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PREFACE

Intergroup inequalities and discrimination were examined at the
national level in Minorities in the Labor Market, Volume I, Spanish
Americans and Indians in the Labor Market, and Volume II, Orientais
in the Labor Market. This volume presents similar data for regions
and metropclitan areas, and is intended to serve as a conveni-nt and
valuable reference since detailed inforrnation of this kind has not been
available before. -

The scope and organization of materials in this report differ from
the previous reports. While attention continues to be concentrated
on labor force participation, employment, occupational achievement,
mobility and earnings of minorities, detailed information is provided
via the tabulations for regions and metropolitan areas. Too few Koreans
were in the sample files for these purposes and they have not been included.
Information on American Indians is confined to the major regicns since
relatively few Indians were resident in metropolitan areas in 1970,
Comparable information for whites is not included, partly for practical
reasons of costs and partly on the grounds that much of this kind of infor-
mation for whites can be gleaned from census and other sources.

Although this volume was intended originally as a ''data book, ' achieve-
ments of minorities are summarized in brief profiles of each of eight
color-ethnic minorities. Readers, however, may wish to compare different
minorities within a region or metropolitan area, and this can be done
without undue effort. Emphasis is placed on their labor force participation,
employment, occupational achievement, mobility, weeks worked and earnings.
Much greater detail is contained in the tables which follow (Tables 1-12),
but this summary, accompanied by relatively brief tables, should facilitate
a grasp of essential patterns of similarities and differences within a
minority among regions and metropolitan areas.

In an attempt to distill some of the more important information from
Tables 1-12, the summary tables (Tables A-H) concentrate on those
regions and metropolitan areas in which relatively large numbers of
each minority are concentrated. Because minority populations themselves
are not uniformly distributed across the country, this means that the
summary tables do not cover identical regions and metropolitan areas
(SMSA's) for each minority. Those interested in a particular region or
metropolitan area therefore may need to rely on the detailed tables.

Alternative ways of summarizing and synthesizing this rather massive
data were considered. Information might have been presented separately



for each region and meiropolitan area, but not all populations are
adequately represented in each area. Alternatively, information
might have been organized consistent with the topical areas--labor
force participation, employment, etc. The decision to organize

the statistical information separately for each minority groups was
based on the expectation that interest would be strongest concerning a
particular minority.

Appendix A presents technical descriptions of the sample populations,
identifies the regions and metropolitan areas and defines the major variables
and measures employed in this repo:t. Readers may find it worthwhile
to consult this appendix at the outset.

Apoendix B adds information gained from published census reports,-
which serves to supplement the data obtained from the Public Use Samples.
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NOTATIONS

PUS Public Use Sample

LFP Labor force participation

LFPR Labor force participation rate

NILF Not in labor force

ER Employment rate

OCC70 Occupation score, 1970

OCC65 Occupation score, 1965

SMSA Standard metropolitan statistical area

M

Asterisk identifies values in tables where base

sample frequencies are low, as described in Appendix A
--- Estimated values not shown because of small frequencies
in PUS samples

Male

Female

RIS

See Appendix A for d:scs iztinns

POPULATIONS” IN THIS REPORT

Spanish descent:
Mexican
Puerio Rican
Cuban

Race or color:

V'hite Japanese
Black Chinese
Indian Filipino

L3
Samples include all persons 20-64 years of age, not enrolled

in school and not living in group quarters, who were resident
in the United States in 1970, Persons of Spanish descent are

not included in the race or color categories to avoid double
counts.
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TABLES
LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES, BY REGION, SMSA,
SEX AND AGE, 1970

LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES, BY REGION, SMSA,
EDUCATION AND SEX, 1970

EMPLOYMENT RATES, BY REGION, SMSA, AGE
AND SEX, 1970

EMPLOYMENT RATES, BY REGION, SMSA.
EDUCATION AND SEX, 1970

OCCUPATION, BY REGION, SMSA AND SEX, 1970

MEAN OCCUPATION SCORES, BY REGION, SMSA, SEX
AND AGE, 1970

MEAN OCCUPATION SCORES, BY REGION, SMSA, SEX
AND EDUCATION, 1970

OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY, BY REGION, SMSA AND
SEX, 1965-70

EARNINGS IN 1969, BY REGION, SMSA, AGE AND SEX

EARNINGS IN 1969, BY REGION, SMSA, EDUCATION
AND SEX

WEEKS WORKED AND EARNINGS IN 1969, BY REGION,
SMSA AND SEX

EMPLOYMENT IN SELECTED INDUSTRIES, REGIONS,
AND SMSA, BY SEX, 1970

“Each table is divided into eight parts, one for each minority

population.
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PROFILES OF FARTICIPATION AND ACHIEVEMENT
MEXICANS

Largest of the three Spanish origin populations, Mexicans have
settled primarily in the Southwest and along the West coast. There
are sizeable numbers of Mexicans in six of the DOL regions, and
also in eighteen SMSA's. Eight of these SMSA's are in California, seven
in Teras and"two in Arizona. Chicago is the easternmost SMSA with a
sizeable Mexican populatior.. This pattern provides a clear indication
that Mexicans are urban dwellers, despite their relatively heavy
employment in agricultural occupations..

The labor force participation of Mexican men is comparatively high
whereas Mexican women are well below other women in this respect.
In 1970, 87% of all Mexican men in the study population were in the
labor force, and their LFPR's in Regions 5-10 exceeded this level, as
shown in Table A. Among the major SMSA's, their LFPR's fell balow
this level only in Brownsville, Laredo and Fresno. Their highest participation
rates occur in Houston, Anaheim, Oxnard, and San Bernardino. Only 39%
of all Mexican women were in the labor force in 1970, and those in Regions
6, 8 and 1C were below this level. In Tucson only 29% of the Mexican
women were active in the labor force in contrast with a LFPR of 50% in
San Francisco. Mexican women were also relatively.inactive in Corpus
Christi, L.aredo and Fresno.

Employment rates for Mexicans are generally low, at about the same
levels as Puerto Ricans and blacks, but higher than for American Indians.
ER's for Mexican men aid women were comparatively low in Regions 8 and
10 and high in Regions 5 and 6. With the exceptions of Fresno, San Francisco
and Oxnard, employment rates for Mexican men were at or above their
own national average in the SMSA's. ER's for women feil below their
‘national average in San Diego, Araheim, Fresno, San Francisco and San
Jose. :

Average levels of occupational achievement for Mexicans were among
the lowest. In Region 10 Mexican men's achievement averaged only 24,
barely higher than the national average of 21 for Mexican women. Mexican
men in Fresno, however, averaged even lower with an average occupation
score of 23. The highest levels of occupational achievement for Mexican



men are found in Region 7 and in San Antonio, El Paso, and San Jose, but
in none of these places did their achievements reach the national averages
of white, Oriental or Cuban men. Mexican women's average occupation
scores of 21 were the lowest among eight color-ethnic groups in this report,
and among the six regions they bettered their own national average only

in Region 5. Their average scores were below 20 in six of the SMSA's,

and their highest average achievements were only 24 (in Chicago and San
Francisco). '

Occupational mobility of Mexican workers between 1965 and 1970 does
not contribute greatly toward improved occupational status. About 38-39% of
Mexican workers changed jobs during this period, roughly at about the
same rates as white workers, and slightly more than half of this mobility
was upward for Mexican men, while only half of the mobility of Mexican
women was upward in the occupational structure. Mexican men were most job-
mobile in Region 8 and least mobile in Regions 6 and 9. Mexican men in
Oxnard were not only relatively nonmobile, but also were among the lowest
on the occupational achievement scale. Mexican women were most mobile
in Region 5 and in Dallas, Phoenix, Tucson, Anaheim, Fresno and San Jose.
However, in only three locations were as many as half of the Mexican women
upwardly mobile (in San Antonio, Brownsville and Corpus Christi). This
means, of course that occupational mobility is mostly downward for Mexican
women, and downward from already low occupational levels.

About three-fourths of Mexican men but fewer than half of Mexican
women worked a full 48-52 week year in 1969. Rates of full-year employment
were higher in Regions 5-7 than in Regions 8-9. Mexican men were least
likely to be employed on a full-year basis in Brownsville, Laredo, and Fresno,
whereas their chances were far greater in Houston, San Antonio, Corpus
Christi, El Paso and Tucson. Fewer than half of employed Mexican women
worked a full year in four of the six regions and in 12 of the eighteen SMSA's.

The median earnings of $5, 757 in 1969 for Mexican men ranks them below
white and Cuban men, and at about the same level as Puerto Ricans, but
higher than black and Indian men. On the other hand, Mexican women
averaged only $2, 747, the lowest average earnings of all groups. Earnings
were highest in Regions 5, 7 and 9 for Mexican men, where at least 80%
earned $3, 500 or more in 1969. In only seven of the SMSA's did Mexican
men show as many as 80% with earnings of $3,500 or more. Mexican
women fared much worse. Only in Region 5 did as many as half earn $3, 500
or more, and there were only three SMSA's in which half earned this much
(in Chicago, San Francisco and San Jose). Earnings were appreciably
higher for Mexican men who worked a full 48-52 week year. Still, fewer
than 80% had earnings of $3, 500 or more in two regions and in five SMSA's.
In Laredo only 49% and in Brownsville only 56% of the Mexican men had
earnings this high even though they worked a full year.

10
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Table A. Achievements of Mexicans in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex,

1970
Characteristic Region "SMSA
and sex? Los 5
5 6 7 8 ... 9 10  Chicago Angeles Dallas
LFPR: M 95 90 90 88 91 90 93 92 91
F 44 37 44 35 41 37 45 . 44 43
ER: M 96 96 94 94 93 88 97 94 98
r 97 94 90 91 90 90 95 93 91
Pct. worked 48- ‘
52 weeks: M 78 79 82 77 73 63 78 75 79
F 49 51 55 42 43 28 ‘54 51 44
Occupation M 33 33 36 32 32 24 35 34 32
score: F 24 19 20 20 20 16 24 22 20
Pct. mobile: M 42 38 34 53 38 43 43 38 44
F 44 38 38 42 37 28% 38 35 46
Pct. upward: M 50 59 61 54 60 58 61 56 57
F 66 47 50 36 52 - 48 57 3g*

Pct. w/earnings
of $3500 or more:

M 82 63 84 73 80 64 86 81 75
F 55 28 34 ' 37 - 43 15 59 49 42
Worked 48-52 :
weeks: M 90 70 88 85. 88 79 94 90 86
F 76 41 51 67 - 66 -—- 79 68 75%

®See page V for notations.
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Table A. (Continued)

