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PROVISIONAL GUIDANCE
ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 1997 STANDARDS
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NOTE FOR READERS

Asafollow-on to OMB’s October 1997 announcement of revised government-wide
standards for Federal data on race and ethnicity, the Tabulation Working Group of the
Interagency Committee for the Review of Standards for Data on Race and Ethnicity has recently
issued “Provisiona Guidance on the Implementation of the 1997 Standards for the Collection of
Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity.” The guidance presented in this document is intended for
any Federal agencies or organizational units that maintain, collect, or present data on race and
ethnicity for Federal statistical purposes, program administrative reporting, or civil rights
compliance reporting.

Thisisasubstantially updated version of the earlier guidance that was made availablein
February 1999. It reflects public comments on the previous version as well as the Tabulation
Working Group’ s further research and deliberations. The guidance, which was requested by
Federal agencies and the many users of data on race and ethnicity, continues to be devel oped
with the involvement of these constituencies. By design, this guidance does not cover all of the
specific issues individual agencies will need to address during their implementation of the 1997
standards.

The guidance for implementing the 1997 standards focuses on three areas. collecting
data, tabulating data, and building bridges to compare data collected under the 1997 and the
1977 standards. In some areas work is ongoing, and the guidance will be updated as additional
research and analyses are completed. We expect that the guidance will evolve further as data
from Census 2000 and other data collections employing the 1997 collection standards become
available, as agencies address implementation issues in their respective programs, and as
additional research needs are identified and addressed.

In keeping with the process that guided the development of the 1997 standards for data
on race and ethnicity, we are looking forward to a continuing dialogue on this provisional
guidance. We welcome your questions, comments, and suggestions.

Katherine K. Wallman
Chief Statistician
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PROVISIONAL GUIDANCE ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE 1997 STANDARDS FOR FEDERAL DATA ON RACE AND ETHNICITY

Prepared by
Tabulation Working Group
I nteragency Committee for the Review of Standardsfor
Data on Race and Ethnicity

The guidance presented in this document is intended for any Federal agencies or organizational
units that maintain, collect, or present data on race and ethnicity for Federal statistical purposes,
program administrative reporting, or civil rights compliance reporting. The guidance
complements the Federal Government's decision in October 1997 to provide an opportunity for
individuals to select one or more races when responding to agency requests for data on race and
ethnicity. To foster comparability across data collections carried out by various agencies, it is
useful for those agencies to report responses of more than one race using some standardized
tabulations or formats.

The report briefly explains why the tabulation guidelines are needed, reviews the general
guidance issued when the standards were adopted in October 1997, and provides information on
the criteria used in developing the guidelines. This report also addresses a larger set of
implementation questions that have emerged during the working group’s deliberations. Thus,
the report considers:

C Collecting data on race and ethnicity using the 1997 standards;

C Tabulating Census 2000 data as well as data on race and ethnicity collected in
surveys and from administrative records,

C Using dataon race and ethnicity in applications such as legidative redistricting, civil
rights monitoring and enforcement, and popul ation estimates; and

C Comparing data under the 1997 and the 1977 standards when conducting trend
analyses.

In addition, the appendices to the report provide the full text of reports on the research that has
been conducted in two areas. approaches for collecting data on race and ethnicity, and
approaches for bridging between data collected under the 1997 standards and data collected
under the 1977 standards.

The guidelines are necessarily provisional pending the availability of datafrom Census 2000 and
other data systems as the 1997 standards are implemented. The guidelines provide a general
framework and are not intended to cover all aspects of problems that agencies will encounter
during their implementation of the 1997 standards. In some instances, for example, specific
implementation issues are being address through OMB’ s paperwork review of data collections.
The guidelines are likely to be reviewed and refined as Federal agencies and others gain
experience with data collected under the 1997 standards.



CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND

This chapter discusses why guidance is needed for tabulating data collected using the 1997
standards, reiterates the general guidance issued when the standards were adopted in October
1997, provides clarification of several aspects of the standards, and presents the criteria that were
developed for evaluating bridging methods and presenting data.

A. Need for Tabulation Guidéelines

On October 30, 1997, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) published " Standards for
Maintaining, Collecting, and Presenting Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity” (Federal Register,
62 FR 58781 - 58790)(see Appendix A). The 1997 standards reflect a change in data collection
policy, making it possible for Federal agenciesto collect information that reflects the increasing
diversity of our Nation's population stemming from growth in interracial marriages and
immigration. Under the new policy, agencies are now required to offer respondents the option of
selecting one or more of the following five racial categoriesincluded in the 1997 standards:

-- American Indian or Alaska Native. A person having originsin any of the original peoples
of North and South America (including Central America), and who maintains tribal
affiliation or community attachment.

-- Asian. A person having originsin any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast
Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan,
Korea, Maaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam.

-- Black or African American. A person having originsin any of the black racia groups of
Africa. Termssuch as*“Haitian” or “Negro” can be used in addition to “Black or African
American.”

-- Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. A person having originsin any of the original
peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.

-- White. A person having originsin any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle East, or
North Africa

These five categories are the minimum set for data on race for Federal statistics, program
administrative reporting, and civil rights compliance reporting.

With respect to ethnicity, the standards provide for the collection of data on whether or not a
person is of "Hispanic or Latino" culture or origin. (The standards do not permit a multiple
response that would indicate an ethnic heritage that is both “Hispanic or Latino” and “Not
Hispanic or Latino.”) This category is defined as follows:



-- Hispanic or Latino. A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central
American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. The term, "Spanish origin,"
can be used in addition to "Hispanic or Latino."

As aresult of the change in policy for collecting data on race, the reporting categories used to
present these data must similarly reflect this change. 1n keeping with the spirit of the 1997
standards, agencies cannot collect multiple responses and then report and publish data using only
the five single race categories. Agencies are expected to provide as much detail as possible on
the multiple race responses, consistent with agency confidentiality and data quality criteria. As
provided by the standards, OMB will consider any agency variances to this policy on a case by
case basis.

Based on agency research prior to the issuance of the 1997 standards, it was estimated that |ess
than two percent of the Nation's total population was likely to identify with more than one race.
This percentage may increase as those who identify with more than one racial heritage become
aware of the opportunity to report more than onerace. Ascompared with data collected on
adults, data collected on children and youth, however, are likely to reflect larger numbers and
percentages of respondents reporting themselves as belonging to more than one racial group.

In the early years of the standards’ implementation, there will be issues of data quality and
confidentiality related to sample size that may restrict the amount of data that can be published
for some combinations of multiple race responses. Over time, however, the size of these data
cellsmay increase. It should be noted that such data quality and confidentiality problems for
small population groups also existed under the 1977 standards, where sample sizes sometimes
prevented presentation of data on certain population groups such as American Indians. The
possible multiple race combinations under the 1997 standards, some with small data cells, serve
to make such data quality concerns more apparent. Some balance will need to be struck between
having a tabulation showing the full distribution of all possible combinations of multiple race
responses and presenting only the minimum -- that is, a single aggregate of people who reported
more than one race.

When the standards were announced on October 30, 1997, they became effective immediately
for all new and revised Federal record keeping or reporting requirements that included data on
race and ethnicity. All existing Federal record keeping or reporting requirements must be made
consistent with the provisions of the 1997 standards at the time they are submitted to OMB for
extension through the reports clearance process, or no later than January 1, 2003. As provided
by the standards, an agency must make a request to OMB for any variation from the standards.

B. General Guidelinesfor Tabulating Data on Race
In response to concerns that had been raised about how Federal agencies would tabulate multiple

race responses, OMB in the October 30, 1997, Federal Register Notice issued the following
genera guidance:



Consistent with criteriafor confidentiality and data quality, the tabulation procedures
used by the agencies should result in the production of as much detailed information on
race and ethnicity as possible.

