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Exploring Alternative Race-Ethnic Comparison
Groups in Current Population Surveys

by Jorge H. del Pinal

Introduction

One important reason for collecting
information on racial and ethnic groups
in the United States is to monitor their

socioeconomic progress and well-being.

These data suggest that not all seg-
ments of our diverse population have
benefitted equally from the social and
economic changes that have occurred
during the postwar period. Many
analysts agree that federal statistics on
race-ethnic groups are important for
this purpose. They often disagree,
however, on group definitions and

the meaning of group differences (cf.
Buehler et al. 1990; Gimenez, 1989;
Hayes-Bautista and Chapa 1987;
Trevifio 1987; Weissmann 1990). Group
definitions are critical because they can
affect the level of social indicators, and
consequently, policy decisions based
on the indicators.

Federal agencies generally follow the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) directive for the collection of
race and ethnic group information.?
OMB requires the collection of informa-
tion on race (i.e., “American Indian or
Alaskan Native,” "Asian or Pacific
Islander,” “Black,” and “White") and
ethnicity (i.e., "Hispanic origin,” and
“Not of Hispanic origin”). OMB requires
that Federal statistics distinguish bet-
ween Whites and Blacks who are not of
Hispanic origin, American Indians

and Alaska Natives, Asians and Pacific
Islanders, and Hispanics provided
sample size allows for reliable measure-
ment. Federal agencies are allowed to
use one or more questions to collect
race-ethnic information as long as it is
possible to derive the required groups
outlined above.

The Centers for Disease Control (CDC),
for example, uses one question with the
five required race-ethnic categories for

its notifiable disease reporting system.2

1 Office of Management and Budget,
Statistical Directive No. 15: "Race and
Ethnic Standards for Federal Agencies and
Administrative Reporting,” Federal Register
43:19269-19270, May 4, 1978. See appen-
dix F for relevant text.

2 According to Buehler et al. (1989) these
groups are “White non-Hispanic, Black
non-Hispanic, Hispanic, Native American
(includes American Indian, Eskimo, and
Aleut groups), Asian and Pacific Islander,
and unspecified.”

CDC recognizes that this arrangement
oversimplifies the population’s diversity
but feels that these groups are the most
relevant for monitoring disease trends
and identifying groups at risk (Buehler
et al., 1990:108). The Census Bureau,
on the other hand, uses separate ques-
tions (race and Hispanic origin) because
this approach allows data users greater
flexibility. However, this arrangement
also requires data users to select a
classification scheme that best fits the
analytical needs.

Although the Census Bureau treats race
and Hispanic origin as separate con-
structs, most researchers are interested
in a combination of the two. A recent
review of selected journal articles shows
a diversity of uses of race and ethnic
data. When there are a sufficient number
of Hispanic cases, the most common
practice is to cross-classify race and
Hispanic origin and give preference to
Hispanic origin over race in the resulting
groups (cf. Chapa 1989; Cooksey 1990;
Fein 1990; Hardy and Dawson 1990;
Howard et al. 1983; Selik, Castro, and
Pappaioanou 1988). Thus, the major
groups used are “non-Hispanic White,”
“non-Hispanic Black,” and “Hispanic."3
Sometimes researchers drop the smaller
race-ethnic groups when the number

of cases is small (cf. DiMaggio and
Ostrower 1990; Hogan, Hoa, and Parish
1990; Sanders 1990). The main com-
parison group in these studies was
“non-Hispanic Whites.” Several re-
searchers in the articles reviewed use
only race groups, possibly because
there are few, if any, Hispanics in the
surveys they analyze (cf. Devine et al.
1992; Olson and Carroll 1992; Ritzman
and Tomaskovic-Devey 1992; Santi
1990, Tittle and Stafford 1992; Waite and
Harrison 1992; Wood and Lovell 1992).
Relatively few authors use overlapping
groups such as “White,” “Black,” and
“Hispanic” (cf. Kominski 1990; O'Hare
1989).

3 For example, Massey and Eggers
(1990:1158) state that “... race-income
tabulations therefore had to be adjusted to
create mutually exclusive groups of non-
Hispanic Whites, non-Hispanic Blacks, and
non-Hispanic Asians. ... the terms 'White,’
‘black,’ and 'Asian'’ refer to estimates of non-
Hispanic whites, non-Hispanic Blacks, and
non-Hispanic Asians.”

The authors of these studies do not
usually explain the rationale for the parti-
cular combination of race and Hispanic
ethnicity used in their analyses. Some
authors, such as Waite and Harrison
1992; and Tittle and Stafford 1992; use
the groups as “controls.” Other authors
expect “non-White" groups to have
different outcomes than “Whites” (cf.
Wood and Lovell 1992). Others want to
contrast Hispanics with other groups
defined by race when the number of
Hispanics in the survey allows. O'Hare
(1989) for example, states that Hispan-
ics should be compared with Whites
who are not Hispanic because in

many surveys sizeable proportions of
Hispanics are also classified as White
by race. However, it is not clear what
should be done with other overlapping
groups like Black Hispanics or Asian
Hispanics. Should Black Hispanics be
included with other Hispanics rather
than with other Blacks? Should Asian
Hispanics be in the Hispanic or the
Asian category?

One important goal of classification is to
produce a set of exhaustive and mutually
exclusive groups. This arrangement also
insures the assumption of independent
samples which is required for valid
statistical testing.4 In my view, most
researchers decide that it is expedient

to leave Hispanics in one group and

pull the overlap out of the race groups.
Perhaps they find it difficult to decide
where the small overlapping groups
belong, or they may view the overlap

as so small that it is unlikely to affect

the results of the study. Whatever the
reasons authors have for arranging

4 According to Blalock (1972:6), “[c]lassi-
fication is fundamental to any science. All
other levels of measurement, no matter how
precise, basically involve classification as a
minimal operation. ... We arbitrarily give
names to the categories as convenient tags,
with no assumptions about the relationships
between categories. ... As long as the cate-
gories are exhaustive (include all cases) and
nonoverlapping or mutually exclusive (no
case in more than one category), we have
the minimal conditions necessary for the ap-
plication of statistical procedures [emphasis
added].” And "“... for purposes of analysis
we may conceptualize the data as having
come from several distinct and independent
samples. In most such instances the prob-
lem of lack of independence between sam-
ples does not arise unless we have deliber-
ately matched the samples [emphasis add-
ed].” (Blalock 1972:220)




racial-ethnic groups, there are four
critical questions which should be
addressed before deciding how to
combine race and Hispanic origin
groups in social research:

1. What is the effect of different
racial-ethnic arrangements on
socioeconomic indicators?

2. Is it preferable for the specific
questions being addressed here
to give preference to Hispanic
ethnicity or preserve racial groups?

3. Are overlapping groups, such as
Black Hispanics, more similar in the
characteristics being considered to
the race group or to Hispanics?

4. Where should one place small over-
lapping groups if one decides to
merge them with one of the larger
groups, or does it make any signifi-
cant statistical difference?