Characteristic
and sex? San Browns- Corpus El
Houston Antonio ville Christi Laredo Paso Phoenix
LFPR: M 95 91 84 90 83 90 90
F 39 41 38 33 31 41 38
ER M 98 96 94 97 94 97 97
F 97 91 93 93 93 96 94
Pct. worked 48- .
52 weeks: M 83 82 70 82 64 85 79
F. 48 52 43 53 52 58 36
Occupation M 34 37 30 34 30 37 31
score: F 22 22 19 18 22 18 18
Pct. mobile: M 44 38 40 39 37 35 42
F 41 34 32 31 36 23 53
Pct. Upward M 64 56 55 50 57* 55 73
F 39 51 51 54 43 32 ---
Pct. w/ earnings
of $3,500 or more .
M 78 76 47 64 41 77 72
F 37 40 .15 20 30 32 32
Worked 48-52
weeks: M 88 82 56 74 49 82 79
F 59 54 23 35 43 40 55
&
12




Table A. {Continued)

Characteristic San San
and sex? San Bernan- Fran- San
Tucson Diego Anaheim Fresno Oxnard dino cisco Jose
LFPR: M 92 92 94 83 96 97 92 91
F 29 41 40 30 - 37 38 50 38
ER: M 96 94 97 90 93 96 92 94
F 92 90 89 74 91 91 90 85
Pct. worked 48- 5
52 weeks: M 82 76 78 61 75 76 71 75
. F 41 " 48 38 25 26 41 49 35
Occupation = M 34 33 35 23 30 . 31 33 36
score: F 29 29 22 14 17 20 24 21
Pct. mobile: M 38 40 38 33 32 39 42 44
F 44 28 45 44 32 30 38 45
Pct. upward: M 67" 65 68 64 58" 57 59 69
' F --- --- 48" 38* --- 48* 40 38*

Pct. w/earnings
of $3500 or more

M 82 74 85 58 74 80 83 84
F 36 39 33 31 38 40 60 50
Worked 48-52
weeks: M 89 81 92 66 83 87 89 91
F 67 64 56 --- --- 58 83 71
13




Three-fourths of the Mexican women reached the $3, 500 level in Region
5, but only 41% in Region 6 among the full-year workers. Earnings of
fully-employed Mexican women were highest in San Francisco and Chicago.
In sharp contrast, only about a fourth the fully-employed Mexican women
in Brownsville earned this much. Hence, a substantial number of Mexican
women who worked a full year raceived extremely low monetary rewards.

PUERTO RICANS

Puerto Ricans have settled in the eastern half of the nation, primarily along
the east coast. In addition to the six regions in which they are most heavily
concentrated, there are six SMSA's serving as major habitats for Puerto
Ricans in the United States. As citizens of the U.S., Puerto Ricans can
move with relative freedom between Puerto Rico and the mainland. A
large proportion of Puerto Ricans live in the New York-Newark-Jersey
City metropolitan areas and are employed mostly in blue-collar and service
occupations.

Labor force participation appears to be low in areas of heaviest con-
centration of Puerto Ricans. As shown in Table B, only 86% of Puerto Rican
men and 32% of Puerto Rican women in Region 2 were in the labor force
in 1970, and in the New York SMSA comparable figures were 83% and 30%.
Variations occur however, as in Newark where 94% of Puerto Rican men
were in the labor force and only 30% of Puerto Rican women.

Employment rates in 1970 were generally at about the sare levels as
for other Spanish origin and black wurkers, i.e., lower than white employment
rates. In Region 5 and in Jersey City, Newark, Philadelphia and Los
_Angeles employment rates for women were under 90%.

The average level of occupational achieverent for Puerto Rican men was
one of the lowest (about equal to the levels of Mexicans and blacks), and
Puerto Rican women shared with other Spanish, and black women an occupa-

" tional status well below the level of white women. In Region 9 and in Los
Angeles, Puerto Ricans averaged slightly higher achievement levels, whereas
in New York they were below the Puerto Rican national averages.

Neither the incidence nor the direction of occupational mobility promises
much improvement in the occupational standing of Puerto Ricans. Men were
more mobile than vomen and there are indications of success in the upward
mobility of Puerto Rican men, since raore than half of the mobile men moved
upward. In none of the regions or SMSA's did as many as half of the Puerto

Rican women move upward.

14



Table B. Achievements of Puerto Ricans in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970

Characteristic Region :
and sex® 1 2 3 4 5 9
LFPR: M 91 86 91 90 51 87
F 37 32 46 48 41 48
ER: M 93 95 95 97 95 92
F 96 91 100 94 89 96
Percent worked
48-52 weeks: L
M 76 78 81 75 79 79
F 43 48 A3 48 50 49
Occupetion score:
M 32 21 29 33 30 36
¥ - 23 22 22 24 27 24
Percent mobile:
M 63* 39 37 39’ 42 44
F 48 32 40 43™ 44 35

Percent upward

mobility: , "
M 63 54 64" 91" 60 60
F - 48 39* ——- 46 ---
Percent with
earnings of
more than $3, 500:
M 72 79 73 66 84 81
F 34 60 56 35 48 52
Worked 48-52
weeks: M 78 88 80 80 90 85
F - 77 76 - 71 81




Table B. (Continued)

Characteristic SMSA

and’ sex" New Jersey ‘ Phil- Los
York City Newark adelphia Chicago Angeles
LFPR: M 83 91 94 86 96 81
F 30 35 30 29 43 44
ER: M 96 96 98 92 94 94
F 94 88 86 88 92 87
Percent worked
48-52 weeks:
M 78 68 76 70, 83 71
F 58 30 --- 47 57 44*
Occupation score:
M 31 27 34 32 30 35
F 21 19 20 21 23 27
Percent mobile:
M 38 32 32 47 51 38’
F , 30 - .- 31% 40 19"
Percent upward
mobility: M 54 —-- --- 67" 52, ---
F 46 --- - -—- 24 -

Percent with
earnings of
more than $3,500:

M 81 75* 84* 69 82 94
F 56 50 50 - 51 _———
Worked 48-52 ;

weeks: M . 87 83 89 82 86 93
F 74 - - - 62 ———

a .
See page v  for notations.
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About the same proportion of Puerto Rican as Mexican men were employed
for 48-52 weeks in 1969, but Puerto Rican women were more likely than
Mexicans to be employed a full year. Puerto Rican men and women in
Regions 1 and 4 were slightly less likely to have a full year of work and
they also fell below average in Jersey City.’

The average earnings of Puerto Rican women in 1969 ($3, 720) were
remarkably high in view of their occupationsi status and lack of full-year
employment. While Puerto Rican women's carnings were nearly as high
as white women's, Puerto Rican men averaged about $1, 600 less than
white men. In Regions 1 and 4 barely a third of Puerto Rican women
earned $3, 500 or more in 1969. In Region 2 and in New York more than half
had carnings this high. Puerto Rican men in Los Angeles averaged the
highest earnings, with 94% earning $3, 500 or more. Only 66% of the men
in Pegion 4 and 69% in Philadelphia received this much. Among those
employed for the full year in 1969, the earnings of men in Philadelphia
and Jersey City were still comparatively low.

CUBANS

The majority of Cubans in the United States came as refugees from the
Castro regime. They have benefited from special provisions of the refugee
program, such as relocation allowances and training program for Cuban
refugees. Despite what must have been a traumatic experience for many,
Cuban refugees have adapted well in many ways, as indicated by their
relative absence from public assistance and their records of employment
and earnings. Miami continues to be a primary settlement location, although
the New York-New Jersey area is heavily populated by Cubans. The resettle-
ment program has helped in the growth of Cubans populations in Chicago
and Los Angeles.

Cuban men and women record some of the highest LFPR's in the
nation, and their employment rates too are exceptionally high, as shown
in Table C. Interestingly, Cuban LFPR's are higher in Chicago than in
Miami, although Cuban women are least active in the labor force in New
York. The highest unemployment rates for Cuban women in 1970 were in
Jersey City, and for men in Los Angeles.

The national average level of occupational achievement for Cuban men
was higher than for Mexican, Puerto Rican, Indian and black workers, but
Cuban women ranked at about the same level as women in these minorities.
Cubans had greater success in Region 5 and in Chicago than in the New York-
Jersey City-Newark areas. Cuban women in Miami and Los Angeles averaged
the lowest degrees of occupational achievement.

9
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Table C. Achievements of Cubans in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex,

1970
. Region ‘ SMSA
Characteristic New Jersey Los
and sex® 2 4 5 9 York City Newark MiamiChicago Angeles
LFPR: M 95 94 100 94 93 95 88 94 100 97
F 57 59 74 51 55 66 68 61 71 64
ER: M 98 96 90 93 99 94 100 97 100 89
F _ 90 93 - 89 89 93 83 97 93 g3 90
Percent worked
48-52 weeks:
M 7€ 77 75 78 81 81 76 75 82 71
F - 55 53 53 58 59 53 53 54 56 42
Occupation score:
M 35 38 42 35 35 32 34 38 40 37
F 23 . 20 27 25 24 23 22 20 24 18
Percent mobile: .
M 47 54 66 60 44 56 33 50 63 59
F 38 37 48 40 35 47  --- 35 47" 51
Percent upward
mobility: .
M 48 56 43 49 52 51, --- 56 46" 54,
F 54 41 57 67 43 52 - 59 -—— 45
Percent with
earnings of
more than $3, 500:
M 80 74 84 82 82 88 84 68 74 78
F 59 42 70 61 64 48 55 38 67 41
Worked 48-52
weeks: M 88 83 90 92 89 96 93, 80 88 88
F 81 62 83 76 82 70 79 53 77 61

a .
Sc.o page v for notations.
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Cubans are among the most occupationally mobile workers in the nation.
Between 1965 and 1970 more than half of Cuban men and 40% of Cuban
women changed occupations. This comparatively high incidence of job
mobility may be due in part to their recency of immmigration and resettlement
in this country. This interpretation is consistent with the higher rates of
occupational mobility in Regions 5 and 9, and in Chicago and Los Angeles,
than in Regions 2 and 4, since the upper midwest and the west coast were not
primary areas of initial settlemeni. About half of the occupaticnal movernent
of Cubans was upward mobility, and the chances for occupational advancement
were greater in Miami than in other SMSA's. As a whole, however, Cuban
women in Region 4 were much less upwardly mobile than in other regions.

Cubans were employed for a full 48-52 week year in 1969 at about the
same rates as others. Cuban men and women in Los Angeles were below
average on full-year employment, and in New York and Jersey City were
much more likely to have a full year of work.

Of all those who worked in 1969, about three-fourths of the men and
half of the women earned $3,500 or more. Miami, however, with a large
concentration of Cubans, shows below average earnings. In Jersey City
88% of Cuban men earned above this level, as compared with only 68% in
Miami. In Chicago 67% of Cuban women were above this earnings level,
as compared with only 38% in Miami. Even when only those employed
for a full year are considered, Cubans in Miami earned less than in other

SMSA's.

INDIANS

American Indians are more widely dispersed across the country and
less frequently inhabit urban areas than other minorities. There were too
few Indians in metropolitan areas to permit tabulations comparable to those
for other minorities. With the exceptions of Regions 1 and 3, Indians were
present in sufficient numbers in each of the major regions.

