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Abs t r ac t  

Th i s  paper examines the  e f f e c t s  of residence i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  

and migrat ion from nonmetropoli t an  a r e a s  to met ropol i tan  a r e a s  on the 

earn ings  of American Indian  and Alaska n a t i v e  householders aged 25-54. 

The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t ha t :  (1) the  earnings of met ropol i tan  Indians  a r e  

markedly h igher  than those of nonmetropolitan Indians ,  bu t  the earn ings  

o f  nonme t r o p o l i  tan- to-metropoli t an  migrants a r e  very l i t t l e  more than 

those  of nonmetropolitan s t aye r s ;  ( 2 )  educat ion has s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  

on earnings f o r  met ropol i tan  Indians  and Indians  who migrate  from non- 

me t ropo l i t an  t o  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  bu t  n o t  f o r  nonme t r o p o l i  t an  Indians  ; 

and, (3 )  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  earnings between metropol i tan and non- 

met ropol i tan  Indians  i s  due both t o  the  higher  l e v e l s  of human c a p i t a l  of 

me t ropo l i t an  Indians  and b e t t e r  oppor tun i t i e s  i n  metropol i tan a reas .  



Earnings of American Indians and Alaskan Natives: 
The Ef fec t s  of Residence and Migration 

I f  we def ine  the success of a government policy i n  terms of the 

e x t e n t  to  which i t  achieves i t s  goals ,  then one of the most successful  

p o l i c i e s  ever  pursued by the U.S. government was i t s  e f f o r t  i n  the 1800s 

t o  move American Indians away from centers  of population, commerce and 

indus t ry .  (The term "American Indians" r e f e r s  to Alaskan na t ives  a s  well 

throughout the paper.) Through fede ra l  ac t ions ,  American Indians were 

successfu ly  i s o l a t e d  i n  reservat ion  enclaves d i s t a n t  from the mainstream 

of  American society.  This  i s o l a t i o n  has had both pos i t ive  and negat ive 

consequences. 

One pos i t ive  consequence was tha t  some American Indian groups have 

been a b l e  to  p ro tec t  and maintain t h e i r  t r a d i t i o n a l  ways of l i f e .  I n  

a r e a s  such a s  the Navajo reservat ion  i n  Arizona, Utah, and New Mexico, 

t h e  Sioux reservat ions  i n  South Dakota and some r u r a l  a reas  of Oklahoma, 

Indian  people continue to communicate i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  languages and to  

preserve t r a d i t i o n a l  c u l t u r a l  p rac t i ces  (Wax, 1971). The major negat ive 

consequences of i s o l a t i o n  have been poverty, unemployment, and poor 

hea l th .  I n  1979 one-half of the Indians res id ing  on the Navajo reser- 

v a t i o n  had incomes below the poverty l i n e .  During t h a t  same year,  15 

percent  of r u r a l  American Indians were unemployed, compared to 6.6 per- 

c e n t  of r u r a l  whites  and 10.7 percent  of r u r a l  blacks. The poor hea l th  

and low l i f e  expectancy of American Indians (coupled with t h e i r  re la-  

t i v e l y  high f e r t i l i t y )  have produced a very young American Indian popula- 

t ion .  The median age f o r  r u r a l  American Indians was 21.9 i n  1979 

compared to 24.4 f o r  r u r a l  blacks and 30.8 f o r  r u r a l  whites (U.S. Bureau 

of the Census, 1983). 



I n  r e c e n t  years  American Indians  have become l e s s  i s o l a t e d  and have 

begun to  move t o  urban and met ropol i tan  a reas .  The 1980 Census showed 

t h a t  f o r  t he  f i r s t  time c l o s e  t o  one-half of American Indians  l i ved  i n  

urban a r e a s  compared to  72 pe rcen t  of white  Americans and 85 pe rcen t  of 

b lack  Americans. Urban Indians  a r e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  b e t t e r  o f f  than r u r a l  

Ind ians ,  though the  socioeconomic cond i t i on  of urban Indians  does no t  

approach t h a t  of urban whites. 

The purpose of t h i s  paper is  to  a s s e s s  the  impact of l o c a t i o n  i n  non- 

met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  and migrat ion from these a r e a s  to  metropol i tan a r e a s ,  

on the earn ings  of American Ind ian  male and female householders. We 

focus  on earnings because t h i s  is  the major source of income f o r  most 

Ind ian  households. We compare the  earnings of metropol i tan Indians  to 

those  of nonmetropolitan Indians ,  and the earnings of migrants from non- 

met ropol i tan  t o  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  with those of nonme t r o p o l i  t an  s tayers .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  we compare the  processes  through which ind iv idua l  charac- 

t e r i s t i c s  a f f e c t  earnings f o r  these  groups of Indians.  

LOCATION, MIGRATION, AND EARNINGS 

There has has been very l i t t l e  research  on American Ind ian  earnings 

o r  wages. Exis t ing  s t u d i e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  i n  1976, t he re  were no s i g n i f i -  

c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between Ind ian  male and black male hourly wages, bu t  

t h e r e  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ences  between Indian  and black wages on the  

one hand and the  wages of white  men on the  o t h e r  (Sandefur and S c o t t ,  

1983). Fur ther ,  t h i s  r e sea rch  demonstrated t h a t  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  proport ion 

of  t he  wage d i f f e r e n t i a l  between Indians  and whites  was due to  lower 

l e v e l s  of educat ion and hea l th  f o r  Indians,  whereas the wage d i f f e r e n t i a l  



between b lacks  and whi tes  could n o t  be explained by such f a c t o r s  

(Sandefur  and S c o t t ,  1983). Other research  with 1976 d a t a  has shown t h a t  

American Indian  and black men were l e s s  l i k e l y  to work and worked fewer 

hours  i n  1975 than d id  white men. American Indians  were more l i k e l y  to  

have h e a l t h  l i m i t a t i o n s  than blacks and were more l i k e l y  to be i n  

p e r i p h e r a l  i n d u s t r i e s  (e.g. ,  a g r i c u l t u r e )  than were blacks and whites  

(Sandefur  and S c o t t ,  1986). 

For some time policymakers have f e l t  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  p a r t  of the expla- 

n a t i o n  of low Indian  earnings is geographical  i s o l a t i o n .  The hope t h a t  

movement to  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  would inc rease  the earnings and economic 

well-being of American Indians  l e d  to  the development of the Bureau of 

Ind ian  A f f a i r s  D i r e c t  Relocat ion Program. This  program was i n i t i a t e d  i n  

1950 and was continued u n t i l  1984, when i t  was discont inued.  During the 

War on Poverty,  t he  name of the program was changed to the  Employment 

Ass is tance  Program. This  program provided f i n a n c i a l  and o t h e r  a s s i s t a n c e  

t o  those American Indians  who wished t o  move from re se rva t ion  and iso- 

l a t e d  r u r a l  a r e a s  to  l a r g e  metropol i tan a r e a s  where more and b e t t e r  

employment oppor tun i t i e s  were supposedly ava i l ab l e .  

