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This is the third in a series of papers on ancestry responses from the
supplement to the November 1979 Current Population Survey (CPS) and the 1980
Decennial Census. In the first of these papers (Levin and Farley, 1982) we
showed that the new ancestry item, which appeared for the first time in the
1980 census, elicited useful information for a very large fraction of the
population (with 89 percent listing one or more ancestries), but with reports
of ancestry from persons whose forebears arrived in the American colonies or
the United States long ago differing from the reports of people who arrived
recently. For groups such as Irish, English, or German, very few of those
claiming the ancestry were born in their country of origin or have parents
born there. - Mary who report such ancestries do so in combination with re-
ports of other ancestries. In contrast groups whose members arrived prima-
rily since 1960 such as Koreans, and Vietnamese, were more likely to have
been born in countries corresponding to the ancestry to be speaking a ~— cor-
responding language, and to have had parents born in the corresponding
country. Very few of these people claimed multiple ancestries.

In the seoond paper (McKenney, Farley, and Levin 1983) we showed that the

size and characteristics of a group depend on the procedure used to icdentify
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the group. For most ancestries, the estimates developed'from the questions
on birthplace of respondent or respondent's-parents were much smaller than
those developed from the ancestry question. Additicnally, we showed that
with a few exceptions, the ancestry reports obtained in the Noveber 1979 CPS
were generally consistent to those gathered in the 1980 census, especially
for persons who reported a single ancestry.

In this paper we,qfocus only on Asian and Pacific Islander groups listed
separately on the race item of the 1980 Decennial Census. The groups and
figures are shown in Table 1. The data are derived from the complete sample
detailed for 1980. The Asian groups included Japanese, Chinese, Filipino,
Korean, Asian Indian and Vietnamese. The Pacific Islander groups were Hawai-
ian, Guamanian, and Samoan. Asian Indian, Vietnamese, Guamanian, and Samoan
appeared as separate entries for the first time in 1980. The Asian groups
shown were the largest in 1980; however, there were two other Asian groups -
Lactians (47,683 persons) and Thais (45,279 persons) - with more responses
through write-in entries, than Guamanians and Samoans among the Pacific
Islander responses. No other specified Asian or Pacific Islander group had
more than 20,000 persons (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1983b).

Table 1 also shows ancestry, language, and birthplace responses for these
selected groups. The data presented were tabulated on the basis of corr-
espondance to the race responses. For example, although Japanese was the
only acceptable language for a correspondence to the Japanese race response,
a number of Indian languages - Sanskrit, Hindi, Bengali, Panjabi, Marathi,
Gujarathi, Bihari, etc. - were accepted as Indian language responses.

Similarly, both American Samoa and Western Samoa were appropriate birthplace

responses.




3

Ancestry and race items differ frem other socio—demographic queries since
responses may not be "correct" in the same manner as responses to questions
about age or income. Although the accuracy of a reported ancestry or race
cannot be determined exactly, those factors which are related to the choice
of an ancestry can be studied. From the 1980 Census we can look at race,
language, and own birthplace. (Fram the 1979 CPS we were able to look at
birthplace, mother's birthplace, father's birthplace, mother tongue, and cur-
rent language with results appearing in the previcus papers.)

Comparative analysis is difficult because of necessary census conventicns
and definitions. Language data have been readily ascertained and have re-
mained fairly consistent over time; birthplace data also have tended to be
fairly straight forward except in cases where boundaries change or countries
are reformed into other entities because of wars or independence movements
(Levin and Farley, 1982). Both race and ancestry responses have other
problenms.

The concept of race, for example, reflects self-identification by re-
spondents in the Census; race does not denote any clear-cut scientific
definition of biological stock. Also, for persons who could not provide a
single response to the race question, in 1980 the race of the person's mother
was used; if a single response could not be provided for the person's mother,
the first race reported by the person was used, a modification of the 1970
census procedure when the race of the person's father was used. In addition
to the 9 groups listed above which appeared on the questionnaire (and Thais,
Laotians, and other write-in entries), persons who did not classify them-
selves in one of the specific categories were classified using a set of
rules. For example, entries of Nipponese and Japanese American were classi-

fied as Japanese, and entries of Taiwanese and Cantonese were classified as

Chinese.
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In 1980, since respondents were asked the direct ethnic question, "What
is ...'s ancestry?", data were based on self-identification. Some indi-
viduals in the census reported a single ancestry group; others reported more
than one group. All single- and double-ancestry responses were coded. In
addition, 17 triple-origin ancestries expected to be frequently reported were
coded, while only the first two reported ancestries were coded for all other
responses of three or more ancestries. Since persons who reported multiple
ancestries were included in more than one group, the sum of ancestries re-
ported was greater than the total population. Persons reporting
"Chinese~Hawaiian", for example, were tabulated in both the Chinese and Ha-
waiian categories. Since none off the 17 triple responses including an Asian
or Pacific Islander group, a person reporting "Chinese-Filipino-Hawaiian”
_would only be tabulated in the Chinese and Filipino categories; the Hawaiian
response would not be coded or tabulated..