The generally. low position of Indians in the labor market is reflscted
in their labor force participation and employment. Three-fourths of Indian
men and two-fifths of Indian women in the study population were in the labor
force in 1970,as shown in Table D. Their lowest levels of participation occur
in Regions 6, 8, 9, and 10 for men and in the first three of these for women.
The highest LFPR's for Indian men (83% in Region 4) are about equivalent
to the national averages for black and Puerto Rican men. LFPR's for Indian
women in Regions 2 and 4 are nearly as high as white women's national
average LFPR, but fall well below this level in Regions 6, 8 and 9. With

19
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the lowest employment rates of all minorities in 1970 (89%), unemployment
was most severe in Region 10, where as many as 20% of all Indian men were .
unemployed. :

Indians fare Somewhat better in their occupational achievement than
might be expected from their comparatively low LFPR's and ER's. Indian
men with an average occupation score of 36, ranked higher than Mexicans,
Puerto Ricans and blacks. Among the regions the range of occupation scores
for Indian men was only four points, a high of 37 in Region 2 and a low of
33 in Regions 4 and 10. The level of occupational achievement for Indian women
also compares favorably with some other women. Their overall occupational
level of 24 was as high as the averages for Spanish origin and black women,
but perceptibly lower than for white and Oriental women. Their average
achievements were highest on Region 2 and lowest in Regions 7 and 9, but
even in Region 2 their achievements failed to match the levels reached by
Japanese and Filipino women.

Occupational mobility is often more frequent for the more disadvantaged
minorities, and this is the case with American Indians. Almost half of
the Indians employed in 1965 and 1970 changed jobs by 1970--46% of Indian
men and 44% of Indian women. In Regions 7 and 10 more than hzlf of all
Indians employed in both years had changed jobs. In Regions 2 and 4
however, only about a fourth were occupationally mobile. The rnebility
pattern differs for Indian women with their highest incidence of cccupational
mobility in Region 4 and the lowest in Region 2 and i0. Cf those who were
occupationally mobile between 1965 and 1970, a majority ¢f Indian men and
half o Indian women moved upward in the occupational structurs. As many as
68% of the mobile Indian men (in Region 8) were upwardly imobile while only
half moved upward in Region 9. Indian women were most successful in
their upward mobility in Region 6, whereas 61% moved downward in the
occupational structure in Region 9.

Indian workers were less likely than any of the other minorities to work
a full year in 1969. Less than half of the Indian women and about 60% of
the Indian men worked 48-52 weeks. In Regions 8, 9 and 10 Indian men
were the least likely to work a full year, and for Indian women Regions 7, 8
and 10 afforded the least opportunities for full year employment.

The low earnings of American Indians are partly a function of their
underemployrr znt and the nature of their employment. In Region 2 two-
thirds of the Indian men worked a full year, but only half had earnings
of $3,500 or more in 1969. Moreover, only 61% who worked a full yvear had
earnings of $3, 500 or more, the lowest level among al! the regions. Indian
women in Region 2 also experience great difficulties with full- year employ-
ment and earnings. Only a fourth of the Indian women in Region 2 received
earnings of $3,500 or more, and among those who worked a full year only a
third had carnings as high as this. Regions 2 and 5 are more industrialized
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Table D. Achievements of Indians in Major Regions, by Sex, 1970

Characteristic Region
and sex? 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
LFPR: M 81 83 82 72 78 71 71 73
F 45 44 41 38 40 39 37 42
ER: M 90 98 92 92 94 80 89 80
F 93 92 89 92 89 87 89 84
Percent worked
48-52 weeks: .
M 66 67 72 64 68 54 61 51
F 50 44 45 49 32 41 46 32
Occupation score:
M ’ 37 33 35 35 35 34 34 33
F 28 22 24 22 21 24 21 22
Percent mobile:
M 25>=< 28 44 47 59 49 46 54
F 35 51 47 45 - 49 43 39
Percent upward
mobility:
M e -a 61>’.< 65 --- 68' 50 58
F am- 42 58 60  ~-- 58™ 39 _e-
Percent with
earnings of
more than $3, 500:
M 72 49 74 61 66 56 69 71
F 53 24 44 36 32 35 43 42
Worked 48-52
weeks: M 82 61 82 75 74 71 79 80
F 74 33 64 52 59 61 62 74

3See page V  for notations.
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and urbanized and Indians do somewhat better in these regions, as the
appreciably higher levels of earnings, especidlly among the full-year workers,
demonstrates.” '

JAPANESE

Labor force participation rates (LFPR) for Japanese men and women
are comparatively high at the national level. In Regions 3 and 8, however,
only 80% of Japanese men are in the labor force, and in Regions 2, 3, and 5
fewer than half of Japanese women are in the labor force. At least 90%

. of Japanese men in four SMSA's--Chicago, Los Angeles, San Francisco
" and Honolulu--are in the labor force. San Francisco shows the lowest LFPR
for Japanese women. \

Employment rates (ER) for Japanese men and women are also high in -
comparison with other populations. Almost all Japanese in the labor
force in 1970 were employed. Japanese men in Region 8 and women in
Regions 3 and 10 showed the lowest employment rates, although with the
exception of Japanese women in Los Angeles, employment rates were
at or above the 98% level in all four metropolitan areas in 1970.

With overall levels of occupational achievement comparable to those
for white men and women, the occupational achievements of Japanese men
were above their own national average in Regions 2, 3 and 5, and the same
is true for Japanese women in Regions 2 and 5. Japanese women in Chicago
averaged well above the national average for Japanese women and appreciably
higher than in Los Angeles, San Francisco and Honolulu. The consistency
of Japanese levels of occupational achievement is indicated by their averages
in each of the major regions and in 3 of the 4 SMSA's.

Japanese workers, especially men, are not highly mobile between
occupations, which may be attributed in part to their relatively high
occupational achievements. At the national level, no more than a third
of Japanese men and women were occupationally mobile between 1965 and
1970. Japanese men in Region 2 and in Chicago were somewhat more mobile
than in other locations. Japanese women in Regions 2, 8 and 9 and in
Chicago and Honoluiu tended to be more occupationally mobile than those
living elsewhere. In Region 9 and in Honolulu occupationally mobile Japancse
workers show better than average success in their upward mobility.

With the exception of Regions 8 and 10, at least 80% of Japanese men
employed in 1969 worked 48-52 weeks, and as many as 88% worked a
""full year'' in Region 3 and in Honolulu. ‘Nationally about 63% of employed
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Table E. Achievements of Japanese in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970

Region SMSA San
Characteristic Los Fran- Hono
and sex" 2 3 5 8 9 10 Chicago Angeles cisco lulu
LFPR: M 92 80 93 80 92 90 90 90 91 92
F 45 36 41 58 62 56 61 60 54 67
ER: M 97 100 99 94 99 98 99 98 98 99
F 96 95 97 98 98 95 100 96 98 98
Percent worked
48-52 weeks: .
M 83 88 80 72 85 78 80 84 81 88
F 62 47 58 59 66 54_ ,, 59 62 63 72
Occupation score:
M 56 63 55 41 45 47 45 48 48 45
F 33 29 32 28 30 28 40 30 30 29
Percent mobile: :
M 42 --- 29 35: 29 31 35 32 29 25
F 39  --- 20 39° 32 43  33% 28 30 37
Percent upward
mobility: , ,
M m—m  mee  mme === 55 ——— - 43 - 62
F e emm = === 46 e 40 -—— 49
Percent with
earnings of
more than $3,500:
M 86 92 82 67 77 64 69 70 76 86
F 58 54 63 44 60 54 72 65 58 63
Worked 48-52
weeks: M 92 --- 89 77 81 67 78 74 80 90
F 79 ~=-- 81 53 72 68 81 79 70 74

2See page Vv for notations.
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Japanese women worked a full year in 1969 and this level was exceeded
only in Region 9 and in Honolulu.

The proportions of Japanese with earnings from employment of at
least $3,500 in 1969 are higher than for most minorities, although in
Regions 8 and 10 their average earnings tend to be comparatively low.
Among the full-year workers--those who worked at least 48 weeks in
1969--there are noticeable differences in earnings. In Region 10, for
example, only 67% of the full-year Japanese men received earnings of
$3, 500 or more, in contrast with 92% in Region 2. A similar range in earnings
occurs for Japanese women, where cnly 53% in Region 8 compared with 79%
in Region 2 had earnings of $3, 500 or more. Japanese men in Honolulu and
Japanese women in Chicago showed the highest levels of earnings among the
four SMSA's.

CHINESE

There are five regions and five SMSA's with substantial numbers of
Chinese, as indicated in Table F. The labor force participation of Chinese
men is lowest in Regions 1 and 5 and highest in Region 2. LFPR's are
relatively low for Chinese women in Regions 1 and 5, and also in Region
2. LFPR's for SMSA's tend to be consistent with the regional pattern,
although in Honolulu the LFPR for Chinese men is appreciably higher than
in other areas. Chinese women are least likely to be in the labor force
in New York and Los Angeles.

Employment rates in 1970 were typically high for Chinese, often
as high as 98% or 99%, although in Region 1 Chinese employment rates were
lower than elsewhere. Otherwise there is little variation from one area

to another.

As indicated by the average occupation scores for 1970, the level of
Chinese occupational achievement is generally high. Chinese and Japanese
women average about the same and both are very close to the occupational
levels of white womon. The occupational achievement of Chinese men is
also relatively high, aithough not quite as high as for Japanese and white
men. In Region 2 Chines= men and women average lower levels of occupational
achievement than in other regions, but in the New York metropolitan area
they recorded high average achievement. Occupational achievements of
Chinese men and women in San Francisco were the lowest of the five SMSA's--
12 points less than the averages in New York.
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Table F'. Achicvements of Chinese in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970

Region SMSA San
Characteristic New Los Fran- Hono-
and sex® 1 2 3 5 9 York Chicago Angeles cisco lulu
LFPR: M 74 84 80 77 84 86 86 87 86 93
F 52 54 61 53 60 54 62 54 63 62
ER: M 93 98 98 97 96 98 97 96 98 99
F 95 98 99 97 96 99 100 100 97 98
Percent wor‘ked
48-52 weeks:
M 60 67 76 65 76 76 -~ 74 75 74 86
F 39 55 57 47 56 58 61 50 60 70
Occupation score:
M 45 38 54 52 44 50 43 50 38 49
F 34 28 41 44 29 38 30 32 26 34
Percent mobile: * )
M . -=-=- 28 --- 34 33 24 29 30 36 38
F i em= 30 . === -== 30 26 - 26 21 27
Percent upward
mobility:
M --- b4 -——- =~--= 50 38 -—- - 41 53
F B T - 3 | e m-- -——- -——- -——-
Percent with
earnings of
more than $3, 500:
M 54 69 75 68 72 64 70 70 69 82
F 43 50 50 52 51 54 55 41 48 67
Worked 48-52
weeks: M 67 81 85 78 79 73 78 80 77 88
F --~- 65 57 73 67 66 64 58 66 84
%Sce page v for notations.
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Among the Chinese employed in both 1965 and 1970, 30% of the men
and 29% of the women were occupationally mobile on a nationwide basis.
The evidence on occupational mobility for regions and SMSA's is sketchy
because of the small numbers of occupationally mobile Chinese. Nevertheless,
Chinese men in Honolulu appear to be most mobile, and upwardly in the
occupational structure, and least mobile in New York.

