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Executive Summary

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(PRWORA) ushered in anew era of welfare programsin America PRWORA and related
legidation specificaly addressed the needs of American Indian tribes. In this report we review
the key features of the welfare reform legidation as it appliesto American Indians and Indian
Country, assess—to the best of our ability with currently available information—itsimpact on
Indian nations and its chances of achieving its gods, and identify key issues that demand
attention if welfare reform isto succeed on Indian lands.

The report is divided into three mgjor parts, each corresponding to one of the three policy
areas in which sgnificant change must be achieved in order for current reform efforts to be
considered successful: income support and support services, job skills and training, and
employment. The areaof income support and support services involves the effective provison
of assstance to those in need through Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and
other programs, including child care, child support, Generd Assstance, Medicaid, and Food
Stamps. Thisiswhat welfare recipients depend on as they try to survive and take care of thar
families. Job skills and training hasto do with human capital development, or the provision of
job and life skills that help wefare recipients move off welfare and into work. Thefind ares,
employment, has to do with developing and providing gppropriate employment opportunities for
welfare recipients asthey exit wdfarerolls. Fallurein any one of these policy areas can—and
does—jeopardize welfare reform.

Our primary conclusion is that the combination and concentration of obstacles to welfare
reform on Indian reservations means that current welfare policies are bound to fal in much of
Indian Country. We are particularly concerned by the lack of attention at the policy leve to the
last of the three policy areas outlined in the preceding paragraph: employment. Current policy
largely ignores economic growth as awefare reform drategy for Indian Country. Evenif the
funding problemswith TANF and its related training programs can be solved—and these are
subgtantia—and even if federa policy were to provide Indian nations with more flexibility and
control over the design and implementation of reform—and we believe it should—a sobering
fact remains without an economic growth strategy—that is, without jobs—wefare reformin
Indian Country will fail. Either it will drive significant numbers of triba citizens further into
poverty as they lose support and find no dternatives, or it will force large numbers of them to
leave their homeands in search of employment, undermining tribal communities and embittering
Indian peoples. Neither outcome is acceptable to Indian nations, neither outcome should be
acceptable to the United States.

Fortunately, PRWORA reauthorization offers an opportunity to address these issues. We
offer this report as a contribution to that effort. More specificdly, we identify key issuesin each
of anumber of policy or program areas. We summarize these issues here by topic area, with
each area corresponding to a section of this report:
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American Indiansand State TANF Programs

Even though the increasing number of tribal TANF programs has decreased the proportion of
American Indian wefare recipients served by states it islikely that state programswill
adways serve a significant portion of the American Indian population (particularly thosein
urban aress).

State programs must improve their adminigtrative protocols for identifying American Indians
and tribd membersin order to serve them better and to ensure compliance with PRWORA's
equitable access provision.

Triba and state programs must develop methods of communication and cooperation for
information sharing, improved service provison, and evauation.

Littleis known about American Indians access to state TANF services and about outcomes
for tribal members on state programs; more and better datais needed to understand these
issues. Changes in the composition of sates welfare rolls may help motivate more targeted
research and evaluation.

American Indian Tribesand TANF Adminisration:

Tribad TANF programs vary subgtantialy in program design, but there are some
commonadlities among programs, for example, tribal TANF programs are young, and many
have begun to take advantage of the flexibility of tribal TANF to tallor programsto
reservation populations, economies, and socid circumstances.

Tribes have been eager to take over adminigration of TANF; a conservative estimate isthat a
third of al American Indian TANF recipients received support through triba programsin
2001. The ability to tailor programs to reservation redlities and the opportunity to assert self-
governing power gppear to be important factorsin triba decisonsto run their own TANF
programs.

Funding to date has been inadequate to meet the unique needs of triba TANF programs; for
example, tribes receive less TANF-related financid support from the federal government
than statesdo. Financid burdens discourage some tribes from running their own TANF
programs.

The Impact of Welfare Reform on American Indians.

Indian welfare caseloads are not dropping as fast as non-Indian caseloads and, in some states
and on some reservations, arerising. As aresult, some state welfare rolls are becoming
increasingly—and disproportionate y—Indian.

Large portions of tribal TANF caseloads are * hard-to-serve’ clients requiring speciaized
programs or extended support.

Jobs are extremely scarce on many reservations, and many of the jobs that Indians are
moving into are essentidly “unpaid work experience.”

Some Indians are forced to leave resarvations in search of work.
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Because of the scarcity of full-time work in Indian Country, welfare reform’s progressin
moving recipients from welfare to work has been limited; where progress has occurred, the
prevalence of generdly low wages and recipients ongoing needs for other income support,
likewise limit welfare reform’ s progress againg reservation poverty.

Child Care:

The need for child care is growing as reservation welfare recipients enter education and
training programs and find employment.

Current child care servicesin Indian Country are inadequate to meet this need (which is most
acute with regard to infant care, children with specia needs, and parents with late-night and
weekend work hours), posing a significant obstacle to workforce entry by TANF clients.

Child care options offered by nor+Indian individuas or entities often are not culturdly
gppropriate, and even when they are administered by community members, Indian parents
often dso express distrust of large child care centers.

Inadequate funding and a shortage of quaified child care providers on reservations are mgjor
bottlenecks in child care ddivery.

The combination of triba control on one hand and the flexibility of CCDF funding on the
other has been of considerable advantage to tribes and to welfare recipients, allowing tribes
to design more effective child care programs.

Child Support Enfor cement:

CSE can beimportant in tribal TANF financing and for augmenting household income.

A number of tribes would like to run their own CSE programs; however, many are waiting
for thefind federd regulations before pursing program management.

Effective tribal CSE programs may require investments in upgrading tribal court capacities.

In the absence of atriba CSE program, tribes rely on county and state CSE programs, family
members, and triba courts, mechaniams that may benefit children and custodia parents, but
will not augment TANF/socia service program resources.

General Assistance:

It isunclear what impact TANF is having—or islikely to have—on GA dient rolls.

We need much better dataon GA casdoads and on the characteristics of people receiving
GA, induding case higtories that indicate client trgectories ending a GA.

The cap on Wdfare Assstance at the 1996 leves limits the degree to which GA can meet the
needs of wefare recipients who are past their TANF assistance limits and suggests that the
stress on reservation assistance systemsis likely to increase sgnificantly over the next few
years.
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Trangportation:

Along with the lack of jobs on reservations, the lack of trangportation is perhaps the most
sgnificant barrier welfare recipients face in obtaining and maintaining employment.

The lack of religble private transportation, the near total absence of public transportation, and
the long distances people must travel on many reservetions leave TANF recipients with few
options for getting to work.

Few funds are currently available to tribal governmentsto ded with thisissue. Given the
time it takes to improve transportation infrastructure, funds must be made available soon if
change isto be redized even in the medium term.

Medicaid:
There are dmogt certainly Medicaid-digible children and families on state and triba TANF
rollswho currently are not recelving Medicaid.

Thereisaneed for better coordination, integration, and streamlining of TANF and Medicaid
application processes.

Tribes should have greater authority to determine Medicad digibility.

Medicaid coverage should be extended to families a a higher percentage of the federd
poverty leve.

Food Stamp Program:
The need for food assistance on Indian reservations is substantial and persstent.

Indians participate in the Food Stamp Program at low levels, and many digible American
Indian families are not receiving Food Stamp benefits.

Especidly since the implementation of PRWORA, many American Indians have
demondtrated a preference for less complex and more accessible tribal emergency food
programs, however, these programs have difficulty meeting increasing needs.

The lack of coordination between FSP and other income support programs, such as TANF
and other forms of cash assstance, complicates Indian families efforts to meet their food
Security needs.

Tribes have indicated an interest in administering FSP, and tribal administration might solve
some of the problems with accessbility and program coordination.

Employment and Job Training:

Triba welfarerolls are dominated by “hard-to-serve’ populations that place exceptiona
demands on programs, staff, and resources. Program design and funding resources generally
have failed to take thisinto account.

The connection between TANF and employment and training programs is often week.
Coordination problems, digibility requirements, and program targeting lead to competition
for resources and complicate potentidly productive collaboration and integration.
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TANF and WtW have not been well coordinated with triba economic development programs
and drategies. This undermines potentidly beneficia cooperation and more efficient use of
resources and limits the impact of both welfare reform and economic development programs.

“Education Firs” is an important but limited Strategy that makes some sense in the presence
of job scarcity and significant human capitd deficits, however, without triba and nationd
policymaker attention to the job scarcity problem, education doneis unlikely to have amagor
impact on welfare dependency.

Public Law 102-477, the Indian Employment, Training, and Related Services Demonstration
Act, isunder-utilized. The flexibility offered by thislaw is essentid to efficient employment

and job training on many reservations, and federa support of tribes trangtion to greater use

of 477 authority would be vauable to those tribes that are interested in 477 but lack the
adminidrative infrastructure to receive funding in this manner.

Job scarcity is an overwheming barrier to program success. The job gap in much of Indian
Country is so wide that even well-designed, well-funded, and well-run employment and job
training programs will have only limited impacts unless they are accompanied by sgnificant
economic growth.

Employment and Economic Growth:

Particularly in rurd areas, Indian nations face an enormous “job gap,” or alarge difference
between the size of the reservation labor force and the number of jobs generated in the local
€conomy.

Without reservation economic growth, this gap will not be filled—that is, most welfare
clientswill not find jobs in reservation economies.

Economic growth will depend in large part on the ability of tribes to reform government
ingtitutions so as to cregte a governmenta environment in which economic growth becomes
not only possible but likely. Thiswill require federal and tribd invesmentsin tribal
inditutiona cgpacity building.

Ingtitutional capacity building is necessary in socid service provison aswell, where tribes
could be moving toward comprehensive socid service systems that offer efficiencies, expand

available resources, and give tribes greeter flexibility and capacity to effectively serve
diverse client needs.

In order to redize fully the potentia benefits of indtitutiona development and capacity
building, tribal control over wefare reform—practicd triba sovereignty—hasto be
reinforced, giving tribes greater authority over program design, integration, and
implementation.

Socia service provison, and TANF and GA in particular, needs to be linked more closdly to
reservation economic growth strategies and programs.
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|. Introduction

The wdfare reform that began with Public Law 104-193 (the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 or PRWORA) often inspired two very different
sentiments. On one hand, there was a hope that a programmeatic focus on work and on loca
solutions to welfare dependency would turn out to be more effective at reducing welfare rolls
than federdly regulated income support programs had been. On the other, there was a fear that
the Sngle-minded drive to reduce welfare rolls would leave the worst-off members of society,
especidly children and single- parent families with children, snking deeper into poverty.

Across much of the United States, the reformers’ hopes were redlized, and PRWORA is
widely viewed as asuccess. In state after state, welfare rolls are down,* and large numbers of
those leaving the ralls have jobs. Admittedly, this success occurred in arapidly growing
economy, and how the story may change in the current economic downturn is unknown.
Nonetheless, at Satewide, aggregate levels, the numbers areimpressive.

A closer view, however, reveds a more complex picture. While successin reducing
welfarerolls clearly is widespread, it is by no means universd. For example, outside urban
aress, suceess has come modtly in the semi-rurd areas of the U.S. where, during the 1990s,
technologica advances increased available economic opportunities and spurred economic
growth. The hardcore pockets of rura poverty, such asthose found in some parts of rurd Texas,
Mississippi, Kentucky, and South Dakota, have not done aswell. These are areasin which
human capitd and infrastructure investments, including transportation investments, have been
higtoricdly low; where job opportunities are scarce and the public sector dominates what few
opportunities there are; where wage levels often make it difficult to rise out of poverty; and
where socio- cultura expectations about respongbilities to nuclear and extended family
sometimes depart sgnificantly from the American maingtream (Economic Research Service
1997, Harvey et d. 2000). In these places, wdfare rolls remain stubbornly high, and the fortunes
of those leaving the rolls are much less certain.

Much of Indian Country fits this second category. In other words, American Indians?
particularly those who live on rurd reservations, have had the misfortune of suffering both the
disappointment of reformers hopes and the redization of pessmigts fears. Whatever the
success of welfare reform in urban areas and even semi-rural aress of the United States, that
success did not and, under present program designs and implementation, cannot penetrate much
of Indian Country. Statewide figures illustrate the problem. In a number of states, American
Indians increasingly dominate the welfare rolls as other residents—according to current evidence
at leas—make the trangition to work. For example, data from the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (hereafter DHHS) show that American Indians comprised 76% of South
Dakota swelfarerollsin federd fisca year 1999 (as compared to 60% in fiscal year 1996), 58%

! Wisconsin offers a dramatic example. Between 1997 and 2001, the state' s welfare casel oads fell 93% (Thompson
2001).

2 In this report we use the phrase “American Indians” to refer to all American Indians and Alaska Natives. We
prefer this term both because federal |egislation and policy typically use the term and because the popular
aternative, “Native Americans,” can be confusing.
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of North Dakota srollsin fisca year 1999 (as compared to 43% in fisca year 1996), and 50% of
Montana srollsin fiscal year 1999 (as compared to 36% in fiscal year 1996) (Burke 2001,
DHHS, Adminigtration for Children and Families 2000).

Why hasn't welfare reform had success in Indian Country comparable to itsimpact
elsawhere? To answer this question, this report considers three policy aress in which sgnificant
change must be achieved if current reform efforts are to be successful:

Income support and support services
Job skillsand training
Employment

The area of income support and support services involves the effective provison of
assistance to those in need through Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and other
programs, including child care, child support, General Assstance, trangportation, Medicaid, and
Food Stamps. Thisiswhat welfare recipients depend on as they try to survive and take care of
their families. Job skills and training hasto do with human capita development, or the
provisgon of job and life skills that help welfare recipients move off welfare and into work. The
fina area, employment, has to do with developing and providing appropriate employment
opportunities for welfare recipients as they exit welfareralls. Falurein any one of these policy
areas can—and does—jeopardize wdfare reform.

These issue areas present challenges to policymakers, program designers, and community
leadership everywhere, but they are particularly chalenging in Indian Country. Inadequate
resources, policy inconsstencies, and inter- program and intergovernmenta coordination
problems undermine the income support and support services component. The large proportion
of “hard-core’” unemployed on reservation welfare rolls, inadequate resources (again), and a
frequent lack of flexibility in program adminigtration and use-of-funds complicate job training
efforts. And the sheer lack of job opportunities makesit extremdy difficult even for trained and
motivated reservation residents to find work.

In this report we examine the available literature on American Indians experience with
welfare reform, organized under these three policy areas. We address the difficulties of state and
tribal TANF and other income-support programs. We examine the linkages between TANF and
reservation job training and job placement programs. Findly, we confront atopic that underlies
much of the criticism of welfare reform on Indian reservations—the futility of wefare reformin
an economic environment that often has few, if any, jobsto offer.

Our primary conclusion is that the combination and concentration of obstacles to welfare
reform on Indian reservations means that current welfare policies are bound to fail in much of
Indian Country. We are particularly concerned by the lack of attention at the policy leved to
economic growth in Indian Country as awefare reform srategy. Even if the funding problems
with TANF and its related training programs can be solved—itsdlf not an easy task—and even if

3 One could ask this question about rural areas more generally, and, while our own focusis on Indian Country,
much of what we say in this report may be more widely applicable aswell.
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federd policy were to provide Indian nations with more flexibility and control over the design
and implementation of reform, a sobering fact remains. without an economic growth srategy,
wdfare reform in Indian Country will fall. Either it will drive sgnificant numbers of tribal
citizens further into poverty as they lose support and find no dternatives, or it will force large
numbers of them to leave their homelands in search of employment, undermining tribal
communities and embittering Indian peoples. Neither outcome is acceptable to Indian nations;
neither outcome should be acceptable to the United States.

Fortunately, PRWORA reauthorization offers an opportunity to address these issues. We
offer this report as a contribution to that effort.

[I. Income Support and Support Services: TANF and Related Assistance
Programs

In 1996, PRWORA ushered in welfare reform on a nationd leve, replacing Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) with the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) block grant. Under the provisons of this law, digible families can receive temporary
assistance for amaximum of five cumulative years® Adults must participate in sanctioned work
activities and sart paid employment. Other notable features of PRWORA include the following:

Unlike AFDC (which was an entitlement program), TANF is by ablock grant
with a capped amount of funding® and does not increase from year to year.

In an effort to “devolve’ authority for public assstance programs from the federa
government to State and local governments, states are given more optionsin
adminigering TANF than they were in earlier welfare programs.

In an attempt to change the childbearing and family formation behaviors of
women on public assstance, Sates receive financid incentives if they reduce teen
pregnancy and out of wedlock births.

Additiondly, PRWORA made changesin other socid programs, including child care, child
support enforcement, Medicaid, and Food Stamps.

To understand the effect of PRWORA on the income support and support services
provided to American Indians, and particularly those living in Indian Country, it is necessary to
examine two different kinds of TANF programs—those administered by states/counties and
those administered by tribes—and to eva uate the operation of support services in the wake of
reform. These topics are taken up in turn in this section.

4 Or less, at state or tribal option.

® The current annual block grant amount is $16.5 billion.
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II. A. American Indians and State TANF Programs
American Indians Served by State TANF Programs

While PRWORA gave tribes the option to manage their own programs (an arrangement
that is discussed in detall in the next subsection), a mgority of the United States American
Indian population has been and is currently served by state TANF programs. In fisca year 1999,
for example, 34,800 of perhaps 40,000° adult American Indian TANF recipients were served by
date programs (Falk 2001). By fal 2001, tribal programs served gpproximatdly four times as
many clients asthey did in 1999 (Brown and Springwater 2001), but till fewer than haf of the
American Indian families recaving welfare.”

There are avariety of ways American Indians might fall under state jurisdiction. Firdt,
not dl sef-identified American Indians are dso members of tribes, and most of these individuas
would only be eigible for state services. Second, not dl tribes administer TANF programs, and
in cases where they don't, tribal members are served by the statesin which they reside® Third,
even when thereisatriba program, tribal members may opt to receive TANF services from

® The exact comparison from Falk (2001) is 34,800 American Indianadults receiving state TANF aid versus 4,000
American Indian families receiving tribal TANF aid in fiscal year 1999. Since Native American adults are more
likely to bein two-parent families than adultsin most other ethnic groups (ibid.), the estimate of 40,000 total
American Indian TANF recipients buildsin an adjustment for two-adult families.

"It isdifficult to know exactly how many American Indians receive TANF, either from states or from tribes. One
reason is the fact that the breakout (between states and tribes) isamoving target. Many tribes are just beginning to
implement TANF programs, or have applied and not yet received approval, but until the moment atribal program
begins to operate, its clients are served by the state. Another difficulty in creating an accurate report of state and
tribal numbersisthat the 1994 data on the number of American Indians on TANF were unreliable (generally an
undercount of American Indian TANF recipients due to limited or non-existent protocols for making the
determination); to the extent that these numbers serve as arough baseline for current cal culations of the number of
American Indian recipients on state and tribal rolls, those calculations will also be inaccurate. Finally, as
highlighted in the previous footnote, different entities have different reporting styles, and conversions of recipient
figuresreported as “families’ into “individual s’ is arough process at best.

