49 186 18 29
Dallas 21 30 18 30 51 44 i86 19 37
Denver 27 23 20 39 42 40 21 i8 34
Delrodt 23 35 21 41 55 35 13 17 17
Los Angeles 17 29 17 19 26 27 12 11 26
Minneapols 39 35 19 98 92 40 24 24 19
Mew York 16 21 22 28 28 39 16 15 22
Oakland 24 31 18 25 51 28 18 18 28
Oklahoma City 25 28 i6 26 36 29 14 13 23
Phoenix 28 23 17 48 37 38 21 16 31
Sacramenio 22 22 18 27 33 28 16 14 24
Seatlle 21 26 13 56 51 28 22 17 19
Tucson 27 18 i8 59 26 31 28 i5 27
Tulsa 18 26 14 22 41 24 13 15 17
MSA Average 24 27 18 39 44 33 17 16 25

different setiings (1) the largest MSAs with the smallest proportions of Amerncan Indians that are
remote from tribal areas (Chicago, Dallas, Detroit, Los Angeles, New York, and perhaps Oakiand),
and (2) smaller MSAs with the largest proportions of American Indians that are near several major
trnibal areas (Albuquerque, Oklahoma City, and Tulsa) "

By contrast, urban Indians seem 1o be most economically disadvaniaged in one par’uculér
urban setting: midsize MSAs with above average shares of Amencan Indtans and Alaska Natives
that are near to only a few tnbal areas of substantial size Examples are include Minneapolis,
Phoenix, and Tucson

Table 4 6 illustrates the differences in these types, companng the average AIAN/non-
inchan ratios for three problem indicators across our 15 MSAs. Particularly noteworthy 1s the fact
that the ratios for individual MSAs of the two economically successful types never overiap those
of the economically unsuccessful type on any of the indicators

For example, the AIAN unemployment rate 1s 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 Tribal Areas), but 2.58 times the non-Indian rate in the third group




Housing Problems and Needs of American indians and Alaska Natives 100

Table 4 6
AlAN ECQNOMIC INDICATORS IN DIFFERENT GROUPS OF MSAS

Ratio pet for AlAN/
pet for non-Indians

Pct Pct Not Pct
low- aHS Unem-
ncome Grad ployed
GROUP 1
Largest MSAs, smallest AIAN
shares, far from Tribal Areas 148 119 148
GROUP 2
Smaller MSAs, high AIAN share,
near many Tribal Areas 178 123 178
GROUP 3
Mid-s1ze MSAs, above average
shares, near fewer Tnbal Areas 258 214 258

Group 1 includes Chicagoe, Dallas, Detrort, Los Angeles,
New Yoik, and Oakland

Groug 2 includes Albuquerque, Oklahoma City, and Tulsa

Group 3 includes Minneapohs, Phoenix, and Tucson

{mid-sized MSAs, near to fewer Tribal areas). The AIAN share of adulis not graduated from high
school 1s only 1.19 the non-Indian share in the first group, and 1 23 times the non-Indian share
in the second group, but 2 14 times the non-Indian share in the third group. ‘

Looking back at Table 45, 1t 1s also of interest that the MSAs in the third group
(Minneapols, Phoenix, and Tucson) are those in which indicators of economic well-being for
Indians fall farthest below those for other minorties These findings are only suggestive at this
point. More research-would appear warranted to find what 1t.1s 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 Amernican Indians and Alaska
Natives may not be measured in the same way as 1t normally 1s for other groups For example,
financial success and the maternal goods that come with it may be deemed far less important than
keeping an extended family together. In fact, much of the economictsuccess that urban indians
do experience may be directly tied fo the desire and ability of urban Indians to keep their families
intact That 1s, hving in extended family sttuations, although often a barrer to secunng decent
housing, provides a vital support network, both economic and social, which can greatly assist
mndividuals 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
Amernican 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 charactenstics of AIAN housing. It then
describes and discusses the measures that are tradittonally used io 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 1s also included). The next
section, by way of background, shows how America’s housing problems overall have changed
since 1980, using the same framework.

The remaining parts of the chapter analyze AIAN housing problems and needs in 1990

at the national level, by area-type. They first review availlable Census data and then consider
measures from the sample household survey conducted as a part of this study

BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF AIAN HOUSING

Tenure

One of the most basic distinctions affecting housing I1s that between homeownership and
rental tenure. Homeownership 1s a powerful value in Amenca, and one that I1s 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 majonty of U S families

Table 5 1 shows that 57 percent of all Amencan indian and Alaska Native households own
therr own homes, well below the 65 percent howmeownership rate for non-Indians. Mostly
because of HUD’s Mutual Help Program (discussed in chapter 6), it 1s in the Tribal Areas that the
AIAN ownership rates are highest (68 percent), in all other area-types, AIAN 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 Trnbal Areas) 1s charactenstic of all regions but
one--the Plains, which stands out for low levels of ownership (less than 50 percent) n all
categones (Table 5 2) The highest ownership rates (all above 70 percent) are found in the Tribal
Areas of the Eastern, South Ceniral, 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, California-Nevada, and Pacific
Northwest - ‘ ‘

Other Characteristics

Considering their generally larger family sizes, one would have hoped that AIAN
households occupied generally larger housing units (houses and apariments) than non-Indians;
but Table 51 shows this 1s typically not the case Only 51 percent of AIAN households,
compared with 55 percent of non-Indians, lve 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 1s not much vanation in these relationships by area-type
nationally, but there are some important differences between regions n this regard (Table 5 2)
The share living in the smallest units (0-1 bedroom) 1s particularly iow 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
AIAN population resides 35 percent of all AIAN households (compared {o just 22 percent of non-
Indians) live in structures built 40 years ago or more (in 1949 or earlier) The share in such
housing 1s higher in Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas outside of the AIAN counties (35
and 37 percent respechvely} than it 1s in Tnbal Areas (27 percent) These figures also exhibit
some important regional vanations In Tribal Areas, the proportion living in pre-1949 units 1s
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 retions  Among Metropohtan
Areas, the highest shares of AIAN households in older housing occur in the Eastern, North
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Table 51
BASIC CHARACTERISTICS, OCCUPIED HOUSING, 1920

AIAN POPULATION NON-AIAN POPULATION
Tnbal Surr Other  Other Tnbal Surr Other  Other
Total  Areas Co  Metro Nonmet Total  Areas Co  Metro Nonmet

Number of Occupied Housing Units {000)

Renter occupred 351 74 92 148 38 31,405 437 4514 21,983 4471

Owner occupled 461 161 96 150 54 59,349 991 8,589 37,330 12,439

Total 812 234 188 208 92 90,754 1,428 13,103 58,313 16,910
Pet. of Units

Renter occupied - 432 314 488 497 411 346 306 345 371 264

Owner accupied 568 686 512 503 589 654 694 6586 629 736

Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Pet by number of bedrooms

Nonecrt1 B R i78 182 188 181 119 151 114 164 168 84
2BR 314 284 334 315 350 296 309 301 290 313
3ormore BR 510 535 479 504 531 553 577 535 542 B0 3
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Pet. by year structure built

1949 or earher 347 270 332 345 371 218 134 165 237 198
195010 1959 94 96 80 99 89 92 79 101 95 87
1960 1o 1979 200 230 190 i98 211 292 382 328 288 251
1980 10 1990 359 405 399 358 329 388 4086 409 380 485
Total 1000 {1000 1000 1000 1000 i000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Pet by type of sewage disposal

Public sewer 813 632 909 803 755 808 682 879 94 6 7486
Septic tank 161 318 69 177 1786 77 270 108 45 201
Other 26 50 22 29 68 15 48 13 0g 54
Total 000 1000 1000 1000 1000 j00 0 1000 1000 1000 1000

Central and Oklahoma regions (all above 33 percent)--not surpnsing considenng that oldest
metropolitan housing in the nation 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 AIAN
occupled 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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Table 52

BASIC HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS BY REGION

Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Rey5 Reg6 Beg7 Reg8 Reg9
Total  Morth- South- Anz-  Calf-  Pacif-
/S Central Eastern Okla Central Plains N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska
Homeowners as pet of all households
Tnibal Areas 686 554 761 699 709 490 76 1 660 605 716
Surrounding Counties 512 545 553 591 636 419 454 515 508 499
Other Metropohtan 503 514 515 605 550 415 6856 472 458 NA
Other Nonmetro 589 810 615 587 620 491 552 561 558 456
Total 568 540 560 678 578 456 64 8 502 528 599
Pet. of units, none or 1 bedroom
Tribal Areas 181 112 62 90 105 137 380 133 135 313
Surrounding Counties 188 152 128 i34 139 i58 283 188 175 236
Cther Metropoltan 181 158 169 27 165 196 211 225 173 00
Other Nonmetro 119 105 100 53 109 152 145 141 127 277
Total 176 142 i42 g8 145 160 341 203 168 280
Pet of units, built 1949 or earlier
Tribal Areas 270 357 313 299 199 348 166 233 251 261
Surroundig Counties 332 406 347 272 275 350 292 321 324 318
Other Melropolitan 345 335 372 348 296 297 269 276 303 00
Other Nonmetro 371 44 3 374 380 328 432 288 382 309 310
Total 347 387 370 295 302 344 288 202 312 312

DEFINING HOUSING PROBLEMS AND NEEDS. A FRAMEWORK

The information reviewed above 1s indicative of problems in AIAN occupied housing, but
It does not measure them directly. This section reviews the atinbutes of housing that identify
these problems and, thereby, define needs

Characteristics Defining Housing Problems and Needs

‘

As a concem of public policy, housing iInadequacy Is defined by several differing problem

attributes

depending on the spectfic mix of problems that affect each unit

Appropnate remedial actions for individual housing units can vary dramatically
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Housing problems have been a matter of public concern in the United States for just over
a century In the late 1800s, the burgecning 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 ciies  These problems were examined
in some detal by early reformers (see, for example DeForest and Lawrence Velller,1903)
Possibly the earliest official recognition of them at the Federal level was the imtiation of a survey
of slum conditions in several ciies in 1892 (U.S Bureau of Labor, 1894)

Some of the most thorough surveys of housing conditions were the Real Property
Inventonies 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: Knistof, 1968; Birch, et al 1973, and Goedert and Goodman, 1977). That era also
saw efforis to develop more consistency in housing standards nationally, {(see Amenican Public
Health Association, 1967, and Sutermetster, 1969) 2*

While this hiferature varies in many respects, almost all of it has recognized three basic
attnbutes of housing as the basics in defining housing problems and needs- quality, quantity, and
price  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 1s forced to pay out in housing expense more
than it can reasonably afford; in other words, when 1t 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 1s whether there are enough housing
units to accommaodate the number of households in the area (this always means enough for the
number of households plus a sufficient number of vacant units to permit a reasonable rate of
exchange and mobility}) The second aspect of quantity i1s at the individual family level, 1.e, the
extent of overcrowding (whether there is enough fiocor space In the unit to reascnably
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 units i the stock were
on average too small for the typical household or, because of market-level supply constraints,
some units have fo accommodate more than one household

2rom the turn of the century through the 1950s, a number of advocates promoted the idea that bad housing was
a primary determinant of the many social pathologies that existed In slum areas Social scientists 1n the 1960s and
1970s, however, showed that other social, econommic, and psychological circumstances, rather than housing quality and
overcrowding, were the more critical underlying causes of those pathologies (see for example, Wilner, et al, 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 qualty of ife
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Quality. This is the most complex of the three because 1t has at least three aspects, two
of which are extremely difficult to define and measure reliably.

