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ABSTRACT

Child Abuse and Neglect Among American
Indian/Alaska Native Chileémn:

An Analysis of Existing Data

Published rates of abuse and neglect among
American Indian/Alaska Native childn ae high

er than those for other racial and ethniougs.
However data used to calculate these rates ar
incomplete (Earle, 2000). This study found that
data on the abuse and neglect of American
Indian/Alaska Native chilén from published
repoits and fom different national sowes difer
substantially What, then, a& the toe rates of
abuse and/or neglect of American Indian/Alaska
Native childen? Fom this epot, it appears that
no one knows the answer to this question.

An analysis of existingapots and data on
abuse and neglect for this populatieiterated
the curent statistics andepots in the literatu
on child abuse and/or neglect for American
Indian/Alaska Native chilémn. These included
high rates of neglect, merviolence and alcohol
abuse among American Indian/Alaska Native
families, a higher likelihood that American
Indian/Alaska Native chiléin ae in foster cam,
and an inaease inepoted and substantiated
cases over time. A newore positive finding
reported by the Child Wfare League of America
(CWLA) was that American Indian/Alaska Native
children wee found to be less likely than Whites
to be adopted. The analysis found dégmancies
among publishedepots and data that use infor
mation from the U.S. Depément of Health and
Human Serices (DHHS), the Baau of Indian

Affairs (BIA), and Indian Health Sece (IHS).

All of these data use incidents of abuse and
neglect, rather than numbers of individual chil
dren who & the victims of child abuse and/or
neglect, as the point of analysis. This may lead to
inflated rates, especially of American Indian/
Alaska Native childen, who ae significantly mas
likely than Whites to appear n®than once in

the data. These issues suggest the need for a
national data collection &frt specifically

designed for American Indian/Alaska Native
children.

An analysis of secondadata fom DHHS&
archives at Carell University, using data for indi
vidual childen rather than for incidents of child
abuse and/or neglect, suggestedafor futue
study Two unexpected findings wetower rates
of physical and sexual abuse among American
Indian/Alaska Native chilédgn when compad to
White childen and the impdance of contiling

for Hispanic ethnicity




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Child Abuse and Neglect Among American
Indian/Alaska Native Chilem:

An Analysis of Existing Data

Introduction

The purpose of thissseach was to compar
existing publishedeports of child abuse and
neglect among American Indians/Alaska Native
children and to analyze secongalata on child
abuse and/or neglect for American Indians and
Alaska Natives fom the national data ehrives on
abuse and neglect, which has not been done to
date. These analyses warndetaken with an
understanding that cent epots and data on
American Indians and Alaska Natives may be
incomplete or contradictar

The literatue highlights the fact that definitions of
child abuse and negleckanconsistent and dif
ficult to interpret, leaving@om for the misclasskHi
cation of abuse and, especiatigglect. The his
tory of Native American/Alaska Native-Whitela
tions in the United States, with its emphasis on
the forced assimilation of generations of
American Indian/Alaska Native childn, has led

to difficulties in applying child abuse and neglect
laws and policies to American Indian/Alaska
Native people. Mainstam understandings of
what constitutes child abuse and neglect make
the misclassification of abuse and/or neglect
more piobable for American Indian/Alaska Native
families. These issues irase the difulty of
obtaining accurate data on child abuse and neg
lect in Indian Countr

Methodology

In Patt 1 of this studyall existing, ecent, pub
lished epots that include data on abuse and
neglect of American Indian/Alaska Native chddr
were eviewed for methodologylarity and num
ber of cases. The most corapensive of these
were analyzed herin detail and compad to
each other and to dataifn the WWesten
Regional Ofice of the BIA.

In Pat 2, secondardata fom the National Child
Abuse and Neglect Data System (NCANDS)ever
analyzed. The Detailed Case Data Component
(DCDC), which includes detailed infoation on
each incident of abuse/negleeppoted by the
states to the federal gowenent, was used. Data
from appoximately one million incidents ém

16 states fsm 199501999 wercombined, and
cases wex condensed in der to identify indi
vidual childen rather than incidents. This was to
control for the efect of one child being involved

in more than one incident, which was found to
be significantly moe common for American
Indian/Alaska Natve chilén than for White chil
dren. The 12,164 childn in this database wer
matched to 12,164 White chiklr by year of
incident, state wherthe incident occued, age,
genderand Hispanic ethnicityData wee ana
lyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS). Meassiof statistical signifi



cance used werchi-squar the t-test. Only sta
tistically significant diferences wez eported.

Results

A review of existing epoits and dataegading

the abuse and neglect of American Indian/Alaska

Native childen eiterated much of the crant
knowledge on child abuse and neglect. Since
these a& the primay souces of curent knowt
edge, this is to be expected. When dabanfr
DHHS wee compaed to data fsm the BIA and
IHS, howeverdiscepancies weridentified.
Inconsistencies agss states and times within
and between states veeeadily identified in the
repots themselves, highlighting the filiilties in
obtaining accurate data on child abuse and/or
neglect among all ethnic and raciabgps.

Statistics epoted by moe than one soue
were as follows:

¥ Repots of neglect appear to be higher for
American Indian/Alaska Native childn than
for White childen.

¥ Violence is more likely to be reporad among
American Indian/Alaska Natv efamilies, both as
an element of abuse and/or neglect and in
general.

¥ Alcohol abuse,elated to child abuse and
neglect and in general, is radikely to be

reported for American Indian/Alaska Native
families.

¥ There has been apoted incease in overall

cases of child abuse and/or neglect for
American Indian/Alaska Native childn.

¥ American Indian/Alaska Native chilein
appear to be meiikely than White childen
to be placed in foster car

Other impotant esults found orapoted in this
analysis wex as follows:

¥ American Indian/Alaska Native chiledn cur
rently appear to be less likely to be adopted
compaed to White childen. This positive
finding, repoted by CWLA (1999), may be
due to the passage of the Indian Child
Welfare Act of 1978 (ICWA).

¥ Analysis of NCANDS data found higher rates
of public assistance among American
Indian/Alaska Native families comped to
Whites.

¥ There appearfrom the analysis of NCANDS
data, to be significantly lower rates of sexual
and physical abuse among non-Hispanic
American Indian/Alaska Native childn than
among non-Hispanic White childn.

¥ Itis important to contl for Hispanic ethnicity
when comparing White and American




Indian/Alaska Native childen, as this appears
to be a powsdul intervening variable.

¥ Theer are discepancies in rates of child
abuse and negleatpoted from different
sources for the same states and in the same
time frames. A comparison of the states for
which data wes available fom moe than one
source illustrated diiculties in drawing con
clusions based on any one smr

Policy and Practice
Implications

The policy implications of these findingseasub
stantial. Rates of child abuse and neglext ar
used to taget financial assistance, dtaf), train-
ing, and othergsouces to a@as whex needs
have been identified. Accurate data on the tr
incidence of child abuse and neglect igc@l in
order to meet these needs. In addition, the lack
of accurate data undersesrthe need for coor
dination of serices and infomation among fed
eral and state agencies that work with American
Indian/Alaska Native nations.

The implications for practice continue to be that
culturally appopriate measws of child abuse
and neglect & needed for American Indian and
Alaska Native families. Practitioners who work in
Indian County are limited by the definitions of
abuse and neglectguwided by mainsttam fed
eral and state agencies, leading tobable mis

classification of abuse and neglect véehaone
has occued.

Conclusions

This review of existing soges makes a sing

case for the collection of data on the abuse
and/or neglect of American Indian/Alaska Native
children diectly by and fom Indian nations. Data
for the same states and time framesnfdiffer-

ent souces difered dramaticallyThese souwes

do not pool their data but maintain independent
data systems, which leads to inaccuracies in any
one system. The primadata soure, NCANDS,

has an oveepesentation of multiple incidents
involving one American Indian/Alaska Native.
These numbers of incidents have been used to
calculate high rates of child abuse and/or neglect
by comparing them to Census data, wheach
child is counted only once.

The cration of a data system specifically
designed and comtited by American
Indian/Alaska Native people may be the most
logical way to addess these pblems in the
existing data. The first step in the design of such
a data system is to give American Indian/Alaska
Native people an opptmity to develop a cultur
ally appopriate definition of abuse and neglect
and a lager say in when and how a designation
of neglect is made for American Indian/Alaska
Native childen.



Introduction

Purpose of the Study

The pevention of child abuse and neglect
among childen who ae members of federally
recognized American Indian tribes and Alaska
Natives has been a congesf many agencies
and individuals, yet accurate data on the extent
of child abuse and neglect among American
Indian/Alaska Native chilémn ae lacking (Earle,
2000). In 1989, Piasecki, Manson, Bief, Hiat,
Taylor, and Bechtoldapoted that thex wee

fewer than six systematic studies published over
the pevious 10 years that@rided any insight
into the natue and scope of American
Indian/Alaska Native child abuse and neglect.
Thee has been little imprement in the last
decade. In 1996, MacEacber Gustavsson,
Cross, and Lewis could only compadata fom
the years 1975 and 1986 to assess tleetiot-
ness of the Indian Child 8ffae Act of 1978
because of the small amount of published data
available on Indian child welfar Few studies of
child abuse and neglect among specific
American Indian/Alaska Native tribes/nations
have been published since the late 1970s and
early 1980s when White and @erly studied the
Navajo and Withlacz, Lane, and Kempe studied
the Cheyenne River Sioux (Fischl@985;

Piasecki et al., 1989).

Currently, thee ae some, mostly federal,
soures available for data on child abuse and/or

neglect among American Indian/Alaska Native
children, and most of theseedbased on one
soucke, the National Child Abuse and Neglect
Data System (NCANDS) of the federal
Depatment of Health and Human S@es
(DHHS), Childen® Bureau. The Bwgau of Indian
Affairs (BIA), the Depament of Justice (DOJ),
and the Indian Health Sace (IHS) collect limited
data as well. Reptafrom these federal agencies
potray serious poblems of child abuse and neg
lect in Indian County, with rates of abuse and
neglect higher than thosepoted for the gener
al population. These figas include the following:

¥ American Indian and Alaska Native chigdr
repesent 1.6% of substantiated or indicated
child abuse and/or neglect cases yetoaty
1% of the population (Child &ffare League of
America [CWLA], 1999).