8 Indeed, some states are not at all eager for tribes to run their own programs, since a state program budget can suffer
as many as three hits when atribe takes over a portion of the service population. First, the state program’ s federal
TANF block grant decreases when atribe takes over a portion of the state’s 1994 service popul ation (the
benchmark for PRWORA block grant funding). Second, the program loses the state matching dollars that had
been associated with that portion of the federal block grant (because the state has to match alower block grant
amount). Finally, federal regulations allow any contribution to atribal TANF program to count toward the state’s
M OE requirement (adollar value already diminished by the reduction of the federal block grant) and thus, if a
state government contributes matching (also called “ Maintenance of Effort,” or MOE) dollarsto atribal program,
the contribution has the effect of further reducing the matching dollars provided to the state TANF program.

Of coursg, it isimportant to acknowledge that the issues are complex. While these state program budget
reductions decrease states’ willingness to support tribal TANF programs, there are also incentives for statesto
support tribal programs. The dollar-for-dollar MOE credit for state governments’ contributionsto tribal TANF
programsisone. At the program level, there is also arecognition that tribal TANF programs may be absorbing
some of the clients that states have the most difficulty serving, which in turn increases a state program’ s chances
of meeting federal caseload reduction benchmarks.
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either the state or the tribe (but not both).® Finaly, tribal citizens may receive services from the
state even under tribal TANF programs, if that program has contracted the state to provide
certain services (athough in this Stuation, clients are counted as being served by triba rather
than state programs).

The Guarantee of “ Equitable Access’

Concerned that tribal membersin particular might not receive fair trestment from Sate
programs (because they were perceived to have dternative sources of assstance and/or because
they were more likely to live at some distance from the more urban centers where services were
provided), advocates succeeded in placing language in the legidation to protect their access.
Title | Section 402(8)(5) of PRWORA requires:

A certification by the chief executive officer of the State that, during the fisca
year, the State will provide each member of an Indian tribe, who isdomiciled in
the State and is not digible for assstance under atribal family assstance plan
approved under section 412, with equitable access to assstance under the State
program funded under this part attributable to funds provided by the Federa
Government (P.L. 104-193, 110 Stat. 2115)

Even this strong language, however, has not been the guarantee that advocates hoped for.
In part, thisis because no enforcement mechanism is provided in the legidation. But problems
aso arise from the fact that the term “equitable access” remains undefined. (Doesit means
equa? Does it mean reasonably smilar? Does the definition vary from tribe to tribe or locdity
to locdlity?) In other words, the lack of an agreegble, workable definition is afurther bar to the
provison's enforcement. In addition to these issues, the notion of access for Indians not served
by tribal programs is problematic because state programs generaly have not devel oped protocols
for identifying American Indians triba affiliations and whether or not a given tribd member isa
reservation resident. Without such protocols, states cannot collaborate well with tribes for
shared service provision, nor can they collect information about whom they should be serving
and how well those clients are served.

State Data Collection Efforts

Despite these data deficits, there are two data sources that hel p define the experience of
American Indians served by state programs—or & least darify the things that are unknown. The
firdt source is aggregate state TANF adminigrative data, in which there is at least some
identification of who may and may not be American Indian. These datadlow demographic
comparisons between Indian and non-Indian TANF recipients aswdl asavery limited anayss
of the record of state programs’ services. In conducting such andyses, the Congressiona
Research Service (Falk 2001) has found, for example, that for fiscal year 1999:

American Indian TANF recipients on state rolls are dightly more likely to be
living in two- parent families than the overall TANF population.

® This option arisesbecause tribal members possess dual citizenship; that is, tribal members are citizens of both
states and tribes.
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American Indian families recaiving sate TANF were dightly larger than the
average TANF family.

Sixty percent of American Indian adult TANF recipients on state rolls had a pre-
school child in the home,

Compared to dl other ethnic groups, American Indian adults receiving TANF
support from state programs had the lowest employment rate but the highest rate
of participation in job preparation programs. When employmert, job preparation,
and participation in tribal work programs (which may not count as work
participation for Sate talies) are combined, American Indiansin state TANF
programs have ahigher rate of participation in work and job preparation activities
than any other ethnic group (including whites).

Asde from uncertainties in the method of identification (how the states determined American
Indian racelethnicity), the redl deficiency with these datais their ingbility to offer comparisons of
the type required by the equitable access provision: if these citizens are not served by triba
programs, are they provided equitable services? It would aso be useful to understand
differences, in both service offerings and outcomes, by resdence (for example, urban versus
rurdl or reservation-to-reservation).

A second, emerging source of data about how state programs serve American Indian
recipientsisthe states own program evauations: some states with particularly large Indian
populations have opted to include Indian tribes in their sate TANF evauations, including some
leaver studies. In particular, work of this sort has been done in Arizona (Kornfeld et al. 1999),
Alaska (Alaska Divison of Public Assstance 2000), and Utah (Weethers et d. 2001). The Sate
of Montana aso plansto include tribesin a state TANF evauation. These sudies tend to
provide more in-depth and specific data, focusing on the impact of welfare reform on Indian
populations. At this point, however, avalable studies sample one or afew Indian reservations or
only one part of areservation, and it is difficult to generdize from these small samplesto larger
units or other reservationsin the state. 1t stands to reason, however, that if state TANF caseloads
continue to fal and the proportion of Indian recipients on state TANF rolls continuesto rise,
these evaluations will have to focus even more directly on Indian populations and more
thoroughly study the implications and outcomes of state TANF programs for American Indians.

Summary: Key Issues

Key issues concerning state TANF programs and American Indians are these:

Even though the increasing number of tribal TANF programs has decreased the
proportion of American Indian welfare recipients served by Sates, it islikely that
state programs will dways serve a significant portion of the American Indian
population (particularly those in urban areas).

State programs must improve their adminigrative protocols for identifying
American Indians and triba membersin order to serve them better and to ensure
compliance with PRWORA'’ s equitable access provison.
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Triba and state programs must develop methods of communication and
cooperation for information-sharing, improved service provison, and evauation.

Littleis known about American Indians accessto state TANF services and about
outcomes for tribal members on state programs, more and better datais needed to
understand these issues. Changesin the composition of states’ welfare rolls may
help motivate more targeted research and evaluation.

[1. B. The Administration of Tribal TANF Programs
TheBasics of Tribal TANF Administration

While PRWORA ended welfare as an entitlement to poor families, program observers
have aso noted that it presented a unique opportunity to the governments of American Indian
nations’® 1n keeping with the spirit of devolution, and for the first timein history, federa
legidation granted American Indian tribal governments the authority to design and administer
their own TANF and child support enforcement (CSE) programs. (Tribes dready administered
their own child care and employment and training programs.) Instead of requiring tribes to work
through state governments to receive federd dollars for these socia programs, PRWORA
alowed triba governments to contract directly with the federal government. Tribes and triba
consortia can submit their TANF or CSE plans a any time to the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services. After plans are reviewed and approved, tribes, like states, receive direct
funding for PRWORA programs.

As of October 2001, 34 tribd entities (including individud triba governments aswell as
tribal consortia) had taken over administration of their own TANF programs. These 34 plans
include more than 170 tribesin 15 states™ and assist a projected total of 16,936 families per
month (DHHS, Adminigration for Children and Families, Office of Community Services,
Divison of Tribal Services 2001). The best present estimate is that, as awhole, tribal programs
serve at least one third—and perhaps as many as one haf—af dl American Indian families
enrolled in TANF.*2 Of course, considered individually, the number of families served under
different tribd TANF plans (including consortia of tribes operating under asingle plan) varies
widely. According to DHHS, casdoad estimates at program inception (which were themselves
based on 1994 data) ranged from alow of eight per month (in the Sokoagon Chippewa
Community in Wisconsin) to a high of more than 9000 (in the Navgo Nation in Arizona, New
Mexico, and Utah) (DHHS, Adminidration for Children and Families, Office of Community
Services, Divison of Triba Services 2001). Brown and Springwater (2001) provide additional

10 See, for example, Bushman (1997-98).

M Tribes with approved TANF plans are located in Alaska, Arizona, California, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana,
Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

12 see footnote 7 for an explanation of why the estimate is difficult to make. The onethird to one half estimate is
based on the assumption that some 40,000 A merican Indian families continue to receive TANF services (from
either state or tribal sources); on figuresin Brown and Springwater (2001), Burke (2001), DHHS Administration
for Children and Families (2000), and Falk (2001) that ballpark the number of tribal TANF recipients; and on
educated guesses about the timing of the transition of some 13,000 American Indian clients from state rolls to
Torres-Martinez (4,000 clients) and Navgjo (9,000 clients) rolls.
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detail about actua casdoadsin thefal of 2001. Twenty-four of the 34 tribal TANF programs
responded to the “current caseload” question; seven (29% of all respondents) reported a current
caseload of 50 recipients or fewer; five (21%) reported a caseload in the 50- 100 range; nine
(37.5%) reported monthly casdl oads between 101 and 500; and three (12.5%) reported casel oads
of over 500. The Navago Nation remained far and away the largest program.

Part of the purpose of PRWORA was to offer states greater flexibility in the design and
implementation of wefare programs and policies, reducing the top-down, imposed character of
previous federd attempts to ded with welfare. In some ways, tribes enjoy even more flexibility
in designing TANF programs than states do. Tribes can determine their own definitions of
“work” that meet TANF work requirements, can set their own employment participation rates
and (within certain congraints) time limits on assstance, and can define their own service
populations and service aress. In addition, in recognition of the lack of employment
opportunities on many reservations, PRWORA made Indian families residing on reservations
with non-employment rates of at least 50% exempt (on a month-to- month basis) from the five-
year lifetime limit on the receipt of services®

Variation Among Tribal TANF Programs
Aswith state programs, the flexibility and choice permitted under tribal adminigtration of

TANF hasled to great variation among programs. Program size, noted above, is only one aspect
of thisvariation. Table 1 highlights additiona differences between programs.**

13 The flexibility discussed in this paragraph hasbeen particularly important in states where the law has been
otherwise quite restrictive, such as Alaska.

14 A more complete listing of tribal TANF programs’ characteristics can be found at the Table's source: DHHS,
Administration for Children and Families, Office of Community Services, Division of Tribal Services (2001).
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Tablel. Characterigticsof Tribal TANF Programs (n=34)

November 2001

Number | Percent
Starting dates
1997 8 24%
1998 7 21%
1999 5 15%
2000 7 21%
2001 7 21%
Tribes Receive State Match
Yes 24 71%
No 10 29%
TimeLimits
60 months 32 9%
L ess than 60 months'® 2 6%
Work Participation Rates
Same as federal rates 4 12%
Lower than federa rates 27 79%
Other'® 3 %%
Allowed Work Activities
Job search/job readiness 25 74%
Onrthe-job training 25 75%
Work experience 21 62%
V ocational education 19 56%
Job skillstraining 18 53%
Child care for TANF recipients 16 47%
Community service 13 38%
Subsidized/unsubsidized employment 12 35%
Education related to employment 11 32%
Vocationd education for >12 months 11 32%
Traditiona tribal subsistence activities 10 30%
Substance abuse treatment and counseling 7 21%
Basic education 6 18%
Post-secondary education 2 6%

Source: DHHS, Administration for Children and Families, Office of Community Services,

Division of Tribal Services 2001.

The table a so motivates these more genera conclusions about the design and

adminigration of triba TANF:

Mogt tribal TANF programs have begun implementation only recently; 19 of the
34 plans have been implemented since 1999. Their track records, therefore, are

limited.’

15 Klamath Tribes and Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians, both of which are located in the State of Oregon, have
adopted the Oregon State time limit of 24 months within an 84-month period.

18 These plansinclude lower participation rates for all families but higher rates for two-parent families.
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Mogt (nearly three-quarters) of the tribes and tribal consortia with approved
TANF plans receive a state match to help them fund their programs.

Nearly dl of the plans (32 of 34) set a 60-month lifetime limit on benefits while
the remaining two set more gringent limits congstent with sate limits.

Many tribes have taken advantage of the flexibility of tribal TANF to tailor
programs to the needs of clients and the redlities of reservation life. For example,
the emphasisin many programs on education and training is congstent with the
lack of jobs on reservations and the low educationa and job experience levels of
many triba members. Likewise, the dlowance for subsistence activities (usudly
hunting, fishing, gathering, and crafts) in some plans and the frequent focus on
substance abuse issues are direct responses to cultura, economic, and socia
reditiesin some tribd communities.

The Advantages of Tribal TANF Administration

Hexibility and discretion in program design and implementation have led not only to
tribal program differentiation, but also to sgnificant advantages for tribes and tribal members.
Often, these advantages have been critica in triba decisonsto run their own TANF programs.
Pogitive aspects cited by tribes that administer TANF programs include the following (Brown
and Springwater 2001; Hale 2001; Pandey et al. 1999, 2000; Willon 2001):

Avoidance of problems encountered in communication and coordination under
state programs, especidly problems with the quaity and type of services

provided. Asdemondtrated, tribal TANF programs are able to offer programs that
are culturally appropriate and more directly responsive to specific community
circumstances and needs,'® and accumulating experience with such programs
suggests that triba agencies can serve Indian people better than State (or federd)
programs.

Greater accessbility of services under tribal TANF. Because many reservations
are geographicaly isolated and because triba families often lack accessto
reliable trangportation, many reservation TANF clients are better able to report to
local TANF offices than to Sate offices.

The opportunity and flexibility to prioritize the needs of triba communities,

" Nonetheless, it is encouraging that no tribal TANF plan has been retroceded back to the respective state. Tribes
that administer TANF submit new, updated tribal TANF plans every three years, and eleven programs already
have submitted a second three-year plan.

18 A's one program observer put it, “ Tribal programs and the people that staff them are much more familiar with the
needs, customs, expectations, and in some cases language of clients than are non-tribal programs and their staff
(personal communication, Norm DeWeaver, Director, Indian and Native American Employment and Training
Caadlition, October 2001). One example comes from the Navajo Nation TANF program, which trains TANF
workersto conduct themselvesin culturally appropriate ways when interacting with clients (Hale 2001).

10



Welfare, Work, and American Indians November 2001

The opportunity and flexibility (some of which sems from the federa regulaions
written specificaly for tribes) to restructure, coordinate, and improve the
comprehensiveness of triba socid service programs.

The opportunity to exercise triba sovereignty and expand tribd sdf-government.

Taken together, the points on this list underscore the degree to which tribes have been
using tribd TANF as an opportunity for their own education and inditutiona devel opment.
Tribes running their own TANF programs are rapidly learning about the needs of their welfare
populations and are having to develop new organizationd arrangements and procedures for
meeting those needs (Pandey et d. 2001). While those arrangements and procedures vary, they
condtitute net additions to tribal understanding of their own communities and to triba
indtitutional capacities.

The Limited Resourcesfor Tribal TANF Administration

The advantages tribes realize from program administration are countered by the dearth of
resources for triba TANF. Indeed, dthough the number of triba granteesisincreasng, the
National Congress of American Indians (2001) notes thet insufficient funding for the program
overal has prevented additional tribes from trying to initiate their own TANF programs.™®

As compared to dates, tribes suffer avariety of funding inequities. The method by which
tribes receive base funding is one sdient example. While states were able to choose from three
funding formulas in determining their TANF grant amounts, tribes are given no such choicein
determining block grant levels. Instead, atribe in a given state recelves an amount based on the
1994 payment made by the federa government to that state for American Indian familiesliving
in specified service areas. Because most states did not keep AFDC data broken out by American
Indian race/ethnicity, it iswidely accepted that the 1994 data on which these payments were
basaed were not reliable, typicaly undercounted eigible families, and thus, diminished the
funding available to tribal programs.

A less obvious but no less sgnificant funding hurdle isthe lack of federd funding for
infrastructure development and program start-up. Unlike states, which have received federa
support for infrastructure building over the last 60 years of AFDC adminigtration, tribad TANF
programs do not receive support costs and start-up money from the federd government (Hicks
and Brown 2001, Pandey et d. 1999). Thisdifferentid investment placestribes at financid risk
as many of them are building aspects of their socid service programs for the firgt time and lack
the infrastructure needed to administer acomplex program like TANF. While the Navgo
Nation, the largest Indian nation in the U.S,, is a the extreme end of the spectrum, its experience
isingructive: to date, the Nation has expended $1.5 million of its own scarce tribal government

19 Tribal programs were expected to receive more than $86 million in assistance grants during fiscal year 2001
(Brown 2001), and on its face, this number seemslarge. Y et when funding deficiencies, including inequitiesin the
ways states and tribes are funded, are taken into account, the figure is much lessimpressive. A specific example,
offered by the San Carlos Apache Tribe's Social Services staff, demonstrates the extent of the problem: had the
Tribe been administering its own TANF program, the cost overrun in fiscal year 2001 alone would have been
$675,186 (reported at “DHHS Tribal Listening Session, San Francisco, October 26, 2001).

11
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resour ces on the development and initid implementation of TANF, over and above federd
TANF monies (Pandey et a. 2001, Brown and Springwater 2001).

Other funding inequities include the fact that states are not required to contribute TANF
Maintenance of Effort (MOE, or matching funds) to tribd TANF programs. While most states
have opted to provide MOE to tribal TANF programs,?° those tribal programs that operate
without MOE are serving their populations with 30-50% fewer resources than were available for
their populationsin 1994. Also, tribes do not receive any of the bonuses offered to States for
reducing caseloads, unwed births, or teen pregnancies. Tribes are not digible (as states are) for
funds to evaluate their programs—resources that have yielded a good ded of fruit (see, for
example, Nationa Academy Press 1999). Finaly, asnoted in later sections of this report, tribal
TANF populations typicaly include higher proportions of “hard-to-serve’ dients facing multiple
barriers to employment. Even if “dollars per client” were equdized between state and triba
cases, the “dollars necessary per positive outcome” would remain unequal, as hard-to-serve
populations are more expensive populations to serve (Hicks and Brown 2001).

Triba communities thusincur proportionately heavier financid burdens than Satesdo in
administering TANF programs. Their funding shortages trand ate to shortages in daff, Saff
training, and services such as transportation (Brown and Springwater 2001). And there are other,
more far-reaching implications of the funding inequities. The financid burdens not only
discourage some tribes—particularly poorer tribes—from taking over TANF programs®* but
aso detract from the government-to-government (tribal/federd) relationship that TANF seeksto
establish. For example, dl ninetribesin the State of South Dakota expressed an interest in
adminigtering TANF after the passage of PRWORA, and they worked together to draft a
template tribal TANF plan that would apply to them al. But because the State of South Dakota
opted not to provide matching fundsto tribdl TANF programs*? only one tribe, the Sisseton-
Wahpeton Sioux Tribe, could afford to take on TANF adminigtration. In other words, for
funding reasons done, the remaining eight tribes were forced to retain the less desirable
tribal/state rel ationship.

Summary: Key |ssues

Key points regarding the adminigtration of tribal TANF programs are:

Triba TANF programs vary subgtantidly in program design, but there are some
commonalities among programs, for example, tribal TANF programs are young,
and many have begun to take advantage of the flexibility of triba TANF to tailor
programs to reservation populations, economies, and socia circumstances.

