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The Forgotten Minority

An Analysis of American Indian Employment Patterns 

in State and Local Governments, 1991–2005

valerie h. hunt, brinck kerr, 
linda k. ketcher, and jennifer murphy

Numerous studies in political science and public administration fo-

cus on the distribution of federal, state, and/or local government jobs 

among racial and ethnic groups. Analyses of public-sector employment 

among disadvantaged racial and ethnic groups focus mainly on the 

distribution of jobs among African Americans and/or Latinos.1 These 

studies generally fi nd that African Americans and Latinos are underrep-

resented in the higher echelons of American government bureaucracies 

but are overrepresented in the less desirable, lower-paying positions.

Studies that focus primarily on the distribution of government jobs 

among members of other disadvantaged racial and ethnic groups are 

quite rare.2 In fact, there are no studies in the political science and pub-

lic administration literatures that focus primarily on American Indian 

employment. If statistics on American Indians are provided in scholarly 

work, American Indians are treated as one among many groups—and 

are given only passing consideration.3

The paucity of academic work in this area reinforces the claims of 

scholars like Geoff Peterson and Robert Duncan, who argue that in 

discussions of American politics American Indians are the forgotten 

minority. This situation may be due to a number of factors—concen-

tration on reservations, lack of involvement or participation in politics, 

and/or relatively small numbers in most states.4 Whatever the combina-

tion of reasons, this should not diminish the importance of or the need 

for an empirical assessment of how American Indians fare in the distri-

bution of public-sector jobs.

This research is important for several reasons. First, the basic idea 

underlying the theory of representative bureaucracy is that the demo-
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410 american indian quarterly/fall 2010/vol. 34, no. 4

graphic composition of bureaucracy should mirror the demographic 

composition of the general public.5 This is because in addition to its 

symbolic value, increased access to managerial positions may lead to 

greater responsiveness on the part of policy makers to the policy inter-

ests of traditionally disadvantaged groups such as American Indians.6 

Second, the focus on higher-level jobs in bureaucracies (as opposed to 

nonmanagerial positions) is especially important because managerial 

positions represent a major source of economic progress for members 

of traditionally disadvantaged groups, as these jobs confer good salaries, 

benefi ts, status, security, and mobility.7 Third, it is important to know if 

there has been growth in the American Indian share of more desirable 

public-sector positions over the last two decades. For instance, Peterson 

and Duncan argue that the populations and power of American Indians 

have been growing in certain states. Peterson and Duncan also suggest 

that this growth may refl ect the possibility that American Indian popu-

lations are becoming more active in nontraditional areas of politics, as-

similating into mainstream culture, and securing with greater frequency 

leadership positions in nontribal governments.8 It is thus important that 

we trace the success (or lack of success) of American Indians in laying 

claim to upper-level state and local government positions. Finally, ex-

amination of historical employment trends in government bureaucra-

cies is important, as power in many policy areas continues to devolve 

from the federal government to state and local governments.9

The purpose of this article is to address a gap in the empirical lit-

erature by analyzing levels of proportional representation of American 

Indians over time in state and local government bureaucracies in key 

states. We limit our analysis to six states with the largest percentages of 

American Indian populations in 2000: Alaska, Arizona, Montana, New 

Mexico, Oklahoma, and South Dakota. Our research questions are: Are 

American Indians underrepresented in the more desirable, better-pay-

ing positions in state and local (i.e., counties, cities, townships, and spe-

cial districts, excluding school districts) government bureaucracies, and, 

by contrast, are they overrepresented in the lower-paying, less desirable 

public-sector positions? Also, for both managerial and nonmanagerial 

positions, have levels of representation within states changed over time?

In order to place state and local government employment in its 

proper context, our discussion begins with a brief overview of the socio-

 economic situation of American Indians. Second, we discuss empirical 
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Hunt, Kerr, Ketcher, & Murphy: Forgotten Minority 411

studies of the distribution of government jobs among historically disad-

vantaged groups with an emphasis on the dearth of research on Ameri-

can Indians. Third, we outline our research methods and present the 

fi ndings from our research. Throughout this analysis we maintain a fo-

cus on occupational segregation and parity ratios for American Indians 

in the selected states.

a brief overview of the socioeconomic 

situation of american indians

In this section we provide a brief socioeconomic picture of American 

Indians to set a baseline for evaluating state and local government em-

ployment patterns in Indian Country.10 Although our article is primar-

ily about bureaucratic representation and occupational segregation and 

not specifi cally about economic growth, it is useful to obtain an accurate 

understanding of the varying, cross-cultural ideas of desired economic 

growth. Stephen Cornell and Miriam Jorgensen fi nd that “economic 

growth is an increase in levels of wealth and/or income in a particular 

community or social unit.”11 All communities include economic growth 

as a goal, but there can be distinct strategies, practices, and ideologies 

employed. For example, Duane Champagne states that although Native 

nations participate in capitalist development, it is a distinct variation 

referred to as tribal capitalism. Through this approach the Native na-

tions seek a balance between “community and cultural protection and 

the enhancement of tribal sovereignty” and material wealth.12 Inherent 

in this balance is the importance of a collective good, individual auton-

omy, and continuation of culture; such components are typically absent 

from traditional understandings of capitalism.

Accordingly, dominant economic strategies and goals that work to 

undermine political or social sovereignty may not be accepted by tribal 

members.13 Under the arguably current federal Indian policy of tribal 

self-determination, tribal members and their governments make the de-

cisions at the local level and provide many of the services themselves.14 

This sovereignty gives American Indians the autonomy to make many 

decisions related to education, public health, housing, and economic 

development. According to Jonathan Taylor and Joseph Kalt, the reason 

for progress in Indian Country is most likely the federal tribal policy 

of self-determination. That is, when tribes are empowered to govern, 
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their communities benefi t and grow. However, Taylor and Kalt also fi nd 

that American Indians living in Indian Country are still faring far worse 

than the rest of the United States: “Despite these positive changes . . . 

American Indians still have a long way to go to address the accumula-

tion of long-enduring socioeconomic defi cits.”15

According to Taylor and Kalt, Indian tribes that build governing in-

stitutions capable of driving socioeconomic development are the ones 

more likely to achieve long-term and sustainable economic prosperity. 

Thus, when the ever-vacillating federal Indian policy turns toward true 

self-determination, tribes experience gains in socioeconomic terms. 