L] Faciities problerns. This 1s the easiest to momitor. - Such problems occur when a
unit either lacks adequate plumbing, kitchen, electrical, and/or heating facilities, or
such facilites do no function properly or constitute a safety hazard '

m Condition problems These occur when the unit was buiit inadequately {(or has
since deteriorated) such that it 1s structurally unsafe or offers inadequate protection
from the elements. They have always proved harder to rate in an objective
manner -

L] Design problems These relate to the physical arrangement and charactenstics
of exiermnal features and intemal spaces--whether or not the inhabitants find them
attractive and functionally convenient. Since tastes are inherent in assessing this
attribute, 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 imporiant to the residents.

Design Features and Indian Culture

Some housing buillt on reservations over the last few decades (certainly including some
assisted housing built under HUD programs) has been criticized because of this last aspect:
design problems. The cnticism has focused on designs considered insensitive to Indian culture
(see, for example, National Commission on American 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 dentify
charactenstics of housing that are of particular importance in Indian cuiture.’

The types of housing histoncally developed by indigenous cuitures 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 tipi
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 condttions).
Alternatively, the lroquois longhouse offered shelter from the elements but presented an intenor
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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 Anasazi) were solider structures that provided better protection
from attack as well as supporting a quite "urban-like” community environment °

One theme that runs throughout, however, 1s special sensitivity to local landforms and
physical conditions--the use of forms, colors, and textures in harmony with the land--achieved in
part through the use of indigencus matenals. This theme s given contemporary emphasis in a
recent HUD sponsored study of indian housing design by the Amencan Indian Council of
Architects and Engineers QOur Home: Giving Form to Tradittonal Values (AICAE, et al , 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 ight 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 imdicated that the Pueblos are an exception most indians seem to prefer a very
low-density, highly scattered, setttement 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 senousness of housing problems, public policy in the United States has
always focused on a set of minimum standards related to the measurable attnbutes of price,
quantity, and qualty. The question, in other words, 1s what share of all households fall befow the
mimimum standard with respect to each atinibute.

Most analysts recognize that there 1s no absolute set of mmimum housing standards that
hold for all tmes and cultures. Science has found few specific cut-offs with respect to physical
conditions, for example, where 1t can be said that housing below that standard 1s absolutely
dangerous or unhealthy. Standards are therefore based on cultural norms as well as scientific
knowledge of causes and effects. As therr matenal wealth expands, societies have, in fact,
sometimes made their standards more sinngent (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 1t 2 01 occupanis 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 (iis Amencan
Housing Survey--AHS--as well as its decennial Census). These standards are defined in Figure
51 and discussed below. As per the discussion Iin 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 electrical facilities; and (2} structural condiion. In this assessment, we
will first review all measures of housing problems avaiable 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 categones

The AHS Is a nationwide sample survey of household and housing charactenstics which
1s 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. 1t does contaun data, for example,
on the full range of types of housing problems identrfied here and we will use 1t to charactenze
the extent of national problems for each The AHS survey process is virtually continuous, and
it supports natonwide estimates of changes in housing charactenstics and conditions every two
years. As suchitis an extremely valuable information source Unfortunately, the national sample
(about 60,000 units) 1s too small to use 1t as a reliable basis for separately estmating conditions
for American tndians and Alaska Natives (See further description of the AHS and its uses In
measuring housing problems in Bogdon, Silver, and Turner, 1993)

The following paragraphs offer explanation and comments on the standards defined in
Figure 5 2.

Price (Affordability) Up until the early 1980s, the tradiional Federal standard was that
no family should have 1o pay out 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 analysis--data are denived from special 1990 Census files prepared for this
study (see discussion in Chapter 1)

This 1s a reasonable comparative indicator, but that does not mean it 1s the best standard
in our jJudgement Actually, any standard expressed as a fixed percent of Income 1s 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 1s 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 mside 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 (B) 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 ight 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 Iinside 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 1t 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 elecinc
problems (a) exposed wiring, (b) a room with no working wall outlet, and (¢) three blown fuses or
tripped circuit breakers in the last 90 days

OVERCROWDING PROBLEM

A unit 1s defined to be overcrowded If it has 1 01 or more persons per room

t

AFFORDABILITY PROBLEM

A household I1s defined to have an affordability 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)




Housing Problems and Needs of Ametrican Indians and Alaska Natives B} 112

d

for housing and have more than enough left over to cover the costs of other necessiies. At very
low-incomes, however, 30 percent is likely to reflect true hardship; 1 e., the absolute amount left
over after paying for housing 1s clearly insufficient pay for subsistence levels of food, clothing, and
other needs. Stone (1993, and 1994) has designed a shding 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 unif is defined to be overcrowded if it has 1 01 or
more inhabiiants per room Here, too, data pertaining to this indicator are available in the 1990
Census

r

Quality (Facilities) The measures of affordabihty and overcrowding noted above offer
a clear distinction as to whether, for a specific household, the standard 1s or is not met. This s
also true for the existence of faciliies; 1.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 faciliies are
working properly, since this couid be a matter of judgement However, the standards in these
cases {Figure 52) are also sitated n a manner that elimnates 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 elecinical 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 Inventories in the late 1930s, and a similar but simplified version
of that approach was used in the first effort to address the 1ssue 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--units were classified
as "dilapidated” or "not dilapidated”--and in the 1960 Census the 1950 scheme was used, but
elaborated somewhat.

This was the last Census, however, which atiempted condition ratings There had been
no clear and unambiguous guidelines on the meaning of these categones and enumerators had
to use their own judgement Unfortunately, analysis showed that these judgements vaned

%1t 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 51 puts them together in a somewhat drfferent way than the summary
measures pubhshed by the AHS itself Fust, the AHS has "moderate" as well "severe" ratings for each tem, the
scheme 1n Figure 51 omits the moderate ratngs because, In our judgement, those dentify problems that can be
remedied In most cases by fairly low-cost repairs  Second, we classify the lack of kiichen faciliies as a severe problem,
while the AHS does not Third, we use definitions for "lacking plumbing and kitchen faciities” that conform to the
Census, and are somewhat different from those used n the AHS summary tabulations of housing problems
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sufficiently to make the results meaningless (see Bureau of the Census, 1967) ¥ Other studies
have shown that even when assessors more skilled in construction are used, they are not able
to rate buildings consistently in broad categories like those used in the 1940-1960 Censuses; e.g.,
udgements still differ about general labels like "dilapidated".

Another approach has been developed which does produce more consistent ratings, and
it 1Is now being used in the AHS. It is evident from the way the condition standards are stated
(Figure 5 2) The overall condition rating 1s built up from a series 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 rnight answer I1s easily recognizable without spec.al traiming This approach 1s
much superior, but unfortunately it has not yet been used in the full Census (its use in this study’s
sampie household survey’s, however, will be noted tater 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 Amerncan Indians and
Alaska Natives, 1t 1s 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 brief, affordability problems have grown to
become the nation’s pnmary housing 1ssue while the incidence of the other (physical) problems
has plummeted We describe the national housing picture usig 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 faciities decreased even more
dramatically: from 55.4 percent to 2.7 percent Clearly, these are impressive changes over a 40
year penod.”®

#A more complete discussion of the evolution of attempts to measure housing conditions in the United States 1s
found in Baer, 1976

®Base numbers for these calculations and further discussion of them can be found in Struyk, Turner, and Ueno
(1988}, and Kmngsley (1991)
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Table53
U.8 HOUSING PROBLEMS, 1989 AMERICAN HOUSING SURVEY
Natonal AHS, 1989 Survey
us Cent Outside”
Total City Suburb Mafro =
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS (000) 93684 30,294 43,095 20,295
PERCENT WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS
Physical Problems
Plumnb /Kitch Facil 38 44 21 42
Other Severe 07 11 05 07
Total 45 586 36 49
Overcrowding
Unuts w/ Phys Prob 14 23 10 (032}
Cther Units 14 18 i2 10
Total Overcrowded 27 41 22 19
Total, Phys + O C 59 74 48 59
Affordability Problem
Units w/ Phys &for O C 22 35 16 17
Other Units 208 257 1958 163
Total 230 292 211 180
Total with Housing Proh 267 330 243 222
SOURCE  Amerncan Housing Survey, 1989, and special files complied for Bogdon, Silver, and Turner, 1993

And among facility deficiencies, the lack of plumbing facilittes 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 electrical faciliies. Perhaps the most
remarkable change was that, by 1989, the share of all occupied units 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, 1 €, some units had two or more of
them. Altogether 4 5 percent of all occupied units 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
ncidence In nonmetropolitan areas was somewhat less serious (4 9 percent) and in the suburbs,
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considerably so (36 percent) Half of the units that were overcrowded also had facility or
condition problems. Altogether, 5.9 percent of all occupted units were overcrowded and/or had
other physical problems

Affordability Problems. In contrast, the share with affordabilty problems in 1989
(housing expenses equal to more than 30 percent of household income) was much higher. 23
percent And for aimost all of these (20 perceni) affordability 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 facilies, electrical faciities, and
structural condition) is quite small nationally. The total for these categones above is the
equivalent of 0 76 percent of all occupied units  However, many of these problems occur in units
that also have probiems measured by the Census. Subtracting them brings down the total
overcrowded and/or with other physical problems down from 5 9 percent o only 5 4 percent

AIAN Housing Problems Nationally--Census Indicators

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

National Overview

= The AIAN share of occupled units lacking plumbing and or kitchen facilities 1s 5.5
percent, well above the 3.8 percent national average.