20 Of all the statesin which tribal TANF programs operate, only the states of South Dakota and Wisconsin have
opted not to provide tribal TANF programs with state matching funds.

21 For some discussion of the fiscal challenge tribes face in choosing to administer TANF programs, see Shanley
(1997-98).

22 The South Dakota state government bases its decision not to provide funds on the notion of “trust responsibility.”
Specifically, it claims that the federal government should be required to cover all costs of tribal TANF
administration as a component of itstrust responsibility to American Indian tribes.

12
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Tribes have been eager to take over adminigtration of TANF; a conservative
edimate isthat athird of al American Indian TANF recipients received support
through triba programsin 2001. The ability to tallor programsto reservation
redlities and the opportunity to assert salf-governing power appear to be important
factorsin triba decisonsto run their own TANF programs.

Funding to date has been inadequate to meet the unique needs of tribal TANF
programs, for example, tribes receive less TANF-reaed financia support from
the federal government than states do. Financid burdens discourage some tribes
from running their own TANF programs.

II. C. Thelmpact of WelfareReform on American Indians
How American Indian TANF Recipientsare Faring

Many lawmakers and other policymakers acrossthe U.S. have hailed welfarereform as a
great success. The atigtics certainly are worthy of attention:  since the passage of PRWORA,
national welfare casel oads across the country have dropped by 50%.2 Looking beyond the
casdoad figures, however, the pictureislessclear. Although welfare receipt is down and
employment among low-income parentsis up, nationa data (i.e., aggregated across race and
ethnicity) show that:

Only 35 to 40% of former welfare recipients are employed for the entire year after
they leave welfare (Acs and Loprest 2001), and as many as 40% of those who
leave wdfare are not working (Greenberg 2001).

Wages for families who exit welfare are low and tend to remain low. Annua
incomes may be no more than $8,400-$14,400, sums insufficient to lift these
families out of poverty (Acsand Loprest 2001).

The decline in the child poverty rate has not kept pace with the declinein TANF
casdloads (Primus et a. 1999).

Such facts suggest that PRWORA may have been successful in reducing the number of people
on wdfare, but its effects on family and community well being are much less clear.

In Indian Country, however, even the drop in casdoads has to be qudified. A study of
welfare reform on reservations in Arizona found that, while casdoads had fdlen 59% in the date
asawhole, American Indian casdaloads had dropped only 40%, and on some reservations,
casdoads actudly increased (Pandey et d. 1999, 2000). Things have been even worse in other
gates. In South Dakota, for example, casaloads overdl dropped 69% since the implementation
of welfare reform but dropped only 9% among American Indians. In Montana, casdoads overdl
dropped 26%, but there was a 0.5% increase in the number of American Indians recaiving TANF
assstance (DHHS, Adminidgiration for Children and Families 2000). A recent survey of tribal
TANF adminigtrators found (among the 22 respondents to both items) 12 triba programs with

2 From 4.4 million familiesin August 1996 to 2.2 million familiesin June 2000 (DHHS, Administration for
Children and Families, Office of Community Services 2001).
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current casaloads larger than the projected casdoad a program implementation, and only 10 that
currently manage cassloads smdler than the original estimate (Brown and Springwater 2001).
These facts support the conclusion reached by Burke (2001): in states with Sgnificant
proportions of American Indian resdents, welfare is becoming more and more an Indian

program.

Theimpact of TANF implementation on Indian family and community well being is
more difficult to judge; very little systematic research has been done. Nonetheless, the available
data are not encouraging. The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services has funded one
longitudina study of the effects of welfare reform on American Indians. an examination of three
tribal communitiesin Arizona®* This ongoing study (Pandey et a. 1999, 2000, 2001) found
that, among other things:

While 64% of American Indian familiesin the sudied tribal TANF programs
participate in some type of work activity.

Nearly aquarter of American Indians who had moved from welfare to work
stopped working within three months; half were not working a year later.
Twenty-seven percent of respondents reported some employment income for the
previous month; however, only asmall portion were employed full-time.

Even among former wefare recipients who were employed, there is evidence of
substantia hardship. Forty-five percent of respondents reported they were unable
to afford enough food for their families, while 25% reported their children had
gone to bed or to school hungry since leaving welfare. Twenty-one percent
reported their gas or ectricity had been turned off due to their inability to pay
utility bills

Employed TANF recipients and former TANF recipients reported earning an
average hourly wage of $6.80 (average monthly wages of $591), an insufficient
amount to lift their families above the federa poverty line.

Approximately 40% of those who leave welfare do so without any employment at
dl; thereis very little information on what happens to them.

While these findings gpply only to the Arizona communities involved in that particular studly,
they find broad anecdota support in discussions with tribal TANF administrators and others
familiar with the welfare reform gtory in Indian Country to date.

Reasons for American Indians Slower Exit from the Welfare Rolls

What accounts for the difference in welfare reform impacts between Indian Country and
both the states where many reservations are located and the U.S. more generdly?

The reasons are numerous and, in some cases, reservationspecific, but anumber of
factors gpply across a sgnificant number of Indian nations. Of course, most tribal TANF

24 The study includes that portion of the Navajo Nation located in Arizona, the San Carlos Apache Reservation, and
SAt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community.
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programs are dill young, and it may be too soon to tdll just how effective they will bein the long
run. Nonethdless, rurd reservations, like other rurd areas, did not experience the same degree of
job growth and increased employment that much of the United States experienced in the late
1990s (Pandey et d. 1999). While U.S. unemployment rates fdl to unusudly low levelsin the
late 1990s, unemployment rates and poverty rates in many Indian communities remained
discouragingly high. According to the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (U.S. Department of the
Interior 1999), average unemployment across dl Indian reservationsin 1999 was 43%; on some
rurd reservationsit ranged into the 70 and 80% range or higher. Many reservations are isolated
from job opportunities and have only limited access to education and training (Pandey et al.
2001). In order to find work, many American Indian families must consider leaving their
reservations for more populated areas®; most are reluctant to do so (Pandey et a. 1999).%°

Other factorsinclude the high cost of ddlivering services on reservations; lower levels of
educeation and other forms of human capita; inadequate job training and support services, and
inadequate physica infrastructure for economic development (Pandey et d. 1999; Nationa
Congress of American Indians 2001). In addition, transportation and child care present mgjor
challenges for reservation individuals trying to work.?”  These circumstances make finding and
maintaining employment difficult.

Finally, many reservations have high numbers of “hard-to-serve’?® individudsin their
TANF casdoads. A number of factors have contributed to this. Generations of dependency and
economic stagnation (or worse) have produced reservation populations with high proportions of
residents with little work experience and few job skills, and thisis exacerbated by historically
low levels of education and the youth of reservation populations (U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census 1993; Cornell 2000).%° In addition, deeply entrenched poverty, inadequate
socid sarvices, high rates of certain kinds of diseases, and the scarcity of effective programs
dedling with mental and behaviora health issues on reservations have produced some reservation
welfare populations with a high proportion of individuas suffering from emotiond,
psychologicd, or behaviord problems that complicate the move from welfare to work. These
inexperienced or troubled populations are particularly difficult to serve.

5 gee Section 1V.A below for adiscussion of why such migration should be considered an inappropriate general
solution to job scarcity on Indian lands. It should also be noted that some tribal |eaders and program directors
observe (or are concerned about) areverse flow—that tribal members on TANF are returning from the citiesto
their reservationsin order to gain assistance through tribal services and support from extended family members.
Cebulaand Belton (1994) suggest this was the case with regard to TANF' s precursor programs; see also
Stromwell (1998) with respect to PRWORA. All told, however, flowslikely vary by tribal community. In any
case, they are worth serious empirical investigation, as they affect the service population of both state/county and
tribal TANF (and related) programs.

26 See Sections 111 and IV for more comprehensive treatments of reservation job training and reservation economies.
27 See the more comprehensive treatments of these topicsin Section I1.D on “Child Care” and “ Transportation.”

28 “Hard to serve” isaterm used in the literature, and hence, we repeat it here. Unfortunately, the term can also be
interpreted as laying the blame for poverty and limited job opportunities (etc.) at the feet of the victims. We do not
espouse thisinterpretation: especially in the context of Indian Country, poverty, joblessness, and a variety of
social dysfunctions are best attributed to a history of discrimination and other policies that marginalized American
Indians.

29 Rural Indian populations tend to be younger than urban Indian populations. See Snipp (1991).
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Of course many gates and counties have faced smilar phenomena, but only after
sgnificant casdoad declines—that is, after the most able workers have |eft the welfare rolls. Yet
many tribal communities (Smilar to other rural communities facing extreme poverty) have not
seen comparable declinesin casdoads. This suggests that triba programs have proportionatdy
more hard-to-serve dlients. It aso meansthat these programs typically have had to focus more
of thelr attention and energy on helping triba welfare recipients overcome significant barriersto
employment that are rooted not solely in externa circumstances but in individud client histories
aswell. Anecdotd reports from TANF program staff are that clients have deegper and more
multi-faceted needs than were ever anticipated.

Summary: Key Issues

Key issuesinvolved in the impact of wefare reform on American Indiansinclude the
following:

Indian welfare caseloads are not dropping as fast as non-Indian casdloads and, in
some gates and on some reservations, arerising. As aresult, some state welfare
rolls are becoming increesingly—and disproportionatey—Indian.

Large portions of tribal TANF casdloads are “hard-to-serve’ clientsrequiring
specialized programs or extended support.

Jobs are extremely scarce on many reservations, and many of the jobs that Indians
are moving into are essentialy “unpaid work experience.”

Some Indians are forced to leave reservations in search of work.

Because of the scarcity of full-time work in Indian Country, welfare reform’s
progress in moving recipients from welfare to work has been limited; where
progress has occurred, the prevaence of generaly low wages and recipients
ongoing needs for other income support, likewise limit welfare reform’s progress
againg reservation poverty.

II. D. Related Income Support and Support Services Programs

Other income support and support services programs have an impact on welfare reformin
Indian Country in that they can supplement the services provided through TANF and further
support the transition from welfare to work. Conversely, problems with these programsin terms
of service availability, funding, or alack of coordination with TANF can complicate the
trangtion to work. This section discusses Sx programs and services—Child Care, Child Support
Enforcement, General Assistance, transportation, Medicaid, and Food Stamps—that can provide
vitd additiond assgtance to familiesin poverty.

Child Care
The avallability of child careisamgor factor in the ability of many reservation TANF

clientsto leave wdfare and enter education and training programs or move into work. Lack of
child care facilities or arrangements iswidely reported as a reason parents do not move into work
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sooner or as amake-or-bresk obstacle to sustained employment. In particular, infant care, care
for children with specia needs, and care that accommodates aworking parent’s changing
schedule or |ate-night/weekend shift work has been difficult to find. Participantsin welfare-
recipient focus groups in Arizona, for example, have indicated that the shortage of reservation
child care facilities makes finding and keeping ajob difficult (Pandey et d. 1999). Ina
subsequent survey that was part of the same research effort, 89% of the respondents with
children had no regular child care arrangements (Pandey et a. 2001; see also Hargreaves and
Chang 1992). Lessformd discussions with TANF and economic development administrators
from around the country commonly point to child care as one of the keys to successful
reservation work transitions*

Thisis not news to welfare agencies and policymakers, who have long recognized that
child care is a necessary support for parents leaving public assstance, both within Indian
Country and outside it, and the federal government has provided child care assstance in one
form or another for more than 60 years. PRWORA continues this commitment. The 1996
legidation expanded the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF), which asssts low-income
families and those leaving wefare in obtaining child care so that they can participate in training
and education and, ultimately, go to work. Intermsof Indian tribes accessto child care funds,
PRWORA has added significance. The Act both increased the “ discretionary” (block grant)
funds available under the program, through which tribes had previoudy received some funding,
and gave tribes a portion of the “mandatory” component, funding that previoudy had not been
shared with tribes. The overdl effect was amgor increase in federd support for triba child
care. The CCDF expiresin 2002 and will be consdered in the TANF reauthorization process.

American Indian tribes are eigible to receive direct CCDF grants to subsidize parenta
purchases of child care, to congtruct and renovate child care facilities, and to develop triba child
care programs.>! In federal fiscal year 1998, tribes received more than $60 million from CCDF,
more than doubling previous federal grant amounts to tribes for child care*? Alsoin 1998, more
than 17,000 American Indian children received child care services funded wholly or in part by
triba CCDF grants, this undercounts the number of Indian families receiving such support,
however, since dud citizenship (in tribes and states) permits Indian children to access CCDF
programs through either tribes or states. In fisca year 2001, 257 triba CCDF grantees, serving
over 500 tribes, received $90 million, or approximately 2% of the fund total.>* Of course child
care programs offer more than smply child care; such benefits include congtruction

30 This has been evident at an assortment of conferences on TANF and related topics over the last few years.

31 Tribes are eligible for CCDF if they have at least 50 children under age 13. Those with fewer children may join
with other tribes to form a consortium and establish eligibility for CCDF funds.

32 These statistics—and all othersin this paragraph—were provided in a personal communication by Ginny Gorman,
National Tribal Child Care Specialist, Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, Office of
Community Services, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, October 2001.

33 PRWORA allowed the Secretary of Health and Human Services to annually set aside 1-2% of the entire CCDF for
Indian CCDF grantees. Under HHS Secretary Donna Shalala, Indian grantees received the full 2% in fiscal years
1997-2000.
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opportunities;>* employment for tribal membersin child care or construction, and training for
child care providers.

One of the advantages of CCDF isflexibility. Asisthe case with TANF, tribes can
design their own programs to meet family needs, providing service through center-based care,
through programs that certify individual child care providers, or both. A number of tribes have
certified extended family members as child care providers, responding to tribal member
preferences for providers they know and their reluctance to place young children in large
centers® In comparison to state CCDF programs, tribes have tended to adopt more liberal
eigibility criteriafor child care, dlowing more working families and parents in school to receive
subsidies (DHHS, Office of the Inspector Generd 1998, Pandey et a. 1999).

There are other advantages to triba management of child care through CCDF-.
Geographic isolation and trangportation problems often restrict Indian families accessto Sate
programs, tribal programs tend to be closer at hand. In addition, many parentsin need of child
care appear to have moretrust in triba providers, duein part to ahistory of pregudice, lack of
cultural sengtivity and understanding, and tension between tribes and States.

The Brown and Springwater survey asked TANF adminisirators to assessthe level of
CCDF funding. Only one quarter of the 28 TANF programs that responded to the questionnaire
described CCDF funding as adequate; nearly half described it asinadequate. When asked about
dternatives to CCDF funding or CCDF-funded child care, only one quarter of the programs said
that there were other funding resources available—mostly state or tribal sources—while
approximately hdf indicated that at least some TANF recipients have made use of other
(generdly non-paid) child care options, typicdly in-home care or relaive-care. Overdl, one
quarter of responding TANF programs indicated that they thought there were sufficient child
care sarvices for their TANF dlients (this group of programs has significant overlap with the
group stating that funding for child care also was adequate); one quarter indicated that services
were insufficient; and half of the responding programs provided no answer (Brown and
Springwater 2001). Whileit is clear that TANF clients make use of multiple sources of child
care, it aso seems clear that these sources, in the aggregeate, are insufficient to the need on many
reservations.

According to tribad TANF adminigtrators, however, the single largest barrier to effective
child care ddivery to TANF clientsis smply the lack of qualified child care providers (Brown
and Springwater 2001). Key factorsinvolved appear to be funding, recruitment, and training.

34 Between 1997 and 2001, tribes used nearly $36.5 million of their total allocation for the construction or
renovation of child care facilities (personal communication, Ginny Gorman, National Tribal Child Care Specialist,
Child Care Bureau, Administration for Children and Families, Office of Community Services, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, October 2001).

35 Nearly half of the programs responding to the special survey conducted for this paper had fewer than 40% of their
clients accessing child care through tribal care centers (Brown and Springwater 2001).
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In sum, the outstanding child care issues linked to welfare reform include the fallowing:

The need for child careis growing as reservation welfare recipients enter
education and training programs and find employmen.

Current child care services in Indian Country are inadequate to meet this need
(which is most acute with regard to infant care, children with specia needs, and
parents with late-night and weekend work hours), posing a significant obstacle to
workforce entry by TANF clients.

Child care options offered by non-Indian individuas or entities often are not
culturaly appropriate, and even when they are administered by community
members, Indian parents often aso express distrust of large child care centers.

Inadequate funding and a shortage of quaified child care providerson
reservations are mgjor bottlenecks in child care ddivery.

The combination of triba control on one hand and the flexibility of CCDF
funding on the other has been of considerable advantage to tribes and to welfare
recipients, alowing tribes to design more effective child care programs.

Child Support Enforcement

Child support is another criticd issue for many wefare families and programsin Indian
Country because monies derived from the enforcement of child support orders can provide
additiond income for families and/or additiona operating funds for programs. Acknowledging
thislink, PRWORA alowed tribes to receive direct federd funding for child support
enforcement (CSE) through Title IV-D Child Support Enforcement funds. However, the U.S
Department of Health and Human Services decided in 1997 to award grants for CSE program
development and adminigtration to only 15 tribes as demondtration projects. At present, only
five tribes recaive direct funding to run Child Support Enforcement programs:>® Thesefive tribdl
CSE programs work cooperatively with the appropriate state to enforce program rules, provided
the tribe has a court of Indian offenses (Burke 2001). The Child Support Enforcement
component of PRWORA expiresin 2002 and will be included in the TANF reauthorization
process.

A number of tribes that do not currently operate their own CSE programs would like to
do 50, bdieving that tribdly run programs could pay closer atention to culturd variaion in
family organization and parenting practices, could design more flexible support guidelines thet
better recognize reservation circumstances, could incorporate loca knowledge of clients and
noncustodia parents and thereby increase effectiveness and collections, could better encourage
parental respongbility, and would reduce the red tape involved in triba-state interactions.
Despite these predicted advantages, many tribes are biding time before applying to manage CSE
programs. In part, thisis due to ambiguitiesin federd regulations. Given PRWORA’s directive,
DHHS issued a proposed rule under which tribes could implement CSE programs; in response,

38 Personal communication, Lawrence Dunmore, Office of Child Support Enforcement, Administration for Children
and Families, Office of Community Services, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, October 2001.
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tribes provided the Department with substantia feedback, which DHHS must itself respond to
and take into consderation in writing the find rule. Tribes are waiting for thisfina federd
regulation before they undertake atriba CSE program. (The five extant programs operate under
aninterim rule) Some TANF administrators who indicated this preference aso emphasized that
their tribes would need to upgrade their court sysemsif tribaly run CSE programs were to be
effective (Brown and Springwater 2001).

At present, of course, most tribes rely on state or county enforcement of child support or
on non-program mechanisms within the tribe (for example, family members or the triba court).
How well these sysems work for tribes or how much revenue TANF programs and families are
losing due to inadequate CSE is unknown.

In sum, key points regarding reservation child support enforcement and welfare reform
are:

CSE can be important in tribd TANF financing and for augmenting household
income.

A number of tribeswould like to run their own CSE programs,; however, many
arewaiting for the find federa regulations before pursing program management.

Effective triba CSE programs may require investments in upgrading triba court
capacities.

