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 This paper reports the result of research and analysis undertaken by the Census Bureau staff.  It had undergone a Census Bureau review more limited in scope than that given official Census Bureau publication.  This report is released to inform interested parties of ongoing research and to encourage discussion of work in progress. 

Collection and Disaggregation of Data Concerning America’s Indigenous  People:2000 
 
Introduction
This paper presents experiences of the United States Bureau of the Census in collecting data on its indigenous population. Throughout this paper, the term indigenous will refer to the American Indian and Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian populations. Consistent with guidance from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), the Census Bureau used two different questions- -  race and ancestry - -  to obtain information on its indigenous populations in 2000.   We will discuss: 1) how America’s indigenous population is defined and who are they; 2) how the Census Bureau collects data on these populations; 3) the major sources and methods of data collection; 4) challenges associated with collecting these data; 5) identification of stakeholders for these populations; and 6) lessons learned.

How is America’s Indigenous Population Defined and Who Are They?  

In the United States, it is the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in the Executive Office of the President who sets standard for statistical classification.  In response to legislative, programmatic, and administrative requirements by the federal government, OMB in 1977 issued its “ Race and Ethnic Standards for Federal Statistics and Administrative Reporting.”’ These standards specified four racial categories: “White,” “Black,” “American Indian or Alaskan Native,” and “Asian or Pacific Islander”(U.S. Office of Management and Budget 1997). 

After the 1990 census the standards came under criticism for no longer reflecting the increasing racial and ethnic diversity of the country.  Hence, beginning in 1993, the OMB held public meetings to obtain feedback on the useful of the 1977 Directive.  They also formed a federal interagency committee charged with developing and executing an extensive research agenda for identifying issues related to improving the collection of racial and ethnic data.  In 1997 after several years of research, the OMB issued new guidance wherein five minimum race categories: American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian; Black or African American; Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; and White were identified. The standards also stated that “respondents shall be offered the option of selecting one or more racial designations” to reflect his or her racial identity (U.S. Office of Management and Budget 1997). 

 
The Census 2000 question on race reflect those revisions. As it relates to the indigenous populations, the most significant changes were that respondents could report one or more races, the definition for the American Indian or Alaska Native category was expanded, and the Asian or Pacific Islander category was split into two - -  Asian and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. 

The 1997 definition for the American Indian or Alaska Native response category includes people having origin “in any of the original peoples of North America, including Central America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition" (U.S. Office of Management and Budget 1997).  The specific inclusion of Central American Indians was new.  Also, it has a been the practice of the United States government to classify Canadian Indians in this category.

In the United States, the term American Indian or Alaska Native is used to identify the descendants of the indigenous population of North America. The term has generally been used over the past several decades to identify this population group and is recognized by members of this group.  In general usage, the term "American Indian" includes individuals who are members of tribes that may or may not be recognized by the federal government.  Federally recognized tribal governments include only members of their tribe and may use their own Indian name for their tribal name. Further, while Federally recognized tribal governments have their own criteria to determine tribal membership, such membership is not required by the OMB. As a result, the number of individuals enumerated in this category by the census exceeds the number of individuals who hold official membership in recognized tribal governments.  Additionally, most federal programs do not require membership in federally recognized tribes for program eligibility.  For example, to be eligible for Indian Health Service (IHS) programs, a person need only prove descent from a member of a federally recognized tribe; blood quantum and membership are not relevant (U.S. Office of Management and Budget 1997). 

The term "Alaska Native" was used in Public Law 92‑203, the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANSCA) of 1971, and subsequent legislation.  In Alaska, the terms Alaskan Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut were in general use before 1971.  Beginning with the passage of ANCSA in 1971, the term Alaska Native came into use and has been used since. Alaska Native includes Alaskan Indians (Athabascans, Tlingits, and Haidas), Eskimos (Inupiat, Yupiks, etc.), and Aleuts (who primarily live on Kodiak Island and in the Aleutian chain) covered by ANCSA. Under ANSCA, Alaska Native does not include children who were born after 1972, but such persons do identify with the term despite the legal distinction. ANCSA established regional and village corporations that have membership requirements (U.S. Office of Management and Budget 1997).  It is also important to distinguish among the tribes that comprise the Alaska Native population. Alaska Native tribal governments and the State of Alaska have stated that they would find census data more useful if tribes were distinguished for Alaska Natives as they are for American Indians. These tribes are just as distinct politically, culturally, and linguistically as are the American Indian tribes in the lower 48 states. 