Although evidence on the impact of t h i s  program is l imi t ed  and d i f -  

f i c u l t  t o  obta in ,  s i n c e  much of i t  c o n s i s t s  of unpublished B I A  records,  

Sork in  (1971) found t h a t  i nd iv idua l s  who moved were economically b e t t e r  

o f f  than those who remained on reserva t ions .  This  is c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  

r e sea rch  on the  consequences of rura l -  to-urban and nonmetropoli tan- to- 

met ropol i tan  migra t ion  f o r  the  genera l  population. Rieger  (1972) , f o r  

example, found t h a t  rural-to-urban migrants had higher  occupat ional  

p r e s t i g e  than nonmigrants who remained i n  the r u r a l  a rea .  Although there  



has  been no research  on American Indian  rural-to-urban migrat ion,  one 

s tudy using the 1976 Survey of Income and Education found t h a t  Ind ians  

who were i n t e r s t a t e  migrants were more l i k e l y  to  be employed than those 

who were n o t  (Sandefur,  1986). The age and educa t iona l  s e l e c t i v i t y  of 

nonmetropolitan t o  met ropol i tan  migrat ion (Greenwood, 1975) i s  r e f l e c t e d  

i n  Ind ian  i n t e r s t a t e  migrat ion a s  wel l  (Sandefur,  1986). 

The e f f o r t s  of the  American government to  encourage nonmetropolitan- 

to-metropolitan migrat ion among American Indians  was based on assumptions 

abou t  the na tu re  of metropol i tan l a b o r  markets and the consequences of 

nonme t r o p o l i  tan- to-me t r o p o l i  t a n  migrat ion t h a t  had n o t  been t e s t ed  wi th in  

t h e  context  of the American Indian  population. Some of these  assumptions 

can  be s t a t e d  a s  hypotheses which can be subjected to  empir ica l  t e s t s .  

The p r i n c i p a l  assumption was t h a t  l a b o r  markets i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  

provided b e t t e r  oppor tun i t i e s  than those i n  nonmetropolitan a reas .  Not 

only should average annual earnings be higher  f o r  metropol i tan Indians  

than f o r  nonmetropoli t an  Indians ,  b u t  equal  l e v e l s  of human c a p i t a l  

should br ing h igher  earn ings  i n  metropol i tan a r e a s  than i n  non- 

met ropol i tan  a reas .  I n  add i t i on ,  ind iv idua ls  who migra te  from non- 

met ropol i tan  t o  metropol i tan a r e a s  should rece ive  "higher r e  turns" to 

t h e i r  human c a p i t a l  than those who remain i n  nonmetropolitan a reas .  

Although the da t a  used i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  have few measures of human 

c a p i t a l ,  w e  use four:  educat ion,  hea l th ,  language use, and ve teran  s ta -  

tus .  We expect  t h a t  these  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  w i l l  be valued more i n  metro- 

p o l i t a n  a r e a s  and br ing  higher  premiums to  r ecen t  migrants  and long-term 

r e s i d e n t s  a l i k e .  We w i l l  examine these  ideas  by sys temat ica l ly  t e s t i n g  



t h e  fol lowing hypotheses about  d i f f e r e n t i a l  r e t u r n s  to human c a p i t a l  i n  

me t ropo l i t an  and nonmetropolitan l o c a l i t i e s .  Our f i r s t  hypotheses 

spec i fy :  

H(1A): The e f f e c t  of human c a p i t a l  on the earnings of American 
Ind ians  i s  h igher  i n  met ropol i tan  than i n  nonmetropolitan 
a reas .  

H(1B): The e f f e c t  of human c a p i t a l  on earnings is higher  f o r  those 
who migrate  from nonmetropoli t an  to  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  than 
f o r  those who remain i n  nonmetropolitan a reas .  

Another major assump t i o n  underlying r e l o c a t i o n  pol icy  was t h a t  

metropolitan/nonmetropolitan d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  American Indian  earn ings  were 

n o t  simply due t o  the s e l e c t i v i t y  of migrat ion,  i .e . ,  these  d i f f e r ences  

could n o t  be completely explained by the higher  l e v e l s  of human c a p i t a l  

possessed by migrants  and metropol i tan r e s iden t s .  This  implies  t h a t  

Ind ians  l i v i n g  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  and those who migrate  from non- 

me t ropo l i t an  t o  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  w i l l  have higher  earnings even a f t e r  

c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  human c a p i t a l  and o t h e r  i nd iv idua l  charac- 

t e r i s  t i c s :  

H ( ~ A ) :  The earnings of American Indians  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e  
h ighe r  than those of American Indians  i n  nonme t r o p o l i  t an  
a r e a s ,  n e t  of human c a p i t a l  and o the r  i nd iv idua l  charac- 
t e r i s t i c s .  

H(2B): The earnings of American Indian  migrants from nonmetropolitan 
t o  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  a r e  higher  than those of American 
Ind ians  who remain i n  nonmetropolitan a r e a s ,  n e t  of human 
c a p i t a l  and o t h e r  ind iv idua l  c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s .  

DATA AND METHODS 

The da t a  f o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  a r e  taken from the 1980 Publ ic  Use 

Microdata Sample (PUMS-A) c o l l e c t e d  by the U.S. Bureau of the  Census a s  



p a r t  of the  1980 Census. From t h i s  f i l e ,  we se l ec t ed  householders aged 

25 t o  54 who reported t h e i r  race  a s  American Indian ,  Eskimo, o r  ~ 1 e u t . l  

T h i s  age group is  o f t e n  r e f e r r e d  to  a s  "prime aged," because t h i s  is the  

per iod  i n  l i f e  when ind iv idua l s  a r e  most l i k e l y  to work a s  opposed to 

being i n  school  o r  r e t i r e d .  We focus our  a t t e n t i o n  on householders,  

because they a r e  usua l ly  the primary source of household income. I n  most 

households,  "householders" a r e  nominally the  "heads of households" and 

they a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  the  person who completed the 1980 Census question- 

n a i r e  f o r  h i s  o r  her  household. For t h i s  reason, income da t a  f o r  house- 

ho lde r s  a r e  considered more r e l i a b l e  than f o r  o t h e r  members of a 

household. Most householders a r e  men, and over 70 percent  of our  sample 

i s  male. 

Using these  c r i t e r i a  w e  produced a sample of 14,233 ind iv idua l s ;  

about  9,200 a r e  r e s i d e n t s  of met ropol i tan  count ies  o r  county groups t h a t  

inc lude  met ropol i tan  l o c a l i t i e s ,  l eav ing  the  balance i n  nonmetropolitan 

a reas .  One important  f a c t o r  to  no te  is  t h a t  the major i ty  of American 

Ind ian  householders r e s i d e  i n  metropol i tan a reas .  Approximately 65 p e r  

c e n t  of American Ind ian  householders r e s i d e  i n  metropol i tan a r e a s  o r  i n  

county groups t h a t  inc lude  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  t h a t  a r e  no t  s epa ra t e ly  

i d e n t i f i e d . 2  The f a c t  t h a t  t he  major i ty  of Indian householders l i v e  i n  

met ropol i tan  a r e a s  may seem su rp r i s ing  given our  e a r l i e r  comment t h a t  a 

s l i g h t  major i ty  of American Ind ian  people l i v e  i n  r u r a l  a reas .  I n  l a r g e  

measure, t h i s  r e f l e c t s  t he  higher  f e r t i l i t y  and l a r g e r  households of non- 

met ropol i tan  Indians.  