Guidelines for tabulation ultimately must meet the needs of at least two groups within the
Federal Government, with the overriding objective of providing the most accurate and
informative body of data. Thefirst group is composed of those Federal Government
officials charged with carrying out constitutional and legislative mandates, such as
redistricting legislatures, enforcing civil rights laws, and monitoring progress in anti-
discrimination programs. (The legidlative redistricting file produced by the Bureau of the
Census, al'so known as the Public Law 94-171 file, is an example of afile meeting such
legidative needs.) The second group consists of the staff of Federal statistical agencies
producing and analyzing data that are used to monitor economic and social conditions
and trends.

Many of the needs of the first group can be met with an initial tabulation that provides,
consistent with standards for data quality and confidentiality, the full detail of racial
reporting; that is, the number of people reporting in each single race category and the
number reporting in each of the possible combinations of races, which would add to the
total population.

Depending on the judgment of users, the combinations of multiple responses could be
collapsed.

(1) One method would be to provide separate totals for those reporting in the most
common multiple race combinations and to collapse the data for other less frequently
reported combinations. The specifics of the collapsed distributions would be
dependent on the results of particular data collections.

(2) A second method would be to report the total selecting each particular race, whether
alone or in combination with other races. These totals would represent upper bounds
on the size of the populations who identified with each of the racial categories. In
some cases, this latter method could be used for comparing data collected under the
old standards with data collected under the 1997 standards.

It isimportant that Federal agencies with the same or closely related responsibilities
adopt consistent tabul ation methods.

Regardless of the method chosen for collapsing multiple race responses, Federal agencies
must make available the total number reporting more than one race, if confidentiality and
data quality requirements can be met, in order to ensure that any changesin response
patterns resulting from the 1997 standards can be monitored over time.



» Different tabulation procedures might be required to meet various needs of Federa
agencies for data on race. Nevertheless, Federal agencies often need to compare racia
and ethnic data. Hence, some standardization of tabulation categories for reporting data
on raceis desirable to facilitate such comparisons.

The October 30, 1997, Federal Register Notice identified four areas where further research was
needed on how to tabulate data:

(1) How should the data be used to evaluate conformance with program objectivesin the
area of equal employment opportunity and other anti-discrimination programs?

(2) How should the decennial census data for many small population groups with multiple
racial heritages be used to develop sample designs and survey controls for major
demographic surveys?

(3) How should the 1997 standards be introduced in the vital statistics program which
obtains the number of births and deaths from administrative records, but uses intercensal
popul ation estimates in determining the rates of births and deaths?

(4) And more generally, how can meaningful comparisons be made of data collected under
the previous standards and data that will be collected under the 1997 standards?

In order to address these and other issues and to ensure that tabulation methodol ogies would be
carefully developed and coordinated among the Federal agencies, OMB assembled a group of
statistical and policy analysts drawn from the Federal agenciesthat generate or use these data.
This group has considered tabul ation issues and devel oped the provisional guidance that is
presented in this report for use by Federal agencies. The work of this group hasincluded: (1) a
review of Federal data needs and uses to ensure that the tabulation guidelines produce data that
meet statutory and program requirements; (2) cognitive testing of the wording of questions; (3)
cognitive testing of aform for reporting aggregate data; (4) evaluation of different methods of
bridging from the 1997 to the 1977 standards; and (5) development of guidelines for presenting
data on multiple race responses that meet accepted data quality and confidentiality standards.

The tabulation guidance in this report is necessarily provisiona pending the availability of
Census 2000 data and other data series as the 1997 standards are implemented. These guidelines
will be reviewed and modified as agencies and other data users gain experience with data
collected using the 1997 standards.

C. Interpretation of Self-Reported Data on Race
It isimportant to remember that the Federal racial and ethnic data categories are social-political

constructs and that they should not be interpreted as being genetic, biological, or anthropological
in nature. Data on race and ethnicity have historically been collected in the decennial census,



but the categories for collecting and tabulating these data have changed numerous times. These
changes have reflected the shiftsin the racial makeup of the population and changes in social
attitudes and political concerns. The standard was developed in the mid-1970's in large measure
to provide comparable data to monitor equal access in areas such as housing, education,
mortgage lending, health care services, and employment for population groups that historically
had experienced discrimination and differential treatment because of their race or ethnicity. By
using the standard to tabulate data in these areas by race and ethnicity, it is possible to compare
disparities across data systems. While the Federal categories provide a standardized format for
purposes of collecting and presenting data on race and ethnicity, the standard was not designed
to capture the full complexity of race and ethnicity in the United States. This context is
important for understanding why the Federal Government collects data on race and ethnicity and
for interpreting these data.

The 1997 standards emphasize self-reporting or self-identification as the preferred method for
collecting data on race and ethnicity. The standards do not establish criteria or qualifications
(such as blood quantum levels) that are to be used in determining a particular individual’s racial
or ethnic classification. They do not tell an individual who he or sheis, or specify how an
individual should classify himself or herself. Self-identification for race and Hispanic or Latino
origin means that the responses are based on self-perception and therefore are subjective, but by
definition, the responses are accurate. In situations where self-reporting is not practicable or
feasible, such asidentification by personnel of funeral homes, observer identification may be
used. Because the 1997 standard allows individuals to report one or more races, the importance
of self-identification is underscored; it is generally difficult for observersto report an
individual’s multiple racial heritages.

As mentioned above, a consequence of using self-identification isthat unless a personis
purposely misreporting, there are no wrong answers even if “objective” clues suggest otherwise.
This contrasts with the collection of information on other demographic characteristics. For
example, if someone born on January 1, 1950, indicates that he or she is 30 years of age when
asked on January 1, 2000, the researcher views this as an error and corrects the information. The
use of self-identification coupled with the social nature of race also results in situations where an
individual’ s response to questions on race may change over time as aresult of the maturation
process, the particular situation, and the changing environment. If a data collection strategy used
to measure age were to produce such results, that strategy would be abandoned; in the case of
race, however, such change is acceptable and expected. The dynamic nature of the concept of
race and how the population views it as well as the circumstances under which the data are
collected need to be considered in the interpretation and analysis of these data.

An example of how the social dimension of race isincorporated into the collection of
information is the large increase in the percent of the population identifying as American Indians
between the 1970 and 1980 censuses. A standard interpretation of population increase focuses
on the basic demographic processes of mortality, natality, and immigration. In thisinstance,
these processes could not explain thisincrease. On the other hand, it would be equally wrong to

10



conclude that persons misreported their race in either 1970 or 1980. The increase reflects
societal changes related to the perception of American Indian heritage and how these changes
affect how individual s self-identify.

Another example relates to multiple race identity. One way to define “objectively” amultiple
race individual would be to assess the race of each of the parents. It is possible to identify a
population in this way from data sets that collect information on the characteristics of family
members. This approach becomes increasingly complex in situations where parents are a so of
multiple races, leading to questions about how much of agiven racial heritage the respondent
considers “enough” to report. Analyses show that not all persons with parents of different races
identify as having more than one race. It also appears that the probability of identifying multiple
races changes with the age of the individual as well as with the specific races of the parents.
How individuals come to their self-identification is an important research issue that would
require collection of data beyond the minimum set of categories and which would not be feasible
to incorporate into all data collection systems.

In interpreting and eval uating the results of analyses that are based on data collected using the
1997 standards, it isimportant to remember that the approach can only capture selected aspects
of acomplex dimension, and that what is captured will be affected by strong and complex social
processes. As more detailed data are collected, and analyses that directly address these social
processes are conducted, the interpretation of the information collected more routinely under the
1997 standard will be clearer.