¥ The victimization rate for American Indian and
Alaska Native childen is 20.1 victims per
1000 childen of the same race, comgeaito
a rate of 10.6 for White childn (DHHS,
2001).

¥ There is about 1 substantiategpot of a
child victim of abuse or neglect for eyeB0
American Indian/Alaska Native childn age
14 or youngera rate about double the
national rate (Depé&ment of Justice [DOJ],
1999).




These figues ae all based on one saet the
NCANDS of the DHHS. Last ye@repot (Earle,
2000) estimated that data in the NCANDS ar
incomplete, as an estimated 40% of all cases of
child abuse and/or neglect among American
Indian/Alaska Native childm ae not epoted to

the NCANDS. The definitional and cultural
aspects ofeporting child abuse and neglect
among American Indian/Alaska Native people ar
complex, leading to serious questiorgading

the tue rates of child abuse and neglect in Indian
County.

The following wee the eseach questions
addessed by this study:

¥ How accurate arexisting figues and epots
on child abuse and/or neglect of American
Indian/Alaska Native chil@érn?

¥ What do curent, raw data tell us about the
child abuse and/or neglect of American
Indian/Alaska Native chil@m in the United
States?

Despite the dffculties in the seah for data on
American Indian/Alaska Native child abuse
and/or neglect and the lack of published work on
Indian child welfae, a few investigations into and
reports concearing the scope of American
Indian/Alaska Native child abuse and neglect in
the United States have been unaleen since

the late 1980s. Last yéastudy (Earle, 2000)

10

defined, described, and analyzedreot data
sources, including publishe@pots and publicly
accessible databases, which include datated
to the abuse and/or neglect of American
Indian/Alaska Native chilém. The curent
reseash was a follow-up to the suey of
American Indian/Alaska Native tribes/nations
completed last year indicating that data on child
abuse and/or neglect in American Indian and
Alaska Native tribes/nations is incomplete
(Earle, 2000).



Literatuie Review

The literatue defines and describes child abuse
and neglect in some detail, highlighting the fact
that definitions a& inconsistent aoss states and
among the therapists who must intetpthem.
Additional concems ae raised when considering
the application of child abuse and neglect laws
to American Indian/Alaska Native childn, many
of whom eside within a cultwr with diferent
norms from those assumed by these laws and
their application. The histgrof Native
American/Alaska Native-Whiteekations in the
United States and attempts todemassimilation
of American Indian/Alaska Native chiken by their
removal fom their homes and communities has
made the application of any federal laws to
America Indian/Alaska Native childn dificult.
Obviously laws dealing specifically with the pos
sible emoval of childen from their homes ar
especially dificult to apply The passage of the
Indian Child Welfae Act (ICWA) in 1978 began to
reverse negativednds in theamoval of
American Indian and Alaska Native chigr, but
current knowledge and practice among main
stream child welfae workers continue to chal
lenge the assumptions of IGWthat American
Indian/Alaska Native tribes/nations have the last
say in the welfag of their childen.

History of Child Abuse
Legislation

The histoy of child protection in the United
States began with the case of Wl&tien in New
York City in 1874. Although therwee pevious
cases of malgatment msecuted in the United
States, this caseceived extensive @ss cover
age, leading to a child gtection focus in the
social sevice field. It was not until 1935, howev
er, that state and local child weléaresponsibility
was ecognized by the federal govenent
through the inclusion of a small child weléar
sewices pogram in the Social Security Act
(Davidson, 1999). The federal govenent did
not addess child maleatment diectly until the
passage in 1974 of the Child Abusewmtion
and Teatment Act (CAPA).

Child Abuse Pevention
and Teatment Act

CAPTA tied funding for public child mtection to

the development of state eligibility criteria and the
reform of local child potective sevices. Under
CAPTA, the U.S. Depament of Health and
Human Serices (DHHS) equired each state to
develop its own definition of child abuse and
neglect. This led to dérences aoss states.
Although DHHS alsoequired that statespot
cases of child abuse and neglect to the federal
govenment, theseapots may take the fon of
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aggegate data rather than individual incident
reports. In 1988, the Rwvention, Adoption, and
Family Sewices Act, Public Law 1009294,
amended CAPA to establish a national data <ol
lection and analysis pgram on child abuse and
neglect. The system, called the National Child
Abuse and Neglect Data System (NCANDS)-pr
duced its first annuakpot, based on datadm
1990, in 1992. In 1976, themwee fewer than
500,000 nationwide child abuse and/or neglect
repots to DHHS, but by 1997 the number had
increased to 3 million or 42 chileln repoted per
1,000 population (Davidson, 1999). By 1998, all
states wex repoting some data to NCANDS
(DHHS, 2000).

Both the Adoption Assistance and Chilcelfdre
Act of 1980 and the Adoption and Safe Families
Act of 1997 tied federal funding tequired
changes in state law and local child wedfand
coutt practice, sengthening the compliance of
state dfces with the equirements of DHHS in all
regads, including theepoting of child abuse

and neglect data.

Rates of matreatment are based on substantiated
casesof child abuse and/or neglect. In 2001, usng
NCANDS, DHHS repoted that the rate of chid
maltreatment victimization was20.1 cases per
1,000 children for American Indiansin 1999 (20
states repoting), compared to a rate of 25.2 for
African-Americans, 4 4 for Asians, 10.6 for Whites,
and 12.6 for Hispanic chidren (DHHS, 2001).

12

Application of the Child Abuse
Prevention and freatment Act to
American Indian/Alaska Native
Children

CAPTA did not apply diectly to sovegign tribal
nations because Indian nations did reaktive
funding under its mvisions (Coss, Earle, &
Simmons, 2000; National Indian Justice Center
1991). In 1990, the Indian Child &®ection and
Family Violence Pevention Act was passed to
specifically addess the issue of child abuse and
neglect in American Indian/Alaska Native com
munities. The act established federal investigation
and epotting requiements for American
Indian/Alaska Native tribes/nations. Definitions of
child abuse and neglect for American
Indian/Alaska Native chilén included in the act
closely miror the mainsgam, NCANDS, and
national definitions. Howevethe wide accept
ance and use of CARTby American
Indian/Alaska Native child welfar workers has
not occured. This is primarily due to a lack of
financial esouces to develop and @nulgate
policies and pscedues based on the act. Ther
ae also continuing diérences among practition
ers in Indian Counyr as to whateally constitutes
abuse and, especiallyeglect in Indian Countr
(Red Horse, Mamez, Day Day, Poupat, &
Schanbeg, 2000).

The issue of soveignty of Indian nations is a
crucial point to consider when looking at child



abuse and/or neglect in Indian Coyné&rs state
laws and prcedues ak difficult to apply to

Indian nations that lie within state lo@rs.
Soveeignty efers to the right of nations to self-
goven. Included in the U.S. Constitution and
affirmed though various statutes and cobdect
sions, the sovergn, nation-to-nation status of
American Indian/Alaska Native people ig-r
quently not acknowledged by the states in which
they ae located. The long and flifult history of
American Indian/Alaska Native-statelationships

is based on an inhemt misunderstanding

among the paies as to the naterof American
Indian/Alaska Native sovergn nation status,

seen as central to American Indian/Alaska Native
people but as peripheral ordlevant by many of
the state govemiments.

Cultural and Historical
Factors

In order to understand the fiifilties in eviewing
child abuse and/or neglect in Indian Coynitris
necessarto briefly eview the histoy of
European-American Indian/Alaska Nativela

tions. This helps us to understand how U.S.-poli
cy has dected the carof childen among
American Indian/Alaska Native people todand
why, theefore, attempts to obtain data on the
abuse and neglect of chidalr by persons outside
the cultue have been discouraged or sometimes
ignored in Indian Counjr

Since the first Ewpean OdiscoveriesO of America,
Indian nations wexr driven onto smaller and
smaller patches of theirguious lands. During
these centuries, Americans waackibetween the
desie to save or to desyr American Indian and
Alaska Native people. Hirts to save, Ocivilize,0
and/or assimilate American Indians and Alaska
Natives lagely focused on American Indian/
Alaska Native childen.

Early Initiatives

In the early 1600s, theinginia Company encour
aged settlers to kidnap American Indian clelalr
in order to begin OcivilizingO the American Indian
population. By 1819, Congss had passed the
OCivilization Fund Act,O which authorized an
annual fund of $10,000 to pay benevolent soci
eties to povide schools wherAmerican Indian
children could be schooled in the ways of Qcivi
lizationO (Rucha, 1990).

The Lake Mohonk Confences of Friends of the
Indian, meeting fom 188301916, marked the
beginning of serious, ganized attempts at the
education and assimilation of American Indian
and Alaska Native chilén. In 1889,
Commissioner of Indian Adirs Thomas Magan

presented a detailed plan for a national system of

Indian schools at Lake Mohonk (Rha, 1990).
These ecommendations heralded the beginning
of the era of lage-scaleamoval of American
Indian/Alaska Native chilém to boading

13



schools, an era which lasted into the 1950s and
played a majorale in the beakup and disintegra
tion of American Indian and Alaska Native families

in the United States and Canada (Adams, 1995).

The Boading School Era

During the boating school era, American Indian
and Alaska Native chilén wee taken fom their
homes and placed in either militaristic gower
ment boating schools or in Christian mission
schools. Eventually many of the bdarg schools
housed ma than a thousand students ranging
in age fom three to thireen. Child emoval was
handled by federal employees who could and
would focibly take childien to schools without
parentsO consent (Coolidge, 1977). Témsaval
and assimilation policy was seen as compassion
ate, as it was supposed to lead the American
Indian or Alaska Native awaydm a life of povety
and Osavaged

Unfortunatelya side effect of boarding shool life
was thelearned physica and sexua abuse of oth-
ers (Johansen, 2000; Macqueen, 2000), previously
unknown among American Indian/Alaska Native
people, who traditionaly treated children with great
regpect (Cross 1986; Red Horse, 1997; Red Horse
et al, 2000). In the boading schools Gchidren
were frequently beaten severey with whips, rods,
and figs, chained and shackled, bound hand and
foot, and locked in closets, besaments, and bath-
roomsO(Johansen, 2000, p. 18).