I n  the  po r t ion  of the a n a l y s i s  i n  which we examine the  e f f e c t s  of 

migra t ion  from nonmetropolitan t o  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  we must use a 



sma l l e r  sample, s i n c e  the PUMS d a t a  r e p o r t  migrat ion s t a t u s  (change i n  

res idence  between 1975 and 1980) f o r  approximately one-half of the com- 

p l e t e  sample. The r e l i a b i l i t y  of our es t imates  could be improved i f  w e  

had access  to a l a r g e r  sample, bu t  the 1980 PUMS is present ly  the s i n g l e  

l a r g e s t  sample of American Indians  ava i lab le .  Most da ta  sets c o l l e c t e d  

from n a t i o n a l  samples (e.g., the Panel Study of Income Dynamics, the 

Current  Populat ion Surveys and the National Longitudinal Surveys),  con- 

t a i n  too few American Indians  f o r  ana lys is .  

Measures 

Our work is  cons t ra ined  by the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of da t a  i n  the 1980 PUMS 

f i l e ,  bu t  t h i s  sample o f f e r s  a v a r i e t y  of socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

r e l e v a n t  to  models of earnings. The a v a i l a b l e  da t a  include measures of 

personal  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  family c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  measures of earnings 

and l a b o r  fo rce  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  and informa t i o n  about  c u r r e n t  residence 

and res idence  i n  1975. The v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  we use and t h e i r  measures a r e  

g iven  i n  Table 1. We comment b r i e f l y  on those v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  a r e  n o t  

self-explanatory.  

Age is f requent ly  used a s  an i n d i c a t o r  of labor  market experience. 

I t  is a less r e l i a b l e  i n d i c a t o r  f o r  American Indians than f o r  white  men 

because American Indians  experience high r a t e s  of unemployment, intermit-  

t e n t  employment, and low r a t e s  of l abor  fo rce  pa r t i c ipa t ion .  

Unfortunately,  a more r e l i a b l e  s u b s t i t u t e  is n o t  ava i l ab le .3  

Language use is important because i t  indexes the e x t e n t  to  which an 

important  p a r t  of t r a d i t i o n a l  c u l t u r e  is  re ta ined ,  and it shows the 



Table 1 

Var iab les  and Measures 

Var i ab le  Measure 

I n  Labor Force l= ind iv idua l  reported working o r  seeking work i n  1979; 
0-0 therwise. 

Weeks Worked Self-reported t o t a l  number of weeks worked i n  1979. 

Earnings Wage and/or s a l a ry  earned during 1979. 

Education Years of completed schooling. 

D i s a b i l i t y  l=se l f - repor ted  hea l th  condi t ion  t h a t  r e s  t r i c  ts an 
i n d i v i d u a l ' s  choice of jobs o r  prevents  him o r  her  
from working 35 o r  more hours per  week; O=otherwise. 

Veteran l=has  served bu t  is  no longer  serv ing  i n  the m i l i t a r y ;  
O=o therwise. 

Non-Engl is  h l= ind iv idua l  usua l ly  speaks a language o the r  than 
Language English a t  home; O=otherwise. 

Age Age i n  yea r s  a t  l a s t  b i r thda te .  

Female l=female; O=male 

S i n g l e  l=no t  married; O=married 

Chi ldren  l=ch i ld ren  under age of 6 i n  household; Osotherwise. 
P r e s e n t  

South l= re s idence  i n  the South; O=otherwise 

Near Reservat ion l=res idence  i n  a designated Census county group i n  
which a r e se rva t ion  is  loca ted ;  O=otherwise. 

Met ropol i tan  1-residence i n  a metropol i tan county o r  i n  a county 
group which conta ins  metropol i tan and nonmetropolitan 
coun t i e s  ; O=o therwise. 



degree t o  which Anglo c u l t u r e  has been adopted. Our argument is t h a t  the  

use  of a non-English language, though b e n e f i c i a l  i n  many r e spec t s ,  may be 

a disadvantage i n  the  l abo r  market. Veteran s t a t u s  is  important because 

m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e  i s  another  way i n  which American Indians  a r e  exposed to  

non-Indian c u l t u r e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  r o u t i n e  tasks ,  regimented time schedules ,  

and s t r i c t  l i n e s  of au tho r i ty .  Location on o r  near  a r e se rva t ion  is 

important  s i n c e  i n  many r e spec t s ,  r e se rva t ions  a r e  r e p o s i t o r i e s  of t rad i -  

t i o n a l  c u l  ture.4 

Methods 

Sample s e l e c t i v i t y  b i a s  is a problem i n  s t u d i e s  of earn ings ,  s i n c e  

n o t  a l l  members of the sample have earnings to  r e p o r t  (Heckman, 1979; 

Berk, 1983). Sample s e l e c t i v i t y  may b i a s  es t imates  of c o e f f i c i e n t s  such 

a s  the  e f f e c t  of years  of schooling on earnings. To compensate f o r  t h i s  

b i a s ,  Heckman (1979) and Berk (1983) recommend including a s p e c i a l  

v a r i a b l e  t o  c o n t r o l  f o r  a respondent 's  p robab i l i t y  of being i n  the l abo r  

fo rce .  The v a r i a b l e  w e  use is  the expected p robab i l i t y  of n o t  being i n  

t h e  l a b o r  f o r c e  predic ted  by a model of the determinants  of l abo r  f o r c e  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  We use l o g i s  t i c  regress ion  t o  es t imate  t h i s  model, r e t a i n  

t h e  predic ted  p r o b a b i l i t y  of nonpa r t i c ipa t ion  f o r  each ind iv idua l ,  and 

e s t i m a t e  the  e f f e c t s  of the determinants  of earnings with Ordinary Leas t  

Squares. We do n o t  r e p o r t  the r e s u l t s  of the l o g i s t i c  regress ion  analy- 

s is ,  b u t  they a r e  a v a i l a b l e  upon request .  



RESULTS 

Dif ferences  between Metropol i tan and Nonmetropolitan Indians  

Table 2 p re sen t s  d e s c r i p t i v e  statis  t i c s  f o r  met ropol i tan  and non- 

met ropol i tan  American Indian  householders. The f i r s t  th ree  v a r i a b l e s  i n  

t h e  t a b l e  r e f e r  t o  l abo r  f o r c e  a c t i v i t i e s  and i n d i c a t e  t h a t  met ropol i tan  

Ind ian  householders a r e  " b e t t e r  o f f "  than nonmetropolitan householders. 