D. Points of Clarification Regarding the 1997 Standar ds

This section elaborates on several points in the standards that have been a source of confusion
for some users.

Under the 1997 standards, “Hispanic or Latino” is clearly designated as an ethnicity and not as a
race. Whether or not an individual is Hispanic or Latino, every effort should be made to
ascertain the race or races with which an individual identifies.

The two-question format, with the ethnicity question preceding the race question, should be used
when information is collected through self-identification. Although the standards permit the use
of acombined question when collecting data by observer identification, the use of the two-
guestion format is strongly encouraged even wher e observer identification is used.
Regardless of the question format, observers are expected to attempt to identify the individual’s

race(s).

The standards require that at a minimum the total number of persons identifying with more than
one race be reported. (A response that includes, for example, two or more Asian groupsis not a
multiple race response.) It is stressed that thisisaminimum; agencies are strongly encouraged
to report detailed information on specific racial combinations subject to constraints of data
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reliability and confidentiality standards. In thisregard, agencies are expected to report only
those categories that meet their current reliability and confidentiality standards. Thus, the
reporting of individual categoriesis likely to be more detailed when the overall racial
distribution is reported than when characteristics by race (such as, for example, income by race)
are reported.

The following wording in the standards concerning the reporting of data when the combined
guestion is used is clarified in the paragraph below:

“In cases where data on multiple responses are collapsed, the total number of respondents
reporting ‘ Hispanic or Latino and one or more races and the total number of respondents
reporting ‘more than onerace’ (regardless of ethnicity) shall be provided.” (Section 2b of
the standards)

A complete tabulation of race by ethnicity should always be reported when confidentiality
permits. If not, at least ethnicity by the single races and ethnicity for those reporting more than
one race should be given. Thus, an Hispanic or Latino respondent reporting one race should be
reported both as Hispanic or Latino and as a member of that single race. Reporting a composite
- - such as the number of people who responded “Hispanic or Latino” and “more than one race”
-- isaminimum that should be used only if more detailed reporting would violate data reliability
and confidentiality standards.

The rules discussed in Section 4 of the 1997 standards concerning the presentation of data on
race and ethnicity under special circumstances are not to be invoked unilaterally by an agency.
If the agency believes the standard categories are inappropriate, the agency must request a
specific variance from OMB.

The 1997 standards do not include an “other race” category. For Census 2000, OMB granted an
exception to the Census Bureau to use a category called “ Some Other Race.” OMB has also
granted an exception to the National Center for Health Statistics to include “ Some Other Race”
on the U.S. standard birth and death certificates in order to maintain comparability between the
demographically related data systems of vital statistics and the decennia census.

E. Criteria Used in Developing the Tabulation Guidelines

The interagency tabulation working group generated criteria that could be used both to evaluate
the technical merits of different bridging procedures (see Chapter 5 and Appendix C) and to
display data under the 1997 standards. The relative importance of each criterion will depend on
the purpose for which the data are intended to be used. For example, in the case of bridging to
the 1977 standards, the most important criterion is “measuring change over time,” while
“congruence with respect to respondent’ s choice” will be more critical for presenting data under
the 1997 standards.
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The criteria set forth below are designed only to assess the technical adequacy of the various
statistical procedures. Thefirst two criterialisted below are central to consideration of bridging
methods. The next six criteria apply both to bridging and long-term tabulation decisions. The
last criterion is of primary importance for future tabulations of data collected using the 1997
standards.

Bridaing:

M easur e change over time. Thisisthe most important criterion for bridging because the
major purpose of any historical bridge will be to measure true change over time as distinct
from methodologically induced change. Theideal bridging method, under this criterion,
would be one that matches how the respondent would have responded under the 1977
standards had that been possible. In thisidea situation, differences between the new
distribution and the old distribution would reflect true change in the distribution itself.

Minimize disruptionsto the single race distribution. This criterion appliesonly to
methods for bridging. Its purposeisto consider how different the resulting bridge
distribution is from the single-race distribution for detailed race under the 1997 standards.
To the extent that a bridging method can meet the other criteria and still not differ
substantially from the single-race proportion in the ongoing distribution, it will facilitate
looking both forward and backward in time.

Bridaging and future tabul ations:

Range of applicability. Because the purpose of the guidelinesisto foster consistency across
agencies in tabulating racial and ethnic data, tabulation procedures that can be used in awide
range of programs and varied contexts are usually preferable to those that have more limited

applicability.

Meet confidentiality and reliability standards. It isessential that the tabulations maintain
the confidentiality standards of the statistical organization while producing reliable
estimates.

Statistically defensible. Because tabulations may be published by statistical agencies and/or
provided in public use data, the recommended tabulation procedures should follow
recognized statistical practices.

Ease of use. Because the tabulation procedures are likely to be used in awide variety of
situations by many different people, it isimportant that they can be implemented with a
minimum of operational difficulty. Thus, the tabulation procedures must be capable of being
easily replicated by others.
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Skill required. Similarly, it isimportant that the tabulation procedures can be implemented
by individuals with relatively little statistical knowledge.

Under standability and communicability. Again, because the tabulation procedures will
likely be used, as well as presented, in awide variety of situations by many different people,
it isimportant that they be easily explainable to the public.

Future tabul ations:

Congruence with respondent’s choice. Because of changesin the categories and the
respondent instructions accompanying the question on race (allowing one or more categories
to be selected), the underlying logic of the tabulation procedures must reflect to the greatest
extent possible the full detail of race reporting.

CHAPTER 2
COLLECTING DATA ON RACE AND ETHNICITY USING THE 1997 STANDARDS

This chapter provides guidelines for use by agencies in developing data collection questions,
formats, and associated procedures to implement the 1997 standards.

A. Developing Proceduresfor Data Collection

An interagency committee representing the Departments of Health and Human Services,
Commerce, Education, Labor, and Veterans Affairs, and the General Accounting Office
conducted two phases of cognitive research to develop and test procedures to collect and
aggregate data on race and ethnicity using the 1997 standards. This chapter briefly describes the
research conducted by the committee and offersinitial guidelines for agencies devel oping data
collection procedures. These guidelines will be continually reviewed and modified as
implementation of the 1997 standards occurs, feedback from agenciesis received, and new
research findings become available. The guidelinesin this chapter address the wording and
format of questions that ask for self-reported data on race and Hispanic or Latino origin as well
as the design of forms that collect aggregate data on race and Hispanic or Latino origin.
Instructions and training procedures for field interviewers and administrative personnel who will
be using these questions and forms are also discussed.

1. Developing and Testing Self-Reported Race and Ethnicity Questions
A goal of thisresearch was to provide guidance on the wording and format of questions for self-

reported race and Hispanic or Latino origin, depending on the data collection mode. The
interagency committee conducted research on survey questions administered by telephone or in
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face-to-face personal interviews. In addition, the Census Bureau conducted extensive research
on the design of questionsin preparation for Census 2000.

Both short and long versions of questions were tested. For short versions of the race question,
the five minimum response categories were used—-they are American Indian or Alaska Native,
Asian, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and White. Long
versions of the race question provided for reporting of subgroups such as Chinese, Japanese,
Samoan, and so forth. For Hispanic or Latino origin questions, the minimum level of detail
used was a Yes or No response indicating Hispanic or Latino origin background. Long versions
of the question provided for reporting of subgroups such as Puerto Rican, Cuban, and Mexican.

Below isabrief description of the methods used in the two phases of research conducted by the
interagency committee followed by the results and their implications. This section concludes
with genera guidelinesto use in collecting self-reported data on race and ethnicity and offers
specific examples of question wording and format.