To examine the impact of self-determination policy, Taylor and Kalt, 

using fi fteen indicators of socioeconomic status and data from the 1990 

and 2000 censuses, found that the socioeconomic picture looks brighter 

for both gaming and nongaming areas.16 Their fi ndings suggest that the 

driver for socioeconomic changes may be more refl ective of Indian self-

government rather than gaming. This generalization is also supported 

by Cornell and Kalt in their fi ndings on White Mountain Apaches in 

Arizona, the Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation in 

Montana, and Pueblos at Cochiti Pueblo in New Mexico.17

In spite of this progress, Indian Country still has a long way to go to 

reach parity with the rest of the United States, as tribal wealth remains 

uneven.18 Despite the public perception that Indian Country is wealthy 

from gaming, we know that only about one-third of the nation’s more 

than 550 tribes have gaming operations, with only a small group (13 per-

cent) of these gaming tribes accounting for all but one-third of the total 

revenues.19 This is not to dismiss the importance of gaming in Indian 

Country but only to place this particular employment opportunity in its 

proper context.

With the rising awareness of the American Indian role in an increas-

ingly diverse society (e.g., primarily apparent in their increased repre-

sentation in elected bodies) combined with population growth and the 

economic impact of American Indian–operated enterprises (tribal gov-

ernment and service sector, gaming, etc.), an accurate picture of their 

representation in public-sector employment is necessary. Although 

from the most recent census data we see that they have made progress in 

terms of unemployment rates, dropping from 70 percent in the midsix-

ties to approximately 22 percent, American Indians still carry the highest 

unemployment rate in the nation.20 From existing literature we see that 
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there are few opportunities for improvement of economic conditions 

for American Indians. For example, gaming employment sectors are 

limited and remain controversial among many tribes.21 Those in favor of 

this sector cite the job opportunities casinos create, while others counter 

that these jobs are mostly low wage and dead end. That is, some tribes 

reinvest gaming profi ts in new businesses and holding companies that 

provide noncasino work, further contributing to the well-being of tribal 

members. Still others use the profi ts to build the service sector (e.g., res-

taurants, gas stations), another low-wage prospect, in support of gam-

ing.22 In addition, because this employment sector is often located in 

rural areas, competing economic opportunities tend to be low-wage ser-

vice or manufacturing employment opportunities. Also, the American 

Indians in Indian Country are less likely than others in the United States 

to work in the private sector, impacting employment opportunities for 

many American Indians.23 Although some researchers fi nd support for 

improved socioeconomic conditions for American Indians, without in-

cluding an examination of the public sector we will neither gain a com-

plete understanding of their employment conditions nor uncover other 

conditions improving, or impeding, economic progress.

empirical literature on 

descriptive representation

Empirical studies are replete with evidence that members of tradition-

ally disadvantaged groups are underrepresented in federal, state, and lo-

cal government bureaucracies at the highest organizational levels and in 

certain types of agencies.24 By contrast, several studies also fi nd that tra-

ditionally disadvantaged groups are overrepresented in the lower ech-

elons of government bureaucracies, regardless of level of government.25

Although we know a great deal about the distribution of government 

jobs among the nation’s two largest minority groups (African Ameri-

cans and Latinos), we know almost nothing at all about the distribution 

of government jobs among American Indians. In fact, very little schol-

arly work has been published in the general area of American Indian 

political representation; these studies address representation in elected 

institutions.26 For example, Peterson and Duncan report that descriptive 

representation of American Indians in the U.S. Congress has been nearly 

nonexistent. On the other hand, descriptive representation in state leg-
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islatures and local-level elected bodies frequently approaches parity in 

states with relatively large percentages of American Indians. This is due 

primarily to a combination of geographic concentration, residential 

segregation, and single-member district elections.27

In their examination of sixty-two successful judicial challenges to 

state practices of voter dilution (e.g., district malapportionment and 

gerrymandering, withholding language assistance resources, and other 

exclusionary procedural aspects), Daniel McCool, Susan Olson, and 

Jennifer Robinson suggest that although American Indian descriptive 

representation has recently increased, active representation may not be 

achieved until the following are addressed: voter dilution occurring in 

states with sizeable American Indian populations, the cultural forces 

operating to link nontribal government participation with the demise 

of tribal sovereignty, and, fi nally, the constitutional tension existing be-

tween American Indians as citizens of sovereign nations and citizens 

or representatives of state and local governments. McCool, Olson, and 

Robinson argue that “American Indians must use their franchise in a 

sophisticated manner if they hope to wield signifi cance in the electoral 

system . . . [and in turn] have a direct impact on policy.”28

A few studies of bureaucratic representation and employment pat-

terns report levels of proportional representation or segregation statis-

tics for American Indians, but these studies treat American Indians as 

part of a larger analysis and focus instead on white non-Latinos, African 

Americans, and Latinos.29 David Rosenbloom maintains that with the 

exception of the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), an agency that has 

made conscious efforts to hire and retain greater numbers of American 

Indian staff, the level of representation of American Indians in the up-

per levels of federal agencies is extremely low.30 In another analysis of 

federal government employment, Gregory Lewis found that the Native 

American share of federal government positions, including those above 

the level of GS-13, increased between 1976 and 1986 but that underrepre-

sentation as late as 1986 was pervasive in the federal bureaucracy.31 Kath-

erine Naff ’s study of federal bureaucrats reports that over 59 percent of 

Native Americans surveyed indicated that their ethnic group made ei-

ther no progress or minimal progress in moving into top-level federal 

government positions during the early 1990s; 13 percent of Native Amer-

ican respondents did not or could not answer this question.32

Studies of American Indian employment at the state and local levels 
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provide little reason to think that American Indians will signifi cantly 

increase their levels of bureaucratic representation over time. Nelson 

Dometrius found some improvement for Native Americans during the 

1970s; however, the representation index for Native Americans at ap-

proximately 0.4 was lower than the indices for all other traditionally dis-

advantaged groups. When analysis was conducted on top-level positions 

only, such as managerial positions, the index was much lower.33

In their national sample (not broken down into a state-by-state anal-

ysis) Lewis and Nice fi nd that Native Americans employed in state and 

local bureaucracies were underrepresented but tended to be concen-

trated in the following types of agencies: employment security, streets 

and highways, and utilities and transportation. Lewis and Nice also 

fi nd that Native Americans experienced less occupational segregation 

in states where higher percentages of the populations were comprised 

of American Indians.34 By contrast, J. P. Fernandez, who studies minor-

ity employment patterns from a psychological perspective, suggests that 

Native Americans ought to face relatively little resistance when entering 

the workforce because they pose less of a threat to white non-Hispanics 

than do African Americans or Hispanics.35

To sum up, studies in the extant literature suffer from some notable 

shortcomings. First, none treat American Indians as a primary part of 

the analysis. American Indians either are lumped into a general category 

with other minority groups or appear as part of a larger analysis that 

is primarily concerned with the distribution of public-sector positions 

among whites, African Americans, and Latinos. Second, these studies do 

not evaluate American Indian statistics state by state. Using the state as 

the unit of analysis is preferable because there is wide variation between 

states in the percentages of American Indians in their populations, and 

thus there should be variation among states in the ability of American 

Indians to lay claim to a fair share (or growing share) of upper-level bu-

reaucratic positions.