In the absence of atribal CSE program, tribes rely on county and state CSE
programs, family members, and triba courts, mechanisms that may benefit
children and custodid parents, but will not augment TANF/socid service program
resources.

General Assistance and other Bl A-funded Welfare Assistance

Another important set of welfare services in Indian Country is funded by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) through its Welfare Assstance program. The god of this funding stream is
to provide financia assstance to needy individuas and families who have no other resources. In
other words, ass stance provided through the component programs of Welfare Assstance
(Generd Assgtance, Child Assistance, Non-Medica Inditutiona or Custodid Care of Adults,
Triba Work Experience Program, and Miscdllaneous Assistance) is intended as resdud funding
for which triba members are digible only when they have gpplied for and been denied dl other,
dternaive forms of assstance. Essentidly, as defined by the BIA, Wdfare Assgtanceisa
program of last resort, providing a safety net to meet needs that would not otherwise be met
(Spilde 2001).3" Approximately 85% of Welfare Assistance programs are contracted by tribes.®®

37 Indian people have expressed great concern about thisinterpretation of the BIA Welfare Assistance programs,
because it marks an important shift in the federal government’ s interpretation of its responsibilities to American
Indians. Many tribal membersfeel strongly that the federal government’ streaty and trust responsibilities obligate
it to provide education, welfare, and health support servicesto Indian people, regardless of their income level. By
contrast, the individual meanstesting inherent in programs like BIA GA and Medicaid treat recipients as poor
peoplefirst and Indians second. This shift downplays the responsibilities of the federal government to Indian
people at apolicy level and may even makeit easier to justify budget cutsin important Indian service programs.
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With reference to TANF, the most important Welfare Assistance program is Generd
Assgance (GA), which, asthe nameimplies, is an dl-purpose pool of funds available to help
low-income Indian individuds pay basic monthly living expenses. If anindividud or family
meets a certain income criterion, General Assistance monies can help pay their shdter, food,
clothing, and utility bills. Thus, GA isan important aternative for families whose needs are not
met through TANF (but only after the family has applied for and been denied TANF assstance).
Indeed, it might be anticipated (and has been by both triba adminigtrators and nationa
advocates) that as TANF has been implemented, GA has been forced to support a greater and
greater number of families. This projection is based on the assumptions thet if families cannot
meet TANF work requirements, they will become indligible for TANF assstance; that families
will remain in need of assstance even after they exhaust their lifetime benefit limit under TANF,;
and that tribal members living off-reservation will migrate back to the reservation to receive
assistance and support as they reach state TANF program benefit limits.

At least in the early period of TANF implementation, such achange was not vishblein
aggregate data. BIA data show that between fiscd years 1995 and 1997, Generd Assistance
casdoadsfell in every BIA region except Anadarko, Minnegpolis, and Muskogee, but that these
smdll increases (45, 50, and 100 cases, respectively) were washed out by the Indian Country-
wide casdload decrease of 10,960 (U.S. Department of the Interior 1997a). The BIA has not
made figures for subsequent fisca years publicly available, but Bureau insiders and others
familiar with the dataiindicate that evidence to support the assertion that former TANF clients
are shifting to GA is dill not visble in the aggregate.

Even s, none of these observations proves triba-leve program adminigtrators and
nationa advocateswrong. In particular, there are four problems with the aggregate data.

Fird, it ismessy: until recently, there have been no clear reporting standards that
specify how atribe must report GA casdoads back to the BIA. Thus, while the
caseload data may be labeled “ GA™ by the tribe and subsequently by the BIA,
some tribes may have been reporting individuad recipients while others were
reporting families®

Second, the time series may have been forced downward artificialy by another
federa policy: Congress capped federa appropriations for Wefare Assgtancein

38 Personal communication, Larry Blair, Director, Division of Social Services, Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S.
Department of the Interior, Summer 2001.

39 This point about the “messiness” of GA data should not be interpreted as a criticism of tribes. Because Welfare
Assistance isintended to be a needs-based program, tribes submit caseload and expenditure information on a
quarterly basis so that needs-based all ocations across Indian Country can follow, and they have been quite diligent
indoing so. The problem isthat, until recently, tribes had received little or no guidance about how they should
report information (e.g., individuals versus families); the problem has been further confounded by the BIA’s
limited MIS capacities.
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fiscd year 1996. Many tribes substantidly dtered their digibility criteriafor GA,
asit was the only way of staying within the new budget guidelines*°

Third, the aggregate data mask important, tribe-pecific dynamics motivated by
PRWORA and TANF implementation. For example, Pandey et a. (1999) findsa
number of Arizonatribesin which GA casdloads were increasing between 1995
and 1997, even though the BIA’ s Phoenix Area Office reported an overdl
caseload decrease of 1,500 over the same period (U.S. Department of the Interior
1997a). In some cases, state program flexibility under TANF resulted in states
eliminating programs that had existed under AFDC; tribal members on these Sate
programs would then have no option but to turnto dternative triba services, like
GA.*! Such developments have prompted a reorganization of services at the tribal
level aswdl, and Wefare Assistance/Generd Assistance rallsin particular were
truly reduced to serving those whose needs could not be met by any other
program.*? Given such changes, there could be an incressing number of former
TANF recipients on GA rollseven if atribe' s overal GA casdoad stayed

constant or declined.

Fourth, the aggregate data reflects atime period in which shifts from TANF to
GA arelead likdy to be evident: the argument about families who are sanctioned
off TANF turning instead to GA ismogt likdly to hold as sate time limits on
TANF participation begin to bind.** Only eight states hit their TANF lifetime
limits before 2001, but by the end of 2002, 37 states time limitson TANF
participation will have expired (Urban Indtitute 2001). Therefore, it islikely that
the greatest shifts from TANF to GA are yet to occur.

If these casaload shifts do occur, tribal Welfare Assstance budgets (and GA budgetsin
particular) will suffer tremendous strain. Tribes may have to pursue further painful re-
prioritization among recipients, and the needs of even the most needy in some triba communities
may go unmet.

0 The funding cap isintroduced to explain a problem with the data, but it is worth noting the oddity of placing a
funding cap on this program. Both the treaty and trust responsibilities of the U.S. government to American Indian
tribes and the fact that thisis a program for meeting unmet needs (a program of last resort) stand in ironic contrast
to the capped authorization.

“*1 This may have happened in North Dakota, which chose not to continue AFDC’s“Unemployed Parent” program
under TANF. Anecdotal reports suggest that, in at least one ND tribal community, the former clients of the UP
program turned to GA for help in meeting their basic income needs.

“2 This point was made in an interview with Drake L ewis, Director, Division of Social Services, GilaRiver Indian
Community, October 1998.

“3 Families cannot choose whether to obtain assistance from TANF or GA. Rather, if eligible, families must
participatein TANF until they are terminated. Before time limits began to bind, relatively few familieswould
have qualified to participate in GA, especially since new regulations make the work requirements of GA similar to
those of TANF. After time limits begin to bind, however, more familieswill meet the residual funding criteria
(i.e., they don't qualify for any other program), and thereis a much greater probability that TANF clients will shift
to GA rolls.
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In sum, key issues concerning General Assistance and TANF are these:

It isunclear what impact TANF is having—or islikely to have—on GA dlient
rolls.

We need much better data on GA casel oads and on the characteristics of people
receiving GA, including case histories that indicate client trgjectories ending at
GA.

The cap on Wdfare Assistance at the 1996 levels limits the degree to which GA
can meet the needs of welfare recipients who are past their TANF assistance
limits and suggests that the stress on reservation assstance sysemsis likey to
increase Sgnificantly over the next few years.

Transportation

According to Pandey et a. (1999, 2000, 2001) as well as anecdotal information collected
at nationd Indian welfare reform conferences, transportation has been identified by many
respondents and observers as the most significant barrier that reservation TANF recipients face
in getting and keeping jobs. For instance, Pandey et d. (2000) reported that out of 442 TANF
recipients on three Arizona reservations, only 29% owned an automobile. Becausethe
automobiles were often in need of repair, 10.7% were unable to use their automobile, and 64.5%
could useit only sometimes. Furthermore, on most rurd reservations, there is no public
transportation.

TANF recipients reported transportation-reaed difficulty in the following areas (Pandey
et a. 2000):

93 of 257 respondents (36%) had difficulty getting to work.
233 of 428 respondents (54%) had difficulty seeing a doctor.
55 of 222 respondents (25%) had difficulty going to their childcare provider.

201 of 421 (48%) had difficulty going to the welfare office or making
appointments.

243 of 421 respondents (58%) had difficulty going to the grocery store.

A fairly typical comment from one TANF recipient was. “My truck is always broken down.

The further | go with my education and training, the harder it is. I’'m not close enough to town
and not close enough to stores. My aunt has to take me shopping. | have to go 30 milesfor gas’
(Pandey et a 1999, p.31).

In 1998, Congress passed Public Law 105-178, the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century (TEA-21), which created a new discretionary grant program titled the Access to Job and
Reverse Commute Grants. The purpose of the grant program istwo-fold. Firg, it isintended to
assst gates and locdities in developing new or expanded transportation services that connect
welfare recipients and other low-income persons to jobs and other employment related services.

Job Access projects are targeted at developing new or expended trangportation services such as
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shuttles, vanpools, new bus routes, connector services to mass trandt, and guaranteed ride home
programs for welfare recipients and low income persons (Federa Trangt Administration 2001).
Second, the program aso provides services for residents of urban centers, rural areas and other
suburban areas to suburban employment centers. The Grants Program is funded with $750
million annudly from fiscd years 1999-2003.

To date, tribal access to these funds has been limited. Reasons include the program’s
requirement of aletter of state endorsement and a 50% percent triba funding match, the
cumbersome application process, and a federa emphasis on projects that aready use mass
trangportation services. Tribestypicaly have few funds for the required match and most rura
reservations have no mass trangportation at al.

TEA-21 ds0 added trangt facilities to the list of digible activities for the Indian
Reservation Roads (IRR) program and authorized $1.6 million for IRR over Six years (fiscd
years 1998-2003), or $275 million annudly. Since the passage of TEA-21 in 1998, however,
tribes have not had success in accessing IRR funds for trangt development because the federa
agencies that administer the funds and approve projects have not developed a procedure to
process transt requests (Inter- Triba Council of Arizona2001).

In sum, key issues concerning trangportation needs and wefare reform are;

Along with the lack of jobs on reservations, the lack of transportation is perhaps
the most Sgnificant barrier welfare recipients face in obtaining and maintaining
employment.

The lack of religble private trangportation, the near totd absence of public
trangportation, and the long distances people must travel on many reservetions
leave TANF recipients with few options for getting to work.

Few funds are currently available to tribal governmentsto ded with thisissue.
Given the time it takes to improve transportation infrastructure, funds must be
made available soon if change isto be redized even in the medium term.

Medicaid

Receiving medicd careis criticd to maintaining a hedthy workforce. Medica insurance
in the form of Medicaid is seen as such an essential support for low-income families thet, prior to
the passage of PRWORA, Medicaid digibility was strongly linked to welfare assstance under
the AFDC program. This presumptive digibility ended with the passage of PRWORA, however;

the Act de-linked the assstance programs, so that application to one did not imply application to
the other.

The provison of hedth care servicesto federdly recognized American Indians grew out
of the federa trust relationship defined by treaties, laws, Supreme Court decisions, and executive
orders. The principd federa hedth-care provider for Indian people is the Indian Hedlth Service
(IHS), which has established 59 hedlth clinics and 37 hospitds to serve the American Indian
population. Many of these facilities, and even more of their component services and programs,
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are managed by tribes under P.L. 93-638 contracting arrangements with the IHS (DHHS, Indian
Hedlth Service 1997).

Medicaid is an insurance program covering physician, hospitd, and other basic hedth
care services for digible, low-income Indian families and children (including nuraing home care
and other long-term services for elderly and disabled Indians). Because of the high rates of
poverty among American Indians, many American Indians quality for its benefits, in 1996, it was
estimated that Medicaid covered 40% of the American Indian population (Schneider and
Martinez 1997). Asaresult, Medicaid funding has become an important means of
complementing and expanding IHS offerings. For example, Medicad fills an important gap for
low-income Indian families living off-reservation (especialy those living in urban areas) who
may not resde near an IHS or tribaly contracted health care facility; often, Medicaid is the only
way these families can finance their hedlth care. Where digible individuas do have access to
IHS services, and both Medicaid and the IHS cover a service, the Medicaid program is required
to pay for the service. This requirement provides additiond revenue for IHS and for tribally
operated dlinics and hospitals** and allows them to maximize their service provision to Indian
families and children. In fiscal year 1999, Medicaid rembursementsto IHS and tribd facilities
accounted for 13% of the total IHS budget (DHHS, Indian Health Service 2001).%°

Since welfare reform, Indian advocates from across the country have been concerned
about the de-linking of TANF and Medicaid. While there were good, competing reasons at the
nationd level to support program separation (in particular, a desire to expand access to other
low-income families), the adminigtrative complexity thet is added by having a separate
application process for the programs, separate case workers, and separate application sites may
lead to negative consequences for TANF recipients. The greatest concern is thet program
separation may leave many TANF familieswho are digible for Medicaid unaware of the
program and the benefits for which they might quaify. Additiondly, it will be moretime
consuming and difficult for TANF recipients to access Medicaid.

Indian families face additiona barriersto Medicaid coverage. Tribd governments are
not authorized to administer the Medicaid program, cannot determine Medicaid digibility, and
do not receive direct Medicaid reimbursements (payments go through the statesto tribal
governments). Even the 170 tribes served by the 34 triba TANF programs must send their
dientsto the state for the determination of Medicaid digihility.*® In some cases, state Medicaid
eigibility workers are stationed part of the time at tribal TANF offices on reservations, but

4 This“additional revenue” may additional in alimited sense, since Congress may take account of the revenues the
IHS receives from Medicaid and other “third party” payersin itsannual budget allocation to the Agency.

“> The provision of health care to tribal members through Medicaid funding as opposed to better direct funding of
IHS services again raises the point of footnote 37. Many Indian familiesresist Medicaid, since “going on welfare”
runs against their interpretation of the federal government’ strust and treaty responsibilities to Indian people;
requiring them to do so marks afundamental shift in the federal government’ s reasons for providing health and
social servicesto tribal members.

46 Actually, thisistrue for all tribes except for the Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe. In September 2001, the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services approved an amendment to the state of Minnesota' s Medicaid plan to
alow Mille Lacs (atribe that administers atribal TANF program) to determine Medicaid ligibility for tribal
TANF clients.
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clients must ill meet with different program staff, fill out separate forms, and usudly make
different gppointments. It is difficult enough for the clients of state TANF and state Medicad
programs to access benefits; it isdl the more difficult for clients of programs administered by
two wholly different governmentsto dlaim services for which they are digible. Theseissuesare
compounded by the fact that there is consderable confusion in Indian Country about digibility
criteria. The current patchwork of Medicaid and State Children’s Hedlth Insurance (S-CHIP)
means that, on occasion, parents and children of the same family may be digible for different
programs.

A find problem arises from the fact that, in atypica (or median) sate, afamily of three
loses Medicad digibility when the family’ sincome surpasses 67% of the poverty line (Primus
2001). Because of the low wages and limited benefits attached to many reservation jobs, many
reservetion families who do make the move from welfare to work are in danger of losing
Medicaid benefits, and if they do, the IHS or contracted facility that serves them suffersan
income loss.

In sum, the key issues concerning Medicaid and welfare reform are these:

There are dmogt certainly Medicaid-digible children and families on gate and
triba TANF rollswho currently are not receiving Medicaid.

Thereis aneed for better coordination, integration, and streamlining of TANF and
Medicaid application processes.

Tribes should have greeter authority to determine Medicad digibility.

Medicaid coverage should be extended to families at a higher percentage of the

federd poverty leve to help ensure financing for IHS and tribaly contracted
hedlth services and facilities.

Food Stamp Program

The Food Stamp Program (FSP) is another important source of assistance for low-income
families. Onitsface, PRWORA made only minor changesto the FSP, for example, it gave
dtates the option to reduce FSP benefits if an adult failed to comply with other public assstance
requirements. However, as PRWORA has been implemented, the number of individuas
recalving food stamps has changed significantly, which raises questions about the implicit,
dynamic linkages between the programs.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) defines “food insecurity” to include family
resource condraints that lead to family hunger, to the inability to purchase a balanced diet or
enough food to feed their children, or to parents skipping meals so that children can eat.
American Indians suffer from twice the rate of food insecurity and hunger as the generd U.S.
population, and three times the rate of food insecurity and hunger as white Americans (Henchy et
a. 2000). Between 1995 and 1997, USDA found that 22.2% of American Indian households
were food insecure, meaning that they did not have enough food to meet their basic needs.
During the same period, USDA determined that in 8.6% of American Indian households, one or
more members of the household suffered from moderate or severe hunger (Henchy et . 2000).
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Pandey et d. (2001) found that the basic food needs that existed in the generd American
Indian population in the mid-1990s persisted among TANF recipients on three Arizona
reservationsin 2000-2001. In particular:

154 of 346 respondents (45%) indicated that they needed food but could not
afford to buy any.

57 of 224 respondents (25%) said their child(ren) had gone to bed or to school
hungry because they had no money to buy food.

60 of 350 respondents (17%) indicated that in the preceding three months there
was sometimes not enough food to eat, and 11 (3%) indicated that in the
preceding three months there was often not enough food to eat.

The Food Stamp Program is the primary income-support program designed to address
such problems. Aswith Medicad, Indian families are digible for food samps, and in fisca year
1999, 88,000%" (1.1%) of the 7.67 million households receiving food stamps were American
Indian (Rosso and Fowler 2000). Sixty-two thousand of these households (70%) included
children, while 10,000 (11%o) included elderly persons. And, there is a substantia overlap
between the participants in the FSP and welfare programs.  thirty-seven thousand of the
households (42%) receiving food stlamps aso received TANF or General Assstance income
(Rosso and Fowler 2000).

The clear needs of reservation residents contrast with the fact that FSP casel oads have
been faling since the implementation of welfare reform. Of course, these aggregate decreases
may largely correspond with the success states have had moving non-Indian TANF clientsfrom
welfaretowork.*® Yet it ispossible to point to at least one Indian Country case (a case that may
be representative, dthough not generdizable) in which food stamp and TANF/cash assistance
rates are both faling, despite persistent evidence of food insecurity. The Northern Cheyenne
Reservation straddles two counties, and data from each of the county offices shows that the
number of reservation residents receiving food stamps declined between 1996 and 1999. In
Rosebud County, the percentage of reservation resdents receiving food stamps declined from
12.3% to 1.8% over the period, and in Big Horn County, the percentage fell from 21.6% to
17.8%. Also over the same period, the Northern Cheyenne Tribe' s cash assistance caseload was
reduced by more than 50%. By contragt, the Tribe' s Food Distribution Program experienced a
15% increase in the demand for its services between July 1998 and June 1999, and tribal food
pantries and other emergency food service programs likewise have seen arisein program
participation (Davis et d. 2001). These observations point to remaining food insecurity and a
shift between food assistance programs as PRWORA has been implemented, as opposed to
success at moving tribal members off of welfare and into poverty-reducing work.

" These 88,000 households included 281,000 people.