Research Methods. In Phasel, 44 cognitive laboratory interviews were completed, 33 face-to-
face and 11 by telephone. Interviews were conducted in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan
area. Subjects were grouped for analysis purposes according to their reports of the race of their
mother and father. Among the 44 subjects, 15 reported both parents as Black or African
American, 10 reported both parents as White, 2 reported both parents as Asian, 2 reported both
parents as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 2 reported both parents as American Indian
or Alaska Native, 6 reported their mother’ s race as different from their father’ srace, and 7
reported some other response (e.g., Hispanic or country of origin). Of the 6 subjects who
reported multiple race backgrounds, 3 reported American Indian or Alaska Nativein
combination with either Black or African American or White, 2 reported Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander in combination with either Asian or White, and 1 reported Asian and
White. Ten of the 44 subjects were of Hispanic or Latino origin.

In Phase |1, atotal of 82 cognitive interviews were conducted in four locations: New York, NY;;
Tulsa, OK; Sacramento, CA; and Honolulu, HI. Half of the interviews tested items designed for
face-to-face surveys and the remaining half tested items designed for telephone administration.
Asin Phasel, subjectsin Phase |1 were grouped for analysis purposes according to their reports
of the race(s) of their mother and father. One of the purposes of the Phase Il research was to test
race and ethnicity questions specifically with subjects who were Hispanic, American Indian or
Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and of multiple race
backgrounds. Among the 82 subjects, 17 subjects reported their parents as Hispanic; these
subjects were not further categorized by race for analysis purposes. Sixteen reported both
parents as Asian, 16 reported both parents as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 14
reported both parents as American Indian or Alaska Native, and19 reported their mother’s race
as different from their father’ srace. During the cognitive interviews, subjects were probed
extensively about their racial and ethnic backgrounds. Based on thisinformation, among the 19
subjects reporting more than one race, 5 were American Indian and White, 3 were Black and
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White, 3 were American Indian or Alaska Native, Black, and White, 2 were Asian and White, 2
were American Indian or Alaska Native and Black, 2 were Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander and Asian, 1 was Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Ilander and White, and 1 was
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Ilander, Asian, and White.

All research subjects were asked general demographic questions (e.g., age, education, and
marital status) as well as the test versions of questions on Hispanic or Latino origin and race.
Respondents were also asked to provide proxy data for all members of their household. Then,
debriefings were conducted to learn more about the subjects’ understanding of the questions and
terms used.

Findings. Generally, subjects were able to answer without difficulty the race and Hispanic or
Latino origin questions. In the cognitive interviews, understanding of the intent of arace or
Hispanic origin question was shared. However, individual differences were found in the
interpretation and meaning of terms used and there was obvious confusion among some subjects
regarding the separation of Hispanic or Latino origin from race. In debriefings, some subjects
who were of Hispanic or Latino origin said they usually report Hispanic (or some variation
indicating Hispanic status or country of origin) when answering surveys or government forms
that ask race.

As expected, subjects who were interviewed face-to-face seemed to use and rely on the
flashcards to select aresponse. Subjects interviewed by telephone had more difficulty answering
the race question and the long version of the Hispanic question since they had to listen to a
relatively long list of response options. There was some indication that hearing alist with
aternative terms representing one category (i.e., Black or African American is one category, not
two) may result in confusion. A few subjects thought the interviewer asked them to choose
between Black or African American and commented that they did not like having to make a
choice. This problem can be addressed through interviewer training that teaches the interviewer
to pause longer after saying each response category; that is, if the interviewer isreading alist of
“...\White, Black or African American, Asian, ...” she/he should pause between the words White
and Black, not pause between Black or African American, and pause again between African
American and Asian. Last, there was some evidence that hearing the instruction to “ Select one
or more...” was misunderstood on the telephone to mean that the subject had to select more than
onerace. Interviewerswill need to be trained to perceive and correct for this.

Implications. As has been noted elsewhere in the literature, respondents often do not make
clear ditinctions among the terms and concepts used in defining race, ethnicity, nationality, and
ancestry. In the cognitive interviews, understanding of the intent of arace or Hispanic origin
guestion was shared but individual differencesin the interpretation and meaning of terms used
were found, as was confusion regarding the distinction of Hispanic or Latino origin from race.
The following statements from the cognitive interviews illustrate these findings.
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It means ethnic background. Not the country. | think people tend to cross quickly between
using the terms race and country. When | say, “ Yes, | am Hawaiian,” | mean that in my
bloodstream | have Hawaii. My blood inheritance.

Race | guess means the color somebody is. Or, their cultural heritage.

The word race means the biological heritage from which you descend.

Race means the culture that someoneis from.

The way | think of race, | think of it as a negative, probably because of what we' ve read
about in the 60's--raceriots, etc. It always seems to have a negative connotation. | prefer to
use ethnicity.

| answer differently sometimes, depending on what’s beneficial to my family or me.

Sometimes you see Hispanic as a choice for race. |f Hispanic had been offered asa race
then | would have chosen that.

The race question is difficult because it doesn’t have enough categories, it stoo restrictive.
With only five categories, there are two that are too specific--American Indian and Native
Hawaiian--and there' s a list of countries for the Asians. It doesn’t specify anything about
Central or South American descent. Everybody comes from different backgrounds; even
White Americans can probably check off Irish, etc.

General Guidelines. Based on work accomplished by the interagency committee as well asthe
testing of questionsin avariety of modes and with subjects of different racial and ethnic
backgrounds, the following guidelines and examples for the design of questions on race and
ethnicity are offered:

C Communicateclearly an instruction that allows, but does not require, multiple

responses to the race question.

The 1997 standards are clear that the format and wording used in a question on race must
communicate to the respondent an instruction that multiple responses are acceptable. Based
on research findings, the recommended forms for this instruction are Select one or more,
Mark one or more, or Choose one or more. There was some limited research indicating that
thewording “ ...one or more...” was better understood than a“ Mark all that apply”
aternative. Other instructions may be needed, especially when integrating a race question
within an existing data collection instrument. For example, some mail instruments do not
word questions in a personal way; that is, rather than What is your age? an instrument may
simply have Age with aline for an entry. Taking this case further, if aform hasan item
simply worded as Race with aline for an entry, then an instruction should be included to
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communicate that multiple race responses are acceptable (e.g., Race - enter one or more).
Regardless of exact wording, the instruction must be evident to the respondent.

Consider using an instruction to answer both the question on Hispanic or Latino origin
guestion and the question on race.

Using an instruction has particular relevance for mail surveys or questionnaires that are self-
administered since there is no opportunity for interviewer interaction. An instruction such as
the following that was used in Census 2000 may improve potential item non-response,
especially among Hispanic respondents. NOTE: Please answer BOTH Questions 4 and 5
(Hispanic or Latino and Race).

For data collection effortsrequiring detailed Hispanic or Latino origin or detailed race
information, consider atwo-part question or follow-up questions asked by the
interviewer or printed on aform. For example, respondents who first report being of
Hispanic or Latino origin would then be asked if they are Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, and
so forth.

Take mode of administration carefully into account when designing questions and
instructions.

This guideline may seem obvious but it is often the case that surveys are conducted using
more than one mode (i.e., the initial interview attempt may be a persona visit but a
telephone interview is permissible). Since the questions should be designed with the mode
in mind, there may need to be different versions of questions, depending on the mode of
administration.

Provide definitions to the minimum race categories when possible.

This guidelineis particularly relevant when the short version (only the five minimum
categories) of aquestion on raceisused. Individual interpretation of the five categories
could lead to response error, especially for respondents unsure of the definitions of Asian,
American Indian, Native Hawaiian, and Other Pacific ISlander. For self-administered forms,
providing the definition of the category should be considered if space and formatting
limitations can be overcome. For interviewer-administered questions, the definitions should
be readily available to the interviewer (usually in amanual that provides question-by-
guestion specifications or a pop-up screen if the interview is computer-assisted) to assist the
respondent if needed.
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C Adheretothe specific terminology for theracial and ethnic categories as stated in the
1997 standards.

