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America’s
The Demographacs of
Duversity

by William P. O’Hare

The author wishes to thank Roderick
Harison, Juanita Tamayo Lott, Maitha
Farnsworth Riche, Lany Shinagaa,
Matthew Snipp, and Rafael Valdivieso for
providing thoughtful comments and
suggestions on an early draft of this repon.

The United States is undergoing a
transition from a predominately white
population rooted in Western culture to
a society coniposed of diverse racial and
cthnic minorities. By the middle of the
21st century, todav's minorities will
comprise nearly one-half of ali Ameri-
cans. These demographic changes are
leading Americans to forge a new image
of the nation and of the future.

The rapid increase in minorities has
been accompanied by a shift in the
racial and ethnic composition of the
U5, minority population. In 1950,
African Americans were about 75
percent of all minorities. By 1990, blacks
were less than half of all minorities, By
2010, Hispanics are expected to surpass

o

blacks in number and become the
nation’s largest minority group.

Racial and ethnic minorities are
becoming more diverse because of shifts
in the national origins of Asian and
Hispanic immigrants as well as growing
socioeconomic differences within
minority groups. The number of
minorities in the highest income
brackets nearlv doubled during the
1980s, for example, and more minority
politicians arc being elected to public
oftice. The common inage of all
minorities as powerless and poor is not
an accurate picture,

These demographic changes have
important social implications, The
growth of African-American, Hispanic,
Asian, and American-Indian populations
has diversified the racial and ethnic
makeup of owr schools, workplaces, and
neighborhoods, fostering a new
awareness of America's multiracial,
multicultural heritage. But many
Americans are divided on the long-term
effects of the growing diversity. Some
sce the rapid growth of minorities as a
kev to the revitalization of America and
a togical continuation of our “melting
pot” tradition. Others see the rapid
increase in racial and ethnic minorities
as an undesirable departure from
America’s predominately European
heritage. Discussions on this topic
sometimes become heated because the
increase in the minority populations is
closelv linked to important policy issues
relating to immigration, affirmative
action, and education reform.

The rapid growth and increasing
diversity of America’s minoritv popula-
tions are among the most important
demographic changes in the past few
decades. Yet many Americans have
inaccurate perceptions of the basic
demographic facts. For example, a 1990
Gallup Poll found that the average
American estimated that 32 percent of
the U.S. population was African Ameri-
can, and 21 percent Hispanic.! Yet the
1990 Census revealed that blacks were
12 percent, and Hispanics 9 percent, of
the population. Such misperceptions
mav arise from the geographic concen-
tration of n:laorities—generally in large
urban areas, and in specific states such
as California, Texas, and New York.







Totherestof the
world, the United
States is a grand
and daring
experiment. No
country has ever
succeededin
blending somany
peopleofdifferent
racesand different
cultures.

Many white Americans living in the
countin’s heartland have littke contact
with minorities. This mayv also help
cxplain why many Americans—
according to public opinion polis—
hedieve that racial discrimination is no
longer a problent. Numerous studies
continue to contradict this view by
documenting discrimination against
individuals in emplovment, housing,
and other areas hecause of their race
or cthnicitv.?

To the rest of the world, the United
States is a grand and daring experiment.
No counny has ever succeeded in
blending so many people of different
races and different cultures. In a time
when racial and ethnic rivalries are
creating misery around the globe, how
well Americans handle their transition
to a multiracial society has implications
thai ¢.ctend far bevond our borders.

Although the pace of this demo-
graphic transition is astounding, it is
ocaurring remarkably smoaothly.
Tensions build up among rvacial and
ethnie groups and sometimes crupt into
serioas confrontations, as in the Los
Angeles riots of May 1992, Yet most of
these confrontations are minor
compi red with the violence among
racial .nd ethnic groups in some
countries, Recent events in Germany,
for example, have highlighterd the
conflict benveen native-born Germans
and immigrants.” ven Japan, usuallv
viewed as a remarkably homogencous
country, is experiending ethnic discord,
albeit less violent than in many other
places.' Ethnic and religious diffevences
have led to fullscale war in regions of
former Yugoslavia.

[t is to our advantage to view the
growing diversity of the US, population
in an international context because the
rise of a global cconomy is bringing
countries of the world closer together.
The United States is geographically
positioned to serve the growing Latin
American market to the South, its
traditional European market to its Fast,
and the burgeoning Asian market to its
West. If Americans so choose, our
inereasingly multicultural population
can enhance our ability to serve the
global marketplace. With ties to all the
regions of the world, America’s racial

XY

/

and cthnic minorities can help
American businesses understand the
needs and preferences of people in
other countries,

This Popudation Budletin offers
readers a chance to understand
America’s minorities in comparison
with one another, and with the white
population, across a host of demo-
graphic dimensions. The changes
reported here have occurred so
rapidly that perspectives on minority
issues that were developed as recently
as a generation ago may already be
out-of-date. As Americans reassess
how we view ourselves as a nation, and
how we view ouwr future, we will no
doubt express contradictory views and
arrive at difterent positions on public
policy issues. Resolving those
differences will be easier if we share a
hasic understanding of the current
demographic reality of America’s
minority populations.

Historical Position of
Racial and Ethnic

. LR
Minorities
While contemporary race relations
contain clements of stress and friction,
they are probably no more than those
among European groups 100 vears ago.®
Clashes between Germans, Irish,
Italians, Poles, and other European
groups during the 19th and carly 20th
centuries wre well documented. Many
suffered discrimination in employment,
housing, and other arcas, But most
European immigrants and their
descendants—who accounied for four-
fifths of the U.S. population in 1900—
aventually achieved full participation in
LS. society,

This was not the case for the groups
most Americans now think of as
“minority.” Afvican Americans, Native
Americans, Hispanics, and Asians have
all experienced institutionalized or state
sancioned discrimination—as well as
social exclusion. The legal oppression of
African-American slaves is well docu-
mented, as is the effect of the “fim
Crow” laws cnacted after the US, Civil
War. Before 1963, discriminatory voter-
registration laws prevented all but 7




percent ot Mississippi’s Afvican Ameri-
cans from registering to vore.” s
recently as the 1960s, some school
districts maintained separate schaols for
black and white students.

American Indians have along history
of legal oppression. Time and again, In-
dians were torciblv reinoved from their
hamelands in accordance with weaties
iinposed by the U.S. government and
were often compelled o live on govern-
ment-defined reservatons where there
was little chance of prospering.”

Mexicann Americans in Southwestern
states lost property and political rights
as Anglo Americans began to move into
the region in the Late 1800s, As late as
the 1940s. local ordinances in some
Texas cities blocked Mexican Americans
from owning real estate or voting. Also,
Mexican Americans were required to
attend segregated public schools in
manv jurischictions before 1950, Even in
areas where schools were more inte-
grated, Latino students were often
treated untairly,”

Most Asians in the United States
todav come from recent immigrant
families, but many Asian Amertcans can
trace their familv's American history
back more than 150 vears. Much of this
period was imarked by anti-Asian faws
and discrimination. The 1879 California
Constitntion barred the hiring of
Chinese workers and the federal
Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 halted
the entry of most Chinese immmigrants
until 1943, Americans of Japanese
ancestry were interned in camps daring
World War 1 by ancexecutive arder
signed by President Franklin D.
Roosevelt” It was not unul 1952 that
Japanese immigrants were granted the
right to become naralized US,
citizens, While 1odav's minorine groups
have manv ditterences, thevall have
suttered. and to some extent continue
to sutter ccononne, polittcal. and social
disadvantages because of their racial or
ethnic identy.

Some anajvsts assume that the racial
and ethnic minorities of contemporary
America will follow the path of Euro-
pean immigrant groups and eventuadly
assimilate into the wider society, losing
their minority status. Others point out
that African Americans and American
Indians remain at the lowest rungs of
societv 200 vears into the "melting pot”
experience. Thev caudon also that social
and economic condidons are so
different now that today’s minorities
have more limited opporumities tor
social mobilitv than did the Earopean-
American groups.

Minority Status

Determining who is aominorin is Largeh
4 matter of history, politics, and judge-
ment—>both social and political. All
Americans are members of some
minority group because no single
ancesty group accounts for more than
half our population. Population
characteristics other than race and
ethnicitv—such as age, gender, or
religious preference—are sometimes
used to designate minorin status,
However, race and Hispanic origin are
the characteristics wsed most often to
define the minorits and majorite
populations in contemporary
American society,

“NMinoriny™ is also a statistical designa-
tion. How minoritics are defined in
otficial statistics cotlected and published
by government agencies is often driven
v political considerations or by specific
laws and regulations,

Currently, the government gathers
statistics for four major racial and ethmic
minority groups: 1) blacks. or African
Americans: 2) Asians and Pacific
Islanders: 3) Ainerican Indians. Eski-
mos, and Aleuts: and 4 Hispanies. also
referred to as Latinos. These tour
groups ave the largest and most wideh
recognized minorite groups and are the
focus of this report.*

The terms black and African Amencan are used interchangeabls in dus teport asane the
s Hispane and Latno, and Amettcan Tndian and Natve Amencan. Exceptwhere
indicated. the term At reters to Asians and Pacitic Islanders, and Amencan Indian reters to
American Indians, Aleuns, and Fshimos, The wenn white reters to non-Hispae whites except
where atherwise speatfied.

Today's minority
groupsall have
suffered, and to

some extent
continue to suffer
econonic,
pohtical, and
social
disadvantages
because of their
racial orethnic
identity.




Box 1
Defining Race and Ethnicity

An individual’s race and ethnicitv are
socially, not scientifically defined. In
the United States, people are asked to
identify their own race on govern-
ment forms and survevs. In Canada,
ethnicity is defined by an individual's
ancestry. In other countries, religion
or language distinguish the major
ethnic groups.

The race and ethnic categories
used-in population statistics reflect
contemporary sotial and political
realities. The terms and categories
have shifted over time in the United
States. In 1993, the U.S. Census
Buresu and most federal agencies
collect data for four racial categories
(white, African American, Asian/
Pacific Islander, and American
Indian/Eskimo/Aleut). A fifth “other
race” category is sometimes included.
Data are also collected for two ethnic
categories: Hispanic and non-
Hispanic. These categories conform
to guidelines tor government statisti-
cal reporting established by 4 1978
directive from the L.S. Office of
Management and Budget (OMB).
The categories and definitions are
as follows:

Race

White: A person having origins in
any of the original peoples of Europe,
North Africa, or the Middle East.

Black or African American: A
person having origins in any ot the
black racial groups of Africa.

Asian or Pacific Islander: A person
having origins in anv ot the original
peoples of the Far East, Southeast
Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the
Pacific Islands.

American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut:
A person having origins in any of the
original peoples of North America
and who maintains cultural identifica-
tion through tribal affiliation or
community recognition.

Other: Individuals who do not iden-
tifv with any of the above categories.

9

Etbnicity
Hispanic: A person of Mexican,
Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or &
American, or other Spanish cultur
origin, regardless of race.
Non-Hispanic: Persons who are
of Hispanic origin.

Race and ethnic definitions ove
because Hispanics may be of any r:
This overlap confuses many indivic
and many Hispanics do not identif
with any of the four race categorie:
out in the OMB directive. In the 1¢
Census, for example, 43 percenta
Hispanics classified their race as “o
race,” that is, not white, black, Asia
American Indian. And, most peop!
percent) in the “other race” categc
were also of Hispanic origin

The categories and labels used i
decennial censuses shown in the ta
reflect the growing diversity of the
population as well as the social and
political climate of the time. At the
of the 1900 Census, the Japanese a
Chinese were the only sizeable gro
Asians living in the United States. I
1990. nine distinct Asian populatio
and a catchall “other Asian/Pacific
Islander” category were listed on tt
census questionnaire.

Persons of mixed racial parenta
a tiny but growing group of Am ri-
cans—present a challenge to the
current system. Because race is self
reported, individuals are free to ch
the racial category with which they
closely identify. A woman with a
Chinese mother and white father,
example, may say she is white if she
identifies most closely with her whi
relatives. Alternatively, she may chc
Chinese, if she grew up speaking h
mother’s language and associating
mainly with her mother’s familv. St
mav also select Asian on one form,
white on another—which confouny
the analysis of racial statistics.

A postenumeration survey (PES
conducted after the 1990 Census fc



that some U.S. residents were reported
as one race in the census and a different
race in the PES. White and black
responses in the census and PES were
consistent about 97 percent of the time;
Asians and Pacific Islanders and
American Indians about 80 percent of
the time.

Statistics on minority births are also
affected by classification changes. The
National Center for Health Statisticss
which records birth and death data for
the United States, changed the way a
newborn'’s race is recorded beginning
with 1989. Previously, newborns were
assigned a race through a complex set
of rules regarding the race of the

mother and father. Generally, an
infant was classified as reonwhite if
cither parent was not white. Begin-
ning with 1989, birth statistics are
tabulated by the race of the infant's
mother. This decreases the number of
minority births because m:ost mixed-
race births are born to white mothers
and nonwhite fathers.

Reference
Juanita Tamavo Lott, "Do United States
Racial/ Lthnic Categories Still Fice”
Population Today (Washington, DC.:
Population Reference Bureay, January
©1993): 69.