This paper attempts to answer these
questions by exploring the impact of
different race-ethnic definitions on the
level of selected socioeconomic
indicators using Current Population
Survey (CPS) data. Following previous
research (del Pinal and DeNavas 1989),
| examine several socioeconomic
indicators to show the effect of varying
race-ethnic group combinations. | start
by looking at the overlap between race
and Hispanic origin in the March 1991
CPS. Next, | examine the effect of
various race-Hispanic origin group
definitions on labor force participation,
unemployment, educational attainment,
marital stability,5 family income, and
family poverty. Finally, | suggest a set of
racial-ethnic groups generally appro-
priate for analysis of CPS data.

Data

The Census Bureau designed the basic
CPS to collect labor force information on
the civilian non-institutional population in

all 50 states and the District of Columbia.

The March CPS also collects supple-
mentary information about the econo-
mic situation of persons and families.
About 60,000 occupied housing units
were eligible for an interview in March
1991. Interviewers were unable to

5 Measured here by type of family, that is,
families maintained by married couples, mal-
es without a spouse present, and females
without a spouse present.

interview about 2,600 of these units.
Also, the Census Bureau increased the
March CPS sample to obtain more
reliable data for the Hispanic population.
About 2,500 eligible housing units with
at least one Hispanic sample person
interviewed in November 1990 were
added to those interviewed in March
1990. The sample also included Armed
Forces personnel living off post or with
their families on post (U.S. Bureau of
the Census 1991b:27).

Variables

The Census Bureau collects race and
Hispanic origin in separate questions

in the CPS. To obtain race data, the
interviewer asked “What is the race of
each person in this household?” The
interviewer showed the respondent(s)

a flashcard with four choices (see
appendix C). The respondent(s)
selected one category for each
household member from the following
list: 1. White; 2. Black; 3. American
Indian, Aleut, Eskimo; or 4. Asian and
Pacific Islander (Japanese, Chinese,
Filipino, Korean, Asian Indian, Vietna-
mese, Hawaiian, Guamanian, Samoan,
other Asian). Although there was no
category for "Other Race,” interviewers
accepted that answer when the respon-
dent was unable to choose among the
other categories. Census Bureau reports
usually show data for Whites, Blacks,
and Hispanics separately (see for
example, U.S. Bureau of the Census
1992a). A new report shows data for the
Asian and Pacific Islander population
contrasted with the total White population
(cf. U.S. Bureau of the Census 1992b).

The Census Bureau derives Hispanic
origin from answers to the question
“What is the origin or descent of each
person in this household?" The inter-
viewer showed the respondents a flash-
card with 20 choices (see appendix C).
The Hispanic origin population consists
of those respondents who selected one
of the seven “Hispanic” categories.®
Most Census Bureau reports based on
the CPS only show data for all Hispanics
as a group, although there are many
socioeconomic differences among the
groups that fall in the Hispanic category
(cf. Bean and Tienda 1987). The main
reason for this is that the CPS sample
size is usually not large enough to con-

sistently provide reliable data for the
numerically smaller Hispanic groups.?
However, one annual report does high-
light some of the differences among
Hispanic subgroups (cf. U.S. Bureau
of the Census 1991b).

Defining
Race-Ethnic Groups

Classification of a population by any
characteristic often presumes that
members of any group so defined are
more similar to each other than they
are to members of another group. A
successful classification scheme often
results in groups that show differences
with respect to other characteristics.8
This does not imply that no differences
remain within groups, only that the within
group differences are less than the
between group differences.

Social scientists generally believe that
differentiation of race-ethnic groups may
occur because of physical (e.g., skin
pigmentation, body type, etc.) and
cultural characteristics (e.g., language,
nationality, religion, etc., cf. Smooha
1985a:267). Through institutional
structures and processes, this differ-
entiation leads to varying social and
economic outcomes for groups

6 The Hispanic categories listed on the
flashcard are: Mexican-American, Chicano,
Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or
South American (Spanish Countries), or
Other Spanish. Persons of Mexican origin
are those who selected either Mexican-Amer-
ican, Chicano, or Mexican. Persons report-
ing “Other Hispanic" origin are those whose
origins are Spain, or they are persons identi-
fying themselves generally as Hispanic,
Spanish, Spanish American, Hispano, Latino,
etc. (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990c:1,20).

7 See U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990c.
About 64 percent of Hispanics are in the
Mexican origin category. The non-Mexican
groups are: Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or
South American, and Other Hispanic.

8 See for example, Blalock (1972:15): “In
classifying we attempt to sort elements with
respect to a certain characteristic, making
decisions about which elements are most
similar and which most different. Our aim is
to sort them into categories that are as homo-
geneous as possible as compared with dif-
ferences between categories. If the classifi-
cation is a useful one, the categories will also
be found to be homogeneous with respect to
other variables [emphasis is Blalock's]."



(cf. Smooha 1985b:269). If true, this
explains why many researchers take
both race and ethnicity into account
in their work.

For this paper, | derive race-ethnic
groups by crossing two race categories
(White and Black) with Hispanic origin
(Hispanic and not Hispanic). | examine
mutually exclusive groups resulting from
this cross and groups that overlap on
either the race or ethnic dimension.
Normally, we assume statistical indepen-
dence of samples in making statistical
comparisons, but this assumption is not
valid if the groups we compare are not
mutually exclusive. Statistical inferences
drawn from such tests may not be valid
unless the lack of independence is taken
into account. In these results, | used a
correlation coefficient when appropriate
for overlaps between groups.® The
danger in overlapping groups lies in
concluding that there is no significant
difference between groups in the char-
acteristic of interest when there is a
significant difference which only be-
comes apparent after accounting for

the lack of independence. On the other
hand, differences that are significant
before taking lack of independence

into account remain significant.

9 See Source and Accuracy of Estimates
in appendix B.

Overview of
Socioeconomic Indicators

Although there are many socioeconomic
variables | could have selected to ex-
amine, | felt that it was important to
choose key indicators of the current
status of persons and families. It is quite
probable that the analysis of other indi-
cators would yield comparable results.
As in previous research on this subject
(del Pinal and DeNavas 1989), | examine
the effect of varying race-ethnic group
definitions on the educational attainment
level (the proportion of high school

and college graduates), marital stability
(measured by type of family), family
income, and family poverty. In addition
to these indicators, | examine the effect
of varying race-ethnic groups on labor
force participation and unemployment.