The "Total" row in Table 1 includes all Asian coded responses, thus ex-
cluding Pacific Islander responses unless they appeared as part of a multiple
with an Asian response; the lack of a complete total resulted from the
creation of separate files for Asians and Pacific Islanders from the complete
sample detailed file, and the inability to ccmbine the files for tabulation
since households with Asian-Pacific Islander marriages would have appeared
twice.

Altogether there were 3,482,178 persons responding with an Asian race,
compared to 3,627,759 persons responding with one or more Asian ancestry re-
sponses, a difference of 4.2 percent. Persons who responded with multiple
race responses would have lost the second and subsequent entries in coding
and tabulation, and persons who responded with multiple ancestry responses

would have lost the third and subsequent responses. The larger number of an-
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cestry responses reflects, in part, the additional responses coded for the
ancestry item. |

An Asian response appeared in both the race and ancestry responses in
3,143,812 cases (90.3 percent of all Asian race responses and 86.7 percent of
all the Asian ancestry responses), and there were 3,966,125 cases of an Asian
response in either the race or ancestry item (but not necessarily in both)
which was 113.9 percent of the Asian race responses and 109.3 percent of the
Asian ancestry responses. The data show remarkable consistency for the race
and ancestry items for all Asians.

Each of the selected groups also shows this same kind of consistency, to
a greater or lesser extent. For Chirese, the largest group by both race and
ancestry, the ancestry responses were 110.1 percent of the race responses,
122.0 percent of the combined race and aﬁégstry responses, and 91.9 percent
of the "race or ancestry" responses.

The Pacific Islander groups had somewhat less agreement for various
reasons. Although Part-Hawaiians in Hawaii were instructed to record them-
selves as Hawaiian, scme of them probably did not, decreasing the count of
Hawaiians by race (Hawaiians had the highest proportion of multiple ancestry
responses of any of the groups shown in Table 1)f The Samoan responses seem
also to show a lack of recording of Part-Samoan race responses. The differ-
ence for Guamanians may be due, in part, to persons who were not Chamorro re-
cording themselves as Guamanian; presumably some Filipinos and Whites may
have been recorded as Guamanian because of birth of affinity, but did not re-
port similarly in the ancestry responses.

Table 1 also shows the correspondence between birthplace and language

with race and ancestry. Lieberson and Saubi (1983) have previously assessed

the use of nativity data to estimate ethnic characteristics and patterns for
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selected groups. For the data, in every case, except for Hawaii, Guam and
Vietnam as birthplaces, the numbers of persons reporting corresponding lan—
guage and birthplace were smaller than the race and ancestry responses.
Since Hawaii is a state, persons in Pacific Islander households who were not
Pacific Islander race but who were born in Hawaii would be include%q;
similarly, persons born on Guam other than Guamanians would be included in
the Guam birthplace tallyvﬁpn the other hand, it is likely that the Vietnam
birthplace total is larger than Vietnamese by ancestry because persons of
other races, probably primarily Chinese, were born in Vietnam, but were not
Vietnamese.

As would be expected, there is a relationship between speakers, and per-
sons born in the corresponding place to period of peak migration. Groups
which had peak migration in the earlier decades of this century (such as
Japanese and Filipinos, although Filipino migration has increased in recent
decades) show smaller proportions of persons born in the corresponding area
and speaking languages of the area. On the other hand, groups such as Viet-
namese and Samcan have large proportions speaking the language and having
been born in the corresponding area. Exceptions are Hawalians, few of whom
speak the language after more than a century of cultural subjugation, and
Guamanians, who tend not to speak Chamorro at hame.

Single and multiple ancestry responses have also been disaggregated in
Table 1. The data presented here differ slightly from those published previ-
ously (Bureau of the Census 1983a) because we have shown multiple responses
which are in the same common code range used by the Census Bureau (for ex-
ample, Japanese and Ckinawan) as multiple responses, whereas the previous
publication showed these as single responses. For example, there were 71,873

persons with two multiple responses within the ccmmon code range (noted as
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"same ancestry" in Table 1) for all Asian ancestry responses, and conse-
quently no cases of "different Asianvresponsé"; that is, 71,873 persons were
recorded as having two Asian ancestry responses. The proportions with the
same ancestry response among the Asian and Pacific Islander groups were much
smaller. Also, although Vietnamese was reported as a multiple with another
Asian response in scmewhat less than half of its multiple responses (45.6
percent), none of the other groups had similar proportions of multiple with
other Asian (or Pacific Islander) responses. Filipinos had the largest
nunber and proportion of non-Asian multiple responses, and Hawaiians had the
largest number and proporticn of non-Pacific Islancder responses.

