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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.

Treviño 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

"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., 1990:103). 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

Cata. 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).

* 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." 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

* 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. I 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,6 family income, and

family poverty. Finally, I 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

° 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.6

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.7

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

°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

Cecisions 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 1985bz269). If true, this

explains why many researchers take

both race and ethnicity into account

in their work.

For this paper, I derive race-ethnic

groups by crossing two race categories

(White and Black) with Hispanic origin

(Hispanic and not Hispanic). I 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, I used a

correlation coefficient when appropriate

for overlaps between groups.9 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 I could have selected to ex

amine, I 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), I 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, I 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

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 248,885 21,437 227,448

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 208,754 20,514 188,240

Black. . .‘ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30,894 467 30,427

American Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,561 87 1,474

Asian and Pacific Islander . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,023 57 6,967

Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 652 31 1 341

Percent by Race

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 100.0 100.0 100.0

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83.9 95.7 82.8

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12.4 2.2 13.4

American Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.6 0.4 0.6

Asian and Pacific Islander . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.8 0.3 3.1

Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.3 1.5 0.1

Percent by Origin

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 8.6 91.4

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 9.8 90.2

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 1.5 98.5

American Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 5.6 94.4

Asian and Pacific Islander . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 0.8 99.2

Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 47.7 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 I 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 I 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

"See for example, U.S. Bureau of the

Census, 1988a, 1988b, 1989a, 1989b,

1989c, 1989d, 1989e, 1989f, 1989g.

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 Clifference 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. I start by

examining the effect of the overlapping

race-ethnic groups on labor force parti

cipation rates of males. I 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, I 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

*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 I 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, I limit the discussion to

selected sets of race-ethnic categories.

While I do not intend any implicit com

parisons with other sets, I 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, I need to compare several group

ings. First, I 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.

*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, 16 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 91,159 (X) 100.0 (X)

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78,204 (X) 100.0 (X)

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71,187 (X) 100.0 (X)

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,811 (X) 100.0 (X)

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,675 (X) 100.0 (X)

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,310 (X) 100.0 (X)

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,017 (X) 100.0 (X)

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136 (X) 100.0 (X)

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83,849 (X) 100.0 (X)

In civilian labor force . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67,701 200 74.3 0.21

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58,830 217 75.2 0.23

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53,327 222 74.9 0.24

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,583 84 67.1 0.70

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,492 84 67.1 0.70

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,715 49 78.2 0.71

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,503 52 78.4 0.72

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 91 14 66.9 5.92

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61,986 212 73.9 0.22

Unemployed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,455 110 8.1 0.16

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,311 98 7.3 0.16

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,721 92 7.0 0.17

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 964 49 14.6 0.72

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 958 49 14.8 0.72

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 606 39 10.6 0.67

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 590 38 10.7 0.69

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 4 6.6 4.28

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 ****** 0 92 0.85 0.40 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 91.4 227,448

White 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.32 0.00 83.9 208,754

White, Not Hispanic ***** 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 75.6 188,240

Black ****** 0.99 0.00 0.00 0.11 12.4 30,894

Black, Not Hispanic ****** 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.2 30,427

Hispanic ****** 0.96 0.14 8.6 21,437

White Hispanic ****** 0.00 8.2 20,514

Black Hispanic ****** 0.2 467



Figure 1.

Labor Force Participation of Males Age 16

and Over: March 1991

(In percent)
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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 ****** X X X X X X 0 73.9 61,986

White X ’**** X X X X X 0 75.2 58,830

White, Not Hispanic X X ***** X X X X 0 74.9 53,327

Black X X X ****** O X X 0 67.1 6,583

Black, Not Hispanic X X X O ****** X 0 67.1 6,492

Hispanic X X X X X mm O X 78.2 5,715

White Hispanic X X X X X O **"** 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,14

14 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.15 The intersection

of these groups in matrix 2 shows that

both these differences are statistically

significant at the 90 percent confidence

level. I, therefore, conclude that the

presence of Hispanics in the White

category tends to overstate labor force

participation of Whites 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,

I 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 I use non-Hispanic Whites as the

comparison group, I reach the same

conclusion but the size of the difference

changes. The Hispanic-White difference

would be larger and the Black-White

Clifference Would be Smaller.

The second question I posed in the

introduction was whether it is reaSOnable

to give preference to Hispanic ethnicity

Over race, Orvice 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

15 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. And in a

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 IslanderfOr American

Indian Hispanics to fully examine this

question, but I 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, I 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 (+22,000) 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, I use an abbreviated version of

the procedure followed in the section on

labor force participation. First, I compare

the unemployment rate of all Whites, all

Blacks, and all Hispanics in the usual

Census Bureau fashion. SecOnd, l 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)17

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, 18 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 I 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)
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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 ****** X X X X X X 0 7.8 4,849

White X ***** X X X X X 0 7.3 4,311

White, Not Hispanic x T» x x x x o 7.0 3,721

Black X X X ****’* X X X X 14.6 964

Black, Not Hispanic X X X X ****"* X X X 14.8 958

Hispanic X X X X X mm 0 O 10.6 606

White Hispanic X X X X X ****** O 10.7 590

Black Hispanic O O O X X O ****** 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.19 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, 25 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158,694 (X) 100.0 (X)

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136,299 (X) 100.0 (X)

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125,578 (X) 100.0 (X)

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,095 (X) 100.0 (X)

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,849 (X) 100.0 (X)

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 ,208 (X) 100.0 (X)

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,721 (X) 100.0 (X)

Black Hispanic . .' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 246 (X) 100.0 (X)

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 147,486 (X) 100.0 (X)

4 years of high school or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124,466 259 78.4 0.16

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108,891 293 79.9 0.17

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103,435 301 82.4 0.17

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,403 111 66.7 0.67

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,254 112 66.8 0.67

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,752 96 51.3 0.87

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,456 96 50.9 0.89

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 149 22 60.6 5.77

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118,714 274 80.5 0.16

4 years of college or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34,025 260 21.4 0.19

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30,283 249 22.2 0.20

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,270 246 23.3 0.21

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,966 77 11.5 0.55

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,933 76 11.5 0.56

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,088 58 9.7 0.72

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,013 56 9.4 0.73

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 11 13.4 5.17

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32,937 257 22.3 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 ****** X X X X X X X 80.5 118,714

White X ***** X X X X X X 79.9 108,891

White, Not Hispanic X X ***** X X X X X 82.4 103,435

Black X X X ****** O X X 0 66.7 11 ,403

Black, Not Hispanic X X X O ****** X X O 66.8 11,254

Hispanic X X X X X ****** O X 51.3 5,752

White Hispanic X X X X X O ****** X 50.9 5,456

Black Hispanic X X X O O X X ****** 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, I 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)

Not Hispanic White

| –.9 |

White,

Not Hispanic

66.8

Black Black,

Not Hispanic

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).

Black

Hispanic

White

Hispanic
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13.4

11.5 11.5

9.7 9.4

Not Hispanic White White, Black Black, Hispanic White Black

Not Hispanic Not Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic

Figure 4.

Four or More Years of College Population

Age 25 and Over: March 1991

(In percent)

23.3

22.3 22.2

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 xx xxxx O X X X X X X 22.3 32,937

White O xxxxx X X X X X X 22.2 30,283

White, Not Hispanic X X xxxxx X X X X X 23.3 29,270

Black X X X xxxxxx O X X O 11.5 1,966

Black, Not Hispanic X X X O xx xxxx X X O 11.5 1,933

Hispanic X X X X X xxxxxx X O 9.7 1,088

White Hispanic X X X X X X xxx xxx O 9.4 1,013

Black Hispanic X X X O O O O xxxxxx 13.4 33

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.

The percent of college graduates among Unlike high school graduates, there is no no effect on the percentage of college

non-Hispanic Whites (23.3 percent) is statistical difference between the percent graduates because the total Black rate

greater than among both total Whites of college graduates among Black His- (11.5 percent) is not different from the

(22.2 percent) and total non-Hispanics panics (13.4 percent) and non-Hispanic non-Hispanic Black rate (11.5 percent).

(22.3 percent).2" Blacks (11.5 percent) or White Hispanics However, removing the Small Overlapping

21 - - - - - (9.4 percent). Although Black Hispanics face 9OUDS from Hispanics does make

son't appear to bemore'Ba'an a small significant difference
of White (22.3 percent) and non-Hispanic Hispanics, we do not detect a statistically

(22.2 percent) College graduates.This is a significant difference. Removing Black
result of the small difference in college grad- - -

uation rates of Blacks and Hispanics. Hispanics from the Black category has
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The difference between the rate for all

Hispanics (9.7 percent) and White

Hispanics (9.4 percent) tests as

significant after taking into account the

rather large intercorrelation but is also

small enough to be analytically

unimportant.22

What conclusions can we draw about

college graduation differentials among

groups? Whites have the highest per

cent of college graduates followed by

Blacks and then Hispanics. This finding

does not change by shifting overlapping

race-ethnic groups. The presence of

Hispanics in the White group and Blacks

22 The difference between Hispanic and

White Hispanic college graduation is small

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.

in the non-Hispanic group does produce

an attenuation of differentials suggesting

the desirability of using non-Hispanic

Whites as the comparison group. As

before, the small overlapping race

groups can remain with both their res

pective race and ethnic group without

adversely affecting the analysis.

Family Type. Table D shows two types

of family living arrangements by race

and Hispanic origin of the householder:

families maintained by married couples

and families maintained by females with

no spouse present. Matrix 6 shows the

results of statistical testing for differences

in percent of married couple families.

The percent of married couple families

among Whites (82.8 percent) is larger

than among Hispanics (69.3 percent)

which in turn is larger than among

Blacks (47.8 percent; also see Figure 5).

Non-Hispanic Whites have proportion

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

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

ater more married couples (83.9 per

cent) than all Whites (82.8 percent) or

non-Hispanics (79.4 percent). This indi

cates that the presence of Hispanic and

Black families in the category tends to

reduce the percent of married couples

among Whites and non-Hispanics

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

All Families . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66,322 270 100.0 (X)

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56,803 263 100.0 (X)

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,038 256 100.0 (X)

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,471 83 100.0 (X)

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,358 83 100.0 (X)

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,981 65 100.0 (X)

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,765 65 100.0 (X)

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113 14 100.0 (X)

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61,340 267 100.0 (X)

Married couple families . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,147 258 78.6 0.22

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47,015 251 82.8 0.22

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43,682 245 83.9 0.22

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,569 69 47.8 0.76

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,515 69 47.8 0.76

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,454 62 69.3 0.86

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,333 62 69.9 0.87

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54 10 47.8 6.16

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48,694 253 79.4 0.23

Female householder, no husband . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,268 141 17.0 0.20

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,512 117 13.2 0.20

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,408 108 12.3 0.20

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,430 68 45.9 0.76

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,376 68 45.9 0.76

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,186 42 23.8 0.79

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,104 41 23.2 0.80

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54 10 47.8 6.16

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 ****** X X X X X X X 79.4 48,694

White X ***** X X X X X X 82.8 47,015

White, Not Hispanic X X ***** X X X X X 83.9 43,682

Black X X X ****** O X X 0 47.8 3,569

Black, Not Hispanic X X X O ****** X X 0 47.8 3,515

Hispanic X X X X X ****** X X 69.3 3,454

White Hispanic X X X X X X mm X 69.9 3,333

Black Hispanic X X X O O X X mm 47.8 54

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.

Figure 5.

Married Couple Families: March 1991

(In percent)

794 82.8 83.9

69.3 69.9

47.8 47.8

Not Hispanic White White, Black Black, Hispanic ' Black

Not Hispanic Not Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic

Figure 6.

Female Householder Families: March 1991

(In percent)

45.9 45.9

23.8 23.2

16.4

- 132 12.3

Not Hispanic White White, Black Black, Hispanic 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. I 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 I 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, i ‘

Not Not Not White Black

Group Hispanic White Hispanic Black Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Percent Estimate

Not Hispanic x x x x i x x x 16.4 I 10082

White X ***** X X X X X X 13.2 i 7,512

White, Not Hispanic X X ***** X X i X X X 12.3 6,408

Black x x x , o x x o 45.9 1 3,430

Black, Not Hispanic X x ‘ X o x x o 45.9 3,376

Hispanic X X X X X X x 28.8 i 1,186

White Hispanic X X X X X X ****** X 23.2 i 1,104

Black Hispanic X xi X 0 O X X 47.8 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

All Families . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66,322 270 100.0 (X)

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56,803 263 100.0 (X)

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,038 258 100.0 (X)

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,471 83 100.0 (X)

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,358 83 100.0 (X)

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,981 65 100.0 (X)

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,765 65 100.0 (X)

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113 14 100.0 (X)

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61,340 267 100.0 (X)

Less than $10,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,237 111 9.4 0.16

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,091 91 7.2 0.16

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,223 81 6.2 0.15

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,914 62 25.6 0.76

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,881 62 25.6 0.76

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 926 44 18.6 0.83

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 868 43 18.2 0.84

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 9 29.2 6.41

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,311 103 8.7 0.16

$50,000 or more 20,246 192 30.5 0.26

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,442 184 32.5 0.28

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,751 181 34.1 0.30

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,089 48 14.6 0.61

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,065 48 14.5 0.61

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 734 39 14.7 0.75

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 691 38 14.5 0.76

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 7 21.2 5.76

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 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 ****** X X X X X X X 8.7 5,311

White X ***** X X X X X X 7.2 4,091

White, Not Hispanic X X ***** X X X X X 6.2 3,223

Black X X X ****** O X X 0 25.6 1,914

Black, Not Hispanic X X X 0 ****** X X 0 25.6 1,881

Hispanic X X X X X X x 18.6 926

White Hispanic X X X X X X ****** X 18.2 868

Black Hispanic X X X O O X X ****** 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 ****** X X X X X X X 31.8 19,512

White X ***** X X X X X X 32.5 18,442

White, Not Hispanic X X ***** X X X X X 34.1 17,751

Black X X X *’**** O O O O 14.6 1,089

Black, Not Hispanic X X X O ****** O O O 14.5 1,065

Hispanic X X X 0 O ****** O O 14.7 734

White Hispanic X X X O O O ****** O 14.5 691

Black Hispanic X X X i 5 Hi O O 0 mm 21-2 24

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.