" Overcrowding 18 much more prevalent among Indians--12 percent of all
households are overcrowded, more than 4 times the 2 7 percent national average

= Accounting for the overlap (which Is substantial), a total of 15 percent of all AIAN
households are erther overcrowded or have facility deficiencies (compared with the
5.4 percent for the nation as a whole)

m The difference 1s not as substantial with respect to affordébillty, 29 percent of AIAN
households had an affordability problem compared with the 23 percent national
average For 25 percent of the AIAN households, affordability was the only
housing problem (the comparable national average was 20 percent)

m Altogether, 40 percent of AIAN households had one or more housing problems
{compared to the naticnal figure of 27 percent).
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Table54
US AIAN HOUSEHOLDS AND HOUSING PROBLEMS
AIAN COUNTIES RESTOFUS
‘ Total AIAN  Surr Non-
us Total Areas Co Total Metro Metro
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS (000) »
No housing problem 487 7 2423 1306 1117 2454 1853 601
One or more problems
Facilities 443 375 328 46 68 40 28
Other Overcrowded + mix 204 528 38 208 278 222 56
Afford only 2001 899 . 392 508 1102 862 239
Subtotal 3247 1800 1038 761 144 8 112 4 323
Total 8124 4222 234 4 1879 3802 2977 925
PERCENT OF TOTAL
MNo housing problem 600 57 4 657 595 629 622 650
One or more problems
Facililies 55 89 i40 25 18 14 30
Other Overcrowded + mix 99 125 136 111 71 74 61
Afford only 246 213 167 270 282 290 259
Subtotal 400 426 44 3 405 371 378 350
Total 1000 100 0 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
NO OF LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS {000)
No housing problem 1607 922 598 324 ' B85 494 190
. One or mote problems -
Facihities 359 308 270 38 53 31 22
Other Overcrowded + mix 548 364 221 143 i84 1486 a8
Afford only 1699 786 360 427 913 702 211
Sublotal 260 8 1456 851 605 1150 878 272
Total 4213 237 8 144 9 929 183 4 1372 46 2 -
- PERCENT OF LOW INCOME
Neo housing problem 381 388 413 348 ars 360 412
One or more problems
) Faciities 85 129 186 39 29 22 47
! Other Overcrowded + mix 130 153, 153 153 100 106 83
Afford only 403 331 24 8 459 498 511 457
Subtotal 619 612 587 652 627 640 588
Total 100 0 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

»

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 AIAN households is higher than the 2.7 percent national
average everywhere, but highest by far in the Trnibal 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 AIAN households lacking plumbing or kitchen facilities 1s substantially
above the 3 8 percent national average in Tribal Areas (14 percent), but below that
average m the Surrounding Counties (2 5 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 regions-- Arnizona/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 AIAN
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 AIAN
households in Tnbal Areas had overcrowding and/or plumbing/kiichen facilities
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defictencies The comparable shares were 13 percent in Surrounding Counties,
8 percent in Metropolitan Areas elsewhere, and 8 percent in other Nonmetropolitan
Areas.

in most of the country, the share of all AIAN households whose only housing
probiem 1s afiordability 1s notably above the 20 percent national average 27
percent in the counties surrounding AIAN areas, 29 percent in Metropolitan Areas
elsewhere, and 26 percent in other nonmetropolitan areas. In the Tnbal Areas
themselves, however, the share with an affordability problem 1s lower. 17 percent
This 1s 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 1s 44 percent 1n 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 ponts out that AIAN housing problems are highly concentrated among low-
income households (those with incomes below 80 percent of the local median) Qut of the total
of 812,400 AIAN households, 421,300 (52 percent) are low-income Among all who have one or
maore 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 AIAN households in Trbal Areas, one third are either
overcrowded or have facility deficiencies The comparable shares are 19 percent
in  Surrounding Counties, and 13 percent in other Metropolitan and
Nonmetropolitan locations.

Shares of low-income households whose only housing probiem 1s affordability
range from just over half in Metropolitan Areas down to one quarter in Tribal
Areas This fraction 1s in the high 40 percent range in Surrounding Counties and
other Nonmeiropolitan areas.

Adding these together the total share of the low-income group that has one or
more housing problems 1s actually highest in the Surrounding Counties (65
percent) and lowest in Tribal Areas and other Nonmetropolitan Areas (59 percent)
The composition vanes in important ways, however Serious physical problems
are dominant in the Tribal Areas, while affordability 1s dommnant 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 vanation in the incidence of housing problems for
AIAN households by tenure and household type as well.?® There are several findings of interest.

First, it 1s clear that renters are much more hkely to have housing problems than
homeowners Just half of all AIAN renters have one or more problems, compared to one third
of the owners

Seéond, much of the overall gap is accounted for by differences in the incidence of
affordabibity problems. One third of the renters {vs. 18 percent of the owners) have an
affordabiity problem only. The difference 1s not as great for physical problems {overcrowding
and/or faciites) 17 percent for renters vs 14 percent for owners. Putting ii another way,
affordabilty-only accounts for two thirds of all housing problems of AIAN renters, but only 56
percent of those for owners

Third, this story differs markedly by area type In Tnbal Areas (where homeownership
rates are high), the share with physical problems 1s actually somewhat higher for owners
(although the difference is not great 26 percent for renters vs. 28 percent for owners)
Eisewhere, the incidence of physical problems 1s about twice as high for renters as i1t 1s for
owners [n 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 nonfamily households and 43-44 percent for eldetly and
small family households) Among owners, the comparable share 1s 51 percent for large families
(compared to 44 percent for nonfamily households and only 23-25 percent for the elderly and
small families).

Fifth, not surpnisingly, 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 etther of these types of problems will therefore be lower than their sum  The incidence of these
physical problems n total can be calculated by subtracting the affordabiiity total from the total with one or more
problems
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Table 55 '
AlAN HOUSING PROBLEMS BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE
(Pct. of households with problem)
. RENTERS OWNERS
Tnbal Surr Other Other Tnbat Surr Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro  Nonmet Total Areas Co Metro  Nonmet
Eldetly
Afford problem
Afford only 95 272 431 46 4 328 175 148 181 187 189
Afford + other 19 07 25 27 o7 06 14 a1 01 04
Subtotal 414 279 458 490 335 181 162 182 198 193
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 i2 24 09 05 07
Subtotal 374 314 406 389 356 191 161 207 206 196
Facibty problem 24 64 17 11 18 46 122 22 05 18
Overcrowding 84 ic4 105 72 44 45 04 28 13 18
Total with prob 433 413 467 431 395 248 297 241 29 222
Large family :
Afford problem
Afford only 16 4 107 16 5 2086 194 116 63 141 i72 157
Afford + other 179 138 213 197 166 63 77 63 46 51
Subtoctal 343 245 378 403 350 179 140 204 218 207
Facility problem 39 g2 16 15 20 103 2086 37 08 23
Overcrowding 513 586 546 458 386 381 560 304 i¢e 219
. Total with prob 683 703 714 667 588 509 64 4 450 372 386
Other households
Afford preblem
Afford only 42 2 335 436 44 0 432 311 229 330 387 342
Afford + other 24 20 23 28 19 28 54 16 06 286
Subiotal 446 355 458 468 451 339 283 346 393 368
Facility problem 53 1186 35 36 82 1256 264 58 i8 68
Overcrowding _ 18 14 23 18 08 05 10 04 02 01
Total with prob 490 459 49 3 49 2 522 437 49 4 390 407 411
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 16
Subtotal 389 302 416 418 379 209 17 4 222 232 220
Facility problem 35 82 22 20 36 69 167 28 07 27
Overcrowding 144 216 161 112 89 106 204 76 42 48
Total with prob 495 499 519 487 459 327 417 297 269 274
t

problems are comparatively quite mfrequ_ent for smail ‘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 affordability 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 affordability problems 1s again highest
for the nonfamilies (34 percent), but the extent of this problem i1s much less frequent for all other
groups (all at 18 percent)

Varnation by Tenure and Income Level

Table 5 6 presents similar data for owners and renters, this ime divided by income levels
(expressed as a percent of local medians as explained in Chapter 3). Here it 1s clear that the
incidence of problems in both tenure groups rises steeply as incomes decline.

Among renters, the share with one or more problems s an astounding 81 percent for the
lowest Income group (0-30 percent of medrany, falls to 73 percent for those n 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 iIncomes above 80 percent of median.

Among owners, the incidence of housing problems for those in the 0-30 percent group I1s
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

Vanations 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 affordability problems lower, in Trnbal Areas than i 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 1s 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

Earher 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
AIAN HOUSING PROBLEMS BY INCOME CATEGORY
(Pct of households with problem)
RENTERS OWNERS
Tnbal Surr Other Qther Tnbat Suir Other Other
Total Areas Co Metro Nonmet Total Areas Co Metro  Nonmet
0-30 pet of median
Afiord problem
Afford only 586 422 621 653 683 413 281 552 658 628
Afford + other 43 141 175 138 93 129 164 102 49 85
Subtotal 729 56 4 795 791 776 542 44 5 B5 4 707 713
Facility problem 68 i39 38 38 58 282 413 142 29 86
Cvercrowding 175 24 8 191 134 g4 224 313 133 60 64
Total with prob 806 74 4 842 8t9 831 789 809 772 744 768
31-50 pet of median
Afford problem
Afferd only 525 315 571 623 531 326 180 42 3 510 45 4
Afford + other 92 53 122 103 72 39 32 47 43 60
Subtotal 617 368 692 726 603 365 213 47 1 553 515
Facility problem 42 92 24 23 43 137 235 56 i5 g2
Qvercrowding 177 239 195 141 123 178 265 113 88 77
Total with prob 726 &9 5 783 780 692 870 548 573 608 592
51-80 pet of median
Afford problem
Afford only 271 132 288 329 246 233 118 287 340 262
Afford + ather 28 19 38 29 20 17 15 28 14 11
Subtotal 299 151 325 358 266 250 133 328 3556 273
Facility problem 28 69 19 16 30 65 138 23 o7 24
Overcrowding 151 216 178 119 101 14 3 234 115 B3 72
Total with prob 441 382 48 1 458 374 4086 408 428 410 3652
80 pet. of median or more
Afford problem
Afford only 47 22 44 62 29 90 40 1086 120 72
Afford + other 03 03 03 03 01 03 02 03 G4 01
Subtotal 50 25 47 65 29 92 41 108 124 73
Facility problem 21 67 10 09 18 23 65 i1 04 i2
Overcrowding 103 175 111 81 59 82 129 53 31 33
Total with prob 16 4 235 163 151 04 165 202 165 165 1156
Total
Afford problem
Afiord only 327 242 341 359 338 184 133 203 221 204
Afford + other 62 81 78 59 42 24 41 19 12 16
Subtotal 389 302 486 4186 379 208 174 222 232 220
Facility problem 35 82 21 20 36 B9 167 28 07 27
Overcrowdinig 14 4 225 161 112 89 108 204 76 42 48
Total with prob 495 499 519 487 459 327 417 287 269 27 4

system, electrical system, and structural condition deficiencies. How mmportant are these
problems in comparnson to the Census measures reviewed io this point?
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Data from the Amerncan Housing Survey (AHS) indicate that these "missing problems”
affect only a small fraction of all households nationally. Table 5 3 showed that only 4.5 percent
of all occupied housing units had facility or condition deficiencies of any kind. And only a small
part of this group was accounted for by deficiencies not also recorded in the Census 0 4 percent
for heating deficiencies, 0 1 percent for electncal deficiencies and 0 25 percent for condifion
problems There was a small amount of overlap in that some units with these problems also had
Census deficiencies However, together, they raised the total with physical deficiencies only by
0 7 percent. Stil we do not know 1f this 1s an accurate portrayal of their importance in AIAN
occupied housing.

The only data that can provide additional clarity on this 1ssue are from the small scale
household survey conducted in a sample of Tribal 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 characteristics of their housing units, following guestions
similar to those used In the AHS (and conforming to the standards stated in Figure 5.1).

Because the sample was so small nationaily (414 complete responses), no attempt was
made to analyze these deficiencies item by item but the data were tabulated in a manner that
would support an estimate of the fotal effect of the iypes of deficiencies not covered by the
Census This entalled: {1) grouping the data by region; (2) identifying the number of sampled
units in each group that did not have Census problems but did have heating, electncal and/or
condition deficiencies and calculating their share of all units in each regional grouping, and (3)
creating a national estimate, adjusting the raw scores by applying appropnate weights for each
region

Results for Tribal Areas

The resulting estimates indicated that, for AIAN households in Tnbal Areas, deficiencies
in these categories are much more impontant than they are at the nabonal level.