“8 On the other hand, the low wages earned by former TANF recipients, and the fact that clients can be sanctioned
off TANF for failing to comply with work requirements, argue that there should be no reason for FSP casel oads to
declinein concert with TANF casel oads.
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Indeed, PRWORA and TANF implementation may have led implicitly to decreased FSP
utilization. Decreases in FSP casdloads can occur even in the presence of food insecurity if
TANF and other forms of cash assistance are not well coordinated with FSP. Additionaly,
eigibility changesto TANF, the more punitive philosophy of some FSP programs, and longer
waiting periods before the receipt of program benefits may have mede digible familiesfed
hesitant to participate in FSP. As one Northern Cheyenne FSP recipient said of the application
process, “It's harder now than it was five years ago. Now you have to dmost give them the
higory of your life’ (Daviset d. 2001, p. 13). Another recipient said, “Y ou have to have an
gppointment and fill out alot of paperwork, and sometimes you have to wait up to two weeks.
When you redlly need food it isredly hard for the kids’ (ibid.).

An important caveat in this record is the fact that Indian tribes do not administer FSP,*°
athough one of PRWORA'’ s innovations was a provison alowing tribes to take over
adminigration of FSP. To qudify, atribe must offer proof that the state agency administering
FSPisfaling to provide proper service and that the tribe itself has the ability to administer the
program in place of the sate. To date, only one tribe (the Navgjo Nation) and onetribal
consortium (the Southern Cdifornia Tribal Chairmen’s Association) have gpplied to administer
FSP, and both gpplications have been denied. In large part, the denias have been based on the
goplicants inability to meet the second criterion, which as part of the proof of administrative
capacity, requires tribesto pay a share of adminigrative costs and to accept ligbility for any
additional cogts of program adminigtration. Dueto their limited revenue sources, triba
governments have found such criteria difficult to meet.>° These regulations seem counter-
productive. Given the evidence emerging from tribal TANF administration and revant findings
from other research in Indian Country that demongtrates the importance of sovereignty and sdif-
determination to socioeconomic devel opment success (for example, Corndl and Kalt 1998), it
seemstribal adminigration is more likdly than state administration to solve some of FSP's
reservation accessibility and program coordination problems.

In sum, key issues concerning the Food Stamp Program and its linkages to welfare reform
appear to be these:

The need for food assistance on Indian reservations is substantial and persstent.

Indians participate in the Food Stamp Program at low levels, and many digible
American Indian families are not receiving Food Stamp benefits.

Especidly snce the implementation of PRWORA, many American Indians have
demonstrated a preference for less complex and more accessible tribal emergency
food programs, however, these programs have difficulty meeting increasing

needs.

49 But 215 tribesdo administer the Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations, a component of the Food
Stamp Program that is available in remote areas where recipients lack access to stores in which to purchase food.

®0 |t is worth noticing the similarity between tribes’ dilemmawith FSP administration and the problems caused by
insufficient TANF program funding. In both cases, inequitiesin past funding, which provided opportunities for
states but not tribes to devel op physical and administrative program infrastructure, crippled present tribal effortsto
expand self-determination and self-governance and to put in place a more appropriate federal/tribal government-
to-government relationship.
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The lack of coordination between FSP and other income support programs, such
as TANF and other forms of cash assstance, complicates Indian families efforts
to meet their food security needs.

Tribes have indicated an interest in administering FSP, and triba adminigtration
might solve some of the problems with accessibility and program coordination..

[11. Job Skillsand Training: Preparing Welfare Recipientsto Move from
Welfareto Work

Successful movement of wefare clients into sustained employment dependsin part on
the skills and knowledge clients bring to the workforce and on their ability to function
successfully in work environments and in specific job Stuaions. Ultimatdy, thisisahuman
capitd or human development issue: the task isto enhance wdfare dients skills and abilities
and facilitate successful trangitions into the workforce.

I11. A. Typical Job Skillsand Training Programs Availableto American Indian TANF
Recipients

A number of federd programs provide direct funding to tribes so that they may, in turn,
provide employment services to triba citizensliving on or near reservations. Severd of these
programs are targeted (either implicitly or explicitly) at TANF recipients; they are the tribal
component of the Wefare-to-Work program funded by the Department of Labor, the Native
Employment Works program funded by the Department of Health and Human Services, and any
gpecid employment and training programs developed with TANF funds. Other federd
employment and training programs are available to welfare clients, but are intended to help a
much broader Indian service population build skills and acquire work; these include
comprehensive employment services programs for youth and adults funded by the Department of
Labor under the Workforce Investment Act, additional specid youth services programs funded
under the Wor kfor ce Investment Act, and Adult VVocationa Training and Direct Employment
programs funded by the Bureau of Indian Affars. In addition, if atribe receives funding for
severd employment or employment-related service programs, Public Law 102-477, the Indian
Employment, Training and Related Services Demonstration Act, crestes the option to combine
these resources and better integrate employment and training services.

This section describes the intent, reach, and operation of several of these programs; the
am isto understand the types of opportunities available to Indian tribes and Indian welfare
dients® The next section analyzes and critiques the universe of programs, highlighting issues
from earlier research and raisng new issues for the attention of researchers and policymakers.

®1 For descriptive information in addition to that found in Section I11.A, see, for example, DeWeaver (2000a, 2000b)
and U.S. Department of Labor, Division of Indian and Native American Programs (2001).
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Welfare-to-Work

The Wdfare-to-Work (WtW) program was authorized under the Balanced Budget Act of
1997 and was specificaly intended to supplement TANF. The legidation further specified that
grants would be for atwo-year period only (fisca years 1998 and 1999) and that, to be digible,
dates and tribes would have to meet certain criteria. Tribeswere digible for grantsif they
operated atribal TANF program, participated in the Native Employment Works program
(discussed below), or could show that their existing employment programs provided “subgtantia
services’ to wdfarerecipients. Of the $2 billion authorized for al WtW programs over the two-
year period, the Department of Labor provided $15 million for tribal programsin fiscd year
1998 and another $15 millionin 1999. Ninety-three American Indian tribes, triba consortia, or
Alaska Native organizations recelved this funding; as of fal of 2001, most Indian grants had
been expended.

At the outset, the tribal WtW program (like its state counterpart) was very restrictive.
Seventy percent of the funding had to be spent on ardatively limited group of long-term
recipients of TANF or AFDC benefits. Federd law dso limited the purposes for which funds
could be spent. WtW programs were allowed to provide a range of workforce services,
including education and training, but only if a WtW participant was engaged in some type of
employment activity. Also, program regulations made it difficult for tribes to use the fundsto
help clients overcome some of the most serious barriers to employment, such as substance abuse
or other behaviord problems. These redtrictions made it difficult for many tribal programsto
expend funds or even operate (indeed, some states had similar problems (Smith Nightingale and
Barnow 1999)). Eventualy, amendments to the legidation eased restrictions, made more TANF
clients digible for WtW services, and promoted program operation. While triba programs were
findly able to use their funding, it nonetheless gppears that initid hurdles limited their overdl
success.

Tribal NEW

The Native Employment Works (NEW) program was authorized in PRWORA asa
successor to the tribal component of the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program,
which PRWORA otherwise diminated.>? Essentially, Congress acknowledged the ongoing
training needs of triba citizens by continuing the funding that had been available for the triba
component of JOBS—it smply renamed the program NEW. The program comes with two
important caveets, however: JOBSfrozeitslist of tribes eigible to participate in 1989, a ban
which isretained in JOBS' reincarnation as NEW, and total annua funding was frozen at the
fiscd year 1994 levd of $7.6 million. The authorization for the NEW program expires at the end
of fiscd year 2002, the same time that the authorization for the TANF program ends.

Seventy-nine American Indian tribes, triba consortia, or Alaska native organizations
receive NEW grants, and between July 1998 and July 1999, tribal NEW programs served 7000
clients. Thiscoverage leve isimpressive, and yet, because the funding cap trandatesto atypica

52 JOBS was part of the Family Support Act of 1988 and was the first program that provided direct funding to tribes
for servicesto AFDC recipients. PRWORA eliminated JOBS for states.
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tribal grant of less than $50,000 (with some as low as $2,000), one isleft to wonder exactly what
sarvices are delivered and how useful they are. NEW grants are eigible for consolidation with
other funding streams under PL 102-477 (see below), which might maximize the usefulness of
NEW funds, but only 27 of the tribes receiving NEW grants (just over one third) have utilized
this option.

The purpose of NEW isbroad. PRWORA removed the links that had legdly obligated
the triba JOBS program to serve wdfare clients only; insteed, it alows tribes to make work
activities available to whatever population and service area it chooses. Nonetheless, nearly dl
tribes that receilve NEW funds continue to focus program spending on welfare recipients. Thus
for most tribes, the advantage of the program’ s broad purpose is flexibility. Tribes with NEW
grants provide an array of education, training, support-for-employment, and economic
development services.

PRWORA gave the NEW program one additiona advantage: atriba citizen's
participation in NEW program activities qudifies as participation in a“work activity” under
federal TANF regulations. Thus, states operating TANF programsin reservation aress served by
aNEW program can choose to exclude such triba members from the state TANF work
participation rate calculation. It isnot known how many states have used this provison. For
those that have, it meansthat tribal NEW participants can receive education, training, and other
services without aso having to spend 20 hours or more aweek in community service or other
jobs.

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families

Asnoted in Section 11.A of thisreport, 34 tribes or tribal consortia, representing atotal of
170 tribes, operate tribal TANF programs. Like states, tribes operating their own TANF
programs can use TANF funds for employment and training programs and supportive services
(including child care). However, thisisonly possble if casdoads have declined, freeing cash
formerly used for direct assistance for dlocation to other purposes. Thisis an important
qudification: available evidence suggests that few tribes have been able to use TANF funds for
employment and training purposes because tribes generdly have not experienced sgnificant
casel oad declines and, indeed, in some places have experienced caseload increases (see Section
[1.B of thisreport).

Workforce I nvestment Act

The Workforce Investment Act (WIA) became law in 1998 and was fully implemented on
Jduly 1, 2000. The law replaced the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 (JTPA) and is intended
to provide state and local officias with new authority and flexibility to set up workforce
investment systemsin their communities. To implement WIA, loca WIA boards—consgting of
business, education, and service program representatives—help to identify workforce problems
and fund programs to address needs. For example, a board may decide to fund education and
training (both pre-employment and on-the-job programs), transportation, child care, dependent
care, housing, and other needs-related services that support workers and employment. Building
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on current workforce programs and developing new programs, the intent isto smplify these
activities under a angle, comprehensve system.

In Indian Country, WIA has not tended to operate in this manner.>® Instead, WIA activity
has been more narrowly focused on the two programs that WIA specificaly authorized to serve
Native people (American Indians, Alaska Natives, and Native Hawaiians)—programs that are
samilar to the precursor Indian programs under JTPA. Thefirgt program, from which Indian
tribes and organizations receive $55 million per year, is“Comprehensive Services” While
grants are made to a variety of Native governments and organizations, most of the funds are
directed at services to Native people in off-reservation areas, who need not be TANF recipients.
Higoricaly, however, approximately 30% of the participantsin the smilar JTPA program were
welfare recipients (where “welfare’ is defined generdly, to include TANF, AFDC, and tribal
GA). The second Indian program under WIA, funded at $16.5 million in fiscd year 2001, is
“Supplementa Services” The grantee profile is smilar to that for Comprehensive Services, but
grants do not fund off-reservation activity (except in Alaska, Oklahoma, and Hawaii). An even
more important contrast concerns the service population: Supplemental Services grants are
targeted a economicaly disadvantaged (though not necessarily wefare-receiving) Native youth.
Together, the two WIA-funded Indian programs provide awide variety of traning and
employment support activities, including skill-based and on-the-job training, remedid and basic
education, work experience, assessment, case management, counseling, job readiness training,
child care and transportation.

Vocational Training Assistance

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) has provided financid assistance to Indian people for
vocationd training since the 1950s. Currently, this assistance is used to pay tuition and related
costs for Indian students in classroom:based training programs (“Adult Vocationd Training,” or
AVT, sarvices) and to cover the costs of relocating to a place where an Indian person has found
employment (“Direct Employment,” or DE, services). Both of these programs are funded by the
BIA, viablock grants that may be used by tribes for purposes as diverse as public safety, road
maintenance, and job training (tribesindividualy decide how much money to dlocate to each
purpose). Many tribesrun AVT and DE themsdlves, dthough some dect to have the programs
administered by BIA saff. The employment and training services are not targeted toward
welfare recipients, or even the economically disadvantaged, athough many participants are low
income.

PL 102-477

Even before WIA, Public Law 102-477, the Indian Employment, Training and Related
Services Demonstration Act of 1992, emphasized the advantages of “one-stop” service ddivery.
Drawing on the experience of tribes in the salf-governance program, it was intended to stimulate
greater triba control over the use of federad resources. In particular, PL 102-477 givestriba
governments the option to integrate the employment, training, and related services (such as child

53At least one program observer has noted that tribes tend to be “out of the loop” on WIA (Mack Rhoades, Jr., Social
Scientist at Support Services International, in apersonal communication in August 2001).
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care services) they operate, even if these services are funded by different federa agencies.
Integration alows tribes to operate the programs under asingle plan, single budget, and sngle
reporting system and, theoretically, promotes afocus on client needs rather than distant federa
agencies priorities. The law was reinforced through amendments in December 2000 and
remains the only federd tool that permits the integration of such federaly funded services across
federa program and department lines. All of the programs discussed above—WtW, NEW,
TANF, WIA, AVT, and DE—can beincluded under atribe’ s 477 plan, as can child care, a
variety of servicesfor e ementary, secondary, and post- secondary school students, and the BIA's
Generd Assstance and Tribal Work Experience Programs.

PL 102-477 is not afunding stream, and no additiona funding comesto atribe as aresult
of participating in the provisons of the Act, which some tribes may view as a disadvantage. On
the other hand, tribes participating in 477 report that the Act achieves its facilitative purposes.

By combining the funds they dready receive under avariety of programs, 477 tribes have been
able to save staff time through reduced paperwork and to better dlocate funds to triba needs and
priorities (tribes need not alocate each expenditure back to the program from which the funding
came). In particular, 477 tribes report serving substantialy more people and improving the
effectiveness of ther services.

While any federaly recognized tribe receiving funds from two or more different federd
programs covered by PL 102-477 may apply to the Secretary of the Interior to participatein
provisions of the Act, only 43 tribes and consortia (representing atotal of 212 tribes) currently
have 477 plans. Of these 43, 12 consolidate their TANF funds and 28 consolidate their NEW
funds with those from other programs under the PL 102-477 authority.

[11. B. Issues Affecting Job Skillsand Training Programs and Welfare Reform

What issues have affected the implementation and viability of employment and job
traning programs for Indian TANF recipients, particularly those who are tribal membersliving
intriba communities? What are the conditions under which the programs outlined above
operate and how do those conditions affect their success?

These questions underlie the andysis and critique offered in this section. The primary
points to be made are that reauthorization of TANF must include reauthorization of related
training and employment programs and that fixes to this component of welfare reform must be
amed not only at the funding and adminigtrative problems tribes currently face but at the
distinctive economic circumstances that tribes deal with aswell.

Tribal Welfare Rolls Have Always Been Dominated by the “Hard-to-Serve”

In Section 11.C we noted thet triba wefare rollsinclude rdatively high proportions of
“hard-to-serve’ populations. those who either lack work experience and job skills or who suffer
from various persond problems that complicate trangtions into employment. This has important
implications for employment and training programs. The requirementsimposed by TANF,
combined with changes in support programs, have presented employment and training providers
with anew Stuation.
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Because TANF swork requirement pushes more clients into employment and training
programs in search of job skills and opportunities, and because certain programs are now tied
more closdly to the welfare population, many employment and training programs see avery
different clientele from the one they saw only five or Sx yearsago. Program staff have had to
ded with different kinds of barriers to employment from those of their previous clients. Even
where the clientde has not changed sgnificantly, the focus on barriers (not just on training and
placement) forces the staff of employment and training programs to work with the same
individualsin new ways. Program workers must now screen for a broader set of barriers,
including substance abuse, domestic violence issues, and other psychologica factors. The
programs and their staff must be able to adjust to these changesin their client pool and in
expected services in order to perform effectively. This has dtered the work of these programs,
increased the skill sets needed to operate these programs effectively, and increased staff work
loads.

Tribes Lack Resourcesto Adequately Address Fundamental Barriersto Employment

Even if programs and staff can change course in response to changesin clientele and
program focus, alack of resources can hamper real progress. Most tribes that operate (or hope to
operate) employment and training programs report that they lack adequate resources for helping
clients overcome identified barriers to employment. The truth in these daims is underlined by
the fact that non-tribal programs (that is, employment and training programs operated by
gtates/counties) also have confronted the chalenge of shifting focus as hard-to-serve individuas
become more dominant in their caseloads, but because resource issues have been much lessof a
problem, non-tribal programs have been better able to adjust.>*

In reviewing the available literature and discussng employment and training programs
with triba adminigtrators, we consstently find that most tribes smply do not have the auxiliary
socid services (or funding to create or expand the services) necessary to address many TANF
clients mgor needs. For example, if awdfare-to-work program manager identifiesaclient’s
main problem as substance abuse, the tribe may not have any funding or programs available for
substance abuse treatment to help that triba member. The problem has become even more acute
as many triba WtW grants expire.

The hard fact isthat federd funding for triba employment and training programs has not
increased at al snce PRWORA, with the sole exception of the two years of triba WtW funding,
despite enormous needs. The funding level for NEW was frozen by PRWORA. Meanwhile, the
congtant dollar value of Indian funding under first JTPA and now WIA hasdeclined dragticdly
in the last decade and a half; DeWeaver (2001) finds a decrease of nearly 53% from fiscd year
1984 to fiscal year 2000.

>4 Personal communication, Mack Rhoades, Jr., Support Services International, August 2001. These comments are
offered with the realization that external funds for state/county programs may not have increased either; rather, the
point isthat they often have deeper pockets (that is, still other sources of programmatic support) or more funding
per client asaresult of declining welfarerolls.
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The Connection Between TANF and Employment and Training Programs is Often Weak

Among the various training and employment programs described in the previous section,
only Welfare-to-Work has been specifically targeted at TANF recipients.> Indl other
programs, TANF recipients must compete for resources with other, non-welfare-receiving triba
members, and there are severd reasons why it may be difficult for them to gain their share of
support. As noted above, changing client needs present some program staff with unfamiliar
chdlenges, and gaff may have difficulty tailoring services to meet these changing needs. Some
studies (e.g., Harvey et d. 2000, Pandey et al. 1999) aso suggest that in some cases there may be
community biases againg mothers participation in the workforce; if this sentiment extends to
employment and training staff, it may be another reason TANF clients are less well served.

Even with WtW, however, there are hurdles to program participation. While only
enrolled TANF dlients are digible for WtW services, the WtW programs must be aware of client
eigibility. For tribes operating WtW but not TANF, this avareness requires a specid interface
or agreement between the tribe and the state’s TANF programs (multiple agreements may be
necessary if the state has devolved TANF responsibility to counties). For example, asatriba
member enrolls, the state or locd TANF administrator may need to be able to identify aclient as
an American Indian and as amember of a specific tribe. This has proven to be difficult, as Sate
wedfare offices have not historically asked for thiskind of information.®® Also, because tribes
higtorica intergovernmenta relationship is with the federa government, developing and
negotiating programmeatic relaionships with the satesisfairly new territory for many state and
triba employment and training program adminigrators.