At the national level, 71% of Chinese men ard 55% of Chinese women
were employed for 48 weeks or more in 1969, In Regions 3 and 9 Chinese
workers were slightly more likely to work a full year. Only 60% and 39% of
Chinese men and women worked a full year in Region 1. Their chances of
full-year employment appear greater in the major metropolitan areas, except
in Los Angeles where only 50% of the Chinese women had a full year of
employment.

The lesser degree of success in the job market for Chinese in Region 1
is reflected further in their earnings. Only slightly more than half of Chinese
men in Region ! received earnings of $3,500 or more in 1969. Chinese women
in Region 1 fared even worse, with only 43% earning $3,500 or more. Of
the several regions and SMSA's, Chinese earnings were highest in Honolulu,
where 88% of the Chinese men who worked a full year in 1969 had earnings of
at least $3,500. The earnings of Chinese women in Hmolulu were not quite
as high, but nevertheless 84% of them had earnings of mor e than $3, 500.

FILIPINOS

Participation in the labor force and employment of Filipinos generally
compare favorably with other minorities. Filipino women in Chicago are
particularly active in the labor force, with a LFPR of 87%, as shown in
Table G. This is well above the average for Region 5 and other regions
and also much higher than in other SMSA's. In contrast, only 55% of the
Filipino women in Honolulu were in the labor force in 1970, a rate close
to the regional average. Discrepancies in Filipino men's LFP and employ-
ment among the regions and SMSA's are smaller than for the women. In
the four chief regions--Regions 2, 3, 5, 9--LFPR's for Filipino men are
“higher than for Chinese men, but are higher than the Japanese only in
Region 3. Employment rates are highest in Region 2 and 5 and in the Chicago
and Honolulu metropolitan areas.

Differences in levels of occupational achievement among regions and
SMSA's are substantial. Average occupation scores for Filipino men
in Chicago were 60, a full 22 points higher than their national average.
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Table G. Achievements of Filipinos in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970

Region SMSA San
Characteristic Los Fran- Hono
and sex? 2 3 5 9 Chicago Angeles cisco 1lulu
LFPR: M : 89 87 92 90 89 89 86 91
F 76 62 76 57 87 67 62 55
ER: M 98 94 99 96 97 95 94 98
r 99 95 97 94 98 98 96 97
Percent worked
48-52 weeks: ,
M 77 83 T 74 75 71 76 72 90
F 45 51 54 54 66 40 57 62
Occupation score: :
M 54 61 59 32 60 39 36 31
F 46 44 47 27 46 35 31 22
Percent mobile: .
M 42; - 50 33 - 55 48 26
F 48" mee 47" 333 oal 49 39 42
Percent upward
mobility: «
M mem eme eee B2 ——m 417 43 64
£ £/ B3
F - -——- - 30 -—- 27 35 32
Percent with
earnings of
more than $3, 500:
M 70 84 82 78 75 78 76 86
F 63 55 66 53 64 61 59 45
Worked 48-52 :
weeks: M 81 86 88 89 92 92 84 90
F 80 72 86 72 90 87 82 63

2See page Vi for notations.
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Filipino women in Chicago also show a high average occupational achieve-
ment of 46, compared with their national average of 34. At the other
extreme, Filipino men in Honolulu had an average occupation score of
only 31, and Filipino women only 22. In general, Filipinos in Region 9
and in its three SMSA's--Los Angeles, San Francisco and Honolulu--
ranked far below the achievement levels of Filipinos in other areas.

The low level of occupational achievement of Filipino men in Honolulu
is aggravated by their relative lack of occupational mobility. Only a fourth
of Filipino men in Honolulu were mobile, whereas about half of those in
Los Angeles and San Francisco were movers. Filipino men in Honolulu
who were occupationally mobile, however, were relatively successful,
since nearly two-thirds moved upward in the occupational structure.

Three-fourths of all Filipino men and half of all Filipino women worked
48-52 weeks in 1969, about the same as for Chinese and slightly less than
for Japanese. In Honolulu, Filipino men and women bettered this national
average, with 90% of the men and 62% of the women working a full year.
Filipino men in Region 3 also fared comparatively well, as did Filipino
women in San Francisco and Chicago. In Los Angeles, however, only
40% of the Filipino women worked a full year.

Differences in earnings are similar to those for full employment.
Filipino men in Region 3 and in Honolulu show the highest proportions
with $3,500 or more in 1969. The dependence of earnings on full-year
employment is evident among Filipino men, where in Chicago and Los
Angeles, for example, the proportions employed full-year and with
earnings of $3, 500 or more are about average but the proportions
earning more than $3, 500 who also worked a full-year in these cities
are notably high. In Chicago, 71% of the Filipino men worked 48-52
weeks and 75% earned $3, 500 or more, but 92% of those who worked a
full-year had earnings of $3,500 or more. In contrast, 62% of Filipino
women in Honolulu worked a full-year and 45% had earnings of $3, 500
or more, while among those who worked a full year in Honolulu only 63%
had earnings of $3,500 or more. A full year of work was far more likely
to result in higher earnings for Filipino women in Chicago or Los Angeles
than in Honolulu.

BI.ACKS

Blacks were included in this study chiefly for comparative purposes,
rather than as a central part of the analysis. In general, i1nuch more is
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known about blacks in the total population and in the labor force than other
minorities, although there have been major information gaps regarding
such matters as their occupational mobility. The following information
enables comparisons of the labor force participation and achievements
among blacks in different parts of the country and in different metropolitan
areas and also permits comparisons with other minorities. Since blacks
were included primarily for comparative purposes, information on their
characteristics in metropolitan areas is restricted to those metropolitan
areas in which substantial numbers of other minorities live. This means
that some SMSA's, such as Atlanta, with heavy concentrations of blacks
are not covered in this analysis.

The heaviest concentrations of the black population occur along
the Eastern seaboard, the Deep South, the Great L.akes and the far
West. Six of the ten Regions--~2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9--account for a large
majority of the total black population. There are also six large metropolitan
areas covered in this study with comparatively heavy concentrations of
blacks, as listed in Table H.

Active participation of black men in the labor force is comparatively
low, only 82% of the sample population in 1970, and at the national level
their employment rate of 94% was at about the same level as that of
Mexican and Puerto Rican men. This means that their unemployment rate
was about twice as high as for white men. Among the regions where black
males are most heavily concentrated, their LFPR was above the national
average. In Region 5 the black male LFPR was 90%, the highest level of
all regions. Their employment rates were highest in Regions 2, 3 and 4.
Detroit, Philadelphia and Washington, D.C., were the three SMSA's
with the highest LFPR's for black men, while in Los Angeles their LFPR
was below the national average. Employment rates however, were highest
for black men in New York, Philadelphia and Chicago, with Detroit
providing the least employment opportunities at that time.

Black women have one of the highest LFPR's among minorities, and
in 1970 their ER was at about the same level as that of Spanish origin
women. Regions 3, 4, 5 and 9 show LFPR's for black women above their
national average of 54%, whereas in Regions 2 and 6 their participation is
just below the national average. However, among the six SMSA's included
here, their participation is highest in Washington (67%), and only Detroit
shows a LFPR lower than their national average. Employment rates for
black women ranged from a high of 95% in Region 3 to a low of 89% in
Region 9, and for the SMSA's from a high of 95% for New York to a low
of 86% in Detroit. ’
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Average levels of occupational achievement for black men and women are
among the lowest. Black men attain a level about three-fourths as high
as that for white men, and black women a level two-thirds as high as the
level for white women. Only in Regions 5 and 9 is the occupational
achievement of black men much higher than their national average, and
even in these areas only two or three points higher. Their highest achieve-
ment levels are reached in Washington and Los Angeles, but in none of the
Regions or SMSA's does their achievement come close tothe levels reached
by white men. For black women the pattern is much the same, with
relatively slight departures from their national average of occupational
achievement. The occupational levels of black women are exceptionally
low in Regions 4 and 6, which is partly a consequence of the rural-
agricultural nature of these areas. Even in the more industrialized urban
areas however, black women do not benefit in their employment status as less
disadvantaged women do. In Chicago black women average 27 on the occupa-
tional scale, five points higher than their national average and ten points
higher than in Regions 4 and 6. 1In none of these area locations can their
occupational achievement be regarded as high.

The incidence of changing jobs between 1965 and 1970 was not
sufficiently high to suggest improvement in occupational status among
blacks, although relatively high proportions of black men and women
who were occupationally mobile moved upward in the occupational structure.
About a third (36%) of "lack men were occupationally mobile and more than
half of these (58%) moved upward, figures very similar to those for black
women. The 56% of black' women who were upwardly mobile represent
an upward mobility rate higher than for white or any other minority
groups of women. Much of the upward movement of black women can be
attributed to their lowly occupational status, since there is ''no direction
but up'" from the bottom. Nevertheless, other depressed minority women
did not move upward at the same rate as black women.

Black men were most mobile in Regions 5 and 6, although there is not
much variation among regions. Their highest mobility occurred in Chicago,
where 42% changed jobs during this five-yearjperiod. In New York and
Philadelphia, only 28% and 299 respectively £hanged jobs. The highest
incidence of occupational mobility for black women occurred in Region 5
and the lowest in Regions 3 and 6. However, black women in Washington, D.C.
were most mobile. More than half of the mobile black women in each of
the regions were upwardly mobile, with a high of 64% in Region 2.
Philadelphia affords the greatest opportunities for upward movement,
since 70% of the mobile black women advanced in the occupational structure.
This must be int srpreted in the light of the comparatively low levels
of occupational achievement for black women in Philadelphia. In Washington
and Chicago fewer than half of the mobile black women moved upward.

Most extreme is Washington where 63% of the movement of black women was
in a downward direction.

22

30



Three-fourths of employed black men and slightly more than half of all
employed black women worked a full 48-52 week year in 1969. Black
workers were below these averages in Regions 4, 6 and 9, and in
Detroit and Philadelphia.