Compared to the 0 7 percent national average, about 17 percent of the weighted Tribal
Area sample had heating, electrical, or condition deficiencies (exclusive of Census plumbing and
kitchen deficiencies) Adding this to the 14 percent with plumbing and kitchen deficiencies brings
the total with all such problems to 31 percent After making minor adjustments to the overlap with
overcrowding, the fotal percent of occupied units overcrowded and/or with any physical
deficiencies jumps from the 28 percent identified by Census measures alone, to 40 percent *°

Nt 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 heating/electncal
falls in the range from 117 percent to 22 3 percent, the estimate of the portion of that group that 1s 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 affordability 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 Tribal 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 Trnbal Areas that occurred in 1990. If that adustment 1s
made, the total overcrowded and/or with senous physical deficiencies would be 105,200 uniis

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 AIAN Tnbal
Area housing with regard to condition and heating and electnical systems are indeed serious.
Added to the more reliably documented Census measures of problems with plumbing and kitichen
facilities (much more frequent than for Indians or non-Indians n other areas), it does appear that
American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Areas contain among the most sefious concentrations
of Inadequate occupied housing that still exist in Amenca

Effects of Other Deficiencies in Other Areas

No data are available to support reliable” estimates of condition and heating/electnical
faciities problems of AIAN housing in other areas Because AIAN households tend-to occupy
older units on average, it 1s likely that their deficiencies in this regard are more serious 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.

n In the counties surrounding Tribal Areas, 33 perceit of all AIAN households lved
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 nonmetropobtan areas,
comparable shares were 37 percent for AIAN households as against 20 percent
for non-indians.

= The facts that AIAN households in all such areas are poorer than average and that
older housing s less costly than average no doubt explan part of the AIAN
concentration in older units. However, this outcome I1s also surely influenced by

but a much more substantial one--the 95 percent confidence interval 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 interval, 26 percent to 36 percent}, the estimate for the total units overcrowded and/or with any severe
condition or facility problem was 40 percent (95 percent confidence interval, 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 AIAN households need large units

It 1s doubtful, however, that AIAN occupied units with severe condition and other
facility problems not measured by the Census make up a very large number
outside of Trnbal Areas . If we assume that the share of AIAN households
occupying such units exceeds the average for the general population by the same
percent AIAN occupancy of pre-1949 housing i1s higher than that for the general
population, the share of such units works out to 1 1 percent in the Surrounding
Counties, 12 percent in Metropolitan Areas, and 0.8 percent m other
Nonmetropolitan Areas.

Household Satisfaction with Housing Conditions

Households in AIAN Areas appear pragmatic in assessing thetr own housing conditions
This conclusion s supported by the small sample household surveys conducted at our 36 field-

vIsit sites
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First, respondents were asked how satisfied they were with their current housing unit.
Those saying they were "most unsatsfied" represented only 10 percent of all households in HUD
Low Rent units, and 20 percent in HUD Mutual Help units, but 35 percent in unassisted units.*’
A "most unsatisfied" 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 units that had no physical deficiencies

Second, respondents were also asked to identify features of their current house and
location that they felt represented a "serious problem". The features most often identified were.
inadequate storage space (29 percent), inadequate insulation agamnst the cold (26 percent),
design/configuration of rooms (17 percent), water source and system (17 percent), exterior design
and appearance (16 percent), and unit size (16 percent) Although the shares with "serious
problem” ralings were lower m HUD housing than in unassisted housing, the pnornties were
generally simiar *
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Chapter 6

DIVERSITY IN AIAN HOUSING
PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

This chapter returns to the topic of diversity, now examining 1t with respect to housing
problems and needs The first half of the chapter examines the differences in housing conditions
that exist among Tnbal Areas, using approaches simiiar to those applied to social and economic
varnables in Chapter 3 The second examines contrasts in housing circumstances across the
urban areas 1dentified in Chapter 4 and looks at the special types of housing problems that face
American Indians and Alaska Natives in urban areas

TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS: REGIONAL VARIATIONS

Table 6.1 shows the number of AIAN Tribal Area households in each housing problem
category, by tenure group, by region. Table 6 2 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 probiems were not tabulated at the regional
level

All Households with Problems

In absolute terms, the largest concentration of housing problems occurs in the Arizona-
New Mexico region (39,300 households with one or more problems, 31,200 of which are owners)
The second largest 1s In Oklahoma (25,200 households with problems, 13,700 of which are
owners) and the third 1s in the Plains region (11,900 households, 4,900 of which are owners).
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r
Table 6 1
TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS BY REGION--NO OF HOUSEHOLDS (000)
Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Regb Regf HReg7 Reg8 Reg9
Total  Nerth- South- Anz-  Calf- Pacif
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plans N Mex. Nev NoWest Alaska
Renters
No housing problem 369 21 23 146 07 60 58 i5 29 10
One or more problems
Afford only 178 i1 12 83 05 31 13 04 14 04
Overcrowded + mix 159 05 04 26 03 35 £ 04 o8 15
Facil and other 31 o1 03 06 00 03 or 01 01 08
Subtotal 368 17 19 115 o7 69 8cC 09 23 27
Total 737 38 42 261 14 29 139 24 52 37
Cwner
No housing problem 937 33 96 469 21 75 128 32 55 28
Qne or more problems
Afford only 214 08 23 103 07 19 27 a7 13 06
Overcrowded + mix 328 05 12 28 05 24 201 086 11 36
Facil and cther 128 01 03 086 00 06 84 02 01 25
Subtotal 67 1 156 38 137 13 49 312 15 25 66
Total 1607 48 134 606 34 124 44 1 47 80 94
Total
No housing problem 1306 54 118 615 28 i35 187 47 84 38
One or more problems
Afford only 392 19 35 186 12 51 40 11 27 10
Overcrowded + mix 487 10 17 55 08 59 269 10 19 50
Facll and other 160 02 06 i1 01 09 a3 02 02 33
Subtetal 1038 32 57 252 20 118 393 24 48 93
Total 2344 86 176 866 48 254 579 71 132 132

in percentage terms, a somewhat different picture of priorities 1s apparent Two regions
stand out as having by far the largest shares of all Tribal 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 Ceniral (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.

v
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Table6 2
TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS BY REGION--PCT OF HOUSEHOLDS

Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Reg5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg9
Total  North- South- Anz-  Calf - Pacd
UsS Central Eastem Okla  Central Plains N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska
Renter "
No housing problem 501 561 539 560 471 46 4 422 631 553 274
One or more problems
Afford cnly 242 286 206 318 324 243 93 - 188 275 111
Overcrowded + mix 215 138 100 i00 192 268 423 164 160 390
! Facil and other 42 24 66 22 13 26 63 22 12 225
Subtotal , 499 449 461 44 0 529, 5386 579 368 447 726
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 0 oo ¢
Owner
No housing problem 583 688 718 774 620 602 281 682 688 289
One or imore problems
Afford only 133 176 169 170 208 155 62 152 162 62
Qvercrowded + mux 204 107 92 47 158 198 455 129 132 379
Facil and other 80 30 23 09 14 47 181 37 18 260
Subtotal 417 312 284 228 380 398 709 318 312 701
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
" Total by Region
Mo housing problem 557 627 67 4 709 577 832 322 865 634 292
One or more problems
Afford only 167 225 199 214 241 200 70 162 207 76
, Overcrowded + mix 208 121 94 63 168 232 44 8 141 143 382
Facit and other 58 28 34 13 14 38 160 32 15 250
Subtotal 443 373 328 291 423 458 678 3356 366 708
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Total Across Region
No housing problem 1000 41 g1 471 21 103 143 386 64 29
One or more problems 7 ‘
Afford only 1000 49 89 47 4 30 130 103 29 70 26
Overcrowded + mix 1000 21 34 112 17 121 533 20 39 103
Facii and other 1000 15 37 71 04 57 582 14 13 2086
Subtolal 1000 31 55 2472 20 114 378 23 486 90
Total " 1000 37 75 370 21 108 247 30 56 56

Affordability Problems in Tribal Areas

As pointed out in Chapter 5, affordability probiems are not as frequent in Tribal Areas as
they are for AIAN households elsewhere, but they are quite high in some cases.*® 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 furst category--Affordability only—is just that The second--Overcrowding and mixed--
inciudes all of the overcrowded households, but some of these also have affordabilty and facilty problerns The third--
Facility and other--includes households in units lacking plumbing and/or kitchen faciities, but some of these may also

have affordability problems
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of all Tribal Area households whose only problem 1s affordability is constderably higher for renters
(24 percent) than owners (13 percent) and this distorts the companson of the overall average with
[ndians living in other metropolitan and nonmetropolitan environmenis since Tnbal Areas have
higher ownership rates than are found in other types of areas

Among renters, the highest shares with an affordability-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 Anzona-New Mexico and 11 percent in Alaska For owners, there is not quite
as much variation The highest 1s again the South Central (21 percent) followed by the North
Central, Okilahoma, Eastern, and Pacific Northwest (all in the 16-18 percent range. The lowest
affordability problem shares for owners, however, are found in the same regions as for renters:
Anzona-New Mexico and Alaska (both at 6 percent)

Overcrowding and Facility Problems

Taking both these categones together, incidence rates do not vary dramatically between
renters (26 percent) and owners (28 percent) for ali Tnbal Areas nationally. But there are major
regional vanations Two regions dominate in this regard. Alaska (with 63 percent of all
households having these problems) and Anzona-New Mexico (61 percent) The next highest
(South Central) 1s 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 faciites The next highest in terms of overcrowding 1s 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 15 lowest at 6 percent)

Looking solely at the residual category (units that are not overcrowded but have facility
deficiencies), problem levels are noteworthy only in Alaska (25 percent) and Anzona-New Mexico
(16 percent) They are quite low in the Tnbal Areas of all other regions.

Summary

To be sure, there are iImportant regional differences m the incidence of housing problems
in Tribal Areas. Probably most important 1s that physical problems (overcrowding and faciity
deficiencies) are considerably higher in two regions (Alaska and Anzona-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 i the Tribal Areas of alt
other regions are stll serious {much above the national averages for non-Indians) but the
incidence of faciity deficiencies 1s quite low in most other regions.

The pattern with respect to affordabilily 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 overcrowded or with facility deficiencies, has one of the highest shares with
affordability problems And the regions that have by far the lowest share of renters with
affordability problems are Alaska and Anizona-New Mexico

THE IMPACT OF HUD HOUSING ASSISTANCE

HUD’s Housing Production Programs

The Federal government began to provide subsiantial amounts of new housing
construction in Tribal Areas in the rid-1960s It has relied pnmanly on two programs

L The Rental Program--essentially the national Public Housing program,
implemented in Indian country with very little adaptaton HUD grants go to IHAs
who use them to acquire the nghts to land and build new units, or acquire and
rehabilitate existing ones, for rent by low-income famiies The IHAs then manage
the properties and recelve additional HUD funds to cover the difference between
allowable operating costs and tenant payments foward rent (set not to exceed 30
percent of the tenanf's income)

" The Mutual Help Program--one of a very few Federal programs that have offered
home-ownership to low-income famiies As n 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 initial
$1,500 contnbution (but tribes often meet this requirement on behalf of the
household by contnbuting 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 authonzed for almost 100,000 units in these programs 75,400
units had been completed and were in management and the rest were in vanous stages of the
development process (see Office of Indian Programs, 1993, and Office of Native American
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 1s important to review their outputs here
because of their effect on the magnitude of housing needs 1n Tribal Areas.