14

The Indian Reayanization Act and
Tribal Self-Detemination

A shift in U.S. policy towad American Indians
and Alaska Natives ocaed with the passage of
the Indian Reaanization Act in 1934 (Wheeler
Howad Act). This act pamnitted geater tribal
contol over resevations. Wth the Indian
Reoganization Act, some of the balarg
schools began to close. Schools that stayed
open becameesidential facilities for American
Indian/Alaska Native chilémn found to be
dependent and/or neglected (Genrl1997).
Enmoliment at the emaining Indian boaing
schools gew thioughout the 1940s and 1950s
(Colmant, 2000). In 1971, the Baau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) school censuepoted that 34,538
children wee living in boading schools; this was
over 17% of the American Indian/Alaska Native
school-aged population (Bylet977).

Public Law 280 Marks a Shift
Backwad

During the 1950s, U.S pdicy toward American
Indians and Alaska Natives again moved away
from self-governance In 1953, Congress passed
Public Law 280 67 Stat. 588 (1953), shiftng con-
trol over most civil and aiminal proceedings from
tribes in six states(Cdifornia, Nebraska,
Minnesota [except Red Lake Reservation],
Oregon [except Warm Springs Resevation],
Wisconsin, and eventualy, Alaska) directly to the



states in which they were [ocated. Although Pub.
L. No. 280 made American Indian/ AleskaNative
people eligblke for ome state savices, the law
eroded tribal authority and tibesOcapacity to pro-
tect chidren and ran directly counter to thetreat
ment of Indian nations as vereign, as stated in
the U.S. Conditution and reafirmed by the U.S
Supeme Court. Additiona states were eligible to
take ove tribal court jurisdiction without tribal
consent up unti 1968, when the Indian Civi
Rights Act amended Pub. L. No. 280 so that no
state could assume urisdiction thereafter without
the consent of the tribe concerned (Canby, 1998).

The Indian Adoption Ryject
19581968

In 1957, the BIA contracted with the Child
Welfare League of America (CWLA) to operate a
clearinghouse for the interstate placement of
American Indian and Alaska Native chédrwith
non-Native families. The mission of the Indian
Adoption Poject was Oclear and deliberateO
about the placement of American Indian/Alaska
Native childen with Caucasian families faroim

the esevation (Geage, 1997).

The Indian Adoption Rject pomoted the adoep
tion of American Indian and Alaska Native chil
dren so well that the demand by adoptive par
ents (middle-class Whites) for American
Indian/Alaska Native childrn exceeded the
capacity of the piject. In the pject® lifetime,

more childen wee placed for adoption by the
child® home state than by theject itself
(Fanshel, 1972).

Many social workers assessed the American
Indian/Alaska Native family without cultural
knowledge, imposing their own economic and
cultural values and behavioral stardfaand
interpreting the childdbest intersts as seed by
removal fom the American Indian/Alaska Native
family and cultue. In most instances, this was
despite a tribal insistence that familyepevation
and tribal integrity we in the childen® best
interest (Hoejsi, Heavy Runner Craig, & Pablo,
1992; Ishisaka, 1978; ¥étemeyer1977).

Initiation of the Indian
Child Welfare Act

In 1968, Devils Lake Sioux tribal members
appoached the Association on American Indian
Affairs (AAIA) with concens about autine

removal of American Indian/Alaska Native chil
dren from tribal families by child welfarofficials.
Other tribes began passiresolutions demand
ing an end toemoval practices. Inasponse, the
AAIA undertook a series of studies, the first in
1969, of state child welfaragencies in states
with large American Indian/Alaska Native popula
tions (Mannes, 1995).

Concurently, the civil rights movement and
Pesident Johnsasi®ar on Povey were
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bringing changes to U.S. American Indian/Alaska
Native policy The federal govement was again
changing its tribal policy in favor of tribal self-
detemination. Senate subcommittee Indian child
welfare hearings, held 1974 tugh 1978, inves
tigated the extent to which aeant child welfae
policies undemined tribal swival though
unwaranted emoval of American Indian/Alaska
Native childen to non-Native cultural settings.

A survey by the AAIA in the 1970s found that
25% to 35% of all Native chilén had been sep
arated fom their families (Geae, 1997).
Statistics varied in diérent pats of the county

In Maine, for example, American Indian chédr
were placed in foster carat a per capita rate 19
times geater than that for non-Native chir.
Statistics fom other states demonstrated that
these rates wemot uncommon. In New Mexico,
when adoptive car, foster car, and federal
boading school placements weadded togeth
er the result showed that American Indian €hil
dren wee being separatedofn their families at

a per capita rate 74 times that for non-Native
children (Association on American Indianfairs
[AAIA], 1977).

Given the OshockingO faagading foster car
and adoption placements for American
Indian/Alaska Native childrn, Congess deter
mined that fundamental changes in Indian child
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welfare policy and practices wernecessgrand
ICWA was passed in 1978.

Under ICWA, state couts have no jurisdiction
over adoption or custody of American
Indian/Alaska Native chilégm who live on agser
vation unless another law@uiides to the con
tray. Tribes have jurisdiction over pceedings
involving any American Indian or Alaska Native
child who is a wat of the tribal coutr and over
cases in which the state ctaudo have jurisdic
tion, thee ae impotant qualifications put upon
that jurisdiction (Canby1998).

The conpicated history of Native-European inter-
actions has led to problemsin the definition of
child abuse and neglect for American Indian and
Alaska Native children. These problems are also
due to nherent differences between American
Indian/ Alaska Native culkure and mainstream
American culture, which five centuries of contact
have stil not erased. Many of these differences
are evident in the day-to-day activities of oca
workers and other professionals who must make
decisons related to the investigation and treat
ment of child abuse and/or neglect cases.



Problems in Definitions
of Abuse and Neglect

In order to epot child abuse and neglect,
repoting individuals and agencies must have a
clear definition of what constitutes child abuse
and/or neglect. The standafefinitions devel

oped by the National Center on Child Abuse and
Neglect ae as follows:

¥ Physical AbusBiphysical acts that caused or
could have caused physical injuo a child

¥ Sexual AbusHthe of fender's involvement of
the child in sexual activity to pvide sexual
gratification or financial benefit to thefehder
including contact with the child for sexual pur
poses, @rstitution, ponographyexposue,
or other sexually exploitative activities

¥ NeglecNdeprivation of necessities for the
child; the failue of the caagiver to povide
the child with needed, age-appriate cae,
even though the cegiver is financially able or
offered the financial or other means to do so

¥ Medical Negledtlthe failure of a caggiver to
provide appopriate health carfor the child,
resulting in ham to the child®health, even
though the cagtaker was financially able or
offered the financial or other means to do so.
This may include mnatal exposerto dugs.

¥ Emotional/Psychological Makatmernitithe
offende® acts or omissions, other than phys

ical or sexual abuse, that caused or could
have caused cognitive,faftive, conduct, or
mental disaders in the child, including emo
tional neglect, psychological abuse, or mental
injury (Child Welfare League of America
[CWLA], 1999, p.4)

Each state isequired to develop its own defini
tion, leading to diering definitions in diierent
areas of the countrAccording to the CWLA
(1999),

Evely state uses its own definition of
abuse and neglect and applies its own
standagls of poof in substantiating
whether abuse ocaed. Because defini
tions, methods, and data collection sys
tems difer, seemingly similar statistics col
lected by the states may yatoo much to
allow for direct comparison. (p. xiii)

Differences by state include the following:

¥ Some states only investigatpots of seves
neglect or abuse.

¥ Some states ssen out manyapots by tele
phone without investigation.

¥ Some states follow up on eyerepot with
face-to-face intefiews.

¥ Some statesapot only general neglect,
physical abuse, and sexual abuse statistics.

¥ Some states include emotional abuse,
medical neglect, and abandonment in their
definitions (CWLA, 1999, p. 4).
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Problems in definition that &ct the lives of
American Indian/Alaska Native childn ae espe
cially acute in the &as of

¥ the impotance of the pantal ole in main
stream society;

¥ the ability of therapists to judge what consti
tutes abuse and/or neglect;

¥ the impotance of socioeconomic status, fam
ily circumstances, and race when dateing
whether or not abuse has oaewdt, and

¥ a higher likelihood of substantiating a child
abuse and/or neglect complaint when law
enforcement agencieseamvolved.

Following is a description of each of theseas
of concen.

The Impotance of the Pantal Role

Accoding to the literatue, the natur of the par
ent-child bond, as well as societyd®finition of
that bond, a cucial variables in the definition,
reporting, and substantiation of abuse allega
tions. Wasseman and Rosenfeld (1986) defined
child abuse as OE a faikior aberation in the
normal paent-child bondO (p. 517) arecom
mended that an evaluator use the following €rite
ria to assess whether abuse or neglect has
occured:

1. Knowledge Does the pant know the child?
To what extent is the part familiar with and
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sensitive to the world of the child? Does the
parent know the childddiosyncrasies pu-
tines, peferences?

. Executive ability Can and will the pant po-

vide the cae taking, aganizing, and execu
tive aspect of panting? Does the pant
have the ability and desirto povide a mini
mally necessgramount of ater and stnc
ture in the childQife? Is the home chaotic
and disoganized? Can the et povide for
the child® supevision and ca? Is the child
fed? Is the envonment safe? Can the pat
arrange for minimal medical =P

. Discipline Does the pant have ealistic

expectations about the chidébility to con
trol his behavior? What methods does the
paent use to maintain cowtrover the child®
behavior? What techniques of limit setting
and discipline a& used? A& they used con
sistently or do the ules of the home vadra
matically with the pantal mood?

. Nurturance Does the pa&nt povide a mink

mal necessagrlevel of developmentally appr
priate nuturance? Herwe consider ndio
rance as the emotional aspects of the
process of stimulating the chid@hysical and
psychologic [sic] development. Is tkeemink

mal empathy for the child@motional state?
Does the pant have some understanding of
the child® feelings and needs as a human
being? Does the pant allow the minimal



level of autonomy necessafor the child®
emotional gpwth? Can the pant allow the
child to separate to attend school or play with
friends?0 (p. 523D524).

This definition of abuse and neglect, which
expands the nationally defined standeonsid
erably, is based on the mairestim American
understanding of the centrality of the nuclear
family, in which father and mothereagntirely
responsible for the aaof their childen. It does
not fit the family pattens found in many other
cultures, most notably in the American
Indian/Alaska Native culta, whee child cae is

the responsibility not of the pamts exclusively

but of the extended family and the eatir
American Indian/Alaska Native communifijhe
importance of the pantal variable in allegations
of abuse and neglect was echoed in a study by
Shapira and Benbenishty (1993) that found that
the thee most dictive cues for designating a
risk of ham to a child wee OE the mothe® rela-
tionship with the child, pants® cooperation dur
ing previous inteventions, and signs of abuse
and neglectO (p. 18).