Ruce and Ethnic Categories Used in Selected Decennial Censuses

Census 1860 1890

1900

1970 1930

Race White
Black

Mulatto

White
Black
Mulatto
Quadroon*
Octoroon’
Chinese
Japanese
Indian

Hispanic Origin

White
Black (Negro descent)
Chinese
Japanese
Indran

Whne
Negro or Black
Japanese
Chinese
Filipino
Hawanan
Korean
Indhan {Amer.]
Other

White
Black or Negro
Amencan Ingtan
Eskimo
Alaut
Chinese
Fipino
Hawdnan
Korean
Vietnamese
|apanese
Asian Indian
Samoan
Guamanian
Other API*
Other race

Mexican
Puerto Rican
Cuban
Central/So. Amenican
Other Spanish

Mex.can or Chicano
or Mexican-Am.
Puerto Rican
Cuban
Other Spanishf
Hispanic

' Threeeiwghths 1o fivecughihs black
£ One quarter hlack.

" One esghth black.

* Astan and Pacific islander,

Note: Prior to 1970, census enumerators wrote in the race of individuals using the ggroups cited above  n the 1970 and
subsequent censuses, respondents and enumerators tilled in aircles corresponding to the category with which the
respondent most closelv idenutied. Persons choosing other race or Indian were asked to write in the ruce or Indian tnibe.




Ifthe American
minority
populationlivedin
anindependent
country,itwould
bethe 13th largest
inthe world—

more populous
thanGreat
Britain, France,
Italy, or Spain,

Ihe staust’es most often availiable
present some difficult problems jor
ANAlVSS TIVINE (0O compare minority
groups with the white majorite poputa-
tion. First, the categories are not
mutually exclusive, Because Hispanic
origin is considered an ethnic identi
rather than arace (see Box 1. page 6),
data tor anv racial group mav ulso
include Hisvanics. A slim majorine of
Hispanies classitied themselves as white
in the 1990 Consus, the source of much
of our information. Some <43 percent of
Hispannies listed their race as "other™ 3
percentof Hispanices reported their race
as black (primarilv Puerto Ricans; |
percent Asian (primariiv Filipinosi: and
I pereent American Indian.

While the overlapping race and
cthnicire definitions altect national
ligures onlv slightly, thev skew seatistics
from areas with Large Hispanic popula
tions, such as Los Angeles or San
Antonio, I suchareas, comparisons of
survev or census data for whites and
nrinorities do not reallv reflect differ-
ences between these groups and the
white non-Hispanic population. In thiy
publication, data are given separateh
tor non-Hispunics in each racial

category (white, Adrican American,
Asian. Pacitie Islander. and American
Indian) when they are available,

The Asians Pacific Islander category
puses additional difficulies tor analvsts,
Although many Asians identify with a
distinety Asian Amencan culiuril
backgroumd.' manv others have littde in
common except for ties to the same
world region. Thevinclude people
lrom locanons as disparate as Samoa
and Manchuria, Thev subseribe 1o
different religions. speak different
languages, even use ditferent alphabets,
I'hev mav even have been adversaries in
their honelands, Hostilite maw also
arise between longime and recent
residents of the same ethnic group.

Another technical problem in
comparing statistics on minoritics is the
relatively sinall number of Asians/
Pacific Islanders and Awerican Indians
and Alaska Natives, Many common
socioeconomic and demographic
measures are not available for such
small population groups. Survev-based
meastres for Asians and especially fo
American Indians are caleulated from o
small pool of respondents, and must be
interpreted with caution,

Because of immigration and relatively high fertilitv, Hispanics are projecred 1o he

the largest U.S. minority within 20 vears.

{1




Figure |
Share of Minorities in the U.S. Population, 1900 to 2050
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Size and Growth of

. ‘. e
Minorities
I'ie combined population of the four
minority groups was estimated at 643
million in 1992, It all these Americans
lived inan independent counnpy, it
would be the 13th largest in the world—
more poptlons than Great Britain,
France, Ttalv, or Spain.

For most of this century the minorie
populittion was overwhelminglv Arican
American, and it comprised a retativels
stable share of the ol US, popatation.
Between 1900 and 1960, the minority
share of the totl population edged np-
ward onlv slighdy, from 13.1 1o 149 per-
cent (see Figure D). The mamber of mi-
norities grew significanthy during this
period, however, surging from just un-
der 10 million to neariv 21 million. Bu
the non-llispanic white population grew
Just as rapidly because of high birth
rates and innmigration from Ewrope.

Benween 1960 and 1990, the minovity
populaion tripled in size, reaching 61
million. T'he minorite share of the US.
population grew to one-tourtly, as new
waves of immigration from non-

2.

Furopean countries, higher birth rates
among minorties, and a relatively
voung age strucware accelerated the
growth rates of these groups, Mean-
while, the non-Hispanic white popula-
tion grew stowlv as birth rates tell and
European imnnigration dwindled,
Minorities increased by 40 percent
hetween 1980 and 1992, compared with
a b percent growth in the non-Hispanic
white population.

Asians and Pacitic Islanders had the
fastest rate of growth during the 1980s
and carlv 19905, reaching nearlv 8
million bv 1992 The number of non-
Hispanic Asians grew by 124 percent
over 12 vears (see Table 1 page 10),
Nunericellv, Bowever, Hispanics
increased most. Between 1980 and 1992,
0.5 million Hispanics were added to the
population, nearly as manvas the 10
million von-Hispanic whites added. The
31 percent inerease among American
Indians was also remarkable considering
tat little of the gain could have come
from tnumigration and that it cannot be
accounted for by naaral increase. Some
ot the increase mav reflect improved
census coverage i.. 1990 (see Box 2), but




Table [

Growth of U.S. Population by Race and Ethnicity,

1980-1992

Population Persons added  Percent change

1992 (numberfpercent)  1980-1992

Total US.

tlonae Loaned arte

Total minorities

Toneanang

AT e T

=X

T umpers ~ Thousancs

254922 28.375 /100 125
DALV 200, iR :s

64318 183751 65

Notc st ctad inghedes 2o 5H people of other taces

Souree 1980 figures from U'S Bureau of the Census. 1980 Census of Populauon, Generar Socral and Econtamic
Charoctensixs. PCBO-1.C 1. tabte 75, December, 1983, 1992 figures from U'S Bureau of the Census. Current
Populaton Reports P-25. no 1092 (1992). wable 2

Box 2

it mav also reveal a trend—perhaps
among individuals of mixed parent-
age—toward reclaiming American-
Indian heritage. That is, a percentage of -
the prople who identified themselves as
Indian in the 1990 Census had not
claimed Indian heritage in the previous
census. A similar increase in the
American-Indian population occurred
benveen the 1970 and 1980 censuses.
Some analvsts atributed this increase
to a rencwed interest in claiming
Indian ancestrv.™

The Atrican-American population
had the slowest growth rate among
minorities. The number of blacks
increased by 16 percent between 1980
and 1992, Yet. blacks increased at nearly
three times the rate for whices. Their num-
bers expanded from 26 to 30 million.

Undercount of Minorities in the 1990 U.S. Census

The U.S. Census attempts to enumer-
ate everv U.S. resident everv 10 vears,
but a small fraction of the population
is alwavs missed bv enumerators. Mi-
norities are more likely than non-
Hispanic whites to be undercounted
in the final tabulation. While about
60.6 million Hispanics, and non-
Hispanic blacks, Asians, and American
Indians were counted in the 1990
Census, the true number was esti-
mated at 63.0 million, after adjusting
for the undercount. Young blacks liv-
ing in inner-city areas, illegal immi-
grants, Indians living on reservations,
and non-English-speaking minorities
are among the groups most likely to
be missed by the census as well as by
other survevs and administrative
records used to derive demographic
estimates. In the 1990 Census, 4 to 5
percent of African Americans, Hispan-
ics. and American Indians were
missed. compared with about | to 2
percent of Asians and whites.

The differential undercount
between whites and minorities has
been observed in every census since
1940. and over the past two decades it
has become a contentious political

issue. While the undercount is small
relative to the total U.S. population, it
can distort the size and racial makeup
of specific areas. Some cities and
states with large populations of poor
minorities feel they are not getting
their fair share of public funds and
political power because of the census
undercount, and are suing the
Department of Commerce to force an
adjustment of the census figures.
Similar suits were filed after the

1980 Census, but failed to change

the official policy of not adjusting
census results.

Percent of Minorities Missed in
the 1990 Census

Total Male Female
Total US. 1.6 19 1.3
Afncan Amencan 4.4 49 40
Hispanic 50 55 44
Astan/Pacific Isiander 2.3 34 1.2
Amencan Indian® 45 52 39

* Includes Eskimos and Aleuts

Source: US. Bureau of the Census, "Assessment of Accuracy
of Adjusted Yersus Unadjusted 1990 Census Base for Use in
Intercensal Estmates, Report of the Commicee on
Adjusunent of Postcensal Estimates,” August 7, 1992, table 2.
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Together, these four minority groups
accounted for 63 percent of the 28
million people added o the US.
population hetween 1980 and 1992,

significantly more than the 53 percent of

growth minorities contributed to the
total population in the 1970s.

. . .
Increasing Diversity

Just a few generations ago, the vast
majority of America’s racial and ethnic
minorities were Afric.n American.
Although still the most nunierous of
these groups, blacks are now less than
half of all minorities and their share is
declining. The “new minorities,” as
Asians and Hispanics are sometimes
called, are growing much more rapidly
than blacks o American Indians. And,
specitic Hispanic and Asian national-
origin groups are growing at very
difterent rates, Americans of mixed-race
parentage also contribute to this
diversity (see Box 3, page 14).

Hispanics, with a 1992 populaton of

24 million, are the second largest mi-
nority, accounting for 38 percent of
America’s minority population. Asians
accounted for 12 percent of minorities,
Anerican Indians, Eskimos, and Aleurs
nmiade up 3 percent of the minority
population,

African Americans
As a group, African Americans appear
1 re homogencous than the other
minoritics because most are descended
fromn families that have been in the
United States for many generations. Yet
they too encompass immigrant groups
from Africa and the Caribbean withvery
different linguistic and cultural back-
grounds. While the immigrant compo-
nentof the African-American popula-
tion is quite simall relative to Hispanics
and Asians. many African immigrant
groups swelled in size over the decade.
The number of Ethiopians more than
quadrupled, while the number of
Ghanians grew by 175 percent, Kenvans
by 167 percent, and Nigerians by 123
percent. Nigerians rentained the largest
African immigrant group during the
1980s, numbering 60,000 in 1990.

The Caribbean, however, is the
source of most U.S, immigrants of

African descent. Severe political and
economic problems in Haiti in recent
vears helped bonst the number of
Hatdans in the United States from
92,000 in 1980 v 229,000 in 1990. In
addition, the 1990 Census counted
343,000 American residents from
Jamaica, and 119,000 from Trinidad and
Tobago. And, many black Hispanics
were undoubtedly among the 357,000
U.S. residents from the Dominican
Republic counted in the 1990 Census."
The influx of Caribbean immigrants
helped raise the number of black
Hispanics from 391,000 (o 1.3 million
between 1980 and 1992.

el

N

The increasing racial and ethnic diversity of Americans may force
a shift in our perceptions of minority status.
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Table 2

Growth of Hispanic and # ~ 1 and Pacific Islander
Populations, 1980-1990

Population Change 1980-1990

1980 1990 Number Percent

Hispanic
Total

Mesxczn
Pueno Rican
Cuban
Cither Hispan.c

Asian/Pacific Islander

Total"

Chinese
Filipino
japanese
Astan indan
deorean
vetnamese
Hawaunan
Camooaan®
l.aotan®
Thar*
Hmong"
Paksstan:®
Samcan
Guarnanan
indonesian”

ther Astan/Pacific lslander

Numbers in thousands

14,609 22 354 53
8.740 13496 4
2044 2728 35

803 1.044 30
3.051 5086 67

3.726 7.274 95
206 i.645
77 | 407 82
701 848 24
362 815 126
355 : 125
262 ‘ 135
167 ] 27
) } 819
48 ; 210
<5 102
5 1.700
16 406
42 6 21 50
32 17 53
10 19 190
86 233 147 171

“The 1980 data tos these groups are from sample tabulanons and are subject 1o sampiimg vanabilio
A other T9RO data and the 1990 data in this table are ba ed on 100-percent abualanans

Source U.S Burcau of the Census, Press Release CB91.215, June 12, 1991

Hispanics

The nation’s Hispanic population
primavily inclucles people who trace
their ancestry to Spanish-speaking
countries throughout Latin America.
Census data are published for four
major Hispanic groups: Mexicans,
Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and a catchall
“other Hispanics™ category. The 1990
Census counted nearly 14 million
Mexican Americans, 3 million Puerto
Ricans (living on the U.S. mainland), 1
million Cubans, and 5 million Hispanics
from other areas (see Table 2). Newly
arrived innigrants from Central and
South America make up a large portion
of the burgeoning “other Hispanics™
group, which grew by 67 percent
hetween 1980 and 1990. In 1990, 1.3
million Hispanic Americans were from

-

1O

Central America, | million were from
South America, and 0.5 million were
from the Dominican Republic.