Figure 7.

Families with $50,000 or More

Income in 1990

(In percent)

34.1

31,8 32.5

21.2

i 14.5 14I 14.5 I

White,

Not Hispanic

Not Hispanic White

Poverty. Table F and figure 8 show

the percent of families living below the

poverty level based on 1990 income.

Matrix 10 shows the results of statistical

tests for differences in percent of poor

families. The poverty rate of White fam

ilies (8.1 percent) is lower than that of

Hispanic families (25.0 percent) which

is lower than Black family poverty (29.4

percent). The rate for non-Hispanic

White families (6.6 percent) is lower than

for all White (8.1 percent) and all non

Hispanic (9.5 percent) families. Black

Black Black,

Not Hispanic

Hispanic poverty (35.4 percent) is not

statistically different from that of non

Hispanic Black (29.3 percent) or White

Hispanic (24.8 percent) poverty. There

is no significant difference between the

poverty rate of all Blacks (29.4 percent)

and non-Hispanic Blacks (29.3 percent)

indicating that removing Black Hispanic

families does not affect the level of pove

rty for Blacks. There is also no difference

in the poverty rate of all Hispanics (25.0

percent) and White Hispanics (24.8

percent) all Hispanics (25.0 percent) and

Hispanic

 

White

Hispanic

Black

Hispanic

White Hispanics (24.8 percent) indicating

that removing the non-White groups does

not affect the level of poverty among

Hispanic families.

These findings suggest that the presence

of Hispanic and Black families increases

the percent of poor families in the White

and non-Hispanic categories respect

ively, but other overlapping groups have

no detectable effects on the percent of

poor families.
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Table F. Families Below Poverty Level in 1990 by Race and Ethnicity: March 1991

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

One One

Characteristic standard standard

Estimate error Percent error

All Families . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66,322 270 100.0 (X)

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56,803 263 100.0 (X)

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,038 258 100.0 (X)

Black. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,471 83 100.0 (X)

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,358 83 100.0 (X)

Hispanic. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,981 65 100.0 (X)

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,765 65 100.0 (X)

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113 14 100.0 (X)

Not Hispanic. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61,340 267 100.0 (X)

Below poverty level. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,098 144 10.7 O.18

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,622 111 8.1 0.17

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,442 94 6.6 0.16

Black. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,193 73 29.4 0.79

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,153 73 29.3 O.79

Hispanic. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,244 54 25.0 0.92

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,180 53 24.8 0.94

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 9 35.4 6.74

Not Hispanic. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,854 128 9.5 0.18

X Not applicable.

Figure 8.

Families Below Poverty Level Based on Income in 1990

(In percent)

6.6

Not Hispanic White White, Black, Hispanic White Black

Not Hispanic Not Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
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Matrix 10:

Summary of Statistical Tests for Family Poverty: March 1991

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

Percent of Families With Incomes Below Poverty Level in 1990

White, Black, ;

Not Not Not White Black

Group Hispanic White Hispanic Black Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Percent Estimate

Not Hispanic ****** X X X X X X X 9.5 5,854

White X ***** X X X X X X 8.1 4,622

White, Not Hispanic X X ***** X X X X X 6.6 3,442

Black X X X ****** O X X 0 29.4 2,193

Black, Not Hispanic X X X O ****** X X O 29.3 2,153

Hispanic X X X X X ****** O O 25.0 1,244

White Hispanic X X X X X 0 a"... i O 24.8 1,180

Black Hispanic X X X O O O O ****** 35.4 40

Note: X indicates statistically significant difference.
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Discussion and Conclusion

The Census Bureau treats "race" and

"Hispanic origin" as different constructs

and Operationalizes each as a separate

question. When combining these

constructs in analytical work, many

researchers choose to compare Whites

and Blacks who are not Hispanic and

Hispanics. However, there is no a priori

reason Black Hispanics should not be

left in the Black category and removed

from the Hispanic category. Sometimes

researchers use Overlapping groups,

such as "White," "Black," and "Hispanic."

These groups are in effect no longer

independent of each other. This violates

the assumption of statistical indepen

dence necessary for making statistical

inferences based on these groups.

Even though it is possible to take this

lack of independence into account, in

practice it is seldom done. Fortunately,

the danger of this lack of independence

is to inadvertently conclude that there is

no Statistical Clifference between two

groups when One may exist.

In this paper, l explored the effects of

varying combinations of race and

Hispanic origin categories on the level of

selected socioeconomic indicators using

CPS data. examined the effect On labor

force participation, unemployment,

educational attainment, marital stability,

family income, and poverty using the

March 1991 Current Population Survey.

The results show Substantial variations

in the SOCiOecOnomic Characteristics Of

groupings based on race and Hispanic

origin affirming the importance of these

variables. Table A shows relatively little

overlap in the CPS between race and

Hispanic origin categories with the

exception of White and Hispanic–

Hispanics are nearly 10 percent of the

White category and White Hispanics are

96 percent of all Hispanics. Hispanics

are about 1.5 percent of all Blacks and

about 2 percent of Hispanics are Black.

The figures in tables E-1 and E-2 of

appendix E show very similar distri

butions in March 1990 and 1989.

| showed that the placement of small

Overlapping race-ethnic Categories with

other Blacks or other Hispanics does

not greatly affect the level of the socio

economic indicator for that group. I also

showed that the presence of Hispanics

in the White group tends to understate

the difference between Whites and

Blacks On all the SOCiOecOnomic indi

cators examined here. The presence

of Blacks in the non-Hispanic group

also attenuates the Clifference between

non-Hispanics and Hispanics. This

suggests that "White" is not a desirable

comparison group for Blacks, nor is

"non-Hispanic" the best choice for com

parisons with Hispanics. What does

emerge is that "non-Hispanic White" is

a better choice for a comparison group

with Blacks and Hispanics.

When "White" is used in comparisons

with "Black," and "Hispanic," it is impor

tant to take into accOunt the lack Of

independence between Whites and

Hispanics. Even so, these results

indicate that the use of the proper

Comparison group does not materially

alter conclusions reached with any of

the other comparison groups. Only the

magnitude of differences change in any

significant way.

The Overlap of Blacks and Hispanics is

less problematic because it is small and

has very little impact on the measure

ment Of SOCiOecOnomic Characteristics

of the balance of Blacks or Hispanics.

Therefore it makes little difference

whether Black Hispanics remain with

Blacks, with Hispanics, or with both.

While the level Of SOCiOecOnomic indica

tors would not change in a significant

fashion, group sizes would change.

Black Hispanics seem to be more like

other Blacks than other Hispanics on the

indicators examined in the CPS. Yet the

limited number of observations in this

Category Suggests the need for addi

tional investigation using 1990 Census

data to reach a more conclusive finding.

Three conclusions emerge from this

analysis. First, it is desirable from a

statistical and theoretical perspective to

analyze mutually exclusive Categories

produced by two separate theoretical

constructs such as race and Hispanic

origin. The cross-classification of race

and Hispanic origin does appear to

create very distinct groups, which makes

it difficult to decide where to place the

Smaller Categories. In practice, however,

there are usually insufficient observations

in the smaller groups to make much

difference. Therefore, small overlapping

groups can either remain in both of the

larger Categories or be left out completely

without greatly affecting the analytical

results. Although use of Overlapping

groups violates statistical independence

in theory, these groups are virtually inde

pendent in practice. In any case, it is

possible to take any lack of statistical

independence into account as was done

in this paper.

Second, in CPS data at least, the overlap

between "Whites" and "Hispanics" is

large. Because of the relatively disad-

vantaged position of "Hispanics," their

inclusion in the "White" category tends

to attenuate the Clifference between

Whites and other race categories on

several important socioeconomic

Characteristics. At a minimum then,

Hispanics should be removed from the

White category.

Third, the overlap between Black and

other numerically smaller race categories

with Hispanic origin is small and does

not adversely affect the analytical results

of any indicator shown here.24 Even

though the evidence presented here is

tenuous because of Small sample sizes,

it does Suggest that these groups may

be quite different and merit separate

analysis when the number of cases

permits.

Statistical independence of race and

ethnic groups frOm Census Bureau data

can be maintained in One of two ways.

The first way is not to mix data from

race and ethnicity. Thus, race groups

would not be compared with Hispanics.

Hispanics would be contrasted with

non-Hispanics. Unfortunately, this solu

tion avoids the issue rather than solving

it. The second way is to cross-classify

race and ethnicity into mutually exclusive

groups. However, this may create

Several Classifications with too few

Observations to analyze.

Some Census Bureau reports use the

first approach keeping race separate

from ethnicity. This philosophy is

* I was not able to analyze the effect of

the overlap of Hispanic origin with the Asian

and Pacific Islander category or the Ameri

can Indian and Alaska Native category be

cause of the small sample size. It is conceiv

able that different results may have emerged

had it been possible to examine these over

laps.



20

reflected in the annual Black and

Hispanic reports based on CPS data.25

Other subject reports attempt to keep

race and Hispanic origin separate but

present race group data next to Hispanic

data.26 Although the Census Bureau

cautions the reader that "Hispanics may

be of any race," Some race and Hispanic

Origin categories are explicitly compared

and tested Statistically. Consequently,

there is an implicit shift from two con

Cepts (race and Hispanic Origin) to

one concept that is a union of the two

("race-ethnicity"). One problem is that

the groups created are not mutually

exclusive.

26 See for example, U.S. Census

Bureau 1989 and 1990C.

26 See for example, U.S. Bureau of

the Census, 1988a, 1988b, 1989a, 1989b,

1989C, 1989d, 1989e, 1989f, 1989g, 1989h,

1990a, and 1990b.

One reason Overlapping groups are used

is that there may be no a priori Way of

deciding where to place Small Overlap

ping categories. Another reason, as

this study confirms, is that the overlap

is small, and therefore unlikely to greatly

affect the independence assumption.

At least for the purposes of analyzing

CPS data, researchers wishing to com

bine race and Hispanic origin should

consider showing a minimum of three

categories: "non-Hispanic Whites,"

"Blacks," and "Hispanics."27 The

27 In most analyses a residual category

like "Other Race," meaning race groups that

are not White or Black, is not usually shown.

Future reports may separate "Asian and

Pacific Islander," and "American Indian" from

this residual category. These groups should

also be contrasted to non-Hispanic Whites.

The small overlap with Hispanics can either

be ignored for the reasons given in the text,

or can be left in the smaller groups without

affecting the Hispanic category greatly

presence of Hispanics in the "White"

Category does attenuate the differentials

of interest and the large Overlap between

"White" and "Hispanic" requires us to

take this lack of independence into

account. AS the numbers in the

Overlapping categories increase, it will

be important to re-evaluate these

conclusions. At this time, the overlap

between "Black" and "Hispanic" tends to

be very small and can be treated by

leaving the Overlap in both, removing it

from one category, removing it from both,

Or using an appropriate correlation

coefficient to take into accOunt the lack

of independence. Fortunately, all of

these methods are likely to produce very

similar analytical results.
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Population coverage. This report

includes the civilian non institutional

population of the United States and

members of the Armed Forces in the

United States living off post or with their

families on post, but excludes all other

members of the Armed Forces.

Revised estimating procedure. The

Bureau of the Census adjusted the

Hispanic population totals from the 1991

CPS to conform with independently

derived estimates of the Hispanic pop

ulation. This general procedure was

used on an experimental basis for the

first time in the March 1982 CPS.1 The

Census Bureau subsequently revised

the methodology and used it to develop

post-census estimates of Hispanics for

1983 through 1985.2 The procedure will

be refined further as new data on births,

deaths, emigration, and immigration

become available.

Beginning with population estimates

and CPS controls for January 1986,

the Census Bureau made two major

modifications in the methods used to

produce national estimates for the

population by age, sex, race, and

Hispanic origin. The first change was

an allowance for net undocumented

immigration into the United States that

had occurred since the 1980 census.