Results

Race-Hispanic Origin Distribution in
CPS. Table A shows the March 1991
civilian non-institutional population of the
United States cross-classified by race
and Hispanic origin. Based on the race
question, about 84 percent (209 million)
of the population was White, 12 percent
(31 million) Black, 1 percent (1.6 million)
American Indian, and 3 percent Asian
and Pacific Islander (7 million). Based

Table A. Race by Hispanic Origin: March 1991

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

on the Hispanic origin question nearly 9
percent (21 million) of the total population
was Hispanic. Almost all Hispanics were
White by race (about 96 percent or 20.5
million), about 2 percent (467,000) were
Black, and the remaining 2 percent were
of other races.0

10 The race-ethnic distribution in the CPS
differs from the distribution based on census
data because the questions and response
categories are quite different (see Appendix
D for 1990 census questions). CPS ques-
tionnaires are administered by interviewers
while the census is primarily sent and re-
turned by mail and is usually filled out by
the respondent. The 1990 census shows
that 51.7 percent of persons of Hispanic
origin were White, 3.4 percent were Black,
0.7 percent American Indian and 1.4 Asian
and Pacific Islander, and the remainder, 42.7
percent reported "Other” race. The compa-
rable 1980 census figures were 55.6 percent
White, 2.7 percent Black, 1.1 percent Asian
or Pacific Islander, 0.6 percent American
Indian, Aleut or Eskimo, and 40.0 percent
“Other” race (U.S. Bureau of the Census
1982:11). In 1980, the number of Black and
White Hispanics may be slightly overstated
because of respondents misunderstanding
the meaning of the term "Mexican-Amer.”
on the questionnaire (see U.S. Bureau of
the Census 1982:14-17). No comparable
analysis exists for 1990 census data.

Characteristic Total population Hispanic Not Hispanic
Race
=< 1 248,885 21,437 227,448
12111 S 208,754 20,514 188,240
27V Pt 30,894 467 30,427
American Indian . ........ ..ot e e, 1,561 87 1,474
Asian and Pacific Islander ...................coiiiiiiiiiiiinnn, 7,023 57 6,967
Other 180 .. ...ttt ittt 652 311 341
Percent by Race
1< 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
LA 2111 (= S 83.9 95.7 82.8
= - o 124 2.2 134
American Indian . ...t i e i i i e 0.6 0.4 0.6
Asian and Pacific Islander ..................cciiiiiiiiiiii i, 2.8 0.3 3.1
[ (4 =T £V T 0.3 1.5 0.1
Percent by Origin
B = 2 | 100.0 8.6 91.4
W, . ittt it i e e e e 100.0 9.8 90.2
12T PP 100.0 15 98.5
American Indian . ........ .. i i i e e 100.0 56 94.4
Asian and PacificIslander .....................cociiiiii, 100.0 0.8 99.2
[0 (3 T-T g ¢- V7= T 100.0 a47.7 52.3




Among non-Hispanics, 83 percent

(188 million) were White, 13 percent

(30 million) Black, and about 4 percent
(9 million) were one of the other races.
Hispanics made up nearly 10 percent
of Whites, 1.5 percent of Blacks, 5.6
percent of American Indians, 0.8 per-
cent of Asians and Pacific Islanders and
almost 48 percent of the Other Race
category. Thus, the overlap of race and
ethnicity as defined here is small, with
the possible exception of the overlap
between White and Hispanic. The
race-ethnic distributions of other recent
CPS tabulations are similar to these as
can be seen in table E-1 and table E-2
in appendix E.

From the preceding, it is clear that | must
limit the discussion to Whites, Blacks,
Hispanics, and their respective overlap-
ping groups because of the small num-
ber of observations of Hispanics in the
“American Indian” and “Asian and
Pacific Islander” categories. As | noted
earlier, researchers compare Hispanics
with other groups because Hispanics
differ from other groups, particularly
Whites, on many socioeconomic
measures (cf. Bean and Tienda 1987).
Many Census Bureau reports also show
that “Hispanics” differ from “Whites" and
“Blacks” in many ways.!'' One impor-
tant concern is how the presence of
Hispanics in the White category affects
analytical results when Hispanics differ
markedly from other Whites on a parti-
cular indicator (O’'Hare 1989:9). Conse-
quently, it may be important to remove
Hispanics from the White category to
avoid confounding analytical results.
But what should be done with the
remaining overlapping categories?

Relatively little evidence exists on how
Black Hispanics and Hispanics of other
races differ from other members of
their respective race, or how Hispanics
themselves differ by race. The small
number of observations in many race-
ethnic categories in national surveys

11 See for example, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1988a, 1988b, 1989a, 1989b,
1989c, 1989d, 1989¢, 1989f, 1989¢,
1989h, 1990a, 1990b, and 1990d.

preclude a large body of empirical
evidence. Unfortunately, the CPS is

no exception. Only census data offer
researchers the possibility of analyzing
the smaller race-ethnic combinations.
For example, one study using 1980
census data shows that Black Hispanics
are more residentially segregated than
other Hispanics suggesting that their
socioeconomic status is quite different
(cf. Massey and Denton 1989). Other
authors suggest that Hispanics of color
have lower socioeconomic status than
do White Hispanics (cf. Arce et al. 1987;
Rodriquez 1989). Knowing which
groups are most similar could be helpful
in deciding how to combine smaller
race-ethnic groups with larger ones.
Alternatively, their placement may not
make much of a difference because of
their small size. In the following section,
| examine the level of each socioeco-
nomic indicator to determine how Black
Hispanics differ from, and how they
might be combined with, other Blacks
and Hispanics.

Labor Force Participation. | start by
examining the effect of the overlapping
race-ethnic groups on labor force parti-
cipation rates of males. | decided to
examine male participation because the
pattern of female participation differs
substantially and should be examined
separately from males.12 Table B
shows the labor force status of males
age 16 and older. For simplicity, | will
refer to this group as working age males
or adult males. About 96 percent of
Hispanic working age males were White,
2 percent Black, and 2 percent in the
other race categories. The racial
composition of Hispanic adult males is
quite similar to that of the total Hispanic
population: Hispanics were about 9
percent of White working age males,
about 1.5 percent of Blacks, and 5
percent of the other race categories.
The main difference between the two
distributions is that the White-Hispanic

12 Tables on the labor force participation
of the total and female working age popula-
tions respectively are in table E-3 and table
E-4 in appendix E.

overlap is about one percentage point
less among working age males.

The first question | sought to answer was
what effect different racial-ethnic arrange-
ments have on the level of socioeconom-
ic indicators. Although it is theoretically
possible to examine all combinations

of race-ethnic groups simultaneously, in
practice, we need a manageable set of
comparison groups with little or no over-
lap. Therefore, | limit the discussion to
selected sets of race-ethnic categories.
While | do not intend any implicit com-
parisons with other sets, | do provide
summaries of statistical tests performed
for all groups in matrices 2 through 10
corresponding to each socioeconomic
indicator. Matrix 1 shows correlation
coefficients used to account for the lack
of independence resulting from overlap-
ping race-ethnic categories.3

In order to answer the first question
about the effects race-ethnic categories
on the level of socioeconomic indica-
tors, | need to compare several group-
ings. First, | examine the effect of using
“White, not Hispanic” as the comparison
group instead of “White" for Blacks and
“Not Hispanic” for Hispanics as has
been the custom in the Census Bureau's
reports on the Black and Hispanic popu-
lations (cf. U.S. Bureau of the Census
1991a and 1991b). Table B and figure

1 show that 75.2 percent of adult White
males were in the civilian labor force
compared with 67.1 percent of Blacks.