Asian Americans

Astan Americans are arguably the most
diverse minority group. Among the 7.3
million Asian Americans counted in the
1990 Census, six groups number a half
mithon or more (Chinese, Filipino,
Japancse, Asian Indian, Korean, and
Vietnamese). Eighu-four percent of all
Asian Americans arc in one of these six
groups. Hawaiians and other Pacific
Islanders accounted for only 5 percent
of the 1990 Asian and Pacific Islander
population.

Immigration during the 1980s
helped to double the number of
Chinese, Asian Indians, Koreans, and
Viemamese over the decade. Filipinos
nearlv doubled in number, rising from
0.8 to 1.4 million. In sharp contrast,
Japanese Americans—with low immigra-
tion levels—and Hawaiians—a native
American group—grew relatively stowly
over the period.

Native Americans
The American Indian, Eskimo, and
Alewt minority population also com-
bines peoples with different pasts and
disparate presents. Thev are linked
because their civilizations were thriving
here before Furopeans and others
began to setle the continent. The 1990
Census counted 1.9 million American
Indians, including 118.000 Hispanic
Indians. along with 57,000 Eskimos and
24,000 Alewts. American Indians claim
membership to over 500 tribes, but one-
half of all Indians identify with one of
the eight largest nibes.t The Cherokee,
Navgjo, Chippewa, or Sioux tribes are
the largest, claiming four out of ten
American Indians, as shown in Table 3.
Higher birth rates among Indians,
better census reporting, and perhaps a
resurgence of ethnic pride helped in-
crease the American-Indian population
bv 28 percent between the 1980 and
1990 Censuses. The Navajo, Choctaw,
Chippewa, and Apache grew by 38 to 64
percent over the decade, for example,
and the coint of Aleuts increased by 68
percent, far more than could be ac-
counted for by natural increase.




Sources of Popuiation Table 3 _
Ch Growth of Aleuts, Eskimos, and Major American-Indian
ange Tribes, 1980-1990
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growth of lhf minority p()pul;.u'mn Population Persons Percent
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three-quarters of the growth among
Asian Americans.

O

64

24

40

! 28

310 i8

W e fa U g
[o SNV I &}

-3
o
O

: . L Figure 2
The torces propelling iinniigrants to Race and Ethnicity of U.S.

leave their countries and cone to the 5 .
LUnited States are varied. Some come to -mmigrants, 1960 to 1990

escape deplorable conditions in their
native countries. Others are attracted by
economic opportunities in the Uniited
States. Still others join tanilies already
living here. And while most come
tegallv, manv slip across the border with-
out proper doclunentation. or remain
in the United States long after their sui-
dentor tourist visas have expired.

Recentimmigration from Asia and
the Pacific Islands reflects two major
streams. One streamn Hows from the
Asian countries that already have large
communities here, for example, China,
the Philippines, and Korea. Manv of
these immigrants are well edncated and
gained enuv under the emplovment
provisions of the immigration laws,

The second strean is composed of
immigrants and refugees from South- Sote Percentages demotadd o 160 due to ounding
cast Asia—Vietnam, Laos. and Cambo- Source. |cfirey $ Passel and Barry Edmonston. immigrauon and

A i L o A Race. Recent Trends in Immigration to the United States
dia. Their arrival is ded to U.S. policies (Washington, DC. The Urban instute, 19921, tale 9
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Box 3

Americans with Multiracial and Multiethnic Backgrounds—A New

Minority Group?

While African Americans, Asians,
Native Americans, and Hispanics are
classified as the primary minority
groups. manv Americans with
multiracial or multicthnic parentage
do not reallv fit into anv of these
groups. There is no accurate count of
these Ainericans because the catego-
ries used on maost government torms
and survevs record onlv one race or
cthnic group. While the nuimnbers are
probablyv small relative to the towal
U.S. population, the upward wend in
interracial marriages and births
suggests that the number of mixed-
race Americans will continue to
increase, eventually forcing 4 chunge
in the wav racial statistics are col-
lected. and possibly a shiftin the way
race is perceived by Americans.

For much of U.S. historv, most
<tates had laws prohibiting marriage
between individuals of difterent races.
The last of these faws (in Virginia and
South Carolinal were stiruck down by
A U.S, Supreme Courrt ruling in 1967,
Between 1970 and 1980, the number
of recorded internracial maried
couptes tripled, from 300,000 1o over
900,000 and marriages berween
Hispanics and non-Hispanics grew
from 600.000 to 840,000.< In 1991,
there were an estimated 1 willion
interraciai married couples ana 1.2
million Hispanics married to non-
Hispanics.

Mixed-race marriages made up
about 2 percent of the 53 million maur-
ried couples in 1991, About 7 percent
of marriages involving an African
American were interracial. However,
one-quarier of those of other races
(primarilv Asian Americans) were
married to someone outside their own
race in 1991. And. just over one-
fourth ot imarried Hispanics had a
non-Hispanic spouse in 1991.

The high intermarriage rates of
Hispanics and Asians, coupled with
their growing numbers, has fed to a
habv boom of mixed-race children.

Adthough the large share of birth
certificates missing the race or ethnic
origin of a parent makes a complete
count impossible, at least 1 18,000
babies were bomn to parents of
different races in 1989, a nearlv four-
fold increase from the number
recorded 20 vears earlier. The vue
uwnber is probablv much higher
because 600.000 birth certificates did
not record the race of father in 1989.

While mixed-race babies are less
than 3 percentof all births rationally,
they represented at least 13 percent of
the children born to a nonwhite
parent in 1989, and a much higher
percentage among some groups.
More than half the births to
American-Indian parents, for ex-
ample, had a mother or father of a
different race. as did nearly one-third
of births 10 Asian parents. Nearlv one-
fourth of the babies born to Hispanic
parents of anv race also had a non-
Hispanic mother or tather.

As we consider the policies we will
need to guide us into the 21st century,
new racial categories are likelv o
emerge to retlect the nation’s in-
creased racial and ethnic diversit,
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following the Vietnam War and the
unstable political and economic
conditions in their home coantries.
Thesc immigrants tend to arrive with
less education and fewer resources than
other Asian immigrants; consequentiy,
their experience here is very different.
Immigration from Africa and the
Caribbean accounted for about one-
sixth of black population growth during
the 1980s."” Comparable 1990 figures
for American Indians and Alaska
Natives (Eskimos and Aleuts) are not
available, but any immigration—most
likely from Canada, Mexico, and
Central America—probably contributed
only a minimal share to the growth of
this minority group over the decade.
High levels of immigration are
expected to continue the retatively high
rate of minority population growth,
Current projections from the C-rsus

Minorities have higher fertility than non-
Hispanic whites—one of the reasons for
their faster population growth.

Burcat. anticipate a net addition of
880,000 immigrants a year until 2050,
composed of abont 324,000 Hispanics,
323,000 non-Hisp:anic Asians, 174,000
non-Hispanic whites, and 60,000 non-
Hispanic blacks. The compounding
ciffects of annual immigration at thee
icvels ave behind the projected 1ise in
the share of minorities in the popula-
tion from 25 percent in 1990 1o 47
percent in 2050. If net immigration hac
halted in 1991, non-Hispanic whites
would account for over 62 percent of
the population in 2030 and blacks
would be the largest minority, accord-
ing to the Census Bureau.

U.S. immigration laws are inextrica-
blv linked to minority issues, and raise
many humanitarian and policy ques-
tions. Should we discourage certain
groups from coming here? Try to slow
the flow of immigrants to ease their
absorption into U.S. societv? Further
shift U.S. immigration policy away from
family reunification and woward
increasing the share of immigrants with
economic skills and financial resources
to invest in our economy? Events
outside Americans’ control—popula-
tion pressures, racial and ethnic strife in
some countries, inadequate cconomic
oppe tunities in others—will determine
the ongins and numbers of people who
want to come to this country. But U.S,
policies will determine how many and
whom we will accept and, in part,
reflect Americans” assessment of the
effect of minorities on society.

Higher Fertility
High fertility among minorities also
conuibuted to rapid growth during the
1980s. Minorities accounted for 35 pei-
cent of the 4 million U.S. hirths in 1989,
although thev made up only 25 percent
of the population, Some of the fertility
difference between whites and minori-
ties reflects the larger proportion of
minority women in their childbearing
ages, but most of it occurs because
minority women have, on average,
more children than white women.
American Indiaiis and Alaska Natives
have the highest fertility, according to
Census Bureau estimates. In 1992, their
total fertility rate {TFR, the total
number of children a woman "'l have
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Hispanic, black,
and American-
Indianwomen
tend to have their
firstchildata
youngeragethan
donon-Hispanic
white or Asian
women—uwhich
coniributestoa
largertotal
familysize.

Table 4
Fertility Rates for Racial and Ethnic
Groups, 1992

Total fertilivy
Race/ethnicity rate*
Nen-Hispanic
Whrne 19
Afncan Amencan 25
Asian/Pactfic lslander 2.3
American Indian/Eskimo/Aieut 29

Hispanic 2.7

= The metage number of childien bom pet woman under
curient agespedfic ferubt rates

Source: US. Bureau of the Census, Current Populauon Reports £-25,
ro 1092 (1992): table A,

given current birth rates) was estimated
at 2.9, about one child more per woman
than the rate for non-Hispanic whites
(see Table 4). Hispanics, with a TFR of
2.7 children per woman, have the next
highest fertility, followed by blacks (2.5)
and Asians (2.3).

Hispanic, black, and American-
Indian women tend to have their first
child at a vounger age than do non-
[Hispanic white or Asian women—which
contributes to a larger total family size—
and are also more likely to have a child
before age 20. Overall, 13 percent of
U.S. births were to teenage mothers in
1989. However, teenagers accounted for
23 percent of births among blacks that
vear; 20 percent among Indians,
Eskinmos, and Aleuts; 17 percent aniong
Hispanics; and 6 percent among Asians
and Pacific Islanders.

Teen childbearing is associated with
negative econoniic consequences for
both mother and child. Women who
have children while in their teens are
less likely to finish high school, to be
emploved, or to carn high wages.
However, teen childbearing accounts
for one-fourth or less of all births to
minority women. In general, Afvican-
Anmerican, Latino, and American-Indian
birth rates peak when women are in
their early 20s, while white and Asian
birth rates are highest among women
ages 23 to 29, Asian-American women
actually postpone childbearing longer
than white women. Nearly 44 percent of
births to Asian women occurred to

1y

women over age 30 in 1989, compared
with 32 percent among white women
and less than 25 percent among African-
American, American-Indian, and
Hispanic women, !t

Black and Latino habies are more
likely than white babies to be born to an
unmarried mother—another character-
istic often associated with lower eco-
nomic status and related problems."’
Overall, 27 percent of U.S, births in
1989 occurred to unmarried women:
the share was 36 percent among
Hispanics, 66 percent among African
Americans, and 16 percent amonig non-
Hispanic white women.

Disparities in Health and
Mortality
In addition to the economic drawbacks
associated with being born to unmarried
or very voung mothers, many minority
infants face a precarious health situation
that begins before their birth. Because
of a tack of health insurance, limited
access to health facilities, or a host of
other reasons, only about 60 percent of
black, American-Indian, and Hispanic
women reported receiving prenatal care
during their first trimester of pregnancy
in 1989, A larger share of Asian women
(76 percent) and white women (79
percent) received first trimester
prenatal care.™

African-American babies are much
more likely to be born prematurely and
to weigh less than the optimal birth
weight. Thirteen percent of African-
American babies born in 1989 were low
birth-weight babics—that is, weighing
less than 2,500 grams (about 5.5
pounds). In sharp contrast, about 6
percent of American-Indian, Hispanic,
Asian, or white babies were low birth
weight in 1989, Low birth weight is
associated with a lower chance of
sinviving the first vear of life and with
many long-term health and develop-
mental problems." African Americans
bave higher infant inortality rates than
other racial and ethnic groups—about
twice the rates for Hispanics and
American Indians, and more than three
tines the rates for Asians and whites.

Inadequate prenatal care, infant
mortality, and other health problems




among a sizeable segment of the
minority populaton stem in part from
their limited access to medical care.
Minoritics are much less likely than
whites o have health insurance. About
10 percent of non-Hispanic whites
reported thev had no health coverage in
1991, compared with 17 percent of
Asians, 20 percent of African Americans
and American Indians, and 33 percent
of Hispanics.™

While health and mortality in
general have improved for all Ameri-
cans, minorities suffer higher mortality
than whites from several causes of death
that predominantly aftlict voung adults.
Blacks, Hispanics, and American
Indians are much more likely to die
from homicide or AIDS than are whites.
Homicide was the fourth most connmon
cause of death for black and Hispanic
men of alf ages in 1989, Tt ranked sixth
among American-Indian men, cighth
among Asian men, and 11th among
white men (including Hispanicsy. On
the other Land, minority men are muach
less likely to die of automobile acci-
dents, heart disease, and—except for
American Indians—{rom suicide than
are white men.

There are also clear sacial ditter-
ences in mgjor causes of death among
white and minority women. Death rates,
from diabetes for example—a discase
exacerbated by poor nuwrition and
health care—are noticeably higher
among black, Hispanic. and American-
Inclian worsen than wmong Asians or
whites. Minority wornen also face a
greater risk of dving from infectious
discases or homicide than white wonren,
and a lower visk of dving; of cancer.
heart disease, or suicide.”!