This change added 200,000 persons

per year to the estimate for the total pop

ulation. The second change was an

increase in the estimate of migration out

of the United States by legal residents

from 36,000 per year to 160,000. The net

effect of these two changes was to add

76,000 persons per year to the estimate

for the total population.3

1 See appendixes A and B, Current Popula

tion Reports, Series P-20, No. 396, Persons

of Spanish Origin in the United States:

March 1982.

2 See U.S. Bureau of the Census report,

Current Population Reports, Series P-20,

No. 422, The Hispanic Population in the United

States: March 1985, for a detailed explanation

of the methodology used in 1983 through 1985

3 Jeffrey S. Passel, "Changes in the

Estimation Procedure in the Current Population

Survey Beginning in January 1986,”

Employment and Earnings 33 (2, February

1986), pp. 7-10.

Some undocumented immigrants from

Spanish culture countries (approximately

1.4 million) were counted in the 1980

census.4 These undocumented immi

grants were, therefore, reflected in the

post-census independent estimates for

Hispanics that were used for 1982 to

1985. These previous post-census est

imates, however, included no allowance

for net undocumented immigration that

occurred after 1980 because there were

no empirically-based estimates avail

able. More recent research has suggest

ed that the overall undocumented pop

ulation has grown annually by between

100,000 and 300,000 since 1980.5

About 70 percent of the undocumented

population is estimated to be Hispanic.

As a result of the inclusion of this com

ponent in the estimation procedure

(instituted in January 1986), about

141,000 persons were added to the

current independent estimates of the

Hispanic population for each year

since 1980.

Research over the last decade suggests

that emigration of legal foreign-born

residents from the United States was

much higher than the figures being used.

In order to avoid understating net immi

gration, these higher estimates of legal

emigration were not incorporated into

the international migration component of

the post-census population estimates

until an allowance for net undocumented

immigration could be incorporated. The

effect of the new figures for legal emi

gration is a decrease of about 31,000

per year in the estimated Hispanic pop

ulation for years since 1980.

4 Jeffrey S. Passel and Karen A. Woodrow,

“Geographic Distribution of Undocumented

Immigrants: Estimates of Undocumented

Aliens Counted in the 1980 Census by State,”

International Migration Review 18 (Fall 1984),

pp. 642-671. See appendixes A and B, Cur

rent Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 396.

Persons of Spanish Origin in the United States:

March 1982.

5 Jeffrey S. Passel and Karen A. Woodrow.

“Change in Undocumented Alien Population in

the United States, 1979-1983," International

Migration Review 21 (Winter 1987), pp.1304

1334, and Karen A. Woodrow, Jeffrey S.

Passel, and Robert Warren, "Preliminary

Estimates of Undocumented Immigration to

the United States, 1980-1986: Analysis of the

June 1986 Current Population Survey." Paper

presented at the 1987 annual meeting of the

American Statistical Association, San

Francisco, California, August 1987.

The net effect on the Hispanic population

of the new figures for legal emigration

and net undocumented immigration is

an increase of about 110,000 per year.

Symbols. A dash (-) represents zero or

rounds to zero. The symbol "B" means

that the base for the derived figure is less

than 75,000. An "X" means not appli

cable, and "NA" means not available.

Rounding. Percentages are rounded to

the nearest tenth of a percent; therefore,

the percentages in a distribution do not

always add to exactly 100.0 percent.

The totals, however, are always shown as

100.0. Moreover, individual figures are

rounded to the nearest thousand without

being adjusted to group totals, which are

independently rounded; percentages are

based on the unrounded numbers.

Race. Respondents were asked to

select a race (and a race for other

household members) from a "flashcard"

listing five groups: (1) White, (2) Black,

(3) Asian or Pacific Islander, (4) Ameri

can lndian, Aleut or Eskimo, and

(5) other race. (See Race Flashcard in

appendix C).

Persons of Hispanic origin. Persons of

Hispanic origin were identified by a

question that asked for self-identification

of the person's origin or descent.

Respondents were asked to select their

origin (and the origin of other household

members) from a "flashcard" listing

ethnic origins (See Origin or Descent

Flashcard in appendix C). Persons of

Hispanic origin, in particular, were those

who indicated that their origin was

Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central

or South American (Spanish countries),

or some other Spanish origin.

Age. This classification is based on the

age of the person at his or her last

birthday.

Marital status. The marital status classi

fication identifies four major categories:

single (never married), married, widow

ed, and divorced. These terms refer to

the marital status at the time of the enu

meration.

The category “married” is further divided

into “married, spouse present,“ and

"married, spouse absent." A person was

classified as “married, spouse present” if

the husband or wife was reported as a

member of the household, even though

he or she may have been temporarily
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absent on business or vacation, visiting,

in a hospital, etc., at the time of the

enumeration. The group "married,

spouse absent" includes married

persons living apart because either the

husband or wife was employed and

living at a considerable distance from

home, was serving away from home in

the Armed Forces, was residing in an

institution, had mOved to another area,

had separated from their spouse

because of marital CiscOrd, Or had a

different place of residence for any other

[€3SO[].

Family. A family is a group of two

persons or more (one of whom is the

householder) related by birth, marriage,

or adoption and residing together, all

such persons (including related sub

family members) are considered as

members of one family. Beginning with

the 1980 CPS, unrelated Subfamilies

(referred to in the past as secondary

families) are no longer included in the

count of families, nor are the members of

unrelated Subfamilies included in the

count of family members.

Hispanic family. A Hispanic family is

defined as a family in which the family

householder (defined below) is of

Hispanic origin.

Household. A household Consists Of all

the persons who OCCupy a housing unit.

A house, an apartment or other group

of rooms, or a single room, is regarded

as a housing unit when it is occupied or

intended for occupancy as separate

living quarters, that is, when the occu

pants do not live and eat with any other

persons in the structure and there is

direct acCeSS from the outside Or

through a common hall.

A household includes the related family

members and all the unrelated persons,

if any, such as lodgers, foster children,

wards, or employees who share the

housing unit. A person living alone in

a housing unit, or a group of unrelated

persons Sharing a housing unit as

partners, is also counted as a house

hold. The count of households excludes

group Quarters.

Group quarters. As of 1983 group

quarters were defined in the Current

Population Survey as noninstitutional

living arrangements for groups not living

in conventional housing units or groups

living in housing units containing nine or

more persons (or prior to 1983 five or

more persons) unrelated to the person

in charge. Since 1972, inmates of

institutions have not been included in

the Current Population Survey.

Householder. The term "householder"

refers to the person (or one of the

persons) in whose name the housing unit

is owned or rented (maintained) or, if

there is no Such person, any adult

member, excluding roomers, boarders,

or paid employees. If the house is

owned or rented jointly by a married

couple, the householder may be either

the husband or the wife. The person

designated as the householder is the

"reference person" to whom the relation

ship of all other household members, if

any is recorded. Prior to 1980, the

husband was always considered the

householder in married-couple house

holds. The number of householders

is equal to the number of households.

Also, the number of family householders

is equal to the number of families.

Head versus householder. Beginning

with the 1980 CPS, the Bureau of the

Census discontinued the use of the

terms "head of household" and "head of

family." Instead, the terms "householder

and "family householder" are used.

Recent social changes have resulted

in greater sharing of household respon

sibilities among the adult members and,

therefore, have made the term "head"

increasingly inappropriate in the analysis

of household and family data. Speci

fically, the Census Bureau has discon

tinued its longtime practice of always

classifying the husband as the reference

person (head) when he and his wife are

living together.

*

In this report, the term "householder" is

used in the presentation of data that had

previously been presented with the

designation "head." The householder is

the first adult household member listed

on the questionnaire. The instructions

call for listing first the person (or one of

the persons) in whose name the home is

Owned Or rented. If a home is owned

jointly by a married couple, either the

husband or the wife may be listed first,

thereby becoming the reference person,

Or householder, to whom the relation

ship of other household members is to

be recorded.

Reference person. The reference

person is the person to whom the

relationship of other persons is recorded.

The household reference person is the

person listed as the householder (see

definition of "Householder"). The

subfamily reference person is the single

parent or the husband-wife in a married-

couple situation. (Prior to 1989, the

husband was always designated the

reference person in a married-couple

subfamily.)

Family household. A family household

is a household maintained by a family

(as defined above), and any unrelated

persons (unrelated subfamily members

and-or Secondary individuals) who

maybe residing there are included. The

number of family households is equal to

the number of families. The count of

family household members differs from

the count of family members, however, in

that the family household members

include all persons living in the

household, whereas family members

include only the householder and his-her

relatives. (See the definition of Family.)

Related subfamily. A related subfamily

is a married couple with or without

children, or one parent with one or more

own single (never married) children

under 18 years old, living in a household

and related to, but not including, the

persons or couple who maintains the

household. The most common example

of a related subfamily is a young married

couple sharing the home of the hus

band's or wife's parents. The number of

related Subfamilies is not included in the

count of families.

Unrelated subfamily. An unrelated

subfamily (formerly called a secondary

family) is a married couple with or without

children, or a single parent with one or

more Of their own never-married Children

under 18 years old living in a household,

none Of whom are related to the

householder. The unrelated subfamily

may include persons such as guests,

partners, roomers, boarders, or resident

employees and their spouses and-or

Children. The number of unrelated

subfamily members is included in the

total number of household members, but

is not included in the count of family

members.

Beginning in 1989, persons in unrelated

Subfamilies Other than the reference
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person, spouse, and own children are

counted as secondary individuals in

households. Prior to 1989, these per

SOnS were included in the count Of

subfamily members.

Persons living with relatives in group

quarters were formerly classified as

members Of unrelated Subfamilies.

HOwever, the number of Such unrelated

subfamilies became so small (37,000 in

1967) that beginning with CPS data for

1968 (and beginning with census data

for 1960) the Bureau of the Census

included persons in these unrelated

subfamilies in the count of secondary

individuals.

Married couple. A married couple, as

defined for Census purposes, is a

husband and wife enumerated as

members Of the Same household. The

married couple may or may not have

children living with them. The expression

"husband-wife" or "married-couple"

before the term "household," "family," or

"subfamily" indicates that the household,

family, or subfamily is maintained by a

husband and wife. The number Of

married couples equals the count of

married-couple families plus related and

unrelated married-couple subfamilies.

Unrelated individuals. Unrelated

individuals are persons of any age (other

than inmates of institutions) who are not

living with any relatives. An unrelated

individual may be (1) a person living

alone or with non-relatives only, (2) a

roomer, boarder, or resident employee

with no relatives in the household, Or

(3) a group quarters member who has

no relatives living with him-her. Thus, a

widow who occupies her house alone or

with one or more other persons not

related to her, a roomer not related to

anyone else in the housing unit, a maid

living as a member of her employer's

household with no relatives in the

household, and a resident Staff member

in a hospital living apart from any

relatives are all examples of unrelated

individualS.

Nonfamily householder. A nonfamily

householder (formerly called a primary

individual) is a person maintaining a

household while living alone or with

non-relatives only.

Secondary individual. A secondary

individual is a person in a household or

group QuarterS Such as a guest, roomer,

boarder, or resident employee (excluding

non-family householders and inmates of

institutions) who is not related to any

other person in the household or group

quarters. (See section on unrelated

Subfamily for slight Change in coverage

of secondary individuals in 1968.)

Own children and related children.

"Own" children in a family are sons and

daughters, including stepchildren and

adopted children, of the householder.

Similarly, "own" children in a subfamily

are sons and daughters of the married

couple or parent in the subfamily. (All

Children shown as members Of related

Subfamilies are own Children Of the

person(s) maintaining the subfamily.)

"Related" children in a family include own

Children and all Other Children in the

household who are related to the house

holder by birth, marriage, or adoption.

For each type of family unit identified in

the CPS, the count of own Children under

18 years old is limited to single (never

married) children; however, "own children

under 25" and "own children of any age,"

as the terms are used here, include all

Children regardless of marital Status.

The totals include never-married Children

living away from home in college

COrmitories.

Years of school completed. In this

report, data on years of school complet

ed were derived from the combination

of answers to two questions, (a) "What is

the highest grade of school that this per

Son has ever attended?" and (b) "Did this

person finish this grade?"

The questions on educational attainment

apply Only to progress in "regular"

schools. Such schools include graded

public, parochial Or Other private

elementary and high schools (both junior

and Senior high), colleges, universities,

and professional schools, whether day

schools or night schools. Thus, regular

schooling is that which may advance a

person toward an elementary School

certificate or high school diploma, or a

college, university, or professional School

degree. Schooling in other than regular

schools was counted only if the credits

obtained were regarded as transferable

to a school in the regular school system.

Labor force. Persons are Classified as

in the labor force if they were employed

as civilians, unemployed, or in the Armed

Forces during the survey week. The

"civilian labor force" is comprised of all

civilians 15 years old and over classified

as employed or unemployed.

Paid labor force. Persons are Classified

as in the paid labor force if they were

employed as wage and salary workers or

self-employed workers during the survey

week or were looking for work at the time

and had last worked as wage and salary

or self-employed workers.