Beyond identifying who might participate, tribes have had to negotiate which dients will
be served by triba WtW and which will be served by state WtW. Thisissue may be particularly
pressing in the few urban areas where triba and state programs may be more likely to operate
Sde-by-sde and in ingances where tribal and state programs offer different sets of services.

TANF and WtW are not Well-Coordinated with General Economic Development
Programs

Related to coordination between TANF and WtW programsis the issue of coordination
between programs for the welfare population on the one hand and business and economic
development programs and strategies on the other. Many TANF administrators have indicated
that, despite the fact that both sets of programs share a concern with expanding economic
opportunity, there s little communication between TANF programs and triba economic

5 And even under the most restrictive versions of WtW, non-custodial parents of children receiving TANF (i.e., the
parents were not themselves TANF clients) were eligible for WtW services.

%6 Oklahomais the only state that asks as amatter of policy, although the tribes in California have been relatively
successful at gaining agreement from county offices that they, too, will ask about tribal affiliation (personal
communication, Kathy Larin, U.S. General Accounting Office, August 2001; personal communication, Mack
Rhoades, Jr., Support Services International, August 2001).
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development programs (see, for example, Brown and Springwater 2001).>” This has high costs.
For example, it discourages providers of job training from coordinating their work with triba
economic srategies. what sorts of jobs should tribes be training people for? Better coordination
would mean that labor force improvement efforts supported development goals. Similarly, some
development funders might be more willing to support certain initiativesif they knew that in

doing so they dso would be targeting welfare populations. Benefits can flow the other way as
well: development decisions could take welfare recipient locations, needs, and attributesinto
account, thereby supporting tribal gods of reducing welfare dependency.

In some ways, the reported lack of coordination isnot surprisng. Triba government
bureaucracy has grown up around a variety of federal grant programs and governing trends and,
in many ways, mimics the federal bureaucracy’ sinability to facilitate the easy flow of
information across departmental and agency boundaries. Triba dependence on federd resources
aso hasled to isolated “ stovepipes’ of activity, in which program principas may be more
concerned about perpetuating their “vertical” relationships with Washington (which can preserve
the program) than networking to cregte “horizontal” relationships with other triba programs
(especidly if they fear that networking might diminish program resources). It may be difficult
for wdfare-oriented staff and business-devel opment-oriented staff to imagine how the services
of one program could be useful to the clients of another. In their review of WtW programs,
Hillabrandt and Rhoades (2000, p. 11) point out that “many employment and training program
gaff view sdf-employment and entrepreneurid activities as unredigtic for al except persons
with strong skills, knowledge, and experience (e.g., accounting, marketing and sales,
distribution, cash management, investment capitd).” Business development staff likewise often
fail to recognize that they share broad economic goals with tribal welfare programs. One such
example lieswith traning and development opportunities offered through the U.S. Department
of Agriculture s Cooperative Indian Reservation Extension Program; athough the primary god
of these servicesisto provide individua ranchers, producers, and triba enterprises with the
expertise to compete in agribusiness, the basc training in entrepreneurship, leadership, and
business can benefit TANF recipients.

In fact, connections between employment and training programs targeted at welfare
recipients and job development programs per se often have been a critica part of the success of
urban TANF and WtW programs.®® Some of the most successful urban, nor+Indian TANF and
WItW programs have had direct connections with employers (such as Goodwill Industries and
Marshdls Department Stores) who participated in the training of clients and gave them jobs.
Most reservations lack such opportunities—the employers aren’t even there—but pardld
connections appropriate to the setting might be possible. Continuing the example, alinkage to
entrepreneurship programs may be especidly gppropriate in environments characterized by
sgnificant informal economic activities—as some tribal communities are (see, for example,

>" This has been atopic of conversation at several recent meetings of Indian Country TANF program directors; see,
for example, Hale 2001. Additionally, it isatopic stressed in the literature on the implementation of welfare
reformin rural areas (for example, Kaplan 1998). The issue raises the possibility of fruitful cross-program
learning, should innovative ideas and workabl e solutions be found.

%8 Personal communication, Kathy Larin, U.S. General Accounting Office, August 2001.
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Sherman 159538)—md by the lack of other job opportunities (thisis discussed in detail in Section
IV below).

“Education First” isan Important but Limited Strategy

The primary assumption regarding client trgjectories under PRWORA is “work first,”
with other enhancementsto TANF clients human capitd viewed as supports, rather than
dterndives, to employment. The focus, in other words, is on work and the emphasisison
moving clientsinto jobs. Whiletribal leaders generdly support the concept of “work first,” they
aso report extensive use of an dternative drategy, “education firs.” That is, many triba
programs have focused on improving the education of members before requiring them to get a
job. There are two strong reasons for this different orientation. As compared to “work first,”
“educetion first” may have a much better chance of giving TANF dients valuable long-term
skills and credentials and, therefore, may be amuch better gpproach to permanent self-
aufficiency. Additiondly, given the extraordinary shortege of employment opportunitiesin
many tribal communities, “education first” may sometimes be the only possible option. In sum,
“education fird” has been an important strategy in the face of human capita underdevel opment,
economic deprivation, and job scarcity (Hillabrant and Rhoades 2000, DeWeaver 2001).

Itiscriticaly important that the reauthorization process recognize the “ education firgt”
strategy and provide means to support education and job training. But it also should be made
clear to dl partiesthat, at best, this strategy putstribesin a holding position. Without sgnificant
investments in economic development, and without strong linkages between TANF programs
and new loca job opportunities, “education first” eventualy will fail. Without jobs, education
and training are of limited help.®

Public Law 102-477 is Under-Utilized
A number of tribes using PL 102-477 authority to integrate programs have reported that,

for them, it isaparticularly important strategy for meeting the administrative and population
chdlenges of wdfare reform, improving service ddivery, and reducing red tape (Brown and

%9 |tisintriguing to note that Indian entrepreneurs may be ahead of the curve on thisissue; some are seeking
connections with welfare-to-work programs rather than waiting for information and opportunitiesto flow in the
opposite direction. Lansdowne (2001) cites entrepreneurs on the Flathead Reservation (home of the Confederated
Salish and Kootenai Tribes), who are engaged in tipi manufacture: “We're hiring out of welfare-to-work programs
like crazy” (p. C2).

80 An interesting sidelight on thisissue derives from data presented by Falk (2001): in fiscal year 1999, 54% of
American Indians receiving TANF through a state-run program had at least 12 years of schooling as compared to
51% of all TANF recipients, 60% of white recipients, 52% of African American recipients, and 37% of Hispanic
recipients. In other words, in the aggregate, American Indian clients of state-run TANF programs were already
better educated than other minority clients, but were less likely to be working. This educational difference may be
moderated when tribal TANF clients are taken into account (if there isadifference in average education levels
between urban and rural Indian populations, and if the urban population is both better educated and more likely to
be on state-run TANF programs). Nonetheless, other research supports the general implication of this data—that
the fundamental barrier to employment in Indian Country isless lack of education than lack of jobs (see Cornell
and Kat 2000).
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Springwater 2001; Hillabrant and Rhoades 2000). As noted above, however, despite its clear
advantages, there are not many tribes using 477 authority to administer TANF funds.

There are severa reasons for thisreluctance. First, some tribes smply do not have
multiple funding streams; the flexibility only makes sense if atribe can merge severd funding
streams to reduce administration and bureaucracy. Second, historic divisions between program
operations a the triba level—the * stovepipe” bureaucratic structure mentioned earlier—has
creeted an overdl program adminigtrative structure that, in many cases, is difficult to dismantle.
Third, some tribes have current service arrangements that they fed are effective and would not
be improved by using 477 flexibility. Fourth, program integration and the creation of more
comprehensive services requires enormous effort®®; this means that even program administrators
who agree with the concept of pooled funds are frequently unwilling to participate, particularly
since thereis no clear financia incentive to participate in 477.5% Finally, anecdotal reports revedl
that, from time to time, saff in various federd agencies have tried to discourage the use of 477
authority, which then causestribal taff to “think twice’ before participating.

Job Scarcity isan Overwhelming Barrier to Program Success

Severd points above have dready highlighted the centraity of the problem of job
scarcity. Additiona information about the context underscores how difficult it isfor TANF
clientswho are triba members and who live in tribal communities to find jobs.

Infisca year 1999, 21% of American Indian adults participating in state-run
TANF programs were employed as compared to 28% of all (i.e., any race) adults
participating in such programs (Falk 2001).

In 1985, Sinte Gleska College (now University) carried out a survey of jobsin
Todd County, SD, which is co-extensve with the Rosebud Sioux Reservation; the
survey found 1,406 full-time jobs in the county, and 181 part-time jobs. In 1989,
the resident labor force on the Rosebud Reservation was 7,241, or more than 4.5
times the number of positions produced by the loca economy (U.S. Department
of the Interior 1989; Hargreaves and Chang 1992; Szabo 1985).

“Officid” unemployment rates generaly underestimate the rate among Indians
living on reservations because of differencesin definitions. Mogt officid
definitions count as unemployed only those who report that they are seeking

work. Those who have become discouraged by the lack of jobs and smply
stopped looking for work are not included in the estimate. For example, state
figures placed unemployment on the Pine Ridge Reservation in the 10-12% range
in 1999 (State of South Dakota 2001), while a caculation for the same year from
BIA Labor Force Survey data, which consders the workforce as a whole and not

61 For example, participation in 477 often requires substantial strengthening of atribe's financial accounting systems
and other record-keeping capacities, and staff capable of engineering the transition to more integrated service
provision.

82 That is, the sum total of funds does not increase with 477, only the flexibility with which they may be used.
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just the number seeking work, results in an adult unemployment etimate of
agpproximately 85% (U.S. Department of the Interior 1999).

While the kind of data provided by Sinte Gleska—on the number of jobs generated in a
given community or loca economy—is rare for Indian Country, the third bullet above hints that
the problem identified a Rosebud may be more common. Indeed, unemployment rates
caculated to account for discouraged workers are high across most of Indian Country (see Table
2) and serve as an imperfect but usable proxy measure of the gap between employment needs
and employment opportunities. As these data suggest, triba policymakers on many
reservations—particularly rural ones—confront enormous “job gaps’ (Cornell 2000).%

Table 2. Unemployment Rates by Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Area, 1999

Unemployed as % of
BIA Area L abor Force
Aberdeen 71
Albuquerque 41
Anadarko 37
Billings 68
Eastern 40
Juneau 47
Minnegpolis 43
Muskogee 43
Navgo A
Phoenix 42
Portland 57
Sacramento 4
All Regions 43

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior (1999).

Note: Unemployment figures from Bureau of Indian Affairs labor force estimates are
given by reservation and aggregated by area and are for BIA service populations, which
include persons resident “on or near” reservations who are eligible to use that tribe's
BIA-funded services. Figures are self-reported by tribes and, given tribes variable
resources and capacities to gather such data and the inherent difficulty of gathering labor
force datain large rural areas, are difficult to evaluate and should be used with caution.
They nonetheless are useful indicators of the general state of reservation economies.

In short, the facts demongtrate that many tribal communities are characterized by mass
unemployment, and not just unemployment of the hardest-to- serve welfare clients. In such
conditions, everyone has greet difficulty finding jobs. The facts dso caution us to temper
expectations about the impact and viability of the various employment and training programs
described above, and about the effects of reauthorization. Reauthorization of TANF and its

83 Obviously these figures could include persons who choose not to take available jobs and thereby may be
misleading as measures of the job challenge tribesface. However, the sheer magnitude of the unemployment
figures combined with the near desperation with which many tribes pursue jobs—any jobs—argues that jobs are
exceptionally scarce on most Indian reservations.
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related employment and training programs that only tweeks the present system may well

improve the administration of these programs and better prepare clients for work. But such
changes—on their own—uwill leave untouched the fundamenta problem with achieving

workable welfare reform in Indian Country, which concerns job scarcity and the pressing need
for economic growth.

Summary: Key | ssues

The key issuesin thejob skills and training component of welfare reform in Indian
Country are:

Tribd wdfarerolls are dominated by “hard-to-serve’ populations that place
exceptional demands on programs, staff, and resources. Program design and
funding resources generdly have failed to take this into account.

The connection between TANF and employment and training programsis often
wesk. Coordination problems, digibility requirements, and program targeting
lead to competition for resources and complicate potentialy productive
collaboration and integration.

TANF and WtW are not well coordinated with triba economic development
programs and strategies. This undermines potentidly beneficia cooperation and
more efficient use of resources and probably limits the impact of both welfare
reform and economic development programs.

“Education fird” is an important but limited strategy that makes some sensein the
presence of job scarcity and sgnificant human cepitd deficits; however, without
tribal and nationd policymaker attention to the job scarcity problem, education
doneisunlikely to have amgor impact on welfare dependency.

Public Law 102-477 is under-utilized. The flexibility offered by thislaw is
essentid to efficient employment and job training on many reservations, and
federal support of tribes' trangtion to greater use of 477 authority would be
vauable to those tribes that are interested in 477 but lack the adminisrative
infrastructure to recaive funding in this manner.

Job scarcity is an overwhelming barrier to program success. Thejob gap in much
of Indian Country is S0 wide that even well-designed, wdl-funded, and well-run
employment and job training programs will have only limited impacts without
sgnificant economic growth.

V. Employment: Developing and Providing Jobs for Welfar e Recipients

The previous section ended by pointing out that the lack of jolbs on many Indian
reservations places alimit on what welfare reform can accomplish. With adequate resources,
decision-making control and flexibility, and good program design, the support and skills
components of welfare reform can do agreat ded to support welfare families and prepare
welfare recipients for work. But ultimate success in welfare reform—reform that ends
dependency and mitigates poverty—simply will not occur without jobs. And the jobs that are
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needed depend on growth in reservation economies. In short, economic growth iskey
component of welfare reduction in Indian Country, and without it, welfare reform is unlikely to
succeed.

This section departs somewhat from the orientation of Sections |1 and 111 of this report.
While they approach the topic in dightly different ways, each of the preceding sections has been
concerned primarily with the nature and effects of programs linked to PRWORA and designed to
provide support or training and skills to welfare populaions. But PRWORA did not specify
community economic development or growth as alegidétive priority and provided neither
programs nor funding that had economic growth as the primary objective. This report takes the
view that, for Indian Country at least, welfare reform’s neglect of thistopic isafad flaw, for the
lack of jobs represents an enormous obstacle in the way of reservation welfare recipients hoping
to make the trangition to work.

The lack of attention to economic growth in PRWORA has certain consequences for the
organizetion of thisreport. In examining thisthird area critical to welfare reform, we cannot
repest the pattern of preceding sections. Instead, we review the record of job creation in Indian
Country, examine dternative strategies for generating jobs, and review the implications of these
drategiesfor federa and triba policymakers.

Fird, however, we take up avery different but related topic. TANF recipients can go to
work anywhere. Theoreticdly at least, this means that one option for people facing the loss of
benefitsisto leave the reservation for places (typicaly cities) where employment opportunities
arelikely to be greeter. Onitsface, encouraging out-migration would be less difficult than
transforming chronically depressed economies; in the 1950s and 1960s, thisin fact was a
centerpiece of the federa government’s response to reservation poverty (Nells1971). Why is
out-migration not viable as an dternative solution for welfare recipients and tribes?

IV.A. Why Migration IsNot a Solution

American Indians have been migrating from reservations toward greater economic
opportunity for decades. population gatistics show that in the twentieth century, particularly
snce World War 11, partly as aresult of federa policy and partly in response to desperate
reservation economic conditions, thousands of Indians have lft reservations for U.S. cities.
Decades of migration experience, combined with evidence from studies of welfare reform, teach
several lessons about the potentid of migration as a solution to reservation unemployment.

Firg, for many Indian people, urban migration is not an attractive option. In a study of
welfare and economy on the Rosebud Sioux Reservation, Hargreaves and Chang found that
“while leaving the reservation may seem, to an outsider, the most reasonable response to extreme
economic conditions, it is the response least favored by the Sioux we talked to for whom kinship
relations and historicaly and culturaly rooted attachments to their homeland are profoundly
important” (1992, p. 251). Triba leaders and others have expressed smilar views on numerous
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occasions, induding meetings on welfare reform.®* Population and socioeconomic data back up
these views, they show that Sgnificant numbers of Indians are willing to pay a high economic
price to remain in their homelands (Cornell 2000).

Second, there is ample evidence that many urban Indian migrants, including later
generation migrants, are interested in going the other way. Thisfact was underscored in a series
of interviews with the directors of urban Indian programs conducted by the Urban Indtitute in the
mid-1990s,; aggregate interview results suggested that as many as 64% of these programs
congtituents would prefer to return to tribal lands rather than remain in metropolitan areas
(Kingdey et d. 1996, p. 96). Many of those who have left tribal homelands to secure work
express the hope that reservation economic conditions will change, dlowing them to return, and
Indian nations that have experienced significant economic growth report high rates of return
migration.

Third, Indians living in urban areas have not dways redized the hope of improved
economic circumstances. Snipp and Sandefur (1988) have shown that urban migration has not
been the economic panacea that the federa government once imagined it to be. Urban Indian
populations have high rates of unemployment and poverty, too, athough not as high asthe
reservation population. 1n 1990, for example, the aggregate poverty rates for American Indians
living in metropolitan areas was 17% compared to 35% among those living in tribd areas. On
the other hand, the urban poverty rate for the non-Indian maingtream was only 11.5% (Kingdey
et a. 1996). Furthermore, aggregate statistics on urban Indians tend to mask persistent pockets
of poverty among the urban Indian population and fall to capture other dimensions of poverty,
such as socid disconnection and limited accessto services. Thereis evidence that reservation
mothers who migrate to urban areasin order to meet TANF requirements must often choose
between leaving their children on the reservation in the care of extended family members and
taking their children with them to the city, thereby losing the support system offered by extended
family (Pandey 2001). Thusa policy that encourages off-reservation migration can result in
broken families, aresult serioudy at odds with the intentions of welfare reform.

Fourth, it isunlikely that states will accept the out-migration strategy. They dready have
expressed fears that clients of tribal programs (which are supported with funds “carved out” of a
date' s dlocation) will attempt to “double dip” by seeking services from both state and triba
programs. They are dso fearful of a*race to the bottom” between TANF jurisdictions, where
clientswill seek out residency in areas with the most generous programs. Federd policiesthat
promote the migration of tribal members off the reservation run afoul of both of these fears,
increasing the probability that poor Indians, now living off the reservation, will seek services
from the nearest agent—the Sate.