These cause-of-death diffeventials
aftfect the life expectaney of all groups,
However. official tife expectancey
estimnates ave published only for the
black and white populations. In 1984,
the average lite expectancy at birth was
76.0 vears for whites (inchuding Hlispan-
ics) and 69.2 vears for blacks. While Tife
expectaney increased every vear during
the 1980s for whites, it began to drop
for African Americans after 1984, led
primarily by a decline for black men.
The cifference bewween black and whise
life expectancy grew from 5.6 years in

1984 10 6.8 vears in 15897 This
widening gap is a worrisome trend,
especially because it reflects larger
increases in homicide and AIDS deaths
among voung African-American adults.

Sex Ratio and Age Structure
The varied rates and pauerns of
immigration, fertility, and mortality
among America’s racial and ethnic
minorities have shaped their age and
sex profiles in distinctive wavs, The ratio
of men to women among Hispanics is
unusually high, for example, reflecting
an immigration stream dominated by
men whose cconomic circiumstances
cause them to leave their families
behind, In conwrast, African \imericans
have a slightly lower ratio of men
women, most noticeably among voung
aclults, which is thought to reflect both
the undercounting of African-American
men in large cities and the relatively
high mortality among voung black men.
The difference in the age stucture
of the nation's racial and ethnic
minorities is also swiking: The age
profile for cach minarit population is
vounger than that of the non-Hispanic
white population. This difference is one
reason for the increasing share of
minorities in our population as forecast
by the Census Burcau. Younger

Fignoe 3
U.S. Racial and Ethnic Groups by Age, 1992

Non-Hispanic white

African American

Hispanic

American Indian

60

Percent of populanion

B Under age 18 TJ Ages 18.44

o
<)

[ Ages 45.64

Saurce: Burcau of the Census. Current Populotion Reparts P-25, nu 1092 (Washington, DC: GPQ, 1992). table 2.
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populations have proportionately more
wonzen of childbearing age than do
older populations. Consequently, they
are likely to have more hirths relative 1o
the white population and to increase at
a faster rate. Even if the United States
accepted no more immigrants before
the middle ef the next centary, the
higher fertlity rates among  vinorities,
combined with their vounger age
structure, would still increase the share
of the minority population from 25
percent in 1990 1o 38 percent by 2050.2

The large numbers of immigrants
among the Asian and Hispanic popula-
tions vield a yvounger age profife
because voung, working-age people are
traditionally the most willing to face the
risks of moving to a new countrv. The
minority population is also kept young
by higher birth rates and—to a lesser
extent—by Jower lile expectancy.
Currently, about one-third of US,
minorities are under age 18, compared
with one-fourth of non-Hispanic whites.
In 1992, about 7 percent of minorities
were age 63 and older, compared with
15 pereent of non-Hispanic whites (see
Figure 3, page 17), These patterns will
change as minorities grow in number
and the nation ages.

Perhaps most important for the
nnmediate future is that minorities
account for an increasing share of the

Minority Share of Selected Age Groups, 1992 to 2040

60

S0

40

Percent of age group

1992

M Children
(under age 16)

Source: Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports P-25, no 1092 (Washington, DC' GPO, 1992), table 2
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2010

2025 2040

[ Working age

1 Retirement age
(ages 18-64)

(ages 65+)

nation’s children, This increase not onl,
aftects the racial and ethnic compositon
of the current school-age population

but also vepresents the pipeline for the
future work force and evenmally for our
older citizens. In 1992, minorities
accounted for 32 percent of all children
under age 18; by 2035, over half (51
percent) of ail children under age 18
will be cither Asian, Hispanic, Adrican
American, or American Indian. Given
the large proportion of minority
children who currently live in poverty or
come from disadvantaged homes,
policvmakers will need to pav greater
attention to the needs of America’s
minority children to ensure the nation a
vained and competitive work force in
the vears ahead.

Like the school-age population, the
working-age population will also
become inereasingly diverse (see Figure
4. About one<quanter of today's
working-age population (ages 18 to 64
is from a minority group: by 2040, this
share will rise 1o 4-f percent.

For now, the working-age minority
population tends to be concentrated in
the vounger half of this age category,
While the number of non-Hispanic
whites in the vounger working ages (18
to 41) is about twice the number in the
older age group (45 to 64), the ratio of
vounger to older working-age adults is
about three to one in the U.S, minority
population,

The older working ages are the time
when most adults move into their prime
carning vears, and some reach the top
ranks of management. In part becanse
of the disparity in the age structure
between minorities and non-Hispanic
whites, a largely white managerial work
force is managing an increasingly
multiracial and multicultural group of
workers. Manyv business leaders are
recognizing the need for diversity
training within their corporations, and
minority advocates are keeping a
watchful eve on signs of a “glass ceiling”
that may exclude minorities from rising
to the upper ranks of management.

To date, older Americans are the age
group least affected by the nation’s
growing racial and ethnic diversity, But
as Figure 4 shows, the older population
will also become more diverse as more




minorities join the ranks ot “senior
citizens,” Between 1992 and 2010, for
example. the number of minorit
elderly tages 65 and oldery will increase
from .5 million to 7.5 million—a 76
percentinereise, compared with a 15
percent inerease anong non-Hispanic
white eldoriy, Minorin elderiv repre-
sented Hopercent ot the popukuion age
65 and older m 1992, hut bw 2000 thew
share wilt grow o 20 percent, and by
20400 10 31 percent—more than double
tre current share. Asians and Hispanics
will bhe the Lastest groning segments of
the older population. As a result of
these changes, policies, programs, and
even conmercal prodocts targeted at
tockavs older population ma need 1o
he reassessed o see of they willb meet the
needs of tomorrow’s elderhy,

Minority Households
The vouthful age structare and higher
fertility of minonn groups akso atfect
their living anrangements. Minorities
are more fikeh than whites to live in
famil: houscholds with children osee
Table 5. While at least mo-thitds of
minoriny famities indluded children n
1990, Tess than half of white tamidies did,
reflecung the older ase struciure of
white adules, delaved chiidbeanmg, and
lower fertiliny among white couples.
However, the proportion of maried-
couple versus single-pavent families withy
children vares sabstanually by race and
cethnicitv, Asiansare most lkelv o be
living in married-couple fanilies with
children. e 1990, such families com-
prised over halt ot all Asian Laumnily
houscholds. By comparson, 17 pereent
ot Latino, T percent ol American-
Inclian. and 38 percent ol white kunih
hovseholds caonsisted of married
couples with children. In contrast,
single-parent finulies are most common
among Arican-Amencan hotseholds,
Fullh one-thivd of AMfrican-\merican
families were female-headed families
with chifdren m TO90 whiie 29 pereent
were naried-couple families with
childven. Female-headed tamilies with
children accounted for 21 percent of
Amencan-indian., 17 pereent of
Hispame. and 8 pereent or fess of Asian
or white tamily housceholds.

Tuble 5
Household and Family Structure by Race and Ethnicity, 1990

African American
White American Asian  Indians  Hispamic’
Number of households (in 1.000s) 76,880 9976 2014 591 6.002

ST PGSR OITS Do et -~ - e

IR T
LTI L e DL

oL Bt DI INTote 1ofd

SEEODG LT om0 pernonts - . _
Percent distribution of {amily households

With chitdren. rotal 48 66 63 68 69

e el

Sy e - . -
Without children. total 52 34 37 32 31

Tlameg ftune RS . L . -

e heaa . : s . "

femyne el .

Trcludes Pacte Bshindees
Lo hsles Tslamos and Voats

Phnpanes mn be of ais we

Neste Perorntagos 20y not add o teaais oo anse of seanding

Source US Burcau of the Census. 1990 Census Summary Tape Fite 1C

Inaddition o demographic trends,
cutual raditons and cconomic
differences help determine the tiving
arrangements of mdividuals, A1 the
time of the FOO0 Census, 20 1o 30
percent of ractal and ethnic minonities
were notliving inca famih household.
Ihe sast majority of those nontamily
households cranging trom 72 pereent
for Asians to 85 pereent tor Mrican
Americansy consisted of individuals
living alone,

T'he age suucture of a popudation
contribites 1o the inadence of single-
person households because elderh
people, particulariy widows, otten live
alone. The propensite o live aone was
highest among blacks and whites and
lowest among Asians and Hispanics.
This ditference man retlecd different
cudral norms as well, Manv researeh-
ers have noted the tendenoy tor Asian
houscholds to include extended Lunil
units: others ave noted the greater
tendeney of voung Hispanies, especially
wonten. 1o live with their parents unul
marriage.”' These living patterns nus be
even more pronounced among recent
immigrants, who mav be less able 1o
attord a home of their own even if they
prefer it
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Where Minortes Live
Although minorities e tound in eveny
U8 tegion, state, and menopolitan
areas they are dispersed unevenh
around the counoyThere are Jarge
concemrations in some places, while
there awre relatively few nunorin
Amencans in vasth more places. Over
half of Amenced s minon population
fives in just five states: Cabiforna, Tesas.
New Yok, Flovidan or Hinas; 20
percent live in California alone,

African Americans

Fhe regional focanon ot dilferem
aunorine groups iy finked to hivorical
crecumstances annd nrgranon sieeams,
Although African Amencans mas be the
ntost widely dispersed nunorns aroup,
thev are sttl hoonhy concentraued in
southern states tsee Figure 3o As ate as
1910, 89 percentof all blacks tesided in
the South, alegacy of the pre-Civil W
plantition cconomy =" lacks sarted o
move o the indusoiad civies o the
Notth when the chieap Tabor supplied
by Furopean iminigrants was cut ol
during Workd Wi 1L T ollowing World
W L blacks began 1o nigrate to alew
large cities i the West, Calitorniam
partcular, Drawn n California’s suong
coonomn and arelanel more bemgn
chmate of vace relations, African
Amencans in Califoona heews generally
Lared well relative to blacks i other
patts of the counoy" And, 1990 Censuas
data confivm trad westen aiies have
lower levels of residential segregation,
Hlowever, aomajon ol blacks 1ol
pereenty still lived in the Sonth in 1902,
Another 37 pereent of Afrncan \imen-
s dived in metrapohinmn areas of the
Nontheast and Midwestm 1992 with
about 8 percentin the West,

Hispanics

Hispanies we highlv concentrated in
the Southwest as shown i Figure 6,
page 220 Five southwestern states (Cali-
lornia. Nvwona, New Mexico, Colorado
and Texas) were home wo 61 percent of
LS Hisparies in U0 Over half lived
e ust o sates: Californicand esas
While many southwestern Latinos are
recent mmigrants, others are descen-
dants of the Mexicans and Spanish who

African Americans hegan moving fromr the South to northern
incdvstrial cities around the tne of World War {,

settled this ternitorn generanons ago, be-
tore the wea bhelonged o the United
States, Maore recent immigrants lrom
Mexico and Cenust Amenca ae dimwn
to this region because of its close pros-
imite to their home connuries, emplov-
ment opportunites, and well-established
Latino conmmunities, Outside the Souh-
wost, New York and Florida howse the
largest concentrations of Latinos, In
1990, almost Ta percent lived in New
York and 7 pereent lived in Flovida,

The geographic concentration of spe-
cific Hispanie populationsis even maore
striking. Over towrHifths (33 pereentr of
Mexican Amertcans e located in the
Soathwest (71 pereentin Texas and
Californie aloner, 68 pereent ot Puerta
Ricans are in the Northeast (primanh
New Yorkand New Jersevioand 70 per-
cent of Cabans are in the South, with 65
percent m Florida alone. Geographic
conceatrations like these make icimpor-
tant to fock bevond national averages to
better understand Lavno Americans.,
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Asians

Asian and Pacitic [slanders are also
concentrated in the West (see Figure 7,
page 24). Over half (56 percent) lived
in that region in 1990. While many are
members of recent immigrant groups,
others are descendants of workers
hrought to western states heginning in
the mid-1800s to work as laborers on the
railroads, or Asians who came in various
immigration waves early in the 20th
century. Most recent Asian immigrants
have entered the United States through
either California or New York, Next to
California, New York has the highest
concentration of Asians, with Hawaii a
close third. In 1990. 39 percent of all
Asian Amevicans lived in California, 10
percent lived in New York, and 9
percent lived in Hawaii.

Like Hispanics. different Asian and -
Pacific Islander groups tend to live in
specific states and regions. However. the
largest share of nearlv every Asian group
lives in California. Sixtv percent of U.S.
Chinese live in California or New York,
while about two-thirds of Filipinos and
Japanese live in either California or
Hawaii. .\sian Indian and Korean
populations are somewhat less concen-
trated geographicallv, although lLurge
communities have grown up in a
handtul of states. including Illinois. New
Jersev, and Texas. as well as Calitornia
and New York. Resettdement schemes in
the 1980s for Southeuast Asian refugees
created pockets of Asians in other states.
Nearlv one-ifth of the U.S. Hmong
population live in Minnesota, for
example, and just over one-sixth live in
Wisconsin. Over one-tenth of American
Vietnamese live in Texas, the largest
group of Vietnamese outside California.