Employed. Employed persons comprise

(1) all civilians who, during the survey

week, did any work at all as paid

employees or in their own business or

profession, or on their own farm, or who

worked 15 hours or more as unpaid

WOrkers On a farm Or in a business

operated by a member of the family, and

(2) all those who were not working but

who had jobs or businesses from which

they were temporarily absent because of

illneSS, bad weather, vacation, Or labor

management dispute, or because they

were taking time off for personal reasons,

whether or not they were paid by their

employers for time off, and whether or

not they were seeking other jobs. Ex

cluded from the employed group are

persons whose only activity consisted of

work around the house (such as own

home housework, painting or repairing

own home) or volunteer work for

religious, charitable, and similar

Organizations.

Unemployed. Unemployed persons are

those civilians who, during the survey

week, had no employment but were

available for work and (1) had engaged

in any specific job seeking activity within

the past 4 weeks, such as registering at

a public or private employment office,

meeting with prospective employers,

checking with friends or relatives,

placing or answering advertisements,

writing letters of application, or being on

a union or professional register; (2) were

waiting to be called back to a job from

which they had been laid off, or (3) were

waiting to report to a new wage or Salary

job within 30 days.

Occupation. The data on occupation of

employed persons 16 years old and over

refer to the civilian job held during the

survey week. Persons employed at two



26

or more jobs were reported in the job

at which they worked the greatest num

ber of hours during the week.

In 1980, the Bureau of the Census

revised the Standard Occupational

Classification System (SOC) for use in its

tabulation program for the 1980 census

and subsequent published reports on

occupational data. Consequently, the

new classification system was incor

porated into the CPS tabulation program

in January 1983. While the new system

provides comparability between the

CPS and other data sources, it causes

a break in continuity for all CPS series

containing occupational data.

Differences between the 1970 and 1980

occupational systems affect classifi

cations at all levels. Such commonly

used identifiers as White-collar, blue

collar, professional and technical, craft

workers, and operative occupations

have been eliminated. These identifiers

have been replaced with new categories

which represent conceptual as well as

language changes. Moreover, many of

the components of the former groupings

have been shifted to such an extent that

they cannot be made to correspond

readily to the new categories. For a

more complete explanation and des

cription of the changes from the old

to the new occupational classification

system see the February 1983 issue

of "Employment and Earnings" by the

Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The occupation classification system

developed for the 1980 census consists

of 503 specific occupation categories

arranged into 6 summary and 13 major

occupation groups. The major occu

pation groups are combined in this

report into 6 summary groups as follows:

Managerial and professional specialty

occupations

Executive, administrative, and

managerial occupations

Professional specialty occupations

Technical, sales, and administrative

support occupations

Technicians, and related support

occupations

Sales occupations

Administrative support occupations,

including clerical

Service occupations

Private household occupations

Protective service occupations

Service occupations, except

protective and household

Farming, forestry, and fishing

occupations

Precision production, craft, and

repair occupations

Operators, fabricators, and laborers

Machine operators, assemblers,

and inspectors

Transportation and material

moving occupations

Handlers, equipment cleaners,

helpers, and laborers

Income. For each person 15 years old

and over in the sample, questions were

asked on the amount of money income

received in the preceding calendar year

from each of the following sources: (1)

money wages or salary; (2) net income

from nonfarm self-employment; (3) net

income from farm self-employment;

(4) Social Security or railroad retirement;

(5) Supplemental Security income;

(6) public assistance or welfare pay

ments; (7) interest (on savings or

other investments which pay interest);

(8) dividends, income from estates or

trusts, or net rental income; (9) veterans'

payments or unemployment and worker’s

compensation; (10) private pensions

or government employee pensions;

(11) alimony or child support, regular

contributions from persons not living in

the household, and other periodic

income.

Although the income statistics refer to

receipts during the preceding year the

characteristics of the person, such as

age, labor force status, etc., and the

composition of families refer to the time

of the survey. The income of the family

does not include amounts received by

persons who were members of the family

during all or part of the income year if

these persons no longer resided with the

family at the time of enumeration. How

ever, family income includes amounts

reported by related persons who did not

reside with the family during the income

year but who were members of the family

at the time of enumeration.

Data on consumer income collected in

the CPS by the Bureau of the Census

cover money income received (exclusive

of certain money receipts such as capital

gains) before payments for personal

income taxes, Social Security, union

dues, Medicare deductions, etc. There

fore, money income data do not reflect

the fact that some families receive part

of their income in the form of noncash

benefits such as food stamps, health

benefits, and subsidized housing; that

some farm families receive noncash

benefits in the form of rent-free housing

and goods produced and consumed

on the farm; or that non-cash benefits are

also received by some nonfarm residents

which often take the form of the use of

business transportation and facilities,

full or partial payments by business for

retirement programs, and medical and

educational expenses, etc. These

elements should be considered when

comparing income levels. (For a detail

ed explanation of noncash benefits, see

Current Population Reports, Series P-60.

No. 155, Receipt of Selected Non cash

Benefits: 1985.) Moreover, for many

different reasons, there is a tendency

in household surveys for respondents

to underreport their income. From

an analysis of independently derived

income estimates, it has been deter

mined that income earned from wages

or salaries is much better reported than

other sources of income, and is nearly

equal to independent estimates of

aggregate income. For a detailed

explanation, see Current Population

Reports, Series P-60 No. 174, Money

Income of Households, Families, and

Persons in the United States: 1990.

Money earnings. Money earnings are

the algebraic sum of money wages or

salary and net income from farm and

nonfarm self-employment. For a detailed

explanation, see Current Population

Reports, Series P-60, No. 174, Money

Income of Households, Families, and

Persons in the United States: 1990.

Number of earners. This number in

cludes all persons in the family with $1

or more in wages and salaries, or $1 or

more or a loss in net income from farm

or nonfarm self-employment.

Poverty definition. Families and

unrelated individuals are classified as

being above or below the poverty level

using the poverty index originated at the
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Social Security Administration in 1964

and revised by Federal Interagency

Committees in 1969 and 1980. The

poverty index is based solely on money

incOme and COes not reflect the fact that

many low-income persons receive

noncash benefits such as food stamps,

Medicaid, and public housing. The

index is based on the Department of

Agriculture's 1961 Economy Food Plan

and reflects the different consumption

requirements of families based on their

size and composition. It was determined

from the Department of Agriculture's

1955 Survey of Food Consumption that

families of three or more persons spend

approximately one-third of their income

on food; the poverty level for these

families was, therefore, Set at three times

the cost of the Economy Food Plan. For

Smaller families and persons living alone,

the cost of the Economy Food Plan was

multiplied by factors that were slightly

higher in order to compensate for the

relatively larger fixed expenses of these

smaller households. The poverty

thresholds are updated every year to

reflect changes in the Consumer Price

Index (CPI-U). For example, the average

poverty threshold for a family of four was

$13,359 in 1990, $12,674 in 1989, and

$12,092 in 1988. For a detailed explana

tion of the poverty definition, see Current

Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 175,

Poverty in the United States: 1990.

Median. The median is presented in

connection with the data on age, years of

school completed, and income. It is the

value which Civides the distribution into

two equal parts, one-half of the cases

falling below this value and one-half of

the cases exceeding this value.

Mean. The mean (average) is presented

in connection with Cata. On number of

persons per family, income of persons,

and incOme of families. The mean num

ber of persons per family is the value

obtained by dividing the number of

persons in families having the character

istic under consideration by the appro

priate number of families. The mean

income is the amount obtained by

dividing the total income of a group by

the number of units in that group. The

mean for families are based On all

families. The mean for persons are

based on persons with income.
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Source of Data

All estimates in this report come from

data obtained in March of 1991 in the

Current Population Survey (CPS). The

Bureau of the Census conducts the

survey every month, although this report

uses only March data for its estimates.

The March survey uses two sets of

questions, the basic CPS and the

supplement.

Basic CPS. The basic CPS collects

primarily labor force data about the

civilian non institutional population.

Interviewers ask questions concerning

labor force participation about each

member 15 years old and over in every

sample household.

The March 1991 CPS sample was

selected from the 1980 decennial census

files with coverage in all 50 states and

the District of Columbia. The sample is

continually updated to account for new

residential construction. It is located in

729 areas comprising 1,973 counties,

independent cities, and minor civil

divisions. About 60,000 occupied

households are eligible for interview

every month. Interviewers are unable to

obtain interviews at approximately 2,600

of these units because the occupants

are not home after repeated calls or

are unavailable for some other reason.

Since the introduction of the CPS, the

Bureau of the Census has redesigned

the CPS sample several times to improve

the quality and reliability of the data and

to satisfy changing data needs. The

most recent changes were completely

implemented in July 1985.

March Supplement. In addition to the

basic CPS questions, interviewers asked

supplementary questions in March about

the economic situation of persons and

families for the previous year.

To obtain more reliable data for the

Hispanic origin population, the March

CPS sample was increased by about

2,500 eligible housing units, which were

interviewed the previous November and

that contained at least one sample

person of Hispanic origin. In addition,

the sample included persons in the

Armed Forces living off post or with

their families on post.

Estimation Procedure. This survey's

estimation procedure inflates weighted

sample results to independent estimates

of the civilian non institutional population

of the United States by age, sex, race

and Hispanic/non-Hispanic categories.

The independent estimates were based

on statistics from decennial censuses of

population; statistics on births, deaths,

immigration and emigration; and sta

tistics on the size of the Armed Forces.

The independent population estimates

used in this report were based on

updates to controls established by the

1980 decennial census.

The independent population estimates

include some, but not all, undocumented

immigrants. The estimation procedure

for the March supplement included a

further adjustment so husband and

wife of a household received the

same weight.

Accuracy of the Estimates

Since the CPS estimates come from a

sample, they may differ from figures from

a complete census using the same

questionnaires, instructions, and enu

merators. A sample survey estimate has

two possible types of error: sampling

and non-sampling. The accuracy of an

estimate depends on both types of error,

but the full extent of the nonsampling

error is unknown. Consequently, one

should be particularly careful when

interpreting results based on a relatively

small number of cases or on small

differences between estimates. The

standard errors for CPS estimates

primarily indicate the magnitude of

sampling error. They also partially

measure the effect of some nonsampling

errors in responses and enumeration,

but do not measure systematic biases in

the data. (Bias is the average over all

possible samples of the differences

between the sample estimates and the

desired value.)

Nonsampling Variability. Nonsampling

errors can be attributed to many sources.

These sources include the inability to

obtain information about all cases in the

sample, definitional difficulties, differ

ences in the interpretation of questions,

respondents’ inability or unwillingness to

provide correct information or to recall

information, errors made in data collec

tion such as in recording or coding the

data, errors made in processing the

data, errors made in estimating values for

missing data, and failure to represent all

units with the sample (undercoverage).

CPS undercoverage results from missed

housing units and missed persons within

sample households. Compared to the

level of the 1980 decennial census,

overall CPS undercoverage is about 7

percent. CPS undercoverage varies with

age, sex, and race. Generally, under

coverage is larger for males than for

females and larger for Blacks and other

races combined than for Whites. As

described previously, ratio estimation to

independent age-sex-race-Hispanic

population controls partially corrects for

the bias due to undercoverage. How

ever, biases exist in the estimates to the

extent that missed persons in missed

households or missed persons in inter

viewed households have different

characteristics from those of interviewed

persons in the same age-sex-race

Hispanic group. Furthermore, the

independent population controls have

not been adjusted for undercoverage in

the 1980 census.

For additional information on nonsampl

ing error including the possible impact

on CPS data when known, refer to Statis

tical Policy Working Paper 3, An Error

Profile: Employment as Measured by the

Current Population Survey, Office of

Federal Statistical Policy and Standards,

U.S. Department of Commerce, 1978

and Technical Paper 40, The Current

Population Survey: Design and

Methodology, Bureau of the Census,

U.S. Department of Commerce.

Sampling Variability. Sampling variability

is variation that occurred by chance

because a sample was surveyed rather

than the entire population. Standard

errors, as calculated by methods des

cribed later in “Standard Errors and Their

Use, ” are primarily measures of sampling

variability, although they may include

some nonsampling error.

Comparability of Data. Data obtained

from the CPS and other sources are not

entirely comparable. This results from

differences in interviewer training and

experience and in differing survey

processes. This is an example of

nonsampling variability not reflected in

the standard errors. Use caution when

comparing results from different sources.

Caution should also be used when

comparing estimates in this report, which
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reflect 1980 census-based population

controls, with estimates for 1980 (1979

for income estimates) and earlier years,

which reflect 1970 census-based

population controls. This change in

population controls had relatively little

impact on summary measures such as

means, medians, and percentage

distributions but did have a significant

impact on levels. For example, use of

1980 based population controls results in

about a 2-percent increase in the civilian

non institutional population and in the

number of families and households.

Thus, estimates of levels for data col

lected in 1981 and later years will differ

from those for earlier years by more

than what could be attributed to actual

changes in the population. These differ

ences could be disproportionately

greater for certain subpopulation groups

than for the total population.

Since no independent population control

totals for persons of Hispanic origin were

used before 1982, compare Hispanic

estimates over time cautiously.

Note When Using Small Estimates.

Summary measures (such as medians

and percentage distributions) are shown

only when the base is 75,000 or greater.