More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  met ropol i tan  householders a r e  more l i k e l y  to  be i n  the 

l a b o r  force ,  work an  average of th ree  more weeks per year ,  and ea rn  an 

average  of $2125.6 more per  yea r  than do nonmetropolitan householders. 

I n  r e l a t i v e  terms, nonmetropoli t an  Indian  earnings a r e  8 1 pe rcen t  of 

met ropol i tan  Indian  earnings.  

The means f o r  our human c a p i t a l  v a r i a b l e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  p a r t  of t h i s  

d i f f e r e n c e  i n  earnings may be due to  the  h igher  l e v e l s  of human c a p i t a l  

possessed by met ropol i tan  r e s iden t s .  The mean educat ion of met ropol i tan  

householders is  1.7 yea r s  higher  than t h a t  of nonmetropoli t an  house- 

ho lders .  A g r e a t e r  percentage of met ropol i tan  r e s i d e n t s  have experience 

i n  t he  m i l i t a r y ,  and a much smal le r  percentage use a non-English language 

a t  home. However, a s l i g h t l y  higher  percentage of met ropol i tan  house- 

ho lders  than nonmetropolitan householders a r e  l i k e l y  to  have a work- 

l i m i t i n g  d i s a b i l i t y  (14.7 percent  and 12.6 percent ,  respec t ive ly) .  

I n  o t h e r  ways, met ropol i tan  and nonmetropolitan Ind ian  householders 

a r e  very s imi l a r .  They a r e  approximately the same age; t h e  mean age of 

me t ropo l i t an  and nonmetropolitan householders is 37.3 and 37.7 yea r s  

r e spec t ive ly .  About equal percentages of metropol i tan and non- 

met ropol i tan  Ind ian  householders a r e  women--28 percent  and 25.1 percent  

r e s p e c t i v e l y  . 



Table 2 

Means and Percentages f o r  Se lec ted  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Metropol i tan and 
Nonmetropolitan American Indian  and Alaska Native 

Householders, Age 25-54 

Variab le  Metropol i tan Nonme t ropo l  i tan  

Pe rcen t  i n  the  Labor 
Force 

Weeks Worked i n  1979 

Annual Earnings 
( 1979 Dol lars )  

Education 
( i n  years )  

Pe rcen t  wi th  Limited 
D i s a b i l i t y  

Pe rcen t  M i l i t a r y  Veterans 36.7 27.2 

Percen t  Using Non-English 
Language a t  Home 

Age 
( i n  years )  

Pe rcen t  Females 28.0 25.1 

Percen t  S ing le  39.7 33.3 

Percen t  wi th  Children 
Under 6 

Percen t  Living i n  the  
South 

Pe rcen t  Living On o r  
Near Reservat ion 

Source: Public-Use Microdata Sample, 5 percent  A F i l e .  

Note: The numbers i n  parentheses  below the means a r e  s tandard 
dev ia t ions .  



There a r e  o t h e r  ways i n  which met ropol i tan  and nonmetropolitan 

American Ind ian  householders d i f f e r .  The percentage of s i n g l e  metropoli-  

t a n  householders is 6.4 percentage po in t s  higher  than the  percentage of 

s i n g l e  nonmetropolitan householders. About 36 pe rcen t  of nonmetropolitan 

I n d i a n  householders sha re  t h e i r  l i v i n g  q u a r t e r s  wi th  c h i l d r e n  under 6 

y e a r s  of age, compared t o  27 pe rcen t  i n  met ropol i tan  a reas .  A l a r g e r  

percentage of nonmetropolitan householders (64.3 percent )  than metropoli- 

t a n  householders (28.1 percent )  r e s i d e  on o r  near  Ind ian  lands.  The 

l a t t e r  f i g u r e  may seem s u r p r i s i n g l y  l a rge .  However, n o t  a l l  I nd ian  

r e s e r v a t i o n s  a r e  l oca t ed  i n  remote i s o l a t e d  a reas .  Severa l  small  reser- 

v a t i o n s  ( r anche r i a s )  a r e  l oca t ed  i n  t he  Los Angeles met ropol i tan  a r e a ;  

t h e  Osage r e s e r v a t i o n  ad jo ins  the  Tulsa ,  Oklahoma SMSA; and, the  Tacoma, 

Washington SMSA inc ludes  the  Puyallup reserva t ion .  

Metropolitan/Nonmetropolitan Differences  i n  Labor Market Processes  

The s t a t i s t i c s  i n  Table 2 show t h a t  t he re  is  a l a r g e  earn ings  gap 

between met ropol i tan  and nonmetropolitan American Indians.  The ques t ions  

t o  which w e  now turn  dea l  wi th  poss ib l e  explana t ions  of this gap. 

Hypothesis ( 1 ~ )  s t a t e s  t h a t  the  e f f e c t s  of human c a p i t a l  on earnings w i l l  

be  s t ronge r  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  than i n  nonmetropolitan a reas .  To t e s t  

t h i s  hypothesis ,  w e  e s t ima te  s e p a r a t e  equat ions  f o r  earn ings  i n  metropol- 

i tan  and nonmetropoli t an  a r e a s  and t e s t  f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f  e rences  be tween the  c o e f f i c i e n t s  ac ros s  equations. Table 3 con ta ins  

t h e  r e s u l t s  from a regress ion  a n a l y s i s  of the determinants  of earn ings  

f o r  American Indians  r e s id ing  i n  met ropol i tan  and nonmetropolitan a reas .  



Table 3 

Regression of 1979 Log Earnings (x 100) on Selected C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 
Metropoli tan and Nonmetropolitan American Indian and Alaskan Native 

Householders, Age 25-54 

- - - -- - -- 

Metropoli tan Nonme t r o p o l i  tan 
Independent Householders Householders t- tes t of 
Var iables  (N = 9207) (N = 5206) Difference 

Education 2.98** 
(0.31) 

D i s a b i l i t y  

Veteran 

Non-English Language -8.29** 
(2.12) 

Female 

S ing le  

Chi ldren  P resen t  10.35* 
(3.39) 

South 

Near Reservat ion -2.72 
(1.99) 

Weeks Worked i n  1979 4.12** 
(0.05) 

Correc t ion  f o r  
S e l e c t i v i t y  
P r o b a b i l i t y  of 
Being Out of the  -125.10** -27.35 
Labor Force (37.43) (38.95) 

I n t e r c e p t  791.42 724.32 

*p < .05 
**p < .01 
Note: The numbers i n  parentheses a r e  the  standard e r r o r s  of the 

c o e f f i c i e n t s .  