In an effort to see whether the definition of an Asian or Pacific
Islander responses affected demographic and socic—economic characteristics of
the various groups, we have looked at a number of characteristig; for each of
the classifications. For example, although the median age of all Asians by
race was 28.7 years (compared to 30.0 for the United States population as a
whole), the median for all Asians by ancestry was only 27.2 years; the median
was lower for the ancestry item because persons giving multiple responses
(which were not coded in the race item) tend to be younger than those giving
single ancestry responses (Table 2). In the 1980 Census data, for example,
although the median age for single ancestry responses was 28.8 years (almost
the same as for race responses), the median age for persons giving multiple
responses was 17.4 years. This phenomenon is also seen in the median age of
- 20.2 years for persons giving multiple responses within the common code range
of Asians compared to the 17.0 for the multiple responses of Asians with
non-Asians. The median age for Asians by language response and birthplace

response were higher at 32.3 and 31.7 years, respectively, indicating that

ancestry and race measure scmething different - that is, although
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second-generation Asian immigrants respond with U.S. ‘birth, and more and more
speak English at home, they do not "lose" their Asian ethnicity. The median
age of more recent immigrant groups is generally lower than that of less re-
cent immigrants. The median for Japanese by race, for example, was 33.5
years in 1980, considerably more than the 21.5 for Vietnamese, and the 19.2
for Samocans. The data within groups, though, tend to show the same pattern
as the total Asian data showed. For example, in every case for the selected
groups shown here, the median age of persons giving multiple responses was
less than the median age for those giving single responses, and, for the
Asian groups, the median age of those speaking the ccmparable language or
born in the comparable area, was greater than for either race or ancestry.

A different picture is seen in the proportion of high school graduates by
type of Asian response (Table 3). Differences are much less pronounced.
About 75.3 percent of all Asians by race were high school graduates in 1980
compared to 76.1 percent by ancestry, 73.6 percent by language, and 74.3 per-
cent by birthplace. Although the single ancestry responses were in the same
range (75.7 percent), persons giving multiple responses had higher propor-
tions of high school graduates (80.5 percent for all Asians). The differ-
ences were greater for the Pacific Islander groups than for the Asian groups
(except for Asian Indians which had a 5 percentage point difference between
race and ancestry). For the Pacific Islanders, there was about a 4 percent-
age point difference between the race and ancestry responses, with the Pa-
cific Islanders by ancestry having larger proportions of high school
graduates than by race.

Deta on median household income also show similar distributions by race
and ancestry (Table 4). Households become "Asian" if the householder is

Asian, regardless of the race (or ancestry) of the other persons in the
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household; by the same token, households are not considered Asian if the
householder is not Asian, even if all other members of the housenhcold are
Asian by race or ancestry. In 1979, the médian of all Asian households by
race or by ancestry was the same at $23,000. The medians for "race or ances-
try™ and "race and ancestry" were also $23,000. The median for households
with householder born in Asia was $21,000, somewhat less than for households
defined by the other characteristics, and the median income for those speak-
ing an Asian language at hame was $30,000, considerably more than for the
other characteristics. *** EMILY - check this out, this language value
doesn't look right because the median for all Asians is higher than for any
of its parts #*** |

Although there is considerable variation between groups, with median in—
cone seemingly related to period of peak migration, there is little variation
by characteristic. Thus although Japanese by raée had a median income of
$27,000, almost double the median income of Samoans (at $l4,000); Samcans had
median incomes of $14,000 by race, language and birthplace, and $16,000 by
ancestry; this last figure is higher than the others because of the multiple
ancestry responses ($19,000), particularly when the ancestry response in-
volved Samoan with a non~Pacific Islander ancestry response.

In sumary, Asians and Pacific Islanders, whether defined by race or by
ancestry tend to have similar characteristics. Language and birthplace tend
to give different levels for the various characteristics than do race and am-
cestry because there is selection by age and recency of peak immigration.

Data which were grouped to compile Tables 2 through 4, are shown in a
disaggregated matrix for Japanese in Table 5. There were 5,838,006 Asians
based on the sample file information in the 1980 Census. Of these, 812,178

were Japanese by race and 894,453 were Japanese by ancestrybased on the
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sample numbers. As noted earlier, but shown again here; 733,244 persons were
Japanese by both race and ancestry. Of these, 219,392 (29.9 percent.) also
spoke Japanese but were not born in Japan; on the othér hand, only 13,716
(1.9 percent) were born in Japan but did not speak Japanese. Fully 319,889
(43.6 percent of those who were Japanese by both race and ancestry) were
Japanese by race, ancestry, language and birthplace. This was 35.8 percent
of all persons of Japanese ancestry, and 39.4 percent of all persons of
Jaranese race. |