The 1997 standards address the words and terms to use, and also indicate other terms that
can be considered. For example, the title of the previous Black category should be revised to
Black or African American and additional terms such as Haitian or Negro can be used if
desired. In another example, American Indian should be used and Native American should
not be substituted for American Indian. Reviewing the terms specified in the revised
standards is strongly encouraged before designing questions on race and Hispanic or Latino
origin.

Specific Guidelines on Question Wording and Format. The examples below are based on
numerous discussions with interagency committee members, recommendations by questionnaire
design experts, and testing results from both the interagency committee’ s research aswell as
research conducted by the Census Bureau in preparation for Census 2000. It isimportant to
remember that other variations of questions on ethnicity and race may work just as well or better
in a particular survey or data collection environment. Thereisnot “one right way” to ask an
individual to report hig/her race and ethnicity. Rather, question wording and format should
depend on the mode of administration as well as the context in which the questions are being
asked.

For ease of reference, the following list first provides examples for use in aface-to-face or
personal visit mode of data collection, followed by telephone and then self-administration
(usually thought of asamail survey, but also could be used for forms and applications filled out
by anindividual). There are examples of questions that ask Hispanic or Latino origin aswell as
guestions that ask for reports of race. It isimportant to recognize that as agencies implement the
1997 revised standards, more will be learned about which question formats work best. Thus,
OMB does not at this time recommend one example of question wording or format over another.
Also, OMB does not recommend a particular order of categories. There are advantages and
disadvantages to various approaches such as an alphabetic ordering versus the ordering of the
most prevalent group followed by groups less prevalent. The ordering shown reflects the
ordering used in the testing of these questions.

Examples of Questions on Hispanic or Latino Origin and Race

Face-to-face administration (assumes flashcards are used in the interview situation)

Examplel Areyou Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino?
Example2 Areyou Hispanic or Latino?

Example3  Areyou of Hispanic or Latino origin?
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Example4  Areyou Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino?
If “Yes,” ask Which one of these groups are you? Are you Mexican, Mexican American,
Chicano, Puerto Rican, Cuban or of another Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino group?

Example5 Areyou Spanish, Hispanic, Latino? For example, Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or
another Hispanic group.

Example6 (Areyou/Are any of the personsthat | have listed) Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or of
another Hispanic or Latino group?

Example7 Please select one or more of the following categoriesto best describe your race.
Example8 Please select one or more of the following categories to describe your race.
Example9  Which of these categories best indicates your race? You may choose one or more races.

Example 10 Now choose one or moreraces for each person. Which race or races does each person
consider himself/herself to be?

Flashcards for face-to-face administration

Flashcard1 No Not Spanish, Hispanic, Latino
Yes  Spanish, Hispanic, Latino
Includes Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano,
Puerto Rican, Cuban, or other Spanish, Hispanic, Latino

Flashcard 2 No, not Spanish/Hispanic/Latino
Y es, Mexican, Mexican Am., Chicano
Y es, Puerto Rican
Y es, Cuban
Y es, other Spanish/Hispanic/L atino—Specify group

Flashcard 3  White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific |slander

Flashcard 4 White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian
Asian Indian Japanese
Chinese Korean
Filipino Vietnamese
Other Asian
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Flashcard 5

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific | slander
Native Hawaiian
Guamanian or Chamorro
Samoan
Other Pacific Islander

Y ou may choose one or more of the following:
*  White

» Black or African American

e American Indian or Alaska Native

e AsanIndian

e Chinese

* Filipino

e Japanese

e Korean

* Vietnamese
e Other Asian

* Native Hawaiian

e Guamanian or Chamorro
e« Samoan

e Other Pacific Idlander

Telephone administration

Example 11
Example 12
Example 13

Example 14

Example 15

Areyou Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino?
Areyou Hispanic or Latino?
Areyou of Hispanic or Latino origin?

Areyou Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino?

If “Yes,” ask Which one of the following areyou? Areyou Mexican, Mexican
American, Chicano, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or of another Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino
group?

(Areyou/ls...) Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? READ IF NECESSARY: For example,
Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or another Spanish,
Hispanic, or Latino group?

If “Yes,” ask Which one of the following Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino groups (do
you/does...) identify with? Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano, Puerto Rican, Cuban,
or another Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino group?

If “Other Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino group,” ask What is the name of the other Hispanic
group?
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Example 16 ['mgoingtoreadalist of racial categories. Please select one or moreto describe your
race. Areyou White, Black or African American, American Indian or Alaska Native,
Asian, or Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific | Slander?

Example 17 1'mgoingtoread alist of race categories. Please choose one or more categories that
best indicates (your/...’s) race. (Areyou/ls...) White? Black or African American?
American Indian or Alaska Native? Native Hawaiian? or Other Pacific | slander?
If American Indian, ask What is the name of your enrolled or principal tribe?

If Asian, ask To what Asian group do you belong? READ CATEGORIES. Asian I ndian,
Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, Viethamese, or Other Asian?

If Other Asian, ask To what other Asian group do you belong?

If Pacific Idlander, ask To what Pacific | lander group do you belong? READ
CATEGORIES. Guamanian or Chamorro, Samoan, or Other Pacific | slander?

If Other Pacific Islander, ask To what Other Pacific I slander group do you belong?

Self-administration

Example 18 Areyou Spanish/Hispanic/L atino?
9 Yes
9 No

Example19 Areyou Hispanicor Latino?

9 Yes
9 No
Example20 Areyou of Hispanic or Latino origin?
9 Yes
9 No

Example21 Areyou Spanish/Hispanic/Latino? Mark - the“No” box if not
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino.

No, not Spanish/Hispanic/Latino

Y es, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano

Y es, Puerto Rican

Y es, Cuban

Y es, other Spanish/Hispanic/Latino - Print group

© O ©Ooo
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xample 22

Example 23

Example 24

Example 25

Example 26

Areyou Spanish/Hispanic/Latino? Mark - the“No” box if not
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino.

9  No, not Spanish/Hispanic/Latino 9 Yes, Puerto Rican
9 Yes, Mexican, Mexican Am, Chicano 9 Yes, Cuban

9  Yes, other Spanish/Hispanic/Latino - Print group

Areyou Hispanic or Latino?

____No, not Hispanic or Latino.

____Yes, Higpanic or Latino: a person of Cuban, Mexican, Chicano, Puerto Rican, South
or Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race.

What isyour race? Mark = oneor moreracesto indicate what you consider yourself
to be.

White

Black or African American

American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific |slander

© O O 0o

What isyour race? Mark - oneor more racesto indicate what you consider yourself
to be.

9 White

9 Black or African American

9 American Indian or Alaska Native — Print name of enrolled or principal tribe

9 AsanlIndian 9 Native Hawaiian

9 Chinese 9 Guamanian or Chamorro
9 Filipino 9 Samoan

9 Japanese 9 Other Pacific Iander —
9 Korean Print race

9 Viethamese

9 Other Asian - Print race

What isyour race? Mark - one or more racesto indicate what you consider yourself
to be.

9 White

9 Black or African American

9 American Indian or Alaska Native - Print name of enrolled or principal tribe

9 AsdianIndian 9 Japanese 9 Native Hawaiian

9 Chinese 9 Korean 9 Guamanian or Chamorro

9 Filipino 9 Vietnamese 9 Samoan

9 Other Aslan— Print race 9 Other Pacific Islander —Print race
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Example27  What isyour race? You may select one or more races.