hypotheses

Based on our review of the literature and understanding of the issue 

of American Indian public-sector employment we offer the following 

hypotheses: (1) the parity ratios for American Indians should be lowest 

in managerial-level job categories (i.e., administrators and profession-
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als) and (2) American Indian parity ratios should approach or exceed 

parity in the nonmanagerial job categories—and they should be signifi -

cantly higher than the parity ratios for managerial positions. Based on 

our understanding of the literature, we expect that there will be very 

little increase over time in parity ratios at both the managerial and non-

managerial levels.

data, measures, and method

Most of the data for our analysis were obtained from biennial reports 

prepared by the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

(EEOC) and are publicly available. The EEOC publishes information 

for each odd-numbered year on the composition of the workforce in 

state, county, city, township, and most special district units of govern-

ment by state.36 These reports, most commonly referred to as EEO-4 re-

ports or EEOC Form 164 reports, permit analysis of the workforce bro-

ken down by job category. The job categories included in the reports are 

administrators, professionals, technicians, protective service workers, 

paraprofessionals, administrative support (includes clerical and sales), 

and service-maintenance. (See appendixes 1 and 2 for a complete list of 

job categories and description of types of positions included in each job 

category as well as race or ethnic categories used by the EEOC.)

It appears that due to lack of data across different disciplines it has 

been diffi cult to assess whether American Indians have improved their 

economic status.37 Part of the problem may be the change of race cat-

egories in the U.S. census data. That is, from the 2000 census forward, 

individuals have been able to choose more than one race category, mak-

ing it diffi cult (if not impossible) to gather data specifi c to American In-

dians alone.38 For purposes of our research, we will limit our census data 

to those choosing American Indian or Alaskan Native (AIAN) alone. 

The EEOC data are consistent with U.S. census data, as they are based 

on one category as well.39

The remainder of our data was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau 

and is also publicly available. We use 1990 census data to calculate the 

representative proportion ratios for 1991 through 1997 and 2000 census 

data to calculate the proportion ratios for 1999 through 2005. We con-

duct analysis on data from 1991 through 2005, the most recent year for 

which data are available. Our initial objective is to determine by state 
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Hunt, Kerr, Ketcher, & Murphy: Forgotten Minority 417

(1) whether American Indians are underrepresented or overrepresented 

in various job categories and (2) whether American Indians have expe-

rienced an increase or a decrease in employment proportions between 

1991 and 2005.

For each state and year we calculate a proportion ratio for each of 

the eight separate job categories. For each year and state the ratio is as 

follows: the American Indian proportion ratio equals the percentage of 

American Indians employed in the job category divided by the percent-

age of American Indians in the state’s population. Ratios greater than 

one indicate that American Indians are overrepresented in a particular 

job category within a state in a given year. Ratios of less than one indi-

cate underrepresentation of American Indians in a given year. In order 

to determine if American Indians have increased or decreased their job 

shares over time within a particular job category, we subtract the Ameri-

can Indian Proportion Ratio for 2005 from the ratio for 1991 to calculate 

the direction and size of the change.

empirical results

Table 1 reports parity ratios and their differences over time for the state 

of Alaska. As expected, American Indians do not approach parity in the 

two top job categories, administrators and professionals, for any of the 

years for which we have data. Ratios are generally less than 0.50 for the 

administrative job category and less than 0.25 for professionals. There 

was very little change between 1991 and 2005 in the parity ratios for pub-

lic-sector professional cadres in Alaska. The parity ratio for administra-

tive positions decreased from 0.53 in 1991 to 0.32 in 2005, indicating that 

American Indians are not making progress in obtaining a greater share 

of managerial positions in Alaskan state and local government bureau-

cracies. Historically, American Indians have had relatively greater success 

in laying claim to a fair share of protective service positions (e.g., police 

offi cers) in the state of Alaska. Our indicators show overrepresentation 

of American Indians among protective service workers prior to 1995. 

After 1995, however, the parity ratios for American Indians declined, in-

dicating that American Indians laid claim to a dwindling share of these 

positions (i.e., primarily police offi cers with rank of less than lieuten-

ant). In fact, between 1991 and 2005 change in the parity ratios was dra-

matic, decreasing by 0.89; by 2005, the last year for which we have data, 
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the American Indian parity ratio for protective service workers was only 

0.50. Although protective service workers do not exercise broad policy-

making powers and cannot be considered managers, police offi cers do 

exercise discretion on a case-by-case basis, and these offi cials embody 

symbolic signifi cance in their interactions with other American Indians 

as street-level bureaucrats.40

Consistent with our hypothesis, we fi nd that for nonmanagerial job 

categories American Indian parity ratios are higher than those for man-

agement positions. Typically, ratios range from 0.50 to 0.80 in nonman-

agerial jobs. During the fourteen-year period between 1991 and 2005, 

however, American Indians lost ground in each of the six nonmanagerial 

job categories in the state of Alaska. In sum, the American Indian par-

ity ratios in Alaska declined in seven out of eight job categories between 

1991 and 2005, indicating that in terms of passive bureaucratic represen-

tation American Indians have experienced a steadily dwindling share of 

public-sector positions.41 This further suggests that the policy interests 

of American Indians living in Alaska have become less and less likely to 

receive the attention and consideration of state and local bureaucrats.