Because of the large standard errors

involved, summary measures would

probably not reveal useful information

when computed on a smaller base.

However, estimated numbers are shown

even though the relative standard errors

of these numbers are larger than those

for corresponding percentages. These

smaller estimates permit combinations

of the categories to suit data users'

needs. Take care in the interpretation of

small differences. For instance, even a

small amount of non-sampling error can

cause a borderline difference to appear

significant or not, thus distorting a seem

ingly valid hypothesis test.

Standard Errors and Their Use. A num

ber of approximations are required to

derive, at a moderate cost, standard

errors applicable to all the estimates

in this report. Instead of providing an

individual standard error for each esti

mate, parameters are provided from

which the precise standard errors can

be calculated by using the formulas

described later.

The sample estimate and its standard

error enable one to construct a confi

dence interval, a range that would

include the average result of all possible

samples with a known probability. For

example, if all possible samples were

surveyed under essentially the same

general conditions and using the same

sample design, and if an estimate and its

standard error were calculated from each

sample, then approximately 90 percent

of the intervals from 1.645 standard

errors below the estimate to 1.645

standard errors above the estimate

would include the average result of all

possible samples.

A particular confidence interval may or

may not contain the average estimate

derived from all possible samples.

However, one can say with specified

confidence that the interval includes

the average estimate calculated from

all possible samples.

Some statements in the report may

contain estimates followed by a number

in parentheses. This number can be

added to and subtracted from the

estimate to calculate upper and lower

bounds of the 90-percent confidence

interval. For example, if a statement

contains the phrase "grew by 1.7 percent

(i1.0)," the 90-percent confidence

interval for the estimate, 1.7 percent, is

0.7 percent to 2.7 percent.

Standard errors may also be used to

perform hypothesis testing, a procedure

for distinguishing between population

parameters using sample estimates.

The most common type of hypothesis

appearing in this report is that the pop

ulation parameters are different. An

example of this would be comparing

the unemployment rate of Hispanics

and White non-Hispanics in 1991.

Tests may be performed at various levels

of significance, where a significance

level is the probability of concluding that

the characteristics are different when, in

fact, they are the same. All statements

of comparison in the text have passed

a hypothesis test at the 0.10 level of

significance or better. This means that

the absolute value of the estimated

difference between characteristics is

greater than or equal to 1.645 times the

standard error of the difference.

Standard Errors of Estimated Numbers.

To calculate the standard error of an

estimated number shown in this report,

use the formula shown below.

sx I \lax2 + bx

Here x is the size of the estimate and a

and b are the parameters in table B-1

associated with the particular type of

characteristic. When calculating stan

dard errors for numbers from cross-tab

ulations involving different characteris

tics, use the set of parameters for the

characteristic which will give the largest

standard error.

(1)

Illustration

Table B of the report shows that in 1991

there were 5,715,000 Hispanic males in

the civilian labor force. Using formula

(1) with the parameters a : —0.000303

and b : 2,150 from Table B-1, the ap

proximate standard error is

sX:\[-O.OOO'3013x5.715.0002 * 2.150x5,715,000

I 49,000

So the 90-percent confidence interval for

the number of Hispanic males in the

labor force in 1991 would be from

5,634,000 to 5,796,000, is, 5,715,000 1,

1.645x 49,000. Therefore, a conclusion

that the average estimate derived from all

possible samples lies within a range

computed in this way would be correct

for roughly 90 percent of all possible

samples.

Standard Errors of Estimated

Percentages. The reliability of an esti

mated percentage, computed using

sample data for both numerator and

denominator, depends on the size of the

percentage and its base. Estimated

percentages are relatively more reliable

than the corresponding estimates of the

numerators of the percentages, particu

larly if the percentages are 50 percent or

more. When the numerator and denom

inator of the percentage are in different

categories, use the parameter from table

B-1 indicated by the numerator.
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The approximate standard error, s, p.

of an estimated percentage can be

obtained by use of the formula

\ || p(100-p) (2)
X

Here x is the total number of persons,

families, households, Or unrelated indi

viduals which is the base of the percent

age, p is the percentage (0 < p < 100),

and b is the parameter in table B-1

aSSOCiated with the Characteristic in the

numerator of the percentage.

Illustration

Table B shows that in 1991, 10.6 percent

of the 5,715,000 Hispanic males in the

labor force were unemployed. Using

formula (2) and b = 2,708 from table B-1,

the standard error is approximately

Sxp -\ 2,708 x106x(1000-106)

5,715,000

= 0.7

The 90-percent confidence interval for

the estimated percentage of Hispanic

males in the labor force who are un

employed is from 9.4 percent to 11.8

percent, i.e., 10.6+ 1.645x0.7.

Standard Error Of a Difference. The

Standard error Of the Clifference between

two sample estimates is approximately

equal to

s, , = \s,” + sy” 2rs,sy (8)

where s, and sy are the standard errors

of the estimates, x and y. The estimates

can be numbers, percentages, ratios,

etc. The correlation coefficient, r, Can

be determined from table B-2 for com

parisons of race-ethnic groups. For

comparisons not listed in table B-2,

assume that equals zero. This will repre

Sent the actual Standard error Quite

accurately for the difference between

estimates Of the same Characteristic in

tWO different areas, Or for the difference

between separate and uncorrelated

Characteristics in the Same area. HOW

ever, if there is a high positive (negative)

correlation between the two Charac

teristics, the formula will Overestimate

(underestimate) the true standard error.

COrrelation COefficientS. The correlation

coefficient, r is a measure of the degree

of linear dependence between two

estimates, X and Y. The value for the

correlation coefficient is -1 < r < 1. A

value of r near +1 or -1 indicates a high

degree of linear dependence between

X and Y. whereas a value near 0 indi

cates a lack of linear dependence. A

positive value of r indicates that Y tends

to increase when X COes, whereas a

negative value indicates that Y tends to

Cecrease when X increases. If r = 0,

then X and Y are Said to be uncorrelated.

Illustration

Table B of this report shows that in 1991,

7.3 percent of the 58,830,000 White

males in the Civilian labor force were

unemployed. Table 2 also shows that

10.6 percent of the Hispanic males and

in the civilian labor force (5,715,000)

were unemployed. The apparent

difference between the unemployment

rate of White males and Hispanic males

is 3.3 percentage points. Using formula

(2) with b = 2,357 from table B-2, the

approximate standard error, s, for White

males is 0.2. The Standard error, Sy for

Hispanic males is 0.7 (b = 2,708). Using

formula (3) with r=0.33 from table B, the

Standard error for the estimated Cliffer

ence between percentage of White and

Hispanic unemployed males is about

s., - V_022-072 2x033x02x07 - 07

This means that the 90-percent confi

Cence interval around the Clifference is

from 2.1 to 4.5, i.e., 3.3 + 1.645x0.7.

Because this interval does not contain

zero, we can conclude with 90-percent

confidence that the unemployment rate

for White males is lower than the unem

ployment rate for Hispanic males.



32

Table B-1.

Parameters for Total-White, Black-Other Races, and Hispanic Populations

Parameters

Characteristic

a b

Educational Attainment

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0000315 3425

Families

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. -0_000172 , 1716

Family Income

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . lHispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41000175 1 2243

Family Poverty

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . +0.000093 j 2243

Labor Force, Employment Status ‘

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0000176 , 2485

Male

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ‘ gHISTORIC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _0.000303 2 150

Female

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .HISOSTIIC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _O_00026O 1,843

Unemployed

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _ 1

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41000224 2708

Male j

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ‘ iHlSpal’IlC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -0000382 ‘ 2708

Female

Total, White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :

Black, Other Races . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -0000382 1708
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Table B-2.

Correlation Coefficients for Race-Ethnic Comparisons.

White, Black,

Not Not Not White Black

Group Hispanic White Hispanic Black | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic | Hispanic

Not Hispanic 1.00 0.92 0.85 0.40 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00

White 100 || 093 000 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.00

White, Not Hispanic 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Black 1.00 0.99 0.00 000 O. 11

Black, Not Hispanic 100 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hispanic 1.00 0.96 0.14

White Hispanic I | 100 0.00

Black Hispanic 1.00
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Facsimilies Of March 1991

CPS Questionnaires 35

Facsimile I. Form CPS-260 Control Card

At the time of the first CPS interview, the interviewer

prepares a list of all persons who are staying in the

selected sample unit. The roster is constructed using the

field Control Card, Form CPS-260. The roster and ques

tions on the control card are used to identify the living

space constituting the sample unit. A control card is

prepared for each housing unit. It provides for recording

the personal characteristics of each person who is

determined to be a member of a sample household, i.e.,

a person for whom the sample unit is the usual place of

residence. This record of members, which is brought up

to date at each subsequent interview to take account of

new or departed residents, changes in age, marital

status, etc., and constitutes the complete sample of

persons from which subsamples, having specified char

acteristics, are selected for specific studies.

Facsimile ll. Race Flashcard

The race of individuals was identified by a question

that asked for self-identification of the persons's race.

Respondents were asked by select their race (and the

origin of other household members) from the flashcard.

The population is divided into five groups on the basis of

race: White; Black; American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut;

Asian or Pacific Islander; and Other races beginning with

March 1989. The last category includes any other race

except the four mentioned. In most of the published

tables, "Other races" is shown in total population.

Facsimile Ill. Origin or Descent Flashcard

Hispanic persons were identified by a question that

asked for self-identification of the person's origin or

descent. Respondents were asked to select their origin

(and the origin of other household members) from the

flashcard. Hispanic persons were those who indicated

that their origin was Mexican-American, Chicano, Mex

ican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American

(Spanish countries), or other Spanish origin.

Facsimile IV. CPS-1 —Basic Ouestionnaires

For each household and for each civilian household

member 15 years old and over, the interviewer com

pletes a CPS questionnaire that asks the household

respondent a series of structured questions concerned

with economic activity during the week containing the

12th day of the month. This week, referred to as the

survey week, is the week preceding interview week.

These questions appear as items 19-24 on the CPS

questionnaire. The primary purpose of these questions

is to classify the sample population into three basic

groups—the employed, the unemployed, and those not

in the labor force. Interviewers are trained to ask the

questions as they appear on the questionnaire.
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Facsimilie ||.

Race Flashcard

Q)

What is the race of each person in this household?

1 White

2 Black

3 American Indian, Aleut, Eskimo

4 Asian or Pacific Islander

Japanese, Chinese, Filipino,

Korean, Asian Indian, Vietnamese,

Hawaiian, Romanian,

Samoan, other Asian

FORM CPS-668A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

18-16-78) BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

RACE FLASHCARD

CURRENT POPULATION SURVEY



Facsimilie l||.

Origin or Descent Flashcard
39

What is the origin or descent of each person in this household?

01 German 10 Mexican-American

02 Italian II Chicano

03 Irish 12 Mexican

04 French 14 Puerto Rican

05 Polish IS Cuban

06 Russian 16 Central or South American

(Spanish Countries)

07 English

17 Other Spanish

08 Scottish

20 Afro-American

(Black, Negro)

09 Welsh

OR

30 Another group not listed

FORM CPS-668B U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

(8-16-78) BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

ORIGIN OR DESCENT FLASHCARD

CURRENT POPULATION SURVEY



Facsimilie IV.

CPS-1–Basic Questionnaires

CHECK ITEM

Only CPS-1 for household . . . . . . . .D

First CPS-1 of continuation h"hold. . [T]

Second CPS-1 of continuation h"holdD

Third, fourth, and 5th CPS-1 . . . . . .D

FORM CPS-1

*\

(#)

CURRENT POPULATION SURVEY

Form Approved – O.M.B. No. 1220-0700 – Expires 11-30-91

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Bureau of the Census

Fosdic 28.1:1 PSU

CONTROL NUMBER

SEGMENT SERIAL

LINE NO. OFH"HOLD RESP.

NON H"HOLD RESPONDENT . . . . . . .D
(Specify and Send Intercomm /

for interviewed household)

INTERVIEW

Do ITEMS 23A–E in this CPS-1 (Y
contain ANY ENTRY OTHER (Yes [T]

THAN Ave VER Worked. . . . . . No D

NONINTERVIEW

TYPE A . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .D

TYPE B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .L

TYPE C . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .D

(SEND INTER COMM

For TYPE A AND C)

TELEPHONE HOLD

(Mark this box for office “telephone hold”

cases only)

CHECK ITEM

[T]CPS-665 being held for follow-up

CURRENT

Population

Sunway

MARCH 1991]



41

CHILDREN'S (0–14 years old) TRANSCRIPTION ITEMS

ARMED FORCES MEMBERSTRANSCRIPTION ITEMS

(Fl//only An Interviewed households for persons with "AF" in CC item-22

(If more than 4 children in household use continuation CPS-1 document.) If more than 2 afpersons in h hold ased Crs-1d. l

FIRST CHILD FIRSTARMED FORCES MEMBER

18A. 188. RELATIONSHIP TO REFERENCE | 18C. 18D. 18G1. SEX 18K. 18A. | 18B. RELATIONSHIP TO 18C. 18D. 18E. MARITAL STATUS

LINE PERSON (Control Card item 14b) | PARENTS I AGE Male . . . . . I | ORIGIN LINE REFERENCE PERSON PARENT's I AGE

No. LINE Q @ | Fernale ... < || 2 2. NO. Ref. Person wiTH relin H hld. 01 o ll"f Married -

© 2. Natural-Adopted Chiki..... 05 o || NUMBER 1 I I I © Q, Ret person with Nore...in H hido.2 o | ** spouse present I

I I Step Child............... O6 O || 2 O 2 | 18. RACE 2 : I Husband. . . . . . . .03 © 1 &2 o', Q.

