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A persistent attribute of ethnically plural societies, such as the United States, is a high
degree of intergroup inequality. The national decennial censuses for 1980 and 1990 are of
special value in the exploration of such disparities. In both censuses respondents were
asked questions that establish their self-identification with respect to both race and ances-
try. The answers enable researchers to sketch in substantial detail the extent of intergroup
inequality in late 20th century America. Policymakers will be better able to confront the
guestion of how fine the identification should be of groups that may be targeted for assis-
tance and the extent to which such targeting should be primarily space specific or group
specific.

Reynolds Farley (1989, 1990) was the first scholar to provide a summary of the 1980
census data with respect to race and ancestry, in a comprehensive report and in a shorter
paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Economic Association in Decem-
ber 1989. By using the 1-percent Public Use Micro Sample, we reproduce a set of the
categories presented by Farley for 1980 and present for the first time summary statistics
for the same categories for 1990 on the U.S. population with employment. Tables 1 and 2
provide the displays of these indicators for 47 mutually exclusive racial and ethnic groups
for each of the census years.

Table 1 shows that for the United States as a whole in 1980, 6.3 percent of the population
was foreign born, 2.5 percent had immigrated within the past 10 years, the average per
capita income in current dollars was $7,167, 19.2 percent could be classified as affluent,
12.3 percent could be classified as poor, 50.2 percent could be classified as middle class,
26.2 percent of employed men 25 to 54 years of age held professional/managerial jobs,
and 23.4 percent of women in the same age group held comparable jobs.

The first line of Table 2 documents the parallel configuration for the United States as a
whole in 1990: 8.7 percent of the population was foreign born, 3.7 percent immigrated
within the previous decade, the average per capita income in current dollars was $13,934,
22.8 percent could be classified as affluent, 13.1 percent could be classified as poor, 45.7
percent could be classified as middle class, 25.6 percent of males ages 25 to 54 held pro-
fessional/managerial jobs, and 28.9 percent of females in the same age range held profes-
sional/managerial jols.
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Taking these national averages as norms makes it possible to determine which groups
have profiles of economic achievement above or below the mean for the overall popula-
tion. We focus initially on four indicators: per capita income, the poverty rate, the propor-
tion of males with professional/managerial employment, and the proportion of females
with comparable job.

Note also that in Tables 1 and 2, the first 12 ethnic groups are Hispanic or nonwhite. The
remaining groups, starting with those that, somewhat peculiarly, identify their ancestry as
“American,” are racially self-identified as white. Therefore, American natives, listed
among the first 12 groups, are racially self-identified as nonwhite, but persons reporting
themselves to be of American Indian ancestry, listed among the latter 35 groups, are ra-
cially self-identified as white and ethnically self-identified as non-Hispanic.

The group self-identified as racially white and ancestrally Russian had the highest esti-
mated income of all groups in the study in both years. Their mean per capita income of
$11,451 in 1980 was 160 percent of the national average. A mere 7 percent of this group’s
members had incomes below the poverty line, while 57 percent of adult males and 44.7
percent of adult females held professional/managerial jobs. The Russian ethnic group’s
mean per capita income of $27,391 in 1990 was close to 200 percent of the national aver-
age. Fewer than 6 percent of this group’s members had sub-poverty level incomes, and
54.3 percent of its adult males and 52.1 percent of its adult females were employed in
professional/managerial jobs.

The Russian ancestry population overlaps strongly with the Jewish-American population.

In an earlier investigation Erich Rosenthal (1975) concluded that at least two-thirds of
Jewish Americans are enumerated in decennial censuses as persons of Russian ancestry.
Indeed the 1980 and 1990 census results for persons of Russian ancestry are reinforced by
the results of the General Social Survey conducted by the National Opinion Research
Center in Chicago between 1977 and 1982, which asked direct questions about religious
affiliation. The uppermost group over the interval, based on household income measured

in constant 1967 dollars, were American Jews (Tyree, 1991).

Other exceptionally affluent groups in both censuses include those of Rumanian, Aus-
trian, and Lithuanian ancestries. It is noteworthy that virtually all of the white racial
groups were at or above the national mean in both census years ‘@Eheedl.were only
three exceptions—those reporting themselves to be of American, American Indian, and
Portuguese ancestries.

We speculate that those whites who report themselves as being of American ancestry are
disproportionately an Appalachian population. While 31 and 34 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation resided in the South in 1980 and 1990, respectively, close to 50 percent and close to
60 percent of “American” Americans resided in the South in each of the respective census
years. The economic profile of American Indians is superior to that of native Americans
—although not far superior—but the differential may have to do with the economic expe-
rience of a phenotypically white, predominantly nonreservation population versus that of

a phenotypically nonwhite, predominantly reservation population.

And the data on Portuguese ancestry whites may be clouded by the possibility that a sig-
nificant portion of this group consists of persons of Cape Verdean descent who pheno-
typically appear to be black but often report themselves to be racially white. The Cape
Verdean descent population is concentrated heavily in the Boston-New Bedford-
Providence metroplex. We find in both census years that more than 50 percent of those
persons reporting themselves to be of Portuguese ancestry were located in the Northeast
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region of the United States, whereas they represented slightly more than 20 percent of the
general population.

The lowest incomes and highest poverty rates in both 1980 and 1990 were concentrated
among Hispanic and nonwhite groups—those of Puerto Rican, Mexican, African (black),
Vietnamese, and native American ancestries. The lowest poverty rates in 1980 were con-
centrated among persons of Ukrainian, Slovak, Lithuanian, and Austrian ancestries. The
former two groups did not display the highest incomes, because high proportions of their
populations were concentrated in the middle class, rather than in the affluent category.
The lowest poverty rates in 1990 were recorded among Russian, Slovak, Swiss, and
Lithuanian ancestry groups.

The highest incomes and lowest poverty rates among nonwhites could be found among
persons of Japanese and Asian Indian ancestries. These two groups had average incomes
that were 132 percent and 114 percent of the national mean in 1980 and 145 percent and
119 percent of the national mean in 1990. The ethnic Chinese, among nonwhite groups,
also had incomes above the national mean in both 1980 and 1990. Ethnic Filipinos, while
possessing a mean per capita income below the national average, had one of the lowest
poverty rates among nonwhites in both census years.

The Asian Indian, Japanese, and Chinese ancestry groups also had unusually high rates of
professional/managerial employment for both males and females in both years. Males of
Korean ancestry also had a high percentage of individuals in professional/managerial
occupations.

In 1980, ethnic groups in which the percentage of males in professional/managerial em-
ployment was less than or equal to that of women in the same ethnic group—for example,
Mexican, Puerto Rican, American native, African, Filipino, and American Indian ancestry
groups—tended to have mean per capita incomes below the national average. In 1990 no
such rule of thumb remained applicable. As can be seen from the last two columns of
Table 2, in the aggregate women had surpassed men in terms of the proportion working in
professional/managerial jobs; indeed for most ofithiée ethnic groups, the female pro-
portion exceeded that of the male.

The highest rates of immigration were concentrated among members of the nonwhite
population, particularly those persons of Asian origin. Specifically, although the 1990
census indicates that the rates dropped off for most groups, Asian Indians, Chinese, Filipi-
nos, Koreans, and Vietnamese all had very high rates of immigration. While the Vietham-
ese remained among the poorest members of the United States population, a rise in their
relative per capita income, a fall in their poverty rate, and the increased incidence of pro-
fessional/managerial employment suggest that their economic profile has been on the
upswing. The upward trend in indicators for the Vietnamese contrasts sharply with the
patterns for persons of African, Puerto Rican, and Mexican descent.

Indeed, one of the most striking features of the data in Tables 1 and 2 is the high degree of
stability in the relative economic status of each of the ethnic groups over the decade. In
the section that follows, we will examine whether similar stability is evident for a selected
subset of ethnic groups when we disaggregate by region.

Inequality Across Census Divisions

The information in Tables 1 and 2 consists of aggregate data for ethnic groups at the na-
tional level. We now examine, for a selected subset of ethnic groups, the variation in their
economic experiences across nine standard census divisions. The groups we will consider
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in depth are those of Irish, Polish, Mexican, Chinese, African (black), Japanese, Russian,
and Vietnamese ancestries. The States included in each of the nine census divisions ap-
pear in Table 3We use the census divisions because those are the lowest levels of aggre-
gation that enable us to have meaningful cell sizes for all eight ethnic §roups.

The eight groups examined more closely here include three European ancestry groups,
one Hispanic group, blacks, and two groups of Asian ancestry. These groups were chosen
with an eye toward the interest in their economic experiences expressed in the popular
print media. Four groups have experienced a significant flow of new immigrants: the
Chinese, Vietnamese, Japanese, and Mexicans. One of the groups was the most affluent in
both years (Russian), one was the poorest in 1980 (Vietnamese), and two were close to
the national mean in both years (Irish and Pofigkthong the eight groups, those of

African and Irish ancestries were the most numerous at the national level, while the Japa-
nese and Vietnamese were the least numérous.

Tables 4 through 9 provide comparative data on the eight ethnic groups in terms of labor
market outcome%Table 4 provides estimates of the proportion of adult males in each of
the ethnic groups, by census divisions, who had positive earnings in 1980 and 1990. Table
5 provides data on mean adult male earnings in current dollars for each of the eight ethnic
groups in each division in each of the census years. Table 6 presents our calculations of
the ratio of mean male earnings for each ethnic group to the mean adult earnings for all
males in each census division in 1980 and 1990. Tables 7 through 9 present parallel infor-
mation for women.

In 1980 only two of the eight ethnic groups consistently had proportions of males with
positive earnings under 90 percent of the divisional average: African and Viethamese
ancestry males. This pattern persists in 1990, although there is evidence of a decline in the
proportion of black males with positive earnings and an increase in the proportion of
Vietnamese males with positive earnings.

By 1990 there were five census divisions in which the proportion of Vietnamese males
with positive earnings exceeded 90 percent. Of these, the East North Central and the
South Atlantic divisions were the two in which Viethamese males displayed the highest
percentage of positive earners. Generally there was a marked jump in the presence of
male positive earners among the Vietnamese in virtually all regions, especially in New
England, the Middle Atlantic States, and the East and West North Central States.

Only in the East South Central and Mountain regions did the proportion of male Vietnam-
ese positive earners appear to fall. For Viethamese women, only the East South Central
region displays a fall in the proportion of positive earners between 1980 and 1990. How-
ever, the absolute number of observations—34 in 1980 and 52 in 1990—is so low for this
division that we are not confident there actually was a drop in the proportion of positive
earners for either sex (see note 5).

Indeed the overall percentage of women with positive earnings in all eight ethnic groups
was higher in 1990 than in 1980. At the divisional level, other than the instance of the
East South Central division for Viethamese women, the only evidence of a drop in the
proportion of positive earners occurs for Japanese women in the Middle Atlantic, East
North Central, and East South Central regions. But the drop for the East South Central
region, from 52.9 percent to 20 percent, seems implausibly large and is probably an arti-
fact of the small number of observations. In 1980 there were only 33 observations for the
Japanese in the East South Central division; in 1990 there were 68 observations.
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Table 6 displays the ratio of mean earnings for males from each group to mean earnings
for all males in the division, among males with positive earnings. Japanese and Russian
ancestry males had marked improvements in their relative earnings position between 1980
and 1990, an improvement that is eviderdllrdivisions. In 1990 both groups did excep-
tionally well relative to other men in the East South Central division. This was also the
division in which men experienced the greatest relative improvement in their earnings,
with each group more than doubling its earnings ratio in comparison with 1980.