American Indians

American Indians, Eskimos. and Aleuts
are dalso concentrated in the West
Nearlv half (48 percent lived in that ve-
gion in 1990 (see Figure 8, page 26). To
sotne extent the present location of
American-Indian populations reflects
government policies and private prac-
tices that caused the svstematic elimina-
Hon of Indians in the castern part of the
.S, during the 1800s. Many Indians
were Killed. others were forced to move
west. In the 20th century, urban reloca-

tion programs turther redistributed the
American-Indian population.*

Oklahoma is home to the largest
number of American Indians, a direct
result of forced removals from eastern
states during the 1800s. In 1990,
Oklahema included 250,000 Indians.
foliowed closely in number by Califor-
nia and Arizona with about 200,0n0
cach. New Mexico, with 130,000
American Indians. is the onlv other
state with a large Indian population.
The large Indian population in
California resulted in part from
relocation programs carried outin the
1950s and 1960s.

About one-third of American
Indians live on reservations or other
Indian areas, manv with extremely small
populations. The Navajo Reservation
and Trust Lands, which extend from
Arizona into New Mexico and Utah, is
by far the largest Indian enclave in the
country. The 1990 Census enumerated
143,000 Navajos and other Indians in
this area—but this is known to be an
undercount. An estimated 12 percent
of the populations living on reservations
may have been missed in the census.”

Eskimos and Aleuts are heavilv
concenuated in Alaska. Over three-
fourths of Eskimos (78 percent), and 42
percent of Aleuts live there. Another 9
percent of Eskimos and 26 percent of
Aleuts live in Pacific Coast states.

Urban Living

As a group, minorities are more likely
than whites to live in cities and metro-
politan areas. The 1990 Census showed
that 86 percent of minorities lived in
metro arcas, compared with 75 percent
of non-Hispanic whites. Except tor
American Indians and Alaska Natives,
well over half of every minorir group
resides in metropolitan areas.

Blacks and American Indians are the
only minoritv groups with anv signifi-
cant rural presence. More than half of
all American Indians live in rural areas,
many on reservauons. About one ot of
six African Americans resided in rural
areas in 19G0—primarily in the South.

Minorities now account for more
than half the population in manv of the
nation’s largest cities. Of the eight LS.
cities with over a million residents. only
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Exceptfor
AmericanIndians
ond Alaska
Natives, well over
half of every
nunority group
residesin
meiropolitan
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two (San Diego and Philadelphin) have
populations in which non-lispanic
whites are the mgjorin: and non-
Hispanic whites are likely to lose their
majorite status in these cities within a
fewears. The combined populations of
the fowr major minorine groups made
up 41 percentof San Diego’s popula-
don. and 48 percent of Philadelphia’s
popukation in 1990, \mong the 20

larg st LS. ciies, & are aomajonn non-
Hispanic white. - are a majories African
\inevican, and 1 it has anugjorin
Hispanic populiwion owee Table o,

e growing minonin share of urban
popuiations is reflected in the shifting
maheup of local governments. and has
contrtbuted directly 1o a4 new generation
of minorie politicians. Many of the
naton’s minori politicians gained
national prominence as mavors of large
cities, including two members of
President Bill Clinton™s cabinet (Henmiv
Cisneros and Frederico Penas.

Feble 6

Race and Ethnicity in the 20 Largest U.S. Cites, 1990

Within America’s metropolitan areas.
minorities are heavilv, and increasingly,
concentrated in central cities, Becanse
non-Hispanic whites have beeu moving
out of the large citv ceuters taster than
ninorities, minorities are becoming a
larger segment of central-city popula-
tions. In some metropolitan arcas. the
influx of recent immigrants is inereasing
the minority populations in cenural
cities. Between 198G and 1990, the mi-
noritv share of central-civ populations
climbed trom 35 10 over 40 pereent.

The growmg minorite share of
cerurad-cine populations is occurring w
the same ume that mnerciwe job oppor-
mmnities are receding, partcularhy tfor
voung people. The vestructuring of the
American cconomy has elimina- i
manv traditional enuv-level jobs
manufacturing and other industnes lo-
cated in cities. Meanwhile, suburbaniza-
ton has moved many entunv-level serviee
jobs farther from where minorities live.

Popuiation

State iin 1.000s) White

Percent of populaton
Non-Hispanic
African
American

American

Asian® Indian* Hispanic

Bkl s Paealee baanedess
bocdudes borisiion ol Ve ags

Lessthan o e

Source 1990 Census Summary Tape Fite IC
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Furthermore, the entry-level jobs avail-
able in central cities tend to pay lower
wages than similar jobs in the suburbs.
One study found that wages in fast-food
chains increased the farther the restau-
rant was from the ciwy center.

Despite the increasing concentration
of minorities in central cities, a growing
number have been moving into the sul»
urbs, particularly in large metropolitan
areas. Minorities accounted for 18 per-
cent of suburbanites in 1990, up from
13 percentin 1980, The share of all
blacks living in the suburbs rose from 27
percentin 1980 to 32 percent in 1990,
The percentage of Hispanics living in
suburbs rose from 4 1o 43 percent over
the decade, while among Asians it grew
from 48 to 31 percent. Just over one-
fourth of American Indians lived in sub-
urban areas in 1990.%

In most metropolitan areas, the
minority sharce of suburban populations
increased during the 1980s. Suburbani-
zation of minorities has been most
pronounced in western citiecs—where 31
percent of minorities and 62 percent of
non-Hispanic whites lived in suburban
arcas in 1990. The trend is least
pronounced in the North, where 27
percent of minorities lived in suburbs,
compared with 70 percent of non-
Hispanic whites.

Since this movement coincides with
increasing incomes for many minority
tamilies, suburbs with large minoritv
populations are now identified on the
maps that businesses use for locating
affluent consumers. Starting in the late
1980s, for example, the shopping center
industry began to build new centers in
arcas with large minority populations
and to select retailers and merchandise
that reflected the preferences of specific
minority groups, ™

Central Cities and Segregation
Some analysts are concernced that only
the more aftluent minorities are moving
to the suburbs, creating a greater
concentration of poor, disadvantaged
racial and ethnie minorities in cities.™
The continued concentration of
minoritics in central cities is related o
several factors. First, cities are the port
of entry for Asian, Hispanic, and other
minority immigrants. Second, large

industrial cities—where segregated
neighborhoods were the rule—
absorbed most of the millions of
southern blacks who moved north after
1910, Third, discriminacory real estate
practices and de facto segregation
restrained the movement of minorities
to the suburbs at the same tinie that
non-Hispanic whites were moving out
of central cities. Fourth, since minori-
ties are disproportionately poor, many
cannot afford 1o move 1o more expen-
sive suburbs. In 1987, for example,
minorities comprised 49 percent of
residents of public or subsidized
housing. About one in ten white renters
lived in public or subsidized housing in
1987, compared with 29 percent of
black, 27 percent of American-Indian,
16 percent of Latine, and 12 percent of
Asian renters,™

Similar factors have perpemated the
residential segregation of minoritv
groups within cities. A recent study of
1990 Census data by demographers
Roderick Harrison and Daniel
Weinberg examined residential segrega-
tion for all major minority groups in all
U.S. metro areas. They conctuded that
“blacks suffer the most segregation,
American Indians, Eskimos, or Aleuts
have roughly the same level of segrega-
tion as Asians or Pacific Islanders, but
both have lower levels than Hispanics.™
They also found little change in these
levels since 1980.% In another study,
conducted in the New York metropoli-
tan ared, demographers Richard Alba
and John Logan found that after adjust-
ing for differences in family size and
educational attainnient, Asian Ameri-
cans were fully integrated in the sub-
urbs, Hispanics were somewhat inte-
grated, and blacks were largelv segre-
gated.* Of course, outside metropolitan
areas, many American Indians are
highly segregated by virtue of living on
reservations or other Indian areas.

Residential segregation patterns
differ across the country. In general, the
most segregated cities for blacks are the
old industrial cities in the Northeast
and Midwest. Except for Chicago, the
most segregated cities tor Hispanics are
all in the Northeast. For Asian Ameri-
cans, cities in California tend to be the
most segregated, and for American
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“[ B Jlacks suffer
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Indians, Eskimes,
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level of
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Asiansor Pacific
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both have lower
levels than
Hispanics.”




Duringthe
1980s, college
graduateswere
virtually the only
group whose
incomeincreased,
after adjustingfor
inflation.

Indians, the most segregated cities are
in the West and Midwese,™

Residential segregation is accounted
for by racial discrimination, both past
and present, as well as by personal
preference. One recent study of Los
Angeles residents, for example, found
that most minorities prefer o live in
arcas where their ethnic or racial group
comprises at least 40 percent of the
population.™ While public policies have
sought to end involuntary segregation,
reflecting the general consensus that
discrimination in housing harms
society, "there s no similar consensus
on whether residential segregation is
inherenty problematic if and when it
might instead reflect the reasonably free
and unconstrained decisions and
choices of prople—especially of
minoritics—to reside among people of
similar heritage and culture.™ Such
communities can offer crucial suppont
to their residents, as have ethnic [talian,
Polish. or Greek neighborhoods in
some cities,

Racial differences in perceptions of
whitt constitutes an integrated neighbor-
hood may atso help sustain residential
segregation. In a recent stuay, for
example, blacks in several Luge cities
expressed a preference for neighbor-
hoads that were equally divided among
blacks and whites. Most whites Dreferred
to live in an “integrated ™ neighborhood
in which 80 percent of the residents
were white and only 20 percent black. !

Discritminatory housing practices and
the decision to live near others of the
same racial or «thnic group both
determine residential patterns, as do
income or other cconomic factors.
While thie relagive vole of each of these
factors may be difticult to ascertain, the
location of ¢ persons’ residence remains
important. Where people live often
signifies their socioeconomic status, and
can affect their chances of emplovitent
or determine theiv ability to borrow
maoney. Neighborhoods differ in the
caliber of schools and sewvices. and the
likelihood of being atlected by erime.

Residential segregation is one of the
fundamental featires that distinguishes
minorities from the majority society,
While it ay serve as asource of
strength, by virtue of the support a

cohesive community can provide, it can
also hinder acdvancement. Using the
conventional measures of success,
minorities are untikely to advance in
LS. society unless they interact with
the majority society owside ethnic
communities.

Educational
Achievement

For most Americans, education is the
kev to a good joby and promising {uture,
Enhancing the education levels of
minoritics is considered crucial for
socioeconomic advancement. In
addition. upgrading the skills and
education of minorities is crucial if the
United States is to compete in the global
cconomy of the 21st century,

While educational attainment has
increased for all ractal and ethnice
groups in the United States, a smaller
percentage of minority stadents than
non-Hispanic whites gradnate from high
school, on average. This is an increas-
ingly serious problem because the
nation’s economic restructuring
portends bleak job prospects for high
school dropouts.” Smaller percentages
of minorities than whites get the college
or postgradiate degrees that provide
access o jobs with the highest pay and
greatest potential for advancement.
During the 19805, college graduates
were virtually the only group whose
income increased, after adjusting
for inflation.”

The parents of today's minority
vouths often had less formal education
than their white counterparts. Because
parents’ educational level is often linked
to a student’s academic performance, "
minority students may start school at a
disadvantage. Mevertheless, educational
attainment increased for all the minority
groups—as it dic among non-Hispanic
whites—over the past decade. The per-
centages gradua ing from high school
and attending four or more vears of col-
lege improved most for African Ameri-
cans and American Indians. As a result,
educational disparities within minority
groups have grown, contributing to in-
creased economic polarization.,

Among voung adults, Hispanics have
the lowest educational attainment, while




non-Hispanic whites and Asians have
the highest (see Figure 9). Sisty percent
of Latinos ages 25 to 44 had graduated
frora high school in 1992, compared
with abont 90 percent of Asians and
non-Hispanic whites.

The generally lower attainment levels
of Tlispanics are only partially explained
by the Targe numbers of Tispanic imimi-
grants who completed litde formal edu-
cation in their home counuy. In 1980,
40 percent of foreign-horn Hispanics
were high school gracduates. Only
slightly more, 53 percent, of Amcrican-
born “lb])dnl( adults were high school
graduates in that vea.™ Many Hispanic
students come from homes in which
little English is spoken: and limited En-
glish language proficiency has also been
blamed for holding back ispanics.

Hispanies are also less likelv dhan
other minoritv groups to attend or
graduate from college. Oue-fourth of
voung Iispanic adults had attended
college in 1992, compared with over
one-half of non-llispanic whites and
two-thirds of Asians.

Next to Hispanics, Arnerican Indians
are least likely to graduate from high
school or college. Some American-
Indian students also have limited
English proficiency,™ and that kinguage
Darvier, along with uneven access 1o
gouod schools, may explain some of the
lower educational attaimment of
Indians. Until recent decades, manv
reservation Indians attended boavding
schools that stressed cultural assimila-
tion rather than acaclemic achicvement.
Native languages and religious practices
were forbidden, encouraging manv
children to avoid attending school
altogether. In 1980, just over half (56
percent) of American Indians over age
24 had completed 12 or move vears of
school.™ By 1990, about two-thirds of
American Indians over age 24 were Ligh
school graduates, according to the
censuss and more than three-fourtins of
the vounger adults (ages 25 o -+4) had
graduated from high school by 1992,
accorchng to survey data. Just over 40
percent of voung American-Indian
adults had attended or graduated from
college in 1992,

The lower educational attaimment
antong African Americans is a vestige of

past discrimination that denied educa-
tional opportunities to large numbers
of blacks, especially in the rural South,
I 1970, only about one-thivd of Afri-
can-American adults had graduated
from high school.™ Among vounger
blacks whio grew up after the major civil
rights advances, the share graduating
from high school was 81 percent in
1092, approaching the percentage for
whites and Asians, ™ However, voung
non-Hispanic whites are sill twice as
likelv. and Asians three times as Jikely as
voung African Americans to complete
four or more vears of college.