A conflict between the rights of the child and the
rights of the parent/guatian hasled expertsto
guestion the right of the state to interfere in chid-
rearing m&tersin mainstream society aswel as
among A merican Indian/Alaska Natve people
Child protective laws were seen to have edab-
lished the right of the state to E regulate

intraamly interactions and enforce such regulation
by meansof restricting or terminating the rights of
paents to the possession and custody of ther
children0Guyer, 1982, p. 74). Guyer also high-
lighted the issue of cultural relativity It poses the
rik, he steted, that OF subjedive, class-based
socd prefeences regading chid rearing prectices
will become | gisiatively, judicialy, or adminigra-
tively incorporated into the body of law that con-
trols intrafamily interaction<O(p. 76). Thiswas
especially true in judging aleged casesof neglect
in cultures that hav e different child-rearing prac-
tices fromthose of mangream American society.

American Indians and Alaska Nativesaespe
cially vulnerable to the mislabeling of neglect
when the primar evidence to be weighed by the
caseworker is the pamt-child bond. Aecent
repot found that American Indian/Alaska Native
people, when asked to define elements of family
presevation, focused on extended family/kin as

being Oessential.O The influence of the community

outweighs the impaance of the nuclear family
unit in this cultue (Red Horse et al., 2000).

The Therapist Yewpoint

The ability of a therapist to judge what consti
tutes abuse and/or neglect is complicated by
penalties, including criminal sanctions in some
states, for failue to epot abuse (Guyerl982).
Currently, therapists must wartheir clients that if

a client indicates during a confidential therapeutic
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session that he or she has abused or neglected allegations of abuse or neglect may lead a thera

a child, the therapist mustport this to the legal
authorities (National Association of Social
Workers [NASW], 1999).

Pioblems that therapists have in deciding when
to repot abuse allegations have been described
by several authors. Acating to Howing and
Wodarski (1992), vague and inconsistent state
laws and practices have ieesed the bden of
decision-making. \btkersO decisionseacomph
cated by issues such as the following:

¥ When is corporal punishment physical abuse?
¥ |s povety neglect?
¥ What is emotional maleatment?

¥ |s the exposwr of a sexually abused child to
the futther trauma of the inteention pocess
always justified, or is it additional victimiza
tion?

¥ Can a therapist be considdriable for
defamation of character when an abuse case
is not substantiated?

¥ What is the déct of repoting alleged abuse
or neglect on the therapeutelationship?

A therapist©decision toepot child abuse
and/or neglect must be weighed oter Zellman
(1990), against the therapsstidlief that aepot

is moe likely to ham than to help a child. In this
case, theaguiement under the law tepot all
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pist to epot even when they believe thegpot
will not be helpful to anyone but maw fact,
ham a child. This is especially di€ult when dif
ferent cultural nons and expectationser
involved. Accoding to Red Horse et al. (2000),

Distust of mainstream child wefare sys-
temsis cited as a major barre to success-
ful American Indian family presevation.
Thsdistrust influences interactions
between Indan people and non-Indian pro-
fessionals and is a recipe for disaster when
coupled with a lack of knowledge and il
among maindream social workersinterad-
ing with Indian families. A vivid exampe
was given in a discusgon about an Indien
mother who would not come to thedoor
for anon-Indian soca worker. The soca
worker concluded that the mother did not
care about her children, made official
deteminaions to that effect, and removed
the children from their home. (p. 63)

Circumstances and Family
Characteristics

Thee ae various other factors that help to deter
mine whether an allegation of abuse or neglect is
repoted, investigated, and/or substantiated.
Wolock (1982) found vaing levels of epoting
behaviors in diierent socioeconomic aas of

one state. Zellman (1992 poted that the char
acteristics of the child and familyfa€t repoting
behavior Therapists wermoe likely to epot

cases in which a child was youngehen



parents wee peceived to be acting out of lazi
ness or angeand when the family was of a
lower socioeconomic status or afelnt race.
These characteristics suggesficlifties inheent
in the epoting of abuse and/or neglect of
American Indian/Alaska Native chiledn by main
stream workers. Hejsi, Heavy Runner Craig,
and Pablo (1992) described a typical Ofight or
flight® eaction of American Indian/Alaska Native
parents to child potective workers. Thisetaction
leads to the labeling of aatlakers as uncoopera
tive, unmotivated,esistant, or harto reach, and
increases the likelihood that chikelr will be
removed.

Involvement of Law
Enforcement Agencies

Groeneveld and Giovanni (1977) have written that
the repoting of child abuse and/or neglect cases
is dependent not only on the type and severity of

abuse but also on theaimstances swund
ing the complaint of abuse and tlesouces
available to investigate the complaint. Retgor
from law enfocement agencies veemoke likely
to be substantiated than thosmrirother
souces, and OE diérences in substantiation
rates between casespoted by law enfoce
ment and by other agents wanuch geater in
neglect than in abusepotsO (p. 28).

Because of the unique American Indian/Alaska
Native-federalelationship, child welfa laws

specifically elated to law enfaement apply to
child abuse or neglect cases that occur within
the bounds of Indian CountrThese povide that
when theg is no law to the contrgrthe federal
criminal justice system has the legal duty to
investigate allegations of abuse and neglect.
Accoding to the U.S. Attarey® Ofice (1997),

law enforcement for most of Indian Coumtis

not the esponsibility of the state or local police
but of the FBI and the BIA, as well as the tribal
govenments. Olndian Coup® is defined by fed
eral law as Indianesevation lands under the
jurisdiction of the U.S. govement, dependent
Indian communities within the US, and all Indian
allotment lands still in Indian hands (U.S.
Attorney® Office, 1997). OLaws to the conyfar
include Public Law 280 (1953), which has given
control of most civil and criminal prceedings to
six specific states in which Indian nations ar
located.

Rockwel (1988) repoted that only 40% of local
law enforcement agencieswere involved in intera-
gency nvestigations of child abuse and/or neglect
in New York and that when called upon to investi-
gate cases, only 33% involed other agencies. In
contrast, 72% of the Indian nations surveyed in
2000 induded law enforcement as meambers of
their chid protective teams (Earle, 2000). T his
may lead to an overrepoting of cases of abuse
and/or neglect that occur on Ameican

Indian/ Alaska Native lands and territories.
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On some esevations, as many as six law
enforcement agencies have overlapping jurisdic
tion: the FBI, the BIA police, the county shérif
the highway patd, the tribal police, and the city
police (&ft, 1981).

Relevance to Allegations
of Child Abuse and/or Neglect
in Indian County

Consideration of the imptance of pants, ther
apist, family cicumstances, and the involvement
of law enfocement to a finding of abuse or reg
lect necessarily raises comtemmong American
Indian/Alaska Native people, whose cukuand
practices difer from those of maingam families
in several of thesee@as. Concers ae as

follows:

¥ Emphasis on the criticablke of paents
leads to inapppriate emoval of American
Indian/Alaska Native childen. Most American
Indian/Alaska Native tribes/nations have an
extended family and community child-ear
network, and emphasis on theesityth of the
parent-child bond in alleging abuse is almost
always inapppriate in this context.

¥ Therapist esponsibility for deciding which
allegations & repoted and pursued leads to
overrepoting of child abuse and/or neglect in
Indian County. Therapists, especially those
not familiar with American Indian/Alaska
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Native noms and cultue, may use their own
cultural frames ofeference to interpat
whether or not abuse and/or neglect have
occured.

¥ Family circumstances in Indian Couptmay
lead to overepoting of child abuse and/or
neglect, especially in cases of pdyer
paental reluctance to shainformation with
the therapist, and racial fidrences between
therapist and client.

¥ Overrepoting by law enfocement may be a
serious poblem on esevations, especially in
the case of sexual abuse. Since the FBI and
local, and sometimes state, law eofment
individuals and goups ag involved in many
cases of child abuse and/or neglect in Indian
Country, these cases may be mbkely to
be epoted than if they had ocaed
elsewhee.

Different definitions of what constitutes abuse or
neglect among dérent states fulher complicate
the issue, as do factors such as the designation
of who is an American Indian/Alaska Native, with
differing tribal and federal definitions competing
with self-identification by many individuals and
families (Goodluck & Villetto, 2000).

Despite these limitations in the definition of child
abuse and neglect, severabgps have attempt
ed to obtain datadm Indian nationsegading
the abuse and/or neglect of American



Indian/Alaska Native childrn. These &frts have
largely been undeaken by agencies of the fed
eral govenment but have also involved private
organizations and universities.

Who Collects Data for
American Indian/Alaska
Native Child Abuse
and/or Neglect?

Guidelines and funding to gvide oversight of

the abuse and negle&poting system in Indian
County have been lacking to date (Bs et al.,
2000). Howeverthee have been a limited num
ber of epotts and sowes of dataggading the
abuse and/or neglect of American Indian/Alaska
Native childen generated over the past few
years. Theseepots have been generated by-pri
vate foundations andganizations, universities,
and federal agencies.

Federal Agencies

Data romthe fedeal level are genegally colected
aspart of a funding stream. By reviewing funding
stireams, it may be possibleto identify potential
souces of data on chid abuse and/or negled.
United States federal responshbility for ensuring
the protections provided by law to American
Indian/ Alaska Native chidren rests with theBIA in
the Department of the Interior and the
Administration for Children and Families (ACF)in
DHHS. As part of their responsibility to American

Indian/ Alaska Native chidren, these egencies ae
expected to monitor conpliance with ICWA and

the Indian Child Protection and Famiy Violence
Prevention Act.

Role of the Burau of Indian Afairs

The BIA has been the central oversight agency
for tribes for the past 177 years. The establish
ment of the BIA in 1824 under the U.Saw
Depatment originally led to the use ofray
medical personnel to oversee the healtle cdr
American Indians and Alaska Natives @seva-
tions, setting a negative tone for American
Indian/Alaska Native-federakfationships that
has been diiicult to overcome (Attneave, 1984).
The BIA was transfeed from the War Depar-
ment to the Depament of the Interior in 1849
and has maintained its oversight of tribes since
that time with continuing mixecdeviews from

the tribes.