We report the parity indicators for Arizona state and local govern-

ments in table 2. As expected, we fi nd very low levels of representation 

for American Indians among administrative personnel, ranging from 

0.20 in 1991 to 0.27 in 2005. American Indian parity ratios are slightly 

higher for professional cadres in Arizona, but these statistics still do not 

approach 0.50 in any of the years for which we have data. Unlike the 

table 1. Parity indicators for state and local government job categories in Alaska

Job Category 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 Change

Administrators 0.53 0.36 0.35 0.44 0.46 0.51 0.48 0.32 -0.21

Professionals 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.19 0.25 0.26 0.24 0.23 0.02

Technicians 0.39 0.29 0.30 0.32 0.32 0.29 0.35 0.35 -0.04

Protective service 1.39 1.11 0.72 0.73 0.49 0.47 0.50 0.50 -0.89

Paraprofessionals 0.86 0.85 0.77 0.78 0.68 0.61 0.59 0.61 -0.25

Administrative  0.71 0.73 0.72 0.69 0.80 0.80 0.69 0.70 -0.01
  support

Skilled craft workers 0.62 0.55 0.63 0.62 0.71 0.65 0.56 0.60 -0.02

Service-maintenance 0.93 1.03 0.81 0.95 0.69 0.75 0.79 0.91 -0.02

TOTAL (all categories) 0.66 0.60 0.52 0.52 0.51 0.50 0.47 0.47 -0.19
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employment patterns among protective service workers in Alaska, in 

Arizona representation among protective service workers is extremely 

low in all years, with very little change over time. As predicted, in the re-

maining nonmanagerial positions parity ratios are higher than those for 

managerial positions, but the numbers usually do not approach parity; 

the exceptions are in the skilled craft worker and service-maintenance 

job categories, where indicators approach one.

Table 3 reports American Indian parity ratios for the state of Mon-

tana. Among the managerial workforce our indicators show extremely 

low levels of descriptive representation for American Indians in Mon-

tana’s state and local bureaucracies, from lows of 0.14 in 1997 and 2005 

for administrators to a high of 0.24 among professionals in 2005. The 

parity indicators show slightly higher numbers for nonmanagerial posi-

tions; however, it is rarely the case that our parity statistics surpass the 

0.50 mark. Moreover, American Indians experienced a declining share 

of public-sector jobs in six of our eight job categories, with the largest 

decline (-0.20) occurring among the paraprofessional workforce.

Table 4 reports the parity indicators for the state of New Mexico. The 

administrative ratios for American Indians in New Mexico are lower 

than those for any other state, as they never reach 0.20. Moreover, the 

statistics for professionals never reach 0.30. Although American Indians 

in New Mexico indicate greater levels of representation among job cat-

egories in nonmanagerial positions, even in these positions the percent-

age of American Indians relative to their numbers in the population is 

table 2. Parity indicators for state and local government job categories in Arizona

Job Category 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005  Change

Administrators 0.20 0.20 0.14 0.20 0.22 0.19 0.18 0.27 0.07

Professionals 0.28 0.40 0.31 0.32 0.36 0.30 0.38 0.38 0.10

Technicians 0.33 0.31 0.32 0.40 0.36 0.44 0.47 0.47 0.14

Protective service 0.19 0.18 0.22 0.24 0.25 0.27 0.27 0.28 0.09

Paraprofessionals 0.50 0.38 0.45 0.50 0.50 0.87 0.60 0.67 0.17

Administrative 0.49 0.51 0.51 0.60 0.58 0.57 0.54 0.55 0.06
  support

Skilled craft  workers 0.90 0.80 0.76 0.80 0.79 0.83 0.96 0.93 0.03

Service-maintenance 0.69 0.77 0.82 0.87 0.84 0.84 0.90 0.90 0.21

TOTAL (all categories) 0.40 0.43 0.39 0.43 0.44 0.46 0.47 0.48 0.08
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extremely low and is generally lower than comparable statistics in other 

states. The parity indicators for nonmanagerial positions in New Mex-

ico generally range from between 0.30 and 0.50, and they indicate very 

modest increases over time.

Table 5 reports the parity ratios and changes in ratios for the state 

of Oklahoma. The American Indian parity ratios for the state of Okla-

homa are generally higher than those of the other states we examined in 

both managerial and nonmanagerial job categories. By 2005 the parity 

ratios for managerial positions were 0.68 for administrators and 0.79 for 

professionals. We do not know why these indicators are relatively higher 

in Oklahoma, but we strongly suspect that the American Indian com-

munity in Oklahoma benefi ts from (1) a fairly sizeable American Indian 

table 3. Parity indicators for state and local government job categories in Montana

Job Category 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003  2005 Change

Administrators 0.16  0.21 0.21 0.14  0.15 0.18 0.17 0.14 -0.02

Professionals 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.18 0.24 0.01

Technicians 0.29 0.25 0.27 0.25 0.25 0.29 0.26 0.28 -0.01

Protective service 0.28 0.22 0.21 0.12 0.17 0.22 0.22 0.27 -0.01

Paraprofessionals 0.58 0.44 0.44 0.34 0.23 0.29 0.28 0.38 -0.20

Administrative 0.29 0.34 0.27 0.22 0.26 0.17 0.17 0.24 -0.05
  support

Skilled craft workers 0.41 0.67 0.72 0.45 0.52 0.46 0.47 0.44 0.03

Service-maintenance 0.28 0.30 0.23 0.11 0.25 0.23 0.20 0.25 -0.03

TOTAL (all categories) 0.30 0.30 0.29 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.26 -0.04

table 4. Parity indicators for state and local government job categories in New Mexico

Job Category 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 Change

Administrators 0.11 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.18 0.12 0.18 0.19 0.08

Professionals 0.22 0.24 0.22 0.21 0.20 0.26 0.28 0.26 0.04

Technicians 0.28 0.24 0.23 0.21 0.24 0.31 0.32 0.28 0.00

Protective service 0.32 0.34 0.35 0.30 0.30 0.32 0.30 0.32 0.00

Paraprofessionals 0.32 0.29 0.26 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.28 0.50 0.18

Administrative 0.36 0.32 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.42 0.39 0.46 0.10
  support

Skilled craft workers 0.29 0.37 0.39 0.38 0.41 0.45 0.41 0.43 0.14

Service-maintenance 0.35 0.51 0.54 0.43 0.43 0.52 0.48 0.51 0.16

TOTAL (all categories) 0.28 0.30 0.31 0.28 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.34 0.06
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population, approximately 8 percent, and (2) having a relatively high 

percentage of American Indians who have earned a bachelor’s degree or 

higher in 2005 (15.8 percent).42

The indicators for the state of Oklahoma also show far less of a dispar-

ity between ratios in managerial jobs versus ratios in nonmanagerial jobs, 

suggesting that American Indians do not suffer from occupational segre-

gation in state and local government bureaucracies. Rather, American In-

dians are distributed somewhat evenly throughout the ranks of state and 

local bureaucracies. Also, the share of jobs held by American Indians in 

Oklahoma grew in each of the eight job categories between 1991 and 2005.