The Distribution of IHA Housing 1n 1990

Table 6 3 shows the calculation of the number of AIAN occupied units provided by the
IHAs under these programs in Tribal Areas in 1990 (at the time of the Census) Not all of the
units n management In these programs are occupied (1 e , some are vacant) and some that are
occupied are occupled 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--see Chapter 1)

This contribution i1s Indeed iImpressive There were a total of 60,700 AIAN occupied IHA
units n Tnbal Areas it 1990 This means that these programs were serving 26 percent of all
Tribal Area AIAN households and 42 percent of all Low Income AIAN households in Tribal Areas
(see household totals in Table 5.4--HUD assistance in provided only to Low Income households)
This 1s a substantially higher rate of housing assistance than HUD typically has been able fo
provide to needy groups In 1989, HUD provided assistance to about 41 milion renter
households nationally (1 4 mullion in public housing projects, 1 7 million in other assisted projects,
and 1.0 muthon through Section 8 tenant-based assistance--Casey, 1992)--4 1 million 1s only 22
percent of the total 18 9 milion Low income renters in the country at that time.

Table 6 3 also shows that there 1S considerable vanation in the distribution of HUD
assisted Indian housing by region  HUD’s contribution has been by far the highestin Trnibal Areas
of the Plams, California-Nevada, and North Central regions where 78 percent, 73 percent, and
64 percent of all Low Income AIAN households are served, respectively At the other extreme,
HUD units serve only 14 percent of all Low Income AIAN households in the Tnbal Areas of the
South Central region, 27 percent in the Eastern Region, 32 percent in Okiahoma, and 33 percent
In the Anzona-New Mexico region

Housing Probiems in Assisted vs. Unassisted Units

Relable data on the incidence of housing problems in HUD-assisted units are not
available However, crude estimates can be made using the sample household survey data
prepared for this study (see last section of Chapter 5) The data were assembted 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 1s apphied to 1990 conditions) 1t would mean that
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Table 6 3
ESTIMATE OF AIAN OCCUPIED JHA HOUSING, 1990 AND 1994

Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Regb5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg$
Total  Norh- South- . Anz-  Calif- Pacif
US Central Eastern Okla Central  Pfains N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska

LOW RENT PROGRAM
Units in Mgmt 1994 26225 338 1241 2,778 174 9,051 6346 1320 1,582 344
Built 1990-94 1,769 191 100 8] o] 489 641 202 106 41
Units in Mgmt 1990 24,456 3,198 1,141 2,778 174 8,662 5,705 1,118 1,477 303
% Occupled 950 950 800 700 950 9190 93¢ 960 9190
% AlAN Occupled 97 0 775 331 509 979 a7 0 962 977 46 4
AIAN Occ Units 1990 20,097 2,947 840 736 62 7,963 5,036 1,000 1,385 128
AlAN Occ Units 1994 21,664 3,123 914 736 62 8,418 5,602 1,181 1,484 145
MUTUAL HELP AND OTHER PROGRAMS
Units in Mgmt 1994 47,847 1,355 2,071 14,666 387 7,114 11,268 3,257 2,787 4,952
Built 1890-94 4910 179 221 920 20 818 1,615 486 430 521
Units in Mgm?t 1980 42937 1,176 1,850 13,746 367 6,596 9,643 2,771 2,357 4,431
% Occupred 423 997 96 6 863 928 968 967 89 0 980
% AIAN Occupied 894 99 4 97 8 930 985 993 982 084 ' 084
AlAN Occ Units 1990 40,564 1,079 1,834 12,980 329 6,031 9,172 2,657 2,288 4,186
AlAN Occ Uniis 1994 45,221 1,244 2,053 13,849 347 6,604 10,708 3,123 2,715 4,678
TOTAL AIAN OCC HA UNITS (000)
ALAN Occ Units 1990 607 40 27 137 04 140 142 37 37 43
AlAN Qcc Units 1994 669 44 30 1486 04 149 i63 43 42 48
AlAN HOUSEHOLDS, TRIBAL AREAS (000)
Total 1890 2344 86 176 866 49 254 579 71 32 131
Low Income 1980 1443 63 98 432 28 1789 42 6 50 79 B7
Total 1984 2648 95 214 1003 60 276 633 77 146 14 4
PERCENT SERVED BY IHA PROGRAMS
Total 1990 259 468 162 158 80 552 245 518 280 329
Low Income 1980 420 643 273 317 137 780 333 725 467 497
Total 1994 253 460 139 145 68 541 258 £59 288 335

about 12,800 HUD umits had such deficiencies. The total uniis with such deficiencies estimated
for Tnbal Areas, was 72,700 This would imply that 59,200 unassisted units (or 35 percent of all
173,700 unassisted units) had serious condition or facility deficiencies

The same methods yields the estimate that about 14,600 of all HUD-assisted uniis {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 househoids in Tribal Areas
that did not ive in HUD-assisted 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




Housing Problems and Needs of Ametican Indians and Alaska Natives 136

4

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 denved by the same methods as those above, but assuming the total
number of Tnbal Area housing units (and the numbers with vanous housing problems) are 12 2
percent larger than noted in the last two paragraphs **

Total units with severe condifton/facility problemns

Based on official counts 72,700

Adjusted for undercount 81,600
Unassisted units with severe condition/faciity problems

Based on official counts 59,900

Adjusted for undercount 68,800
Total units, physical problems and/or overcrowded

Based on official counts 93,800

Adjusted for undercount 105,200
Unassisted units, physical problems and/or overcrowded

Based on official counts 79,200

Adjusted for undercount 90,600

Comparisons with BIA Inventory Data

Until now, the only avallable estimates of housing problems in AIAN 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 AIAN Areas needed replacement and another 53,300 needed renovation (total of 70,000
units)

This 1s number 1s 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 maich.
BIA data do not cover the full range of Census identified Trnibal Areas and appear to
underestimate the number of AIAN households In the Areas they do cover, the BIA based
estimate of iotal AIAN households in Tribal Areas n 1993 was only 183,900 whereas the full
count In the 1990 Census was 234,400 [t seems likely that BIA based estimates overstate the

*As to the question of sampling error around these numbers, the reader should consuit the footnote related to
estimates of total housing problems In Tribal Areas presented in 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 conciusion 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 vanations tell us something about Tnbal Area
diversity, but they by no means explain it all To provide a better undersianding, the same type
of regression approach has been used to test the relattonship between the key vanables identified
in Chapter 3 and the extent of Tribal Area housing problems.

The evidence above suggest that the share of all units with one or more problems i1s not
likely to be a meaningful aggregate for these purposes, since 1t 1s made up of two very different
types of conditions that seem {0 behave in opposing directions: where the incidence of
overcrowding and physical deficiencies 1s high, the share with pure affordability probiems seems
to be low, and vice versa

Accordingly, two separate analyses have been run In the first, the dependent vanabie
was the share of all units overcrowded and/or with physical deficiencies, and in the second, the
dependent varnable was the share of all households whose only housing problem i1s affordability

Both analyses use the same independent vanables 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 AIAN population
Others included were: (3) PPSE employment per 1,000 populations, and (4) the population size
of the Tnbal Area

The first regression explained 37 percent of the vanance in the share overcrowded and/or
with facility deficiencies Both the PPSE and the distance vanables were significant at the 99
percent level, and the population size vanable at the 95 percent level. The ratio of total to AIAN
population was less so {level of 02615) All signs were as expecied 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 AIAN population, the level of PPSE employment, and the total
population of the area
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The second regression was not as strong (explaning 17 percent of the vanation in the
affordability share), but all independent variables 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.
Affordabilty problems tend to decrease the greater the distance from a targe urban center and
the smaller the ratio of total to AIAN population, the level of PPSE employment, and the total
population of the area

Full specifications and results of these regressions are provided in Annexes 6A and 6B
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 retumns to the typology developed in Chapter 3--this time to examine differences in
housing problems and needs 1n the various groups it defines. Table 6.4 shows the distnbution
of housing units by group and type of housing problem Table 6 5 expresses the relationships
In percentage terms, and will be referred to more frequently. Results are as anticipated, given
the regression analysts above

Total overcrowding and/or facility problems were highest in the Navajo reservation (78
percent} and Alaska (71 percent), still high in other areas that were not Large, Open, or Near
Urban (47 percent), and much lower i all other types of areas.

Affordability problems were highest in all groups In the Near Urban category and the
Large Open Trbal Areas that were more remote (averaging around 20 percent), and lowest in
Navajo (5 percent), Alaska (8 percent), and others n the remote category (15 percent).

All housing problems The pattern for the totals of these two categories resembles that
for the mcidence of overcrowding and/or facilihes, but the varnations are not as extreme.

Housing problems for Very Low-Income Groups. VLI shares tend to be higher in the
more remote Trbal Areas as does the total incidence of housing problems. 1t is not surprising
then that these areas rank highest when both indicators are combined. On the Najavo
reservation, over half (52 percent) of all households are VLI households with housing problems.
The comparable share 1s 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 CFand Afford CFand  Afford CFand Afford
Hsehlds Total ocC only Total ocC only Total ac only
NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl
Oklahoma 560 160 40 120 131 26 104 g9 18 g1
Other 67 27 10 17 23 08 15 17 05 12
Sublolal B27 186 50 136 153 34 119 116 23 a3
Lower Prniv Empl 17 42 17 26 34 12 22 28 09 20
Total T4 4 228 67 161 188 46 141 144 32 12
Other
Strong Priv Empl 116 3g 14 24 30 08 22 24 05 19
Lower Prv Emnpl 165 71 48 23 60 38 23 48 27 22
Total 28 1 09 62 47 81 48 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 18 59 58 i2 47
Lower Piv Empl 117 43 19 24 38 16 23 32 i1 21
Total 405 133 415 88 115 33 at g1 23 68
Mavajo 359 279 262 17 227 211 186 188 171 16
Other
Strong Pniv Empl 27 09 08 03 08 04 03 06 03 03
Lower Priv Empl 392 186 121 65 159 96 63 132 74 58
Total 419 196 128 68 167 100 66 i38 77 61
Total 1183 608 435 173 509 345 164 414 271 143
ALASKA 132 93 83 10 70 62 09 57 49 08
TOTAL 2340 103 8 647 392 857 498 359 687 383 304

VARIATIONS IN THE HOUSING PROBLEMS OF URBAN INDIANS

introduction

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 nationai PHA officials, and
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Table 65
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF AIAN AREAS, HOUSING PROBLEMS (Pct. of households})
HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS
All Househelds Low-Income Households Very Low-Inc Househelds
Total CFand Afford CFand Afford CFand Afford
Hsehlds Total ocC only Total ocC only Total ocC only
NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Priv Empl
Qklahoma 1000 285 71 214 233 47 186 17 6 32 144
Other 1000 397 150 246 339 116 225 253 76 177
Subtotal 1000 207 g0 218 245 54 190 184 37 148
Lower Priv Empl 1000 357 145 212 292 103 189 240 73 167
Total 1000 307 990 217 252 62 190 193 42 151
Other
Strong Prv Empl 1000 325 120 208 261 70 191 204 40 164
Lower Priv Empl 1000 430 280 140 366 227 138 293 162 131
Total 1000 387 220 167 322 162 160 267 112 145
Total 1000 329 12eé 203 271 90 ig2 211 61 149
REMOTE
Large-Open
Strong Priv Empl 1000 312 87 224 264 61 203 205 42 163
Lower Priv Empl 1000 369 167 202 328 136 193 273 97 176
Total 1000 328 110 218 283 82 200 225 58 167
Navajo 1000 778 730 48 633 588 45 57 475 42
Other
Strong Pnv Empl 1000 348 234 114 27 8 164 114 220 116 104
Lower Priv Empl 1000 4786 310 166 407 245 162 336 188 i48
Total 1000 467 305 162 398 240 169 329 83 145
Total 1000 514 387 147 430 292 138 350 229 121
ALASKA 1000 707 631 76 532 467 -2 430 369 61
TOTAL 1000 44 4 276 167 366 213 153 294 163 130

information from case studies are presented here to amplfy and iflustrate the statistical
mformation on housing needs and conditions.
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Housing Problems: Overview

The overall housing problems of the AIAN population n metropolitan areas was
characterized in Chapter 5. Here they can be examined in more detail, pointing out contrasts
between ceniral ciies and suburbs and between individual metropotitan areas.