The intersection of White and Black in
matrix 2 shows an “X" indicating that
this 8.1 percentage point difference is
statistically significant at the 90 percent
confidence level. Similarly, 78.2 percent
of Hispanic male adults were in the civi-
lian labor force compared with 73.9 per-
cent of non-Hispanics. Again this 4.3
percentage point difference is statisti-
cally significant.

13 See Appendix B, Source and Accuracy
of Estimates, for examples of statistical tests
using correlation coefficients.



Table B. Labor Force Status of Males by Race and Ethnicity: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

One One
Characteristic standard standard
Estimate error Percent error
Males, 16years andover ..................cocoivviinnnns 91,1589 X) 100.0 X)
WhIte ...t it e 78,204 X) 100.0 X)
White, not Hispanic ....................oooiiiiint 71,187 X) 100.0 x)
Black. ... .vviii i e 9,811 X) 100.0 X)
Black, not Hispanic ................coociiiiiiii 9,675 ) 100.0 x)
Hispanic. .......oooiiiii i s 7,310 ) 100.0 X)
White Hispanic . ........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiininnnnennns 7,017 X) 100.0 X)
Black Hispanic . ...........ccoviiiiiiiiiiinniienneen 136 ) 100.0 X)
Not Hispanic . ........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieiinennnns 83,849 X) 100.0 X)
Incivilianlaborforce........................... ool 67,701 200 74.3 0.21
WhiIte ..ttt i et e e 58,830 217 75.2 0.23
White, not Hispanic....................iiiiiiat 53,327 222 74.9 0.24
BlACK. ¢ o vt e e e 6,583 84 67.1 0.70
Black, not Hispanic ..............ccoooiiiiieiinnnn, 6,492 84 67.1 0.70
Hispanic. .. .....coiuiiiiiii i e i 5,715 49 78.2 0.71
White Hispanic . ...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 5,503 52 78.4 0.72
Black Hispanic . ..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiinin.. 91 14 66.9 5.92
Not Hispanic...........c.oviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 61,986 212 73.9 0.22
Unemployed .............ccciiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 5,455 110 8.1 0.16
WhiIte .ottt it it i it e 4,311 98 7.3 0.16
White, not Hispanic .............cooviiiiiiiiinen 3,721 92 7.0 0.17
Black. . ..ot e i s 964 49 14.6 0.72
Black, not Hispanic .................cooiiiiiiiinn, 958 49 14.8 0.72
Hispanic. .......ooutiiiiiii et 606 39 10.6 0.67
White Hispanic . ...........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 590 38 10.7 0.69
Black Hispanic . ...........coviiiiiiiiiininnnn, 6 4 6.6 4.28
NotHispanic............covviiiiiii i 4,849 104 7.8 0.17
X Not applicable.
Matrix 1:
Correlation Factors (Rho) for Race by Hispanic Origin: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)
Percent of the Civilian Noninstitutional Population
White, Black,
Not Not Not White Black
Group Hispanic White | Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Percent | Estimate
Not Hispanic bbb 0.92 0.85 0.40 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 91.4 | 227,448
White 093 0.00 0.00 033 0.32 0.00 839 | 208,754
White, Not Hispanic bl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 75.6 188,240
Black ol 0.99 0.00 0.00 0.1 12.4 30,894
Black, Not Hispanic ol 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.2 30,427
Hispanic HEEEE 0.96 0.14 8.6 21,437
White Hispanic —— 0.00 8.2 20,514
Black Hispanic ikl 0.2 467




Figure 1.

Labor Force Participation of Males Age 16

and Over: March 1991
(In percent)

73.9 75.2 74.9 82 8.4
67.1 67.1 66.9
Not Hispanic White White, Black Black, Hispanic White Black
Not Hispanic Not Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
Matrix 2:
Summary of Statistical Tests for Male Civilian Labor Force: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)
Percent of Males Age 16 and Over in the Civilian Labor Force
White, Black,
Not Not Not White Black
Group Hispanic White | Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Percent | Estimate
Not Hispanic HEEE X X X X X X O 73.9 61,986
White X R X X X X X (0] 752 58,830
White, Not Hispanic X X e X X X X 0] 749 53,327
Black X X X i O X X 0} 67.1 6,583
Black, Not Hispanic X X X 0] bl X X O 67.1 6,492
Hispanic X X X X X bl O X 78.2 5715
White Hispanic X X X X X (@) b X 78.4 5,503
Black Hispanic o] o] o] o] o] X X 66.9 91

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.

These differences suggest two related
questions: Does the presence of His-
panics in the White category artificially
elevate the labor force participation of
Whites? Does the presence of Blacks
in the non-Hispanic category lower the
participation rate of non-Hispanics?
Table B shows that 74.9 percent of
non-Hispanic White males were in the

labor force. The difference between non-
Hispanic White and Black participation

is 7.8 percentage points compared with
8.1 points when Blacks are compared
with all Whites. Similarly, the difference
between non-Hispanic White and
Hispanic participation is 3.3 percentage
points and 4.3 points when Hispanics
are compared with all non-Hispanics.

If these differences are statistically signi-
ficant, the answer to both questions is
yes. Normally answering each question
involves testing for the statistical signifi-
cance of a difference of differences,4

4 For example, a difference of differences
would test whether 8.1 percent is statistically
different from 7.8 percent in the case of
Blacks and whether 4.3 percent is different
from 3.3 percent for Hispanics.




but we can simplify this test by compar-
ing all Whites and all non-Hispanics with
non-Hispanic Whites.'> The intersection
of these groups in matrix 2 shows that
both these differences are statistically
significant at the 90 percent confidence
level. |, therefore, conclude that the
presence of Hispanics in the White
category tends to overstate labor force
participation of VWhites relative to Blacks
when White is used as the comparison
group. Similarly, the presence of Blacks
in the non-Hispanic category under-
states the labor participation when all
non-Hispanics are used as the
comparison group.

As | stated earlier, most Census Bureau
CPS reports explicitly or implicitly com-
pare differences between Whites, Blacks,
and Hispanics. Using these categories,
| would conclude that among males age
16 and over, Hispanics had a higher
labor force participation rate (78.2 per-
cent) than Whites (75.2 percent) and
Blacks (67.1 percent), and that the White
rate also exceeded the Black rate. 16
When | use non-Hispanic Whites as the
comparison group, | reach the same
conclusion but the size of the difference
changes. The Hispanic-White difference
would be larger and the Black-White
difference would be smaller.