Findly, if TANF policies embrace the expectation that Indians should migrate away from
their home communities to find work, they will mark the return of assmilationism asfederd
Indian policy. Philosophicdly at least, such policies chdlenge Indian nations status (affirmed in

64 See, for example, the summary of the presentation at a National Congress of American Indians welfare reform
forum by Robert Louie of the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation in eastern Washington, who notes
that relocation is not considered an option by tribal members at Colville (National Congress of American Indians
1998, p. 7).
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treaties, executive orders, federd statutes and case law) as “ domestic sovereigns’ with rights of
self-determination and to whom the federa government has atrust repongbility. It is not the
case that only those tribal members who are “wdl enough off” should be ableto live in these
distinct communities, nor should triba governments opportunity to govern be limited to
authority over a nation composed of the “well enough off.” If triba members who cannot find
work in the community are obliged to leave, their leaving diminishes both the socid fabric of the
community and the strength of the nation. Simply put, if the U.S. government adopts an
interpretation of PRWORA that advocates migration away from reservations, it will have created
an economic policy in conflict with the political policy of sdf-determination.

The most obvious dternative to a massive exodus by working-age reservation residents is
to increase reservation employment opportunities. Thisisthe dternative that many triba
administrators who are wrestling with welfare reform now advocate®® But how can such growth
be achieved? And how can PRWORA reauthorization help stimulate a productive economic
transformation instead of contributing to an economic disaster? The sections that follow present
evidence that speaks to these concerns.

V. B. Wdfare Reform and Job Creation

Much of the discussion of the need for economic development as a necessary
complement to welfare reform uses the phrase “job creation.” While the essentia notion is
correct, what the term has come to mean in Indian Country may not be. Inthelast severd
decades, job cregtion in tribal communities has occurred largely through the growth of tribal
bureaucracies. However, if proponents of “job creation” mean “government job creation,” they
are unlikely to solve the core problem. The drategy fails to underwrite ongoing economic
growth, which istherea need if Indian Country is going to succeed at welfare reform.

Public Sector Job Creation

The heyday of job creation in Indian Country was the 1960s and 1970s, when the federa
government shifted the goas of its Indian policy from “termination” and “rel ocation”
(terminating federa servicesto tribes and moving Indiansto cities) to “poor support” (sweeping
up Indian palicy into the larger War on Poverty). Many Great Society programs included Indian
tribes astarget populations. Critically, most funding programs not only sought to provide
government assistance to the poor but aso embraced the idea of community empowerment—
impoverished populations were given the opportunity to play alarger role in program planning,
direction, and administration.®® Many new federd Indian programs from the mid-1960s to mid-
1970s directly or indirectly involved triba governmentsin administration or implementation.
One result was job cregtion: the explosive growth of triba bureaucracies. For example:

85 See, for example, National Congress of American Indians (1998).

% On community empowerment as a policy objective in many of these programs, see Greenstone and Peterson
(1976). On Indian reservations as explicit targets, see Castile (1998, chapters 1 and 2), Prucha (1984, p. 1094),
and Levitan and Hetrick (1971, chapter 6). On the turn toward development in federal policy discussions, see
Cadtile (1998, chapter 1).
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At Zuni Pueblo, triba government expanded from 9 employees (1950s) to 54 (late
1960s), largdly with the support of federd funds. The Community Action

Program, started in 1965 with money from the Office of Economic Opportunity (a
primary funnd for Great Society program funding), quickly became the single
largest component of triba government, with 33 employees and the bulk of the
tribal budget (Ferguson, Hart, and Seciwa 1988).

The Navgo Tribe established its own Office of Navgjo Economic Opportunity
(ONEO) in 1965. By the end of the year, “ONEO had established a far-flung
preschool program, asmall business development center, a Neighborhood Y outh
Corps summer program involving 3,500 Navgo young people, a‘reservation
wide recregtion and physica fitness program, and aloca community
development program” (lverson 1981, p. 90). Each of these had its own
adminigrative component, employing at least some Navgjos. A Head Start
program, other educationa programs, medica services, a culture center, lega
services, job placement, and other activities followed, most of them in one way or
another under the purview of amushrooming triba government.

From 1937 to 1965 the Papago (now Tohono O'odham) tribal government
consisted of the triba council and four officers (chairman, vice-chairman,
secretary, treasurer). By the early 1970s federa funds and program initiatives had
led to a proliferation of committees, boards, programs, and offices, and had
produced amassive triba adminigration, saffed largely by O odham tribal
members (Manud et d. 1978).

On the Fort Belknap reservation in Montana, home of the Gros Ventre and
Assiniboine peoples, “the War on Poverty programs...resulted in hundreds of
jobs’ asthetriba government became amagjor reservation employer (Fowler
1987, p. 116).

On the Quechan reservation, “members of gpproximately 130 of the reservation’s
180 families received full or part-time wages from government programs between
1966 and 1969.” Many of these jobs were temporary positions in congtruction or
in training programs, but some were longer-term adminigtrative postionsin triba
government (Bee 1981, p. 143).

The next mgor shift in the federal government’ s Indian policy—" self- determination” —
further increased the opportunities for bureaucratic expansion (Vinje 1996). The policy,
atticulated in the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act of 1975 (P.L. 93-638)
and in subsegquent amendments and legidation, makes it possible for tribes to contract and
compact with the federd government to directly manage federd programs. In generd,
contracted or compacted programs replicate federal organizationa models, so that at least as
many jobs as were removed from the federa payroll are added to the triba government payroll.

Concurrent with (and perhaps motivated by) salf-determination, tribes have been making
sgnificant efforts to exploit their comparative advantages in support of economic devel opment,
efforts that have also tended to increase the size of tribal bureaucracies. Natural resource
development has been a particularly important part of thistrend. For example, many tribal
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governments rapidly developed their capacities to monitor and regulate resource extraction and
develop their own resources (see Ambler 1990; also Iverson 1981 and Robbins 1979). The result
was another large expansion of triba government employment.

The outcome of these trends is contemporary reservation economiesin which alarge
proportion of the available jobs are in the government sector (even excluding those jobs that
might be consdered “business’ rather than “government” oriented). 1n 1985, of the 1,406 full-
time jobs counted in Todd County, South Dakota (home of the Rosebud Sioux Tribe), 214 were
in private businesses and the other 1,192 were in the public sector (Szabo 1985). In 1993, the
unemployment rate on the Standing Rock Sioux Reservation was 86%; of those thet were
employed, nearly three quarters (72%) held jobsin tribal, Sate, or federal government; in 1997,
after dgnificant nationd-level economic growth, 74% of Standing Rock’ s resdent members
remained unemployed, and of the employed, 68% worked in the public sector (U.S. Department
of the Interior 1993, 1997b). While the percentage in government employment varies agood
dedl by reservation, the Rosebud and Standing Rock cases are by no means unusud. At
Northern Cheyenne the figure was 82% in 1997; at Hualapai, 95%; and at Pine Ridge, 97%.%
On the Wind River Reservation in Wyoming, “between 1987 and 1998 the distribution of
employment remained weighted toward the governmental/service sector, with most jobs created
by externd entities such as the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian Health Service, and county
school digtricts” (Antell et d. 1999, p. 12).

Why Public Sector Job Creation Is I nsufficient

These public sector jobs have been important for Indian Country. In the amogt totd
absence of other employment opportunities, a substantia part of the reservation-based American
Indian workforce has depended on government employment for its surviva. From the point of
view of welfare reform, however, the critical questions to be asked about the past pattern of job
creation on Indian lands are these: (1) are there likely to be enough such jobsto fill the job gap
S0 many reservations face, and (2) are these the kinds of jobs Indian Country redly needs as it
struggles to respond to welfare reform?

Corndl (2000) has argued that there are four problems with a pattern of reservation job
creation thet relies primarily on the government or public sector.

It concentrates reservation employment in a single sector—in this case,
government—making the reservation economy more vulnerable to unexpected
change than amulti- sector economy would be.

It reduces practicd triba sovereignty by making the tribal economy substantialy
dependent on funding decisions made by distant politica bodies—typicdly the

67 Asnoted in Table 1, the quality of BIA labor force estimates vary by reservation and should be used with caution;
they nonetheless have value asindicators of the general situation. See also Snipp (1991, pp. 239, 240) on the high
levels of government employment on reservations generally; Snipp additionally notes that, given the negligible
role of state government on reservations, nearly all reservation government employment is either tribal or federal.
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Congress or federal agencies—that have little loca knowledge and have to serve
multiple interests.®®

Inview of current political and economic congraints on federal budgets, public
sector employment has limited potentid for growth. It is difficult to believe that
the federd government will start pouring money into Indian reservetionson a
scale comparable to what was happening in the 1960s and 1970s.

Unlike jobs in the productive economy, government employment has little
inherent potentid to generate additiond jobs. That is, doing your job well in
government is unlikely to increase demands for government services and thereby
produce more jobs, while doing your job well in the productive economy islikdy
to attract more customers who ask for more of what you produce which in turn
encourages more hiring. Tribes not only need jobs; they need jobs that generate
jobs.

Anather, more comprehensive criticism must be added to the list: too often, the rdentless
pursuit of public sector jobs has produced and reinforced counterproductive behaviors and
mindsets. Government officids, desperate to provide work for their congtituents, begin to view
every federd program as an employment opportunity. They develop a*programs and projects’
mentality in which the response to unemployment is to search for any federa funds that could be
used to create programs and jobs (and, similarly, to respond positively to many random private
sector opportunities presented at their doors). This process of moving from project to project and
program to program is neither strategic nor, with itsreliance on outsiders' priorities and even
fads, isit supportive of triba sovereignty. It has sddom led to sustainable economic
development and growth.

In short, it seems unlikely that such strategies will create either enough jobs or the kinds
of jobsthat Indian Country needs to overcome the job scarcity barriers to welfare reform.

V. C. TheAlternative: Economic Growth and “Nation Building”

In view of the inadequacies of “job creation” as asolution to the job gap, it is necessary
to consder what is needed if Indian nations are to dedl successfully with welfare reform. Of
course, Indian nations need large numbers of jobs. But they also need jobs that last, jobs that are
less vulnerable to palitical whimsin Washington, and jobs that meet community needs and
opportunities. What they redly need is sdf-sustaining economic growth—and hence, job
growth—in the productive sectors of reservation economies. This may seem far-fetched to
some, but there are a number of Indian nationsin which it has dready proven aviable srategy.

In these communities, government employment has become aminor part of areservation
economy dominated by productive enterprise.

% The Navajo Nation is agood example of this sort of dependency (see Grant and Taylor 2001a): 70% of jobs on
the Navajo reservation are in the public sector; 50% are grant-dependent. The grants are time-specific, so when
they run out, the jobs are likely to disappear. Asaresult, thetribal government findsitself in constant pursuit of
grant money to maintain the level of employment. Should granting agencies priorities' change, it islikely that
unemployment will rise significantly.
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The most compelling evidence to date that a growth strategy can work comes from the
Harvard Project on American Indian Economic Development, which has been engaged since the
late 1980s in comparative research on reservation development. Harvard Project results confirm
that sustainable, sdlf- determined economic growth is possible on American Indian reservetions,
even in the absence of the recently developed gaming industry. The preconditions for growth
appear to be these:

Practicd tribd sovereignty (the Indian nation isin the driver’s seat in economic
and politica affairs);

Sound governing inditutions (among other things, the Indian nation has
depoliticized court decisons and business management and has put in place a
capable reservation bureaucracy);

Cultural match (these governing ingtitutions fit indigenous concepts of how
authority should be organized and exercised);

A drategic orientation (moving away from quick fixes toward setting
development prioritiesin terms of the kind of society the nation is trying to build);

Leadership (some group or et of individuaswho are willing to bregk with
established ways of doing things and commit themsdves to designing and
implementing effective triba governance).

Where these conditions are in place, economic growth becomes dramaticaly more likely. In
fact, these kinds of “nation:building” elements agppear to be more important to economic growth
than natural resource endowments, education, or geographical location.®®

Viewed in these terms, economic growth isavery different objective from job creetion.
Rather than smply trying to find or creete jobs, the economic growth strategy triesto secure the
economic future of the community by building a working reservation economy and the
indtitutions that can support it. Employment is a byproduct of the larger effort. The primary
advantage of approaching employment in terms of economic growth instead of job creation
comes from the source, qudity, and sustainability of the jobsit islikely to produce.

Taking about growth instead of job crestion may seem amere semantic or cosmetic
difference. But infact, it requresamgor and critica change of strategy at both triba and
federa levels. Once growing the reservation economy becomes the objective, it shifts attention
from smply creating jobs to putting in place the ingtitutiona foundations for sustainable
economic activity and employment. Rather than smply chasing grants or expanded federa
programs, tribes are compelled to examine how triba governing indtitutions, policies, and
procedures either promote productive economic activity or hinder it, and to make the necessary
changes to promote growth. Triba and federd policies have to consder not Smply whether
triba members have the necessary skills to hold jobs, but whether the nation has the necessary
freedom (i.e.,, sovereignty) and necessary ingtitutional capacities to produce and sustain jobs.

89 See, for example, the following papers by Harvard Project staff: Begay et al. (forthcoming); Cornell and Kalt
(1992, 1995, 1997, 1998, 2000); Jorgensen and Taylor (2000). These findings concur with theory and research on
economic growth more generally; see, for example, North (1990), Knack and Keefer (1995), La Portaet al. (1997).
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This shifts attention to indtitutiond capacity building, or nation building. “Capacity
building” is one of the current buzzwords in Indian Country, afavorite of policymakers, funders,
and consultants. It seems to embrace everything from sending people to college to providing
computers for triba government operations. These kinds of things are necessary contributions to
the long-term welfare of reservation communities. But research suggests that few of these
contributions will pay off in long-term welfare improvements unless institutional capacity
building is done firgt, putting in place organizationd structures, policies, and proceduresthat can
encourage and sustain investments of time, energy, idess, or money by tribal members or
outsiders.

IV.D. Implicationsfor Policy: Nation Building and Welfare Reform

The preceding section of this report explored the steps that are necessary for sustained
economic growth in Indian Country. To some, this may seem to be far afidd from the centra
concern of thisreport: to understand the experience of Indian nations with welfare reform. This
section refocuses on that concern by tying together nation building and welfare reform. Does
research or experience suggest ways that welfare reform policies can reflect and support
effective economic development efforts? Can welfare reform and economic growth be linked?
The answer in this section is yes, and the specifics of this answer provide abasisfor future

policy making.
Reform Tribal Government I nstitutions

The links are sraightforward: if welfare reform isto succeed, clients must be able to
access the resources and services they need to care for themsalves and their families; they must
be able to gain education and training that hel ps them enter the workforce; and, ultimately, they
must be able to find work. Yet in much of Indian Country, for clients to find work, economic
growth must occur; and for growth to occur, ingitutiona reform and development within triba
government is necessary. In other words, in many tribal communities, successful welfare reform
will depend on the concurrent implementation of efforts in support of improved socid service
delivery and of effortsin support of nation building. This means that the federd government and
tribal governments must commit to inditutiona capacity building, both within PRWORA
reauthorization legidation and in paralel, broader authorizations aimed a economic
development in Indian Country.

Addressing broader effortsfirdt, it is clear that funds and other kinds of support are
needed for arange of important ingtitutiona changesin triba governance. In many triba
communities, true inditutiona change will require condtitutiond reform; tribal governments and
triba citizens must commit to making practica changesin judicia systems, governing structures,
and the digtribution of authority (Cornell and Kat 1995; Lemont 2001). For many triba
governments, inditutiona change will require putting in place codes and other legd frameworks
that can support entrepreneurship, depaliticize business decisons, and bring certainty into
reservation business affairs (Corndl and Kalt 1992; Grant and Taylor 2001b; Henson and Nathan
1998; Jorgensen and Taylor 2000). And, in many tribal communities, indtitutiona change will
require achange in atitudes toward triba government. Citizens must stop viewing triba
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government as a source of jobs, income, and patronage, and begin to see it as aleader and rule-
maker that can decide whether to spend energy fighting over the reservation pie (the avaladle
jobs and income and other goodies) or spend energy making the pie bigger for everyone;
government officials must consistently view government as the mechanisam by which the nation
can build its future (Grant et d. 2000).

The federa government, states, and even the nonprofit sector could help tribes undertake
these sorts of reform, not by imposing changes but by supporting efforts by tribes to find their
own solutions to these problems.  Funds and programs could be made available immediately to
spur the re-thinking of the organization and operation of foundationd inditutionsin Indian
Country. For example, federa legidation and policy could support more rapid gpprova within
the BIA of condtitutiona changes, government and nonprofit funds could support working
groups in various tribal communities to addressissues of inditutiond reform; federd, Sate, and
triba government officias could engage in exchange relationships so that practical knowledge
could be applied to reform problems.

These changes should begin immediately. It is easy to become complacent about policies
supporting economic growth, since it generdly occurs over the long run. In the meanwhile,
welfare reform'’ s timelines and goas—not to mention the socioeconomic deprivation that many
tribal communities have too long endured—encourage triba leaders to focus on the short term.
But putting off the decisions that could lead to long-term economic growth means putting off the
day when szeable reservation populations can findly escape both welfare dependency and

poverty.
Move Toward Comprehensive Social Service Provision

What would nation-building mean for income support and other social service programs?
It iscriticd that indtitutional capacity building address the problem of isolated, * stovepipe’
programs, departments, and activities. Indian nations must ask, “If we were to desgn—from
scratch—our own income support, employment and training, and related programs (such as child
care, trangportation services, low-income hedth insurance programs, and even economic
development), what would the system look like?” This question encourages tribal sovereignty
over the design of socid service provison and suggests away to strengthen the indtitutional
sructure by pushing toward the development of comprehensive socia service systemsin which
the parts are connected. By removing the walls that separate programs, tribes can address
clients needs more holigticaly, diminate redundant service provision, redlize complementarities
and synergies among services, gain efficiencies, and leverage savings from more streamlined
client processing to expand service provision.

Notably, some American Indian and Alaska Native nations have made mgor progress
adong these lines. They include nations that have made active use of the provisons of P.L. 102-
477 and the “ self-governance’ tribes (those recelving pooled program and administration
funding under the Sdlf- Governance amendmentsto P.L. 93-638). Their success underscores the
point that such programmatic re-thinking needs to occur on a much broader scale and to more
often include socia services ddivery. Thisisthe kind of improved capacity implied by the
nation:building approach at the department, program, and service ddivery level. PRWORA
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reauthorization legidation could provide the incentives, funds, and flexibility necessary for such
indtitutiona development.

Expand Tribal Sovereignty Over Welfare Reform

One of the key findings in the Harvard Project’ s research is that sustainable
socioeconomic change is more likely when the federd government (or other non-triba
governments) move from a decison-making role in reservation affairs to asupport role. Inits
fifteen years of research on socioeconomic development in Indian Country, the Harvard Project
has yet to find an example of sustainable success where the tribe was not in the driver’ s seat in
reservation affairs, resource alocation, strategic decision-making, and other weighty matters.