The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t he re  a r e  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  be- 

tween met ropol i tan  and nonmetropolitan Indian  householders i n  the e f f e c t s  

o f  the fou r  human c a p i t a l  v a r i a b l e s  (educat ion,  d i s a b i l i t y ,  ve t e ran  sta- 

t u s ,  and language usage). Education has a s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  i n  metro- 

p o l i t a n  a r e a s ,  bu t  n o t  i n  nonmetropolitan a reas .  The d i f f e r ence  between 

these  two e f f e c t s  i s  no t ,  however, s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Nei ther  

c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  d i s a b i l i t y  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  The e f f e c t  of being a ve t e ran  

i s  smal le r  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  than i n  nonmetropolitan a r e a s ,  but  t h i s  

d i f f e r e n c e  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the .05 l e v e l .  The penal ty f o r  n o t  

speaking Engl i sh  (hence, the reward f o r  speaking i t )  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  

me t ropo l i t an  a r e a s ,  bu t  n o t  i n  nonmetropolitan a reas .  Again, the d i f -  

f e r e n c e  between the  e f f e c t s  is not  s i g n i f i c a n t .  I n  sum, the re  is  no une- 

quivoca l  evidence of higher  r e t u r n s  to  human c a p i t a l  i n  met ropol i tan  

a r e a s .  

There is  c l e a r  evidence t h a t  wages ( d o l l a r s  per  time worked) a r e  

h ighe r  i n  met ropol i tan  a reas .  Weeks worked i n  1979 has a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

l a r g e r  e f f e c t  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  than i n  nonmetropolitan a reas .  This  

simply means t h a t  wages and/or s a l a r i e s  a r e  higher  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  

r e s u l t i n g  i n  a g r e a t e r  r e t u r n  to  each week worked. More p rec i se ly ,  these  

e s t i m a t e s  show t h a t  employed urban Indians  enjoy an  increase  i n  earnings 

f o r  each week they work which is  9.3 percent  l a r g e r  than the earnings 

gained by t h e i r  nonmetropolitan counterpar t s .  Again, t h i s  is due to  the 

s t r u c t u r e  of wage r a t e s ,  which a r e  higher  i n  met ropol i tan  than i n  non- 

met ropol i tan  l abo r  markets. It a l s o  is  worth not ing  t h a t  on average, 



American Indians  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  work more weeks than Ind ians  i n  

nonme t r o p o l i  t a n  p laces  and t h i s  f u r t h e r  compounds the earn ings  gap. 

Hypothesis 2A s t a t e d  t h a t  d i f f e r ences  i n  labor  f o r c e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

( i . e . ,  t he  personal  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  r e s i d e n t  l abo r  f o r c e ) ,  a r e  no t  

completely respons ib le  f o r  met ropol i tan  and nonmetropolitan earn ings  d i f -  

fe rences .  This  argument a l l e g e s  t h a t  market condi t ions ,  a s  wel l  a s  d i f -  

f e r ences  i n  the  r e s i d e n t  populat ion,  a r e  respons ib le  f o r  earn ings  

d i f f e r e n t i a l s .  According to t h i s  perspec t ive ,  American Ind ians  r e s id ing  

i n  nonme t r o p o l i  t an  a r e a s  rece ive  lower earn ings  because they p a r t i c i p a t e  

i n  l a b o r  markets wi th  l i m i t e d  oppor tuni t ies .  The higher  wages i n  metro- 

p o l i t a n  a r e a s  sugges t  t h a t  t h i s  is, i n  p a r t ,  t rue.  To examine t h i s  

hypothesis  f u r t h e r ,  w e  used regress ion  s t anda rd iza t ion  to decompose the  

expected d i f f e r e n c e  i n  met ropol i tan  and nonnmetropolitan earn ings  

(Al thauser  and Wigler, 1972; Pa rce l ,  1979; Pa rce l  and Mueller,  1983). 

Th i s  procedure decomposes the  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  earnings i n t o  th ree  com- 

ponents: (1) a  res idence  component, which is  the  amount of t he  d i f -  

f  erence due to  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the  two groups l i v e  i n  two d i f f e r e n t  a r eas ;  

( 2 )  a populat ion composition component, which is the  amount of the  d i f -  

f  e rence  due t o  the  measured c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  of met ropol i tan  and non- 

met ropol i tan  I n d i a n  householders;  and (3)  a n  i n t e r a c t i o n  component, which 

i s  the  amount of t he  d i f f e r e n c e  due to  the  i n t e r a c t i o n  of res idence  and 

composition. Table 4 shows the  r e s u l t s  of t h i s  exerc ise .  The regress ion  

equa t ions  i n  Table 3 p r e d i c t  t h a t  the t o t a l  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  earn ings  be- 

tween met ropol i tan  and nonme t r o p o l i t a n  a r e a s  is  $2,133. This  is f a i r l y  

a c c u r a t e  cons ider ing  t h a t  the  obsenred mean d i f f e r e n c e  is about  $2,126, a  

$7  d i f f e r ence .  



Table 4 

Sources of Earnings Differential among American Indian and Alaskan Native 
Householders in Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas 

Component of Amount of 
Earnings Difference Difference 

Relative Contribution 
to Difference 

Residence $1558 73.0% 

Population Composition -1 769 -82.9 

Residence and 
Composition Interaction 2344 

To tal Difference 2133 100.0 



The decomposition i n  Table 4 shows t h a t  l a b o r  market condi t ions  asso- 

c i a t e d  wi th  p lace  of res idence  c o n t r i b u t e  a s i z a b l e  sha re  of the t o t a l  

earn ings  d i f f e r ence ,  about  73  percent  o r  $1,558. This  component is  

l a r g e l y  due to  the h igher  wages i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  ( r e f l e c t e d  i n  the 

c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  weeks worked) and unmeasured d i f f e rences  i n  the  two types 

o f  l a b o r  markets t h a t  a r e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  the cons t an t  

terms i n  Table 4. Su rp r i s ing ly ,  the populat ion composition component is  

negat ive ;  t h i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the 

l a b o r  f o r c e  a r e  n o t  respons ib le  f o r  the  earnings gap. Of course,  non- 

me t ropo l i t an  r e s i d e n t s  would have higher  earn ings  i f  they worked a s  many 

hours ,  had the  same yea r s  of educat ion,  spoke English a s  we l l  and were a s  

1 i k e l y  t o  be ve t e rans  a s  met ropol i tan  r e s iden t s ,  b u t  nonmetropoli t an  

ea rn ings  would be lower than they c u r r e n t l y  a r e  i f  the  nonmetropolitan 

l a b o r  f o r c e  included the  same percentage of women, the  same percentage of 

p a r t i a l l y  d isab led  ind iv idua l s ,  the same percentage of s i n g l e  i nd iv idua l s  

and the  same percentage of ind iv idua ls  without  c h i l d r e n  a s  the metropoli- 

t a n  l a b o r  force.  So, even though higher  human c a p i t a l  helps  exp la in  p a r t  

o f  the  d i f f e r e n c e  between met ropol i tan  and nonmetropolitan earn ings ,  

o v e r a l l  d i f f e r ences  i n  the composition of the l abo r  f o r c e  do not.  

By f a r  the  l a r g e s t  component i n  Table 4 i s  the i n t e r a c t i o n  component. 