About 90 percent of both Asians and
non-1 lispanic whites graduate from
high school, but Asians are more likeh
than whites to complete four or more
vears of colkege. Among the higl school
graduating class of 1980, for example,
43 pereent of Asian-\merican students
ha:l enrolled in a fourwvear college by
the following fall, compared with 32
percent of non-lispanic whites, 28
pereent of blacks, 17 percent of
Hispanics, and 15 percent of American
Indians.™ The educational success of
Asians and Pacific Islanders may be best
exemplified by the share who continue
bevond o four-vear college degree.
Ahmost one out of seven (14 percent)
Asians and Pacific Islanders age 25 or

Figure 9

Educational Attainment of Young Adults by Race and

Ethnicity, 1992

Non. Hispanic white
Afncan American
Hispanic

Asian

American Indian

Total percent high
school graduates

T

R

B

80
Percent of population ages 25-44

B College graduate [ Some college [ High school only

Source: Author's analysis of the March 1992 Current Popufation Survey.
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Table 7

Labor Force Participation by Educational Attainment and
Race and Ethnicity, 1992

_ Percent in the labor force'
Non-Hispanic

African American
White American Asian’ Indian®  Hispanic Total
Total 66 62 64 60 66 65
Less than high school 37 34 35 36 51 19
High school graduate only 67 72 65 67 67 68
Some college 73 75 64 75 78 73
College graduate 82 84 80 84 84 82

FPercentof population age Toand enes whoare i the ebar furce The Labos {force indudes persons
who were working the week prececding the suney and persons not emploved who are actively seekiny
emplovinent.

Sincludes Paolie Banders

*laclndes Fkimos and Aleuie

Source Author's analysis of the March 1992 Current Population Survey

older have a gradiate or professional
degree—almost wice the pereentage
for whites (8 percent) and theee to four
times the rates for other minorities.™

The high educational attainment of
Asians is partly explained by the recent
immigration streams from Pacific Rim
countries, Manv of today’s Asian adults
came to the United States specifically to
attend universities, Others canie already
holding college degrees.

The evolution of the economy
suggests that proficiency in mathematies
and science will be increasingly impor-
tant in obtaining well-paving jobs.
Minority children differ considerably in
this specitic aspect of education. Among
public school eighth-graders, 44 | - reent
of Asian children were enrolled in
algebra or advanced mathematics in
1988, compared with 31 percent of
wlites, 25 percent of blacks. 18 percent
of Hispanics, and 14 pereent of Ameri-
can Indians.™ In contrast, 15 percent of
Anterican-Indian cighth-graders were
enrolled in remedial mathematics, as
were 1 percent of Hispanics, 10
pereent of blacks, 7 percent of Asians,
and 6 percent of whites. These difter-
ences persisted even for students with
similar sociocconomic cnaracteristics,
giving rise to charges that mmany
minoritics are channeled into less
advanced classes, limiting their options
for further study.™

The World of Work

Despite the education gap between
nny minority and white Americans,
overall increases in educational attain-
ment have improved minorities’
occupational status and income.
However, minorities who do achieve
higher educational levels and enter
higher stats jobs still encounter
harriers to advancement. And they do
not reap the same financial rewards
from education as do their white
counterparts,™ Aside from questions of
fairness, the growing size of the minority
population makes the full participation
of all racial and ethnic groups in the
labor force increasingly important for
the United States. The share of minori-
ties in the civilian labor force grew from
18 percentin 1980 o 22 percent in
1990. Bv 2005, minorities could account
for 28 percent of the U.S. Tabor foree ™

In general, minorities are just as
likely as whites to be in the labor force,
Between 60rand 66 percent of working-
age adults in the major racial and ethnic
groups were in the labor force in 1992,
And, as educational attainment in-
creases, so does the likelihood of
working. At least 80 percent of college-
cducated Americans from all groups
were in the labor foree in 1992 (see
Table 7). In contrast, less than 40
percent of non-Hispanic minorities
without a high school diploma were in
the labor force. The relatively high
percentage of lesseducated Latinos who
were working may reflect the greater
availability of low=skilled jobs in areas
with concentrations ot Hispanic
immigrants, as well as a smaller percent-
age of voung adults in college. At the
same tine, limited job opportunities in
rural areas may depress the work foree
rates among American Indians and
African Americans.

Economic restructuring during the
1980s also climinated many jobs in the
large industrial cities of the Northeast
and Midwest which have large Afiican-
American populations. Sociologist
William Julius Wilson, among others,
posits that the loss of well-paving
manufacturing jobs in large northern
cities has been especially problematic
for African-American men.™ At the saime




time, while this restracuning reduced
opporamnities {or less-educated men, it
increased job choices for wornen aall
educational levels, During the 1980s,
WOIenN's wages rose refative to men's
wages, considerably narrowing the
disparity between the nvo™

In general, men are more likelv o Le
workmg than women. In 1992, labor
force participation rates for males
ranged from a fow of 68 percent for
blacks ter a high ot 80 pereent for
Hispanics, with non-Hispanic whites ag
75 percent. The range of parucipation
rates wnong females is much narower,
running Iram 32 pereent for American
Indians 1o 3% pereent for von-Hispame

Box 4
Activities of Young Adults

As young people prepare to leave
high sclidorand Begin their adultlife,
they are confronted with manhv™
choices. The major activities of people
in their fate teens and early oventies
provide clues regarding their future,
Two of the major activities of
voung acults are school and work.
Accovding to survey data, neavly half
(49 perceut) of Asian Aanericans ages
16 to 24 were in school full time in
1991, well above the percentage in
anv other group. including non-
Hispanic whites. The worrisome

white wonien, The ditference bewween
mate and female participation rates is
aailest among Afvican Americans—
refleciing the velatively low rates for
black men as well as the traditonally
high pereentage ot black women in the
labor {orce.

Among Mrican Amcericans, the
divergemt Labor torce and carnmgs
crends for men and women mav have
veade marriage less atractive tinancially
fo - some black women. Some analvsts
thir.k the smalier gap in labor toree
partivipanon vites and carnings ot
Africa-Anerican men and women
contributed (o the high rate of female-
headed somilies.”

segment in each group are the voung
adults who are neitner working nor in

school. While these vouths mav be

engagel it seire other activiy—they
may be home caring fov children, for
example—thev may not be develop-
ing the skills or experience needed o
achieve economic selfufficiency. In
1991, about onessixth of voung blacks
and Hispanics were neither working
nor studving in school, compared
with fewer than an eighth of Asian
Americans and a tenth of non-
Hispanic whites,

Major Activities of Young Minorities, 1991

Non-Hupinit white

Alr can Amverican

Hispang

Amgrgan induan

Percent of population afes 16 24

£ School caty T Schoot & work

| Wark qniy

- Nether ware nor
1imoo!

Source Authors analysis of March 1991 Current Populauon Survey.




Figure 10
Labor Force Status for U.S. Racial and Ethnic Groups, 1992
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Fhe nation’s policvmakers are
trning thet atention to changesin
the wansiton of voung prople from
~«chool to work within the carrent
cecononne climate. I'his schookto-work
tansition has become increasingly
problematic, especially for minorities.™
Although more minorin vouth are
graduating from hagh school than ever
hefore voung minorities are finding it
more difficult to gain a foothold in the
work world, African-American vouths
have had more ouble entering the
work foree thau Hispanics, although
blacks awre more likely than Hispanices 1o
have tinished high school. During the
1980, roughiv 30 percent of both white
and Latino men had obtained afull-
time job by age 20, compared with less
than 20 percent of black men, Asimilar
pattern prevailed for women. although
these race and ethnie differences
vanished for women with equivalent
ability scores and tamilv backgrounds.™
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Many people in the labor foree do
not currents hold ajob, but are “ac-
tvel secking emplovinent.” These are
the individuads who comprise the offi-
cial unemplovment statistics, Except for
\sians, minorities of both sexes are
more likelv than whites to be unemploy-
cd (see Figure UYL African-\merican
and American-Indian men were nearly
three times as likely as white men (in-
clirding Hispanics) to be unemploved
m 1990, Hispanic men were twice as
likel as whites to be unemploved. The
pratetern is similar among women,

Unemplovinent statistics do not
capture the nunther ol discouraged
workers—people who have given up
hope of finding a job. Neither do thev
reflect the number of underemploved
individuals—peopic who are working
parttime, orin jobs for which theviare
overqualificd. Both discouraged and
underemploved workers are overrepre-
sented among minorities.”




Occupation

Among emploved Americans, non-
Hispanic whites and Asians are more
likely to hold white-collar jobs, ranging
from managerial and professional to
clerical (see Table 8). Furthermore,
whites and Asians are more likely than
Hispanics, African Americans, or
American Indians to work in the more
prestigious managerial and professional
white-collar occupations rather than less
prestigious white-collar jobs such as
tvpists or sates clerks.

Non-lHispanic whites and Asians are
less likely than Hispanics, African
Antericans, or American Indians to
work in lower-paving semi-skitled jobs.
oras service workers, And, while the
share of U.S. workers in farming,
fishing, or foresuv is quite small, it is
highest among Hispanics—Dbecause of
the large number of Hispanic migrant
farmworkers—and among American
Indians—hecause of the large numbers
living in rural arcas.

While minorities are clustered in the
lowerstrtus occupations, and many
continue to face discrimination in
hiring and promotions, the occupa-
nonal status of minorities has been
improving. The pereentage of blacks in
managerial and professional occupa-
tions increased from 1 percentin 1980
1o 17 percentin 1990, The percentage
in managerial professional jobs rose
slighthy over the period for Hispanics
trom 12 to 13 percent) and American
indians (from 16 to 17 percent). Soon-
to-be-released census data are likelv to
show even greater change in the
occupational status of American-born
Hispanics over the decade.

As doors open for some minoriiies,
they often reveal closed doors farther
along the career path. With more
minorities entering higher-status jobs,
the “glass ceiling™ that separates
minorities from executive suites and
board rooms will indoubtediv be an
important issue during the 1990s,

Income, Wealth, and
Business Ownership

Astans earn Ligher incomes than either
whites or other minorities, to some

extent reflecting their higher educa-
tional attainment and higher-status

jobs. At nearly $37,000 per vear, the

median household income of Asians
was 17 percent higher than that of
whites (831,400} in 1989, while the
incomes of all other minority groups
were significantly lower, The median
household income was lowest among
blacks and American Indians, about
$20.000 per vear, while Hispanies’
median household income was just over
$24,000 (see Figure 11, page 34).
Excent for American Indians, all
racizl and ethnic groups experienced
an increase in real median household
income during the 1980s, Asians
enjoved a nearly 8 percent increase in
real household income during the
1430s. This is remarkable considering
that a high percentage of Asian
Americans are immigrants—traditios-
allv a low-income group. But the high
e-lucation levels and financial resources
of many Asian immigrants probably

Table 8
Occupational Distribution by Race and Ethnicity, 1990

Percent of employed persons
Non-Hispanic
African Asian/ American

Qccupation American Pacific Islander Indian'  Hispanic

White Collar
Managenal and
professional:
Techrucai and
admstratve
Blue Collar
Skalled latyor
Semi-skilled and unsk lied
iabor
Services®
Farming, fishing, and
forestry 2 2
Total (in 1,000s) 95,798 12,524

Note Eacudes amone who lias not worked sinee 198y

Includes Eakinos and Meuts,

[ncludes nanagess, sdmmistzstors, professondls, and waches
*includes techiaans and related wapporcsudl, admmostar e and dencal sippaae and sales
tnchudes precsion producion. aofi and repan workers

Iududes machaiee operators assembless wspecors, nmsportation workers, handlers, equipment

cleaners, helpess, and laborers
© Poy e honsehold workers, protectine senve eand other wvice workers

Souree Mthar's analsas of 1990 Census Fgual Foploviment Opportamts tepe.

40

33




Figure 11

Median Household Income by Race and Ethnicity, 1979

and 1989

Non-Hispanic white

African American

Hispanic

American infian  vsmseer

$200600

Note: U7 hmcome expressed m 14939 dollags
Source: 1980 and 1990 Censuses of Population and Housing.

counterbalanced the disadvantages
associated with being recent arrivals,

The income gap between whites and
Hispanics and blacks changed little,
while the income advantage of whites
over Native Americans widened. The
deteriorating level of real household
income among American Indians may
be linked to the fact that a majority of
Indians live in rural areas, and many
rural economies suffered during the
1980s.* Furthermore, Indians tend to
live in some of the poorest rural areas in
the country.

The reasons for the income dispari-
ties between whites and minorities and
among minority groups arc complex
and not easily measured. However,
three factors that are clearly relevant
and can be quantified are education, rc-
gion of residence, and family structure.