The low incomes of blacks are well-known, and underscore their low
average status in the labor market. Black men in the sample population,
for example, averaged only $5,300 in earnings from employment in 1969,
a lower average than any minority males, with the possible exception
of American Indian men. There is considerable variation in earnings
among the regions. In Region 4 only 56% of black men and 24% of black
women had earnings of $3, 500 or more in 1969. In Region 2 comparable
figures were 84% for men and 64% for women. Earnings tend to be
higher in urban areas for blacks, as indicated by the earnings of black
men in Detroit and Chicago. Three-fourths of employed black women
in Regions 4 and 6 had earnings less than $3, 500, and in Regions 3, 6 and
9 only about half surpassed that level. As with men, black women fare
better in metropolitan areas, although in Philadelphia more than half
failed to receive as much as $3,500. Even with a control for weeks wo rked,
black mmen and women in Regions 4 and 6 have earnings well below the ‘
earnings levels of other regions. In the six SMSA's, black men and women
do relatively better. In Chicago, 94% of the black men had earnings of
$3,500 or more if they worked a full year.
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Table H. Achievements of Blacks in Major Regions and SMSA's, by Sex, 1970

Region
Characteristic
and sex 2 3 4 5 6 9
LFPR: M 88 89 86 90 85 88
F 53 58 59 55 52 58
ER: M 95 97 96 94 94 91
F 93 95 92 92 93 89
Percent worked
48-52 weeks:
M 79 82 71 78 73 74
F 61 62 50 54 53 49
Occupation score:
M 33 33 29 34 ‘ 31 35
F 23 22 17 22 17 23
Percent mobile;
M 34 37 36 38 38 36
F 32 30 33 38 30 32
Percent upward
mobility:
M 62 56 54 63 58 66
F 64 57 55 59 58 56
Percent with
earnings of
more than $3, 500:
M 84 76 56 82 64 80
F 64 48 24 52 24 52
Worked 48-52
weeks: M 89 84 64 88 73 90
F 78 58 28 66 30 68
32
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Table II. (Continued)

. SMSA
Characteristic New Wash., Phil- Los
and sex® Detroit York D.C. Chicago delphia  Angeles
LFPR: M 88 84 86 85 87 - 80
F 51 55 67 58 59 60
ER: M 86 98 94 95 96 94
F 86 95 93 93 90 93
Percent worked
48-52 weeks:
M 69 82 81 78 68 73
F 57 66 70 61 54 60
Occupation score:
M 34 33 36 34 31 36
F 22 22 24 27 23 24
Percent mobile: .
M 34 28 34 42 29 36
F 38 30 40 36 37 37
Percent upward
mobility:
M 77, 60 61 61 50% 61
F 54" 58 37 43 70 57
Percent with
earnings of
more than $3, 500:
M 86 83 81 87 80 75
F 56 67 63 64 48 57
Worked 48-52
weeks: M 92 90 88 94 86 84
F 69 79 72 75 62 69

a : .
See page v for notatiu s
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Table 1-A . Labor Force Participation Rates, Mexicans, by Region,
SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .93 .93 .82 .42 .42 .30
Region
2 .92% . 86 --- .52, 58" .-
3 .88" e - .50 Rk -
4 .97 .95 . 88 . 37 .48 -
5 .95 .96 .90 .42 49 33
6 .92 .93 . 82 .43 .37 25
7 . 86 .96 . 88% .52 46 24"
8 .93 .89 .76 .35 .40 24
9 .94 .93 . 82 .41 44 .34
10 .93 .94 .78% .38 41" .29"
SMSA %* B * *
Albuquerque .94 .94 -—— . 40 20 -—--
Anaheim .96 .90 .95 .39 .41 .38%
Brownsville .86 .90 .75 .42 .37 .28
Chicago , .92 .96 .86 .43 .51 .30
Corpus Christi . 88 . 95* .87, .33 .29 - .41,
Dallas .95 .90 .82 .47 .42 .29
Denver .98 .84 -——— . 38 .35* -——
Detroit .94 .95" -- .41% .61 —--
El Paso .92 .94 . 80 .47 .41 .27
Fresno .90 .78 .75% . 34 .34 .08*
Houston .96 .93 .93 .48 .33 .25
Laredo . 82 . 88 .78 . 35 . 37 .18
Los Angeles .94 .93 . 82 .43, .48, .39
New York .90* . 89" ——— .50 .46 -
Oxnard .96 1.00 .85* .40 .34 .31*
Phoenix .92 .91 .81* 37 .43 .26*
Sacramento .97 .95 .71 . 39 .24 .13
San Antonio .90 .96 . 85 . 46 .41 .28
San Bernardino .98 .99 . 88* .49 .45 .19
San Diego .94 .95 . 80 .44 .38 . .41
San Francisco .92 .94 .90* .51 .53 .42
San Jose .96 .88 .80* .42 .37 .31*
Tucson 34 .31 .56

.96 .94 .80
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Table 1-B. Labor Force Partxcxpatxon‘Rates, Puerto Ricans, by Regxon,
SMSA, Sex and Age, 1970

Male . ; . Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .90 .88 .72 .35 .37 .30
Region
1 .94 .87 --- . 38 . 40 ---
2 . 89 . 88 .70 .31 .35 .30»<
3 .97 .81>:< --- .49 .52 .29’,‘<
4 1.00 .90 - .56 .56 .19
5 .93 .90 .82% .47 .37 157
9 .93 .87 .68 - .50 .53 37
SMSA B} .
Chicago . 90’,‘< - 95, .76 . 443"< .47, .22
Los Angeles .73 - 95, --- .44 - 47, -
. Jersey City .95 .96 - . 40 .26 ---
%* %*
Miami -——- —— --- .31 .5()>’< -
Newark .91 1.00 - .27 .42 ---
New York .86* .84>;< .71 . 30 .31 .31
San Francisco . 87 1.00 --- . .44 -——— -—-




Table 1-C. Labor Force Participation Rates, Cubans, by Regions, SMSA,

Sex and Age, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 5064 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .96 .97 .90 .60 7 .64 .47
Region
2 o .96 .95>‘< .93 .53* .65#< .48
3 -—— 1.00° - .62 .62 -
4 .94 .98 .88 .66, .64 .45
5 1.00" 1.00 -—-- .68 .74 .79%
9 .96 .96 .87% .56 .62 .29
SMSA sk % ) & %
Chicago 1.00 1.00 - .64 . 85 -
Jersey City .94 .98 .91, .73 . 66 .54;:
Los Angeles - .97 .98 .95 .54 .77 .50
Miami .94 .96 .91* . 66 .69* .46
Newark --- .94% .73 .69 .11 -
New York _ .89 .97 .90 .50 . 60 .53
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Table 1-D.” Labor Force Participation Rates, Indians, by Region, Sex
and Age, 1970

Male S Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .75 . 80 .67 .42 .41 .34
Region " * " %
1 .82 .90 -—— .55 .53 -——-
2 .77 .89, .76, .38 . 54 .44
3 .95 . 85" .87 .53 .53 .47
4 .80 . 89 .83 .49 .43 .39
5 .86 .83 .72 .39 .45 .41
6 .72 .78 .59* .40 .42 .28*
7 .74 .83 .78 .38 .44 .38
8 .72 .78 . 57 .39 .42 .35
9 .71 .76 .63 .41 .34 - .30
10 .70 .80 .67 . 46 .39 .39
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Table 1-E. Labor Force Participation Rates, Japanese, by Region, SMSA,
Age and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area ~ 20-34 35-49 50- 64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .84 /.97 .92 .53 .57 .61
Region .
1 --- .- ——n 52" .58 -
2 .88 1,00, .84 .33 .51 .73”
3 - .94 - .27 .38 .50
4 - - —-- .25 .38 -
5 .88 .99 .92 .32, .41 .63
6 - -—- - . 39 .38 ---
7 — --- .- 16" .48" --
8 .59 .93® ——- .58 .56 -
9 .85 .97 .92 .60 .63 .62
10 .80 .96 .93 .52 .52 .74
SMSA y
Chicago .78 1.00 .94 .48 . 66 .72
Honolulu .87 .98 .91 .68 .70 . 60
Lios Angeles .79 .98 .94 . 58 .59 .71
New York .81 . 86 -—- .43 .29 S
San Francisco .81 .99 .92 . .58 .44 .73
San Jose : .81 © .98 .89™ .48 .48 .69%
Seattle .77 1.00% .90 61" .48 .47*




Table 1-F. Labor Force Participation Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA,

Age and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States . .71 .96 . 84 .55 .60 .54
Region S " ” "
1 .64 .92 .80 .54 52 ——-
2 .77 .95 .80, .53 . 54 .54,
3 .65 .97 .85" .56 66 .72
4 .66 .95 .- .28 —-- ——-
5 .69 .94 .89 .51, . 56,, . 58"
6 . 49 .96 - .30 . 54 —-—-
7 .68, - .- .52 - .-
8 .58 - - - - —--
9 .75 .96 .84 .60 .63 .54
10 .61 .96 .80" . 56 74" -
SMSA . .
Boston . 84 1. 00 90, .59 .65 -
Chicago .87 .92 .74 .54 .72% -
Honolulu .91 .97 .91 .62 .70 .54
Los Angeles . 85 .93 .78 . 46 .64 .61
New York .77 .97 .83 . 47 .56 .65
San Francisco .75* 96* 88 .63* .66 57
San Jose .73* 94 - .38* -——- -—-
Wash., D.C. - .82 ——- .- .52 ——- -
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Table 1-G. Labor Force Par'ticipation Rates, Filipinos, by Region,
SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States 88 93 88 60 62 53
Region ) N . "
2 89 9% 81" 80 80 45
3 89 88" - 67 46" -
5 96 94 80" 81 64 _——
9 89 93 88 55 63 50
10 85" 94™ 96™ 51 48 S
SMSA
Chicago 89 90 .-- 87 88 -
Honolulu 97 95 84 52 62 43,
Los Angeles 90 98 79 65 78 52
New York 91 - 88" 78 81" -
San Francisco 85 93 83' 67 62 34
Seattle 94" .- g3* 50™ --- -




Table 1-H. Labor Force Participation Rates of Blacks by Age, Sex and
Region, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 . 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .90 .91 . 80 .58 .61 .48
Region " ®
1 .81 .90 - .58 .59 .84
2 .89 .88 .84 .47 .61 .53
3 .91 .90 .83 .62 .61 .49
4 .90 .90 .77 .61 .64 .48
5 .91 .94 .84 .59 .57 . 46
6 .88 .92 .74 .51 .61 .43
7 .84 .97 .70 .69 .61 .43
9 .92 .91 .77 .65 . 54 .49
SMSA
Chicago <94, . 88 .65 . 60, .60 .48,
Dallas .96 —- — .73 - .52"
Detroit .91 .93 . 80 .51 .61 .41
Los Angeles .85 .85 . 65 . 68 .65 .38
Miami .- - - - .85% ---
Newark .92 —-- .88" . 62 .71 L 74%
New York .86 .88 .71 .49 .56 .64
Philadelphia .90 . 92#< . 79#< .52 . 66* . 60*
San Francisco . 88" .95 .70 .82% .55 .42