The East South Central division is characterized by the lowest mean years of college for

all males (1.3 years in 1980 and 1.2 years in 1990; see Tables 10 and 11). Japanese males
in the division experienced a sharp rise in mean years of college between 1980 (2.2 years)
and 1990 (4.4 years), which may explain their rise in relative earnings (see Tables 22 and
23)1°However, the same argument does not readily explain the relative improvement in
earnings for Russian males in the division. In 1980 the number of mean male years of
college for those of Russian ancestry was 4.1, whereas a decade later it was 4.0 years
(see Tables 24 and 25).

Irish, Polish, and Chinese males also had improvements in relative earnings in the aggre-
gate, with some minor variation at the divisional level. For example, in the ubiquitous

East South Central region, the earnings ratio for Irish males fell from 1.08 to 1.05 be-
tween 1980 and 1990 but rose dramatically from 1.34 to 1.52 for Polish males. In all other
divisions, the ratio for Irish males remained stable or rose. The only region in which there
was evidence of a drop in the ratio for Polish males was the East North Central division,
while sharp increases were recorded in the three western regions, the West South Central,
Mountain, and Pacific divisions. Chinese males experienced relative increases in their
earnings in all divisions except the West North Central and the South Atlantic; indeed the
decline in the West North Central division—the Frostbelt States—was substantial.

Two groups show evidence of a deterioration in relative earnings: Mexican and African
ancestry males. The sharpest decline for Mexican men occurred in the Middle Atlantic
division, but there were also sharp drops in the western States in which the Mexican
population is disproportionately concentrated. Only in the East South Central region was
there an increase in their earnings ratio. Black males experienced a drop in their relative
earnings in all divisions except for the Mountain and Pacific.

Vietnamese males had the lowest earnings ratio in the aggregate and in virtually all divi-
sions in 1980. The upward shift in their relative position, noted above, is again apparent in
the data for 1990. Indeed, Viethamese males’ relative earnings ratio superseded that of
both Mexican and African ancestry males by 1990.

Among women with earnings, the strongest pattern of increase in relative earnings took
place for women of Russian ancestry. In seven out of the nine divisions, their earnings
ratio rose between 1980 and 1990; the only exceptions were the West North Central and
East South Central divisions. For the remaining female groups, other than Viethamese
women, there was a high degree of stability across the decade, with some evidence of an
upward trend for Irish, Polish, and Japanese women and a downward trend for Mexican,
African, and Chinese women. The extraordinarily low ratios for Japanese women in both
years in the East South Central division probably is an artifact of the small number of
observations of women with positive earnings in the region (see note 5).

Black females, who were above the national mean in earnings in 1980, fell below it in
1990; moreover, they experienced a decline in relative earnings in all nine census divi-
sions. Mexican females experienced a rise in the earnings ratio in three divisions: the
Middle Atlantic, West North Central, and East South Central.
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Vietnamese women, on the other hand, displayed a dramatic rise in relative earnings simi-
lar to that of the men in their ethnic group. Evidence of a rise in the earnings ratio is ap-
parent in all divisions.

Tables 10 and 11 provide summary statistics on several economic indicators at the level
of the nine census divisions for 1980 and 1990. The remaining tables provide summary
statistics on the same variables for each ethnic group in each year at the division level as
well. We will highlight some of the results that we find to be most striking.

The Irish ancestry population is closest to the mean for each division for more of the indi-
cators than any other group. In particular the employment pattern for men and women of
Irish descent very closely mimics national and divisional averages in 1980. Between 1980
and 1990 there is striking evidence of a doubling in the female self-employment rate for
Irish women across all census divisions, and it also doubles for all women (see Tables 10
to 13).

The Polish population experienced a significant increase in immigration across the de-
cade. Relative mean per capita income fell in the West North Central region, the only one
in which there was a decline in the proportion of males holding professional/managerial
jobs. The Polish population also experienced a rather sharp redistribution in its presence
across census divisions. While more than one-third of the ethnic group was located in the
Middle Atlantic and East North Central States in 1980, more than 60 percent were located
in the same set of States by 1990. Polish males experienced startlingly low rates of unem-
ployment in the East South Central and West South Central States in 1990 (see Tables 14
and 15).

In 1980 more than 80 percent of the Mexican ancestry population was located in States
in three western divisions (West South Central, Mountain, and Pacific); by 1990 the pro-
portion located in the same States had risen to close to 90 pértleatonly other region
with a significant proportion of the Mexican ancestry population is the East North
Central.

The small Mexican population located in New England is very different from those lo-
cated elsewhere. Although its profile generally is not above the division mean, the group
is better educated than the Mexican ancestry population in the other eight divisions. In
fact, by 1990 women of Mexican descent had higher mean years of college than all
women in New England. Males in New England have a comparatively high rate of self-
employment, much higher than in other divisions, especially the three western divisions
in which most persons of Mexican ancestry live (see Tables 16 and 17).

The Chinese ancestry population has a high variance in economic outcomes across re-
gions. The variance is especially notable in poverty rates and the percentage of self-em-
ployed males. The zero male unemployment rate in the East South Central and Mountain
regions in 1980 may be due exclusively to the limited number of observations (24 in the
former and 37 in the latter). However, in 1980 the zero male unemployment rate in New
England was estimated on the basis of 62 observations and in the East North Central divi-
sion on the basis of 129 observations.

In 1990 the number of observations for each division is higher. The male unemployment
rate in New England rises to 2.9 percent, based upon 171 observations. The unusually low
male unemployment rate in the East North Central division is replicated in 1990; the esti-
mated rate of 0.9 percent was derived on the basis of 211 observations. The 1990 estimate
of the male unemployment rate was 2.3 percent in the East South Central division and 0
percent in the Mountain region. These estimates were based upon 43 and 86 observations,
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respectively. Suffice it to say, Chinese males experienced a very low incidence of unem-
ployment, in some States approaching zero. Chinese females also have very low rates of
unemployment, although not quite as low as those of Chinese men.

The African ancestry population shows marked evidence of a deterioration in its relative
status. Perhaps the most dramatic indicator is the drop in the percentage of black children
living with both parents in all divisions between 1980 and 1990, although the percentage
already was alarmingly low in 1980. By 1990 the percentage had fallen below 40 percent
in four of the nine divisions. In contrast, in one division we estimate that 100 percent of
Russian children are in two-parent families (see Table 25).

The sharp decline in the proportion of African ancestry children living with both parents
is associated with the surge in female-headed households among black families, a surge
that has escalated from the late 1960s to the present. None of the other ethnic groups
display such a low percentage of children in two-parent homes, even those that present
similarly low levels of relative male earnings or group mean per capita income in some
divisions, for example, the Mexican and Viethamese ancestry groups.

Blacks also have the highest ratio of women to men among all eight of the groups being
considered here. The raw ratio of women to men among blacks, comparatively low as it

is, may not capture adequately the substantive availability of black males as marital part-
ners for black women. Marriageability can involve consideration of the labor market

status of males. Matters become even bleaker when the labor market status of black males
is taken into account.

Data from the Current Population Survey for 1985 indicate that the ratio of unmarried
males to unmarried females ages 14 and over among blacks was .48, while it was .68 for
whites. But if the Male Marriage Pool Index introduced by Wilson and Neckerman
(1986)—the ratio of all employed males to all females—is utilized, the ratio for blacks
falls to .46, while it barely dips to .66 for whites (see Darity and Myers, forthcoming).
Finally, the Darity-Myers (forthcoming) measure—the ratio of unmarried males in the
labor force or in school to all unmarried females—Ileads the number to plunge to .32 for
blacks while it falls only to .48 for whites.

Although the proportion of black females with professional/managerial employment
stayed the same or rose in every division over the course of the decade, there were some
divisions where the proportion actually fell for black males. The aggregate rise in the
black poverty rate went hand-in-hand with a rise in the black poverty rate in most of the
census divisions. Black unemployment rates are comparatively high, and self-employment
rates comparatively low. Even the mean years of college for black males fell in most
divisions between 1980 and 1990 (see Tables 20 arid 21).

The Japanese and Russian populations display the opposite pattern. Both groups are
highly educated, experience remarkably low rates of unemployment for the most part, and
have low poverty rates in both years in all divisions. The Russian ancestry population,
unlike the Japanese, displays very high comparative rates of self-employment, as high as
any other ethnic group in the United States for both gender groups. These are two of
America’s most successful groups economically, and that success is evident both at the
aggregate national level and at the more disaggregative regional level.

Finally, we consider the Viethamese population, a population that is, on average, very
poor but seems to have been on a trajectory toward relative improvement of its economic
status. This is a very young population on average, although the mean age rose about 3
years between 1980 and 1990. It is also a population heavily concentrated on the West
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Coast. In 1980, 40 percent of the Vietnamese were in the Pacific region; by 1990 the
proportion was well over 50 percent. Virtually all economically salient statistics rose for
this group in all divisions between 1980 and 1990, for example, relative mean per capita
income, relative earnings, self-employment rates, and the proportions of both gender
groups that held professional/managerial jobs.

Only two major categories of economic indicators showed evidence of decline. One was
the unemployment rate for both gender groups. Second, and more surprising, mean male
years of college remained unchangedetiin most divisions, despite the evidence of a
comparative improvement in labor market outcomes and despite the rise in the average
age of the Viethamese population. This finding suggests that the Vietnamese immigrants
who entered the United States during the decade were less well educated than previous
entrants, rendering paradoxical the direction of change in group economic performance.

Conclusions

Three of the eight groups had an economic profile below the national mean in 1980. Two
of them, the Mexican and African ancestry groups, fell further behind in relative status in
1990, not only at the national level but also at the census division levels, particularly in
those census divisions in which they are most heavily concentrated. The third group, the
Vietnamese, displayed a rise in relative status, in spite of a less gilded immigration and an
accompanying decline in their relative level of higher education. They are among
America’s poorest ethnic groups.

The remaining five groups had an economic profile close to or above the national mean in
1980. Typically their relative positions tended to be even higher in 1990: dramatically so
for the Russian and Japanese ancestry groups, more mildly so for the Irish, Polish, and
Chinese ancestry groups.

Finding a causal explanation for these patterns is beyond the scope of this article. Else-
where one author (Darity, 1989) has proposed a “lateral mobility,” rather than upward
mobility, phenomenon, as a hypothesis that explains the long-term status of American
ethnic groups. The hypothesis proposes that ethnic groups, over time, generally replicate
therelative class status that they possessed in their historic country of Srigpnex-

ample, Kiyoshi Ikeda (1973) has said that it is important to distinguish between immi-
grants from Japan itself and migrants of Japanese ancestry from Hawaii. He observed that
the greater economic achievement of the former and their descendants was due to their
superior relative class status in their site of origin. Ikeda (p. 498) points out that immi-
grants from mainland Japan came from more affluent districts, had higher socioeconomic
status, higher literacy levels, and a lower likelihood of coming from “peasant-
agriculturalist households” than Hawaiian-Japanese migrants. Furthermore, the Japanese
government screened its emigrants to improve the odds of their success in the United
States (Ikeda, p. 498).

We are unable to address the hypothesis comprehensively in this article since our database
constitutes only two near points in a time series and does not incorporate information

about the immigrant generations for several groups—for example, the Irish, Polish, and
Russian—whose large immigrations to the United States occurred at the close of the 19th
and the start of the 20th centuries. Moreover, groups that have “settled” into upper class
status may become more or less upper class over time, while groups that have “settled”
into lower class status may become more or less lower class over time.
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Immigration continues to be a potential source of social tension in the United States. The
technical skill requirements of 21st century labor markets frequently are invoked as a
justification for uplift of the poorer minorities of color in the United States. But to the
extent that persons with the requisite skills can be imported from other parts of the world,
the pressure to improve the education and training of America’s dispossessed is reduced.
Hence African Americans, Puerto Rican Americans, and Mexican Americans, in particu-
lar, have sound reasons for a lack of enthusiasm for an open immigration policy toward
peoples from societies with high levels of technical skills, such as those of Eastern
Europe'

Still, we are able to render at least two major preliminary conclusions. First, in examining
these eight groups, we find that there really are no significant differences in their relative
status across space. With few exceptions, concern about groups that display relative depri-
vation at the national level can justify group-specific policies, regardless of their location.
Second, discernible movements in relative status for all of the groups across census divi-
sions between 1980 and 1990 cannot be explained readily by discernible movements in
their productivity-linked characteristics. The conventional story of human capital as edu-
cation or schooling is not enough. The underlying dynamics of comparative ethnic eco-
nomic success and failure in the United States are far more complex and subtle.
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Notes

1.

