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Focus on Soclal Returns

* Indian gaming emerged
as a de facto federal
program

* IGRA requires Indian
gaming revenue to be
Invested in community
development

 Evaluation of social
returns requires creative
metrics
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Real Outcomes are Diverse

e Current gambling research methods understate social
and economic benefits because they show up in
additional locations and populations

* Indian gaming creates innovations and relationships that
cannot be quantified but are critical for achieving social
returns (RSTF, SDF)

« Creation of new institutions, new businesses, new
relationships requires multiple output and performance
Indicators



San Pasqual: 4 Years Later



Methodological Challenges

« Unique policy mandate requires evaluation of all
federal goals

* Tribal, State & Federal policy frameworks
e Data limitations

e State differences (compact provisions,
regulation, competition)

* Tribal differences (culture, location, government,
management, philosophy)



Local vs. National Impacts

e Context is Critical

e Local impacts are most meaningful but least
valued by policy makers

« National impacts most difficult to produce but
most valued by policy makers

 Difficult to isolate effects of Indian gaming
through quantitative methods

e Correlations: IGRA is the only Federal economic
development policy in the Self Determination era
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Context: Conditions in Indian Country in 1990

« Per Capita Income was less than 1/3 of the U.S.
Average

* College Attainment was less than half of the
U.S. level

 Unemployment was three times the U.S. level

Meanwhile, Federal spending was at
disproportionately low levels of per capita
spending directed toward tribal citizens and
stagnation in federal spending on tribal
governments since the 1970’s.



Three Interdisciplinary Studies

e Harvard Project on American Indian Economic
Development Studies:

Oklahoma Study: 2002
National Impact Study: 2003-2005

« University of California Study

Center for California Native Nations,
UC-RIverside: 2005-2007



“Cabazon, the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, and
the Socioeconomic Consequences of American

Indian Governmental Gaming”

. Inter-disciplinary Research Project sponsored by the National Indian Gaming
Association (NIGA) and Harvard Project on American Indian Economic
Development (HPAIED):

1. “Old Traditions, New Opportunities: Indian Gaming on the Pechanga Reservation.”
April, 2004.

2. “Harnessing Resources, Creating Partnerships: Indian Gaming & Diversification by
the Tulalip Tribes of Washington.” April, 2004.

3. Indian Gaming and Community Building: A History of Inter-governmental Relations
by the Mohegan Tribe of Connecticut.” April, 2004.

4, “Annotated Bibliography: The Social and Economic Impacts of Indian and Other
Gaming.” January, 2005.

5. “American Indians on Reservations: A Databook of Socioeconomic Change

between the 1990 and 2000 Censuses.” January, 2005. 0



Harvard Study

e Comparison of 1990 and
2000 Census Data for
Tribes with and without
gaming & to US

e Case Studies of three
tribes with gaming:

Pechanga Band (CA)

Tulalip Tribes (WA)

Mohegan Tribe (CT)
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UC-RIiverside: Policy Matters

“Lands of Opportunity:
Social and Economic Effects
of Tribal Gaming on Localities”

Inter-disciplinary Research Project Sponsored by the Pechanga Band of Luise o
Indians and the California Center for Native Nations

Methodology:
1. Analysis of 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census Data

2. California Nations Institutional Development and Intergovernmental Relations
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UCR Study Methods & Findings

e Analysis of 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census Data,
Comparing:

CA Tribes pre- and post-gaming;

CA gaming and non-gaming tribes;

CA Tribes to rest of U.S. Tribes;

CA Tribes to all U.S.

e Survey of Tribal and local governments In
California

e Case studies of two California Tribes
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Primary Findings

e Impacts of Indian Gaming in California are
directly related to two features of the gaming
enterprises:

1. Tribal Government ownership
2. Location on existing tribal lands

 These features place a natural limit on casino
gaming in California and distribute benefits to
poorest regions of the state.
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Secondary Findings

« Establishment of Indian Gaming in California
has had beneficial impacts on:

Income Levels

Poverty Rates
Employment
Educational attainment

I
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“Policy Matters” Conclusions

« Lack of a compact in 1990’s resulted in uneven development of Indian gaming and
increased inequalities between gaming and non-gaming tribes in California;

e This inequality was addressed by the 2000 tribal state compact through the Revenue
Sharing Trust Fund (RSTF);

« Survey research on tribal governments in 2005 suggests that payments to the RSTF
have been invested in ways that address these inequalities and that Tribes without
gaming have expanded services at a rate similar to that of tribes with gaming.

« Benefits of Indian gaming have been substantial for tribal members and their
neighbors but it will take more time for them to be fully realized;

« Large gaps remain between conditions on Indian reservations in California and those
enjoyed by other Americans;

 Decade from 2000-2010 is a critical developmental period for Indian gaming in
California and the 2010 Census will yield important data about the effectiveness of
the primary tribal-state gaming compact and its revenue sharing provisions
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Growth of Indian Gaming in California

» 1988 passage of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA)
» Early 1990’s: 25 casinos; thereafter limited growth due to political uncertainties
» 1999 gaming compact between Gov. Davis and 61 tribal governments

(56 casinos by 2005)

Figure 1: Number of Indian Casinos in California
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Natural limit of gaming
Location of Indian reservation
|
« Gaming decision:
Population density and income
of surrounding communities
(external factor to tribes)

* Non-gaming non-compacted
tribes located far from
population centers

* In 2005:

33 non-gaming counties
(out of 58) with 74% CA pop

at the tract level, 11% CA

pop near a tribal gaming
facility
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Real average income per capita
American Indians on Reservations
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* In 1990, CA gaming and non-gaming reservations were similar

* By 2000, fastest growth in CA gaming reservations (55% growth versus 15%)
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Poverty Rates Remain High

Families in Poverty (in percentage)
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Analysis of Census Tract Data
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Education
Percentage of population > 25 year-old with less than 9th grade

Percentage of population > 25 year-old with college degree education
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Spillover Effects of Indian Gaming in CA
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Conclusions

» Indian gaming research is still an emerging field.

* The history of tribal economic development and IGRA’s unique
policy goals must be considered in evaluating Indian gaming’s
Impacts.

 Research on Indian gaming must focus on the intended social
returns embedded in IGRA.

* The growth of Indian gaming in the 1990’s had largely positive
effects for tribal governments, allowing them to achieve a measure
of self determination.

* Indian gaming research can reveal the necessity of qualitative

data for evaluating gambling’s real costs and benefits. ”
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Resources on Indian Gaming

e www.policymatters.ucr.edu

e WWW.ccnn.ucr.edu
 www.ksg.harvard.edu/hpaied

o www.indiangaming.org/library

e WWW.Chiga.com
 WWW.pechanga.net

e Www.Iindianz.com

e kates@ucr.edu (760) 533-9387
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