Wash., D.C. .86 .90 .84 .73 . 66 .59
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Table 2-A. Labor Force Participation Rates, Mexican, by Region, SMSA,
Education and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1l or more
United States .91 .94 .95 .34 .52 . 60
Region "
2 .85 - - .52, .63, -
%
3 .89 .- ——- . 44 .48 ——-
4 .92 - .- .44 .44” . 447
5 .94 .95 .98 .36 .61 . 58
6 . 89 .95 .95 .31 .57 .61
7 .92 84 S .31 .58 —
8 .84 .95 .93 .25 .50 .56
9 .90 .93 .95 .36 .48 .61
10 .88 --- - .36 .43" -
SMSA 5 , .
Albuquerque .86 - -—- 127 .43 -
Anaheim .92 .96 .97;< .32 .51 .50
Brownsville .82 .92 .93° .32 .58 . 71*
Chicago .93 .93 .90, <44 .42 58
Corpus Christi .91 .91 .83" .31 .36, -
Dallas .88 1.00° --- . 41 .48 ---
Denver LO2 .96:: - .23 .59;’: —_——
Detroit .86 1.00 -—- .42 .55 --
El Paso .87 .97, 1.00% . 34 .57 76
Fresno .81 .88 - .24 .32 ToTm
Houston .95 .92 1.00™ .31 .60 67
Laredo .81 .88 .91 .22 .53 . 63%
Los Angeles .90, .94 .96 - 38, .52, .67
New York .82 - -—-- . 36 .45; .
Oxnard .95 1.00 --- .32 .46 . -
Phoenix .90 .91>'< -—— .33 .42* -
Sacramento .86 1.00" —m .21 .38 -—-
San Antonio .89 .95 1.00 .23 .61 .64*
San Bernardino .96 .97 .97* .33 .41 .65
San Diego .88 .97 .96 .36 . 54 -——
San Francisco .91 .95 « 90, .39 .59 68
San Jose .88 .98 .96, .32 .51 ---
Tucson . 88 .97 1.00 .22 .44 -

1A



Table 2-B. Labor Force Participation Rates, Puei-to Rican, by Region,
SMSA, Education and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 l or more H.S. 12 12 1l or more
United States . 85 .93 .87 .29 .48 . 62
Region * ®
1 .90 .90 m——— .32 .54 -
2 . 84 .93 . 86 .27 .45, .60
3 .90 . 94* --- .38 .55 ———
4 .90 --- --- .41 .59 " ---
5 .92 .92 - .34 . 62 .61*
9 .81 .96 .90 . 36 .54 . 88
SMSA
Chicago .88 .96* --- .37 .57 -
Jersey City .90 --- -—- .30 o -——-
Los Angeles . 78* -—— -—- .39 .50 -——
Miami .95 ——- .- .32 ae- ——-
Newark .94 --- S .28 --- ---
New York .81 . 89 .93 .23 .49 .58
Philadelphia .86, _—- - .26, --- --
San Francisco .91 --- - .40 --- ---
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Table 2-C. Labor Force Participation Rates, Cuban, by Region,
SMSA, Education and Sex, 1970

Male _ Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 l or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more
United States .92 . 96 .99 .52 .59 .72
Region :
2 .94 .93 1.00* .54* .55, . 69
3 - --- 1.00 .54 .71 -~
4 .91 .96 .97 .51 .63* .76*
5 1.00 " 1.00: .73 .68 .82
6 - -—- .00 .- .- -—
9 .87 .96 1.00 .37 .47 .78
SMSA y y . .
Chicago 1.00 -——- 1.00 .59 .95 -——
Jersey City .96 .95: .94* .66 . 65" ——-
Los Angeles 1.00 .91 .98 .56 .71 67"
Miami .92 .96 .96 .54 .66 .75
Newark .81% - .96 .71 --- -
New York .89 1.00 .97 .46 . 64 .74
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Table 2-D. Labor Fofce Particivation Rates for Indians, by Region, Education
and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College  Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more
United States .70 .82 .82 .30 . 50 .61
Region . :
1 .81 ——- .80" 37" 67" -
2 .76 .83 .92, . 40 .46 .56
3 .91 .88" .90 .44 .56 .67
4 .82 . 86 .85 .39 .59 .53
5 .78 .88 .81 .30 . 50 .69
6 .64 .82 .80 .27 .52 .59
7 .74 .91 .68% .24 .71 .33%
8 .65 .76 .88 .31 .48 .58
9 .64 .80 .80 . .25 .47 .66
10 .71 .73 .85 .38 .39 .60




Table 2-E. Labor Force Participation Rates Japanese, by Region, SMSA,
Education and Sex, 1970

Male ‘ Female
Area Less than H.S. College  Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more
United States .88 .96 .88 .52 .57 .59
Region
1 S .- - --- 52" 65"
2 88™ .92" .93, .58 .41 .45
3 - - .83, . 40 .28 .42
4 -—- ——- .88 . 46 .24 .35%
5 87 .98 .93, .35, . 38 .48
6 - --- .75 . 40 .34 .44™
7 - Tk --- mm e 46" ---
8 --- .96 .73 .43 .54 .72
9 90 .95 . 89 . 56 .62 . 64
10 - .98 . 86 . 45 .61 .54
SMSA
Chicago 1.00 .95 .84 .55 . 69 .53
Honolulu .91 .95 .88 .57 .69 .73
Los Angeles 90 -93 .88 . 54”< . 62* . 60
New York ——- .85™ . 86 . 45 .27 .49
San Francisco . 80 .96 .92 .42 .49 .64
San Jose _——— .94, .89 44 . 44 . 60
Seattle -_—— .90 .88 - .56 . 51
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Table 2-F. Labor Force Participation Rates, Chinese, by Region, SMSA,
Education and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more
United States . 86 .91 77 .55 .55 .59
Region " «
1 .82 .94 .63 .50 - .57
2 .87 .94 .78 .55 .49, .52
3 . 88 S .76 .52% .56 .67,
4 .74 .- .78 .25" - .32”
5 .84 .88% .74 .43 .44 . 60
% *x”
6 -—- - .60 .44 -——- . 50*
7 - - 74 - -—- 57
8 - - 61% -——- _—— _———
9 85 91 81 .58 60 62
10 . 84% .- 71 - .63 65"
SMSA .
Boston .94 - .87 .70™ S .52,
Chicago .83 .94 .85 . 62 .47 72"
Honolulu .91 .96 .92 .55 .65 .63
Los Angeles .81 .89 .89 . 64 .41 .54
New York .87 .94 .80 .51 .55 .57
San Francisco .86 .92 .84 .60 . 60 .68>:<
San Jose -——- - .82 -——— -—— .32,
V/ash., D.C. - - .86 - - .60
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Takle 2-G. Labor Force Participation Rates, Filipinos, by Region, SMSA,
Education and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area ' Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 or more H.S. 12 12 or more

United States 88 93 90 43 54 72
Region " * "

2 91 75 93 53, 59, 86

3 - -—— 88 41 47 70

5 83 - 95 56" - 82

9 87 93" 90, 43 57 70

#x %

10 94 -—- 85 37 33 65

SMSA
Chicago 91 -—- 88 --- -—- 88
Honolulu 89 96 95 48 58 65
Los Angeles 76 92 93 38% 47 81
New York ‘ 94 - 92 62* .- 80
San Francisco 83* 91 87 47 54 73

Seattle 92 - —— ——— - -
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Table 2-H. Labor Force Participation Rates of Blacks by Region, SMSA,
Sex and F.ducation, 1970

Area . Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United States .84 .91 .96 .48 .64 .75
Region N .

1 .82 .93 ——— .58 . 66 ———

2 .84 .91 .95 .44 .62 .70

3 .87 . 89 .94 .50 .65 .75

4 . 84 .90 .96 .52 .71 17

5 . 86 .93 .99 .44 .64 .75

6 .82 .93 .94 .47 .56 .72

7 .77 .87 - . 54 .59 .83%

9 .85 .87 .96 .45 . 64 .75,

SMSA
Chicago ' . 80 . 89 .92 .45 . 62 .83
Dallas .88 - - .58 .65™ .-
Detroit .83 .93 .96 .45 .55 .71
Los Angeles .69 . 84 .91 .47 .60 .78
Miami -——— - - .73 _—— -
Newark .98 .90 - .67 .66 -——
New York . 82 . 86 . 85 .51 .57 .64
Philadelphia .82 .94 - .53 .65 -
San Francisco .82" .80 . 94’f< .46™ .70% . 79*
Wash., D.C. .83 . 89 92" . 54 .75 .87
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Table 3-A. Employment Rates, Mexicans, by Region, SMSA, Sex
and Age, 1970 -

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .94 .96 .96 .92 .92 .92
Region " " *
2 1.00* .96 - .94* -——- ---
3 1.00 " " .93* -—-- -——-
4 .97 .95 1.00 .88 -——- -——-
5 .97 .97 .95 .92 .96 .88™
6 .95 .97 .97 .94 .94 .95
7 .93 .95 .96™ .84 .96* .-
8 .94 .92 .98 .91 1.00 -
9 .92 .94 .94>=< .91 .90 .92
10 .90 .81 .94 .90* —-- ---
SMSA * "
Albuquerque .94 . 88 --- --- - ---
Anaheim .94 1.00 .97 .88 .86 -—-
Brownsville .91 .97 .92 .96 .90 .90
Chicago .96 .98 1.00" .94, .94, -y
Corpus Christi .97 . 97* 1. 00* .90 .96, .94
Dallas .99 .96* 1.00 .89* .94 -
Denver .93* .89* --- .95 ——- -———
Detroit .87 . 89 - --- -—- -
El Paso .96 .98 .96 .96 .94 1.00
Fresno .94 .85 .89* L7 65" ---
Houston .97 .98 1.00 .96 .97 -
Laredo .89 .94 .95 .98 .98 1.00
Los Angeles <93, - 94, .96 .95 .90 .96
New York .94 1.00 - - - -——-
Oxnard .85 .98 1.00, . 96 - ---
Phoenix .96 .97 1.00 .95* .93 -——-
Sacramento . 88 .86 .87 .88 ——— ---
San Antonio .95 .98 .94 .88 .95 .91
San Bernardino .94 .98 . 97* .90 .90 -
San Diego .94 .92 1.00 .89 .84 1.00
San Francisco .90 .95 .93, .88 .92, .95%
San Jose .93 .95 .90* .88,== .87* ---
Tucson .94 .98 1.00 .91 .94 ---
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Tabie 3-B. f.‘rnployment Rates, Puerto Rican; by Region, SMSA, Sex
and Age. 1970