Th i s  component is  equal  to  109.9 percent  of the a c t u a l  earn ings  d i f -  

f  erence. This  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i t  is  the combination of a be t t e r - sk i l l ed  

l a b o r  f o r c e  and b e t t e r  oppor tun i t i e s  i n  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  r a t h e r  than 

one component a lone  t h a t  is most important  i n  expla in ing  

met ropol i  tan/nonmetropolitan earnings d i f f e r e n t i a l s  among American Indian  

householders.  Conversely, the l ack  of oppor tun i t i e s  i n  nonme t r o p o l i  t an  



l a b o r  markets a long wi th  a l abo r  fo rce  lacking  c a p i t a l  resources combine 

t o  depress  the  mean earnings of nonme t r o p o l i  t an  Indian  householders. 

Taken toge ther  t he  f ind ings  i n  Tables  3 and 4 c l e a r l y  demonstrate 

t h a t  t he  earnings of met ropol i tan  householders a r e  higher  than those of 

householders  i n  nonmetropolitan a reas .  Metropol i tan householders have 

more schooling,  work more weeks, a r e  more f requent ly  ve te rans ,  use 

Engl i sh  more o f t en ,  and a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  to  r e s i d e  i n  the  v i c i n i t y  of a 

r e s e r v a t i o n  than nonme t r o p o l i  t an  householders. These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

t h e  met ropol i tan  Ind ian  l a b o r  fo rce  inc lude  seve ra l  which have a 

d e c i s i v e l y  p o s i t i v e  inf luence  on earnings.  Compared t o  nonme t r o p o l i  t an  

householders,  met ropol i tan  Indians  b e n e f i t  more from each week they work 

and they r ece ive  a measurable i nc rease  i n  t h e i r  earn ings  f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  

y e a r s  of schooling, though the re  is no s t a t i s t i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  the  n e t  

e f f e c t  of schooling ac ros s  a reas .  Most important,  r e s i d e n t i a l  condi t ions  

combine wi th  populat ion c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t o  produce the  l a r g e s t  sha re  of 

t h e  earn ings  gap. This  is c l e a r l y  the case  f o r  met ropol i tan  workers who 

n o t  only work more weeks b u t  a r e  b e t t e r  remunerated f o r  each week they 

work. A s  we w i l l  expla in ,  t h i s  i n t e r a c t i o n  has very important po l icy  

impl ica t ions .  

The Impact of Nonme t r o p o l i  tan- to-Me t r o p o l i  tan Migration 

Table 5 con ta ins  d e s c r i p t i v e  statis t i c s  f o r  Indian  nonme t r o p o l i t a n  

s tayers ,  and nonme tro-to-metro migrants. The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  these 

groups d i f f e r  i n  a number of ways. Nonmetro-to-metro migrants  a r e  more 

l i k e l y  t o  be i n  t h e  l abo r  force ,  work more weeks, and have s l i g h t l y  

h ighe r  earn ings  than nonmetro s t a y e r s ,  bu t  t he  d i f f e r ence  i n  earnings 



between these  groups is approximately $500, and is n o t  statis t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t .  Nonme tro- to-me t r o  migrants  a r e  younger than nonmetro 

s t a y e r s  and t h e i r  mean yea r s  of educat ion is a f u l l  2 yea r s  g r e a t e r  than 

t h a t  f o r  nonmetro s t aye r s .  The s tandard dev ia t ion  of educat ion f o r  non- 

metro s t a y e r s  r e f l e c t s  the  high var iance  i n  educat ion among t h i s  group. 

Among the  o t h e r  important  d i f f e r ences  between these  groups are the 

percentage who a r e  m i l i t a r y  ve te rans  (25 percent  of nonmetro s t a y e r s  and 

39 pe rcen t  of nonmetro-to-metro migrants ) ,  the percentage speaking a 

non-English language a t  home (43.6 percent  and 28.6 percent ,  respec- 

t i v e l y )  and the  percentage l i v i n g  on o r  near  a r e se rva t ion  (66.2 percent  

and 27 percent ,  r e spec t ive ly ) .  I n  genera l ,  these r e s u l t s  r e f l e c t  the  

s e l e c t i v i t y  of migration. Migrants a r e  younger, more educated, more 

l i k e l y  to  be s i n g l e ,  and more l i k e l y  to  be veterans.  These da t a  a l s o  

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  migrants  a r e  more involved i n  the  l abo r  f o r c e  than non- 

me t ropo l i t an  s t aye r s ,  though t h i s  does n o t  "pay of f"  wi th  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

h ighe r  earnings.  

Hypothesis 1 B  s t a t e d  t h a t  American Ind ian  householders who have 

r e c e n t l y  migrated t o  met ropol i tan  a r e a s  should rece ive  higher  r e  t u rns  t o  

t h e i r  human c a p i t a l  than those who remained i n  nonmetropolitan a reas .  

T h i s  could be the  case  even though the re  is no t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  

i n  t he  earnings of the two groups. Table 6 con ta ins  the r e s u l t s  of esti- 

mating earn ings  models f o r  nonmetropolitan s t a y e r s  and met ropol i tan  

immigrants among American Ind ian  householders. These models are iden- 

t i c a l  t o  those a l r eady  est imated f o r  met ropol i tan  and nonmetropoli t an  



Table 5 

Means and Percentages f o r  Selected C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of American Indian  
and Alaskan Native Householders, Age 25-54, f o r  Classes of Metropoli tan 

and Nonmetropolitan Movers and S taye r s  

Var iables  
Nonme t r o  
S tayers  

Nonme t r o  t o  
Metro Migrants 

Percent  i n  the 
Labor Force 

Weeks Worked i n  1979 35.8 
(20.6) 

Annual Earnings 
( 1979 d o l l a r s )  

Education 

Percent  with Limited 
D i s a b i l i t y  13.2 

Percent  Mi l i t a ry  
Veterans 

Pe rcen t  Using Non-English 
Language a t  Home 43.6 

Pe rcen t  Female 25.5 25.6 

Percent  S ing le  32.9 41.4 

Percent  with Children 
Under 6 35.3 

Percent  Living i n  
t h e  South 

Percent  Living On o r  
Near Reservat ion 66.2 

Source: Public-Use Microdata Sample, 5 percent  A F i le .  

Note: The numbers i n  parentheses below the  means a r e  s tandard 
devia t ions .  



householders. Indeed, comparing the  es t imates  f o r  met ropol i tan  house- 

ho lde r s  i n  Table  3 wi th  the  es t imates  f o r  met ropol i tan  immigrants i n  

Table  6 shows t h a t  some important determinants of earnings have s i m i l a r  

e f f e c t s  i n  both cases .  This  is  a l s o  t r u e  f o r  comparisons between non- 

me t ropo l i t an  r e s i d e n t s  i n  Table 3 and nonmetropolitan s t a y e r s  i n  Table 6. 