The second question | posed in the
introduction was whether it is reasonable
to give preference to Hispanic ethnicity
over race, or vice versa, in the smaller
overlapping race-ethnic groups. Unless
one has a theoretical reason for forming
groups, one might want to answer this
question empirically. However, in order
to fully answer the second question, it is
important to answer the third and fourth

1S Comparing the difference "White minus
Black" with “non-Hispanic White minus
Black" is algebraically equivalent to compar-
ing “White" with “non-Hispanic White" after
subtracting Black from each side. Andina
similar fashion, “non-Hispanic minus Hispan-
ic" compared with “non-Hispanic White mi-
nus Hispanic" reduces to comparing “non-
Hispanic" and "non-Hispanic White™ after
subtracting Hispanic from each side.

16 This simple analysis, of course, ignores
different age distributions among these
groups which probably should be taken
into account. Age-specific rates may show
different results. This analysis merely seeks
to test the effect of using different compari-
son groups and not analyze labor force
participation per se.

questions | originally posed. The third
question was whether the small overlap-
ping groups are more like the balance
of the race group or other Hispanics?
Table A shows that there are not enough
'Asian and Pacific Islander’ or 'American
Indian’ Hispanics to fully examine this
question, but | can examine Black
Hispanics. Table B and matrix 2 show
that the participation rate of Black
Hispanic males (66.9 percent) is not
significantly different from the Black
non-Hispanic rate (67.1 percent) but is
different from the White Hispanics (78.4
percent). Thus, Black Hispanics are
more similar in labor force participation
to other Blacks than to White Hispanics.

The fourth original question refers to
whether it makes any difference where

the small overlapping groups are placed.

| can answer this question by comparing
Blacks and Hispanics with and without
the overlapping groups. If the labor
force participation of all Blacks is not dif-
ferent from Blacks who are not Hispanic
or if the participation of all Hispanics is
not different from White Hispanics, | can
conclude that it makes little difference
where Black Hispanics are placed.
Matrix 2 shows that Black participation is
not different from non-Hispanic Blacks
participation (67.1 percent), suggesting
that removing Black Hispanics has no
effect on labor force participation of the
remaining Blacks. Additionally, partici-
pation by all Hispanics (78.2 percent)

is not significantly different from White
Hispanics (78.4 percent). Thus, remov-
ing the small overlapping groups has no
perceptible effect on the measurement
of labor force participation of their larger
counterparts, but it does affect the size
of the labor force. Removing Black
Hispanic males reduces the size of the
remaining Black male labor force by
about 91,000 (x22,000) and removing
Hispanics of races other than White
reduces the size of the Hispanic labor
force by about 121 (¥26,000; see

Table B).

Now we have empirical evidence to help
us decide whether to give preference to
race or Hispanic origin in the smaller
overlapping categories. In terms of
labor force participation of males, Black
Hispanics are more like other Blacks
than other Hispanics, but this is temper-
ed by the finding that removing them

does not materially affect the labor force
participation rate of the remaining Blacks
or Hispanics. In effect, the overlap is so
small that it is safe to leave the small
overlapping groups with both of their
larger counterparts. The overlap of
Hispanics and Whites on the other
hand, does appear to affect differentials
but does not materially change the con-
clusions about the labor force partici-
pation of Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics
reached using the traditional Census
Bureau reports.

Unemployment. In this and subsequent
sections, | use an abbreviated version of
the procedure followed in the section on
labor force participation. First, | compare
the unemployment rate of all Whites, all
Blacks, and all Hispanics in the usual
Census Bureau fashion. Second, | ex-
plore the effects using non-Hispanic
Whites as a comparison group to gauge
its effect on differentials. Third, | com-
pare Black Hispanics to non-Hispanic
Blacks and White Hispanics to see
which group the former most resembles
in terms of each indicator. And finally,

| compare Blacks with and without
Hispanics and Hispanics with and
without the smaller overlapping race
groups.

Table B and figure 2 show unemploy-
ment rates among adult males in the
civilian labor force. Matrix 3 summarizes
the results of testing for unemployment
differences among all race-ethnic group
combinations. White unemployment in
March 1991 (7.3 percent) was less than
Hispanic unemployment (10.6 percent).
Black unemployment (14.6 percent) was
higher than both White and Hispanic un-
employment. The unemployment rate of
non-Hispanic Whites (7.0 percent) was
lower than both the White (7.3 percent)'?
and non-Hispanic (7.8 percent) unem-
ployment. In this case, the presence of
Hispanics in the White category and
Blacks in the non-Hispanic category
attenuate both differentials,'8 but these
facts do not materially change the finding
that Hispanics and Blacks have higher
unemployment than Whites.

7 This difference was not significant
until | applied the proper correlation
coefficient (rho=0.93).

18 This happens because both Blacks
and Hispanics had higher unemployment
rates than non-Hispanic Whites.



Figure 2.

Unemployment of Males Age 16 and Over: March 1991

(In percent)

14.6 14.8
10.6 10.7
7.8
7.3 7.0 6.6
Not Hispanic White White, Black Black, Hispanic White Black
Not Hispanic Not Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
Matrix 3:
Summary of Statistical Tests for Male Unemployment: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)
Percent of Unemployed Males Age 16 and Over in the Civilian Labor Force
White, Black,
Not Not Not White Black
Group Hispanic White | Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Percent | Estimate
Not Hispanic bkl X X X X X X (0] 7.8 4,849
White X rrx X X X X X (0] 7.3 4,311
White, Not Hispanic X X b X X X X (0] 7.0 3,721
Black X X X il X X X X 14.6 964
Black, Not Hispanic X X X X bkl X X X 14.8 958
Hispanic X X X X X rrEEx O O 10.6 606
White Hispanic X X X X X 0] bl O 10.7 590
Black Hispanic (0] (0] (0] X X @] (@) bl 6.6 6

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.

Black Hispanic unemployment (6.6
percent) is lower than non-Hispanic
Black unemployment (14.8 percent) but
is not statistically different from White
Hispanic unemployment (10.7 percent).
In terms of unemployment, Black
Hispanics appear to be more like White
Hispanics than other Blacks. The differ-
ence between the unemployment rate
of all Blacks (14.6 percent) and non-
Hispanic Blacks (14.8 percent) is only
0.2 percentage points but is statistically
significant after taking into account the

proper correlation coefficient. Even so,
this difference is so small that it is analy-
tically unimportant.'® On the other hand,
there is no statistically significant differ-
ence in the unemployment rate of all

19 The difference between Black and
Black not Hispanic unemployment is small
(0.2 percentage points) but statistically
significant. See Appendix B, Source and
Accuracy of Estimates, for cautions on non-
sampling variability, using small estimates,
and using correlation coefficients in tests.

Hispanics (10.6 percent) and White
Hispanics (10.7 percent).