Male Female A
Area 20-34 35-49 50- 64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .93 .96 .96 .90 .93 .94
Region "
1 .91 .96 -—- .97 --- -
2 .94 . 96* .94 .89 .93, .94
3 .95 .92, --- 1.00, 1.00 ---
4 .95 1.00 - .91 .95, ---
5 .94 .96 1.00, .91 83, ---
9 .89 .92 1.00 .94 1.00 ---
SMSA N
Chicago .. .94 .96* .95 .89, .96 -
Jersey City - .95 .96, - .88 -—- ---
Los Angeles - . 32* -——— - - -
Newark 1.00 .95 - - -—— -
New York .95 . 97* .96 .94 .95 .94
Philadelphia .93 . 89 -—- -—— -— -
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Table 3-C. Employment Rates, Cubans, by Region, SMSA, Sex and.Age, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .95 .98 .96 .91 ) .94 .89
Region :
2 .96 .98, 1.00 .92 91, .88
3 — 1. 00 —— - .87 -
4 T .98 .94 .93 .96 .88
5 327 .94 .94% .73% .93% 95"
9 .50 .96 .88% .85 .91 -—-
SMSA %k %k %k iz
Chicago 1.00, 1. G0 “-- .94 LY -
Jersey City .93 .92 1.00 .85 .81 -
Los Angeles .94 .86 .85% . 84" .95 -
Miami .96 .97 .97 .95 .91 .94
Newark —— 1.00% —— —— .93% -—-
New York 1. 00 .98 1.00 .92 .92 .96
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Table 3-D. Employment Rates, Indian, by Region, Sex and Age, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50- 64 20-34 35-49 50- 64
United States . 89 .90 .92 . 88 .92 .92
Region ” "
1 - .94 = 1.00_ —— -
2 . 82 .92 1.00 1.00 . 88 .94
3 .95 .96 ——- . 89% . 95% -,
4 .97 1.00 .98 .91 .95 .89
5 .95 .87 .91 .88 .94 .86
6 .92 .92 .94 .88 .96 .97
%k 5 % %
7 . 89 1.00 .95 .84 . 88 ==
8 .78 .80 .83 .83 . 88 .96
9 . 86 .93 .88, .88 .94 .90,
10 . 82 .80 .80 . 85 .78 .92
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Table 3=, Employment Rates, Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50- 64 20-34 35-49 50- 64
United States .98 .99 .99 .97 .97 .98
Region "
2 1.00 .98 .88 .90" 1.00, .95
3 - 1.00" - --- .96 ---
4 - - - ——— 1.00" ——
5 .98 .99 1.00 1.00 .95, 1.00
6 .- - --- - 1.00" ---
8 .88™ .96 --- .95 1.00 —--
9 .98 .99 .99 .98 .98 .97
10 .97 1.00 .97 .94 .93 1.00*%
SMSA _ . .
Chicago 1.00 .98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00"
HHonolulu .97 1.00 1.00 .98 .98 - 1.00
Los Angcles .97 .98 .98 . 96, .96 .98
New York .94 .97 - . 87 - -
San Francisco .94 .99 1.00 .96 1.00 .96
San Jose .97, 1.00 1.00" 1.00 1.00 -

Seattle .88 1.00" .95 .88™ .91" _—
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Table 3-F. Employment Rates, Chinese, By Region, SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970

. : Male Female
Area : 20-34 35-49  50-64 20- 34 35-49  50-64
United States .96 .98 .95 .96 .97 .95
Region . o
1 . 89 1.00° .94" .95 - -
2 .97 .98 97, .98 .96, 1.00
3 .97, 1.00 1.00 .97 1.00 ---
4 .90 1.00" --- - ——- -
5 .96 .98 1.00 .97 1.00" ---
6 .90 .96 --- --- --- ---
7 1.00" ——- - S .- S
9 .96, .97 .93, .95 .98 .94
10 - 1.00° 1.00" .94 - ——- -
SMSA . ) .
Boston 1.00 1.00 .94 .95 . -
Chicago .94 1.00 1.00" 1.00" 1.00" .-
‘Honolulu .99 .98 ~1.00 .94 1.00 1.00
Los Angecles .97 .96 .94 1.00 1.00 1.00%
New York 1.00 .99 .95 1.00 .97 .98
San Francisco .97, .98 .97 .95 .99 .96
Wash., D.C. .94" “-- -—- - - -
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Table 3-G. Employment Rates of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Age and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States 95 97 96 96 95 95
Region % " * *
2 100 100 88 99" 100 -
3 97 -z -~ % 98 -~y -
5 98 100" 100 98 100 -—-
9 94 97 96 94 95 96
10 , 91%* 94™ 96" 95* .- -
SMSA o
Chicago 98 94 - 98 - -
Honolulu 97 99 98 98 95 96"
Los Angeles 98* 95 88 97 100 -
New York 100 .- -—- 97 ——- -———
San Francisco 92 96 95 97 94 ———
Seattle .- - 100* - ———— _——
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Table 3-H. Employment Rates for Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Age and

Sex, 1970
Male Female
Area 20-34 35-49 . 50-64 20-34 35-49 50-64
United States .93 .96 .96 .89 .95 .96
Region ok " % "
1 .92 .94 -—- .93 1.00 —--
2 .91 .97 .99 .91 .93 .95
3 .96 .97 .97 .93 .97 .95
4 .96 .96 .96 .88 .94 .96
5 .92 .94 .96 .88 .94 .97
6 .92 .96 .94* .88* .94 1.00*
7 .88 .97 1.00 .90 .95 .94
9 .88 .94 .89 . 84 .93 .97
SMSA
Chicago .94, .99 .91 .94, .92 .92
Tallas .96 - -—- 1.00 - -
Detroit .73 1.00 .93| .79 .92 .86
Los Angeles .93 .95 .96™ .96 .85 -
Miami --- - --- ——- .91 -
Newark .95 .96 - . 86" .93" .88
New York .98 .98 .96 .93 .98 .95
Philadelphia . 90}5< . 98* 1.00 . 91),’< .92 .86
San Francisco . 86 .75 - .96 - -
Wash., D.C. .93 .93 .97 .93 . 89 .97
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Table 4-A. Employment Rates, Mexican, by Region, SMSA, Education and

Sex, 1970
Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 l or more H.S 12 12 1l or more
United States . .94 .95 .96 .91 .93 .95
Region * ‘ *
2 o .96, —-- --- --- 1.00 -
3 1.00 .- ——— - - -
e
4 .96 .90
5 .96 .98 1.00 .92 .96 .95
6 .96 97, .97 .94, .95, .95
7 .96 .92 —— . 92" .87 ---
8 .92 .95 1.00 .90 .95 S
9 .92 .94 .95 . 89 .92 .96
10 .89 .-- - .85 ——- -
SMSA 3
Albuquerque .90 -— e - - -
Anaheim , .96 .98 .97 .85 .93 -—-
Brownsville .93 .94 1.00" .91 .97 1.00%
Chicago .96 .98 1.00" .93 1.00" -
Corpus Christi .98 - 97, --- .93 --- -
Dallas - .99 .96 --- .90 LI -—-
Denver . 89 .96% - - 1.00 -
Detroit .84 94" -, cem - ---
El Paso .97 .98 .93" .95 .98 . 94%
Fresno .87 1.00* - . 66 - ——-
Houston .98 .97 1.00* .96 .98 e
Laredo .92 .94 .97 .98 .97 1.00"
Los Angeles .93 .94 .95 .92 .94 .96
New York 1.00* ——- --- . - ---
Oxnard .93 - .90, --- .89 --- -
Phoenix .96 . 1.00);( —-- .93 --- -
Sacramento . 86 .89 -—- -——- I ——
San Antonio .96 .98 . 89 .90 .92 .96,
San Bernardino .96 .97 .97, .91 .90™ .94
San Deigo .92 .95 .96 .90 .88 —
San Francisco .93 .89 .97 . 86 .96 .88™
San Jose .93 .94 .96, .83, .83 ---
Tucson .96 .94 1.00 .90 .95 .-
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Table 4-B. Employment Rates, Puerto Rican, by Region, SMSA, Education

and Sex, 1970
Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 l or more H.S. 12 l or more
United States .94 .96 .97 .91 .93 .94
Region " *
1 .92 .95 --- 1.00 --- ---
2 .94 .96 . 97 .90, .93 . 94
3 .94 --- --- 1.00, 1.00% ---
4 .96 --- .- .96 .90 ---
5 .94 .98 S .87"‘ .91 ---
9 .88 .95 . 94" .93" .96 ---
SMSA "
Chicago .94 .96% --- .92 .90 ---
Jersey City .94 - - .87 --- ---
Los Angeles 90’ --- --- --- --- ---
Miami .90" --- --- .- --- ---
Newark .98 - --- . 82" --- -—-
New York .95 .98 .98 .94 .96 .92
Philadelphia .91, --- - . 83" --- —--
San Francisco 80" -—-- -—- --- -—- ---
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Table 4-C. Employment Rates, Cuban, by Region, SMSA, Education and

Sex, 1970
Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United States .96 .96 .97 .91 .91 .93
Region -

2 .98 .98 <99, .91 .86 .94

3 - - 1.00 -——- - ---

4 .96 .97 .96, .91 .96 .93

5 .88 -——— '96* .88 - .94"

6 ——- - 1.00 ——- - -—-

9 .91 .92° .94 .88 .92% . 87

Sy

SMSA * % * *
Chicago 1.00 - 1.00, .94 .89, ---
Jersey City .95 .95 . 88 .77 .94 -—-
Los Angeles . 88 .90* . 88 .93% .92%  Lgt¥
Miami .96, .98 .98 . 93* .92 .94
Newark 1.00 -——- - .96 -——— ———
New York .99 .98 1.00 .92 .92 .97
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Table 4-D. Employment Rates, Indian, by Region, Sex and Education, 1970

Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1 or more H.S. 12 12 l or more
United States .89 .89 .95 .88 .92 .92
Region B
1 . 88" S S --- —ea -
Ak * %
2 .86 .97, .91 .87 1.00, ---
3 .90 1.00 1.00,;< .91° .87 -
4 .99 1.00 .91 .90 .92 1.00
5 .91 .89 1.00 . 88 . 89 .94
6 .91 92 .98, .89, .94 .95
7 .98 .87" 1.00" 87" . 88" -
8 . 80 .75 .86 .87 .90 . 80
9 . 86 .90 .95, . 86 .92 .92
10 . 80 .76 .93" . 84 .85 .84
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Table 4-E. Employment Rates, Japanese, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex, 1970

o Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1l or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more

United States .98 .99 .98 .95 .98 .98
Region * v

2 - .96 1.00, .90 .97 .98

3 —-- - 1.00 1.00 -- -

5 . 96" 1.00 - 99, .95 .96 1.00

8 - .96™ .93" - 1.00 .96

9 .98 .99 .98 .96, .98 .98
10 - .98 .98 .76° .97 1.00

SMSA " "
Chicago 1.00 .97 - 1.00 - 1.00 1.00
Honolulu 1.00 .98 .99 .98 .98 1.00
Los Angeles .97 .96 . 99 .91 .97 .97,
New York —— - 96" .98 --- --- 1.00°
San Francisco 1.00 . 98"< .97 .94 . 96* 1. 00
San Jose -—-- .97" 1. 00 —e- 1.00 1.00°
Seattle - .94% .97 - .96™ . 84
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Table 4-F. Employment Rates, Chinese, b

y Region, SMSA, Education

and Sex, 1970
Male Female »
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1l or more H.S. 12 12 1 or more
United States .95 .96 .98 .95 .96 .97
Region " " %
1 .89 .87 1.00 --— --- .94
2 .97, .98 .98 97 1.00 .98
3 96" --- 1.00, --- --- .95
4 --- - .93 - --- -
5 .95 .95 .98 96 --- .98
6 --- --- .90 -— -—- ---
7 --- ——= 1.00 -—- --- ---
9 .94 .96 .97 94 .96 .97
10 .95" --- 1.00 --- - -
SMSA
Boston 1.00 - 1.00 1.00% --- -
Chicago 1. 00 .88" .23 1.00% - 1.00"
Honolulu .98 .98 1.96 1.00 .96 1.00
Los Angeles .91 1.00 .96 1.00 1.00" 1.00
New York .98 .99 .98 97 1.00 1.00
San Francisco .96 .96 .99 94 .99 .98
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Table 4-G. Employment Rates of Filipinos, by Region, SMSA, Education
and Sex, 1970