Thisfinding has significant implications for TANF adminigtration. It underscoresthe
importance of the preceding point: redesigned and more comprehensive socid service ddivery
systems are not only more likely to succeed because they are stronger indtitutions, but because
they reflect greater tribal self-determination. Furthermore, it suggests that devol ution—an
important halmark of PRWORA—works in Indian Country, but only when the target of
devolution is correctly specified. Tribes must be in control of welfare reform implementation,
adminigration, and policy making in their communitiesif the idealis meet redl success. To déte,
the primary target of TANF devolution—and that of important, related programs—nhas been
dates. Asnoted a the art of this report, although PRWORA creates an opportunity for tribes to
manage TANF programs, many regulatory, adminigtrative, and financing detalls are biased
toward the states. For example, the provision of evauation funds to states but not to tribes, the
lack of amandate for state matching funds, the lack of funding for sart-up and adminigtration
despite the fact that such funds have been provided for years to the States, and other provisons
illugrate the legidative bias toward state power at the cost of triba power. Add to thisthe fact
that programs such as Medicaid and Food Stamps are only provided at the state level, and it
becomes clear that creation of atruly sovereign and programmaticaly wel-integrated triba
TANF program isimpossble. If the objective isto foster successful welfare reform in Indian
Country, thiswill have to change.

Change requires amendments to federd policy so that the choice of running atriba
TANF program is more aitractive. For example, funds should be made available to cover Sart-
up and various adminidrative costs, many tribes have particularly stressed the need for funds for
physicd infrastructure and management information systems. Funds—and the necessary
flexibility in program adminisiration and resource use—should be made available for more
comprehengve program planning and socia service integration. Tribes should have the option
to manage any or dl of the various*poor support” programs (Food Stamps, Medicaid, programs
under the Socia Services Block Grant, employment and training programs, etc.) that could be
helpful to TANF clients. Where triba government is currently too week to risk implementation
of these sovereign gpproaches, funds should be made available to reform and strengthen those
governments.
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Link TANF to Economic Growth Programs

Findly, TANF programs must position themselves to take advantage of economic growth
asit occurs. In other words, direct ties must be made between TANF programs (and
employment and training programs) and current or prospective job opportunities. Welfare
programs must create such links by being aware of the progress tribd leaders are making on the
nationbuilding front, and work drategicdly to place TANF clientsin new jobs generated by
economic growth. As noted earlier, TANF programs met success at moving thelr clients from
welfare to work in some urban areas by making specia agreements with stores or industries; the
notion here isto prepare the ground for the same sorts of linkages in reservation economies.

Thisisadifficult task. It requires the directors of TANF programsto think in ways that
not even their state and county counterparts have had to explore. As the nation-building process
moves forward, TANF directors (and even staff) must be able to andyze where jobs are likely to
arise (including smal business and entrepreneuria sectors), seek out individuasin the
community or government who are working on generating these opportunities, talk to them about
TANF, broker agreements to assure that at least some portion of the new jobs will be available to
TANF clients, and then work closdly with the clients to support their success (by ensuring, for
example, that they recalve training relevant to the market opportunity).

What sorts of developments might TANF directors and staff be watching for? One
indructive example of nation building-based economic development in action comes from the
Louden Tribe of Alaskaand its tribally owned enterprise, the Y ukaana Development Corporation
(YDC). Intheearly 1990s, the Tribe's leaders caled a series of community meetings to discuss
the nation’ sfuture. The outcome was a firm community-wide commitment to self-government
(and to indtitutional capacity building that would support that goal) and a pledge to clean up the
contamination caused by the U.S. Air Force at a base adjacent to the Tribe straditiond lands.
The Tribe worked with the Air Force on a government-to-government basis to address
remediation issues, and when it gained the Air Force' s agreement to pursue remediation, formed
abusinessto contract with the Air Force for clean-up activities. This new businesswas YDC.
The Tribe charged the Corporation with gathering and training a task- capable workforce
primarily composed of the nation’s citizens. But it dso equipped Y DC with severd essentid
tools. asound corporate governance structure that insulated Y DC from triba politics and the
authority to negotiate with outside entities for funding and training support. In ashort time,

Y DC worked with unions, the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency, the State of Alaska's
Department of Environmental Conservation, and a private company to gain the necessary
expertise to fulfill their misson. Today, Y DC not only has removed 12,000 55-gdlon drums and
3,200 barrels of tar products from their homelands, but it has become an engine of economic
change in the community. Because Y DC was formed by atribe committed to the nation-building
approach to economic development, in a strategicaly selected sector, and with a sound plan for
improving triba capacities and meeting triba needs, it not only has succeeded but has generated
additiona economic growth. ™

"% More details on the Y ukaana Devel opment Corporation can be found in Jorgensen et al. (2001).
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The details of YDC are peculiar to that tribe' s Situation, but the story has broader
relevance. It isthe gory of one Indian nation deciding to pursue economic growth, going about
it in systematic ways, and generating productive jobs for its people. The success of welfare
reform in Indian Country ultimately will depend on smilar taes.

Summary: Key Issues

The key issues rdlevant to the employment component of welfare reform in Indian
Country include the following:

Particularly in rurd areas, Indian nations face an enormous “job gap,” or alarge
difference between the sze of the reservation labor force and the number of jobs
generated in the local economy.

Without reservation economic growth, this gap will not be filled—that is, most
welfare dients will not find jobs in reservation economies.

Economic growth will depend in large part on the ability of tribesto reform
government inditutions S0 as to creete a governmenta environment in which
economic growth becomes not only possible but likely. Thiswill require federd
and tribal invesmentsin tribad ingitutional capacity building.

Ingtitutiona capacity building is necessary in socid service provison aswell,
where tribes could be moving toward comprehensive socid service systems that
offer efficiencies, expand available resources, and give tribes greater flexibility
and capacity to effectively serve diverse client needs.

In order to redize fully the potentid benefits of ingtitutiona development and
cagpacity building, triba control over wefare reform—practicd triba
sovereignty—has to be reinforced, giving tribes greater authority over program
design, integration, and implementation.

Socid service provison, and TANF and GA in particular, needs to be linked more
closdly to reservation economic growth strategies and programs.

V. What Else Do We Need to Know? A Research and Evaluation Agenda

Astheforegoing review of research and experience indicates, much of what is known
about welfare reform and American Indians comes from avery smal number of sudies, a broad
pool of anecdotd information, the insights of practitioners working in TANF and related
programs, and inferences drawn from work on non+Indian populations. These sources are
sgnificant and dlow usto say alot (hence, the length of this report), but they leave some of the
most important questions about welfare reform and itsimpactsin Indian Country unanswered.

On the eve of the reauthorization debate on PRWORA, we smply do not know much of what we
need to know. The decision-making that lies ahead will lack much of the grounding in religble
information that good policy-making requires.

In the longer run, this can be corrected. It is possible to answer the key, outstanding
questions that hover over welfare reform in Indian County, but it will take some time to do so.
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The data summarized in this report show that welfare policy—whatever concrete form it takes—
plays a disproportionately large role in the lives of Indian people. As much as any population in
the country—and more than most—they will bear the direct effects of welfare policy decisons.
Surely they deserve palicies built on reliable knowledge of the impact reform has had and of the
ways it might be improved.

The specific research and eva uation efforts we propose are listed below, numbered for
ease of identification. Thereis overlgp among some of the topics, but this Smply reflects,
among other things, the complexity of the problem, the interrelatedness of the components of
reform, and how much remains to be done.

1. What happensto those who leave the welfarerolls?

At the state leve, leaver sudies have been critica in hel ping policymakers understand
how well their TANF (and related) programs are operating. They indicate, for example, what
kind of work former TANF recipients have found and where, how long they retain jobs, whether
or not work is heping these individua's move out of poverty, what additiona socid service
supports they might need, and how likely they are to move back onto TANF ralls.

No such studies focus on American Indians. This makesit difficult for tribesto know
how well their programs are working and for states to determine how program impacts vary
among different state populations. Tribe-specific or TANF-program:-specific research initiatives
could vastly improve triba-state coordination of support services, resolve questions about on-
and off-reservation migration, clarify the impact of the reservation job gap on leavers, and
identify service gaps that prevent Indian welfare recipients from moving permanently into the
workforce. Comparisons with leaver studies of broader welfare populations would help policy
makers redesign programs to more effectively serve Indian populations and have larger effects
on reservation poverty. Even stories of successful trangtions from welfare to work can provide
motivation to current TANF recipients.

2. Why do sometribes pursue TANF administration and othersdo not?

Early in this report we enumerated some of the reasons why alarge number of Indian
nations, either sngly or in codition, have chosen to take over adminigration of their own TANF
programs. But alarge number of tribes dso have chosen against tribd adminigtration of TANF.
Why? Aswe noted, there is some evidence that one of the primary reasonsis finandd: the
funds availablefor tribes start up, infrastructure, and adminigtration cods are generaly less than
the funds available to states/counties for these same purposes, meaning that tribes have to
supplement outsde funding with other resources which, on most reservations, arein radically
short supply. But there are surely other reasons aswell. Closer andytica—even econometric—
atention to the factors shaping triba decisions could help in targeting new funding and technica
assistance, could identify other obstacles (such asingitutiona ones) to effective triba
adminigtration of TANF, and could help focustriba, state, and federal cooperation on more
narrow but potentialy more productive solutions to programmatic problems.
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3. How do the impactson Indians of tribally run TANF programs differ from the
impactson Indians of state-run TANF programs?

American Indians option to receive TANF services under either astate or triba program
(but not both) raises a key research question. Many tribes have chosen to run their own TANF
programs while many others have chosen to operate under state programs. But no systematic
study has been done, across states, of how Indians fare under the two types of policy regime. If
it were to turnout, for example, that some or dl triba programs—as many Indians bdieve—
serve American Indian people better than state-run programs do, and if we knew why, this would
condtitute a powerful argument for further investment by both tribes and the federad government
intribaly administered TANF. Alternaively, if some or dl state programs were found to serve
Indian clients equdly well or better, then tribes’ concerns that their citizens needs are not well
met by off-reservation entities can be assuaged, triba- state cooperation can be improved, and
better distributions of respongbility might be devel oped.

4. How do program development and recipient lifecycles vary across states?

The only longitudind study of American Indian wefare programs and recipients that we
are aware of isthe ongoing work by Pandey, Brown, and others at Washington University in St.
Louis. Whilethis study is extremely informative, it has severd limitations. Most markedly, the
study region includes only one state: Arizona. Given theflexibility of states under PRWORA to
cregte their own, digtinctive programs and the different state-tribal regimes that have developed
(for example, the different decisons about whether a state will provide tribes with MOE funds),
it is reasonable to wonder how triba programs and American Indian dlient lifecycles have
developed in other gtates. Similar work but done comparatively across states would further help
policy makers at federd, Sate, and tribal levelsimprove their understanding of program design
and recipient pools.

5. What arethe keysto successful intergovernmental cooperation on TANF?

Because it isunlikdy that al tribes will soon administer their own TANF programs, or
that Congress will immediately clear the way for tribes or other Indian entities to administer
related programs such as Medicaid and the Food Stamp Program, triba-state or tribal- county
cooperation between tribes and states/counties around these programs remains vital. Some states
and tribes have developed useful protocols for ensuring appropriate service ddlivery.
Comparative andlys's of state-tribal or county-triba relations in regard to TANF, paying close
attention to which sets of relations seem to be working best, would make it possible to identify
key elements in successful cooperation, alowing both tribes and sates to benefit from other’s
learning. The learning could move both ways, and may even involve cases without such
protocols. Tribeswith substantia service integration may be able to demondrate effective
approaches to reservation welfare reform for their state/county counterparts, for example, and
new date-to-state and tribe-to-tribe relationships may aso emerge.
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6. How can weimprove Medicaid provision to low-income American Indians?

The extent and exact nature of the hedlth insurance and hedlth care services problems for
welfare-receiving American Indians are currently unknown. We do know, however, that hedth
sarvices provison in generd is aproblem for many reservation resdents and that the decoupling
of wdfare and Medicaid has caused subgtantid difficulties for lon-income Americansas a
whole. A better understanding of the problem and its sources (for example, the perception that
Medicad-funded service provison compromises the treaty and trust relationship between the
federal government and tribes) would contribute directly to more gppropriate and efficient
services provison.

7. What effect does TANF have on migration onto and off the reservation?

Migration by wefare recipients or former recipients has direct effects both on the
burdens borne by state and tribal programs and on the burdens borne by welfare-recaiving
individuals and their immediate and extended families. Smilarly, state or triba program
specifics may have direct effects on migration. Y et, gpart from small-sample studies and
anecdotd evidence, we smply don't know what the relationship is between TANF and the
movement of Indian populations. Are former welfare recipients on reservetions leaving those
reservations in search of work? Or are former welfare recipientsin cities returning to
reservations in search of assstance and support—including, perhaps, support from tribal TANF
programs? Perhaps both processes are going on but in different places, reflecting the different
circumstances of source populations and the different details of state and tribal TANF programs.
How do program specifics affect migration flows? How doestheloca economy affect migration
flows? Larger samples and geographically diverse, longitudina data could answer some of these
questions, leading to better program design and coordination and better planning by Indian
nations concerned with maintaining viable reservation communities, reducing the reservation
brain drain, and improving program efficiencies.

8. How effective are current employment and job training efforts?

We have reviewed employment and job training effortsin this report, but we have been
unable to say very much about how effective these efforts are in either (1) preparing welfare
clients to obtain and retain jobs or (2) assigting tribesin improving the skills of their labor pools
inways that are linked to—and thereby support—triba development Strategies. Evaduating
efforts in these terms will require not only longitudina studies of employment and training
programs and their clients, tracking resultsin individual job outcomes, but aso studies of how
various tribes either do or don’t establish links between training programs and triba economic
policy. The results of such studies could be crucid to policy-making at the federd level: which
programs contribute most effectively to sustained work outcomes, and why? How can more
effective programs be strengthened, expanded, or developed?

9. What would a comprehensive employment and job training effort look like?

Thereis subgtantia evidence from reservation TANF professonds, outside observers,
and researchers that a significant number of reservation TANF recipients face not only skill and
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job-experience obstacles in the trangition from welfare to work, but obstacles such as substance
abuse and other behaviord problems aswell. While many tribes have programs targeted at
substance abuse and other problems, they often are not well linked to welfare- pecific programs
in the training area, while most employment and job training programs linked to welfare reform
pay little attention to non-skill-related obstacles. How can Indian nations develop
comprehensive, integrated programs that address the full range of workforce needs?

10. On any reservation, what isthe state of thejob supply, what isthe state of the labor
supply, and how can the two be linked?

Earlier in thisreport, we cited a study that indicated how many jobs were generated in the
mid-1980s by the Rosebud Sioux Reservation economy. This study, when matched to dataon
the Rosebud labor force, indicated the size of the job gap faced by the Rosebud Sioux Tribe.
Such studies, as we noted, are scarce; while there may be others, thisis the only onewe ve
found. But they can make acritica contribution to the effort to design policies that addressloca
needs, without such studies, it is difficult to appreciate the chdlenge that welfare reform facesin
Indian Country. We need more such studies on more reservations that indicate not only how
many jobs there are (and aren’t) in the reservation economy but what kinds of jobs there are:
public or private? in what sectors? what skill levels are required? do they represent career
opportunities for tribal members? and so forth.

The contribution of such studies would be even greeter, however, if they were matched to
studies of reservation labor forces. Very few triba governments have ardiable, detailed idea of
the nature of their own labor force. What sKills are there in the reservation population? What
levels of job experience do people have? How good is the match between available skills and
the jobs that are being generated or that tribes are trying to create? Such information could help
guide federd or tribd invesmentsin job training, assgting in establishing training programs
designed to bring skillsin line with present or potentid opportunities. They might dso assst
tribesin strategic planning because they would outline in greater detail the human assats that
represent one of any community’ s leading resources. Armed with this knowledge, tribes could
provide better services to their people and better planning for future development.

11. Can TANF administration and tribal economic development programs be
integrated in waysthat improve both?

We have argued that tribal TANF programs and tribal economic development programs
too often operate in isolation from each other. Are some tribes conscioudy integrating welfare
reform and economic development efforts? Certainly there are some examples. among others,
the Navg o Nation, the Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians, and the Sisseton-\Wahpeton Sioux
Tribe are pursuing such links. Such cases need evduation: how are they doing it, whet are the
results, and how can such efforts be improved and replicated? With such information in hand,
tribal TANF directors and economic development staff will be more likely to work together—to
their mutua benefit.
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12. How can data gathering and evaluation efforts be revised to accommodate tribal
priorities?

Systematic data gathering on triba TANF programs, related programs, and their resultsis
rare, crippling both tribal and federa efforts to develop more effective and efficient wefare
policies. Furthermore, evaluation standards reflect federal and state priorities. Subject to federa
and gate funding decisions, tribes have to conform to federd and state reporting practices. But
these seldom take tribal priorities or distinctive reservation circumstances into account. Tribes
need to be more active in developing—jointly, if possble—their own data and program
eva uation components, setting their own benchmarks and tracking performance againgt their
own standards and objectives. Not only would this dlow tribes to incorporate culturd,
contextud, and political concernsin program evauation, but it is an important aspect of self-
determination over program activities.

13. What specific federal and state policieswould assist tribesin nation-building:
putting in place effective, appropriate gover ning institutions that can sustain self-
determined economic growth?

This report argues that without economic growth, welfare reform on many reservetionsis
unlikely to be successful. 1t will lead ether to an exodus of triba citizens who have come off the
welfare rolls and have found no work or to an increase in reservation poverty as former
recipients, for familid or culturd or other reasons, do not leave and instead put added pressure
on dready sressed, informa reservation survival mechanisms. In some cases, it may lead to
both. Regardless of the scenario, the community suffers.

But we aso have argued, based on available research, that economic growth will require,
among other things, strengthening triba governing inditutions. thet is, sovereignty and nation
building. How can federd and state policy advance these gods and processes? Thereisa
growing body of research that underlines the necessity and advantages of sovereignty and nation
building, but there' s much less research that lays out specific steps that federd and State policy-
makers could take to contribute toward those goals. Should their approach be hands-off? Should
it beto invest in indtitutional capacity-building? Should it be to shift from the detailed,
programmatic focus of legidation such as PRWORA toward a broader based transfer of
decision-making power and resourcesinto triba hands? What do Indian nations think policy in
thisareashould be? What do they think would be most helpful to them in the chdlenging task of
nation-building?
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Appendix: Brown and Springwater Survey M ethodology

Two of the authors carried out a survey to gather additiona information for this report.
This gppendix provides methodologica information for this survey, which has been cited
throughout as Brown and Springwater (2001).

Participants

All 34 tribal TANF administrators were recruited to complete the survey. Of the 34 who
were recruited, 28 replied with a completed survey.

Design

The survey consisted of 44 questions, both open ended and likert scde. All questions
pertained to TANF and its related programs including childcare, child support enforcement,
employment and training, and jobs on American Indian reservations.

A totd of 34 surveyswere faxed and e-mailed to the 34 tribes and consortiawho
adminigter their own TANF programs. Follow-up phone calls were made to dl administratorsto
ensure that as many surveys were returned as possible.

Results

Twenty-eight surveys representing an 82% completion rate were received from the tota
34 sent out. Missing data occurred randomly across the surveys, with minor effects on the
outcome. Datafrom each survey were tabulated with some included in this report. Full survey
results will be available later in paper form. For afull copy of the questionnaire, please contact
Dr. Eddie Brown, Director, Buder Center for American Indian Studies, Washington University
(tel. 314-935-4510 or e-mail ebrown@gwbmail . wustl .edu).
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