About 24.6 percent of the persons of Japanese race and ancestry were nei-
ther born in Japan nor spoke Japanese at hame in 1980. Although only 21.7
percent of the single ancestry Japanese respenses were in this category, but
this was true for 82.6 percent of the multiple ancestry responses (and 88.1
percent of the "non-Asian other™ multiple responses), indicating exogamy
which would certainly reduce the proportion speaking Japanese at hame and un-
doubtedly reflects length of residence of the group in the United States. In
fact, those persons who were Japanese by ancestry, race, and language, but ‘
were not born in Japan, were 30.8 percent of the single ancestry persons with
Japanese race, but only 11.0 percent of the multiple ancestry persons, and
only 6.7 percent of those multiples with a nomAsian other ancestry. Since
the marriage of two persons of single ancestry would only produce a single
ancestry offspring if both parents were the same ancestry, but a marriage be—
tween a single and a multiple ancestry couple or two multiples will produce
multiple ancestry offspring, it is not surprising that a smaller proportion
of multiples than singles fall in these categories. As noted earlier, these
persons also tend to be younger.

About 18.0 percent of persons of Japanese ancestry were not reported as

having Japanese race; only 7.7 percent of persons of single Japanese ancestry
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were not reported to be Japanese by race, but 75.1 percent of those with mul-
tiple ancestry responses fell in this category. Also although 84.8 percent
of all persons who were not Japanese by race had Japanese ancestry only (were
not born in Japan and did not speak Japanese at hame), this was true for
fully 96.5 percent of persons with multiple ancestry responses, but for only
64.1 percent of those with single ancestry responses. In fact, while only
12.5 percent of all Japanese by ancestry but not race spoke Japanese at hcme,
30.1 percent of those with a single ancestry response were in this category.

Although 90.3 percent of all Japanese by race were also Japanese by an-
cestry, 39,918 (4.9 percent) had scme other specified ancestry response, and
39,016 (4.8 percent) did not specify an ancestry, or gave an unclassifiable
response such as American or a religious affiliation. About 37.0 percent of
those specifying scme other ancestry spoke Japanese but were not born in Ja-
pan, and about 47.5 percent neither spoke Japanese nor were born in Japan.
That is, 18,946 (2.3 percent) of all persons who reported as Japanese race,
specified scme other ancestry, were not born in Japan and did not speak

Japanese at hane.
CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that for Asians and Pacific Islanders, many of the demo—-
graphic, social, and economic characteristics obtained in the 1980 census do
not differ appreciably by single census item. We have also presented data
which show the numbers of persons who would be defined as "Japanese" depend-

ing on the method of selection by race, ancestry, language spoken at hame,

and birthplace.
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All these data seem to show that it would not be necessary to obtain in-
formation for detailed Asian and Pacific Islander‘races on the 100 percent
census questionnaire, if data are not needed for small areas that is, since
only the 100 percent data are tabulated for small areas, the detailed races
could not be dropped from the questionnaire and still provide adequate infor-
mation for planning in small lccal areas; however, if data were needed only
for the larger areas where sample data are tabulated, ancestry provides a
reasonable substitute for race in most cases. |

The data presented here are for 1980. By 1990, the effects of the in-
creased immigration from Asian and Pacific Islander areas will be showing up
in both the first and second generation data. Since much of the data pre-
sented here is for fairly recent immigrants, and we have already seen in
these data that less recent immigrants and later generation persons differ
considerably from the recent immigrants, it is likely that ancestry will not
be a gocd substitute for race in 1990. 1In fact, it seems evident that if we
are going to get complete information for planning and policy decisions for

Asian and Pacific Islander groups it will be necessary to collect information

both for parental birthplace and ancestry in 199C.




FOOTNOTES

1 Michael J. Levin, Racial and Ethnic Statistics Programs Staff,
Population Division, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C.
20233, and Reynolds Farley, Population Studies Center,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 49109. These data
were initially compiled for use at the Race and Ethnic
Conference, Alexandria, Virginia, July 1985. Part of the
material fram this paper will appear in the Asian and Pacific
Islander Census Monograph, co—authored with Peter Smith,
Robert Gardner and Herb Beringer. We thank Emily Lennon for
statistical assistance and Myron Katzoff for review.

2 In this paper, the temms "ancestry” and "ethnicity" are
used interchangably. Aancestry refers to a persen’s
nationality group, lineage, or the country in which the
person or the person's parents or ancestors were born before
their arrival in the United States. Thus, persons reported
their ancestry group regardless of the number of generations
removed from their country of origin. Responses to the
ancestry question reflected the ethnic group(s) with which
persons identified and not necessarily the degree of
attachment or association the person had with the particular
ethnic group(s).
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