In spite of the result for Blacks, this an-
alysis suggests that removing the small
overlapping groups would not greatly
change the unemployment rate of the
remaining groups. It also suggests that it
is worthwhile using non-Hispanic Whites
as the comparison group because it
eliminates some differential attenuation
caused by overlapping race-ethnic
groups. The unemployment rate of Black




Table C. Educational Attainment by Race and Ethnicity: March 1991

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

One One
Characteristic standard standard
Estimate error Percent error
Total,25years and over ..............ccovvviiiinnnninns 158,694 ) 100.0 X)
L L L1 136,299 ) 100.0 (h4)
White, notHispanic ..............cooviviiiinnene. 125,578 X) 100.0 )
Black. ... .ottt e 17,095 ) 100.0 ™)
Black, not Hispanic ................cooiiiiiiiiii 16,849 ) 100.0 X)
Hispanic. ......co.viiiiiiiiiiii i 11,208 ) 100.0 )
White Hispanic . ........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinninnne, 10,721 ) 100.0 (14)
Black Hispanic ...........cociviiiiiiiiiniiiinneene 246 ) 100.0 )
NotHispanic..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 147,486 ) 100.0 )
4 yoars of high schoolormore......................... 124,466 259 78.4 0.16
White ... ittt it 108,891 293 79.9 0.17
White, not Hispanic ..............covviiiiiininne, 103,435 301 824 0.17
BlacK. ...ttt 11,403 11 66.7 0.67
Black, not Hispanic .............covviiiiiiiiiinnn, 11,254 112 66.8 0.67
Hispanic. .. ......coviiiiiiiiiiiii i e 5,752 96 51.3 0.87
White Hispanic . ...........coiiiiiiiiiiiiinninane. 5,456 96 50.9 0.89
Black Hispanic . .........cooiiiiiiieeiiinennnnnnnnns 149 22 60.6 5.77
NotHispanic.........cooviiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiin e, 118,714 274 80.5 0.16
4 years of collegeormore......................... ... 34,025 260 21.4 0.19
White ...ttt et 30,283 249 22 0.20
White, not Hispanic .. ............cooviiiiniinnnn, 29,270 246 233 0.21
BlaCK. ... .v i e 1,966 77 11.5 0.55
Black, not Hispanic .............covviiiiiiiiiiiinnn. 1,933 76 115 0.56
Hispanic. ........coiiiiiiiiiii i 1,088 58 9.7 0.72
White Hispanic . ..........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiin e, 1,013 56 9.4 0.73
Black Hispanic ...............ccoooiiiiiiiinn o 33 1 134 5.17
Not Hispanic .. .....oovvinviiii i iiiiiiinenns 32,937 257 23 0.19
X Not applicable.
Matrix 4:
Summary of Statistical Tests for High School Completion: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)
Percent of Population Age 25 and Over with Four Years of High School or More
White, Black,
Not Not Not White Black
Group Hispanic White | Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Percent | Estimate
Not Hispanic ool X X X X X X X 805 | 118,714
White X Hrrar X X X X X X 799 | 108,891
White, Not Hispanic X X okl X X X X X 824 | 103,435
Black X X X rExEE (0] X X 0] 66.7 11,403
Black, Not Hispanic X X X (0] bkl X X O 66.8 11,254
Hispanic X X X X X rxx 0] X 51.3 5,752
White Hispanic X X X X X (0] bk X 50.9 5,456
Black Hispanic X X X 0] 0] X X bkl 60.6 149

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.
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Hispanics is more similar to that of White
Hispanics than to other Blacks, but the
relatively small overlap between Blacks
and Hispanics suggests it is safe to
leave Black Hispanics in both the Black
and Hispanic categories. In any case,
the arrangement of race-ethnic groups
does not change the relative position of
groups in terms of unemployment.

Educational Attainment. Table C shows
the percent of adults (age 25 and over)
who have completed four years of high
school and four years of college for each
race and Hispanic origin combination.
For simplicity, | will refer to 'former’ as
high school graduates and the 'latter’ as
college graduates. Matrix 4 shows the
results of statistical testing for differences
in high school completion by different
race-ethnic categories.

The percent of high school graduates
among Whites (79.9 percent) is substan-
tially greater than among Blacks (66.7
percent; also see Figure 3). Both Whites
and Blacks have proportionately more
graduates than do Hispanics (51.3 per-

Figure 3.

cent). The percent of graduates among
non-Hispanic Whites (82.4 percent) was
greater than among total Whites (79.9
percent) and total non-Hispanics (80.5
percent).20 Again this indicates that
Hispanics in the White category and
Blacks in the non-Hispanic category can
attenuate differences and that changing
the comparison group does not change
the previous conclusion that Whites have
the highest percentage of high school
graduates followed by Blacks and then
Hispanics.

Black Hispanic high school completion
(60.6 percent) does not differ statistically
from non-Hispanic Blacks (66.8 percent)
but is different from White Hispanics
(50.9 percent). In terms of high school
graduation, Black Hispanics are more
like other Blacks than White Hispanics.
There is no difference between all Blacks
(66.7 percent) and non-Hispanic Blacks
(66.8 percent) or between all Hispanics

20 Both differences were significant
before applying the indicated correlation
coefficients.

Four Years of High School, Population

Age 25 and Over: March 1991
(In percent)

80.5 79.9 82.4
66.7 66.8
Not Hispanic White White, Black Black,
Not Hispanic Not Hispanic

(51.3 percent) and White Hispanics
(50.9 percent).

This suggests that removing the small
overlapping groups would not change
the high school completion rate of the
remaining Blacks or Hispanics. Black
Hispanics can be left in both the Black
and Hispanic categories because the
overlap between Blacks and Hispanics
is relatively small. On the other hand,
non-Hispanic Whites should be used as
the comparison group to eliminate the
attenuation caused by the presence of
Hispanics in the White category and
Blacks in the non-Hispanic category.

Table C also shows the percent of per-
sons with four or more years of college
(see Figure 4 as well). Matrix 5 shows
the results of statistical testing for differ-
ences in college completion. The per-
cent of college graduates among Whites
(22.2 percent) is greater than among
Blacks (11.5 percent). The percentage
of Black graduates is greater than the
percent of Hispanics (9.7 percent).

60.6
Hispanic White Black
Hispanic Hispanic
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Figure 4.

Four or More Years of College Population

Age 25 and Over: March 1991

(In percent)

23.3
223
13.4
11.5 1.5
9.7 9.4
Not Hispanic White, Black Black, Hispanic White Black
Not Hispanic Not Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
Matrix 5:
Summary of Statistical Tests for College Completion: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)
Percent of Population Age 25 and Over with Four Years of College
White, Black,
Not Not Not White Black
Group Hispanic White | Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Percent | Estimate
Not Hispanic ool (0] X X X X X X 22.3 32,937
White 0] e X X X X X X 22.2 30,283
White, Not Hispanic X X bl X X X X X 23.3 29,270
Black X X X A O X X (0] 11.5 1,966
Black, Not Hispanic X X X (0] bkl X X o 115 1,933
Hispanic X X X X X X 0 9.7 1,088
White Hispanic X X X X X X bl 0o 9.4 1,013
Black Hispanic X X X (0] 0] 0] (0] bkl 13.4 33

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.