White: aperson having originsin any of the original peoples of Europe, the
Middle East, or North Africa

Black or African American: aperson having originsin any of the black racial
groups of Africa.

American Indian or Alaska Native: a person having originsin any of the original
peoples of North and South America (including Central America), and who
maintainstribal affiliation or community attachment.

Asian: aperson having originsin any of the original peoples of the Far East,
Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia,
China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand,
and Vietnam.

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: aperson having originsin any of the
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.

2. Developing and Testing Aggr egate Reporting Forms

Implementing the 1997 standards will cause fundamental changes to the ways in which dataon
race and Hispanic or Latino origin have previously been aggregated and reported. Asaresult, a
second goal of the interagency committee’ s research isto provide guidance on the design of
reporting forms that will be used by administrative personnel to aggregate data on race and
Hispanic or Latino origin for a given population (e.g., reporting race and ethnicity for a school
population).

Initial research efforts. Three different types of forms were tested with eighteen subjects who
were familiar with reporting aggregate data for a given population, but not necessarily familiar
with the 1997 standards. Of the 18 respondents interviewed, 6 worked for the Federal
Government, 8 worked in private industry, 3 worked in local correctional facilities, and 1
worked in aschool.

None of the formstested were completed accurately without interviewer intervention.

Regardless of the form tested or whether the testing was conducted in a laboratory or on-site, the
most common problem was the requirement to count and report race for individuals who are of
Hispanic or Latino origin. Asan illustration, one subject stated “It’s (the form) basically asking
how Hispanics were separated into groups of races. | think the part that confuses me is that our
Hispanics do not view themselves as another race. And so that is kind of what threw me off...
it's asking for Hispanics who had marked ‘White,” but they don’t. They would have checked
Hispanic.” Discussions with subjects revealed that all but one worked for agencies that have
used a single question -- a combined race and ethnicity format -- to collect data.

Rather than continuing the testing of different draft forms, work shifted in FY 2000 to
establishing guidance for Federal enforcement agencies that collect, use, and/or report aggregate
dataon race. Thiswork culminated in the March 9, 2000, issuance of OMB Bulletin No. 00-02,
Guidance on Aggregation and Allocation of Data on Race for Use in Civil Rights Monitoring
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and Enforcement (see Chapter 4 for further discussion on the implementation of this bulletin).
The aggregation method described in the bulletin keeps intact the five single race categories and
includes the four double race combinations most frequently reported in recent studies. The
method also provides for the collection of information on any multiple race combinations that
comprise more than one percent of the population of interest. A balance category is provided to
aggregate and report those individual responses that are not included in (1) one of the five single
race categories or four double race combinations or (2) other combinations that represent more
than one percent of the population in ajurisdiction. Appendix B contains the bulletin and an
example agencies could use to design aggregate reporting forms.

Guidelines. Even though there were many problems found in developing and testing aggregate
forms, the following initial guidelines can be offered:

. If possible (notwithstanding confidentiality and disclosur e issues), allow for the
reporting of every combination of multiple race responses.

. If every combination cannot be reported because of burden and/or confidentiality
concerns, include at a minimum the following 10 categories described in Bulletin 00-
02.

* American Indian or Alaska Native

e Asan

e Black or African American

» Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Isander

* White

* American Indian or Alaska Native and White

e Asian and White

» Black or African American and White

 American Indian or Alaska Native and Black or African American
» Baance of individuals reporting more than one race

» |f the categoriesdescribed in Bulletin 00-02 are used, also includeto the greatest extent
possible any aggregate counts of multiple race combinationsthat are greater than one
percent of the population of interest or study.

* Providedefinitionsthat assist in under standing the concepts of single race responses
and multiplerace responses aswell asthe distinction between ethnicity and race.

* Explain how the missing data should bereported.

* Design theform in a professional manner and include clear instructions.
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* When feasible, consider providing information to respondents about how multiplerace
responses will be aggregated and reported to a Federal enforcement agency. For
example, employers may want to include on employment applications the following
information:

Below are two questions--the first is about your ethnicity and the second your race. You are to
answer both questions. In answering the second question, you may select one or moreraces. The
summarized information is reported to the Federal Government for civil rights enforcement purposes.
The summarized information will be reported in the following categories only:

1. White

2. Black or African American

3. American Indian or Alaska Native

4, Asian

5. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific |slander

6. Black or African American and White

7. Asian and White

8. American Indian or Alaska Native and White

9. American Indian or Alaska Native and Black or African American
10. Balance of all other individuals selecting more than one race.

If you select races that are not in categories 1 through 9 above, you will be counted in 10, which is
the balance of all other individuals selecting more than one race. For example, if you select Asian
and Black and White, your race will be reported in the balance category.

3. Developing Field Instructionsand Training Procedures

Work to develop interviewer instructions and interviewer training procedures has only recently
begun. Long-term plansinclude developing and testing different training modules and
interviewer instructions, depending on the mode of administration and the type of data
collection. Thiswork will, in al likelihood, address in a more systematic way some
longstanding issues in the fielding of questions on race and ethnicity and ways that interviewers
can be trained to improve data quality. Specific procedures on how to ask the questions and, in
some cases, how to instruct the respondent to use the flashcard, will be developed along with
suggested interviewer probes, definitions, and statements that can be used to address respondent
problems.

During the cognitive testing of the race and ethnicity questions, interviewer training and field
procedures were also tested. Specificaly, interviewers were trained to administer the questions
in a standardized manner as would be done in actual survey interviews. (Cognitive probing was
conducted after the questions were administered.) Asiscommon in actual surveys, the
interviewers were also supplied with a“ Question and Answer” sheet to assist in responding to
guestions and confusion on the part of respondents.
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The interviewers experienced the greatest difficulty in assisting Hispanic or Latino respondents
who were having trouble answering the question on race. If arespondent answered “I’'m
Hispanic or Latino” (or some other term for Hispanic), the interviewers were trained to point the
respondent back to the race categories by responding with something like “In addition to being
Hispanic, can you describe yourself as [repeat race categories|?” Also, if arespondent insisted
that Hispanic or Latino was arace or asked why it wasn't on the list of races, the interviewer was
trained to say that “Hispanic or Latino is generally considered an ethnicity rather than a
race—Hispanic or Latino persons can be of any race.” This study found these kinds of
interviewer explanations to be mostly ineffective and in fact, some respondents found them to be
offensive. The research team concluded that interviewers should rely on standard probing
techniques to encourage respondents to place their answer into an explicit response category, and
to repeat the categories if necessary. Clearly, more research is needed in this area as the 1997
standards become more widely implemented.

B. Processing Census 2000 Data Using the 1997 Standards

This section provides an overview of the procedures the Census Bureau is following in editing
responses to the Census 2000 race and Hispanic origin questions and imputing responses to these
guestions for people who did not provide them. A comparison of these procedures with those
implemented in the 1990 census is shown at the end of this section.

The process can be divided into five parts: pre-editing procedures, within-household imputation,
“hot deck” imputation, substitution, and group quarters editing. The basic philosophy in
performing editing and imputation operations is that the Census Bureau has enough subj ect-
matter expertise and access to related information provided by the respondent, by othersin the
respondent’ s household, or by other people similar to the respondent to make reasonable
imputations of missing responses. In cases where answers are not responsive to the question,
they are removed and new responses are imputed. As part of its effort to inform the public about
data quality, the Census Bureau publishes the degree to which it imputes responses for each
guestion. In addition, the Census Bureau indicates in its microdata files which responses for a
given record have been imputed.