For example, educat ion s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in£ luences the  earn ings  of 

met ropol i tan  immigrants i n  t he  same way t h a t  i t  a f f e c t s  t he  earnings of 

o t h e r  met ropol i tan  householders; t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  near ly  i d e n t i c a l  

f o r  these  groups, 3.53 and 2.98 respec t ive ly .  S imi l a r ly ,  educat ion has 

no d e t e c t a b l e  e f f e c t  on the  earnings on nonmetropolitan s t a y e r s  o r  non- 

met ropol i tan  householders i n  general .  However, the  t- t e s t  repor ted  i n  

Table  6 shows t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  of educat ion f o r  nonmetropolitan s t a y e r s  

does n o t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from t h a t  f o r  nonmetro- to-metro migrants.  

The e f f e c t s  of t he  o t h e r  human c a p i t a l  v a r i a b l e s  a l s o  do n o t  d i f f e r  

s i g n i f  i c a n t l y  . 
Despite  the  s i m i l a r i t i e s  i n  t h i s  and the  preceding a n a l y s i s ,  these 

r e s u l t s  d i f f e r  i n  one very c r u c i a l  respect .  Whereas the  earn ings  d i f -  

f  e r e n t i a l  between met ropol i tan  and nonme t r o p o l i t a n  householders was 

s i z a b l e ,  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  no t  p re sen t  i n  p a r a l l e l  comparisons of non- 

met ropol i tan  s t aye r s  with r e c e n t  nonme t r o  to  metro immigrants. Recent 

nonmetro-to-metro immigrants do n o t  enjoy a surge i n  t h e i r  earn ing  power 

by v i r t u e  of t h e i r  re loca t ion .  Given t h a t  there  is  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f -  

f  e rence  i n  t h e  earn ings  of the two groups and no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ences  

i n  t he  e f f e c t s  of t he  determinants of earnings,  we do n o t  r e p o r t  the  

r e s u l t s  of a d e ~ o m ~ o s i t i o n . ~  



Table 6 

Regression of 1979 Log Earnings (x 100) on Selected Charac te r i s t i c s  of 
Nonmetropolitan Stayers  and Nometropolitan-to-Metropolitan Migrant 

American Indian  and Alaskan Native Householders, Age 25-54 

Nonme t r o p o l i  tan- 
Nometropol i  tan  to-Me t ropol  i tan  

Independent S t aye r s  Migrants t- t e s  t of 
Var iab les  (N = 2218) (N = 367) Difference 

Education 1.33 
(2.30) 

D i s a b i l i t y  

Veteran 

Non-English -2.26 
Language (9.25) 

Female 

S i n g l e  

Chi ldren  Present  7.36 
(5.39) 

South 

Near Reservat ion 4.36 
(5.45) 

Weeks Worked i n  1979 3.67** 
(0.09) 

Correc t ion  f o r  -62.68 
S e l e c t i v i t y  (78.01) 
P r o b a b i l i t y  of 
Being Out of the 
Labor Force) 

I n t e r c e p t  664.15 

Kp < .u3 
**p < .01 
Note: The numbers i n  parentheses a r e  the standard e r r o r s  of the coef- 

f icient. 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Our f ind ings  show a d i s t i n c t  gap between the earnings of met ropol i tan  

and nonmetropolitan householders,  which is  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the e f f e c t s  of 

res idence ,  b u t  e s p e c i a l l y  to  an  i n t e r a c t i o n  of res idence  and populat ion 

composition. We a l s o  observed a much smal le r  and i n s i g n i f i c a n t  earnings 

gap between met ropol i tan  immigrants and nonme t r o p o l i  t an  s tayers .  We 

found no evidence of s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ences  i n  the  e f f e c t s  

o f  human c a p i t a l  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  determine earnings. The r e s u l t s  did show 

a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher  r e  tu rn  t o  weeks worked among met ropol i tan  resi- 

dents .  These observa t ions  lend some support  t o  hypo theses  recommending 

t h e  b e n e f i t s  of urban economies. 

The f ind ings  shed l i g h t  on seve ra l  important i s s u e s  i n  s o c i a l  pol icy.  

Perhaps most i n t e r e s t i n g  i s  the  complex i n t e r a c t i o n  be tween l abo r  market 

and l a b o r  f o r c e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  This  i n t e r a c t i o n  suggests  t h a t  s t e p s  to 

develop economic oppor tun i t i e s  i n  nonmetropolitan a r e a s  o r  measures 

t a rge t ed  a t  ind iv idua l  workers, such a s  job t r a i n i n g ,  w i l l  be inadequate 

a l o n e  t o  c l o s e  the  earnings gap between met ropol i tan  and nonmetropolitan 

workers. In s t ead ,  t h i s  i n t e r a c t i o n  c a l l s  f o r  a two-pronged approach 

which w i l l  improve market condi t ions  i n  nonmetropolitan a r e a s  a t  the same 

t i m e  t h a t  t he  a b i l i t i e s  of workers t o  e x p l o i t  these  oppor tun i t i e s  a r e  

upgraded . 
The convent ional  wisdom i n  academic and policymaking c i r c l e s  a l i k e  

a c t i v e l y  promotes the idea t h a t  urban environments promise more oppor- 

t u n i t i e s  and g r e a t e r  economic rewards than a r e  a v a i l a b l e  i n  r u r a l  

l o c a l e s .  On the b a s i s  of t h i s  idea ,  years  of policymaking and i n t e l l e c -  

t u a l  deba tes  have been preoccupied with the  problem of how American 



Ind ians  might be urbanized, o r  a t  the very l e a s t ,  encouraged to l eave  the 

i s o l a t i o n  of r u r a l  a r e a s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  reserva t ions .  From t h i s  perspec- 

t i v e ,  migra t ion  is seen a s  a panacea f o r  a hos t  of economic ills. With 

t h e  except ion of a few s t u d i e s ,  the  empir ical  r e a l i t y  of the b e n e f i t s  

from migrat ion,  economic and otherwise,  usua l ly  has been u n c r i t i c a l l y  

accepted.  Showing t h a t  American Ind ian  householders do n o t  rece ive  a 

l a r g e  and s i g n i f i c a n t  premium f o r  t h e i r  mobi l i ty  soon (1-5 yea r s )  a f t e r  

a r r i v a l  i n  a met ropol i tan  a r e a  seems to  c o n t r a d i c t  most of t he  conven- 

t i o n a l  wisdom about  encouraging migrat ion t o  upgrade the  ma te r i a l  well- 

being of the Ind ian  population. This  r e s u l t  ques t ions  p o l i c i e s  and 

arguments t h a t  i n s i s  t t h a t  economic oppor tun i t i e s  be made a v a i l a b l e  f o r  

American Indians  i n  urban loca t ions .  