Male Female
Area Less than H.S. College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 or more H.S. 12 12 or more

United States 96 95 96 92 94 97
Region s "

2 . 95 - 100 100 -——- 99

3 --- - 95 - --- 98

5 --- --- 99 --- - 98

9 96 96 95* 91 - 95 96*
10 97 -—- 91 . S 100™

SMSA
Chicago -—- -—- 98 -—— --- 98
Honolulu 98 99 97 94 98 98
Los Angeles 96> 94 95 - - 99
New York . - 100 -——- - 97
San Francisco 97 94 93 93 88 99
Seattle 100™ - —-- -—-- - -




Table 4-H. Employment Rates for Blacks, by Region, SMSA, Education

and Sex, 1970
Male ) Female
Area Less than H.S.: College Less than H.S. College
H.S. 12 12 1l or more H.S. 12 12 ]l or more
United States .94 .95 .96 .92 .92 .97
Region " " % «
1 .89 .92 - .96 .97 -
2 .94 .98 .95 .89 .94 1.00
3 .96 .97 1.00 . .92 .97 1.00
4 .96 .95 98 .91 .91 98
5 .93 .95 .94=>'< .93 .90 .98
6 .93 .96 1.00" .94 .93 .90
7 .96 .91 _——— .96 .91 .-
9 .90 .90 .92 .88 .85 .96
SMSA
Chicago .96* .95 .94 .92* .91 .96
Dallas 1.00 --- -—- .83 -—-- -—-
Detroit .84 .84 96" .87 . 86 -—-
Los Angeles . 98* .92 .93 . 94* 94 .92
Miami .97 i _——- .93" - -
Newark .95 .92 - .89 90 -
New York .97 .98 .97 .96 .94 94
Philadelphia .97, .96 - . 86 .93 -
San Francisco .70 --- .94 -—- --- -
Wash., D.C. .91 . 96 1.00% .92 .92 .96




Table 5-A. Occupation of Mexicans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

Sex and
area N All Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm

Male
United

States 8501 100.0 4.6 4.1 2.7 5.2 22.3 28.0 13.5 10.5 9.1
Region

2 52 100.0 23.1 3.8 9.6 7.7 19.2 26.9 7.7 0.0 1.9

4 73 100.0 9.6 1.4 2.7 5.5 20.5 15.0 8.2 28.7 8.2

5 662 100.0 4.5 2.1 1.5 5.3 19.3 41.5 15.6 2.1 8.0

6 3114 100.0 4.4 5.3 3.2 5,6 23.8 24.7 13.5 10.5 9.0

7 115 100.0 3.5 7.0 3.5 6.1 23,5 22.6 21.7 3.5 8.7

8 252 100.0 5.6 2.4 2.4 5.2 20.2 24.6 15.9 11.1 12.7

9 4070 100.0 4.1 3.6 2.5 4.9 21.9 29.3 13.2 11.2 9.3
10 108 106C.0 5.6 3.7 0.9 2.8 12.0 16.7 11.1 39.9 7.4

SMSA
Anaheim 196 109.0 5.1 4.1 3.1 5.1 24.5 25.0 19.9 3.1
Browns- :

ville 349 100.0 3,2 6.3 7.4 2.6 15.2 19.4 12,6 21.2
Chicago 365 100.0 4,1 2.2 3.0 6.8 20.3 40.9 14.0 .3
Corpus ,

Christi 185 100.0 5.4 5.4 5.9 3.2 21.6 21.7 19.5 6.0 11.4
Dallas 124 100.0 2.4 4.0 2.4 8.9 25.0 26.7 15.3 4.8 10.5
Denver 82 100.0 6.1 6.1 2.4 8.5 19.5 34.1 15.9 1.2 6.1
Detroit 59 100.0 6.8 3.4 5.1 13.6 15.3 37.9 11.9 <. 6.8
El Paso 284 100.0 6.3 4,6 4.9 7.4 29.2 22.2 13.7 2.5 9.2
Fresno 149 100.0 6.0 1.3 -~ 2.7 10.1 22.2 4.7 46.3 6.7
Houston 299 100.0 3.0 5.0 3.3 6.7 25.1 31.7 12.7 1.3 11.0
Laredo 291 100.0 4,1 6.2 5.5 4.5 17.9 13.7 13.7 25.1 9.0
Los ‘

Angelesl717 100.0 5.2 3.1 2.4 5.6 24.9 36.2 11.5 1.2
Oxnard 112 100.0 5.4 3.6 2.7 0.9 15.2 26.2 13.4 25.9
Phoenix 171 100.0 3.5 4.1 4.7 7.6 17.0 21.7 17.5 15.8
Sacra-

mento 90 100.0 5.6 4.4 --- 6.7 15,6 21,1 25.6 10.0
San

Antonio 483 100.0 4,3 4.1 5.6 6.6 32.3 23.8 11.2 1.4
San Ber-

na rdino 271 100.0 5.2 2.2 4.1 4,1 22.1 22.5 13.7 14.7
San Diego 170 100.0 6.5 2.4 4.1 4.1 24.7 21.2 11.8 11.8
San Fran-~

cisco 252 100.0 3.2 2.0 2.0 8.7 22.2 28.2 16.3 4.0
San Jose 203 100.0 6.4 4.4 1.0 7.4 27.1 26.1 14.3 3.0
Tucson 109 100.0 3.7 2.8 4.6 5.5 26.6 30.3 13.8 5.5
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Table 5-A. Continued

Female
United

States 6286
Region

2 51

4 53

5 411

6 2222

7 98

8 158

9 3170
10 71

SMSA
Anaheim 133
Browns-

ville 295
Chicago 204
Corpus

Christi 102
Dallas 94
Denver 70
El Paso 258
Fresno 121
Houston 205
Laredo 186
Los

Angeles1379
Oxnard 81
Phoenix 120
Sacra-

mento 64
San

Antonio 377
San Per-

nandino 202
San Diego 154
San Fran-

cisco 192
San Jose 162
Tucson 73

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
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29.6

13.8
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27.1

33.1

19.8
13.0
26.0
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Table 5-B. Occupation of Puerto Ricans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

Sex and
area N -All Prof. Mgr. Sales Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.
Male
United
States 2702 100.0 3.9 4.6 3.9 9.5 16.2 34.9 8.1 1.5 17.5
Region
1 119 100.0 1.7 5.0 3.4 7.6 18.5 39.5 13. 4 1.6 9.2
2 1968 100.0 3.5 5.0 4.5 10.2 16.1 32.8 7.0 1.0 19.8
3 101 100.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 15.8 35.6 11.9 5.0 17.8
4 76 100.0 6.6 6.6 3.9 2.6 27.6 19.8 5.3 9.2 18.4
5 284 100.C 2.1 0.7 1.8 8.1  13.7 54.9 10.9 0.7 7.0
9 132 100.0 11.4 5.3 0.8 9.8 14.4 28.8 12.1 3.8 13.6
SMSA
Chicage 191 100.0 1.6 2.6 2.1 9.9 15.2 51.8 4,7 ~--- 12.0
Jersey
City 75 100.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 4.0 9.3 46.7 22.7 --- 13.3
Newark 60 100.0 10.0 1.7 3.3 5.0 18.3 48.3 5.0 --- 8.3
New
York 1626 100.0 3.4 4.2 5.4 13.0 16.7 31.0 6.6 .2 19.6
Philadel- .
phia 84 100.0 8.3 4.8 1.2 3.6 10.7 38.1 15.5 4.8 13.1
Female
United
States 1882 100.0 5.8 1.4 3.9 25.1 3.0 45.4 1.1 0.6 13.7
Region
1 71 100.0 8.5 1.4 5.6 12. 7 0.0 53.5 2.8 1.4 14,1
2 1344 100.0 4.8 1.0 3.6 26.2 3.4  46.7 1.2 .3 12.7
3 79 100.0 10.1 5.1 2.5 20.3 3.8 44.3 1.3 2.5 10.1
4 65 100.0 7.7 4.6 6.2  29.2 4.6 23.1 0.0 1.5 23.1
5 172 100.0 8.1 1.2 5.2 16.3 2.3 55,2 1.2 0.0 10.5
6 20 100.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 30.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0
9 111 100.0 5.4 1.8 1.8 33.3 0.0 31.5 0.0 1.8 24.3
SMSA
Chicago 113 100.0 2.7 1.8 3.5 8.8 3.5 69.9 2.7 ~--- 7.1
New .
York 1087 100.0 4.1 1.2 3.1 28.7 2.7  46.7 1.7 .1 11.8
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Table 5-C. Occupation of Cubans, by Region, SMSA and Sex, 1970

Sex and
areu N All Prof. Cler. Crafts Oper. Lab. Farm Ser.
Male
United '
States 1323 100. 11.3 10. 18. 26. 14.0
Region .
1 28 100.0 25.0 .4 3.6 3.6 0.0 25.0 3.6 17.9
2 397 100.0 9.6 .8 4.3 10.1 13.9 32.2 3.5 18.7
3 39 106.0 20.5 .6 2.6 2.6 28.2 28.2 7.7 7.7
4 613 100.0 9.1 .1 6.5 11.4 21.9 23.8 5.7 11.0
5 71 100.0 16.9 .9 1.4 15.5 18.3 28.2 0.0 9.9
6 25 100.0 24.0 .0 8.0 8.0 28.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
9 129 100.0 12. 4 .2 5.4 9.3 14.0 28.7 3.1 17.8
SMSA
Chicago 54 100. 9.3 16. 20. 37. -
Jersey 4
City 101 100. 5.0 12, 21. 41. 8.9
Los
Angeles 107 100.0 10.3 .6 13. 20. 30. .5 11.2
Miami 539 100.0 10.8 .8 8. 24. 24. .8 12.6
Newark 39 100. .0 10. 15. 41. .8 10.3
New
York 240 100. 9.6 15. 17. 15, 25.8
Female
United
States 1193 100. 8.3 22. 2. 46. 12.5
Region
1 23 100.0 8.7 0.0 4.3 34.8 0.0 30.4 0.0 4.4 17.4
2 342 100.0 9.4 1.2 3.2 23.7 2.0 49.1 0.9 0.0 10.6
3 40 100.0 12.5 0.0 5.0 27.5 0.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 25.0
4 571 100.0 5.6 1.4 6.8 20.0 2.8 48.7 0.7 0.7 13.3
5 74 100.0 13.5 0.0 4.1 18.9 2.7 45.9 2.7 0.0 12.2
9 105 100.0 10.5 1.0 3.8 24.8 1.9 47