A certain amount of editing of responses occurs during coding operations, which precede the
implementation of formal editing and imputation procedures. For example, during the coding of
write-in responses to the question on race, coders must determine how national origin or ethnic
group responses, such as Jamaican and German, should be coded into racial categories. The
Census Bureau devel oped an approach for assigning race codes to responses that represent
national origins or ethnic groups (excluding American Indian and Alaska Native tribes, Asian
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subgroups, and Pacific Islander groups) and the results of this approach are reflected in the race
code list and in the coding procedures.*

1. Pre-editing Procedures
Purpose: To convert input codes into standard three-digit output codes, detect and correct out-
of-range values, ensure that no more than eight? race codes appear on the edited file, and resolve
into one code multiple responses given to the question on Hispanic origin. (Please note that all
original responses are preserved on the unedited files.)
Tasks:
Race
* The pre-editing procedures include the following operations to assign three-digit codes for
responses to this question:
» Convert check box marks into corresponding three-digit codes;
» Ensurethat write-in codes obtained from the coding operations are valid;?
* Eliminate duplicate codes; and
* Remove genera codes when more specific codes are provided (for example, if the check

box code for American Indian and Alaska Native and a code for atribe are present, the
check box codeis eliminated).

!Dataonsi ngle ancestry by race from the 1990 census were used to help make decisions about how to code
these responsesinto racial categories. Essentialy, if 90 percent or more of people who reported a single, specific
ancestry reported in a specific race category in 1990 (for example, 97 percent of people indicating Jamaican
ancestry reported as Black in the question on race), then that race is used as the Census 2000 response. This 90-
percent rule was not applied to write-in responses of American Indian and Alaska Native tribes, Asian groups, or
Pacific Islander groups because the question on race was designed explicitly to obtain these types of responses.

2 Although it is possible for more than eight race codes to be input during data processing (including
coding), no more than eight race codes are kept on the edited files that are used for data products. For example,
people may provide multiple ethnic responses (such as German, Italian, Jamaican, and Nigerian) in addition to
multiple check box responses and write-in responses of American Indian and Alaska Native tribes or Asian and
Pacific Islander groups, possibly resulting in eight or more input race codes. Results from the Census 2000 Dress
Rehearsal show that of people reporting more than one race, the overwhelming majority report only two races. Thus,
storing up to eight race codes in the output files preserves, as much as possible, the original groups reported.

3In rare cases, invalid codes may have been applied inadvertently to a particular write-in response.

Although extensive efforts are made to identify and correct these situations, the editing procedures act as a backup
system for resolving any remaining problems.
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The pre-editing procedures then ensure that no more than eight race codes are sent as output
to the edited file. The goal in this processisto retain as much information as possible about
American Indian and Alaska Native tribes and about detailed Asian and Pacific Islander
groups while, at the same time, preserving reporting of all other major racia groups such as
White, Black, and Some other race.

Hispanic origin

Pre-editing procedures for the Hispanic origin question are considerably simpler because
thereis only one write-in space and respondents are not asked to report multiple origins. The
philosophy of the procedures, however, is similar to that for the race question. Some specific
examplesinclude:

» Convert check box marksinto corresponding three-digit codes,

» Ensurethat write-in codes are valid;

» Override the general code for the “ Other Spanish/Hispanic/Latino” check box with the
specific code for any origin that iswritten in. For example, the code for awrite-in
response of “Guatemalan” (code 222) replaces the check box code for “ Other
Spanish/Hispanic/ Latino” (code 280); and

» Reduce multiple check boxes marked for a respondent to one output code.*

For research purposes, al responses, including reporting of multiple responses, are retained .

2. Within-Household I mputation

Purpose: When race or Hispanic origin data are missing, to impute responses for people from
others within the same household who have reported race or Hispanic origin.

Tasks: This part of the editing procedures is performed jointly for the race and Hispanic origin
guestions. They involve the following steps:

. Identify people in the household for whom no response was given to either or
both the Hispanic origin question and the race question;

* |f more than one response was given, obtaining a single response will be achieved as follows: (1) If al the
responses are Hispanic, the respondent will be assigned as “ Other Spanish/Hispanic/Latino.” (2) If al the responses
are not Hispanic, the respondent will be assigned as “Not Spanish/Hispanic/Latino.” (3) If the responses are a mix
of Hispanic and non-Hispanic responses, the responses will be blanked and a single origin will be imputed either,
first, from within the household or, if no one in the household gave a single response, from other neighboring

households with members of the same race.
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. Search to see if an Hispanic origin response can be obtained from awrite-in
response to the question on race; and

. Search to see if arace response can be obtained from awrite-in response to the
guestion on Hispanic origin

After these preliminary steps, the within-household editing procedures follow one of three paths
using a predetermined sequence of household relationship to assign race and origin depending on
whether both race and origin are blank, only raceisblank, or only originisblank.> If both race
and origin are blank, the race and origin values assigned will come from the first person in that
predetermined sequence with avalue for race and/or origin. If only one value is obtained, the
procedures for imputing only race (or only origin) are followed.

If only race is blank, the race value is assigned from the first person in that predetermined
sequence with the same reported origin group. If only Hispanic origin is blank, the origin value
isassigned from the first person in that sequence with the same reported race group. If race
and/or origin cannot be assigned from anyone within the household, then aresponse is assigned
from a*hot deck.” (See the next section.)

3. “Hot Deck” Imputation

Purpose: When race and Hispanic origin data are missing from all household records, an origin
or race will be assigned from other Census records in surrounding blocks (or nearby households)
with “similar” characteristics.

A hot deck isadatatable (or “matrix”) in which values of reported responses (donors), stratified
by selected characteristics of the respondents, are stored and updated on aflow basis and used as
needed to assign values of the variable in question to people with similar characteristics who do
not have aresponse. In the case of race, the assignment from the “donor” can be asingle or
multiple race. Each cell inthistableisa“stack” of sixteen stored values that are constantly
updated as each household is processed, with the most recently reported value being the first one
available for use. Thus, if race cannot be assigned for an individual from within the household, a
race is assigned from the first available value in the hot deck “stack” based on age and origin.
Thisvalue will come from a*“donor” with similar age and origin who will have a high likelihood
of living nearby, perhaps even next door. Sixteen values are stored in each cell to guard against
having to assign the same stored value over and over again if several people in arow with the
same characteristics require a hot deck allocation.

® For example, if only race is needed to be imputed for the child of the householder, the editing procedures
would look in the household for the person with a race reported and with the same origin as the child. Records

would be searched in the following priority sequence: householder, another child, and spouse of househol der.
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Tasks: Inthe race/Hispanic origin editing procedures, there are seven hot deck allocation
matrices. Three of them are concerned with alocating both arace and an origin. All three
matrices are stratified by three broad age groups (15-34, 35-54, and 55 and older) and focus
solely on assigning race and origin to the householder. Use of these matrices occurs when no
one in the household has either areported race or areported origin. The race and origin assigned
to the householder will also be assigned to all other members of the household. Each matrix has
adifferent universe of “donors.” The universe for the first matrix will be donors with Spanish
surnames (that is, only householders with Spanish surnames are used to update this matrix). The
universe for the second matrix will be donors with non-Spanish surnames. The universe for the
third matrix will be donors whose names are not clearly either Spanish or not Spanish, or who
have not provided a surname on the census form.

The remaining four hot deck matrices assign either race or origin. They are all stratified by four
broad age groups (0-14, 15-34, 35-54, and 55 and older). The one matrix that assigns race alone
is further stratified by seven origin groups (Not Hispanic and six Hispanic groups. Mexican,
Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central American/Dominican, Latin/South American, and Other
Hispanic). The three remaining matrices that assign origin alone are stratified by six race groups
(White, Black or African American, American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native
Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, and Some other race). The universes for the three origin
hot deck matrices are, respectively: donors with a Spanish surname, donors with a non-Spanish
surname, and donors whose names are not clearly either Spanish or not Spanish or who have not
provided a surname on the census form.