2 2 Grandchild.............. O7 O X. 3 White. . 3 3 --> --> Wife. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .04 O l I 1 : Married -

2 3 Brother-Sister............09 O || 2 2 ‘1. Black ... 2 1. 33 natural/Adopted Child . . . . . . . O5 O || 2 3 2: 3 :absent

fi. Other Rel. of ref. person.... 10 C | 3 3 5 8-- - - - - 5 | Step Child................. O6 O || 3 3 2 3 (Ex ted) c

5 Foster Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 C, &- G Arner 3, : Grandchild. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .07 O 4- * - separated). . . . . . -

*

-

-
->

-> Non-rel. of Ref. Person 5 7 Indian, l * - Parent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 08 () 5 5 5 Widowed

2 WITHOWN rel. in Hºhki...12 O Ç, s £ \ 3 3. : Brother-Sister. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Og O S. 3 G -

& Non-rel of Ref. Person 2 o inno -* # over" of Rs. Person..... 10 O T 7 7 | Divorced

c) th. No 1. in Hºhld. 3 Asian of - F ild . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 * S 8
-1 OWN rel. in d. 14 C Pacific 4- o oster Child O •) * @ Separated . . . . . . 5

None Q islander' Non-fel. of Ref. Person None - -

| O ore.... • " wr" ownre intrala.... 12 o o Never married . . G.

er . . . ~ Partner-Roommate . . . . . . . . . . .13 O

Non-rel. of Ref. Person

(other than partner-roommate)
SECOND CHILD with No own rel. in H'hld... 14 O

18A. | 18B. RELATIONSHIPTO REFERENCE | 18C. 18D. 1861. SEX 18K.

LINE PERSON (Control Card item 14b) ||PARENT'S | AGE Male ..... I | ORIGIN 18F. 1861. SEX 18H. 181. 18.J. RACE 18K.

NO. LINE © 2 | Fernale 2 Q o SPOUSE's HIGHEST GRADE ORIGIN

O 2. Natural-Adopted Child..... 05 O NUMBER 1 I 1 1 LINE NO. GRADE COMPLETED

I - Step Child............... O6 O || @ C. a | 18. RACE 2 2 © 2 Male 1 |ATTENDED Yes I White . . . . . . . I © 2

2 2 Grandchild. . . . . . . . . . . . . . o1 o I 1 3 White - 3 3 1 I O © - I I
- - - k2 3 Brother-Sister............09 O || 2 2 4- Black ... 2 &- 2 2 Fernale 2 - 1 No. 2 Blac ~ 2 2

<- Other Rel, of ref. person.... 10 C 3 3 5 - - - - 5 3 3 2 2 Arner. Indian, 3 3

: Foster Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 O : : £ l : : : Aleut. Eskimo 3 :

--> Non-rel of Ref. Person sn,

f WITH Own rel. in Hhid...12 O G 8 £, 3 8 G. 5 Asian G

-" -> Eskimo or Pacific Isl... + *

3. Non-rel. of Ref. Person - Q - o 2 G -

C with NO OWN rel. in H"hid. 14 O 2 As of . 3. f Other . . . . . . . 5 2

Q Pacific *i. ** 2 Q

None Islander' None -

| 9 Other. .. 5 O o

•

THIRD CHILD SECONDARMED FORCESMEMBER

18A.. I 18B. RELATIONSHIP TO REFERENCE | 18C. 18D. | 1861. SEX 18K. 18A.. I 18B. RELATIONSHIP TO 18C. 18D. 18E. MARITAL STATUS

LINE PERSON (Control Cord item 14b) ||PARENT'S | AGE Male ..... I | ORIGIN LINE REFERENCE PERSON PARENT's AGE

NO. LINE © Q | Fernale . . . 2 | Q) C No. Ref. Person witH re. in Htid. C1 o | ** Married -

C 2. Natural-Adopted Child..... 05 O | NUMBER 1. I T i. 2, 2) Ref. person with No relin Hrbido.2 o | NUMBER spouse present "

I I Step Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 06 O || 2 O a | 18.J. RACE 2 & ; : Husband. . . . . . . . . . . . . .03 © 1 <> <> Q

2 < Grandchild . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 07 C I I I 3 White ... i. 1 3 3 : Wife. . . . . . . . - - - - - - - - - - - - -04 O | | I I I Married -

2 3 Brother-Sister. . . . . . . . . . . .09 C 2 2 *- Black ~ “r 3 s Natural-Adopted Child ... 05 O $ 2 2 2 : absent

4. Other Rel. of ref. person. ... 10 C | 3 3 5 BCK . . . c. 5 ... I stepchild................. 06 O || 3 S 3 3 : -,

5 Foster Child . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 C £- G Anner. G * | Grandchild.................O7 C 4. 4.4- para Q.

G 5 7 Indian, I f Parent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 08 C. 5 J 5
Non-rel. of Ref. Person - G -

2 WITH Own rel. in H"nid...12 C G * : \ * * Brother-Sister . . . . . . . 09. O © Q. C. Widowed 2

2 Non-rel. of Ref. Person 7. c) m. < 3 Other rel. of Ref. Person. . . . . 10 O 2 7 ? Divorced . . . . . . 4

• with NO OWN rel, in H"hid. 14 O S Asian o' Foster Child . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 O 8 8 & -

o Pacific &- o • < 2, Separated . . . . . . Š

| None islander Non-rel. of Ref. Person None -

| O oper s | * WITH OWN rel. in H'hld. . . . . .* 9 o Never married ... (3

- Partner-Roommate . . . . . . . . 13 O

Non-rel of Ref. Person

(other than partner-roornmate)
FOURTH CHILD with NO OWN rel. in H"hid... 14 O

18A. | 18B. RELATIONSHIP TO REFERENCE | 18C. 18D. | 1861. SEX 18K.

LiNE PERSON (Control Card item 14b) | PARENTS AGE Male ..... I | ORIGIN 18F. 18G1. SEX 18H. Tiel. 18.J. RACE 18K.

No. LINE © Q | Fernale 2 © C. SPOUSE's HIGHEST GRADE ORIGIN

2 <> Natural-Adopted Child..... 05 Q || NUMBER I I I I Line: No. GRADE COMPLETED

- 1 Step Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .06 O || @ 2 2 | 18.J. RACE c 2 (2 O Male - |ATTENDED Yes | White T * *

* > Grandchild . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 07 O I F 3 White . . . ." 3 3 1 I & © - I I

- - f - lack . . . . . . . 2 -3 3 | Brother-Sister. . . . . . . . . . . . 09 O || 2 2 * | *-*... 2 ". & 2. emale 2 | f : No 2 Blac * | 2 3

-- Other Rei. of ref. person.... 10 O 3 3 5 &CK . . . ~ s 3 3 2 2 Amer. Indian, 3 *

s Foster Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 O + S. Arnet. . Q. c- 3. Aleut. Eskimo 3 +

*> Non-rel. of Ref. Person 5 7 Indian. I 2 5 4- - 5

7. WiTH Own rel. in H"hid. . .12 o G 2 £, \ s G. 5 Asian 3.

< * - Eskimo c. or Pacific Isl.. -

-- Non-rel. of Ref. Person - 5) - S) 7 G *

~ with NO OWN re!. in H"hid. 14 Q 8, Asian on . & P Other . . . . . . . 5 *

<> Pacific - -- -- -

None * Islander None * s -

O Other. .. 5 O D
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MARCH 1991 us. Destmento comm- (*N | 1. check reM 2. 3. ConTROL NUMBER

Bureau Of The CENsUs -

\ A. Only CPS-1 for household. . . . . . . . . Q (fill all applicable | |

*- - - - - Items on this | |

Ç P Š First CPS-1 of continuation h"hid. ... O page) ! |

| |

URRENT OPULATION] WRWRY Second CPS-1 of continuation h"hold O t(Transcribe Items | |

- 1-13 from firstFORM CPS-1 Third, fourth, etc. CPS-1. . . . . . . . . . O f CPS-1) firs |

I

MonTH | YEAR 4. TYPE OF LIVING OUARTERS 5a. LAND 6. PSU No. 7. SEGMENT | 8. SERIAL 9.HOUSE

o c e o O © Q () o o O O o e o o O HOUSING UNIT OTHER UNIT | | usAGE NO. NO. HOLD

I NO.

10. Field REPRESENTATIVECODE |

A B C D E R G H J K L M House, apartment, flat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 O | Quarters not HU in Urban l

c do o o o o o o e o o " Hummonument hold mole.…........ 2 of "" " " | Rum a
- - - - | - (Fift © Q) @ © Q @ (2 3

© l 2 3 4-5 G. P. 8 Q HU n t. in transient hotel, motel a o Unit not permanent 5b. l l - T

© I a 3 4 5 G, f 8 O permanent. In transien - el, etc. - | in transient hotel, motel, etc. 9 C) 7 I -> l : i . I : | :

HU in rooming house. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 O | # * * #### 3.3 3
| - ... . . . I--------- - - - - - -

s M T W TH F S After Mobile home or trailer | Tent site or trailer site. . . . . . 19 Q |5b. FARM 3-4-4- || +4-4-4- ^ 4 4.

o o o o o o o o £" with no permanent room added. . . . . . . . . 5 C Student quarters SALES L

wee - - - | in college dormitory.......11 Q || $1000 or

12. LINE No. OF H"HOLD RESP. Mobile home or trailer with one ! more * : * 5 55 5 55

+ or more permanent rooms added. . . . . . . . 6 O | Other not HU(Describe below-12 () (Yes). l. ~ D > . . . . * . ~

I & 3 + 5 G, | G G 3 G. G. G. G. 3 G <

HU not specified above (Describe below). ... 7 O Less than 2 < 2 | ? 7 × 2 2 * :

Non, hkhld. resp.(Specify) C (Send Inter Comm A $900 - || 8 & 8 & 8 & 8 || 8 8 3

A Interviewed (No).. 3 O 9 @ S) - C 9 O

- Households Only) (Go to 10)

13. TYPE INTERVIEW NONINTERVIEW

Noninterview O_-T TYPE A TYPE B | TYPEC (Send inter Comm) SEASONAL STATUS

Personal . . . . . O 14. (Mark reason and race.) 15. | 16. This unit is intended for occupancy:

Tel. - regular C Vacant - regular. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C | Demolished.......... () - (Fili Hvs if
Tel. – callback O REASON | RAce V ... O ('", Year round. . . . • HU in Item 4)

ICR filled . . . . O l acant -storage of h"hld furniture O 16) H il

No one home O - | House or trailer ... C By migratory workers C |tfit Item 17

| Temp. occ. by persons with URE.. O % below if HU

- | | Outside segment . . . . . . C. sonally. . . . . . . . . O fy iter”Temporarily I outsid C Sea in Item 4)

bsent. ... O !White. . . .13A. CHECK ITEM absen " Unfit or to be demolished. . . . . . . . C.) *::" .

| r storage ... (...) ... 17. This unit is intended for occupancy:

Telephone Hold Refused O * 2 Under construction, not ready . . . . () | Merged............. o Vomit

(FlII chrcle for office used. . . . . o . . . ~ | Converted | 16-17 Summers only O

- - 1 to temp. business or storage. . . . C. | Condemned . . . . . . . . . . O I """' k ' ' k k k Transcribe

telephone hold” cases only) | Occ. by Armed Force (Omit | Winters onl o Ws instructed

O Other – Occ. o All other 3 members or persons under 15... O )'76-77) - Y. . . . . . . . on back of

- (Describe i 7 Built after April 1, 1980 C othe toen...s.l., o"
below) | Unoccupied tent site or trailer site C | er (Describe below) .

| Permit granted, |Unused line of listing

| construction not started. . . . . . . O 1 sheet. . . . . . . . . . . . .
| • t

| Other (Specify below). . . . . . . . . . . O | other (Describe below). . o

\ | *\

-------T–––––––––––––––––––––––– ------------------------

|

|
}

-- - ===4========-----------------------------~~~~~~~~~<===

TRANSCRIPTION ITEMs HOUSEHOLD ITEMS Fill after basic labor force interview

FilIfor interviewed households only. (If continuation CPS-1ks required, only fill on first CPS-1 each month.) (Fill for nominterviewed ord hat households) || and proceed to cPs 665

+| 32A. CHECK ITEM (From Control Card Itern 25) Is Spanish

27A. TENURE use of Heritone 30. NUMBER OF CONTACTS - ACTUAL AND origin (codes 10 through 17) entered on the Control Card

(Transcribe from cc item 10) 29A. Telephone in Household ATTEMPTED (Transcribe from CC item 31) for any person 15+ in this household?