The groups were generated based upon census respofidgrasswer to the ances-

try question, although respondents could list more than one ethnic origin. We have
found in a preliminary investigation that the first answer is the more salient correlate
with a variety of economic characteristics.

Persons classified as poor are those whose incomes fall below the poverty line. Our
operational definition of the “affluent” is the group whose members have incomes at
least five times the poverty line; our operational definition of the “middle class” is the
group of persons with incomes ranging between two and five times the poverty line.

Our estimates of mean per capita income in 1980 are lower than Farley’s (1989,
1990). His are calculated on the basis of only the adult population, persons 25 to 54
years of age, whereas we calculated mean per capita income on the basis of all age
groups.

The standard deviations for all of the indicators for the white ethnic minorities are
lower than the standard deviations for all of the indicators for the nonwhite ethnic
minorities.

For the four groups that constitute 1 percent or less of the overall U.S. population (the
Chinese, Japanese, Russian, and Vietnamese ancestry groups), the cell sizes of the
divisions in which they are sparsely represented become quite small. For example, for
the Vietnamese in the East South Central census division, there are only 34 observa-
tions in 1980 and only 7 males and 8 females with positive earnings. In such
instances, inferences about the characteristics of members of the group within the
census division must be made with extreme caution.

For the less numerous groups, e.g., the Viethamese and Japanese, the cell sizes at the
census division level in certain regions become very small in any case.

In 1980 the Vietnamese population in the United States had a mean per capita income
of $3,713, slightly more than half the national average. Only the Puerto Rican popula-
tion, with a mean per capita income of $3,905, also had an average below $4,000. By
1990 the Vietnamese mean per capita income of $9,131 had risen to 66 percent of the
national average. In 1980 the Viethamese poverty rate of 37.5 percent was the highest
in the United States; by 1990 it had fallen to 25.8 percent, still relatively high but not
the highest.

One limitation of the census data is that it does not permit the Irish sample to be part-
itioned between Irish Catholics and Irish Protestants. Andrew Greeley (1981) has
demonstrated that Irish Catholics are well above the mean for most white Americans
with respect to income, schooling, and occupational status. Greeley (1981, p. 4) calls
the Irish Catholics in the United States “the most affluent gentile ethnic group in
America.” The inability to distinguish between Irish Catholics and Protestants in U.S.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Census data led Thomas Sowell (1981), according to Greeley (1981), to err in his
negative assessment of the long-term economic performance of Irish Americans.
Tyree’s (1991) findings using the General Social Survey, a survey that, unlike the
decennial census, asks direct questions about religious affiliation, are consistent with
Greeley’s claim. Tyree also reports, based upon the same data source, that black
Catholics also do better economically than black Protestants. So much for Max
Weber’s (1930) famous hypothesis.

As we are concerned with thelative status of the groups in each year and across the
decade by division, we do not adjust earnings and income data for cost-of-living
variations. In addition, we are not aware that consumer price indexes are available at
the census division level.

The change is probably attributable primarily to immigration into the region. The
percentage of foreign-born Japanese in the East South Central division in 1980 was
51.5 percent and the percentage of the group that had immigrated since 1970 was 18.2
percent (see Table 22); by 1990 the percentage of foreign-born Japanese in East South
Central had risen to 77.3 percent, and 52 percent of the group had immigrated since
1980 (see Table 23). However, it should be noted that the raw number of observations
for the Japanese in this division in 1980 was only 33, or 0.4 percent of the Japanese
sample. In 1990 it was more than twice as high, at 75, or 0.9 percent of the Japanese
sample. Three-quarters of the Japanese ancestry population is concentrated in the
Pacific division.

Texas in the West South Central division, New Mexico and Arizona in the Mountain
division, and California in the Pacific division.

Sowell (1981) has argued that the relative economic success of West Indian blacks
undermines claims that racial discrimination is an important factor in explaining the
economic disadvantage of blacks in the United States. Sowell argues that there are
West Indian cultural traits that lead to greater economic achievement. Census data
allow researchers to distinguish West Indian ancestry blacks from native blacks and to
address Sowell's assertion. Stephen Woodbury (1992) has used the 1980 census to
examine differences in economic performance between black men of West Indian
ancestry and other black men. Woodbury finds that indeed black men of West Indian
ancestry earn $3,000 more than other black men, but the gap can be explained wholly
by schooling and labor market experience. Nevertheless, West Indian black men
earned about $2,500 less than the mean for all white males and less than 40 percent of
the disparity is attributable to differences in own characteristics. The remaining 63
percent of the gross wage gap must be due to discriminatiodissdvantageous

West Indian culture. The latter potential inference is ironic, given Sowell’s position

on the source of the intraracial disparity.

Tyree’s (1991) research and Lieberson’s (1980) research are suggestive of the “lateral
mobility” phenomenon as well.

The United Nations (1990, p. 137) has estimated that in the interval 1970-87 there
were at least 100 scientists and technicians per 1,000 persons in Eastern European
countries, ranging from 101 per 1,000 in former East Germany to 251 per 1,000 in
Hungary. This contrasts with a mere 55 per 1,000 in the United States as a whole.

Cityscape 163



Darity and Winfrey

Table 1
Summary statistics from the 1980 census data, selected categories

Percent | Mean per Percent Percent

immi- capita males females
Percent Percent | grated |income Percent profes- profes-

Ethnic of born since (current  Hercent Hercent  middle gional/ sional/
group population  [foreign 1970 dollars)  affluent oor class  managerial mangagerial
U.S. total 100 6.3 2.5 $7,167 19.2 12.3 50.2 26.2 23.4
Cuban 0.3 77.4 20.5 6,416 16.1 13.3 52.1 24.1 16.4
Mexican 3.9 25.9 14.9 4,309 6.3 23.2 41.4 10.4 10.5
Puerto Rican 0.8 3.0 13 3,905 5.1 35.9 33.5 12.1 13.1
Other Spanish 14 40.4 233 5,611 11.8 18.5 47.0 20.1 15.4
American natives 0.6 0.2 0.1 4,579 8.1 28.0 38.0 16.7 17.7
Asian Indians 0.1 71.0 55.4 8,147 27.7 8.7 50.3 58.7 38.0
Africans (blacks) 115 2.8 0.2 4,535 7.7 29.6 37.3 12.7 17.1
Chinese 0.4 64.5 40.1 7,368 24.9 11.9 46.6 41.6 27.4
Filipino 0.3 65.6 42.5 6.583 17.3 6.9 60.6 26.7 29.9
Japanese 0.3 28.8 13.9 9,477 36.2 6.7 48.5 40.6 29.9
Korean 0.2 82.2 70.6 6,309 17.1 10.0 52.3 35.5 16.6
Vietnamese 0.1 90.5 89.0 3,713 6.4 37.5 36.0 16.8 11.4
American 5.0 0.3 0.1 6,293 14.3 12.7 50.8 17.1 16.4
American Indian 1.0 0.3 0.1 5,828 11.3 14.8 51.8 13.2 14.1
Armenian 0.1 40.0 22.7 8,273 28.0 10.3 47.8 35.6 28.1
Austrian 0.3 15.4 7.6 10,387 35.4 6.1 46.4 47.5 39.3
Belgian 0.1 12.6 2.2 7,906 23.2 7.7 54.1 33.8 22.4
Canadian 0.1 32.8 8.2 8,575 25.7 7.3 50.6 38.7 25.0
Croatian 0.1 12.4 2.8 8,438 26.9 5.4 53.8 36.1 26.0
Czech 0.4 6.0 0.6 8,399 25.4 6.8 54.3 33.1 28.7
Danish 0.4 4.9 0.8 8,337 24.7 6.5 53.2 32.7 30.1
Dutch 15 3.8 0.5 7,429 19.6 8.9 53.7 275 21.4
English 15.6 21 0.4 7,986 23.1 9.1 51.1 30.4 26.8
Finnish 0.2 6.5 0.9 7,722 215 8.5 55.0 29.4 27.6
French 3.1 35 0.6 7,352 19.4 9.0 54.2 25.3 22.8
French-Canadian 0.3 10.9 11 7,382 18.8 7.1 56.1 24.0 239
German 14.2 3.9 0.3 7,877 22.2 7.5 55.0 28.2 25.0
Greek 0.4 28.6 8.9 7,922 23.9 8.2 51.9 33.7 25.1
Hungarian 0.5 135 14 8,857 27.2 7.0 52.5 34.4 28.1
Irish 8.2 17 0.2 7,585 21.4 8.9 53.3 27.6 24.9
Italian 4.2 9.1 1.2 7,723 22.6 7.0 55.8 29.9 23.1
Lebanese 0.1 19.9 11.9 8,275 25.0 8.8 52.3 37.6 317
Lithuanian 0.2 9.7 0.5 9,244 29.9 6.2 51.5 39.5 35.0
Norwegian 1.0 3.1 0.3 8,117 23.8 7.3 54.0 315 26.9
Polish 2.7 7.3 0.9 8,243 24.8 6.5 55.0 30.5 25.4
Portuguese 0.3 26.9 11.6 6,833 15.7 7.9 56.6 17.8 14.2
Rumanian 0.1 22.5 8.1 10,414 37.0 7.3 43.1 47.5 37.4
Russian 1.0 12.0 2.7 11,451 41.6 6.9 41.3 56.9 44.7
Scandinavian 0.2 2.0 0.2 8,228 26.1 6.7 53.0 37.8 36.6
Scots-Irish 2.2 0.9 0.1 8,855 27.6 6.3 52.2 35.3 32.0
Scottish 1.2 7.0 0.9 9,120 29.5 6.7 50.3 38.1 31.8
Slovak 0.2 5.0 0.2 8,046 24.2 5.1 57.8 26.3 25.4
Swedish 1.2 3.3 0.4 8,535 26.2 6.8 53.2 35.3 30.4
Swiss 0.2 6.8 14.0 8,722 314 7.1 49.0 34.5 34.2
Ukrainian 0.2 20.8 21 8,778 28.0 5.7 53.0 34.6 31.0
Welsh 0.4 2.3 0.4 8,744 27.4 6.1 53.1 37.8 32.5
Yugoslavian 0.2 21.6 6.4 8,613 28.1 6.6 54.2 30.3 25.2
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Table 2
Summary statistics from the 1990 census data, selected categories

Percent | Mean per Percent Percent

immi- capita males females
Percent Percent |[grated |income Percent profes- profes-