The BIA is a complex beaucracy headed by a
Commissioner of Indian Adirs who epots
directly to the U.S. Depimnent of Interior While
the Washington, D.C. dice is the central location
for the BIA, the 12 ara ofices have an unusually
great degre of decision-making authoritibout
80 ofices under the dection of aea ofices ae
located on one or meresevations.

The BIA collects data on the seces it oversees
through its egional ofices, but thes is curently
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no direct equirement for epoting of data on
child abuse and neglect. The magsponsibility
of the BIA is the povision of education tlaugh
the BIA-run boading and day schools and the
management of tribabsouces. Much of the
funding for child welfae pograms is prvided
through the BIA either dactly, through BIA-
administeed tribal sevices, or indiectly, through
ICWA, the Indian Self-Detenination Act, or the
Snyder Act. The Snyder Act (OAuthorization of
Appropriations and Expendits for Indian
AffairsO) was passed in 1921. While the law
appopriated no funds, it has been used as the
basis for appopriating money for the administra
tion of Indian Afairs by the BIA (Canhy1998).

Some of the Snyder Act fundssgpassed to
self-govenance tribes, whicheceive a sharof
funds in a lump sum (instead of by catggado
administer all of their tribal mgrams. Self-gover
nance tribes allocate these funds tograms,
including child welfae pograms, as they
choose. In addition, some of the BIA adminis
tered funds go to tribes that have contracted to
obtain sevices though another pwider. Futher,
Snyder Act funds ar allocated based on need,
so funding fomulas ae based on prior years
and curent spending (Chet Eagleman, Indian
Child Welfare Specialist, fibal Sewices Division,
BIA, personal communication, April 3, 2000).
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All tribes and agencies thagaeive federal

money a& required to epot on how that money
is spent. Each congam, tribe, and BIA agency
is supposed to submit a forto the BIA

Regional Ofice that lists the total child abuse
and/or neglecteferrals, the type ofeferral (sex
ual abuse, physical abuse, neglect); substance
abuse involvement, incident characteristics
(recuring case, siblings involved)esults of
investigation (substantiated, unsubstantiated,
under investigation); and action takeaf@ral to
cout, referal to social serices or other agengcy
no action). Cases can only be counted as one
abuse type, so a case can be counted, for
example, as physical abuse or neglect but not
both. Instuctions for which categgrto pick if
there is moe than one type of abuse or neglect
occuring ae povided. Theegional ofices com
pile the tribal, conseium, and agencyepots

into one annualepot for the egion and send it
to the BIA Central Cfice. However because of
complex legal and policy issuespptting is
incomplete.

Several issues complicate child abuse and/or
neglect epotting to the BIA. Tibes ae sovegign
nations. Cuently, the BIA has no penalties that
can be applied to a soedgn nation for non
compliance with child abuse and neglespot-

ing. Only programs thateceive Snyder Act funds
are equired to eport, as their funding is need-
based and has to be justified. Snyder Act funds



can be withheld for norepoting. Self-govening
tribes may notepot to the BIA as their self-gev
emance status fafds them load sovezignty
Those tribes that contract siges pobably do

not have the data tepot. For example, tribes
where the state or county issponsible for
investigations do noepot. If a state has
responsibility for child mtective serices, the

tribe canfsend the data to the BIA because the
tribe doesrtave it.

Role of the Depament of Health
and Human Seftices

DHHS also povides indiect funding to tribal -
grams. Within DHHS, the Childen®Bureau of
ACF suppots state and tribal pgrams to pr-
vide child welfae, foster ca, adoption, and
family presevation serices under thee titles of
the Social Security Act:iffes IV-E, XX, and I\B.
These funds arprimarily funneled tlough the
states, and tribes must enter into a stateeagr
ment in oder to obtain money to pvide sevic-
es (Coss et al., 2000).

Although the national data collection and analysis
system for child abuse and neglect, NCANDS,
receives data on child abuse and/or neglechfr
all 50 states, datadm American Indian/Alaska
Native tribes or nations appear to be incomplete
(Earle, 2000). Data on American Indian/Alaska
Native childen ae included only if ppvided by

the states, and thisquires some state/tribal
coodination and tust.

Indian Health Setice Role

IHS provideshedth and menta health services to
enplied members of federally recognized
American Indian trbes and Alaska Natives. As of
March 1996, the federal IHS adminidered 37
hospitas, 64 health centers 50 health sations,
and 5 school health centerslocated on or near
thelands of the approximately 573 recognized
triba organizations in theUnited States. IHSpro-
vides services at these stes to all enrolied mem-
bers of afederaly recognized American

Indian/ Alaska Natw e tribe/nation within each geo-
graphic area in which they are located. Health-
related data are collected by IHS but are not nec-
essarily directly related to allegations of chid
abuse and/or negled.

The IHS Mental Health and Social @ees
Pogram Branctgdecentralized automated infor
mation system, the Resaer Patient
Management System (RPMS), includes codes in
an abuse categpthat lists child abuse and neg
lect as possiblesasons for a visit to an IHS
mental health mgram. Howevelithese abuse-
coded data arnot publicly accessible or eur
rently available other than in an aggate fom
that subsumes child abuse and neglect within
other categories.
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Depatment of Justice Role

The U.S Department of Jugtice (DOJ) col ectslim-
ited dataon the éuse of American Indian/Alaska
Native children through the FBI when child abuse
and/or neglect cases nvole the FBI. However,
accoding to their recent repot, DOJ data are
incomplete due to questions of overlapping juris-
dicdtion, fluidity of population movement between
triba and non-tribal areas, and difficulties related
to sampling methods (DOJ, 1999). The DOJ
repot, American Indians and Crime(1999),
includesdata on child abuse and neg ect from the
DHHS system and NCANDS but not from the FBI.

Private Oganizations
and Universities

Private goups, agencies, and public or private
universities, such as CWLA and the University of
Minnesota, have obtained limited data on child
abuse and neglect of American Indian/Alaska
Native childen over the past decade either inde
pendently or under contract with a funding
agency

Summay

A review of the literatue suggests possible
answers to theeseach questions posed at the
beginning of this study: (1) How accurate ar
existing figues andepois on abuse and/or
neglect of American Indian/Alaska Native chil
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dren? and (2) What do ecant data tell us about
abuse and/or neglect of American Indian/Alaska
Native childen?

According to the literat, even within main
stream societyit is dificult to find accurate data
on child abuse and neglect. The pripr@ason
for this is the wide latitude in definitions of what
constitutes child abuse and neglect. Definitions
differ between states, and therapists accod-

ed considerable latitude in integbation. Most
refer to their own frame okference when inter
preting, and the literatertells us that these
frames of eference include elements thatar
prejudicial to American Indian/Alaska Native fami
lies. Therapists ardikely to interpet lack of a
paental bond, povey, hostile or dificult thera
pist-paent interactions, and culturally tifent
behaviors as abuse or neglect when none, in
fact, is pesent. In addition, the literatutells us
that the involvement of law enflgment, mar
common among Indian nations, leads to higher
rates of epoting cases of child abuse and/or
neglect. Dificulties in interaction between
American Indian/Alaska Native families and
therapists with a diérent frame ofeference ag
rooted in centuries of U.S. policies that included
the emoval of apprximately 25%D35% of
American Indian/Alaska Native peoplefn their
homes over the past centyGeorge, 1997).
These polices areviewed as aeminder to the
reader of the soae of curent difficulties. Finally,



the literatue eview identifies possible sazes of
data on the abuse and/or neglect of American
Indian/Alaska Native chilaé¥n.

The comparison of data s@es and the original
analysis of data ém the primay national souwre
of data on abuse and neglect, NCANDS, ewer
undetaken in oder to addess the questions
and dificulties in data analysis and integtation
identified in the literatue.
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Methodology

Ovewiew

This study consisted of both eview of existing,
published sowes of data on child abuse and
neglect of American Indian/Alaska Native chddr
and secondgrdata analysis in which Odata-col
lected and analyzed by oneseather ae rean
alyzedNoften for a diferent purposeNby anoth
erO (Rubin & Babbie, 1997, p. G-8). Thevee
two initiatives pursued. Piat reviewed existing,
published sowes of data and compt these
to seconday data fom the Bueau of Indian
Affairs (BIA); Pat 2 was a statistical analysis of
raw secondardata available to the first author
through the National Data éive on Child
Abuse and Neglect (NDACAN) Summer
Researh Institute at Carell University in the
summer of 2001.

Pat 1

In Patt 1, data found in published saceas wee
compaed to one another and to secolydaaita
from the BIA in oder to look for consistencies or
inconsistencies in data ass time and location
within Indian County. The comparison of these
data was undeken in oder to gauge the accu
racy of overall statistics on child abuse and/or
neglect among American Indians and Alaska
Natives, which epot high rates of abuse and
neglect among American Indian/Alaska Native
children when compad to other grups.
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In 1998, the Annie E. Casey Foundation suppor
ed the National Center for American Indian and
Alaska Native Mental Health Resehrto ceate
Kids Count: American Indian and Alaska Native
Children and Families Resaig Inventoy

(National Center for American Indian/Alaska
Native Mental Health Resedr, 1998). The
inventory sought to gather infaration to po-

mote access to sawas of dataetevant to the
health and well-being of American Indian/Alaska
Native childen and families. The document was
intended to ease the sdafor data sowes. It
identified federal human séce programs,
national advocacy ganizations, egional/state
organizations, tribal health pgrams, urban

Indian health ppgrams, urban Indian centers or
special urban pgrams, and specialized centers
and institutions having various kinds of dagtat
ed to the health and well-being of American
Indian/Alaska Native chilén and families.

Existing eports dealing specifically with child
abuse and/or neglect of American Indian/Alaska
Native childen wee identified fom the National
Center publication, and a literatuseacth was
completed to identify any additionaports.

These wes reviewed, andeports wee chosen
for inclusion based on the following factors:

¥ Specific data available in numbersdar
enough to generalize

¥ Clarity and methodology



¥ Completed since 1990

Five publishedepots wee found to be the most
complete epots curently available. Thee of
them wee based totally or primarily on data eol
lected by the Childmé Bureau of the
Depatment of Health and Human S@es
(DHHS) and found in the NCANDS. One was
based on the collection of datarn the BIA and
Indian Health Sefice (IHS), and data for one
study was collected by the University of
Minnesota fom a suvey of adolescent youth. In
addition, the Wsten Regional Ofice of the BIA

provided aggegate data on substantiated cases

of child abuse and/or negleejported by the
majority of tribes in thee states. Wherpossible,
data wee compaed to other data for the same
time period and/or within the same states.