(Transcribe from C.C. item 27a)
Owned or being bought. . . . . . . . l Yes T. Personal | 2 3 4 5 G. " Yes O (Ask 32B)

Rented. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 es I (Skip to 29c) (C.C. item 31c) No C (Go to CPS-665)

No cash rent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 No 2 (Fin 29b) . . . . IT–––TTT2 . . . . . .
Telephone I 2 3 4 5 & 2 3 Q "|| 32B. Did (Read names of Reference Person) live at this address

during the week of November 19, 1990?
27B, HOUSEHOLD STATUS CHANGE 29B.Telephone Available (C.C. items 31 d & e)

Is this a replacement household this month? ranscribe from C.C. item 27b Yes O (Fill 32C)
(T - itern 27b) 31. TIME OF INTERVIEW (Mark the time period in No C (Go to CPS-665)

Yes O Yes Y (Fill 29c) which the majority of the labor force interview

- - obtai - 32C. chECK ITEM (From Control Card Item 25) is reference
No () No 2 (Skip ta 30) : or nominterview classification was person's origin code 10 through 17?

- - - Yes O (Go to CPS-66528. TOTAL FAMILY INCOME 29C. Telephone Interview Acceptable Midnight to 6 a.m. © 3 to 6 p.m. C. : o :#5 J

(Transcribe from cc item 29) (Transcribe from C.C. Item 27c) 6 to 9 a.m. . . . . . . () 6 to 9 p.m. (3

9 a.m. to Noon... O 9 p.m. to 32D. Did any of the following household members live here

0 1 O 05 C, 09 C) 13 O Yes J. Noon to 3 p.m. . . . C Midnight C during the week of November 19, 1990? (Read all

02 C. 06 O 10 O 14 O |fm30) household member names with codes 10–17 in cc item 25.)

03 C 07 O 11 () No. 2 REMINDER Yes O

04 C 08 Q 12 O 29 C FilI iterns 18A-18t on pages 2, 5, 7, 9, and 11. No Q !c. to CPS-665)

CODER NUMBER

A B C D E. F. G H J K L M

£ Q Q Q Q (-) Q Q Q C Q Q

ø 1 2 3 4- 6 & 2 & C
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*

-I r

18. LINE NUMBER 20. Did ... do any work at all |21. (If f in 19, skip to 21A.) 22. (If Lkhm 19, Skip to 22A.) 24. CHECK ITEM | J

LAST WEEK, not counting Did ... have a job or Has... been looking for work (Rotation number) - T2s check rew---

19. What doi st work around the house? business from which he-she during the past4 weeks” First digit of SEGMENT number is: same. number)

- w-r- - - - - siness emporari absen

:" (Note::: :: Yes O No O (Go to 24) O 2, 3,4,6, 7 or 8 (Skip to 26) First digit of SEGMENT

- - operator */ •bout on layo -

: unpaid work/ , |z{&WRRENTE-TAGNITE.T.: " " "#" number is:

•eping house Yes O No O (Go to 22) 4 weeks to find work? (Mark all C 2, 3,4,6,7 or 8 (Skip to 26)

- 24A. When did... tast work for psy at a - **** **

Golna to school es O. No O (Go to 21) -

ng A. A. methods used;do not read list) regular job or business, either full-or 9 '** (**254)

or something alse? 21A. Why was... absent from Checked | - —A
20A. How many hours 2 & pub. employ. agency O part-time?

work LAST WEEK: with- pvt. employ agency o 25A. How many hours

Working (Skip to 20A). ...WK O did... work I I employ circy. 3 Within past 12 months O per week does... 2 °

With a job but not at work...J C. LASTWEEK 22 | Own illness...... O "prove crew... . 1 up to 2 years ago ... O USUALLY I 1.

Looking f k O at all jobs? 3 3 friends or relatives ... O - - 2 2
g for work . . . . . . .LK - 2 up to 3 years ago ... O }(Go to 248 work at this job? ~

Keeping house. . . . . . . . . . H. O -4- “H. On vacation O Placed or answered ads... . . . . O 3 up to 4 years ago O 3 3

- * * *- B I. - - - -** *-*.*.*.*.*.*- - - - - Nothing (Skip to 24)......... O - - -

Going to school.......... s o 208. CHECK ITEM 5 5 4 up to 5 years ago. ... O e- 4

Unable to work (Skip to 24). U O + G G | Bad weather..... O *#: Sormony" . . g \sue. 5 5

Retired . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .R O 49 O (Skip to | ? 7. register, etc.).......... O Never worked . . . . . . . O 24C) G. G.

Other (Specify). . . . . . . . . . hem 2,3)] 8 8 || Labor dispute.... -(Specify) OT O 1–34 O (Go to #: dispute. ... O 22B. At the time . . . started looking |24B. Why did... leave that job? E. : :

| 20C) - for work,was it because he-she Per 1. famil *

New job to begin (Ship to lost or quit a job or was the £y hool O <> <>

36-48 O (Go to 200) within 30 days O 22Band quit a joD or was there o y-or school. . . . .

—/ 22C2) •orne other reason? Health. . O 25B. Is... paid by the hour

20D. Did ... lose any time or Temporary layoff • Lost job . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . o I -". . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . on this job?

--- take any time off LAST (Under 30 days). O • Ouit job . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . O Retirement or old age . . . . . . . . ... O Yes O (Go to 25C)

WEEK for any reason - • Left school. . . . . . . . . . . . . O Seasonal job completed. . . . . . . . . O No C (Skip to 25D)

such as illness, holkiay "£. £ • Wanted temporary work.. O - - C (

or slack work? or nodef recall 22C3) * Change in home Slack work or business conditions O 25C. How much Dollars Cents

20C. Does... USUALLY work 35 date) O or family responsibilities O does
h w" thisiob'l v- a "-------| \ pon Temporary ... - - - Q @ Q, Q

Ours or "none a at this jo Yes O. Howrmany hours • Left military service . . . . . . C. nonseasonal job completed. ... O earn -

did. ... take off", Other (S-ecify) ... O • Other (Specify in notes) C Unsatisfactory work 1 − 1.

Yes O. What is the reason } *\ - - - - arrangements (Hours, pay, etc.) O per hour? 2 <> 2 2

... worked less than l l ------------------ 22C. 1) How many weeks © Q Other....................... O 3 3 3 3

- - - £1. d *

**L*STWEEK' (correct 20A flost time 21B. Is... receiving wages *... been ooking 1 1 |24c Do."Troll-job now. # * * *
- not already deducted; or salary from his-her for work? 2 2 either full-or part-time? Jo Jo D D

No O": If 20A reduced below 35, employer for any of the 3 3 Yes. . . . . . . . . . . . . o *-> & e G

... USUALLY works correct 208 and filI20C) time off LAST WEEK7 2) How many weeks ago (1. – i (Go to 240) * * * *

less than 35 hou 1. ** Maybe – it depends Q ** a . ... Cs

es * rs did... start looking s 5 (Specify in notes) --> *., Q. -->

a week Y E. l No. . . . . . . . . . . . . £) -) &(Mar No (D es O for work? G. & Don't know O 's" to 24E) -) o o

* the appropriate reason) - l No O 7 * - - - - - - - REF O

- - (Ask 25D)
Slack k ..) 20E. Did ... work any overtime 3) How many weeks ago 8 & #24D. What are the reasons... is not —£%

CKWOFK . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ( or at more than one job - was... laid off? Q Q looking for work? 2.5D. Howmuch does...

Material shortage. . . . . . . . . . . . C. LASTWEEK7 21C. Does... usually work —- (Mark each reason mentioned) USUALLY © Q @ Q.

35 hours or more a week |22D. Ha*... been looking for full-time • Believes n k earn per week I T : T

Plant or machine repair... C Yes O. How many extra at this job? or part-time work? available in line of work or area O at this job ~ 2 2

hours did...work? -- r- *~

new job started during week... O A Yes O Full O Part O • Couldn't find any work. . . . . . . . . . o : 2 2 3

es Could have taken a lob LAST! • Lacks nec. schooling. dedu 3- “..

Job terminated during week. ... O - No () 22E.:£: training, skills or experience O include any 5 s *

Could find onlypart-time work O. ( f: and: of • Employers ime pay, G, G, G,

- necessary if extra hours Yes O. No O Why not? think too young or too old. . . . . o commissions, 7 * *

Holiday (Legal or religious). . . . C not already included and ti II
iday (Legal or re J \- skip to 23.) ££:-- Already has a job. . . . . () | * Other pers handicap in finding job Q : :: * 2 3 &

Labor dispute. . . . . . . . . . . . . . O e week T illness.... O - - o o o
ISpu No O emporary iliness * • Cankt arrange child care. . . . . . . . . . O

Bad weather. . . . O Going to school...... O REF O

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - (Skip to 23) Other (Soecify in notes) O | * Family responsibilities. . . . . . . . . ... O

Own illness. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - - -
n niness O % inDuSTRY OCCUPATION 22F. When did... last work at a • In school or other training. . . . . . . . o 25E. On this job, is... a member

On vacation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . O |F 2, 2, 2 © Ö full-time job or business lasting of a labor union or of an

l T I I T 1. 2 consecutive weeks or more? • IILhealth, physical disability. . . . . . . Q employee association similar

Too: with housework, ..) |C -, ~) Within last 12 months (Specify)... O - to a union?

school, personal bus, etc. ... O E 2 2 2 2 2 • Other (Specify in notes). . . . O

Did not want full-time work. ... O 3 3 3 S 3 (Month) A. • Don't k O Yes O (Skip to 26)

"OW . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .| Full-time work week U 4, 1. 4 + £- One to five years ago. . . . . . . . . . . O ow No O (Ask 25F)

| "'........ () : 5 5 5 5 5 More than 5 years ago. . . . . . . . . . O | 24E. Does... intend to look for work

| Other reason (Specify)........ O G. G. L G. G. & Never worked - of any kind in the next 12 months? 25F. On this job, is... covered

*\ O 7 F ? & P ": : [Thore. . . . . . . 3 Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . O by a union or employee

| N 8 & 2 ever wor at all . . . . . . . . . . . . if association contract?

| L 3. # $3.3 (SKIP to 23. If layoff entered in 21A, It depends (Specify in notes) O

Y 9) ~ - enterIob, either full or part time, from No. . . . . . - ... O Yes C

--- Ref O Ref. O whkh laid off. Else enterIast full thme Don't know. . . . . . . . . . . . . "O Q | (Go to 26)

(Skip to 23 and enter#" worked Unc. () Unc.. O Job fasting 2 weeks or more, or (If entry in 248, describe job in 23, No O

t at fast week) "never worked.") otherwise, skip to 26)

|23. DESCRIPTION OF JOBOR BUSINESS

23A. For whom did... work? (Name of company, business, organization or other employer.) | 23E. Was this person 23F. CHECK ITEM

| An employee of a PRIVATE Co, l

! bus, or individual for wages, salary or comm. . . P C |

23B. What kind of busi - is this? /F - | f : Entry (or NA)
..What kind of business or industry is this? (For example: TV and radio mfg., retalIshoe store, State Labor Dept.) A FEDERAL government employee. . . . . . . . . . . . . F O (Go to | in item 20A C,

A STATE government employee. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . S O | 23F) | #

- – | A LOCAL government employee. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .L C Entry (or NA) poge)

23C. What kind of work was... doing? (For example: electrica-engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer.) | - -

* | - - | in item 21B ()

| Self-empl. in OWN bus., prof. practice, or farm |

| ls the business i ted? * Yes........... | O |

" s si incorpora

23D. What were ...'s mon important* or duties at this job? (for example: types, keeps account books, files, l No. . . . . . . . . SE C (Skip All other cases O (Skip to 26)

sells cars, operates printing press, finishes concrete.) working witHouT PAY in fam bus or farm. ...wp o to 26)

| NEVER workeD........................ NEV O .

|
–
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|

18A. 18B. RELATIONSHIP TO REFERENCE PERSON 18C, 18D. | 18E. MARITAL 18F. 18G1, SEX 18H. HIGHEST |

*----------------------

LINE Ref. Person WITH rel. in H'hid. . . . . . . . . . . . . 01 Q | PAR's AGE STATUS SPOUSExs Male I GRADE 181. GRADE | 18.J. RACE

Ref. person with NO rel, in H'hid. . . . . . . . . . . 02 o || LINE Married- LINE Female 2: ATTENDED compleTEp

Husband. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 03 O | NO. £ I NUMBER I – /– White. . . . . . . l

Q @ Wife . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 04 O 2, 2. Q) Pr" | | @ 2 | 1862 veTERAN starus © 2) Yes | Black 2

I I Natural-Adopted Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .05 O I 1. J. T. Married- I 1 van, T 1. No 2 |

2 2 Step Child.............................06 C 2 2 || 2 2 : 2 2 2 2 Arner. Indian,

3 3 Grandchild............................O7 O 3 3 || 3 3 (Exclude 3 3 Vietnam Era l 3 Aleut. Eskimo 3

4. Parent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .08 C) 4 || 4- 4. separated) 2 £- Korean War 2 4- Asian or

5 Brother-Sister. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 09 O s 5 5 - 5 World War || 3 s -

- Pacific Isl. . . . 4G Other Rel. of Ref. Person . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 O G | @ S ': : G World War I 4- G 111C is

7 Foster Child. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 O 7. 7 ? -" 2 Other Service 5 Z Other. . . . . . . 5

**> * Separated £

8 Non-rel. of Ref. Person S || 2 3 Q Nonveteran Q S

o WITH OWN rel. in H'hld . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 C Q | < S) ": G 9 c)

Partner-Roommate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . | , 13 O |None None

Non-rel, of Ref. Person (other than pertner O

roommate) with NO OWN rel. in H'hld. . . . . 14 c | * *-

l L l

26. CHECK ITEM | | MBER
(Tra from contral card item 18) 18L. SOCIAL SECURITY NU

- - (Transcribe from cc Item 260)
This person is

16–24 years of age O (Ask 26A)

All others. . . . . . . C) (Skip to 26C)

26A. (lf School" in 19, Verify) LAST WEEK C) None

was...attending or enrolled in a high

school, college, or university? Ö 2, 2, 2, Q2 2, 2, a o

(Mark "Yes"if currently on holiday or J. : T 1 1 L I 1 -

seasonal wacation. Mark “No”for - . . . . . . .

summer wacation). 2. c 2 & 2: 2 2 e <

* 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
(*)Yes O "y No C #" <- + + r + + + r. r.