Ethnic of born since (current  Rercent Percent njiddle sjonal/ sipnal/
group population  [foreign 1970 dollars)  affluent oor class  managerial managerial
U.S. total 100 8.7 3.7 [$13,934 22.8 13.1 45.7 25.6 28.9
Cuban 0.4 73.5 19.4 12,845 20.0 15.2 47.7 24.1 25.8
Mexican 5.3 34.0 17.1 7,518 7.1 27.2 35.6 9.9 15.2
Puerto Rican 0.9 4.4 14.8 8,514 10.1 313 26.7 14.8 20.9
Other Spanish 1.9 54.8 32.1 10,048 12,5 20.9 41.3 16.6 17.8
American natives 0.8 0.2 0.1 8,145 8.5 31.4 33.6 15.1 20.6
Asian Indians 0.2 77.0 45.0 16,554 34.2 9.6 43.4 50.6 35.8
Africans (blacks) 10.2 4.2 0.2 8,620 10.1 30.6 35.7 14.1 20.3
Chinese 0.6 70.0 40.0 14,852 20.9 13.1 39.7 40.9 33.0
Filipino 0.5 69.3 34.5 13,602 26.6 6.6 53.1 239 32.0
Japanese 0.3 33.2 17.6 20,247 45.8 7.2 40.1 43.9 37.6
Korean 0.3 81.7 48.7 12,871 23.0 13.8 46.1 33.6 21.0
Vietnamese 0.2 81.5 51.1 9,131 13.8 25.8 38.3 20.2 16.5
American 5.0 0.5 0.1 11,321 14.8 15.4 46.9 14.7 19.4
American Indian 13 0.6 0.2 10,321 12.3 18.0 45.4 14.0 18.2
Armenian 0.1 45.0 23.4 16,887 33.8 12.4 38.9 40.3 35.4
Austrian 0.2 12.0 8.7 24,075 44.5 4.7 40.3 46.5 47.2
Belgian 0.1 10.4 14 16,017 30.1 6.7 49.1 28.6 34.0
Canadian 0.1 36.4 9.1 17,986 33.4 8.2 44.7 36.1 37.3
Croatian 0.2 8.0 0.9 15,174 25.6 8.1 49.7 26.2 26.8
Czech 0.5 4.9 0.8 15,901 26.7 7.8 49.7 315 34.8
Danish 0.4 4.2 0.8 16,201 28.5 6.3 49.7 33.6 34.8
Dutch 15 3.9 0.7 14,292 22.7 8.8 50.1 26.6 28.3
English 9.4 3.3 0.7 17,377 315 6.9 47.0 34.4 36.8
Finnish 0.2 5.4 11 14,757 25.0 8.8 48.9 28.3 36.3
French 25 3.1 0.7 14,693 24.1 9.7 49.5 25.4 28.4
French-Canadian 0.7 7.8 1.0 14,948 25.5 7.6 51.9 25.7 27.4
German 18.8 2.3 0.3 14,983 25.0 7.9 51.9 27.0 30.4
Greek 0.4 22.1 3.0 17,691 33.6 7.3 47.0 34.9 36.4
Hungarian 0.4 13.4 1.6 18,820 35.1 6.9 45.1 35.2 38.9
Irish 9.1 1.6 0.3 15,485 27.2 8.9 48.1 27.5 31.8
Italian 4.4 6.0 0.4 16,859 32.7 6.7 48.0 319 32.3
Lebanese 0.1 24.7 10.4 16,907 30.4 10.6 46.2 40.3 37.0
Lithuanian 0.2 6.6 0.5 19,979 37.0 5.9 44.3 40.5 41.4
Norwegian 1.0 2.6 0.4 15,662 26.2 7.6 50.0 29.2 32.2
Polish 25 6.1 17 16,809 313 6.7 48.7 31.6 33.1
Portuguese 0.3 24.8 5.9 14,293 25.0 7.4 51.2 18.2 24.9
Rumanian 0.1 26.0 14.0 21,050 40.3 8.5 40.0 45.8 47.1
Russian 1.0 9.6 3.3 27,391 54.0 55 32.0 54.3 52.1
Scandinavian 0.2 2.0 0.2 15,990 27.0 8.0 50.0 37.7 38.7
Scots-Irish 18 13 0.1 17,298 31.1 6.4 48.6 35.2 37.7
Scottish 13 5.3 0.8 18,330 33.8 6.0 47.2 37.5 40.4
Slovak 0.5 3.8 0.4 16,345 29.5 5.8 50.1 33.1 34.8
Swedish 1.2 25 0.5 16,725 30.2 7.0 48.3 32.0 35.1
Swiss 0.3 6.6 17.6 17,777 28.1 5.7 48.1 36.8 39.0
Ukrainian 0.2 17.7 2.4 18,183 33.0 6.7 47.8 38.1 39.9
Welsh 0.4 2.3 0.6 17,586 325 6.2 47.8 39.7 40.4
Yugoslavian 0.1 219 4.0 17,046 29.9 7.2 50.1 30.5 34.2
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Table 3

Census divisions

Division

1. New England Maine Massachusetts
New Hampshire Rhode Island
Vermont Connecticut

2. Middle Atlantic New York Pennsylvania
New Jersey

3. East North Central Ohio Michigan
Indiana Wisconsin
Illinois

4. West North Central Minnesota South Dakota
lowa Nebraska
Missouri Kansas

North Dakota

5. South Atlantic Delaware North Carolina
Maryland South Carolina
District of Columbia Georgia
Virginia Florida
West Virginia

6. East South Central Kentucky Alabama
Tennessee Mississippi

7. West South Central Arkansas Oklahoma
Louisiana Texas

8. Mountain Montana New Mexico
Idaho Arizona
Wyoming Utah
Colorado Nevada

9. Pacific Washington Alaska
Oregon Hawaii
California
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Table 4
Percentage of males ages 25 to 54 with positive earnings, selected ethnic groups
African
All American |Japa- Vietna-
groups Irish Polish Mexican Chinese (hlacks) nese Rulssian mese
1980
U.S. total 93.3 95.0 95.3 91.1 92.1 83.4 93.6 96.3 75.5
New England 94.6 95.7 949 95.2 91.9 85.1 100.0 96.2 53.3
Middle Atlantic 92.4 94.8 94.1 90.7 90.9 80.8 93.1 96.5 78.8
East North Central 94.1 95.0 96.3 91.4 95.3 81.1 92.5 97.5 80.8
West North Central 95.3 96.3 98.5 90.6 95.5 84.8 75.0 98.1 72.0
South Atlantic 92.6 94.2 93.7 90.7 84.8 85.4 89.7 95.7 92.7
East South Central 91.4 93.3 96.4 83.8 87.5 82.7 100.0 81.9 85.7
West South Central 93.2 95.3 96.2 92.1 87.1 83.6 87.5 98.0 85.5
Mountain 95.0 96.6 95.8 91.3 91.9 87.2 93.9 96.9 83.3
Pacific 93.3 94.8 95.6 90.5 93.7 84.4 93.9 95.5 66.7
1990

U.S. total 92.5 94.4 95.3 90.0 89.7 82.0 93.9 95.4 83.7
New England 94.2 94.6 96.4 87.3 90.1 86.5 87.9 96.7 85.7
Middle Atlantic 92.3 95.2 94.4 88.4 91.5 80.4 93.0 94.9 91.4
East North Central 93.0 94.2 94.9 91.9 85.3 77.4 91.0 97.3 94.1
West North Central 94.5 94.9 96.5 92.6 77.8 81.7 87.5 95.3 90.9
South Atlantic 92.6 94.4 96.4 94.0 90.5 85.3 95.2 95.3 92.6
East South Central 90.1 91.7 94.9 96.9 93.0 80.0 90.0 97.2 81.8
West South Central 91.3 94.3 97.0 89.5 88.2 79.1 97.1 95.5 91.5
Mountain 93.8 95.1 95.8 91.1 87.2 86.0 89.5 95.4 75.7
Pacific 92.2 94.3 95.9 89.5 89.8 83.3 94.5 94.8 78.7
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Table 5
Mean adult male earnings of selected ethnic groups
African
All /American |Japa- Vietna-
groups Irish Polish exican Chinese (blacks) nese RL1ssian mese
1980

U.S. total $16,863 | $17,918 | $18,927| $11,735 | $15,586 | $10,572 |$18,945 | $25,161 | $8,087
New England 16,854 | 17,623 | 17,232| 15,211 | 13,051 | 11,587 | 18,176 | 24,668 | 3,613
Middle Atlantic 17,126 | 19,050 18,171| 14,508 | 13,411| 10,753 25,699 25,394 8,348

East North Central 18,239 18,994 | 19,749 13,388 | 15,609 | 12,121 20,760 26,320 5,980
West North Central 16,259 17,000 | 17,952 12,145 | 14,000 | 11,511 11,360 21,609 | 9,974
South Atlantic 15,340 | 16,320 | 19,051| 10,550 | 14,686 9,716 15,975 26,743 | 9,002
East South Central 14,126 | 15,232 | 18,937 9,414 | 15,792 8,399 12,646 14,413 | 12,336
West South Central 16,594 | 17,573 | 19,763| 11,157 | 15,726 | 10,305 14,657 26,097 | 9,546

Mountain 16,765 | 17,281 | 17,547 12,234 | 11,743 | 11,208 15,492 21,830 5,487

Pacific 17,845| 19,053 | 20,651| 11,831 | 17,071 12,007 18,604 24,474 | 7,496
1990

U.S. total $28,537 | $31,336 | $34,258| $17,341 | $28,667 | $17,253 | $38,546 | $53,692 |$20,058

New England 33,379 | 34,680 | 36,151| 30,143 | 26,325 | 21,870 | 45,638 55,112 | 18,715

Middle Atlantic 31,635| 35,287 | 34,775| 16,772 | 26,388 | 19,522 58,304 54,921 | 26,510

East North Central 29,020 | 31,088 | 32,220| 19,669 | 29,534 | 18,196 | 49,626 56,454 | 21,827
West North Central 25,763 | 27,396 | 27,320| 18,994 | 17,260 | 15,947 | 23,320 49,055 | 27,599
South Atlantic 27,322 | 30,191 | 35,240| 17,186 | 25,336 | 16,920 | 39,668 53,665 | 23,108
East South Central 23,545| 24,812 | 35,820| 20,478 | 28,614 | 13,144 | 44,990 51,668 | 27,183
West South Central 25,188 | 28,668 | 33,934| 15,172 | 28,200 | 14,395 | 43,791 49,707 | 20,946
Mountain 26,386 | 27,720 | 32,430| 17,171 | 26,415 | 18,588 | 30,727 38,636 | 13,434
Pacific 30,539 | 32,243 | 40,342| 18,340 | 30,655 | 21,501 | 35,778 53,530 | 19,065
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Table 6

Ratio of group mean earnings to division mean
earnings, selected ethnic groups, males

African
All American |Japa- Vietna-
groups Irish Polish Mexican Chinese (blacks) nese RL1ssian mese
1980
U.S. total 1.00 1.06 1.10 0.70 0.92 0.63 1.12 1.49 0.48
New England 1.00 1.05 1.02 0.90 0.77 0.69 1.08 1.46 0.21
Middle Atlantic 1.00 1.12 1.06 0.85 0.78 0.63 1.50 1.48 0.49
East North Central 1.00 1.04 1.08 0.73 0.86 0.66 1.14 1.44 0.33
West North Central 1.00 1.05 1.10 0.75 0.86 0.71 0.70 1.33 0.61
South Atlantic 1.00 1.06 1.24 0.69 0.96 0.63 1.04 1.74 0.59
East South Central 1.00 1.08 1.34 0.67 1.12 0.59 0.90 1.02 0.87
West South Central 1.00 1.06 1.19 0.67 0.95 0.62 0.88 1.57 0.58
Mountain 1.00 1.03 1.05 0.73 0.70 0.69 0.92 1.30 0.33
Pacific 1.00 1.07 1.16 0.66 0.96 0.67 1.04 1.37 0.42
1990