It isimportant to note that all of these data
souces e cept the University of Minnesota study
include duplicatedountsfor all tates. That is,
one child may be counted more than onceif there
has been more than onerepot for that chid.

The repotts/data on the scope and content of
American Indian/Alaska Native child abuse and
neglect in Indian Coungrcompleted since 1990
included in this analysis wetthe following:

¥ National Indian Justice Centgd991).
National Indian Justice Center Phase Ill Final
Repot: Child Abuse and Neglect in American

Indian and Alaska Native Communities and
the Role of the Indian Health Sare.
Petaluma, CA: National Indian Justice Center

¥ University of Minnesota, Adolescent Health
Program. (1992)The State of Native
American Youth Health St. Paul, MN: U. of
Minnesota.

¥ Child Welfare League of America. (1999).
Child Abuse and Neglect: A Look at the
States. 1999 CWLA Stat BookVashington,
DC: CWLA Pess.

¥ U.S. Dept. of Health and Human S&res,
Administration on Childen, Youth and
Families (2001).Child Malteatment 1999
Washington, DC: U.S. Govement Printing
Office.

¥ U.S. Dept. of Justice (1999 merican
Indians and CrimeéWashington, DC: U.S.
Govemment Printing Oice.

¥ Bureau of Indian Aflairs, Westen Region:
Aggregate data ém Arizona, Nevada, and
Utah.

Each epot was eviewed separatelyand data
regading child abuse and/or neglect rates and
numbers wer highlighted in thisepot. In addi
tion, comparisons wermade among similar data
sets and to the BIA data set, wderactical.
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Pat 2

The first author attended the 2001 Summer
Researh Institute at the National énive on

Child Abuse and Neglect at Gl Universityin
Ithaca, NY, May 29BbJune 3, 2001. This analysis
of seconday data fom the national ahive was
the first in-depth study of American Indian/Alaska
Native childen, specificallyin the NCANDS col
lected by the Child&m©Bureau, Administration

on Children, Youth and Families, U.S. DHHS. The
NCANDS was ceated in esponse to theequire
ments of the Child Abuse &rention and
Treatment Act (Public Law 93D247, 1974)
(National Data Achive on Child Abuse and
Neglect, 2000). The data sebrin the NCANDS
used in this study was the Detailed Case Data
Component (DCDC). Therae two components
of the NCANDS, the DCDC and the Summar
Data Component (SDC). The DCDC includes
case-level infanation from 16 state child ptec
tive sewice agencies able togmide electonic
child abuse and negleaaods. The SDC,
although it includes statisticsdm all 50 states,
includes aggrgate data onlyfhe DCDC is moe
appopriate for secondardata analysis, as
detailed infomation is available on each case.

Central to theeseash efort was the description
of individual children whose cases had been
repoted to the NCANDS, as all evious
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analyses had focused @asesnot childen,
allowing the possible overpresentation of chil
dren who had beerepoted for moe than one
incident of child abuse and/or neglect. The data
were first eviewed to detenine whether or not
American Indian/Alaska Native childn ae moe
likely to appear as multiple cases congzhto
White childen. For the four states thaipoted

the lagest detailed number of child abuse and/or
neglect cases for American Indian chédrfrom
1995P1999 (Colorado, Oklahoma, ttor

Carolina, and Utaf), American Indian chilém

were significantly mae likely (X2=107.6, 3 df,
p<.001) to be counted merthan once (14.1%)
compaed to White childen (9.8%). Based on

this finding, the analysis used individual chédr,

not cases, as the unit of analysis.

DCDC data fom 19951999 werused to er

ate a matched file of American Indian/Alaska
Native and White childgn, matched by year of
incident, state, gendeage, and Hispanic ethnic
ity. These wez the variables thought most impor
tant as interening variables when comparing
acpss races.

The matched file was analyzed using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS). Fequencies and descriptives weun
on all variables, followed by oss tabulations
and chi-squar tests to detmine statistically
significant differences between the twoogps.



Additional cross tabulations and comparisons of
means, using the t-test to meassmatistical sig
nificance, wer run as needed to answer ques
tions raised by the initial analyses.
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Results

Pat 1: Analysis of
Existing Repats

source#1l: National Indian Justice
Center: National Indian Justice
Center Phase Il Final RepgpChild
Abuse and Neglect in American
Indian/Alaska Native Communities
and the Role of the Indian Health
Sewice

In 1990, the Depament of Health and Human
Services Public Health Seice, Indian Health
Service (IHS) issued aeguest for ppposals for a
study of theale of the IHS in child mtection.
One of the poject®aims was to gather
American Indian/Alaska Native child abuse and
neglect data and to deteine whether the cur
rent epoting system accurateleflected the
scope of child abuse and neglect in Indian
Country. The poject repot by the National Indian
Justice Center (NIJC) was the first t@yide
national infomation egading the incidence of
child abuse and neglect among American
Indian/Alaska Natives.

Case statistics on American Indian/Alaska Native
child abuse and neglect for the studyenel-
lected fom the federal agencies that have pri
maity federal oversight of tribal populations, the
Bureau of Indian Afairs (BIA) and the IHS. Since
information egading incidence of andcesponse

to child abuse and neglect is not availabtarfr
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sewrice systems within the IHS system, these
data had to be gathest from field reseash.

Suweys wee sent to IHS seice unit diectors

and BIA agency superintendents nationwide. The
response rate for the mail questioneaivas

94% for IHS and 79% for the BIA. It is impant

to note that only 25% of thespondents to the
surveys had computerizegcods to draw upon

in completing the questionnair

Three of the child abuse and neglect data sets
included in the NIJCapot ae included hes:

1. A data set with 314 incidentsoim
1989D1990apoted by BIA school personnel

2. A data set with 140%epots from 1990D1992
from the state of Alaska for Anchorage and
70 other Alaskan cities and villages

3. A data set with 379aports in 1990 fom sev
eral communities in New Mexicodm the
Albuquenque IHS Aea

The repot included some datadm 17 states for
the years 1989 and 1990. Using the data fr

the 1990 Census for the states listed, the rate of
child abuse and neglect among American
Indian/Alaska Native chiléen under 18 in the

states was calculated for thiepot. However

these figues ag uneliable and impdect for sev

eral leasons. First, these data only include

repots from IHS and the BIA, so they may not
include all cases (cases handled by states,-coun
ties, or independent tribal ggrams may or may



not be included). Second, these dataewer
obtained fom individual suvey respondents, the
majority of whom answed the questions with
out any computerized data. Tthirthese data
represent a sample of states with American
Indian/Alaska Native tribes and may not be able

to be generalized beyond these specific states.

Further U.S. Census data involve seffpoted
ethnicity and may noteflect the tne American
Indian/Alaska Native population. Despite these

limitations, for lack of better infonation, child
abuse and/or neglect rates using these data
were calculated to prvide some pictwr of what
American Indian/Alaska Native child abuse
and/or neglect rates may have been for
1989H1990.

As shown in @ble 1, using these data, states
varied widely on their rates of child abuse and/or
neglect, fom a high of 18.49 incidents per 1,000

TABLE 1: RATES OF CHILD ABUSE AND/OR NEGLECTBASED ON NATIONAL INDIAN JUSTICE CENTER

DaTa AND U.S. ENsus DaTa, 1990

STATE INCIDENTS RATE
Alaska 49 141
Arizona 293 3.43
Idaho 68 13.28
Kansas 134 18.42
Louisiana 9 1.37
Michigan 24 1.26
Minnesota 4 0.2

Montana 152 7.65
Nebraska 14 2.67
New Mexico 513 9.42
New York 52 2.74
North Dakota 215 18.49
Oklahoma 129 1.37
Oregon 87 6.51
South Dakota 103 4.39
Utah 144 13.26
Wisconsin 45 2.98
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American Indian/Alaska Native chilelr in North
Dakota, to a low of 0.2 incidents in Minnesota.
Given the souwre of data, the BIA and IHS, these
rates may be aeflection not of the e inck

dence of child abuse and/or neglect in these
states but of the demgr of access to child abuse
and neglect data by these federal agencies. The
definitions of child abuse and neglect may also
vary from a BIA and IHS perspective, comedr

to definitions used by the states when collecting
data for National Child Abuse and Neglect Data
System (NCANDS).

Of these epots, 57.5% wee eported by the

BIA and 42.5% by the IHS. The IH8ponts
involved a higher pypotion of sexual abuse than
BIA incidents (IHS = 31.5%; BIA= 26.7%), while
BIA respondentseported elatively moe inck

dents of neglect (IHS = 45.3%; BIA = 53.5%
x2=13.1 p < .002). Repts of physical abuse
(23.2%, IHS; 19.8%, BIA) did not déf signifi-
cantly (National Indian Justice Center [NIJC],
1991). Statistically significant dérences may be
explained by the way sexual abuse and neglect
cases arhandled. The IHS would be neolikely
to receive aeferral for a child who was sexually
abused than for a child who was neglected, as
thee may be a need for a medical exam for a
case of sexual abuse. Overadlpots of neglect
made up the lgest potion of repots, followed

by sexual abuse and physical abuse.
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BIA EDUCATION DATA SET

The BIA education data setpresented data
from 44 school agencies ass the countrMail
sureys wee sent to BIA administrators of day
and boading schools who pwided 314 child
abuse and/or neglect incideefpots for the
years 1989 and 1990.

Propottionally, reports of neglect made up the
largest potion of repots, followed by sexual
abuse and physical abuse. Includiegats with
more than one type of abuse, the totalsenas
follows: neglect, 53.1%; sexual abuse, 27.5%;
and physical abuse, 24.6%. Data shown in
Figure 1 include only the primartype of abuse
repoted.

ALASKA AREA DATA SET

These datawere made available by Anchorage,
Alaska and contain 1,405 incidentsfor the years
1990 and 1991 and repotsfrom fve months of
1992. Native groups included in the data set were
OEkimo0(30.6%), Aleut (19.7%), Athabascan
(11.9%), Yupik (10.3%), Oother Alaska NativesO
(12.9%), Inupiaq (6.5%), Tingit (5.6%), Tsimshian
(0.18%), Haida (0.06%), and on-Alaska NativesO
2.2%). These data show an increase in chid
abuse and/or neglect over three years but it is
unclear if inadeasesare real increases or theresult
of better repoting procedues and improvements
in recod-keeping g/ stems.