High school... O Ú 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 S 5

college or Univ. C /**) G. G. G. G. S (5 G, G 3

- 2 T T- * 2 2.268. Is... enrolled in school as a full-time © * & ? * : P P. -

or part-time student’ * 3 & S S & 3 2 8

Full time () | * < & © S <) o 9 S
U

Part time O fuzoc,

26C. CHECK ITEM Who responded to the

labor force items for this person?

self o

Other O

Self-Other O (7

REMINDER:

ASK THE LF. ITEM FOR ALL H.H.

MEMBERSBEFORE ASKING THE

SUPPLEMENT.

If last person, go to item 32A on page 3.



Appendix D.

Facsimilies of

1990 Census Questionnaires

PERSON 1

Last name

Please fill one column =).

for each person listed in First name Middle initial

4. Race O White

Fill ONE circle for the race that the person C Black or Negro

considers himself/herself to be. O Indian (Amer.) (Print the name of the

If Indian (Amer.), print the name of F-–––––––––––––––– , ------ –

the enrolled or principal tribe.
--------- -- -------------

O Eskimo

|O Aleut Asian or Pacific Islander (API)

O Chinese O Japanese

O Filipino C Asian Indian

lf Other Asian or Pacific Islander (API), O Hawaiian C. Samoan

print one group, for example: Hmong, O Korean O Guamanian

Fijian, Laotian, Thai, Tongan, Pakistani, O Vietnamese C. Other API

Cambodian, and so on.—— -————— — —— — — — ——— — — —— — —— — 7.

--------------- — — — ——— —If Other race, print race.—-

7. Is this person of Spanish/Hispanic origin? No (not Spanish/Hispanic)

Yes, Mexican, Mexican-Am., Chicano

Yes, Puerto Rican

Yes, Cuban

Yes, other Spanish/Hispanic

(Print one group, for example: Argentinean,

Colombian, Dominican, Nicaraguan,

Fill ONE circle for each person.

If Yes, other Spanish/Hispanic, r--------------------- — — .

print one group. *— |
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Table E-1. Race by Hispanic Origin: March 1990

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

Characteristic Total Population Hispanic Not Hispanic

Race

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 246,192 20,779 225,414

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 206,983 19,905 187,078

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30,393 382 30,011

American Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,449 68 1,381

Asian and Pacific Islander . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,679 49 6,630

Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 688 375 314

Percent by Race

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84.1 95.8 83.0

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 12.3 1.8 13.3

American Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.6 0.3 0.6

Asian and Pacific Islander . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.7 0.2 2.9

Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.3 1.8 0.1

Percent by Origin

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 8.4 91.6

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 9.6 90.4

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 1.3 98.7

American Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 4.7 95.3

Asian and Pacific Islander . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 0.7 99.3

Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 54.4 45.6

Table E-2. Race by Hispanic Origin: March 1989

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

Characteristic Total Population Hispanic Not Hispanic

Race

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 243,683 20,075 223,608

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 205,332 19,285 186,047

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,904 431 29,473

American Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,456 56 1,400

Asian and Pacific Islander . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,447 73 6,374

Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 544 231 313

Percent by Race

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84.3 96.1 83.2

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12.3 2.1 13.2

American Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.6 0.3 0.6

Asian and Pacific Islander . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.6 0.4 2.9

Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0.2 1.1 0.1

Percent by Origin

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 8.2 91.8

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 9.4 90.6

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 1.4 98.6

American Indian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 3.8 96.2

Asian and Pacific Islander . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 1.1 98.9

Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 42.4 57.6
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Table E-3. Labor Force Status by Race and Ethnicity: March 1991

(For the United States.Numbers in thousands)

One One

Characteristic standard standard

Estimate error Percent error

Total, 16 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 190,216 (X) 100.0 (X)

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 161,931 (X) 100.0 (X)

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 147,875 (X) 100.0 (X)

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21,678 (X) 100.0 (X)

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21,361 (X) 100.0 (X)

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,688 (X) 100.0 (X)

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,056 (X) 100.0 (X)

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 317 (X) 100.0 (X)

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175,528 (X) 100.0 (X)

In civilian labor force . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124,074 305 65.2 0.17

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106,544 325 65.8 0.19

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97,435 330 65.9 0.19

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,338 109 61.5 0.52

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13,155 109 61.6 0.52

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,505 88 64.7 0.62

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,109 90 64.8 0.64

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 183 21 57.7 4.37

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..- . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 114,569 318 65.3 0.18

Unemployed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,887 141 7.2 0.1 1

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,855 125 6.4 0.12

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,936 116 6.1 0.12

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,718 66 12.9 0.48

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,699 66 12.9 0.48

Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 955 49 10.0 0.51

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 919 48 10.1 0.52

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 7 10.4 3.71

Not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,932 134 6.9 0.12

X Not applicable.



Table E-4. Labor Force Status of Females by Race and Ethnicity: March 1991

(For the United States. Numbers in thousands)

Characteristic

Estimate

Females, 16 years and over . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99,057

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83,726

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76,687

Black. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,867

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,686

Hispanic. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,378

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,039

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 181

Not Hispanic......................................... 91,679

In civilian labor force . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56,373

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47,714

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44,108

Black. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,755

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,663

Hispanic. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,791

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,606

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92

Not Hispanic....................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52,583

Unemployed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,432

White . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,544

White, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,216

Black. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 754

Black, not Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 741

Hispanic. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 350

White Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 328

Black Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

Not Hispanic. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,083

X Not applicable.

One

standard

eITOI

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

Percent

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

1 OO.O

56.9

57.O

57.5

56.9

57.0

51.4

51.2

50.8

57.4

6.1

5.3

5.O

11.2

11.1

9.2

9.1

14.1

5.9

One

standard

eITOI

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

(X)

0.21

0.23

0.24

0.62

0.62

O.79

0.81

5.04

0.22

O.15

0.16

O.16

0.63

0.63

0.77

O.79

5.98

0.16
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DIRECTIVE NO. 1516

RACE AND ETHNIC STANDARDS FOR FEDERAL STATISTICS

AND ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTING

This Directive provides standard classifications

for recordkeeping, collection, and presentation of

data on race and ethnicity in Federal program admin

istrative reporting and statistical activities. These

classifications should not be interpreted as being

scientific or anthropological in nature, nor should

they be viewed as determinants of eligibility for par

ticipation in any Federal program. They have been

developed in response to needs expressed by both

the executive branch and the Congress to provide for

the collection and use of compatible, nonduplicated,

exhangeable racial and ethnic data by Federal agen

C1CS.

1. Definitions

The basic racial and ethnic categories for Federal

Statistics and program administrative reporting are

defined as follows:

a. American Indian or Alaskan Native. A per

son having origins in any of the original peoples of

North America, and who maintains cultural identifi

cation through tribal affiliation or community recog

n1t1On.

b. Asian or Pacific Islander. A person having

origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East,

Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pa

cific Islands. This area includes, for example, Chi

na, India, Japan, Korea, the Philippine Islands, and

Samoa.

c. Black. A person having origins in any of the

Black racial groups of Africa.

d. Hispanic. A person of Mexican, Puerto Ri

can, Cuban, Central or South American or other

Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race.

e. White. A person having origins in any of the

original peoples of Europe, North Africa, or the

Middle East.

16 Directive No. 15 supersedes section 7(h) and Exhibit F of OMB

Circular No. A-46 dated May 3, 1974 and as revised May 12, 1977.
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2. Utilization for Recordkeeping

and Reporting

To provide flexibility, it is preferable to collect

data on race and ethnicity separately. If separate race

and ethnic categories are used, the minimum desig

nations are:

a. Race:

—American Indian or Alaskan Native

—Asian or Pacific Islander

—Black

—White

b. Ethnicity:

—Hispanic origin

—Not of Hispanic origin

When race and ethnicity are collected separately,

the number of White and Black persons who are His

panic must be identifiable, and capable of being re

ported in that category.

If a combined format is used to collect racial and

ethnic data, the minimum acceptable categories are:

American Indian or Alaskan Native

Asian or Pacific Islander

Black, not of Hispanic origin

Hispanic

White, not of Hispanic origin.

The category which most closely reflects the in

dividual’s recognition in his community should be

used for purposes of reporting on persons who are of

mixed racial and-or ethnic origins.

In no case should the provisions of this Directive

be construed to limit the collection of data to the

categories described above. However, any reporting

required which uses more detail shall be organized

in such a way that the additional categories can be

aggregated into these basic racial-ethnic categories.
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The minimum standard collection categories

shall be utilized for reporting as follows:

a. Civil rights compliance reporting. The cate

gories specified above will be used by all agencies in

either the separate or combined format for civil

rights compliance reporting and equal employment

reporting for both the public and private sectors and

for all levels of government. Any variation requir

ing less detailed data or data which cannot be aggre

gated into the basic categories will have to be specif

ically approved by the Office of Federal Statistical

Policy and Standards for executive agencies. More

detailed reporting which can be aggregated to the ba

sic categories may be used at the agencies discre

t1On.

b. General program administrative and grant

reporting. Whenever an agency subject to this Di

rective issues new or revised administrative report

ing or recordkeeping requirements which include ra

cial or ethnic data, the agency will use the racial/eth

nic categories described above. A variance can be

specifically requested from the Office of Federal

Statistical Policy and Standards, but such a variance

will be granted only if the agency can demonstrate

that it is not reasonable for the primary reporter to

determine the racial or ethnic background in terms of

the specified categories, and that such determination

is not critical to the administration of the program in

question, or if the specific program is directed to

only one or a limited number of race-ethnic groups,

e.g., Indian tribal activities.

c. Statistical reporting. The categories des

cribed in this Directive will be used as [sic] a mini

mum for federally sponsored statistical data collec

tion where race and-or ethnicity is required, except

when: the collection involves a sample of such size

that the data on the smaller categories would be un

reliable, or when the collection effort focuses on a

specific racial or ethnic group. A repetitive survey

shall be deemed to have an adequate sample size if

the racial and ethnic data can be reliably aggregated

on a biennial basis. Any other variation will have to

be specifically authorized by OMB through the re

ports clearance process (see OMB Circular No.

A-40). In those cases where the data collection is not

subject to the reports clearance process, a direct re

quest for a variance should be made to the OFSPS.
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3. Effective Date

The provisions of this Directive are effective im

mediately for all new and revised recordkeeping or

reporting requirements containing racial and-or eth

nic information. All existing recordkeeping or re

porting requirements shall be made consistent with

this Directive at the time they are submitted for ex

tension, or not later than January 1, 1980.

4. Presentation of Race-Ethnic Data

Displays of racial and ethnic compliance and sta

tistical data will use the category designations listed

above. The designation “nonwhite” is not accept

able for use in the presentation of Federal Govern

ment data. It is not to be used in any publication of

compliance or statistical data or in the text of any

compliance or statistical report.

In cases where the above designations are con

sidered inappropriate for presentation of statistical

data on particular programs or for particular regional

areas, the sponsoring agency may use:

(1) The designations “Black and Other Races” or

“All Other Races,” as collective descriptions of mi

nority races when the most summary distinction be

tween the majority and minority races is appropri

ate,

(2) The designations “White,” “Black,” and “All

Other Races” when the distinction among the major

ity race, the principal minority race and other races is

appropriate; or

(3) The designation of a particular minority race

or races, and the inclusion of “Whites” with “All

Other Races,” if such a collective description is ap

propriate.

In displaying detailed information which repre

sents a combination of race and ethnicity, the de

scription of the data being displayed must clearly in

dicate that both bases of classification are being

used.

When the primary focus of a statistical report is

on two or more specific identifiable groups in the

population, one or more of which is racial or ethnic,

it is acceptable to display data for each of the particu

lar groups separately and to describe data relating to

the remainder of the population by an appropriate

collective description.
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