U.S. total 1.00 1.10 1.20 0.61 1.00 0.60 1.35 1.88 0.70
New England 1.00 1.04 1.08 0.90 0.79 0.66 1.37 1.65 0.56
Middle Atlantic 1.00 1.12 1.10 0.53 0.83 0.62 1.84 1.74 0.84
East North Central 1.00 1.07 111 0.68 1.02 0.63 1.71 1.95 0.75
West North Central 1.00 1.06 1.06 0.74 0.67 0.62 0.91 1.90 0.68
South Atlantic 1.00 1.29 1.29 0.63 0.93 0.62 1.45 1.96 0.85
East South Central 1.00 1.05 1.52 0.87 1.22 0.56 191 2.17 1.15
West South Central 1.00 1.14 1.35 0.60 1.12 0.57 1.74 1.97 0.83
Mountain 1.00 1.05 1.23 0.65 1.00 0.70 1.16 1.46 0.51
Pacific 1.00 1.12 1.32 0.60 1.00 0.70 1.17 1.75 0.62
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Table 7

Percentage of females ages 25 to 54 with positive earnings,

selected ethnic groups

African
All American |Japa- Vietna-
groups Irish Polish Mexican Chinese (placks) nese Rﬂssian mese
1980
U.S. total 66.9 66.7 68.1 58.9 72.8 69.1 67.1 71.6 55.2
New England 70.5 69.9 75.0 66.7 73.0 73.7 58.3 78.0 50.0
Middle Atlantic 63.1 63.4 64.2 56.5 76.9 65.6 48.6 67.7 56.3
East North Central 65.4 64.1 67.9 56.9 63.6 65.1 54.8 715 51.5
West North Central 68.6 69.6 66.4 67.6 61.5 75.0 65.6 77.3 45.0
South Atlantic 69.6 68.7 72.2 68.4 64.4 72.6 44.6 73.6 61.4
East South Central 61.5 64.9 70.0 59.1 45.0 68.3 52.9 71.4 62.5
West South Central 65.7 65.6 70.3 56.9 75.9 69.8 38.2 74.4 57.7
Mountain 68.3 715 77.3 58.7 68.4 75.8 74.3 733 57.1
Pacific 69.0 69.9 71.4 60.3 74.0 69.9 72.9 75.2 52.8
1990
U.S. total 77.0 79.1 80.1 65.4 75.6 74.9 725 81.9 64.1
New England 81.7 82.2 84.8 73.2 82.7 78.8 62.2 84.4 68.9
Middle Atlantic 75.1 78.4 78.7 73.7 74.9 745 45.2 80.5 70.2
East North Central 76.7 77.6 78.5 66.9 82.0 69.0 50.9 81.9 71.4
West North Central 81.2 81.2 81.7 76.5 66.0 75.8 70.8 85.0 74.1
South Atlantic 79.6 80.3 83.3 73.4 78.4 79.5 52.3 85.9 735
East South Central 73.6 75.9 82.3 74.2 53.8 71.8 20.0 65.8 42.9
West South Central 73.3 75.2 80.0 62.8 69.7 71.7 64.5 80.2 71.7
Mountain 78.7 83.3 79.8 69.7 76.8 78.5 79.2 87.8 78.6
Pacific 76.1 80.3 81.6 65.2 76.5 74.6 79.9 79.5 57.3
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Table 8
Mean adult female earnings of selected ethnic groups
African
All American [Japa- Vietna-
groups Irish Polish Mexican Chinese (blacks) nese RL1ssian mese
1980
U.S. total $5,581 | $5,527 $6,050 | $3,969 $6,996 | $5,905 |[%$6,954 | $7,376 $3,796
New England 5,642 5,794 6,286 6,085 6,919 6,254 3,520 6,981 2,339
Middle Atlantic 5,575 5,494 5,763 4,785 6,353 6,301 5,045 7,548 3,841
East North Central 5,551 5,237 6,058 4,348 5,670 6,397 4,563 6,753 3,559
West North Central 5,050 5,090 4,989 4,416 4,259 6,447 5,738 7,740 2,972
South Atlantic 5,770 5,670 6,749 4,614 5,601 5,821 2,971 7,166 4,411
East South Central 4,660 4,788 5,983 2,901 5,510 4,553 3,964 6,071 2,748
West South Central 5,191 5,151 5,459 3,397 5,738 5,056 2,502 8,084 3,944
Mountain 5,345 5,646 6,132 4,030 5,941 6,176 6,275 6,171 4,434
Pacific 6,369 6,517 6,858 4,286 7,907 6,967 8,057 7,923 3,588
1990

U.S. total $13,016 |$13,896 |$15,185 | $8,454 |($15,582 |$12,105 |$16,346 |$20,990 | $11,033
New England 15,598 | 16,579 17,065 | 13,797 18,239 | 15,893 | 10,224 | 21,665 10,984
Middle Atlantic 14,204 | 15,479 15,543 | 12,660 15,910 | 14,823 | 10,055 22,617 17,551
East North Central 12,073 | 12,278 13,278 9,141 12,703 | 11,917 | 10,879 17,043 10,022
West North Central 11,536 | 11,695 12,371 | 10,179 9,440 | 11,789 | 10,064 | 15,809 9,966
South Atlantic 13,476 | 13,945 16,683 9,327 14,371 | 12,109 9,078 21,809 13,906
East South Central 10,237 | 11,105 12,994 8,196 10,504 8,691 2,202 13,145 8,119
West South Central 11,152 | 11,703 15,479 7,229 13,947 9,611 | 12,906 21,729 11,235
Mountain 11,854 | 12,855 13,417 8,647 14,318 | 13,399 | 16,457 14,976 11,002
Pacific 14,724 | 16,440 19,500 8,986 16,191 | 15,265 | 18,714 | 20,904 9,905
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Table 9

Ratio of group mean earnings to division mean earnings,
selected ethnic groups, females

African
All American |Japa- Vietna-
groups Irish Polish I‘flexican Chinese (blacks) nese RL1ssian mese
1980
U.S. total 1.00 0.99 1.08 0.71 1.25 1.06 1.25 1.32 0.68
New England 1.00 1.03 111 1.08 1.23 111 0.62 1.24 0.41
Middle Atlantic 1.00 0.99 1.03 0.86 1.14 1.13 0.90 1.35 0.69
East North Central 1.00 0.94 1.09 0.78 1.02 1.15 0.82 1.22 0.64
West North Central 1.00 1.01 0.99 0.87 0.84 1.28 1.14 1.53 0.59
South Atlantic 1.00 0.98 1.17 0.80 0.97 1.01 0.51 1.24 0.76
East South Central 1.00 1.02 1.28 0.62 1.18 0.98 0.85 1.30 0.59
West South Central 1.00 0.99 1.24 0.65 1.11 0.97 0.48 1.56 0.76
Mountain 1.00 1.06 1.15 0.75 1.11 1.16 1.17 1.15 0.83
Pacific 1.00 1.02 1.02 0.67 1.24 1.09 1.27 1.24 0.56
1990

U.S. total 1.00 1.07 1.17 0.65 1.20 0.93 1.26 1.61 0.85
New England 1.00 1.06 1.09 0.88 1.17 1.02 0.66 1.39 0.70
Middle Atlantic 1.00 1.09 1.09 0.89 1.12 1.04 0.70 1.59 1.24
East North Central 1.00 1.02 1.10 0.76 1.05 0.99 0.90 141 0.83
West North Central 1.00 1.01 1.07 0.88 0.82 1.02 0.87 1.37 0.86
South Atlantic 1.00 1.03 1.24 0.69 1.06 0.90 0.67 1.62 1.03
East South Central 1.00 1.09 1.27 0.80 1.03 0.85 0.22 1.28 0.79
West South Central 1.00 1.05 1.39 0.65 1.25 0.86 1.16 1.95 1.01
Mountain 1.00 1.08 1.32 0.73 121 1.13 1.39 1.26 0.93
Pacific 1.00 1.12 1.32 0.61 1.10 1.04 1.27 1.42 0.67
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Table 10

Summary statistics from the 1980 census data
according to division, selected categories

Percent | Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent | Percent grated income Percent profes- profes-
of born since (current | Percent Percent middle sional/ sional/
Division population | foreign 1970 dollars) affluent poor class |[managerial [manage rial
U.S. total 100.0 6.3 25 $7,167 19.3 12.3 50.2 26.3 234
New England 54 7.8 21 7,381 19.8 9.6 53.7 31.7 26.4
Middle Atlantic 16.2 9.7 3.3 7,350 20.3 116 51.3 28.2 249
East North Central 175 43 1.4 7,487 21.3 10.2 53.0 24.1 21.7
West North Central 6.5 18 0.6 6,791 15.8 115 52.4 24.1 221
South Atlantic 15.8 4.8 18 6,830 17.2 13.9 48.7 257 235
East South Central 5.7 1.0 0.4 5,745 12.0 19.0 44.8 20.7 20.0
West South Central|  10.2 41 21 6,705 17.1 155 46.9 24.0 222
Mountain 5.0 42 1.7 7,026 18.0 11.9 51.0 27.6 24.2
Pacific 14.1 12.99 6.4 7,986 24.2 10.8 48.6 29.2 24.7
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent Mean with both years of pJoyment self- ygars of  ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 51.5 334 79.7 1.7 45 10.0 1.2 34 3.2
New England 52.1 34.7 81.1 2.0 3.8 10.1 1.4 3.0 3.1
Middle Atlantic 52.4 34.9 77.6 18 51 8.6 1.2 3.7 24
East North Central 51.5 33.1 80.6 15 6.4 8.8 11 41 2.7
West North Central 51.3 34.3 85.5 16 41 11.8 11 2.6 41
South Atlantic 51.8 33.9 76.8 16 3.3 9.3 11 3.2 2.8
East South Central 51.7 33.0 79.6 13 51 9.7 0.9 4.2 25
West South Central | 51.1 321 80.6 1.7 2.8 11.0 11 24 34
Mountain 50.3 314 835 2.0 4.0 11.7 1.4 2.7 4.6
Pacific 50.7 329 78.7 21 4.8 11.9 15 3.7 44
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Table 11

Summary statistics from the 1990 census data
according to division, selected categories

Percent [Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females

Percent [Percent |grated |income Percent  |profes- rofes-

of born since (current  Percent Rercent  middle ional/ sfonal/

Division population fpreign 1970 dollars)  affluent poor class managerial manggerial
U.S. total 100.0 8.6 3.7 $13,933 22.8 13.2 45.7 25.6 28.9
New England 5.3 9.4 3.3 16,912 32.7 8.2 46.5 30.9 343
Middle Atlantic 15.4 11.8 44 15,576 28.0 10.5 46.3 27.7 30.7
East North Central 16.7 43 1.4 13,527 214 11.7 49.8 235 26.4
West North Central 6.9 21 0.8 12,330 16.8 12.4 495 225 26.9
South Atlantic 17.4 7.4 3.1 14,050 22.6 13.0 459 259 29.1
East South Central 5.9 1.4 0.5 11,004 14.8 19.8 43.0 20.6 24.2
West South Central 11.0 7.0 3.2 11,733 17.2 19.4 415 233 27.7
Mountain 5.6 6.0 24 12,608 18.5 14.2 458 26.3 28.6
Pacific 15.7 19.3 9.4 15,461 27.3 12.3 42.8 27.7 30.7

Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- ydars of  ployment self-

Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 51.5 35.1 75.8 1.6 4.6 11.2 1.4 3.8 59
New England 51.8 35.9 78.6 2.0 51 12.8 1.8 35 6.6
Middle Atlantic 52.1 36.3 76.8 1.7 4.8 10.5 15 3.7 4.9
East North Central 51.6 35.1 7.7 1.4 5.0 9.9 13 3.9 53
West North Central | 51.4 36.0 82.0 15 4.2 12.9 13 3.1 7.8
South Atlantic 51.9 36.1 71.8 15 34 10.3 14 35 53
East South Central 52.4 35.2 71.9 1.2 4.7 10.3 11 45 45
West South Central| 51.4 33.8 74.3 1.4 5.3 115 1.2 45 5.7
Mountain 50.7 334 77.9 1.7 4.6 12.1 1.4 3.8 7.6
Pacific 50.4 33.8 75.2 18 4.8 125 15 3.9 7.4
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Table 12
Summary statistics from the 1980 census data, Irish ancestry
Percent | Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent |[Percent |grated |income Percent  profes- rofes-
of Irish born since (current  Percent Percent niddle slonal/ sipnal/
Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class managerial manggerial
U.S. total 100.0 1.7 0.1 $7,585 21.4 8.8 53.3 27.6 24.9
New England 9.1 2.7 0.1 7,575 221 7.3 55.1 345 294
Middle Atlantic 19.8 3.2 0.2 7.707 22.7 7.3 55.8 30.2 27.6
East North Central 15.7 15 0.1 7,840 235 8.0 54.0 25.0 23.0
West North Central 6.3 0.6 0.2 6,872 15.7 10.7 53.6 253 224
South Atlantic 13.9 1.2 0.2 7,339 19.1 9.6 53.2 27.3 243
East South Central 6.2 0.3 0.0 6,282 13.7 12.9 50.0 20.9 19.0
West South Central 9.5 0.5 0.2 7,359 19.6 11.0 51.0 245 223
Mountain 9.7 13 0.3 7,553 20.2 9.3 53.5 27.7 24.4
Pacific 11.6 22 0.3 8,660 27.8 8.0 50.0 30.0 26.9
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- ygars of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 52.9 34.8 84.3 18 45 9.6 1.2 3.2 3.1
New England 53.6 34.3 84.7 22 5.0 8.3 15 24 1.9
Middle Atlantic 53.9 34.6 85.5 1.9 44 7.1 1.2 3.1 1.9
East North Central 52.8 33.9 84.7 1.6 6.4 7.9 1.0 3.9 25
West North Central 53.2 35.7 85.2 1.7 45 11.6 11 2.9 41
South Atlantic 52.9 35.3 83.4 1.7 3.2 10.1 11 3.1 2.9
East South Central 53.3 36.0 86.6 13 4.0 11.8 0.7 4.0 3.7
West South Central| 51.7 36.0 85.4 16 3.1 125 1.0 21 4.0
Mountain 50.8 33.7 84.7 2.0 43 111 1.4 2.8 51
Pacific 52.2 34.9 79.6 22 51 12.1 15 3.8 49
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Table 13
Summary statistics from the 1990 census data, Irish ancestry
Percent [Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent |Percent |grated |income Percent  |profes- rofes-
of Irish born since (current  Rercent Percent  middle sjonal/ sipnal/
Division population foreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class managerial mandgerial
U.S. total 100.0 16 0.3 | $15,485 27.2 0.9 48.1 275 31.8
New England 8.8 24 0.5 17,884 36.9 0.5 47.4 329 39.0
Middle Atlantic 185 24 0.4 17,191 34.1 0.6 475 28.9 343
East North Central 15.3 1.0 0.1 14,503 239 1.0 50.5 252 27.1
West North Central 6.3 0.7 0.1 12,976 18.6 11 49.1 243 27.9
South Atlantic 17.0 16 0.4 15,546 26.4 8.7 49.0 27.6 321
East South Central 7.3 0.4 0.2 12.337 17.6 12.4 48.8 20.0 27.3
West South Central 10.7 1.0 0.2 13,498 20.9 12.3 47.0 26.0 30.4
Mountain 4.7 15 0.2 13,763 21.2 10.0 48.9 27.3 30.7
Pacific 115 25 0.4 18,070 335 7.6 44.7 30.5 344
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  [Percent
living male unem- males female unem- emales
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 53.2 36.9 815 1.7 4.0 115 15 3.2 6.0
New England 525 35.1 845 21 5.0 12.0 2.0 3.6 55
Middle Atlantic 53.6 35.9 83.0 1.8 3.9 9.4 1.6 3.0 4.6
East North Central 53.5 36.3 81.2 15 4.7 9.9 13 3.2 55
West North Central 53.5 37.8 80.9 15 3.7 12.9 13 3.0 7.3
South Atlantic 53.4 37.6 80.8 1.6 2.6 11.2 1.4 3.0 6.2
East South Central 53.4 39.1 83.2 1.2 45 11.2 11 3.7 52
West South Central| 52.8 38.7 82.2 15 4.0 13.6 1.2 3.3 6.2
Mountain 52.2 35.7 89.6 18 43 125 15 4.2 7.8
Pacific 52.6 37.0 77.4 7.9 4.2 141 1.7 2.8 7.9
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Table 14
Summary statistics from the 1980 census data, Polish ancestry
Percent |Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent |Percent |grated [income Percent  profes- profes-
of Polish born since current ercent  Pprcent  middle sional/ sipnal/
Division population fpreign 1970 dollars)  affluent poor class managerial managerial
U.S. total 100.0 1.7 0.2 $7,586 21.4 8.9 53.3 27.6 24.9
New England 9.1 2.7 0.1 7,575 221 7.3 55.1 345 29.4
Middle Atlantic 19.8 3.2 0.2 7.707 22.7 7.3 55.8 30.2 27.6
East North Central 15.7 15 0.1 7,840 235 8.0 54.0 25.0 23.0
West North Central 6.3 0.6 0.1 6,872 15.7 10.7 53.6 253 224
South Atlantic 13.9 1.2 16 7,339 19.1 9.6 53.2 27.3 243
East South Central 6.2 0.3 0.0 6,282 13.7 12.9 50.0 20.9 19.0
West South Central 9.5 0.6 0.2 7,859 19.6 11.0 51.0 245 223
Mountain 9.6 13 0.3 7,553 20.2 9.3 53.5 27.7 24.4
Pacific 11.6 22 0.3 8,668 27.8 8.0 50.0 30.0 26.9
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 52.9 34.8 84.3 18 45 9.7 1.2 3.2 3.1
New England 53.6 34.3 84.7 22 5.0 8.3 15 24 1.9
Middle Atlantic 53.9 34.6 85.5 1.9 45 7.1 1.2 3.2 1.9
East North Central 52.8 33.9 84.7 1.6 6.4 7.9 1.0 3.9 25
West North Central 53.2 35.6 85.3 1.7 45 11.6 11 2.9 41
South Atlantic 52.9 35.3 83.5 1.7 3.2 10.1 11 3.1 2.9
East South Central 53.3 35.0 86.6 13 4.0 11.8 0.7 4.0 3.7
West South Central|  51.7 36.0 85.5 1.6 3.1 125 1.0 21 4.0
Mountain 50.8 33.7 84.7 2.0 43 111 15 2.8 51
Pacific 52.2 34.9 80.0 22 51 12.1 15 3.8 4.9
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Table 15
Summary statistics from the 1990 census data, Polish ancestry
Percent | Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent [Percent |grated |income Rercent  profes- rofes-
of Polish born since current  Rercent Percent  mjddle sjonal/ sipnal/
Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class managerial manggerial
U.S. total 100.0 6.1 1.7 $16,809 31.3 6.7 48.7 31.6 33.1
New England 8.9 7.0 21 18,103 37.9 55 46.4 35.7 37.9
Middle Atlantic 30.9 6.6 1.7 17,087 322 6.4 48.0 30.7 34.0
East North Central 314 52 1.7 15,159 27.2 6.9 52.3 26.1 27.1
West North Central 43 2.7 0.7 12,937 19.2 10.7 51.0 20.5 258
South Atlantic 10.0 6.7 15 18,452 34.8 55 45.6 40.5 37.0
East South Central 0.9 4.8 0.7 14,923 245 9.2 50.5 40.9 354
West South Central 3.3 41 11 16,733 30.6 7.9 48.0 35.3 414
Mountain 2.8 54 14 16,059 28.1 9.2 48.0 33.3 37.3
Pacific 7.5 9.3 2.6 21,621 414 6.1 414 415 39.7
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  [Percent
living male unem- males female unem- emales
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 51.8 37.8 84.9 2.0 3.9 11.8 1.7 2.8 5.7
New England 51.6 38.7 83.3 22 54 13.0 2.0 35 4.8
Middle Atlantic 52.2 39.1 85.9 1.9 4.0 10.7 1.7 2.6 51
East North Central 52.2 37.0 84.7 1.7 3.9 10.0 13 3.0 44
West North Central 51.6 34.9 86.0 1.4 3.6 12.1 13 24 7.2
South Atlantic 51.8 39.7 86.3 24 3.3 14.2 2.0 22 7.7
East South Central 475 322 86.5 24 0.8 113 15 24 4.8
West South Central| 51.8 33.9 84.2 2.0 1.7 113 1.9 3.3 6.7
Mountain 50.2 36.4 78.0 2.3 4.7 155 18 3.3 8.7
Pacific 495 87.4 84.1 2.7 3.7 16.2 21 2.7 9.1
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Table 16
Summary statistics from the 1980 census data, Mexican ancestry
Percent |Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent |Percent [grated |income Rercent  profes- profes-
of Mexican | born since (current  Rercent Percent  middle slonal/ sipnal/
Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class managerial managerial
U.S. total 100.0 259 149 $4,309 6.3 23.2 414 10.4 10.5
New England 0.2 155 5.0 5,885 13.1 15.7 48.4 222 22.7
Middle Atlantic 0.9 24.3 14.4 5,425 12.3 27.9 39.4 226 20.0
East North Central 7.5 31.9 19.3 4,940 9.1 17.4 49.2 7.0 8.3
West North Central 14 115 6.2 4,694 5.7 17.4 51.7 115 13.6
South Atlantic 22 13.8 7.2 4,237 7.7 31.1 31.3 14.9 11.9
East South Central 6.3 29 13 3,510 3.1 35.8 31.6 10.2 11.9
West South Central 29.3 17.3 9.13 3,792 44 285 36.2 10.2 10.3
Mountain 10.6 14.2 7.9 4,441 6.1 214 43.9 12.4 12.8
Pacific 43.1 35.0 21 4,554 7.3 20.0 44.0 10.0 9.8
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 49.4 245 79.7 0.7 6.2 5.2 0.4 51 15
New England 52.2 26.7 64.6 1.8 9.5 14.3 0.9 111 3.7
Middle Atlantic 51.2 26.7 70.4 13 3.9 3.9 1.2 43 2.8
East North Central | 48.1 23.2 79.5 0.5 8.9 29 0.4 6.9 1.6
West North 485 239 78.8 0.7 5.8 6.8 0.5 2.8 11
South Atlantic 48.0 26.0 70.3 0.9 3.2 3.2 0.5 24 0.7
East South Central | 52.9 30.8 69.1 0.7 41 8.1 0.3 11.4 11
West South 49.8 25.0 824 0.6 41 6.2 0.4 3.2 1.4
Mountain 50.0 24.4 80.2 0.8 5.8 51 0.4 34 1.7
Pacific 48.9 24.0 78.7 0.7 7.4 51 0.4 6.8 15
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Table 17
Summary statistics from the 1990 census data, Mexican ancestry
Percent |Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent |Percent |grated |income profes- rofes-
of Mexican | born since current  Rercent Pprcent sjonal/ sipnal/
Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor mangagerial manggerial
U.S. total 100.0 34.0 171 $7,518 7.1 27.2 9.9 15.2
New England 0.2 355 215 13,965 26.4 12.8 20.3 28.0
Middle Atlantic 0.9 48.8 35.3 10,600 14.7 21.1 13.0 19.4
East North Central 5.8 344 15.7 8,281 7.6 19.5 8.1 14.1
West North Central 12.6 175 8.3 8,431 6.5 228 10.9 21.3
South Atlantic 22 39.4 27.1 8,705 9.1 24.1 13.2 21.0
East South Central 0.2 125 5.3 8,772 9.8 29.6 15.9 18.2
West South Central 31.1 245 10.7 6,249 43 34.7 9.9 15.9
Mountain 11.0 21.6 111 7,358 5.9 28.2 11.9 15.7
Pacific 47.4 43.1 224 8,132 8.8 234 9.3 141
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Female  Percent
living male unem- males unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- y ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed ate employed
U.S. total 48.6 25.6 715 0.6 7.2 6.3 6.5 3.1
New England 46.0 27.2 82.3 1.8 3.6 9.1 7.1 1.8
Middle Atlantic 459 254 67.3 0.9 6.0 6.8 41 2.6
East North Central 47.1 24.4 72.0 0.5 75 52 6.8 2.3
West North Central 49.2 24.4 57.3 0.6 2.8 5.0 3.8 2.7
South Atlantic 424 24.1 74.0 0.7 3.7 3.1 5.0 44