Table 6 reports American Indian parity ratios and changes in ratios 

for the state of South Dakota. The patterns we observe in the South 

Dakota parity ratios resemble those found in other poorly performing 

states such as Montana and New Mexico, but ratios in South Dakota are 

lower than those of any other state. The administrative ranks in South 

Dakota included virtually no American Indians (the parity ratio equals 

0.04) in 2005. Among nonmanagerial workforces parity ratios rarely ap-

proach the 0.50 mark, but, perhaps more important, the share of Ameri-

can Indian public-sector state and local jobs declined signifi cantly be-

tween 1991 and 2005. For example, declines of at least 0.30 occurred in 

administrative support, skilled craft, and service-maintenance. Thus, if 

state and local government employment is an indicator of the ability 

of American Indians to gain access to better-paying positions, employ-

ment stability, and political power, the future of American Indians in 

South Dakota appears especially bleak.

table 5. Parity indicators for state and local government job categories in Oklahoma

Job Category 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 Change 

Administrators 0.58 0.56 0.51 0.63 0.71 0.65 0.74 0.68 0.10

Professionals 0.55 0.56 0.58 0.63 0.67 0.74 0.75 0.79 0.24

Technicians 0.70 0.75 0.68 0.78 0.73 0.80 0.71 0.80 0.10

Protective service 0.68 0.73 0.80 0.87 0.92 0.88 0.90 0.91 0.23

Paraprofessionals 0.63 0.62 0.57 0.73 0.82 0.81 0.79 0.79 0.16

Administrative 0.66 0.70 0.78 0.82 0.80 0.83 0.87 0.86 0.20
  support

Skilled craft workers 0.86 0.84 0.86 0.97  0.96 0.96 0.89 0.99 0.13

Service-maintenance 0.76 0.73 0.88 0.96 0.93 0.88 0.99 0.92 0.16

TOTAL (all categories) 0.66 0.67 0.71 0.78 0.80 0.82 0.83 0.84 0.18
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summary and discussion

Although analyses of levels of representation in state and local elected 

bodies suggest that the level of American Indian representation has 

been improving over the last couple of decades, our analysis of the six 

states with the highest percentages of American Indians did not provide 

evidence to indicate that American Indians have been able to increase 

signifi cantly their levels of representation in the upper echelons of U.S. 

state and local government bureaucracies.43 Among administrative cad-

res we observed decreases in the representation of American Indians 

in Alaska and Minnesota, no change in South Dakota, and increases 

in Arizona, New Mexico, and Oklahoma. Even though there has been 

marginal improvement in three of the six states we examined, admin-

istrative-level job shares for American Indians remain low in fi ve of the 

six states we examined—Alaska, Arizona, Montana, New Mexico, and 

South Dakota. In these states our hypotheses are supported, as we found 

pervasive and low levels of descriptive representation in administrative 

and professional positions, those positions with the greatest amount of 

policy-making authority. By contrast, in some of the states American 

Indians are much better represented in the least desirable positions, like 

service-maintenance, skilled craft, and administrative support; however, 

it is quite rare to observe indicators that approach parity. These posi-

tions—service-maintenance, skilled craft, and administrative support—

do offer a reasonable amount of job security and some benefi ts, but they 

are also characterized by low pay. Somewhat surprisingly, even in these 

table 6.  Parity indicators for state and local government job categories 

in South Dakota

Job Category 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 Change

Administrators 0.04 0.12 0.06 0.04 0 0.02 0.02 0.04  0.00

Professionals 0.25 0.22 0.21 0.16 0.15 0.16 0.19 0.16 -0.09

Technicians 0.12 0.12 0.14 0.10 0.08 0.18 0.23 0.11 -0.01

Protective service 0.24 0.31 0.28 0.14 0.30 0.22 0.20 0.14 -0.10

Paraprofessionals 0.28 0.23 0.18 0.06 0.09 0.12 0.09 0.16 -0.12

Administrative 0.55 0.21 0.30 0.16 0.15 0.16 0.22 0.15 -0.40
  support

Skilled craft workers 0.49 0.18 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.08 0.08 0.16 -0.33

Service-maintenance 0.76 0.38 0.31 0.20 0.19 0.21 0.32 0.29 -0.47

TOTAL (all categories) 0.37 0.23 0.20 0.14 0.13 0.16 0.19 0.16 -0.21
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less-desirable positions the job shares of American Indians are strikingly 

low in Montana, New Mexico, and South Dakota. Furthermore, in these 

states it is not uncommon to observe declines in the shares of public-

sector jobs held by American Indians. An examination of all state and 

local government job shares (i.e., aggregating the data across all eight 

job categories) indicates that New Mexico improves slightly, Montana 

gets slightly worse, and South Dakota gets a lot worse.

Our analysis of EEOC data supports the claim that American Indi-

ans suffer from extensive occupational segregation, conceptualized as 

concentration in the lower levels of bureaucratic organizations, in each 

state we examined except for Oklahoma. In Oklahoma the parity ratios 

for managerial positions are nearly equivalent to the parity ratios for 

nonmanagerial positions, suggesting a relatively even distribution of 

American Indian employees throughout all levels of state and local bu-

reaucracies. By contrast, our hypotheses are supported for the other fi ve 

states we examined. American Indian parity ratios are typically quite a 

bit lower in managerial ranks than they are in the nonmanagerial ranks, 

thus providing compelling evidence that American Indians suffer from 

high levels of occupational segregation in most of the states with rela-

tively large percentages of American Indian populations.