A summary of mportant Census measures for the 15 selected MSAs 1s presented in Table
6 6. Affordability stands out as the dominant problem in both central cihies and suburbs where
37 percent and 39 percent of all AIAN households are affected, respectively. The AIAN central
city rate 1s only 30 percent above that for central city non-Indians, in the suburbs, the AIAN share
with affordability problems 1s almost twice that for non-Indians. In our interviews with community
center directors, most stated that affordability was a major problem for half or more of the Indian
households they served.

While not as prevalent as in Tnbal Areas, overcrowding 1s still a quite frequent problem
for Indian households living i urban areas, particuiarly in central cihes where the overcrowding
rate for them is 13 percent (3 3 times the rate for non-Indians) The AIAN overcrowding 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 thewr commumty Census data indicate that in a few MSAs,
inciuding 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 AIAN owners in the suburbs live in units buili in 1949 or earlier,
compared to 21 percent for non-Indian owners) But the housing occupied by AIAN renters 1s
older than that of non-indian renters in all areas Pre-1949 housing accounts for 42 percent of
the units of AIAN central city renters, only shghtly above the share for non-lndian renters (38
percent) In the suburbs, however, the contrast 1s dramatic 53 percent of all AIAN 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 identiiable neighborhoods, the quaity of the
housing in those neighborhoods was characterized as ranging anywhere from "okay" to “terrible
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 1s mixed In
Chicago, for example, some housing 1s substandard, but some has been rehabbed and 1s
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 Rato AIAN/

Indicator AlAN Non-AlAN non-AlAN
Affordability Problem

Central Cities 37 29 18

Suburbs 39 21 19
Qvercrowding

Central Cities i3 4 33

Suburbs 10 2 50
Unit Bthit 1949 or earlier, Renters

Cenfral Cities 42 a8 11

Suburbs 53 14 38

substandard homes of familles who have lived in the area a iong 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 AIAN families made
it much more difficult for them to find adequate housing A major complaint about the rental stock
I many areas 1s 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 barners to decent and
affordable housing for urban Indians These barners included unemployment and subsequent
low-incomes; poor credrt and rental histories, lack of education about urban housing, both
federally-assisted and private market; and few financial institutions willing to work with the Indian
community.

Housing Problems: Diversity

Table 6 7 shows the percentages of all AIAN households that have housing problems in
each of the 15 MSAs Two Census categortes are considered (defined somewhat differently than
on Table 6 6): the share that have an affordability problem only, and the share that have an
overcrowding and/or plumbing/kitchen facility problem
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Table 67 '
PERCENT OF AIAN HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS--15 MSAs

Total one or more prob Affordabil prob only Qvercrowd & facil prob
Total Central Sub- Total Central Sub- Total Central Sub-
Metro City urbs Metro Cty urbs Metro City urbs
Albuquerque 431 440 403 242 282 126 189 158 2r7
Chicago 386 449 341 269 285 253 127 164 88
Dallas 368 461 322 274 321 251 N 94 140 71
Denver 397 48 6 338 331 396 288 66 90 50
Detrod 334 4986 300 272 389 247 62 107 53
Los Angeles 477 450 469 320 305 327 157 188 142
Minneapols 437 554 340 342 428 271 96 126 69
New York 493 439 437 286 291 345 197 - 208 92
Oaldand M7 510 401 3937 338 337 80 i72 64
Oklahoma Gty 308 330 292 238 249 2286 72 81 66
Phoetix 511 506 516 2386 253 22¢ 275 252 296
Sacremento 435 491 417 335 352 330 100 139 87
Seattle 373 420 353 , 288 330 270 856 90 83
Tuscon 513 49 2 527 205 296 145 308 196 382
Tulsa 274 299 258 220 241 206 54 58 52
Total 398 441 367 274 296 259 124 145 i08
AVERAGES ‘
Group 1 414 484 378 295 322 263 120 163 85
Group 2 338 3586 318 233 257 186 105 99 132

Group 3 487 517 461 261 326 2t 2 226 191 249

Group 1 = Chicago, Dallas, Detrort, Los Angeles, New York, and Qakland
Group 2 = Afuquerque OKahoma Crty, and Tulsa
Group 8 = Minneapols, Phoenix, and Tucson

There 1s less diversity among these MSAs in these conditions that was found among Tribal
Areas The share with an affordability 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 bresented in Chapter 5,
overcrowding/facilities problems for AIAN households are less frequent n these metropolitan
areas than are affordability 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
n 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 AIAN 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 thus appears to be
reflected in therr housing circumstances as well. They had by far the lowest averages with
affordability-only problems (23 percent) and overcrowding/facility problems (11 percent).

The other group in which the AIAN 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/faciities problems (12 percent), althoujh they have a much higher
share in the affordabiity-only category (30 percent} The latter finding 1s not surprising in that,
as discussed in Chapter 3, Amenca’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 fughest by far (averaging
22 percent). At 26 percent, their AIAN affordability-only average 15 substantially above that for
Group 2 ’

Homelessness

As with Indians who live in tnbal areas, homelessness 1s also a problem among urban
Indians The survey of homelessness that has generally been considered the most rehiable
indicates that 2 3 percent of the homeless individuals in the U.S. are Indians--three times their
share In the general population * Of the community directors we surveyed, 86 percent reported
that homelessness 1s a significant problem for the Indian community they serve. However, uniike
homelessness in Indian country, which is primanly manifested in overcrowding, homelessness in
urban areas many tmes 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 hved 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 federat housing opportunihes® 85 percent
said that Indians in their community were generally aware of publicly-assisted housing programs.
Most said they beheve that federal programs are not meeting the needs of Amencan Indians and
that local Public Housing Authorities are not responsive to the needs of the Indian community.

*This survey, conducted by the Urban Institute, i1s described 1n Burt (1992)
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While no group i1s 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 1s in the Oklahoma City MSA, where 27 percent of all AIAN
households are in the VLI group, but stil only 14 percent of those households tive 1n public
housing uniis

The worst performances in this regard are by the largest housing authonties HUD MTCS
systemn records show that three of them (Chicago, Dallas, and Detroit) have no Amencan indian
or Alaska Natwve tenants whatsoever, and for two others (Los Angeles and New York) AIAN
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 aill AIAN 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 underrepresentation of indians in public
housing may be at least parhally self-mposed For example, many Indians, as well as other
ethnic groups, may prefer not to ive 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

Respondenis 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 waiting list 1s not so long, there
1s the belief that there 1s "too much red tape" associated with government housing For example,
some interview respondents said that inspection and occupancy rules are too strict and credit and
rental history venficattons do not accommodaie the expenence of people comung from Tribal
Areas.

Interview respondents were asked how the federal government could improve i1is delivery
of housing programs to urban Indians. Several suggesied that more assisied housing be builf,
especially iarger 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 apariments in neighborhoods which may have more
adequate and desirable housing 1t was also suggested that non-profits (like Indian community
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Table6 8

AlLAN HOUSEHOLDS SERVED BY PUBLIC HOUSING—-15 MSAs
Pct of Eligible Pct Very Low Income
Pct AIAN Households AIAN Households AIAN Households
MSA Very Low Income in Public Housing i Public Housing
Albuguerque 36 35 97
Chicago 27 00 01
Dallas 26 00 00
Denver 35 t2 34
Detront 29 00 00
Los Angeles 26 01 04
Minneapolis 44 27 62
New York 38 01 03
Qakland 23 03 12
Cklahoma City 27 38 140
Phoerix 39 33 85
Sacramento 27 11 40
Seattle 30 24 78
Tucson 50 28 58
Tulsa 26 14 55

centers) could act as haisons between PHAS and the Indian community to disseminate information
about assisted-housing opportunities, process applications, conduct onentafion sessions, and
assist in finding and matntaining assisted housing.

Second, 1t was suggested that more flexibility 1s needed on certain rules, such as
occupancy standards and credit and rental history venfication Occupancy rules could be more
flexible to accommodate larger famihes. 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 famihes To expedite housing references, It was suggested that notanzed statements from
IHAs or tnbal housing staff be accepted as rental history venfication when no conventional
documentation 1s available In addition, stricter enforcement of other rules was also seen as
necessary, such as addressing fair housing laws and enforcing local bullding codes

On the homeownership side, several respondents suggested that a federal
homeownership program, like Mutual Help, would be beneficial and should be avaitable to urban
Indians. Inchian community centers could work directly with IHAs, or IHA-lIke entities could be
created in urban communities
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Table 69
AIAN AND NON-AIAN PUBLIC HOUSING TENANTS--15 MSAs
Percent of Tenants n Each Group
Pct of Total
Pub Hsg Tenants Fernale-Headed Below Poverty No Assets

PHA AIAN  Non-AlAN AIAN  Mon-AlAN AIAN  Non-AlAN AIAN  Non-AlAN
Albuguerque 35 965 862 794 793 791 100 0 930
Chicago 00 1000 NA 788 NA 1000 NA 1000
Dallas 00 1000 NA 869 NA 851 NA 1000
Denver 12 988 826 667 828 747 957 926
Delrod 00 1000 NA 751 NA 735 NA 989
Los Angeles 01 999 600 681 400 695 300 886
Minneapolis 27 973 556 549 711 529 959 639
New York 01 999 743 726 386 421 14 19
Oakland c3 997 889 7386 867 524 1000 998
Oklahoma Cit 38 962 579 702 875 757 1000 985
Phoenix 33 987 841 748 875 824 886 827
Sacramento 11 989 579 v 263 168 632 752
Seattle 24 976 669 46 3 712 638 928 739
Tulsa 14 98 6 725 298 950 46 1 1000 974
Tucson 29 971 850 775 900 784 750 508

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 Indian-
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 n the planning or policy and deciston making process of the Public
Housing Authonty, for example, by being asked to serve on PHA boards

Case study interviews provide anecdotal information about the 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 1s
strained In San Francisco, the problem stems primanly from recent takeovers of HUD properties
by the Native Amencan homeless community Informanis related a bnef history of their
expenence with HUD and the company that manages the Geneva Towers public housing facility
(now called Red Balloon Il by Native American activists) in the Visitacion Valley area in the
southemn 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 certan
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 remam today. Many of the evictions were illegal and the
Department of Social Services colluded with HUD and the management company
in these wrongdomngs

In addition to the belief that the government has not been dealing fairly with the Native
American community, the informants also believe that increased secunty 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 political organizing to change therr situation at Red Balloon 1. Such
organizing activiies included Geneva Towers Tenants Assoclation meetings, candlelight vigils,
and displays of protest banners out of windows The informant group further alleged that the
management company does not hire minonties. The racial composition of the building, according
to informants, 1s 85 percent Black, and the rest Samoan, East Indian, Asian, Hispanic, White, and
Amernican Indian Data from the San Francisco Public Housing Authonty indicate that of the total
8,776 households in public housing as of July, 1993, 13 were Amencan Indian or Alaska Native.