Education

The generally lower educational
attainment of minorities does not
completely explain the gaps in income.
Whites have higher incomes than
minorities with the same education,
cven Asians. And although blacks have
higher educational levels than Hispan-
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ics, Hispanic income is well above that
of blacks. Asians have higher carnings
than other minoritics with the same
education, but they must complcte
more education than whites to earn
comparable salaries.

In short, the financial rewards for
education are lower for minorities than
for whites, and they are not consistent
across minority groups. The economic
benefit for each additional vear a non-
Hispanic white student stays in school is
nearly 50 percent higher than for a
black student, and over two times higher
than for a Hispanic student.

On average, non-Hispanic whites
earn an additional $3,000 for each year
of education completed.® For Asians the
figure is $2,300, while it is $2,500 for
Indians, §1.90" for blacks, and only
$1,200 for Hispanics. Undoubtedly, part
of this gap arises from racial discrimina-
tion in hiring and promotions; another
portion may reflect differences in the
quality of education attained.

Residential location

Some of the income differences among
groups may be explained by the higher
average incomes in cities or geographic
regions where minorities are concen-
trated. Most Asians live in large cities of
the West or Northeast where salaries
and living costs are high. In New York,
Dallas, Philadelphia, San Francisco, and
Washington, D.C., for example. median
income for whites including Hispanics
was above that of Asians in 1989, In Los
Angeles-Long Beach and Chicago—two
cities where the white population con-
tains a large number of Hispanics—
Asian and white incomes are the same.
If income data were available for non-
-lispanic whites in these cities, it is likely
that their median income would be
»hove that of Asians, On the other hand,
a large share of blacks live in the rural
South and a large share of Indians live
on rural reservations—areas with lower
incomes and living costs.

Family type

Blacks, Hispanics. and Indians arc more
likely than whites or Asians to live in
single-parent families with children.
This could contribute to their lower
median incomes because single-parent




families have lower inconies than
martied-couple families, in part because
there are fewer potential workers in the
household. In 1991, the median family
income for all married-couple families
was 541,000 per vear, more than twice
that of female-headed families
($17,000).%' However, even among
married couples, median income is
lower among minorities, The median
for black marricd couples is 81 percent
that of non-Hispanic whites, and the
median for Hispanic couples is 63
percent that of non-Hispanic whites.

Income Diversity

While income rose moderately for most
minority groups during the 1980s, a
growing segment within each group
entered upper niiddle-class. even
affluent. income levels. The number of
minority householcds with inflation-
adjusted incomes of $50,000 or more
grew from 1.7 million in 1979 to 3.1
million in 1989, Part of this increase
resulted from the rapid growth of
minority populations over the decade,
but it also reflects significant income
growth within minority groups.

The share of households with annual
incomes of $50,000 or more expanded
most for Asians during the 1980s, rising
from 27 to 35 percent. [n contrast, the
share of whites receiving $50,000 or
more grew from 22 1o 26 percent
during the sanme period. A much
smaller percentage (16 percent) of
Hispanics were in the upper income
category in 1989, but this was still an
improvement over 1979, Only about 13
percent of Native Amenricans and
African Americans were in the 350,000
or greater category in 1989, This
represented a significant gain for
blacks, while the percentage of Ameri-
can Indians in the $50,000 or more
category rose only 1 percentage point
over the decade.

Household income veflects the num-
ber of carn<s in a houschold as well as
the income of cach carner. There is
some evidence that an increase in the
number of two-earner African-American
houscholds rather than a rise in per-
sonal earnings is primarily responsible
for the growing affluence among
hlacks.™ African-American households

tend to have fewer workers compared
with other racial and ethnic groups,
however. In 1992, 46 percent of white
households (including white Fhispanic
households) had two or niore workers,
compared with 36 percent of black
households and 49 percent of Hispanie
households.™ In 1990, 18 percent of
Asian families had three or more carn-
ers, compared with 14 percent of non-
Hispanic white families."

The economic success of some

minorities provides positive role models

for minorit vouth as well as wider
access to power and greater financial

Asians are more likely than other minorities—but less likely than

whites—to own a business.
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Themediannet
worth of whites is
about 10tvmes
thatofblacks or
Latinos.

resources for minority communities.
However, this same success has con-
vinced many Americans that racial
discrimination no longer hinders the
advancement of U.S. minorities. Within
minority groups, the movement of some
into the middle and upper class while a
sizeable number remain in poverty
strains minority group cohesion.

Accumulated Wealth

Incomes have increased for minorities,
but minorities still lag far behind whites
in terms of net savings or accunulated
or inherited assets—their net wealth.
Accumulated wealth is a critical
dimension of econoniic status because it
can cushion the impact of sudden
health problems, unexpected unem-
ployment, cr other emergencies that
strike families, [t also helps pay college
costs for children, »r the down payment
on a house,

The median net worth of whites is
about 10 times that of blacks or Lainos
(see Table 9). Differences in family souc-
ture account for some of this disparity. Spe-
cifically, non-Asian minorities have more
female-headed households. In 1988, the
median net wealth of all marriedcouple
households (857.100) was more than fonr
tmes that of female-headed households
(813,600). However, the targe wealth gap
exists even for similar household tvpes.
Among marriedcouple households, the
median wealth of whites (including His
panics) is four to five times that of blacks or
Hispanics. The median wealth of white fe-
male-headed households was $25,500 in
1988, more than 30 dmes that of black or
Hispanic female-headed households—in
part because a large share of white female
householders are widows wnho are more
likely to own a home or have other assets.

While data on the accumulated
wealth of Asians and American Indians
are not available, measures of home-
ownership and business ownership pro-
vide important clues to their assets.

Homeownership

Lquity in a home is the largest single
source of wealth for most Americans.
Consequently, owning a honie is an im-
portant determinant of economic well-
being. While rates vary among groups,
all minority groups have homeowner-

J

Table 9
Median Net Worth of Households
by Race and Ethnicity, 1988

African

White  American Hispanic

All households’

Marned-couple
households

Female house-
holders

$44.400 $3,800  $5.500

61,400 14,5900 12300

25500 700 500

* Hispamos i be of any race,

" Race ethucan s that of householder

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports
P-70. no. 22 (1990).

ship rates 14 to 25 percentage points
helow those of whites (including His-
panics). In 1990, 68 percent of white
households owned homes. Just over half
of American-Indian and Asian-American
housenolds owned homes in 1990, while
just over 40 percent of Hispanic and
black households owned a home.

Homcownership is surprisingly low
among Asians and Pacific [slanders
given their relatively high income levels.
One reason for this apparent anomaly is
the large share of recent Asian immi-
grants who may not have been here long
enough to accumulate enough money
for a down payment. Arother factor is
the conceniration of Asians and Pacific
Islanders in cities with the nation’s mnost
cxpensive housing. For example, ahout
one-third of all Asians and Pacific
Istanders reside in Los Angeles, New
York, Houolulu, or San Francisco, where
the median value of owner-occupied
houses ranged from $209,000 to
$332,400 in 1990—several times the
national median home value of $79,100.
Many middle-class Asians are priced out
of the housing market in these cities.

Business Ownership

The rapid growth of the minority popu-
lation and a surge in business activity
within minority groups is changing the
profile of U.S. business owners. The
munber of minority-owned firms grew
by nearly half a million during the mid-
1980s, increasing from 757,000 in 1982
to 1,222,000 in 1987. The minority share
of all U.S. businesses rose from 6 to Y
percent over the same period.




The number of Hispanic-owned
firins surged between 1982 and 1987,
and now nearly equals the number
owned by African Americans (sce Table
10). These two minority groups own just
over two-thirds of all minorin-owned
businesses; but Asians alone account for
nearly 30 pevcent. Barely 2 percent of
minoritv-owned firms are held by
American Indians, Eskimos, or Aleuts.

Many Asian immigrants came to the
United States specifically to take
advantage of the business opportunitics
available here, and their overall business
ownership rates are higher than those
of other minorities. Asians owned 57
businesses for every 1,000 Asians in
1987, more than twice the rate among
Hispanics, the next highest minority
group. And the average income for
Asian-owned firins ($93,000) was
significantly higher than that of anv
other minoriry group. However, whites
are still much more likely to start and
own businesses, Their business owner-
ship rate was 67 per 1,000 in 1987,

Some Asian groups surpass the white
business ownership rates. By 1987, there
was one Korean-owned business for
cvery 10 Koreans (a rate of 102 per
1,000 population). This high rate
reflects the selective miigration of more-
educated Koreans, and possibly a
greater willingness antong U.S. Koreans
to pool resources to start or expand a
business. Also, manv inimigrants begin
their own businesses because thev are
excluded from promising jobs by
limited English proficiency, lack of
American educational credenuials, or
discrimination.™

Asian Indians (with 76 businesses per
1.000 population), Japancese (66
businesses per 1,000), and Chinese (63
businesses per 1,000) are other Asian
groups well represented in the business
community. Hawaiiuns and Filipinos, on
the other hand, are inuch less likely
than the other major Asian groups to
owT1 businesses,

Among Hispanics, Cubans have by
far the highest business-ownership rate.
Ciubans own 63 businesses for everv
1.000 Cubans—more than three times
as many as Mexicans, and nearly six
times as many as Puerto Ricans, Many
Cuban immigrants were professionals or

business owners before leaving Cuba,
and they are heavily concentrated in
southern Florida, which provides a solid
base of Hispanic consumers. Over
three-fourths of all Cuban businesses
are in the Miami area, and many rely on
a predominantly Cuban clientele.

Poverty, Welfare, and
the Underclass

While many minority-group members
have achieved economic success and af-
fluence, poverty rates for cach minority
group are higher than that of whites.
The percentage of blacks, Hispanics,
and American Indians in poverty is
about three times that of non-Hispanic
whites. Even Asian Americans, who have
a higher average income than non-
Hispanic whites, are more likelv to live
in families witlt incomes below the pov-
erty line established by the federal Of-
fice of Management and Budget—
313,924 for a family of four in 1991,

Table 10

Business Ownership Among Minorities, 1982 and 1987

Number of firms (in 1.000s)
“TTeg2 T T 1987

African American 308 424
Hispanic 234 422
Cuban 35 61
Other Hispanic 50 104
Mexican 220
Puertc Rean 14 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 355
Korean ! 69
Asian Indian 52
lapanese ‘ 53
Chinese 0 90
Vietnamese 26
Filipino 40
Haweauar 3 4
American Indian/
Alaska Native -
Aleut
Eskimo
Amencan Indan

14
54
44
10

Note. Hipamcs mas be of ans race,

* Authars estintes based on totad populavon fignies deried byanterpolanng the TOS0and 1990

census figures

Source. U.S Bureau of the Census, Survey of tmnorsty.Owned Business Entecprises, various volumes.
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Table 11 Further, minorities are over-represented
Poverty and Welfare Receipt by Race and Ethnicity, 1991 among the poorest of the poor—those
with incoes below 50 percent of the
Non-Hispanic official poverty threshold (see Table
African "American 11). More than half (534 percent) of
White American  Asian® indian® Hispanic  those in “deep poverty” are minorities,
The lower average educational
Percent in poverty 9 33 4 29 attainment of minorities explains only
Percent in deep poverty 3 16 10 part of their greater poverty. Poverty
Percent recemving weifare 13 47 5 44 rates are higher among minorities than
Percent of poor recetv 3 non-Hispanic whites at every level of
wellare 61 85 79 educational attainment. For example,
Numbers (i £000¢) 88667 ' among high school dropouts, the
e e et Ianciere poverty rate f‘()]' blacks §4£) per.ccnt)'is
“Inchudes Exbumos and Meuts, still nearly twice that of non-Hispanic
 Below 50 of the offical posers thieduld whites (25 percent). Latinos and
Werghted sanple . . .

Indians with less than a high school
diploma also have much higher poverty
rates than comparably educated non-
Hispanic whites or Asians. Among
college graduates, the poverty rates for
blacks, Latinos, and Native Americans
are ncarly three times that of non-
Hispanic whites. Even among Asians,
the poverty rate for college graduates is
twice that of non-Hispanic whites.

Minorities in poverty make use of
welfare programs at a higher rate than
poor non-Hispanic whites. Overall,
three-fourths of America’s poor
received some type of government
assistance in 1991 while more than
eight in ten poor blacks and American
Indians received welfare benefits, Over
three-fourths (79 percent) of poor
Hispanics and almost two-thirds of poor
Asians received welfare, while 61
percent of poor non-Hispanic whites
received welfare in 1991,

The relatively high reliance on
welfare among blacks, Latinos, and
Native Americans may reflect a lack of
savings, credit, home equity, or other
assets that can case people through
spells of poverw. Also, minorities arce
more likely to be in deep poverty, and
to remain poor for longer periods than

iy whites, Welfare use among Hispanics
vey R l”' o and Asians mav be tempered by the
o ;-,"_“7:‘ uﬂll Y ) . large share of immigrants who may not
\ ~ 7 ' be familiar with welfare programs. Also,
cultural norms deter some groups from
sccking government assistance.

Source. Author's analysis of the March 1992 Current Population Survey.