Repots of neglect made up the dgast potion

of repots, followed by physical abuse and sexual
abuse. Peentages varied among thegps of
native people in Alaska. Thegpotion of sexual
abuse incidents, for example, rangeahir5.7%
among the Inupiag to 30.1% among Oother
Alaska Natives.O

ALBUQUERQUE AREA DATA SET

The IHS Albuquegue Ara, in collaboration with
Albuqueque BIA social sarices, conducted an
intensive data collection ffit as patrof the NIJC
project. This efort yielded 379 incidenepots
from eight months of casepots.

The Albugueque data set is uniquedfn among
the data sets in that it includes emotional abuse

as a distinct abuse categd?ropottionally,

repots of neglect made up thedasst potion of
repotts followed by physical abuse, emotional
abuse, and sexual abuse. Includieyprts with
more than one type of abuse (4.1%), the totals
were as follows: neglect, 63.8%; sexual abuse,
11.5%; and physical abuse 20.2%.

SUMMARY

Neglect was the mostefijuently epoted abuse
type in each data set, betative popottions of
physical and sexual abuse varied. Neglect
ranged fom 50.1% in the Alaska data set to
63.8% in the Albuqueue Aea data set (includ
ing cases with merthan one type of abuse).
This compaes to an overall national figuof

FIGURE1l: PROPORION OF PHYSICAL ABUSE, SEXUAL ABUSE, AND NEGLECT IN NATIONAL INDIAN
JusTice CENTER REPOR, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFRAIRS EDUCATION DATA SET (N = 314

INCIDENTS) 198991990
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58.4% for victims of neglect in 1999 (Depaent
of Health and Human Séces [DHHS], 1999).
Sexual abuse comprised between 11.5% in
Albuquerque to 27.5% in the BIA education data
set. This compas to 11.3% nationally in 1999
(DHHS, 1999). Physical abuse rangemirir

20.2% of incidents in the Albuquire Ara set

to 24.6% in the BIA education data set (including
Omoe than one caseO categories in botbeper
ages). This compas to 21.3% nationally in

1999 (DHHS1999). Fom theseasults, it may

be concluded thatlative pecentages of neglect
and of physical abuseeaclose to national statis
tics, while pecentages of sexual abuse aigh

er than national statistics. Howeytiese data
are incomplete and arbased on samples col
lected by agencies with limited access to data.

The variation between the BIA and IHS data, as
well as among Alaskan gups, illustrates the
possible limitations of these data.

SOURCE#2: University of Minnesota:
The State of Native American
Youth Health

Between 1988 and 1990, the University of
Minnesota Adolescent Healthdgram, in con
junction with IHS, conducted a national ey of
American Indian/Alaska Native youth on adeles
cent youth health and risk behaviors. Thetigar
pants wee American Indian/Alaska Native stu
dents fom 50 diferent tribes in 12 states at
nearly 200 schools on or neasevations within
IHS sevice aras. The overalesponse rate for
the suvey was 69.8%. Consent to fi@pate

FIGURE2: PROPORION OF PHYSICAL ABUSE, SEXUAL ABUSE, AND NEGLECT IN NATIONAL INDIAN
JusTice CENTER REPOR, ALASKA DATA SET (N = 1405INCIDENTS) 1990D1992
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was given by pants, youth, the school, and
tribal or other authority figuwrs or boads for each
school. Yunger students had moepresenta
tion than older youth because of a higbpdrut
rate among older American Indian/Alaska Native
students. Accaling to the authors, Othe sample
is skewed towals those Native American/
Alaskan Native students whemain enolled in,
and attend, school (some of whicle dooading
schools) and those who live iral arasO
(University of Minnesota, 1992, p. 3).

Because the study used a convenience sample
to select pdicipants, it is notepresentative of
adolescents nationalljHowever the infomation
provided by this study can give insight into the
lives and health habits of these youth. The study

yielded a sample of 13,923 gaipants in 6th-
12th grade (49.3% male, 50.7% female). The
authors estimate that when theas and sece
units in which thee was no suwey activity ag
excluded, 20% of all age-eligible American
Indian/Alaska Native youth in the IHS s&re
areas pdicipated.

The swey questionnai answerd by students
asked questions on a range of topics: how they
felt about school; their familyetationships; their
physical health status and practices; their-emo
tional health; their chemical health; their sexual
behaviors; and other risk-taking behaviors. The
survey included two questionglating to physi

cal and sexual abuse. Thewy asked students
the following questions:

FIGURE 3: PROPORION OF PHYSICAL ABUSE, SEXUAL ABUSE, AND NEGLECT IN NATIONAL INDIAN
JusTice CENTER REPOR, ALBUQUERQUE DATA SeT (N = 379 INCIDENTS) 1990

10.5
9.1 4.1

14.9

61.4

Physical Abuse
More than one
B Emotional Abuse
B sexual Abuse
[ | Neglect

37



1. Have you ever been physically abused or
mistreated by anyone in your family or by
anyone else?

2. Have you ever been sexually abused?

Sexual abuse is when someone in your family
or someone else touches you in a place you

did not want to be touched or does some
thing sexually which they shouldri@ve
done.

Eighteen pecent of the total sample that
responded to the abuse questiamted that
they had been a victim of one or both types of
abuse. &n pecent of the total sampleepoted
they had been sexually abused, and 18pot-
ed physical abuse. Again, this comgaito
11.3% of the 1999 national sample of cases in
the NCANDS that epoted sexual abuse and
21.3% thatepoted physical abuse.

Femaleseported moe abuse than males; 17%
of females epoted being sexually abused, and
19% epoted being physically abused (males
3% and 8% espectively). A total of almost 27%
of female youth sweyed had been physically or
sexually abused, and 9%jpoted both types of
abuse. Over 29% of the girls in grad@®12
reported sexual abuse. It should be noted, how
ever, that because of the way sexual abuse is

defined after the question, Osexual abuseO could

include sexual assault or other sexual miscon
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duct perpetrated by a peer that would not-typi
cally be considexd sexual abuse.

The State of Native American duth Healthrepot
is only minimally useful in detemining rates of
abuse and neglect among American
Indian/Alaska Native youth as it depends on self-
reports; uses an ovémclusive definition of sexual
abuse; and does not adsgs child neglect,
which other eseath indicates accounts for a
major popotion of malteatment incidents of
American Indian/Alaska Native chilen. Futher
comparisons between American Indian/Alaska
Native and other gupsO selepoted abuse
would be necessato moe closely detenine

the accuracy of suckepots. The major national
study of all youth health-risk behaviors conduct
ed each year in schools by the Centers for
Disease Contil (as well as state, w@orial, and
local education and health agencies), tbethf
Risk Behavior Swreillance System (YRBSS),
does not ask students any questions about
physical or sexual abuse, making any compari
son dificult. Despite these major limitations, the
study is among the few with inforation addess
ing the child abuse and neglect issue anatther
fore does contribute to the overall knowledge
about American Indian/Alaska Native abuse.
Because it is based on first-persepats, this

is one of the few data sets with unduplicated
counts of incidents of abuse among American
Indian/Alaska Native youth.



souRrce#3: Child Welfare League of
America. (1999). Child Abuse and
Neglect: A Look at the States. 1999
CWLA Stat Book. Washington, DC:
CWLA Press.

The 1999 CWLA Stat Bookincludes data &im

the NCANDS as well asdim its own sweys
conducted in 1997 and 1998. Rates eallculat
ed fom U.S. Bueau of the Census data. All
numbers a based on duplicated counts; that is,
one child may be counted neothan once if he
or she has beemrpoted as a victim of child
abuse and/or neglect meothan once. The 1999
repot includes data primarilydm 1996. Thex

are several chts and numberstated to race in
the 1999 CWLA Stat BookThese chas and
figures use a comparison of pentage of cases
in the database, by race, to gartage of chil
dren in the population.

Information in this CWLA publication on substan
tiated cases of abuse and/or negleetfram

the NCANDS maintained by DHHS. Inforation
on child deaths, out-of-home earand adoption
are from the CWLA State Agency Stey

SUBSTANTIATED OR INDICATED CASES

Thel999 CWLA Stat Bookepotts that

American Indian/Alaska Native childn epie-
sented 1.6% of substantiated or indicated child
abuse and/or neglect cases yetarly 1% of
the population (41 statespoting).

Perentages of American Indian/A laska Native
children who are incuded in the child abuse
and/or neglect subgantiated casesshow huge
varition by gate. South Dakota, for example,
repots tha 52.2% of al substantiated cases are
American Indian/Alaska Native, but a footnote
states @hildren of famlieswho receved assess-
ments are notincluded Q(CWLA, 1999, p. 25).
EvidentlyAmerican I ndian/Alaska Native children
are unlikely to receive famly assessmentsin South
Dakota. The range extendsto sveal states
whee American Indian/A laska Native cases make
up 0.1% of cases. For purposes of comparison to
other data in this repot, three stateswil be includ-
ed wherenumbers or pecenteges are given.
These ae Utah, Arizona, and Nevada.

Table 2 shows that using these data supplied by

the states, American Indian chiélr make up a
dispropottionately low perentage of substantiat
ed cases in Arizona (3% of cases but 7.6% of
the population) and Nevada and a digmtion-
ately high parentage of substantiated cases in
Utah. The pe&entage of White cases ngor
closely matches the population figarfor these
three states.

DEATHS DUE TO CHILD ABUSE
AND NEGLECT

The 1999 CWLA Stat Bookepotts that
American Indian/Alaska Native chikr repe-
sented 1.8% of childn who died as asult of
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child abuse and/or neglect yet make up only
1.1% of the population (30 stateporting). This
compaes to Whites (45.6% of cases and 68.4%
of children); African-Americans (38.8%
cases/15.1% childn); Hispanics (11.0%
cases/12.5% childn); and Asian/Pacific
Islanders (.9% cases/3% chdd). African-
American and American Indian/Alaska Native
children ae overepresented in the peentage of
child deaths due to child abuse and/or neglect,
based on population.