In Qakland, 9 of the 3,317 households in public housing are Amencan Indan or Alaska
Natwve. Several informants noted that the elderly are actively recruited by public housing
authornities for subsidized housing When units become available, for example, elderly residents
are often asked to refer their elderly fnends, and vacancies are generally not adveriised to the
public The Indian community here suggests that there 1s a great need for "clean and sober"
public housing apartments for recovenng alcoho! and drug users, in addition to "drug free zones"
around public housing complexes And while Section 8 seems to be preferred by Indian families
in Oakland, it 1s 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 therr landlord, they
would rather just leave than work them out, thus creating poor housing references for the future

Housing Choice and Homeownership

Urban American Indians and Alaska Natives are not unilke the general population in terms
of housing preferences Most would ke to be homeowners and live in a single-tamily detached
home Two-thirds of the Indian community center directors that we interviewed indicated that
indians in thewr commumity would typically rather live in a single-family home than any other type
of dwelling {(e.g., townhouse, apariment, mobile home} And three-fourths said that Indians in
their community typically prefer to own rather than rent.

Homeownership for many urban Indian families 1s not an impossible dream Census data
indicate that homeownership rates for Indian households in our 15 MSAs are substantial
Nonetheless, they are lower than those for non-Indian households on average (51 percent vs. 56
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percent), although Indian households have higher homeownership rates than both btacks 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 homeownership (Table
6 10) In Chicago, for example, 75 percent of the Indian renter households in the suburbs have
incomes above 95 percent of area median, a perceniage higher than that for the non-indian
population

Interview information from surveys and case studies indicaie thai, although they have the
financial means to buy a home, many Indian families stili face barrers to homeownership. Many
are wary of or have hiile 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 spofless credit history Others lack information
regarding the responsibilities of homeownership. Still others are reluctant to approach traditional
financial iInshitutions, such as banks and mortgage companies

Interestingly, in three ciies--Chicago, San Francisco, and Omaha--community directors
noted a preference by their service population for reniing rather than owning. In part, this
preference I1s due to home prices, especially in high housing cost areas such as San Francisco,
but this may also arnse because, for many urban indians, owning a home is a relatively new
concept The Indian community, however, recognizes the potential and desire for
homeownership One-third of the community centers we surveyed already provide some kind of
housing assistance, several of which focus on homeownership opportunity.

Addressing the Housing Needs of Indians in Urban Areas
The housing needs of Indians Iiving in urban areas seem to focus on three major 1ISsues:

The need for better service provision through federally-assisied housing programs;
The need for decent and affordable rental units that would accommodate extended
families; and - .

" The need for homeownership opportunities

' Access to Federal Programs could be improved through better outreach and education
provided by Indian communily centers. Our survey data indicate that Indians are often reluctant
to ask for assistance from government agencies. Indian community centers could act as hatsons
between PHAs and the Indian community to disseminate information about assisted-housing
opportunities, process applications, conduct onentation sessions, and assist in finding and
mamtaining assisted housing In addition, certain regulations, such as occupancy rules, could be
made more flexible to accommodate the experienice of famiies coming from Indian country.

y

1
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Table 6 10
PERCENT OF AJAN AND NON-INDIAN RENTERS, INCOME ABOVE 95 PERCENT OF MEDIAN
AIAN Non-Indian
Total Cent Sub- Total Cent Sub-
Metro City urb Metro City urb
Albuquerque 51 67 32 60 63 47
Chicago 66 51 75 64 52 70
Dallas 64 47 68 66 59 7¢
Denver 58 44 64 65 55 68
Detroit 58 30 63 61 40 65
Los Angeles 66 68 65 65 66 65
Minneapolis 58 42 64 64 54 66
New York 63 62 63 69 66 67
Qakland 69 60 71 71 59 73
Oklahoma City 56 58 55 63 63 64
Phoenix 48 58 42 63 62 64
Sacramento 66 63 67 66 61 68
Seattie 57 53 59 66 62 68
Tucson 30 61 20 62 56 68
Tulsa 55 62 61 v 62 64 60

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 situations, but that they are unable to find affordable and decent housing untis
to accommodate them Block grant funds (under the Community Development Block Grant or
HOME programs) could be extended to urban Indian CDCs 1o develop and manage housing uniis
suitable for the Indian community These funds could be channeled through state or local
govemments to established Indian housing organizations or could be used to improve the
capacity of existing 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 homebuying opportunities, despite the fact that they are financtally able. Some,
hke other minonties, do not have adequaie savings for a downpayment or acceptable credit
history. Others lack information regarding the responsibilities of homeownership. Still others are
reluctant to approach traditional financial institutions, such as banks and mortgage companies.

Homebuying assistance could be provided through Indian community centers and could
mclude government or privately-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 homebuying process. However, it would seem exiremely
important that traditional private financial institutions play a key role in providing homeownership
opportunities for American Indians and Alaska Natives, as they do for other Amencans, in order
to prevent the further "ghettoizing" of the housing experience of urban Indians.
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Dependent Variables

Variation
R-Square
Standard Error

* Analysis of Variance

Degrees of Freedom
Mean Dep Varnable
F Value

Probabilty > F

Vartable:

L

INTERCEPT
SHARE
PPSE
PSIZE
LNDi8s0

Independent Varnables.

Annex 6A

Multiple Regression Analysis 1

OPROB

SHARE
PPSE
PSIZE

LNDIS50

3670
28 31

4
4000
7275

0001

Parameter Est :

-173
-0.08
-1 08
-578
1176

Other Than Affordability Problem For AJAN
Households, (Overcrowding/Facihity Mix}, AIAN Area

H

¥

Ratio Of Total Tribal Area Population To AIAN
Population

Private For-Profit and Self-Employed Persons

Per 1,000 Persons

If AIAN Area Population Greater Than 400 Persons,
PSIZE = 1, 0 Otherwise

Natural Log Of Distance From AIAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons

Std. Error. T for HO: Prob.> ITi:
824 027 7819
007 -112 2615
Q01 -6 70 0001
267 -2 16 0312
109 1070 001
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Annex 6B

Multiple Regression Analysis

Dependent Variables AFFORD
Independent Variables
SHARE
PPSE
PSIZE
LNDISS0
Variation
R-Square 17 63
Standard Error 1234
Analysis of Variance
Degrees of Freedom 4
Mean Dep Varnable 1238
F Value 26 86
Probability > F. 0001
Vanable: Parameter Est.:
INTERCEPT 17 65
SHARE on
PPSE 0.02
PSIZE 166
LNDIS50 211

Affordability Problem For AIAN Households, AIAN Area

Ratio Of Total Tribal Area Population To AIAN Population
Private For-Profit and Self-Employed Persons Per 1,000
Persons

[f AIAN Area Population Greater Than 400 Persons,
PSIZE = 1, 0 Otherwise

Natural Log Of Distance From AIAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons

Std. Error: T for HO: Prob.> ITI:
272 648 0001
003 3N 0005
0.00 500 0001
116 142 1539

047 -4 40 0001




Chapter 7

FUTURE PROSPECTS AND
POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This chapter does two things First, it considers the future prospects for the housing
problems of Amernican Indians and Alaska Natives during the rest of this decade If current trends
continue. This requires some speculation about the magnitude of growth in the number of AIAN
households as well as their housing problems Second, the chapter considers the implhcations
of these future expectations, as well as the findings of the earlier chapters in this report, for
national housing policy

FUTURE PROSPECTS FOR AIAN HOUSING
IN LIGHT OF RECENT TRENDS

AIAN Household Formation in the 1990s

One area that must be understood to gain some sense of future potentials 1s how rapidly
AlAN households are likely fo grow i different paris of this country, 1 e , 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 sernous "forecast” of these changes and, given the complexity and uncertainties
associated with the determinants of population growth by location as reviewed in 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 AIAN population will grow at a rate of 1.8 percent per year. Over
the 1980s, the AIAN population grew at a rate of 2 9 percent (2 2 due to natural iIncrease and the
rest due to the Increase n 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 AIAN natural increase rate will be
much lower (14 percent), but makes no estimate of any addiional growth due to seli-
identification We assume that the self-identification component will be iower too (about on third
of the absolute growth due to natural increase). With this assumption. the aggregate AIAN growth
rate works out to 1.8 percent per annum

2 That each geographic area will capture the same share of the net national AIAN
population increase in the 1990s that it did in the 1980s In other words, If an area’s population
grew (or dechined) 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 1n the 1990s

3. That the rate of decline in the ratio of total AIAN population to AIAN households
observed in the 1980s, will continue in the 19905 Base data for these calculations are given In
Table 3.3. The decline in the ratio for Tribal Areas in the 1980s was applied to Trnibal Areas in
the 1990s The decline observed for all Indians living elsewhere 1n the 1980s was applied to the
ratios for all other areas in the 1290s

The estimates resulting from these assumptions are presented in Table 7.1 They show
the national AIAN population growing from 2 0 mullion in 1990 to 2.15 miliion in 1894 and to 2 4
million at the end of the century By that time, there would be only modest shifts in the spatial
distribution The Tribal Area share would have increased from 80 percent to 63 percent, and the
Surrounding County share, from 37 percent to 38 percent The shares in the rest of the U S
would have dechned (from 31 percent to 30 percent for other Metropolitan Areas and from 10
percent to 8 percent for other Nonmetropolitan Areas)

The total AIAN 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 mn 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 1o receive a large share of all natonal AIAN population growth and
because their average household size 1s dechning more rapidly) Tribal 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 continue to suffer a declne in households (by about 400 per year)
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Table 71

ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES—AIAN POPULATION GROWTH THROUGH 2000

AIAN COUNTIES RESTOFUS
Total Tnbal Surr Non-
, us Total  Areas .Co Total | Metro Metro
' POPULATION (000) ! .

1980 (Apr) 5284 8262 5312 2950 7021 50056 201 8

1990 (Apr) 2,0085 12013 7398 461 5 808 2 6176 1906

1994 (Jan } 21500, 13108 8006 5102 8392 6518 187 4

2000 (Apr ) 24000 15057 9080 5967 894 3 7126 1817
PERCENT OFU S POP

1980 {(Apr) 1000 541 348 193 459 327 132

1990 (Apr) 10090 598 %8 230 402 307 95

1994 {Jan ) 1000 810 372 237 390 303 a7

2000 (Apr) 1000 627 379 249 373 297 78
POP GROWTH PER YEAR (000)

1980-1890 481 375 209 167 106 17 -1t

1890-1994 375 292 162 130 83 g1 -09

1994-2000 385 300 167 133 856 94 -09
PERCENT OF U $ NET INCREASE

1980-1990 100 0 780 434 346 221 243 23

1990-1994 100 0 779 433 347 221 243 23

1994-2000 1000 780 434 346 220 243 23
TOTAL POPULATION PER HOUSEHOLD

1990 (Apr) 247 284 318 246 207 207 206

1994 (Jan } 244 275 298 245 206 207 206

2000 (Apr) 236 259 270 245 205 206 205
NO. OF HOUSEHCLDS (000}

1990 (Apr) 8124 4223 234 4 1879 3902 2977 925

1994 {Jan ) 8827 476 3 2686 2077 4084 3153 911

2000 (Apr) 10158 5806 3373 2433 4352 346 6 886
HOUSEHOLD GROWTH PER YEAR (000}

1990-1994 87 144 g1 53 43 47 -04

1994-2000 205 160 106 55 44 48 04
PERCENT OF US NET INCREASE

1990-1994 1000 768 486 282 230 250 20

1994-2000 1000 784 516 267 2186 235 -19

4
.