(Hll-ce of Senater

The Underclass
Ben Nighthorse Campbell served as a U.S. Congressman from Social scientists have long attempted to

Colorado from 1987 to 1992, when he was elected to the U.S. Senate. define and understand the disadvan-
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taged population groups thar persistently
remain outside mainstream U.S, society.
In the 1980s, the terms “underclass” and
“truly disadvantaged” were often used to
describe these individuals. Experts
disagree about exactly which characteris-
tics identify the underclass, or even
whether the term should be used at all.
But most agree that racial and ethnic
minorities, in particular blacks and
Hispanics, comprise a major part of this
group.™ The development of the under-
class has been linked to the long history
of racial oppression in the United States.
According to one set of criteria, an
individual of anv race might be counted
as part of the underclass population if he
or she:
1) Has an income below 125
pereent of the federal poverty line;
2) Failed to complete high school;
3) Receives public assistance; and
4) If femalce, is a never married
mother; or if male, lacks attach-
ment to the labor force (that is,
the long-term underemploved).”

Nonwhite minorities and Hispanics make

up 62 percent of this disadvantaged
group. Among minorities, the share of
blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans
in the underclass is significandy higher
than that of Asians or non-Hispanic
whites. Despite wide coverage in the
media, the underclass is a small share of
all racial and cthnic groups. About 6
percent of black, American-Indian and
Hispanic adults ages 19 to 64 have all the

Tehle 12
Voting Patterns of Minorities in the
1992 Presidential Election

Percent of voters who supported
Bill George Ross
Clinton  Bush Perot

Afrncan American 80 i 7
Hisparc 62 24 14
AcainiPacific islander 2 52 7

Nate Percentages ma not add to 100 because of nmdimg,
o1 becguse asmall percentage ol soters supposted other
canchitates

Source: Milton Morers, Afrcon Amencons and the Mokng of the
Chiaton Victory (Washington, DC- Joint Center for Political and
Economic Studies, 1992) wble 3.

underclass characteristics cited above,
Less than one-half the minority adults
in poverty in 1992 could be considered
members of the underclass.

Political Participation
The rapid growth of minorities during
the 1980s increased their political clout.
In particular, a cornbination of pro-
tracted residential segregation, a strong
Voting Rights Act, and good political
organization created a surge of new
minority-inajority districts when
congressional districts were redrawn
following the 1990 Census.™ As a result,
the Novemnber 1992 election brought
an unusually high number of minorities
into the U.S. Congress.”™ The nunber
of African Americans in Congress
increased from 26 1o 40; the number of
Hispanics from 14 to 19, the number of
Asians and Pacific Islanders, from 6 to
8. Ben Nighthorse Campbell (Demo-
crat—~Colorado) became the first
American Indian elected to the U.S.
Scnate in over 60 vears. There were a
nunber of other firsts for minority
politicians: the first black woman
clected to the Senate (Carol Moseley-
Braun, Democrat—Illinois); the firse
Puerto Rican woman elected to
Congress (Nvdia Velazquez, Dermno-
crat—New York), and the first Korean
clected to Congress (Jay Kin, Republi-
can—~California).

Minority voters are also an imporant
factor in national elections. While
minority votes are sought by both major
political partics, African Americans and
most Hispanic groups have tended to
support Demaocratic candidates, while
Asians and Pacific Islanders have more
variable partisan preferences. In the
1992 presidential race, African-
American voters overwhelmingly
supported Bill Clinton (see Table 12).
Most Hispanic voters also favored the
Democratic candidarte, while a slim
majority of Asians’ votes went for
Republican candidate George Bush, A
notable percentage of Hispanics and
Asians also supported independent
candidate Ross Perot.

Despite the recent inerease in the
number and visibility of minority
politicians, minorities are still under-
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represented among elected officials. A
1987 survey by the Census Bureau
found that less than 4 percent of local
clected offictals were black, Hispanic,
Asian, or Native American. African
Americans were 2 percent of all local
clected officials, Hispanics were 1
percent, American Indians and Alaska
Natives were 0.4 percent, and Asians/
Pacific Islanders were only 0.1 percent
of all elected local officials.”!

There are three reasons why the
political strength of minorities still falls
short of what their total population size
would suggest. First, the vounger age
structure of minorities means that a
smaller share of the minority popula-
tion is of voting age; an even smaller
share is over age 50, the age when
people are most likely to vote. Second.
the rge number of immigrants among
minoritics means that many are not
chiizens and therefore are ineligible to
vote. Finally, minorities have generally
lower socioeconomic status, and
individuals with low incomes and
cducational levels are less likely to
register and vote than are more affluent
and beuer educated individuals.™

Renewed pride in their American Indian
heritage may prompt more Americans
to identify themselves as Indians.

While minorities make up 25 percent
of the total population, they comprise
only 18 pevcent of the citizen voting-age
populatic ... In the November 1990
clections, minorities accounted for 15
percent of those who actually voted.

While the minority vote has a
relatively small effect on national
clections, the geographic concentration
of specific minoriry groups can sway
local elections and enhance the chances
of electing a minority to oftice. The
ability of minorities to translate their
growing numbers into political power
was also enhanced by the Federal Voting
Rights Act, especially after it was
extended in 1982, For example, the
number of African-American elected
officials jumnped from 4,912 in 1980 to
7,335 in 1989."

The rapid growth and close proxim-
ity of minority groups within cities
occasionally pits one minority group
against another, This was evident during
the redistricting process following the
1990 Census, On the other hand,
members of different minority groups
within a jurisdiction can build effective
coalitions that can control the outcome
of efections when no singte minority
represents most voters. The election of
Harold Washington, an African Ameri-
can, as mavor of Chicago in 1983 was
based on a coalition of black and
Hispanic voters.

Some analysts believe, however, that
chustering minorities into one district
only exacerbates the isolation of
minoritics from mainstream whites and
hinders integration in the long-run.
Analvst Linda Chavez argues, for
example, that “The history of Hispanic
mvolvement with the Voting Rights Act
is a clear example of short-term gains
purchased at the expense of longrange
achievement.™

As minority populations continuc to
grow and recent immigrants become
naturalized, niinorities will have a larger
voice in politics. The geographic con-
centration of minorities will enhance
their political strength, especially in
large cities where non-Hispanic whites
are no longer a2 majority. The number of
cities of 50,000 or more residents in
which non-Hispanic whites are a minor-
ity increased from 58 in 1980 to 100

40

4




1990. Accordingly, the number of cities
in which minorities control the electoral
outcome should increase. In 1992, ac-
cording to the U.S. Conference of May-
ors, minorities represented nearly a
third of the mayors of cities with popula-
tions of 500,000 or more. To the extent
that minorities identify shared concerns,
and join torces to do something about
them, the growing munbers will make
minorities a formidable political force.

. o0 e .
Minorities in Society

Until relatively recently, minority and
majority Americans came into contact
with one another in a few places and in
limited wavs, While legal segregation
was striick down nearly 30 years ago,
making schools and work places more
integrated, social events and other as-
pects of Americans” private lives have
continued along largely separate tracks.
As a result, minorities often adapted to
majority norms at school and work,
while the mgjority population changed
little. However, the growth of America’s
minorities, along with increasing socio-
econolnic success for many segments of
the minority population, have created a
situation in which minority preferences
and activities are beginning to influence
the majority population.

One obvious example of this change
is in food preferences. Until recently,
most non-Hispanic whites made a dis-
tinction between “American™ and “eth-
nic” food, and encountered the latter
only in “ethnic” restaurants. More re-
cently, however, "New American™ cui-
sines have gained popularity, blending
wraditional American dishes with ingre-
dients and cooking techniques from mi-
nority cuisines. According to businesses
that track Americans’ food pinrchases,
salsa has even replaced catsup as Ameri-
cans’ dominant condiment.

Until recent decades, minorities were
almost invisible in movies and particu-
Larly in television—Amenica's favorite
leisure activity. Minority activists fought
media sterconyping and overt discrimi-
nation cased. But the sheer growth in
the natien’s minority population has
forced the media to beconie more
inclusive, According to data from A.C,
Nielsen, the company that monitors

television viewing, manv minorities have
higher viewership rates than non-
Hispanic whites. The need for advertis-
ers to reach these growing consumer
populations has changed television fare
for all viewers, Instead of a token blark
in a major TV series, like Bill Cosby in
the "I Spy” series of the 1960s, viewers
of all races and ethnic groups made the
all-black Bill Cosby family show of the
late 1980s a national favorite. The TV
landscape now features several pro-
grains addressed specifically at iinority
audiences. Moreover, the rise of cable
television has made the creation of
whole networks aimed at specific
minority audiences economically
feasible. The nuinber of magazines and
other print media serving minorities is
also expanding.

Changes in the nation’s school cur-
riculum are another example of the way
the growth in the minority population is
transforming the assimilation process
from a oneavay to a two-way street, one
where the majority has to make adjust-
ments too. Many people are concerned
that shifting the curriculum from one
based on European history and culture
to one that includes the history and lit-
crature of all the world's peoples will
weaken students” ecducation.”™ Others
hold that a broader understanding will
henefit all students, especially as they
prepare for emplovment in an economy
in which global competition touches
more American industries.

Summary: New
. .

Directions for America’s

. o0
Minorities
The wtraditional image of racial and
cthnic minorines m U.S. society is
shifting. The relatively voung age
structure, high birth rates, and heavy
immigration Hows of minoritics will
continue to make the U.S, population
more racially and ethnically diverse.
Minorites will increasingly shape our
national character, adding racial and
cultural diversity to schools, work
places, and legistatures.

Shifting immigration patterns arce
injecting more diversity into individual
racial and ethnic groups and eroding
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the numerical dominance of African
Americans in the minority population.
The U.S. Hispanic population includes
more Central Americans now than in
the 1970s, for exanple, while the 1980s
brought impoverished refugees along
with wealthy, college-educated profes-
sionals into the Asian-American
population. This diversity s disrupting
the status quo in many of our largest
cities. At times it contributes to racial
tensions that erupt in violence.

Minorities are still overrepresented
among America’s poor, but minority
status is no longer synonymous with
poverty. A growing segment of minori-
ties are achieving affluence within
mainstream society. All these changes
arc challenging traditional views about
minorities that underlie public policies
and government programs. One
persistent belief has been that minori-
ties will eventually blend into America’s
cultural melting pot. This was the
experience of the European immigrants
who came to America in the 19th and
sarly 20th cenuries, and were absorbed
into the hroader society within a few
generations of arrival.

Another view holds that pervasive
racisin and other factors have excluded
minorities, in particular African
Anericans and American [ndians, from

full participation in American society,
Without intervention to irisure their civil
rights and affirmative action in
education and employment, «
disproportionate share of minorities will
remain stuck on the hottom rungs of
the economic ladder.

Neither conceptual model {its today’s
minority groups, While many new
immigrants seem to be following the
assimilation path of Eurcpean immi-
grants nearly a century ago, many
blacks, American Indians, and Latinos—
long-time Americans—reimain
undereducated, undcremployed, and in
poverty. On the other hand, the
achievements of some minorities
indicate that minority status alone need
not thwart advancement. An alternative
future may be a more pluralistic or
multicultural America, in which
minorities participate fully in all aspects
of society while maintaining their racial
and ethnic identities—forming a
cultural mosaic or kaleidoscope.

Both the growing racial diversity of
Americans and divergent economic
paths followed by minorities call into
question many government policies, s
providing aid solely on the basis of race
or ethnicity unnecessary or unwise given
the growing affluence of some minori-
ties? Was this affluence possible only
because of special government loans,
scholarships, or other affirmative action
programs? Recent U.S, Supreme Court
decisions regarding civil rights in
employment and minority business set-
asicle programs may reflect a growing
tendency to end racially-specific policies
that were set in place to help minorities.

As we move into the 21st century,
government at all levels will be grap-
pling with the new realities of America's
minority population. The complexity
and diversity of today's minority
population will need to be recognized as
we reconsider existing public policies
and formulate new ones. Given the
broader context of intensifying major-
ity/minority conflicts around the world,
successful policymaking in this arena
will offer the United States another
avenue for global leadership,
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Discussion Questions

What are the major racial and ethnic population groups for which the U.S, government
coltedts dataz What are some of the problems associated with collecting these data> What
changes would vou make in collecting data for racial and ethnic groups in the futurer

What provisions of past and presentimmigration laws are reflected in the racial and ethnic
compaosition of immigrants o the United States?

Discuss the major causes of dearh for each racial and cthnic group. How and why do
the difler?

Discuss the shoit- and tong-term implications of the differences in the age structures of U8,
ninorities and non-Hispaunic whites.

Speculate about the future spatial distribution of minorities within the United States. Which
1egions or states will be most aflected: How will the racial and ethnic composition of suburbs
and cities change?

The author outlines three factors that explain inconie disparities—-education, region of
resdence, and famil structure. To what degree do these factors explain the differences?
What other factors play a role?

Discuss thes business-ownership patterns of minority Americans. What do you think are the
naderhing factors leading o these patterns?

Consider how projected changes in the nunority population mav aflect political power and,
theretore, legislative actions.

The "melting pot™ is a werm that has often been used to describe the process through which
mumaorities assimilate into America’s culture, You may have also heard the metaphors
“mosaic.” “salad bowl,™ o1 "stew” used o deseribe the U.S. population. Which of these
metaphors do vou think best describes the United States? Are there other terms that would
he more appropriate or descriptive? Explain,
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