The patterns we observed in these data do not appear to be consis-

tent with those found in EEO-4 national summary data released by the 

EEOC. National summary data consist of all state and local government 

employees aggregated across all fi fty states.44 For purposes of compari-

son, we calculated American Indian parity ratios with these data for 1991 

and 2005 for administrative and professional positions. The national 

American Indian parity ratio for state and local government adminis-

trators in 1991 is 0.38. In 2005 the ratio is 0.50, indicating modest growth 

over a fourteen-year period. For professionals the ratio is 0.25 in 1991, 

but by 2005 it increases to 0.60. The patterns at this high level of aggre-

gation indicate that AIAN underrepresentation in administrative and 

professional positions still remains, but the size of the growth for the 

AIAN professional workforce is greater than what we observe for each 

of the six states we examined. We are unable with the data in hand to 

reconcile the patterns of administrative and professional representation 

in the six states we examined with the trends in administrative and pro-

fessional representation aggregated across all fi fty states. The disparities 

could be explained by a combination of factors, including but not lim-
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ited to relatively better (or improving) levels of performance in large 

population states that have large numbers but relatively low percent-

ages of American Indians. The primary problem with trying to make 

a comparison between within state performance on descriptive repre-

sentation, on the one hand, and performance nationally, on the other, is 

that the units of analysis are disparate. Future research needs to exam-

ine comparable data from other states, especially large population states 

that also have a large number of American Indians residing within their 

borders. It is entirely possible that fi ndings on these states will be consis-

tent with the observation that levels of AIAN descriptive representation 

in administrative and professional cadres are much higher than those 

observed in this article. Findings such as these would raise an impor-

tant question that relates to a key distinction in the representative bu-

reaucracy literature between so-called passive and active representation. 

Have American Indian administrators and professionals in these states 

been assimilated into the dominant political coalition(s), or are these 

administrators and professionals able to exercise power in a way that 

benefi ts the interests—however the interests may be defi ned—of most 

American Indians?

This analysis raises a number of other questions, many of which we 

are unable to answer with publicly available EEOC data. First, the data 

released by the EEOC aggregate state, county, city, township, and most 

special district employee data into single state-level pools. This level of 

aggregation makes it impossible to make inferences about distinct lev-

els of government such as state government or various units of local 

government. Second, the EEOC’s confi dential data—data available only 

through negotiating an Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA) agree-

ment—make available not only job category data but also data reported 

by functional policy area (or agency). Access to these data would allow 

researchers to investigate the possibility that American Indian adminis-

trators and professionals are concentrated in certain types of agencies 

and absent in others.

Our research design and focus do not permit us to fully examine the 

gaming industry, tribal government employment, or the effect(s) of 

large, isolated rural populations on American Indian employment in 

state and local governments. Certainly, we can hypothesize that these 

and other factors (e.g., postsecondary education levels) may have effects 

on American Indian state and local government employment. For ex-
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ample, the data reported in table 7 indicate that Oklahoma stands out 

among the study states in (1) the number of gaming venues and (2) re-

gions classifi ed as Tribal Designated Statistical Areas (TDSAs). Also, just 

behind Alaska, Oklahoma has the second greatest share of federally rec-

ognized tribes. In addition, a greater percentage of Oklahoma’s Ameri-

can Indians hold bachelor’s degrees than do their counterparts in other 

study states.

Comparisons such as these might help to further explain patterns 

of public-sector American Indian employment. Although we observe 

higher levels of education in Oklahoma (one possible explanation for 

Oklahoma’s higher parity ratios), we also observe relatively large num-

bers of gaming venues, which provide additional employment oppor-

tunities for American Indians. Furthermore, given that most Oklahoma 

table 7. Potential explanations or areas of examination for future research

States Percentage of Number of  American Indians   Number of   Number of 

 American   Federally  as a Percentage  Gaming  American   

 Indians with  Recognized  of Total Venuesd Indians Residing   

 BAsa  Tribesb  Populationc   in TDSAse

Alaska 5.5 425 16 3 172,205

Arizona 8.8 27 5.1 22 179,205

Montana 10.4 20 6.5 26 63,616

New Mexico 9.2 29 10.2 18 138,839

Oklahoma 14.1 36 8.1 76 2,345,611f

South Dakota 9.9 24 8.8 13 59,355

United States 17.1 562 1.5 411 NA

a  U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2005–7, American Indians (alone) twenty-fi ve years or 

older with postsecondary educational degree.
b  National Indian Education Association, Native Education 101: Basic Facts about American Indian, Alaskan 

Native, and Native Hawaiian Education (2007). 
c  U.S. Census Bureau, 2005, population estimates, single race, American Indians (alone), http://factfi nder

.census.gov/servlet/ACSSAFFFacts. 
d  Steven A. Light and Kathryn R. L. Rand, Indian Gaming and Tribal Sovereignty: The Casino Compromise 

(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2007); The Economic Impact of Indian Gaming (2008), http://www

.indiangaming.org. 
e  Tribal Designated Statistical Areas arose from a program providing federally recognized American Indian 

tribes without a land base with the opportunity to delineate and identify a land area as a Tribal Designated 

Statistical Area.
f  Federally recognized tribes in Oklahoma participated in the Oklahoma Tribal Statistical Area Program 

(OTSA). Data derived from Census 2000 are available for these areas from U.S. Census Bureau (2003), 

Summary File 1 (SF1), 100 percent data.
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American Indians live in TDSAs that encompass most of the state, in-

cluding Tulsa, we cannot disaggregate changing conditions (e.g., em-

ployment, housing, etc.) in Oklahoma’s Indian Country from condi-

tions in the state.45 Finally, Oklahoma’s unique census geography—that 

is, the reach of the TDSA—confounds any straightforward explanation 

regarding American Indians living in either rural or urban areas as a fac-

tor affecting public-sector employment patterns. Thus, future research-

ers must keep these issues in mind.

One of our objectives is to begin a discussion of these issues by fi rst 

turning our attention to a previously neglected area of study, AIAN state 

and local government employment. As scholars build more complete 

explanations for the causes of AIAN descriptive underrepresentation 

and occupational segregation, we hope that future research will begin to 

address these other factors. In this context it is important to understand 

the intersection of people and place. In Indian Country employment op-

portunities are scarce due to the small size and rural isolation of many 

reservations. The percentage of American Indians or Alaskan Natives 

living in rural areas for all reservations and designated AIAN statistical 

areas is between 71 and 79 percent.46 Many of the jobs that do exist are in 

the public sector. For example, among the major employers are federal 

and tribal governments, schools, and the U.S. Public Health Service.47 

Future research should examine if trends and cross-sectional differences 

in state and local AIAN bureaucratic representation are related to the 

existence of competing tribal government and gaming jobs. Although a 

majority of the AIAN populations live in rural areas, whenever possible 

future research should look at urban and rural American Indians. That 

is, given their remoteness and limited resources, rural American Indians 

face more disadvantages than their urban counterparts. Deborah Tootle 

maintains that American Indians living in rural areas are likely overrep-

resented in low-wage consumer services and manufacturing jobs; posi-

tions in such occupations do not typically allow upward mobility.48

Despite the fact that we cannot address these questions in our analy-

sis, we can conclude that in the six states we examined AIAN under-

representation is commonplace. More important, based on the tempo-

ral patterns that we observe, we are not optimistic about the ability of 

American Indians or Alaskan Natives to secure a larger share of public-

sector administrative and professional positions in the future.
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appendix 1: description of job categories 