 

The 1997 revised OMB standards defines “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander as a person having origins in any of the original people of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands“ (U.S. Office of Management and Budget 1997).  During the OMB review of the 1977 Directive two questions were raised concerning the classification of Native Hawaiian.  The first is how best to identify individuals who trace their ancestry to the people who lived in what is now the State of Hawaii prior to the arrival in 1778 of Captain James Cook. The second is how to help respondents differentiate between these individuals and others who are born in Hawaii but who are not descended from the indigenous people. 

In the vital statistics system for the State of Hawaii, births are counted as Hawaiian if either parent is Hawaiian or part Hawaiian. The State also developed a register of individuals who can trace their ancestry back to someone living in Hawaii before Captain Cook's 1778 visit to the Hawaiian Islands.

From the above discussion, it is clear that the designation of the American Indians, Alaska Natives, and Hawaiian have political as well as social implications.  American Indians and Alaska Natives have a special legal status with the federal government as a result of treaties and legislation. 

The indigenous population of the United States is comprised of three distinct groups, American Indians, Alaska Natives, and Native Hawaiians.  Census 2000 showed that the United States population was 281.4 million on April 1, 2000.  Of the total 4.1 million, or 1.5 percent, reported American Indian and Alaska Native (Ogunwole 2002).  This number included 2.5 million people or 0.9 percent, who reported only American and Alaska Native an additional 1.6 million people, or 0.6 percent reported American Indian and Alaska Native as well as one or more other races.  Because people of Hispanic origin may be of any race, Hispanics are included in the numbers shown for the American Indian, Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian populations.

Nearly 874,000 people or 0.3 percent of the U.S. population reported as Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander (Greico 2001).  This number included 399,000 people who report only Pacific Islander, and 476,000 people who reported Native Hawaiian and at least one other race.

Of these three groups, American Indians have the highest number with 1.9 million people, followed by Native Hawaiian with 378,780, and finally Alaska Natives with 99,060.  American Indians represented nearly 80 percent of the total indigenous population in the United States.

The social and economic position of America’s indigenous populations present a picture considerably different from that of the total population.  The status of the indigenous population was significantly below that of the total population on many of the social and economic indicators; for example the indigenous populations were more likely to be unemployed, and to have income lower than the total population.

In 2000, there were 2.4 million single race indigenous individuals enumerated.  The sex ratio (number of males per 100 females) was 102.2, a figure slightly higher than that for the total population (96.1).    Twenty-one percent of all American Indians lived on reservations and trust lands in 2000.  

Indigenous people were much younger, on average than the total population; in 2000, the median age for American Indians was 28.8, for Alaska Natives it was 26.7, and 31.8 for Native Hawaiians.  Only 5 percent of the indigenous population was aged 65 and over, compared with 12 percent of the total population.

America’s indigenous population was more likely to be never married in 2000 than the total population.  In 2000, the proportion never married among the three indigenous groups ranged from 34 percent for both American Indians and Native Hawaiian to 41 percent for Alaska Natives. Only 27 percent of the total population was never married.

Twenty-eight percent of indigenous families in 2000 were maintained by a woman with no spouse present, as compared with 17 percent of total families. Married-couple was the dominate family type for both the indigenous and total population.  Families among the indigenous populations tended to be larger than those for the total population.  In 2000, the average family size of American Indians was 3.6 members; 3.8 for Alaska Natives, and 3.7 members for Native Hawaiians.  There was about 3.1 members for the total population.

The educational attainment levels of indigenous people were substantially below those of the total population in 2000.  Seventy-three percent of indigenous people aged 25 and over were high school graduates in contrast to 80 percent for the total population.  Only 12 percent of indigenous people of this age group had completed at least a bachelor’s degree, compared with 24 percent for the total population.  

Indigenous people in 2000 were employed primarily in sales and office occupations (28 percent), followed closely by management, professional, and related job (26 percent).  The proportion of employed indigenous people in White collar job ( 26 percent), was much lower than that for the total population (34 percent).  In addition, 20 percent of indigenous people compared with 15 percent of the total population were employed in service occupations.  In contrast, indigenous people were most likely to be employed in sales and office occupations.

The income level of indigenous people was also lower than that of non-indigenous individuals. 

In 1999, the median family income for Native Hawaiian was over $16,000 higher than that for American Indians ($49,680 compared with $33,120, respectively).  The median family income of American Indian families was $33,120 or about 65 percent of that for all U.S. families ($50,050).  