I t  is  important  t o  note ,  however, t h a t  r ecen t  migrants  a r e  more 

1 i k e l y  to  be working and work more hours than those who remain behind i n  

nonme t r o p o l i  t a n  a reas .  Migration may be an  economic inves b e n t  t h a t  

r e q u i r e s  a lengthy maturat ion period before  t he  dividends of b e t t e r  

employment o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a r e  r ea l i zed .  Our sample c o n s i s t s  of r ecen t  

migrants  ( 5  y e a r s  o r  l e s s )  who, compared t o  nonmetropolitan s t a y e r s ,  

d i s r u p t  t h e i r  l i v e s  by moving i n t o  a n  a rea  where they may have l imi t ed  

acces s  to  the  l o c a l  networks e s s e n t i a l  f o r  job seeking,  e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  

premium wage employment (Greenwood, 1975). Gaining acces s  to such net- 

works may r equ i r e  extended time per iods ,  placing r ecen t  urban immigrants 

a t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  disadvantage r e l a t i v e  to  long-term urban res idents .  A 

second explana t ion ,  equal ly  i f  no t  more p l aus ib l e ,  i s  t h a t  simple 

metropolitan-nonmetropolitan d i f f e rences  i n  earnings have misled a n a l y s t s  

and policymakers i n t o  be l iev ing  t h a t  economic ga ins  could be r ea l i zed  



simply by placing Indians  i n  urban environments. Emphasizing migrat ion 

a s  an  economic s t r a t egy  wrongly presumes, f o r  example, t h a t  persons with 

few s k i l l s  and few oppor tun i t i e s  i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  can increase  t h e i r  oppor- 

t u n i t i e s  i n  urban a r e a s ,  independently of t h e i r  lack  of s k i l l s ,  

schooling,  and o t h e r  r e l evan t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

U n t i l  the 1980 PUMS da ta ,  demographic and r e l a t e d  kinds of infor- 

mation have been so sparse  t h a t  i t  was not  poss ib l e  to c lose ly  look a t  

i s s u e s  a s  w e  have i n  t h i s  research. With a r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  sample, we 

have been a b l e  t o  examine r igorous ly  the a c t u a l  impact of rural-to-urban 

migra t ion  and i n v e s t i g a t e  the  sources of rural-urban d i f f e rences  i n  

American Indian earnings.  Our f indings  do no t  f u l l y  d i s c r e d i t  e x i s t i n g  

i d e a s  about  the bene f i t s  of urban residence but  they chal lenge them with 

a subs t a n t i a l l y  more complex i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of how these b e n e f i t s  a r e  

derived.  



Notes 

l s tud i e s  of minori ty  populat ions of ten involve comparisons with 

whi tes ,  and sometimes white males a s  a re ference  group. This  a n a l y s i s  

does n o t  make such comparisons because i n  many r e spec t s  they a r e  tangen- 

t i a l  t o  t he  t h e o r e t i c a l  i s s u e s  we wish to address--namely the impact of 

r e s idence  and migrat ion on American Indian  and Alaskan Native earnings.  

Furthermore, such comparisons would be unnecessar i ly  cumbersome given the  

aims of t h i s  work. 

fu he Bureau of the  Census reported t h a t  54 percent  of Indian  house- 

ho lde r s  l i v e d  i n  met ropol i tan  a reas .  The d i f f e r e n c e  between the  o f f i c i a l  

e s t i m a t e  and the  e s t ima te  based on our sample is  a r e s u l t  of the way i n  

which res idence  i s  coded i n  t he  PUMS-A sample. We include ind iv idua l s  

who l i v e  i n  county groups conta in ing  met ropol i tan  and nonmetropolitan 

c o u n t i e s  i n  the met ropol i tan  group. 

3 ~ h e r e  a r e  a number of a l t e r n a t i v e  ways of using age i n  t he  analyses .  

Our approach was to  use  a s i n g l e  measure of age. Another a l t e r n a t i v e  is 

t o  use  the  information on educat ion and age t o  c r e a t e  an  experience 

v a r i a b l e .  This  v a r i a b l e  i s  genera l ly  def ined a s  AGE-YRSED-6. This  g ives  

t h e  amount of t i m e  t h a t  an  ind iv idua l  could have been i n  the  l a b o r  force .  

A second a l t e r n a t i v e  involves including age o r  experience squared i n  the  

model. A t h i r d ,  and c l e a r l y  the b e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  i s  to use the  a c t u a l  

amount of t i m e  t h a t  a n  ind iv idua l  has spen t  i n  the  l abo r  f o r c e  a s  a 

v a r i a b l e .  This  information is  a v a i l a b l e  i n  some r e c e n t  l ong i tud ina l  sur- 

veys, bu t  i t  is n o t  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t he  1980 PUMS. We did  e s t ima te  some 

equa t ions  t h a t  included a squared term f o r  experience, bu t  t he  r e s u l t s  of 

t h e s e  ana lyses  d id  no t  a l t e r  our conclusions. 



4~mong the  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  could be included i n  the a n a l y s i s  a r e  

j ob  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such a s  occupation and industry.  These v a r i a b l e s  a r e  

a v a i l a b l e  only f o r  those ind iv idua l s  who have worked s i n c e  1975, whereas 

t h e  v a r i a b l e s  i n  Table 1 a r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a l l  householders. "Weeks 

worked" is ,  of course,  zero f o r  those who d id  n o t  work i n  1979. Previous 

r e sea rch  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  job c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  r e l a t e d  to  earnings among 

Ind ians  (Sandefur and S c o t t ,  1986). It is not ,  however, c l e a r  t h a t  job 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  should be included i n  earnings equations. The major 

argument f o r  n o t  including them i s  t h a t  they a r e  endogenous r a t h e r  than 

exogenous v a r i a b l e s  i n  the earnings determinat ion process (Kil l ingsworth,  

1983). An a d d i t i o n a l  problem wi th  the 1980 Census da t a  is  t h a t  the  

recorded occupation and indus t ry  may n o t  be the occupat ion and indus t ry  

i n  which an  ind iv idua l  worked i n  1979. Indiv idua ls  a r e  asked to  record 

t h e  occupat ion and indus t ry  i n  which they most r ecen t ly  worked s i n c e  

1975. Consequently i t  is n o t  me thodologica l ly  c o r r e c t  simply t o  inc lude  

the  recorded job c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  the earnings equation. The s o l u t i o n  

t o  the endogeneity of job c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i s  n o t  simple. Since we were 

n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  the e f f e c t s  of job c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s ,  we were pr imar i ly  

concerned about  whether our conclusions were s e n s i t i v e  to  the inc lus ion  

o f  these v a r i a b l e s  i n  the ana lys i s .  We d id  es t imate  equat ions t h a t  

included a white-collar/blue-collar dichotomous v a r i a b l e  and discovered 

t h a t  our conclusions were n o t  a 1  tered. 

5 ~ e  d id  perform the decomposition. Labor fo rce  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a s  

r e f l e c t e d  i n  the composition of the populat ion account  f o r  45.3 pe rcen t  

o r  $249. However, the l a r g e s t  p a r t  of the d i f f e r ence  i n  earnings 

received by met ropol i tan  immigrants and nonme t r o p o l i  t an  s tayers  is due 