East South Central 485 26.2 65.1 1.0 0.0 10.9 7.6 15
West South Central|  49.9 26.7 74.7 0.6 7.8 7.2 6.0 3.2
Mountain 495 26.0 68.7 0.7 6.7 6.0 55 34
Pacific 48.0 24.9 70.0 0.6 7.2 6.2 7.2 3.1
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Table 18
Summary statistics from the 1980 census data, Chinese ancestry
Percent |Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent |[Percent |grated |income Percent  profes- profes-
of Chinese | born since (current ercent Pprcent  middle s|onal/ sipnal/
Division population foreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class managerial managerial
U.S. total 100.0 64.5 40.1 $7,368 24.9 11.9 46.6 41.6 27.4
New England 3.6 67.1 385 6,861 233 16.4 40.4 41.7 35.8
Middle Atlantic 22.0 72.8 43.7 6,342 18.3 14.4 428 32.7 19.9
East North Central 6.9 67.8 42.6 7,058 25.0 10.1 54.4 49.2 27.0
West North Central 14 79.1 53.9 5,144 13.9 25.7 39.6 60.0 19.0
South Atlantic 6.1 74.0 48.1 7,009 27.1 16.5 36.0 49.0 34.0
East South Central 1.0 63.4 48.8 7,050 20.5 9.0 55.1 73.9 375
West South Central 42 70.9 494 7,840 24.2 11.0 555 52.6 25.6
Mountain 2.0 59.3 43.8 6,638 155 10.5 61.3 55.6 20.7
Pacific 51.8 58.4 35.8 7,977 28.3 10.0 47.8 40.1 29.6
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 495 315 90.7 35 18 12.3 2.3 29 51
New England 50.4 329 91.9 3.3 0.0 3.2 2.6 0.0 0.0
Middle Atlantic 485 31.0 93.1 29 3.3 8.1 2.0 2.7 3.2
East North Central 48.1 29.5 93.3 4.7 0.0 10.9 2.9 3.9 4.7
West North Central 53.0 26.5 78.8 5.6 45 18.2 2.8 3.8 0.0
South Atlantic 50.5 30.3 88.7 42 0.9 7.1 3.0 5.8 5.0
East South Central 51.2 28.0 92.6 5.8 0.0 16.7 43 10.0 15.0
West South Central|  48.5 28.0 91.2 4.0 0.0 18.8 24 1.2 10.8
Mountain 48.1 28.8 81.0 4.6 2.7 18.9 21 0.0 2.6
Pacific 50.0 32.7 90.3 3.3 1.9 14.7 22 2.6 59
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Table 19
Summary statistics from the 1990 census data, Chinese ancestry
Percent | Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent |Percent |grated |income Percent |profes- profes-
of Chinese | born since (current  Percent Hercent  middle gional/ sional/
Division population foreign 1970 follars)  affluent poor class managerial manggerial
U.S. total 100.0 70.0 39.7 | $14,852 29.9 13.1 39.6 40.9 33.0
New England 44 71.9 43.0 16,462 34.0 11.9 30.9 435 384
Middle Atlantic 211 75.6 423 13,600 26.6 13.4 38.9 36.8 29.4
East North Central 5.6 70.0 39.7 13,839 28.2 18.9 39.7 52.3 37.1
West North Central 13 71.6 47.2 10,386 141 13.1 36.2 52.0 56.1
South Atlantic 7.1 75.2 42.3 14,776 29.9 17.4 41.6 48.0 38.2
East South Central 0.9 76.3 43.2 13,211 18.2 17.4 56.1 452 36.0
West South Central 43 71.3 42.2 15,106 31.0 17.4 37.8 494 42.7
Mountain 2.3 67.0 28.8 14,983 21.3 18.4 452 51.9 222
Pacific 52.9 66.8 38.0 15,439 31.9 11.7 40.0 384 31.8
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female [Percent
living male unem- males female unem- emales
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of  ployment delf-
Division female age parents  follege rate employed cpllege ate employed
U.S. total 50.5 33.2 90.5 3.1 25 10.9 2.3 29 6.3
New England 51.7 321 93.6 3.9 2.9 9.4 2.8 1.2 7.4
Middle Atlantic 50.6 33.2 91.3 2.7 4.2 7.0 22 44 4.7
East North Central | 48.5 314 93.7 42 0.9 85 2.8 24 5.7
West North Central| 49.2 29.5 86.4 4.6 3.7 5.6 3.3 3.8 13.2
South Atlantic 50.9 32.2 92.8 34 21 6.3 35 2.0 7.4
East South Central | 51.8 30.6 96.7 34 2.3 14.0 22 0.0 7.7
West South Central| 50.9 30.8 87.4 4.2 3.0 11.2 3.0 2.3 9.1
Mountain 54.7 324 81.7 3.3 0.0 12.8 1.9 3.2 53
Pacific 50.4 34.0 90.0 2.8 2.0 13.6 22 2.6 6.5
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Table 20
Summary statistics from the 1980 census data, African ancestry (black)
Percent | Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent |[Percent |grated |income ercent  profes- profes-
of black born since (current  Percent Pprcent niddle slonal/ sipnal/
Division population foreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class managerial managerial
U.S. total 100.0 2.8 1.7 $4,535 7.7 29.6 37.3 12.7 17.1
New England 18 10.5 6.5 5,137 9.5 25.8 41.3 19.7 17.3
Middle Atlantic 16.2 9.2 5.3 4,954 9.3 27.9 40.1 14.9 175
East North Central 16.5 1.2 0.6 5,142 111 28.1 40.8 12.3 17.6
West North Central 2.8 11 0.7 4,763 8.0 25.0 40.8 13.2 20.1
South Atlantic 285 18 11 4,240 6.2 29.6 36.4 115 16.8
East South Central 9.4 0.6 0.3 3,350 3.0 38.1 28.0 9.8 15.2
West South Central|  13.2 1.0 0.6 4,027 54 325 344 9.7 15.6
Mountain 1.0 18 1.2 5,143 9.3 24.7 426 18.9 19.7
Pacific 75 21 1.2 5,686 12.8 224 42.0 18.3 20.4
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 53.0 29.0 51.3 0.9 7.9 3.7 0.9 6.0 1.2
New England 52.9 27.7 44.4 1.2 6.0 4.7 0.9 6.5 15
Middle Atlantic 54.4 29.7 459 1.0 8.6 35 0.8 6.2 0.9
East North Central | 53.3 28.4 46.4 0.9 13.0 3.1 0.9 5.7 1.2
West North Central | 52.3 29.3 49.1 11 8.9 29 1.0 6.6 1.6
South Atlantic 52.9 29.0 54.2 0.8 5.8 3.7 0.8 6.7 1.2
East South Central | 52.9 29.5 56.6 0.7 8.0 3.3 0.8 6.1 0.9
West South Central| 52.7 28.8 56.8 0.9 54 4.6 0.8 6.3 1.4
Mountain 47.8 27.1 52.0 1.4 54 5.6 1.0 7.6 2.0
Pacific 50.9 28.7 49.7 16 7.2 43 13 7.0 1.7
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Table 21
Summary statistics from the 1990 census data, African ancestry (black)
Percent | Mean per Percent Percent
immi- capita males females
Percent |Percent |grated |income Percent |profes- profes-
of black born since (current  Percent Hercent  middle gional/ sional/
Division population foreign 1970 follars)  affluent poor class managerial manggerial
U.S. total 100.0 4.2 2.2 $8,620 10.1 30.6 35.7 14.1 20.3
New England 1.9 15.4 8.3 11,747 17.9 21.3 433 17.6 251
Middle Atlantic 13.4 13.9 6.6 10,814 16.7 23.2 41.3 17.1 24.0
East North Central 14.0 11 0.5 8,948 11.6 325 35.9 14.9 20.2
West North Central 2.6 18 1.2 8,182 8.6 34.1 33.6 14.7 20.1
South Atlantic 335 3.7 21 8,462 8.9 27.8 374 12.6 19.2
East South Central 11.2 0.5 0.3 5,917 35 421 27.3 9.7 16.4
West South Central 14.2 13 0.7 6,633 55 39.6 29.1 11.7 18.4
Mountain 1.2 34 18 9,905 12.2 26.1 39.6 20.0 22.0
Pacific 8.0 41 1.9 11,659 17.9 20.4 40.4 20.3 257
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female [Percent
living male unem- males female unem- emales
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of  ployment delf-
Division female age parents  follege rate employed cpllege ate employed
U.S. total 53.6 30.7 40.0 0.9 8.7 4.6 1.0 7.4 2.3
New England 53.2 29.4 40.5 13 9.7 35 1.2 6.2 2.9
Middle Atlantic 54.5 32.0 37.9 1.0 9.6 43 11 6.7 2.0
East North Central | 54.2 30.9 34.9 0.9 12.3 41 1.0 9.3 1.8
West North Central| 53.0 29.8 34.9 1.0 9.0 4.6 1.0 7.7 1.7
South Atlantic 53.7 30.8 42.2 0.8 59 4.7 0.9 6.0 24
East South Central | 54.2 30.4 39.9 0.6 9.0 3.9 0.8 85 18
West South Central| 53.2 30.0 40.0 0.8 11.4 51 0.9 9.3 2.6
Mountain 49.1 28.9 40.5 1.2 6.2 41 1.2 8.0 3.0
Pacific 51.2 30.5 45.0 1.4 8.7 6.1 13 6.4 34
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Table 22
Summary statistics from the 1980 census data, Japanese ancestry
Percent | Mean per Percent Percent
Percent immi- capita males females
of Percent |grated |income Percent |profes- profes-
Japanese | born since (current  Percent Hercent  middle gional/ sional/
Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class manpgerial manggerial
U.S. total 100.0 28.8 13.9 $9,477 36.2 6.7 485 40.6 29.9
New England 0.9 55.9 324 8,587 28.8 13.6 39.0 46.2 18.8
Middle Atlantic 5.8 69.8 48.0 10,747 39.1 8.3 435 53.1 31.8
East North Central 4.8 45.6 251 9,410 33.6 9.1 48.0 55.1 25.0
West North Central 1.2 38.6 13.6 7,908 20.7 13.4 63.4 60.0 27.3
South Atlantic 34 64.5 359 8,110 20.4 9.6 54.3 39.3 18.3
East South Central 0.4 51.5 18.2 5,952 10.0 9.7 60.0 25.0 40.0
West South Central 1.9 65.9 34.8 6,963 16.8 10.0 53.4 57.1 30.0
Mountain 4.8 30.3 10.2 7,634 26.5 6.6 47.9 32.6 27.6
Pacific 76.0 21.2 9.0 9,681 385 6.1 48.3 38.8 31.0
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 53.5 355 88.7 29 1.7 10.6 18 1.7 45
New England 52.9 29.3 66.7 43 0.0 0.0 2.3 125 8.3
Middle Atlantic 58.5 31.3 85.5 3.9 0.0 5.9 22 2.9 43
East North Central 57.6 33.2 88.9 4.0 0.0 75 16 1.0 4.8
West North Central 58.0 34.0 75.0 3.0 125 0.0 13 6.3 0.0
South Atlantic 66.9 325 90.0 3.9 0.0 34 1.2 59 1.0
East South Central 54.5 329 85.7 22 0.0 0.0 15 5.9 0.0
West South Central|  62.2 30.8 76.7 4.6 6.3 6.3 11 0.0 1.8
Mountain 58.6 32.2 85.7 3.2 0.0 8.2 1.4 2.0 5.0
Pacific 51.5 36.5 90.0 2.7 1.9 11.8 1.8 0.9 4.8
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Table 23
Summary statistics from the 1990 census data, Japanese ancestry
Percent | Mean per Percent Percent
Percent immi- capita males females
of Percent |grated |income Percent |profes- profes-
Japanese | born since (current  Percent Hercent  middle gional/ sional/
Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class manpgerial mandgerial
U.S. total 100.0 33.3 17.6 $20,247 458 7.2 40.0 439 37.6
New England 1.6 68.7 47.0 21,031 40.2 23.8 33.6 60.6 429
Middle Atlantic 6.6 76.3 56.1 23,785 52.8 10.0 29.3 58.0 40.9
East North Central 49 62.3 44.1 20,219 48.4 10.4 329 66.7 41.8
West North Central 1.0 47.7 221 15,894 29.5 16.7 449 43.8 36.4
South Atlantic 49 66.7 35.1 17,631 314 54 46.1 50.0 345
East South Central 0.9 77.3 52.0 19,697 38.2 8.8 52.9 60.0 66.7
West South Central 22 62.3 29.0 18,284 36.3 8.9 453 457 375
Mountain 3.6 29.4 111 16,919 30.9 13.7 48.1 45.6 453
Pacific 74.2 23.1 10.0 20,368 47.3 6.0 40.4 39.8 36.8
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 53.8 38.2 86.3 29 16 11.0 2.3 1.4 6.1
New England 545 29.2 87.5 4.8 3.0 18.1 34 0.0 10.8
Middle Atlantic 55.9 30.2 93.6 3.9 21 4.9 2.6 0.6 4.2
East North Central 55.6 34.7 94.4 3.6 0.0 5.6 2.3 1.9 5.6
West North Central 57.0 36.5 81.8 29 0.0 0.0 2.3 8.3 0.0
South Atlantic 64.2 34.0 82.1 3.8 1.2 7.1 21 2.3 4.6
East South Central 54.7 35.8 100.0 44 5.0 5.0 1.7 0.0 0.0
West South Central|  66.1 335 95.1 3.1 29 14.3 15 0.0 1.6
Mountain 56.1 35.1 76.3 2.8 0.0 7.0 22 13 3.9
Pacific 52.2 40.0 84.9 2.6 1.7 12.4 2.3 1.4 6.9