How the Census Bureau Collects Data on These Populations?
The Census 2000 question on race, as shown in Figure 1, was asked on all people. Respondents were asked to self report using either a single race or for the first time in history of the census, respondents could self report more than one race.  The concept of race, as used by the Census Bureau and other federal agencies throughout the United States, is a social/political construct and does not denote genetic or biological identities. 

The Census 2000 question on race included 15 check box responses, that represent a number of socio-cultural or national origin groups.  There were specific categories - White, Black, African Am or Negro, American Indian or Alaska Native, and nine Pacific Islander groups - as well as

three residual categories, “Other Asian,” “Other Pacific Islander,” and “Some other race.”  Three categories required write-ins: people reporting as American Indian or Alaska Native, were asked to write-in their enrolled or principal tribe and those reporting as “Other Asian” or “Other Pacific Islander,” or “Some other race” to write in their group or race respectively.

The Census Bureau collects data on racial groups in response to Federal legislation and directives that specify the collection and use of the information.  Data on race have been collected since 1790.  However, the question content, terminology and number of categories have changed over time in response to changing societal conditions (Bennett 2000).  For example, the number of racial classification categories expanded from three in 1790 to 15 in 2000.  The 1860 census was the first to identify Indians separately.   However, at  that time only those American Indians living off reservations and other designated areas were included; American Indians not taxed were excluded. Over the years, the census has attempted to quantify the amount of Indian blood among the inhabitants.  Individuals were considered Indians if they were full blooded, if they were enrolled by a tribe or registered at an Indian agency, or, in the 1890 census, if those who knew them considered them to be Indians.

Prior to 1960, the observations of enumerators determined the designated race of respondents.  Starting in 1960, Americans enumerated themselves on a mail questionnaire.  As a result, the format of the question on race changed.  The 1960 question asked, “Is this person White, Negro, American Indian, Japanese, Chinese, Filipino, Hawaiian, Part Hawaiian, Aleut, Eskimo (etc)?”

The Census question on ancestry represents the Census Bureau’s most comprehensive attempt to identify a wide diversity of ethnic groups in the United States.  The Census 2000 question on ancestry, see Figure 2, was asked of only a sample of the population.  Respondents were asked to write-in their responses.  To help respondents understand the intent of the question, several examples of national origin groups were included.

 

Like any other question, it has advantages as well as disadvantages.  In 1993, McKenney et al, indicated that the advantages of the question on ancestry include:

“...First, it provides more complete information about all individuals– not just those who were born abroad or those who had foreign-born parents.  The traditional birthplace questions would identify no more than a small fraction of those individuals who claimed English, Irish, or German ancestry.

Second, the question minimizes confusion between birthplace and ancestry.  That is, if an Italian origin family lived in Argentina for two generations prior to moving to the United States, a question about birthplace would be answered Argentina, while the same individual might reply Italian to the question on ancestry.

Third, the question on ancestry is much more informative than the language inquires.  

The major disadvantage to the question in ancestry, as expressed by McKenney, is that  “a response in the question on ancestry would not necessarily denote “belonging” to that group and, therefore, would not distinguish the respondent from other who might have reported a different ancestry group.

In both the 1980 and 1990 censuses the number of people reporting American Indian ancestry far outpaced the number reporting their race as American Indian or Alaska Native.

 

Major Sources and Methods of Data Collection.
The decennial census is the major source of data for America’s indigenous populations.  Data from the decennial census serves as the sample frame for which household and other surveys are drawn.  For example, census data are used for designing sampling frames for such surveys as the Current Population Survey, National Crime Victimization Survey, National Health Interview Survey, National Hospital Discharge Survey,  and the American Community Survey to mention a few.  For example, the Current Population Survey is one of the most popular surveys conducted by the Census Bureau.  It is from this survey that the U.S. government get estimates of  employment, unemployment, and other characteristics of the general labor force, and of various subgroups of the population. Monthly labor force data for the country are used by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) to determine the distribution of funds under the Job Training Partnership Act.  Although the CPS is a national survey, estimates derived from it for the indigenous populations may not be of high quality.  

 

Another survey conducted by the Census Bureau that is expected to replace the decennial census long form questionnaire is the American Community Survey.  It is a key component of reengineering the 2010 census. When fully implemented this survey is expected to produce timely socioeconomic data for small populations, such as America’ indigenous groups, and for small geographic areas. For example, the American Community Survey will provide estimates for any population group of 65,000 or more such as Native Hawaiians. The American Community Survey will also provide estimates each year for less populous governmental units, for every component of the population, and for census tracts based on refreshed multi-year accumulations. 
Administrative data are also a source of data for America indigenous populations.  Administrative data are generally used in the Census Bureau’s estimates and projection programs. 