The percent of college graduates among Unlike high school graduates, there is no
statistical difference between the percent
of college graduates among Black His-

non-Hispanic Whites (23.3 percent) is
greater than among both total Whites
(22.2 percent) and total non-Hispanics

(22.3 percent).2!

21 Interestingly, there is no statistically
significant difference between the percent
of White (22.3 percent) and non-Hispanic
(22.2 percent) college graduates. Thisis a
result of the small difference in college grad-

uation rates of Blacks and Hispanics.

panics (13.4 percent) and non-Hispanic

Blacks (11.5 percent) or White Hispanics
(9.4 percent). Although Black Hispanics
appear to be more like other Blacks than
Hispanics, we do not detect a statistically

significant difference. Removing Black
Hispanics from the Black category has

no effect on the percentage of college
graduates because the total Black rate
(11.5 percent) is not different from the
non-Hispanic Black rate (11.5 percent).
However, removing the small overlapping
race groups from Hispanics does make
a small significant difference.




12

The difference between the rate for all in the non-Hispanic group does produce ately more married couples (83.9 per-
Hispanics (9.7 percent) and White an attenuation of differentials suggesting cent) than all Whites (82.8 percent) or
Hispanics (9.4 percent) tests as the desirability of using non-Hispanic non-Hispanics (79.4 percent). This indi-
significant after taking into account the Whites as the comparison group. As cates that the presence of Hispanic and
rather large intercorrelation but is also before, the small overlapping race Black families in the category tends to
small enough to be analytically groups can remain with both their res- reduce the percent of married couples
unimportant.22 pective race and ethnic group without among Whites and non-Hispanics

What conclusions can we draw about

college graduation differentials among Family Type. Table D shows two types
groups? Whites have the highest per- of family living arrangements by race
cent of college graduates followed by and Hispanic origin of the householder:
Blacks and then Hispanics. This finding families maintained by married couples
does not change by shifting overlapping and families maintained by females with
race-ethnic groups. The presence of no spouse present. Matrix 6 shows the
Hispanics in the White group and Blacks results of statistical testing for differences
in percent of married couple families.
The percent of married couple families

but statistically significant. See appendix B, @mMong Whites (82.8 percent) is larger

22 The difference between Hispanic and
White Hispanic college graduation is small

Source and Accuracy of Estimates, for than among Hispanics (69.3 percent)
cautions on non-sampling variability, using which in turn is larger than among

small estimates, and using correlation Blacks (47.8 percent; also see Figure 5).
coefficients in tests. Non-Hispanic Whites have proportion-

adversely affecting the analysis.

Table D. Type of Family by Race and Ethnicity: March 1991

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

respectively.

With respect to married couple families,
Black Hispanics are similar to other
Blacks (47.8 percent married couple
families) and significantly different from
White Hispanics (69.9 percent; see
Figure 6). Removing Black Hispanic

families does not alter the percent of

married couples for other Blacks—it
remains at 47.8 percent. The difference
between Hispanics (69.3 percent) and
White Hispanics (69.9 percent) is signi-
ficant only after applying the correlation

coefficient and is so small as to be
analytically unimportant.

One One

Characteristic standard standard

Estimate error Percent error

AllFamilies ............... ... . ... . it 66,322 270 100.0 )
White .....oiiiii it i i e 56,803 263 100.0 )
White, notHispanic...................cooiviiiiinn., 52,038 258 100.0 X)
Black. ...t e e e e 7,471 83 100.0 )
Black, not Hispanic ..................ooiiiiiein, 7,358 83 100.0 X)
Hispanic.........cooiiiiiiiiii i i i i i i 4,981 65 100.0 )
White Hispanic . .........ccoviiiiiii i 4,765 65 100.0 X)
Black Hispanic ...........ccooviiiiiiii i, 113 14 100.0 X)
NotHispanic..........cooiviiiiiiiiii i 61,340 267 100.0 )
Married couplefamilies ................................ 52,147 258 78.6 0.22
White ... .ot i e 47,015 251 82.8 0.22
White, notHispanic .................c.ooiiiiiiinnn. 43,682 245 83.9 0.22
Black. ... e e e e e 3,569 69 47.8 0.76
Black, not Hispanic ................ccoviviiiiinenn.. 3,515 69 47.8 0.76
Hispanic. .. ...t 3,454 62 69.3 0.86
White Hispanic . ...........coiiiiiiin i, 3,333 62 69.9 0.87
Black Hispanic ............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiienn. 54 10 47.8 6.16
NotHispanic...............coiiiiiiiiiiiiiennen, e 48,694 253 79.4 0.23
Female householder, nohusband ...................... 11,268 141 17.0 0.20
White ...t e 7,512 117 13.2 0.20
White, not Hispanic . .................oooiiiiiinnn., 6,408 108 123 0.20
Black. . ..o e e e 3,430 68 45.9 0.76
Black, not Hispanic ..................ccoiiiinaan, 3,376 68 459 0.76
Hispanic. ... ... ... i e e 1,186 42 238 0.79
White Hispanic . ............. ..ot 1,104 41 23.2 0.80
Black Hispanic ............coiiiiiiieiniinennn. 54 10 47.8 6.16
NotHispanic...........c.ooiiii i 10,082 134 16.4 0.21

X Not applicable.
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Matrix 6:

Summary of Statistical Tests for Married Couple Families: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

Percent of Families Maintained by Married Couple Families

White, Black,
Not Not Not White Black
Group Hispanic White | Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Percent | Estimate
Not Hispanic A X X X X X X X 79.4 48,694
White X b X X X X X X 82.8 47,015
White, Not Hispanic X X Frrax X X X X X 83.9 43,682
Black X X X bk (@) X X (0] 47.8 3,569
Black, Not Hispanic X X X (0] ke X X (0} 47.8 3,515
Hispanic X X X X X bk X X 69.3 3,454
White Hispanic X X X X X X FrEEA X 69.9 3,333
Black Hispanic X X X O (e} X X okl 47.8 54
Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.
Figure 5.
Married Couple Families: March 1991
(In percent)
79.4 82.8 83.9
69.3 69.9
47.8 47.8
Not Hispanic White White, Black Black, Hispanic White Black
Not Hispanic Not Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
Figure 6.
Female Householder Families: March 1991
(In percent)
459 459 47.8
23.8 232
16.4
13.2 12.3
Not Hispanic White White, Black Black, Hispanic White Black
Not Hispanic Not Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
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Matrix 7 shows the results of statistical
tests for differences in percent of female
householder families. The percent of
female householder families is highest
among Blacks (45.9 percent), followed
by Hispanics (23.8 percent), and lowest
among Whites (13.2 percent; also see
Figure 6). The percent among non-
Hispanic Whites (12.3) is lower than
among all Whites (13.2 percent) or all
non-Hispanics (16.4 percent) indicating
the attenuating effect of Hispanics and
Blacks in the respective category. The
percent of female householder families
among Black Hispanics (47.8 percent)
is not different from non-Hispanic Blacks
(45.9 percent) but is higher than among
White Hispanics (23.2 percent). Remov-
ing Black Hispanics from the Black cate-
gory does not affect the percent of
female householder families—it remains
at 45.9 percent. Again the difference
between Hispanics (23.8 percent) and
White Hispanics (23.2 percent) is signi-
ficant only after applying the correlation
coefficient.