Numbers of childen by race who died as esult
of child abuse and/or neglect weavailable for
only 30 states. The total number for American
Indian/Alaska Native chilédin is 12 and ranges
from a high of 4 in \léconsin to 0 in 24 of the
30 states for 1996.

OUT-OF-HOME CARE

The 1999 CWLA Stat Bookepots that
American Indian/Alaska Native chilen epe-

sented 1.7% of chilén in out-of-home carin
1996, yet they make up 1.1% of the population
(35 statesapoting). This compaes to Whites
(35.6% of cases and 68.7% of chddy; African-
Americans (48.2% cases/15.0% clelaly,
Hispanic (7.7% cases/12.3% chéd); and
Asian/Pacific Islanders (.7% cases/ 3% cleilgr
In these data as well, African-American and
American Indian/Alaska Native childn ae over
represented in the peentage of child¥n in out-
of-home cae in 1996, based on population.

Once again, peentages of American
Indian/Alaska Native childm who epresent

cases of out-of-home @ashow huge variation

by state. South Dakota is again the highest with
67% of all out-of-home cases shown to be
American Indian/Alaska Native. The figzs for

our three featued states (Utah, Arizona, and
Nevada) a& shown in @ble 3.

Table 3 shows that American Indian/Alaska
Native childen make up a disppotionately low

TABLE 2: PERCENTAGE OF SUBSTANTIATED/INDICATED CASES THAT ARE AMERICAN INDIAN/ALASKA
NATIVE CHILDREN, BY STATE, FOR THREE STATES

PERCENT AMERICAN

STATE INDIAN / ALASKA NATIVE PERCENT WHITE
cases pop. cases pop.
Arizona 3.0 7.6 54.6 57.0
Nevada 1.2 1.7 66.3 66.2
Utah 41 1.5 80.8 88.4
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percentage of substantiated cases in Arizona
(2.6% of cases but 7.6% of the population), and
a dispopottionately high paerentage of substan
tiated cases in both Utah and Nevada. The per
centage of White chilén in out-of-home caris
lower than the peentage of White childn in

the population of these the states.

According to thel999 CWLA Stat Book
American Indian/Alaska Native childn ae over
represented in foster cau(1.7%) but not in grup
care (1%). Looking at the tbe states, the per
centage of American Indian/Alaska Native ehil
dren in foster car in 1996 was 2.3% for Arizona
and 8.3% for Utah (data for Nevada werot
available). This is in keeping with earlieetids for
other statistics in thisepot: Arizona American
Indian/Alaska Native chilén ae underepresent
ed, and Utah American Indian/Alaska Native chil
dren ae overepresented in these negative statis
tics. Looking at gpup cae data, both Arizona
(2.5%) and Utah (2.6%¥poted that American

Indian/Alaska Native chilédsn made up a lower
percentage of childen in goup cae when com
pared to all other grups.

Looking at number of months in eafigures

were available for American Indian/Alaska Native
children in only 17 states, and most ee¢he

same as or close to the number of months that
White childen wee in cae.

ADOPTION

Figures on adoption 5m thel999 CWLA Stat
Bookshow that American Indian/Alaska Native
children wee underepresented among those
children with a goal of adoption (.7%) and legally
free for adoption (1.2%), compgat to their po-
portion in the population,1.5% (25 states
responding). They weralso undegpresented
among those legally adopted, 1.1% in 1996,
compaed to their popottion in the population,
1.6% (28 stateesponding). When looking at
data by state, it appears that South Dakota data

TaABLE 3: PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN IN OUT-OoF-HoME CARE WHO ARE AMERICAN INDIAN/ALASKA
NATIVE CHILDREN, BY SATE, FOR THREE STATES

PERCENT AMERICAN

STATE INDIAN / ALASKA NATIVE PERCENT WHITE
cases pop. cases pop.
Arizona 2.6 7.6 53.1 57.0
Nevada 4.6 1.7 63.6 66.2
Utah 6.4 15 74.8 88.4
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are once mag out of sync or inaccurate, as they
repot that 60% of all adoption cases wer
American Indian/Alaska Native chikein. The next
highest figues wee in Minnesota, wher12.1%

of all adoption cases weAmerican Indian/
Alaska Native childen.

As shown in @ble 4, figues for pecentage of
children legally adopted for our the featued
states ar lower than the population figes. Utah
reported no American Indian/Alaska Native chil
dren free for adoption in 1996.

In the case of adoption, it appea@frthese
figures that the Indian Child fare Act (ICWA)
may have had a positivefe€t on past #nds
that showed unacceptably high numbers of
American Indian/Alaska Native childn being
adopted. The still high peentage of cases in
Minnesota that @& American Indian/Alaska
Native childen may be mblematic and desees
a closer look.

SOURCE#4: U.S. Dept. of Health and
Human Sevices, Administration on
Children, Youth and Families. (2001).
Child Malteatment 1999.
Washington, DC: U.S. Govament
Printing Office

This annual epot includes aggmgate data ém
NCANDS. Data a& repoted by the states as
either the SummarData Component (SDC) or
the Detailed Case Data Component (DCDC). For
the year 1999, all 50 statespoted aggegate
data to the DHHS tlough an annual susy
(SDC). Case-level data on all cases of realtr
ment wee also submitted by 23 states (DCDC).
These statistics may include a child mdhan
one time if he or she was involved in radhan
one incident of abuse or neglect. Dat&hild
Maltreatment 199@ere primarily fom the
aggegate statistics obtainedfn the surey of

50 states. Data on American Indian/Alaska
Natives wee available as follows:

TABLE 4: PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN WHO WERE LEGALLY ADOPTED IN 1996,BY STATE,

FOR THREE STATES

PERCENT AMERICAN

STATE INDIAN / ALASKA NATIVE PERCENT WHITE
cases pop. cases pop.
Arizona 2.4 7.6 67.3 57.0
Nevada 1.4 1.7 51.7 66.2
Utah 0.4 1.5 93.2 88.4
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¥ Victimization rates by race and ethnicity
(1999, DCDC)

¥ Victims by race, by state (1999, SDC)

¥ Factors influencingaceipt of sarices (DCDC,
1999)

¥ Factors pedicting povision of sevices and
foster cae (DCDC 1999)

VICTIMIZA TION BY RACE

The eportted victimization rate for American
Indian/Alaska Native chilén in Child
Maltreatment 1999%vas 20.1 victims per 1,000

children of the same race in the population, com

pared to 4.4 for Asian/Pacific Islander0.6 for
White, 12.6 for Hispanic, and 25.2 for African-
American childen (DCDC, 20 stategpoting).
Data from the SDC on American Indian/Alaska
Native childen wee available fom 44 states.
The data for Arizona, Nevada, and Utad ased
later in this epot to compae to data fsrm the
BIA. These figues ae poblematical for the same
reasons explained earlier:

¥ Comparison of cases to people, so that one

child may be counted merthan once in the

child abuse and neglect data but only once in

the Census data used to calculate rates

¥ |naccuracies in the census data for American

Indians/Alaska Natives

FACTORS INFLUENCING SERICES

Post-investigative seices wee moe likely for
American Indian/Alaska Native chilen (19%
more likely) than for White, non-Hispanic chileln.
American Indian/Alaska Native chiledn wee also
significantly moe likely than Whites toeceive
foster cae sevices.

These @sults may be biased by the way chatdr
end up on state or county caseloads.epeit-
ed by Earle (2000), data on American
Indian/Alaska Native chilém appears in the
NCANDS only if state or county child gective
sewices workers investigate the case of an
American Indian/Alaska Native child. This
includes, at best, an estimated 60% of cases
that ae eported to NCANDS. Those childn
who need foster caror other post-investigation
sevices ae moe likely to end up on state or
county caseloads, thus these cleldae moe
likely to be found in the database. However
must be noted that tH®99 CWLA Stat Book
also epoted dispopottionate numbers of
American Indian/Alaska Native chilen in foster
cae, using a CWLA surey of states. High rates
of foster cae of American Indian/Alaska Native
children, when compad to other grups, have
also beenaported in the literatua.
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SOURCE#5: U.S. Dept. of Justice.
(1999). American Indians and Crime.
Washington, DC: U.S. Govament
Printing Office.

These data wercollected by the U.S.
Depatment of Justice (D0J)dm several
sources, including the NCANDS. Datagading
violence against youthdm the National Crime
Victimization Swey (NCVS) and dataegading
alcohol abuse and crimedim the NCVS ar also
included.

ABUSE AND/OR NEGLECT

Data from the NCANDS wer used to calculate
changes &m 1992 to 1995 in the rate of mal
treatment by race. American Indian/Alaska
Natives wee found to have shown an 18%
increase in incidents of madtatment fom 1992

to 1995, while all other races except Asians (6%
increase) epoted a dearase. The potion of
American Indian/Alaska Native victims as aper
centage of the total number of victims of mal
treatmentose fom 1.5% in 1992 to 1.9% in
1995. It is noted that data may contain duplicate
counts of incidents. Again, if a child is the victim
of moe than one incident, he or she will be
counted mae than once.

The repot states that on a per capita basis,
01995 data indicate about 1 substantiagpdir
of a child victim of abuse or neglect for eye30
American Indian childm age 14 or youngerO
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(Depatment of Justice [DOJ], 1999, p. 15).
Nationwide, the rate is onepot per 58 childen
of any race. This indicates that the rate for
American Indian/Alaska Native chilein is about
double the national rate.

VIOLENCE

Data from the NCVS showed thatoim 1992 to
1996, about half the violent crimes against
American Indian/Alaska Natives occed among
those aged 12 to 24. This is ager popotion
than for any other race. Non-age-specific data
on victimization showed American Indian/Alaska
Natives wee moe likely than any other race to
repot the perpetrator of violence as being of a
different race: OAt least 70% of the violent vietim
izations experienced by American Indians ever
committed by persons not of the same raceO
(DOJ, 1999, p. vi).

ALCOHOL ABUSE

Violent crime was also medikely to involve alce
hol use among Native people, when conegiar
to other races. Thiy-eight pecent of violent
crimes among American Indian/Alaska Natives
involved alcohol use by thefehder compaed

to 28% for all gpups. The DOJeaport states

that, OAccaling to American Indian victims of
violence, ofender use of alcohol was a factor in
nearly two-thids of the violent victimizations in
which the ofender was neither Black nor WhiteO