186 Cityscape



Interethnic Disparity

Table 24
Summary statistics from the 1980 census data, Russian ancestry

Percent | Mean per Percent Percent

Percent immi- capita males females
of Percent |grated |income Percent |profes- profes-
Russian born since (current  Percent Percent  middle gional/ sipnal/

Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class manpgerial manggerial
U.S. total 100.0 12.0 2.7 $11,451 41.6 6.9 41.3 56.9 44.7
New England 8.2 9.6 2.6 10,742 39.3 7.8 42.6 57.6 51.9
Middle Atlantic 41.8 12.6 34 11,399 429 6.8 39.8 57.2 46.3
East North Central 11.3 10.2 22 11,776 44.1 5.8 424 56.0 39.8
West North Central 2.3 8.4 0.8 10,893 36.1 8.3 452 452 38.3
South Atlantic 13.2 12.9 1.7 11,559 40.0 5.8 41.7 59.6 415
East South Central 0.4 19.1 15.7 10,465 30.6 224 38.8 52.4 545
West South Central 1.9 5.6 18 11,363 39.2 7.1 43.6 52.6 37.8
Mountain 29 9.9 18 9,478 27.1 13.3 50.7 457 40.7
Pacific 16.1 14.3 2.3 12,004 42.8 6.9 41.1 59.4 44.6

Percent

children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent

living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-

Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 51.8 41.1 87.9 4.0 29 19.7 29 35 6.2
New England 52.9 39.7 89.1 45 3.0 20.6 35 43 7.8
Middle Atlantic 52.7 424 88.6 3.9 2.8 19.2 2.9 35 4.6
East North Central 51.4 38.2 89.4 3.9 25 18.3 2.8 3.6 4.2
West North Central 49.3 39.6 90.4 35 4.8 16.2 3.0 1.0 8.2
South Atlantic 51.8 45.7 88.7 43 25 18.8 29 34 85
East South Central 41.6 36.9 93.8 41 45 9.0 4.2 0.0 14.3
West South Central| ~ 47.7 33.8 86.0 3.6 4.0 18.2 2.8 4.7 5.8
Mountain 51.4 36.8 90.4 3.8 0.8 16.8 25 3.1 9.2
Pacific 50.9 39.0 84.8 4.2 3.1 245 3.0 3.9 8.7
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Table 25
Summary statistics from the 1990 census data, Russian ancestry

Percent | Mean per Percent Percent

Percent immi- capita males females
of Percent |grated |income Percent |profes- profes-
Russian born since (current ercent  Fercent  middle gional/ sipnal/

Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class manpgerial mandgerial
U.S. total 100.0 9.6 3.3 $27,391 54.0 55 321 54.3 52.1
New England 8.6 7.2 3.3 28,589 58.6 41 31.3 55.0 56.8
Middle Atlantic 37.3 9.6 3.8 28,899 57.5 4.6 29.8 53.9 54.1
East North Central 10.3 111 3.9 24,820 49.3 6.7 355 55.5 46.2
West North Central 25 7.2 1.0 23,674 41.1 9.9 385 47.6 40.9
South Atlantic 16.7 6.2 1.2 26,759 52.3 4.0 35.2 58.2 53.3
East South Central 0.7 8.8 3.7 26,951 60.0 6.2 23.8 52.8 46.7
West South Central 21 8.3 21 28,872 50.4 6.8 33.9 545 489
Mountain 3.3 6.2 0.7 20,245 38.0 8.2 40.0 39.6 45.7
Pacific 18.3 14.1 4.8 27,411 53.7 7.2 30.0 55.1 51.3

Percent

children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent

living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-

Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 52.0 425 88.1 3.7 3.0 20.9 3.2 3.0 11.7
New England 53.1 39.2 88.4 41 2.6 233 3.7 34 12.2
Middle Atlantic 52.3 425 90.3 3.7 2.7 20.2 3.3 35 10.0
East North Central 51.6 40.8 88.5 3.7 34 19.3 3.0 2.3 9.3
West North Central 51.8 40.1 89.7 35 3.8 20.8 2.7 1.7 19.2
South Atlantic 52.8 47.0 87.6 4.0 18 15.7 3.3 24 11.8
East South Central 52.9 40.2 100.0 4.0 0.0 19.4 3.1 0.0 15.8
West South Central|  48.1 389 91.4 3.6 2.7 19.6 29 1.9 113
Mountain 49.8 40.7 84.2 3.3 6.3 17.8 2.9 6.1 135
Pacific 51.1 41.6 83.4 3.6 3.9 26.4 3.2 3.0 14.4
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Table 26
Summary statistics from the 1980 census data, Viethamese ancestry

Percent | Mean per Percent Percent

Percent immi- capita males females
of Percent |grated |income Percent |profes- profes-
Vietnamese | born since (current  Percent Percent  middle gional/ sipnal/

Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class manpgerial manggerial
U.S. total 100.0 90.5 89.0 $3,714 6.4 374 36.0 16.8 11.4
New England 2.7 95.4 93.8 2,326 0.0 63.9 22.6 25.0 27.3
Middle Atlantic 8.3 89.1 87.6 3,476 45 40.3 32.8 13.8 18.2
East North Central 7.2 93.1 92.0 2,967 4.0 51.8 37.0 13.0 4.0
West North Central 4.7 96.5 96.5 4,189 7.1 42.0 33.6 39.1 8.3
South Atlantic 11.0 88.0 85.0 4,744 10.0 233 429 17.1 145
East South Central 14 79.4 79.4 4,555 5.8 35.3 58.8 33.3 0.0
West South Central|  19.8 89.7 88.7 3,527 5.8 36.2 452 18.1 5.6
Mountain 2.7 87.9 84.8 3,505 45 27.3 30.3 10.0 2.7
Pacific 39.4 91.7 90.5 3,575 6.5 38.6 29.7 14.2 111

Percent

children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent

living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-

Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 49.7 23.2 79.8 18 7.2 35 8.7 2.8 1.9
New England 415 22.0 69.2 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0
Middle Atlantic 46.8 22.8 87.7 15 9.1 3.0 1.6 3.1 0.0
East North Central 49.4 195 87.6 1.8 3.8 0.0 0.3 6.0 3.0
West North Central 43.9 235 71.4 24 0.0 4.0 11 0.0 0.0
South Atlantic 54.5 23.6 84.0 22 9.8 24 1.0 0.0 2.9
East South Central 58.8 222 76.5 4.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0
West South Central|  52.5 23.2 83.1 18 6.6 3.9 0.5 3.8 3.8
Mountain 455 229 77.8 15 8.3 8.3 0.5 7.1 0.0
Pacific 485 23.8 75.6 1.7 7.9 45 1.0 3.3 1.7
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Table 27
Summary statistics from the 1990 census data, Viethamese ancestry
Percent | Mean per Percent Percent
Percent immi- capita males females
of Percent |grated |income Percent |profes- profes-
Vietnamese | born since (current ercent  Fercent  middle gional/ sipnal/
Division population fpreign 1970 ollars)  affluent poor class manpgerial mandgerial
U.S. total 100.0 81.5 51.1 $9,131 13.8 258 38.3 20.2 16.5
New England 42 87.8 76.3 8,386 8.8 321 35.0 19.2 27.3
Middle Atlantic 49 83.7 51.2 12,792 223 26.0 245 259 214
East North Central 4.2 85.0 55.4 8,750 16.8 19.8 38.8 31.3 10.3
West North Central 2.7 77.4 50.3 6,934 2.0 37.1 43.0 18.8 28.6
South Atlantic 10.9 85.0 48.3 10,608 20.2 18.2 43.2 18.4 14.6
East South Central 0.9 69.8 321 10,630 9.6 26.9 30.8 10.0 40.0
West South Central 13.9 78.3 37.0 8,823 125 234 43.0 15.6 16.3
Mountain 3.2 86.2 54.5 7,074 3.8 36.0 44.6 12.1 8.3
Pacific 55.1 80.8 53.0 8,891 13.6 26.6 37.1 21.3 16.1
Percent
children Mean Male Percent Mean Female  Percent
living male unem- males female unem-  females
Percent | Mean with both years of ployment self- years of ployment self-
Division female age parents ollege rate employed college ate employed
U.S. total 47.9 26.4 79.3 15 7.3 7.1 1.0 5.8 6.0
New England 44.9 26.3 59.2 1.2 54 35 1.4 44 44
Middle Atlantic 42.0 26.1 67.9 16 52 51 11 8.8 35
East North Central 48.3 27.0 78.4 1.9 59 2.0 0.6 8.2 6.1
West North Central 458 245 77.4 13 6.1 9.1 2.0 3.7 7.4
South Atlantic 50.7 28.0 74.3 1.7 51 59 1.0 4.8 34
East South Central 39.6 245 100.0 0.6 0.0 18.2 1.4 14.3 0.0
West South Central|  48.1 258 84.8 13 51 7.2 1.0 5.8 9.2
Mountain 455 26.3 70.4 16 54 0.0 0.6 7.1 24
Pacific 48.4 26.3 81.2 15 8.9 8.1 1.0 5.6 6.4
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