Because there are several source of data on America’ indigenous populations, there are several factors, such as different data collection methods and different definitions and classifications for race that can account for many of the possible inconsistencies in data for the indigenous population. 

Different data collection methods.  As previously noted, the Census Bureau uses self-identification to collect data on race and ancestry. Past research conducted by the Census Bureau indicate that self-identification information is generally obtained by self-reporting or direct interview.  Also, self-identification is the most socially accepted way of adequately collecting representative data for racial populations (McKenney 1994).  The Census Bureau evaluations indicate that self-identification results in more consistent reporting of race, particularly for individuals of mixed racial parentage, of which this is a common phenomenon, for members of American indigenous populations, than the enumerator’s observation method.  For example, observers may classify race differently from self-report because of a number of factors, such as geographic familiarity with the racial group, the understanding of what groups are included in which category, and so forth.  This is not to say that there are no problems with self-identification, such as inconsistent reporting and misreporting.  

Different methods for obtaining information on race can yield different responses for the same individual.  For example, a Census Bureau study compared race reporting using self-identification with results from an enumerator observed methods.  The results indicated that for some groups, i.e., Whites and Blacks, similar results were obtained, while for other groups, such as American Indians and Alaska Natives there was a great deal of variability in race reporting between these two methods (McKenney 1994).

Different definitions or classification systems.    Different definitions or classifications can also affect the data.  As previously stated the 1997 revisions to the standards for collecting and presenting data on race identifies five racial categories and it does not include an “Some other race” category.  Although the Census Bureau adheres to the general guidelines of the 1997 standards, the Census 2000 question on race included a “Some other race” response category for people who did not identify with any of the specified check boxes in the question.  Most other data systems do not include an “Other” response category.

Census 2000 results indicated that over 15 million people reported in the “Some other race” category.  The overwhelming majority of the responses were Hispanic ethnicities. To make census data comparable with other federal agencies, those individuals were reassigned to one of the OMB race categories.

Challenges Associated With Collecting These Data
In this section we present some of the pertinent issues raised in the evaluation of race data, especially for indigenous populations.  Overall, data on race from Census 2000 was good. However, the preliminary evaluations show problems that affect data for some specific groups or geographic areas.

Identification of Race.  Nearly 95 percent of the populations was able to report their race given the question used.  However, evaluations from Census 2000 suggest that more respondents than in 1990 had difficulty in responding to the question.

First, Census 2000 was the first census to allow respondent to self-report in more than one race.  According to Census 2000 results, nearly 7 million people or roughly 2.4 percent of the total U.S. populations did so.  As expect the reporting of more than one race varied across the OMB race groups, with members of the indigenous populations being more susceptible to more than one race reporting.  Of the 4.1 million people who reported as American Indian and Alaska Native alone or in combination, 39.9 percent, or 1.6 million reported American Indian and Alaska Native and at least one other race.  Similarly, of the 874,000 individuals who reported Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander in any combination, 54.4 percent, or 476,000 reported Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander with at least one other race (Jones 2001). As a matter of fact there were more respondents who report Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander with another race, than those who reported Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander only.

Consistency of responses.  Consistency of reporting is measured in a variety of ways, such as comparing counts over time for a population group and comparing a response at reinterview with the original response from a census or survey for the same group of people.

The identification of an individual with a particular race group can fluctuate over time as a function of various social conditions or changing social realities.  McKenney and Cresce noted that the increases in the American Indian population during the last two decades were greater than can be attributed to natural increase.  Changing the methodology and the definition, improvements in the census, and improved outreached account for some of the increase in this population.  Part of the change in the American Indian and Alaska Native population for Census 2000 compared with 1990 is due to changing definition of the category and allowing more than one race reporting.  Additionally, for Census 2000 a multi-million advertising campaign was launched to encourage people to report in the Census.  This was especially the case for the indigenous populations.  For example, individuals were hired and placed in the Census regional offices especially to educate the American Indian and Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian populations on the benefits of participating in Census 2000.  

Since the 1980 census, the Census Bureau has mounted a concreted effort to foster and maintain good working relations with many of the federally recognized American Indian tribes, with Alaska Native villages and corporations, and more specifically with Census 2000, Hawaiian Homelands.   