from the eeoc’s eeo-4 report

a. Offi cials and Administrators: Occupations in which employees set 

broad policies, exercise overall responsibility for execution of these 

policies, or direct individual departments or special phases of the 

agency’s operations, or provide specialized consultation on a re-

gional, district or area basis. Includes: department heads, bureau 

chiefs, division chiefs, directors, deputy directors, controllers, war-

dens, superintendents, sheriffs, police and fi re chiefs and inspectors, 

examiners (bank, hearing, motor vehicle, warehouse), inspectors 

(construction, building, safety, rent-and-housing, fi re, A.B.C. Board, 

license, dairy, livestock, transportation), assessors, tax appraisers and 

investigators, coroners, farm managers, and kindred workers.

b.  Professionals: Occupations which require specialized and theoreti-

cal knowledge which is usually acquired through college training 

or through work experience and other training which provides 

comparable knowledge. Includes: personnel and labor relations 

workers, social workers, doctors, psychologists, registered nurses, 

economists, dieticians, lawyers, systems analysts, accountants, en-

gineers, employment and vocational rehabilitation counselors, 

teachers or instructors, police and fi re captains and lieutenants, li-

brarians, management analysts, airplane pilots and navigators, sur-

veyors and mapping scientists, and kindred workers.

c. Technicians: Occupations which require a combination of basic 

scientifi c or technical knowledge and manual skill which can be 

obtained through specialized post-secondary school education or 

through equivalent on-the-job training. Includes: computer pro-

grammers, drafters, survey and mapping technicians, licenses prac-

tical nurses, photographers, radio operators, technical illustrators, 

highway technicians, technicians (medical, dental, electronic, phys-

ical sciences), police and fi re sergeants, inspectors (production or 

processing inspectors, testers and weighers) and kindred workers.

d. Protective Service Workers: Occupations in which workers are en-

trusted with public safety, security and protection from destructive 

forces. Includes: police patrol offi cers, fi refi ghters, guards, deputy 

sheriffs, bailiffs, correctional offi cers, detectives, marshals, harbor 
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patrol offi cers, game and fi sh wardens, park rangers (except main-

tenance), and kindred workers.

e.  Paraprofessionals: Occupations in which workers perform some of 

the duties of a professional technician in a supportive role, which 

usually require less formal training and/or experience normally re-

quired for professional or technical status. Such positions may fall 

within an identifi ed pattern of staff development and promotion 

under a “New Careers” concept. Included: research assistants, med-

ical aides, child support workers, policy auxiliary welfare service 

aides, recreation assistants, homemakers aides, home health aides, 

library assistants and clerks, ambulance drivers and attendants, and 

kindred workers.

f.  Administrative Support (Including Clerical and Sales): Occupations 

in which workers are responsible for internal and external commu-

nication, recording and retrieval of data and/or information and 

other paperwork required in an offi ce. Includes: bookkeepers, mes-

sengers, clerk-typists, stenographers, court transcribers, hearing 

reporters, statistical clerks, license dispatchers, license distributors, 

payroll clerks, offi ce machine and computer operators, telephone 

operators, legal assistants, sales workers, cashiers, toll collectors, 

and kindred workers.

g.  Skilled Craft Workers: Occupations in which workers perform jobs 

which require special manual skill and a thorough and compre-

hensive knowledge of the processes involved in the work which is 

acquired through on-the-job training and experience or through 

apprenticeship or other formal training programs. Includes: me-

chanics and repairers, electricians, heavy equipment operators, sta-

tionary engineers, skilled machining occupations, carpenters, com-

positions and typesetters, power plant operators, water and sewage 

treatment plant operators, and kindred workers.

This content downloaded from 
������������141.218.47.226 on Tue, 13 Nov 2018 18:54:18 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Hunt, Kerr, Ketcher, & Murphy: Forgotten Minority 429

appendix 2: relevant definitions from eeoc’s 

instructions for form 164 (eeoc-4)

The concept of race as used by the Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission does not denote clear cut scientifi c defi nitions of anthro-

pological origins. For the purposes of this report, an employee may be 

included in the group to which he or she appears to belong, identifi es 

with, or is regarded in the community as belonging. However, no person 

may be counted in more than one race/ethnic category. For the pur-

poses of the report, the following race/ethnic categories will be used:

a. White (not of Hispanic origin): All persons having origins in any of 

the original peoples of Europe, North Africa, or the Middle East.

b. Black (not of Hispanic origin): All persons having origins in any of 

the Black racial groups of Africa.

c. Hispanic: All persons of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or 

South American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of 

race.

d. Asian or Pacifi c Islander: All persons having origins in any of the 

original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian Sub-

continent, or the Pacifi c Islands. This area includes, for example, 

China, India, Japan, Korea, the Philippine Islands, and Samoa.

e. American Indian or Alaskan Native: All persons having origins in 

any of the original peoples of North America, and who maintain 

cultural identifi cation through tribal affi liation or community 

recognition.

Note: The category “Hispanic,” while not a race identifi cation, is in-

cluded as a separate race/ethnic category because of the employment 

discrimination often encountered by this group; for this reason do 

not include “Hispanic” under either “white” or “black.”
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notes

A previous version of this article was presented at the annual meeting of 

the Southwest Social Science Association, March 12–15, 2008, Las Vegas. We 

wish to thank Brent Burgess and Rodica Guzun for their assistance with this 

manuscript.
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nomic Development and Culture in the Twentieth Century, ed. Brian Hosmer and 

Colleen O’Neill (Boulder: University Press of Colorado, 2004), 323.

13. Stephen Cornell and Joseph P. Kalt, “Pathways from Poverty: Economic 

Development and Institution-Building on American Indian Reservations,” 

American Indian Culture and Research Journal 14, no. 1 (1990): 89–125.

14. 1975 Indian Self Determination and Educational Assistance Act, Public 

Law 93-638.

15. Jonathan B. Taylor and Joseph P. Kalt, American Indians on Reservations: A 
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Databook of Socioeconomic Changes between the 1990 and 2000 Censuses (Cam-

bridge, MA: Harvard Project on American Indian Economic Development, 

2005), x, xii.