As with educational attainment, shifting
race-ethnic overlapping groups does not
materially change the finding that Whites
have proportionately more married
couple families and fewer female house-
holder families than do Hispanics and

Matrix 7:

Blacks. Even so, it seems worthwhile to
use non-Hispanic Whites as the com-
parison group for Blacks and Hispanics.
The small overlapping race-ethnic
groups can remain in both their res-
pective race and ethnic group without
adversely affecting the conclusions.

Family Income. Table E shows the
percent of families with annual incomes
of less than $10,000 and incomes of
$50,000 or more based on 1990 income.
Matrix 8 summarizes tests for the
percentage of families with incomes
below $10,000. | do not discuss the
results for low income families because
they are much the same as those for
families living below the poverty level
which | cover in the next section.23

23 The analysis of low-income families
differs from that of families living below the
poverty level in that the percent of Black
Hispanic low income families (29.2 percent)
is statistically different from White Hispanics
(18.2 percent) and all Hispanics (18.6 per-
cent). Thus, Black Hispanics appear to be
more like other Blacks than Hispanics. Also,
the percent of families in poverty among
White Hispanics (18.2 percent) and all His-
panics (18.6 percent) is statistically different
but is so small as to be analytically unimpor-
tant. This suggests that the small overlap-
ping race-ethnic categories do not have a
sizeable effect on the remaining groups in
terms of the percent of low income families.

Matrix 9 shows the results of statistical
tests for differences in the percent of high
income families and Figure 7 shows the
percents graphically. The percent of
White families with high incomes (32.5
percent) is higher than that of Black
(14.6 percent) or Hispanic (14.7 per-
cent) families. There is no statistically
significant difference between the
percent of high income families among
Blacks or Hispanics. Non-Hispanic
Whites (34.1 percent) have proportion-
ately more high income families than

do all White or all non-Hispanic families.
There is no discernible difference in

the proportion of high income families
among Black Hispanics (21.2 percent),
non-Hispanic Blacks (14.5 percent), and
White Hispanics (14.5 percent). There
is also no difference between all Blacks
(14.6 percent) and non-Hispanic Blacks
(14.5 percent) or between all Hispanics
(14.7 percent) and White Hispanics
(14.5 percent). As a result, the presence
of Hispanic and Black families in the
category reduces the percent of high
income families in the White and non-
Hispanic categories respectively, but
other overlapping groups have no
apparent effects on the percent of high
income families.

Summary of Statistical Tests for Female Householder Families: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

Percent of Families Maintained by Female Householder With No Spouse Present

White, Black,
Not Not Not White Black

Group Hispanic White | Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Percent | Estimate
Not Hispanic rrx X X X X X X X 16.4 10,082
White X bl X X X X X X 13.2 7,512
White, Not Hispanic X X bk X X X X X 12.3 6,408
Black X X X e O X X O 45.9 3,430
Black, Not Hispanic X X X O rrmkx X X O 459 3,376
Hispanic X X X X X Hrranx X X 238 1,186
White Hispanic X X X X X X bkl X 23.2 1,104
Black Hispanic X X X (0] 0] X X b 478 54

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.
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Table E. Family Income in 1990 by Race and Ethnicity: March 1991

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

One One
Characteristic standard standard
Estimate error Percent error
AllFamilies ................ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieenn 66,322 270 100.0 )
1111 C 56,803 263 100.0 [ 4]
White, not Hispanic .. ...........coovviiiiiiiinen.., 52,038 258 100.0 )
Black. .. ..o it e 7,471 83 100.0 )
Black, not Hispanic ................coiiiiiiiiina., 7,358 83 100.0 x)
Hispanic. .......coiiiiiiiiiiii it ieanns 4,981 65 100.0 )
White Hispanic . ..., 4,765 65 100.0 )
Black Hispanic .............coooiiiiiiiiiiiiniin, 113 14 100.0 X)
NotHispanic............oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 61,340 267 100.0 )
Lessthan$10,000.................c0iiiininninnnnnnnnn. 6,237 111 9.4 0.16
White ..o i i et e 4,091 o1 7.2 0.16
White, notHispanic . .................coooiiiiiie 3,223 81 6.2 0.15
BlacK. .. .ottt e 1,914 62 25.6 0.76
Black, not Hispanic .................cooiiiiiiiinn 1,881 62 25.6 0.76
Hispanic. .....oo vttt e 926 44 18.6 0.83
White Hispanic . ...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiient, 868 43 18.2 0.84
Black Hispanic . .........cooieviiiineiinenaniennn., 33 9 29.2 6.41
NotHispanic................covvvvinn e eeeie e 5,311 103 8.7 0.16
$50,000 or more 20,246 192 30.5 0.26
L4211 C 18,442 184 32.5 0.28
White, not Hispanic .. .............cooiiiiiiiiiiine, 17,751 181 34.1 0.30
Black. ..ot e 1,089 48 14.6 0.61
Black, not Hispanic ................civviiiiiinnnn, 1,065 48 14.5 0.61
Hispanic. .. ... oot s 734 39 14.7 0.75
White Hispanit . .........c.covviiiiiiiiiiiiiniiienne, 691 38 14.5 0.76
Black Hispanic .........c.ooviviiiineienieiineinnnens 24 7 21.2 5.76
NotHispanic............cooiiiiiiiiiii i 19,512 189 31.8 0.27
X Not applicable.
Matrix 8:
Summary of Statistical Tests for Families With Low Incomes: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)
Percent of Families With Incomes of Less than $10,000 in 1990
White, Black,
Not Not Not White Black
Group Hispanic White | Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Percent | Estimate
Not Hispanic Hrrkax X X X X X X X 8.7 5311
White X ko X X X X X X 7.2 4,091
White, Not Hispanic X X i X X X X X 6.2 3,223
Black X X X b O X X (@) 25.6 1,914
Black, Not Hispanic X X X 0] Hrrka X X (0] 25.6 1,881
Hispanic X X X X X bk X X 18.6 926
White Hispanic X X X X X X kbl X 18.2 868
Black Hispanic X X X 0] o X X bl 29.2 33

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.
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Matrix 9:

Summary of Statistical Tests for Families With High Incomes: March 1991
(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

Percent of Families With Incomes of $50,000 or More in 1990

White, Black,
Not Not Not White Black
Group Hispanic White | Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Percent | Estimate
Not Hispanic il X X X X X X X 31.8 19,512
White X i X X X X X X 325 18,442
White, Not Hispanic X X rwnx X X X X X 341 17,751
Black X X X bbbkl (6] (<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>