4. Substitution

Purpose: To assign characteristics for members of occupied housing units for which thereis
nothing but a count of people and there are no characteristics reported for anyone in the housing
unit.

Tasks. For housing units that are not vacant but for which there are no data, the Census Bureau
uses a hot deck technique called “ substitution” to assign characteristics (including race and
origin) to the people in the housing unit. The assignment of characteristicsis achieved through
the use of a substitution hot deck matrix which contains “cells’ of characteristics for reported
households and is stratified according to the type of enumeration method used (mail out/mail
back or enumerator) and the number of people in the household. These cells are updated using
the characteristics of the most recently reported household of the specified enumeration method
and size. Aswith the other hot deck matrices, each cell stores information for eight househol ds
and these cells are constantly being refreshed as new households enter the editing program and
are eligible to update the matrix.
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5. Group Quarters Editing
Purpose: To assign characteristics to people in group quarters.

Tasks: A separate editing procedure is used for the group quarters population. This editing
procedure is necessarily different from the household editing procedure because, in general,
people in group quarters are not related to each other and assigning values for members of
households depends in some way on household relationships.

For people who do not report an origin, the group quarters editing procedure first searches to see
if an Hispanic origin can be obtained from a write-in response to the race question. If not, a
group quarters hot deck matrix isused. Each hot deck matrix for assigning origin is stratified by
type of group quarters (13 types) and by race, using the same six race categories as those used in
the household hot decks. There are three hot deck matrices for origin: (a) one with donors
having a Spanish surname, (b) one with donors having a non-Spanish surname, and (c) one with
donors whose names are not clearly either Spanish or not Spanish or who have not provided a
surname on the census form.

If race is not reported, it will be assigned from the race group quarters hot deck matrix. The hot
deck matrix is stratified by type of group quarters (13 types) and by origin (non-Hispanic and six
Hispanic groups). The seven origin groups are the same as those used in the household hot
decks.

If both origin and race are missing, they are assigned jointly from one of three race/origin group
quarters hot decks: (&) one with donors having a Spanish surname, (b) one with donors having a
non-Spanish surname, or (c) one with donors whose names are not clearly either Spanish or not
Spanish or who have not provided a surname on the census form. These matrices are similar to
the joint race/origin hot deck matrices used in the household editing and they are stratified by
type of group quarters (13 types) and age (0-14, 15-34, 35-54, and 55 and older).
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Differ ences Between Census 2000 and 1990 Procedures for Editing
Responses to the Questions on Race and Hispanic Origin

RACE

Reporting morethan onerace

Use of araceresponsetothe
origin question to impute a
race

Within-household imputation

Hot deck imputation

HISPANIC ORIGIN

Reporting of morethan one
origin

Within-household imputation

Surname-assisted hot decks

RACE AND HISPANIC
ORIGIN

Within-household imputation

Hot deck imputation

Stack of stored raceand origin
valuesin hot deck

Census 2000

Reporting more than one race allowed -
Maximum of eight race codes retained.

Race responses given to the origin question
are used to impute arace.

Assignment of race based on another
person in household (according to a pre-
defined priority order of household
relationship) with the same origin.

Assignment based on the race reported for
the person with the same age and origin
whose data were most recently processed.

Reporting more than one origin not allowed
- Resolution to one origin using a set of
rules; all responses retained for research
purposes.

Assignment of origin based on another
person in household (according to a pre-
defined priority order of household
relationship) with the same race.

Separate hot decks depending on whether
the surname is Spanish; not Spanish; not
clearly Spanish or not Spanish or not
reported.

Use of joint assignment of race and origin
based on ancther person in household
(according to a pre-defined priority order of
household relationship), when neither race
nor origin was reported.

Use of joint race/origin hot decks,
differentiated by type of surname, when
neither race nor origin was reported.

16 race/origin values stored.
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1990 Census

Reporting more than one race not alowed -
Data capture and data processing did not
allow more than one race to be retained.

Not used.

Assignment of race based on another person
in household according to a pre-defined
priority order of household relationship. No
origin match required.

Assignment based on the race reported for
the person whose data were most recently
processed. No age or origin match
required.

Reporting more than one origin not allowed-
Data capture and data processing retained
only one origin.

Assignment of origin based on another
person in household according to a pre-
defined priority order of household
relationship. Race match not required.

Separate hot decks not used.

Joint race/origin assignment within
household not used.

Joint race/origin hot deck not used.

8 race/origin values stored.



C. Evaluating Census 2000 Data on Race

For many census data users, both governmental and non-governmental and the private sector,
there is aneed to understand how the Census 2000 race distributions rel ate to race distributions
from previous censuses and current surveys. Adoption of the 1997 standards resulted in a
number of changes in the number and names of racial categories and in the sequencing of
guestions on ethnicity and race. For the 1990 census there were four racial categories (White,
Black or African American, American Indian or Alaskan Native, and Asian or Pacific Islander),
whereas for Census 2000 there were five racial categories (White, Black or African American,
American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander). In
the 1990 census, the question on race preceded the question on Hispanic origin with two
intervening questions. For Census 2000, the question on Hispanic origin was immediately
before the question on race with a note to respondents to answer both questions. The most
profound change to the standards, however, was that of allowing respondents to report more than
onerace if they chose to do so.

Data by race from most Federal surveys currently reflect a collection methodology of asking
respondents to mark only one racial category. Users of the Census 2000 data on race will need
to compare the race distribution from Census 2000 to these other sources. To provide data users
with a mechanism to make meaningful comparisons of data collected under the 1977 standards
with data that are collected under the 1997 standards, the Census Bureau is undertaking two
research projects. The first study was part of the Census 2000 data collection efforts. In Census
2000, an experimental panel of 10,000 housing units replicated the 1990 questions on race and
Hispanic origin in the 1990 sequence and used the Census 2000 short form as a control panel.
Data from the experimental and control panels will be used to evaluate the combined effects of
the changes in question wording, format, content, and design on the quality and content of the
data on race.

The second study is currently being planned and is expected to be fielded in summer 2001. In
this study, data from Census 2000 will be used to identify households where two or more races
were reported for at least one respondent, using both short- and-long form households;
differential sampling will be used to ensure that households receiving the long form are over
sampled. Stratification and differential allocation of the sample to the strata will be explored to
increase the precision of the estimates. Stratification will be based on Census 2000 data on such
variables as age, Hispanic origin, race, tenure, and urban and rural geographic concentration.
Other pertinent information obtained from an analysis of Census 2000 data on race and from
external experts will also be considered in the sample design phase. A split panel design will be
used; half of the sample households will be mailed a questionnaire that asks respondents to
report a single race, while the other half will be asked to report one or more races. Much likein
Census 2000, non-response follow up will be conducted for households that fail to return the
guestionnaire. To the extent possible, households that have moved since completing the Census
2000 questionnaires will be traced. Results from the respondents will be matched to their
Census 2000 responses. Additionally, afollow-up interview will be conducted to ascertain
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relevant information to help understand the reporting behavior of respondents who reported two
or more races and are now being asked to report asingle race or vice versa. Background
information on single race respondents will also be obtained.

It is expected that reliable estimates that replicate Census 2000 will be produced for the single
race distribution and for the five most frequent combinations of two or more races (White and
Black; White and American Indian and Alaska Native; White and Asian; Black and American
Indian and Alaska Native; and Black and Asian) at the national level. Synthetic modeling is
expected to produce reliable estimates at the state and lower geographic levels.

Like the Census Bureau, other Federal agencies also have plan