16. Taylor and Kalt, American Indians on Reservations, xiv, xv. Taylor and 

Kalt’s study participants were people identifying as AIAN alone and not in com-

bination with another race.

17. Cornell and Kalt, “Pathways from Poverty,” 118–25.

18. Taylor and Kalt, American Indians on Reservations, xv.

19. U.S. General Accounting Offi ce (GAO), Tax Policy: A Profi le of the Indian 

Gaming Industry (Washington, DC: General Accounting Offi ce, May 1997).

20. Charles Wilkinson, Blood Struggle: The Rise of Modern Indian Nations 

(New York: W. W. Norton, 2005).

21. Steven A. Light and Kathryn R. L. Rand, Indian Gaming and Tribal Sover-

eignty: The Casino Compromise (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2007).

22. Deborah M. Tootle, “American Indians: Economic Opportunities and 

Development,” in Racial/Ethnic Minorities in Rural Areas: Progress and Stag-

nation, 1980–90, ed. Linda L. Swanson, Agricultural Economic Report No. 731 

(Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Rural Economy Division, 

Economic Research Service, February 1997).

23. Taylor and Kalt, American Indians on Reservations, xv.

24. Among others, see Rosenbloom, “Note”; Hall and Saltzstein, “Equal Em-

ployment”; Cayer and Sigelman, “Minorities and Women”; Dye and Renick, 

“Political Power”; Eisinger, “Black Employment”; Welch, Karnig, and Eribes, 

“Changes”; Dometrius and Sigelman, “Assessing Progress”; Stein, “Representa-

tive Local Government”; Mladenka, “Blacks and Hispanics”; Kellough, “Inte-

gration”; Kellough and Elliot, “Demographic and Organizational Infl uences”; 

Cornwell and Kellough, “Women and Minorities”; Lewis and Nice, “Race, Sex”; 

Naff, “Through the Glass Ceiling”; Kerr, Miller, and Reid, “Changing Face”; 

Reid, Kerr, and Miller, Glass Walls.

25. Welch, Karnig, and Eribes, “Changes”; Dometrius and Sigelman, “Assess-

ing Progress”; John Crum and Katherine Naff, “Looking Like America: The 

Continuing Importance of Affi rmative Action in Federal Employment,” Public 

Productivity and Management Review 20 (1997): 272–87.

26. David R. Berman and Tanis J. Salant, “Minority Representation, Resis-

tance, and Public Policy: The Navajos and the Counties,” Publius: The Journal 

of Federalism 28 (1998): 83–104; Peterson and Duncan, “American Indian Rep-

resentation,” 118.

27. Peterson and Duncan, “American Indian Representation,” 118, 120–21.

28. Daniel McCool, Susan M. Olson, and Jennifer L. Robinson, Native Vote: 

American Indians, the Voting Rights Act, and the Right to Vote (New York: Cam-

bridge University Press, 2007), 194.
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29. Rosenbloom, “Note”; Lewis, “Progress”; Lewis and Nice, “Race, Sex”; 

Selden, Promise.

30. Rosenbloom, “Note,” 44.

31. Lewis, “Progress,” 703.

32. Katherine Naff, “Perceptions of Discrimination: Moving Beyond the 

Numbers of Representative Bureaucracy,” Policy Studies Journal 23 (1995): 

483–98.

33. Nelson Dometrius, “Minorities and Leaders Among State Agency Lead-

ers,” Social Science Quarterly 65 (1984): 127–37, see 131–32.

34. Lewis and Nice, “Race, Sex,” 404–8.

35. J. P. Fernandez, Racism and Sexism in Corporate Life (Lexington, MA: Lex-

ington Books, 1981).

36. School districts do not report using EEO-4 forms. Employees of pub-

lic school systems are reported on EEO-5 forms (Elementary-Secondary Staff 

Information Report, http://www.eeocsurvey.com/eeo5/pdf/eeo5form%20-%20

SAMPLE.pdf).

37. Tootle, “American Indians,” 100.

38. The 2000 U.S. census data employed can be divided into two broad cat-

egories: people who reported only one race and people who reported more than 

one of the six major race categories (white, black or African American, Ameri-

can Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or other Pacifi c Islander, 

and some other race). In addition, American Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut tribes 

were confl ated into one category: American Indian or Alaskan Native. In ad-

dition, because Hispanics may be of any race, there is some overlap with those 

American Indian or Alaskan Native choosing one category: in the 2000 U.S. 

census data approximately 15 percent were Hispanic (2000 Census Special Re-

port: We the People: American Indians and Alaska Natives in the United States 

[Washington, DC: Government Printing Offi ce, 2006]). More detail regarding 

these changes is provided in Elizabeth M. Grieco and Rachel C. Cassidy, “Over-

view of Race and Hispanic Origin: 2000,” U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 

Brief, C2KBR/01-1. This report is available on the U.S. Census Bureau’s Web site 

at http://www.census.gov/prod/2001pubs/c2kbr01-1.pdf.

39. According to its Web site, in September 2007 the EEOC changed its data 

categories to match those found in the 2000 U.S. Census. See http://www.eeoc

.gov/eeoc/statistics/census/index.cfm.

40. Michael Lipsky, Street-Level Bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the Individual in 

Public Services (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1980).

41. Mosher, Democracy, 25–28.

42. U.S. Census Bureau, “We the People: American Indians and Alaska 

Natives in the United States,” special report, 2006, http://www.census.gov/

prod/2006pubs/censr-28.pdf.
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43. For improvements in representation, see Peterson and Duncan, “Ameri-

can Indian Representation,” 111.

44. U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Form 164, State and 

Local Government Information (EEO-4) (Washington, DC: Government Print-

ing Offi ce, various years); http://www.eeoc.gov/eeo4survey/e4instruct.html; 

U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Job Patterns for Minori-

ties and Women in State and Local Government (Washington, DC: Government 

Printing Offi ce, 1991).

45. Taylor and Kalt, American Indians on Reservations, xiv.

46. U.S. Census Bureau, “We the People,” xii.

47. Schuyler Houser, “Mending the Circle: Peer Group Lending for Micro-En-

terprise Development in Tribal Communities,” in Rural Development Strategy, 

ed. David W. Sears and J. Norman Reid (Chicago: Nelson-Hall, 1995), 204–23.

48. Tootle, “American Indians,” 106.
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