In 2001, the Census Bureau conducted a survey, called the Census Quality Survey (CQS).  The purpose of the survey was to develop a data file that could be used to make comparison between Census 2000 race distributions and other data sources where respondents reported only one race. The CQS attempted to meet this objective by collecting race data using both the old method where respondent could report only one race and the new method where more than one race reporting was accepted.  The results was a matched sample of respondents.  Results from this study showed a general pattern of inconsistent race reporting for respondents who reported as American Indian and Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and those who reported two or more races.  There is considerable switching among each of these race categories and the White population. The proportion of matches was relatively low among respondents who reported as American Indian and Alaska Native: only 61 percent reported as American Indian and Alaska Native in Census 2000.  About 30 percent of respondents who reported as Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander in the CQS did so in Census 2000.  The movement in and out of these categories suggest that these respondents have problems understanding and reporting in these categories. Both the American Indian and Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander populations generally have a higher proportion of individuals reporting two or more races, which may contribute to the lower consistency in one race reporting (Bennett 2003).  

Misreporting.  Misreporting can affect data especially for relatively small populations or small geographic areas.  Misreporting can occur in any data collection system because the respondents do not understand the intent or wording of the question. For example, evaluations of the 1990 census data indicated misreporting in the American Indian category by Asian Indians.  A review of household records for two states showed instances where some Asian Indian parents reported their children as American Indian to indicate that their children were born in the United States (McKenney 1994). To date, we have not seen instances of this in Census 2000 data.

Identification of Stakeholders for America’s Indigenous Population
There are many individuals and organizations interested in racial data in general, and for America’ indigenous populations, in specific.  The federal government use data on race to monitor equal access for all people in housing, education, employment, and other areas.  Local governments use these data for planning purposes, such as for deciding where a senior citizen or daycare center should be built.  Business communities use these data to help develop and implement market strategies for providing products and services.  Academician use these data to depict the increasing racial diversity in the United States.  Hence, there are numerous stakeholders for America’s indigenous population.  This is so by virtue of the fact these data are used to administer by federal and state programs. For example, the Census Bureau collects decennial census data on race to meet its statutory requirements for the 1964 Civil Rights Acts.  Specifically, 42 U.S.C. 2000a-1 prohibits “discrimination or segregation of any kind on the grounds of race.”  These data are necessary for small geographic areas to ensure that programs implemented and administered by federal, state, and local government agencies are in compliance with the Civil Rights Act

There is also a body of federal legislation that provides for specific programs targeting the American Indian and Alaska Native population.  Census data on race are used by federal agencies such as the Department of Health and Human Services, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Department of Agriculture, to identify these populations and maintain compliance with given legislation.  Examples of this legislation include:

42 U.S.C. 628            Provides fund allocations American Indian tribal organizations for child welfare services under the Adoption and Child Welfare Act of 1980.

42 U.S.C. 2992           Provides for the evaluation of program goals under the Native American Programs Act of 1972.

The Census Bureau has consulted with and receives advice from a variety of data users.  For example, there is a Census Bureau Advisory Committee on the American Indian and Alaska Native Population and the Pacific Islander Populations.  There are 12 members each, these individuals represent diverse academic, social and political background. They provide valuable advice on data needs, especially at the local levels, questionnaire content, questionnaire design issues and so forth.  Additionally, the Census Bureau had held both national and international conferences on how best to collect and tabulate data on race.  It is always a challenge to collect data for small under-represented populations because their needs are many and resources few.  Hence, the Census Bureau must be creative and resourceful in how to meet the data needs of these communities.

Lessons Learned

Below is a partial listing of some of the lessons learned by the Census Bureau in providing data for its indigenous populations.  The list in no way is to be viewed in priority order.

·          One of the major goals is high quality data for indigenous people

·          Develop a consultation and testing program and implement it early in the process

·          Acquire an understanding of the data needs within the indigenous communities

·          Engage the community early in the process

·          Recognize and respect the “sovereign nations” within the U.S. borders

·          Continually enhance its government-to-government relationship with the tribal governments

·          Develop and implement census awareness and outreach programs with the indigenous populations; make certain the representatives of these communities are knowledgeable about the purpose of the decennial census

·          Form and maintain partnerships with the indigenous communities

·          Develop and implement cultural sensitive training for all working with the indigenous communities

·          Hire and training indigenous people to work in all aspect of the census process

·          Sponsor tribal government conferences

·          Develop and use local promotional brochures and recruiting materials

·          Be creative is household sample designs to ensure adequate representation of indigenous people; may require over-sampling and target
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