Back up calculations at the regional level, based or; these assumptions, are pro\nded n

Tables 7A 1 and 7A 2 at the end of this chapter. They show, as we would expect, substantial
varnations in growth by reg;on The annual number of new households that would have {o be
accommodated would be highest in the Eastern region (5,000}, followed by Okiahoma (4 500) and
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Anzona-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 Tnibal 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 AIAN 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 1s falling very short of what 1s needed even to keep up with the growth of housing
problems in Trnibal Areas.

For low-mcome AIAN households outside of Tnbal Areas, it 1s 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 mid-1920s are similar to those discussed in
Chapter 5 (Table 5 3) Affordability probiems continue to dominate The percent of units with
physical housing deficiencies still 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 AIAN households living in metropolitan environments are
improving through the natural evolutton of the private housing market. Federal housing
assistance grew somewhat during 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.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

Housing in Tribal Areas

Given that the housing problems of low-income famiies in Tnbal Areas are both deeper
and more pervasive than those for Indians living elsewhere, these Areas should justifiably remain
the focus for national Indran housing policy From the numbers presented above, 1t seems quite
likely that the problems of these areas are getting worse in the 1990s. The production rate of
HUD housing for Tnbal 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, 1t 1s difficult to advocate simply proportioning 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 1s presented n the study’s final repori--Kingsley, Spencer and
Simonson, 1995), the analysis in this report suggests there are reasons to guestion the efficiency
of these programs

Perhaps the most dramatic conirast presented in this review 1s 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
produchon programs for the poor are all very expensive per household served). The remaming
60 percent, many with extremely serious housing deficiencies, get no assistance whatsoever It
would seem that there should be some way to use whatever level of HUD funding 15 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 o accomplish this in a substantial
number of Tnbal Areas Data from the fypology in Chapter 6 showed that 44 percent of all
households in Tribal Areas live in Areas thai 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, Tribal Areas that are located closer to urban centers should be able 1o benefit
from nearby private housing market mstitutions as they do from access to nearby private
employment opportunities Large Trbal Areas with a large number of non-indians hiving within
their boundanes should be more likely to have what amounts to a private housing market
intemnally In these areas, there should be more opportunities 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 private housing stock) and tenant based
assistance typically provides housing for much less subsidy per family than govemment
production programs It should also be possible 1o take advantage of other market-onented
techniques. using public dollars to stimulate effective actions by private and nonprofit housing
providers o rehabilitate and manage housing for low-income groups n need

It 1s recognized that in smaller and more remote Trbal Areas {given their locations and
constraints associated with trust land and other factors), market mechanisms are not as likely to
be workable and a stronger direct government production role will continue o be required Even
here, however, there should be ways to accommodate more households 1n need for a given
amount of funding provided. For example, by government subsidy funds to leverage private
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investment at a reasonable rate of return, by relying on rehabilitation rather than new construction
where possible, and by bullding 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 nihative as its income Increases).

Perhaps most important, however, 1s the evidence in this report that Tnbal Areas differ
from each other along a number of dmenstons. 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 Trnbal Areas in similar
locations are likely to have a different mix of housing needs and opportuniies--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, wili have
strong iIncentives to implement them effectively

AlAN Housing Outside of Tribal Areas

It should be possible to address unmet housing needs of low-income AIAN households
outside of Tribal Areas primarily through market oriented housing strategies: 1 e, relying heavily
on tenant based assistance to address affordabiity problems, and using other substdy funds
mostly to motivate enhanced stock improvements by private and non-profit providers, rather than
emphasizing government production programs.

An array of Federal housing assistance programs are avallable across the United States,
more and more giving design mitiative to focal 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 i the last sechion of Chapter
B, strong efforts need to be made (through improved outreach and other techniques) to assure
that AIAN 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 AIAN Homeownership

Increasing homeownership among AIAN households does appear to be a realistic prospect
that warrants more attention at the national level; 48 percent of all AIAN households nationally
are n 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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= fn counties surrounding Tnbal Areas, only 67 percent of AIAN households at
moderate and higher income levels are owners (compared to 77 percent for non-
Indians in the same income groups); n 1990, there were 31,300 AIAN renter
households in these counties with incomes above 80 percent of the local median

" In metropolitan areas elsewhere, the moderate and higher income ownership rate
1s 66 percent for AIAN households vs. 75 percent for non-indians, 54,900 AIAN
renters in these meome groups lived In these areas in 19290.

. In other non-metropohtan areas, ownership rates are higher for both groups but,
again, the AIAN rate 1s below that for non-Indians (73 percent vs 83 percent);
another 12,700 AIAN renters with incomes above 80 perceni of median lived in
these areas in 1920

L Only in Tnbal Areas themselves does the AIAN ownership rate parallel that for
non-Indians at these income levels (68 percent for both groups) *® Still, there
were 20,300 AIAN renters with ncomes above 80 percent in 1990 that could be
candidates for ownership.
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Table 7A 1
IELUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES--AIAN POPULATION 1980-2000
Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Reg5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg9
Total  North- South- Anz-  Gahf- Pacd
U8 Central Eastem Okla Central Plams N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska
POPULATION (000)
1990 Population
Tnbal Areas-1980 def 7398 277 548 2064 134 954 2338 200 399 485
Surrounding Countres 4615 300 542 435 44 285 1035 106 6 639 270
Subtotal 1,2013 577 1090 2499 178 1238 33738 1265 1038 755
Metropolitan 617 6 711 2428 12 242 491 11 1877 204 00
Nonmetropolitan 1906 i88 736 14 393 225 37 56 152 1086
Total 2,0085 147 6 4253 2625 1513 19656 3421 2698 139 3 851
1994 Population (Jan }
Tnbal Areas-1980 def 8006 205 B50 2313 164 994 2449 209 425 507
Surrounding Cotnttes 5102 338 643 421 53 319 1166 1143 721 307
Subtotal 1,3108 632 1294 2734 217 1313 3605 1362 1146 814
Metropolitan 6518 754 264 9 13 897 532 12 13657 204 00
Nonmetropolitan 187 4 198 681 14 417 227 39 43 145 111
Total 2,150 0 158 4 4623 2762 1632 2072 3656 2752 1496 925
2000 Populatton (Jul )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def e08 0 3286 833 2758 216 1066 2646 226 47 2 548
Surrounding Counties 5967 40 4 824 397 70 381 1372 1280 867 372
Subtotal 1,5057 731 1657 3153 287 1447 401 8 15086 133 9 919
Metropolitan 7126 830 3042 16 1096 604 14 1320 204 00
Nonmetropelitan 1817 215 583 15 460 230 41 22 134 119
Total 2,4000 1776 5282 3184 1843 2281 4073 2848 1677 1038
POPULATION PER HOUSEHOLD
1890 Pop./Household
Trbal Areas-19%0 def 316 322 311 238 278 376 403 283 303 368
Surrounding Counties 246 254 243 225 219 296 316 210 218 274
Subtotal 285 283 273 236 260 354 372 219 244 328
Metropolitan 207 234 200 189 190 248 188 208 211 NA
Nonmetropolitan 206 218 1959 219 186 245 215 197 189 281
Total 247 249 215 235 185 305 368 213 233 321
1994 Pop Household (Jan }
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 298 306 286 227 264 358 384 283 288 350
Surrounding Counties 246 253 243 224 218 295 3156 208 217 273
Subtolal 275 276 267 226 251 340 359 216 239 316
Metropolitan 207 233 200 188 189 2 47 187 209 210 000
Nonmetropolitan 208 218 1989 218 185 2 45 214 1498 199 280
Total 244 248 215 226 195 298 3556 212 230 312
2000 Pop /Household (Jul )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 269 279 270 207 241 326 350 248 283 319
Surrounding Counties 245 252 241 223 217 293 314 208 218 272
Subtotal 259 264 255 209 235 317 337 213 230 298
Metropolitan 208 232 199 187 188 246 186 208 200 000
Nonmetropolitan 205 217 198 217 184 243 213 195 198 279
Total 236 242 213 209 193 286 334 210 225 2496
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Table TA 2
ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES--A!AN HOUSEHOLDS 1990-2000

Regi Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Reg5 HReg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg$
Total  North- South- Anz - Calif - Paci
US Central Eastem Qkla  Central Plans N Mex Mev NoWest Alaska

NO OF HOUSEHOLDS (003)

1980 Households

Tribal Areas-1980 def 2344 86 176 866 48 254 579 71 132 132
Surrounding Countres 1879 118 223 193 20 96 327 508 294 99

Subtotal 4222 204 398 106 0 68 350 907 578 426 231
Metropolitan 2977 304 1213 06 496 198 08 657 97 00
Nonmelropolitan 925 86 369 06 212 92 17 28 76 38

Total 8124 594 1980 1072 77T 640 8930 1265 598 268

1994 Households {Jan )

Trbal Areas-1990 def 2686 96 220 1021 62 278 638 78 148 145
Surrounding Counties 2077 133 265 188 24 108 367 547 333 112

Subtotal 476 3 229 485 1209 86 3886 10056 624 480 257
Metropolitan 3153 323 1327 o7 527 215 086 850 97 00
Monmetropolitan 911 91 343 o7 225 93 18 22 73 39

Total B8B2 6 643 2154 122 2 839 69 4 1030 1296 650 297

2000 Households (Jul )

Tnbal Areas-1990 det 3373 17 308 1333 90 327 756 92 180 171
Surrounding Counties 2433 160 341 178 32 130 438 616 402 137

Subtotal 5806 277 64 8 1511 122 457 1193 707 581 308
Metropolitan 3466 357 1532 08 582 246 o7 636 97 Q0
Nonmetropolitan 886 99 295 o7 249 94 19 11 68 43

Total 1,016 8 734 2476 1526 954 797 1220 1354 747 351

ANNUAL CHANGE (000/YEAR)

Apr 1990-Jan 1994

Tnbal Areas-1990 def 91 03 12 41 04 07 16 02 04 04
Surrounding Counties 53 04 11 -01 01 03 11 10 10 04

Subtatal 144 a7 23 40 05 10 26 12 15 07
Metropolitan 47 05 30 oo 08 05 00 02 a0 00
Nonmetropolitan 04 01 07 0o 04 00 00 02 -01 ao

Total 187 13 46 40 17 16 26 08 14 08

Jan 1994-Jul 2000

Tnbal Areas-1990 def 1086 03 14 48 04 a7 18 02 05 04
Surrounding Counties 55 04 12 02 [t} 03 11 11 11 04

Subtatal 161 o7 25 46 05 11 29 13 16 08
Metropolitan 48 05 31 co 08 05 00 -02 0o 00
Nonmetropolftan -04 01 07 00 04 GO 00 02 01 o0

Total 205 14 49 47 18 16 29 09 1% 08
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