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United States decennial censuses give snapshots of both the number and the
characteristics of the population. The questions used to obtain the information
change as the population itself changes; both the particular questions asked,
and the form of those questions gives us insight into the general thinking of
American society. The collection of ethnic data reflects these changes.

Ancestry data are more difficult to collect than other social and economic
information because of the lack of clear-cut definitions, changing termino]ogies,
poor reliability, and lack of knowledge of the degree of affiliation with a
group or groups. Although indirect measures such as own birthplace, parental
birthplace, and mother tongue help estimate ethnicity because they are less
susceptible to changes in reporting between censuses, a direct question on
ancestry should give more useful information if criteria for inclusion in
particular groups could be established with reliability. Ancestry would
refer to the ethnic group, "roots", or country in which a person or person's
parents or ancestors was born, regardless of the number of generations
removed from their country of origin; the ancestry would reflect identification,
but not the degree of attachment or association the persons had with the

particular ethnic group(s).
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Since the Census Bureau had never asked a question on ancestry before, a
considerable amount of preparations was necessary to determine which groups
would be coded, which would not, which would be subsumed into other groups,
and what the general hierarchy of the named designations would be. This
classification was complicated by the fact that immigration has not been
constant, that some groups arrived before other groups, that geography which
existed in the 18th and 19th centuries no longer exists, that some groups
immigrated under circumstances which would probably make them uncomfortable
about naming their sending countries, that some could not name their sending
countries in any case because time since arrival of the group has been too
long, or because their cultures were stripped away from slavery or other
alienation,

The ancestry data from the 1980 census reflect the diverse nationality
groups which have come to the United States throughout its history. Prior to
the 17th century, most of the residents of this country were American Indians;
however, most of the 7 million respondents who reported American Indian
ancestry in the 1980 census did so in combination with other groups, such as
German, Irish, and English. Persons of English, German and Irish origin - the
three largest groups reported in the census - were the first to come in large
numbers; the immigration of these groups peaked in the 19th century. From
the early 17th century to the early 19th century, many Africans were forcibly
moved to the Unitéd States. The number of “newer immigrant" groups, including

the Italian and Polish, reached an apex in the early part of the 20th century.

Other groups, such as Portuguese and Greek, have had significant, but relatively
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smaller, streams of immigrants settling in this country. The immigrants
during the last two decades include substantial numbers of West Indian,
Spanish, and Asian persons; the latter two groups were also among earlier
immigrants.

In order to determine the ancestry classifications, the Census Bureau
prepared a preliminary list using a number of source materials, including
the Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups. Persons knowledgeable
in different aspects of ethnicity then reviewed the preliminary list for
accuracy, consistency, and completeness. On the basis of a review of the
comments, 1980 census results, and additional research, the Census Bureau
determined a final list of ancestries for use in 1980 processing and display.

Persons knowledgeable in ethnic identification sometimes have different
views on some classifications since several groups may justifiably be
classified in various ways. As a result, some experts would have classified
several groups in the ancestry code list differently.

Although the final list was not exhaustive, it was seen as a preliminary

attempt to classify groups for census purposes. This paper, then, is a first

attempt to reassess the selection criteria used in the 1980 as the Census Bureau

begins to consider refinements in the list for use in the 1990 Census. In
this paper, we will only be looking at European groups, partly because to
look at all groups would necessitate a much wider scope, and partly because
we have recently been prodded to look carefully at the European groups by

Magocsi (1987) and others.




THE ANCESTRY QUESTION

The ancestry question in the 1980 Census was based on self-identification
and was open-ended. For the CPS and the Census, the question was worded
"What is ...'s ancestry?" (but has been changed to "What is ...'s ancestry
or ethnic origin?" for testing for the 1990 census), and had no prelisted
categories. Some individuals reported a single ancestry group, others
reported more than one group. The 1980 Census was the first census to
collect ethnic data on persons regardless of the number of generations
removed from their country of origin. Ethnic information collected in
previous censuses came from questions on country of birth of persons and
their parents and identified ethnicity for only foreign-born or native
persons of foreign of mixed parentage.

Some respondents reported a single ancestry group while others reported
more than one ancestry group, i.e., a multiple response. All single-and
double-ancestry responses in each survey and the census 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
persons reporting the ancestry groups was greater than the total; for
example, a person reporting "German-English" was tabulated in both the
“German and other group(s)" and “English and other group(s)" categories.

Also, persons reporting one of the unique three-origin groups were

tabulated in each of the three ancestry categories (see USBC 1983:6 for




the list and numbers of triple-ancestry responses.)
On the basis of these criteria, 16 European ancestry groups had more

than one million persons in 1980:

Englisheceecsceceacssnsees 49,598,035
GermaN.eeceescesscssessesess 49,224,146
Irisheeecseeecassecesssees 40,165,702
French (excluding Basque.. 12,892,246
Italianeeeeececscecessosess 12,183,692
ScOttisSheseseoeesaeseesess 10,048,816
POTiSheeeeeaeocessoneesese 8,228,037
DUtCheeeeeseeeoncecsceesess 06,304,499
SwedisSheeeeeeesseeoeneasss 4,345,392
NorwegiaNeeeeseosssesseesss 3,453,839
RUSSTAN Ne€eCeveoscessnees 2,781,432
CZeCheeesooosvososonaessss 1,892,456
HungariaNeeeeoos eseseessss 1,776,902
Welsheveeeoeeoeosconnnsees 1,664,598
DanisSheeecesscocossceaseass 1,518,273
Portguese..ececececccass cees 1,024,351

In developing the processing plans for the 1980 ancestry data, certain
conventions were adopted. For example, some pairs of ancestry responses
(e.g. French-Canadian, French-Basque) may appear to reflect multiple
ancestries, but instead are unique ethnic groups and were treated as a
single group. Persons reporting combinations of closely related ancestries,
such as "German-Bavarian," were tabulated as a single ancestry (in this case,
German). In addition, responses such as "Polish-American" or "Italian-
American" were treated as a single entry (i.e., "Polish" or "Italian").

Also, responses such as "Irish-Catholic" and "Russian-Jewish" were

treated as a single ancestry (i.e., "Irish" or "Russian"), since United

States law forbids the collection of information on religious identification

in a mandatory census.
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In the remaining sections we will look at how the 1980 classification

scheme might be modified for the 1990 census.

CLASSIFICATION OF ANCESTRY GROUPS

Paul R. Magocsi (1987) has recently published a paper critical of the
Census Bureau's classification of ancestry groups in 1980. Although 1980 was
the first attempt at collecting ancestry data, and thus some problems in
classification were expected, many of Magocsi's criticisms are important to
consider as we develop a new classification scheme for 1990. There are a
number of problems with Magocsi's criticism, especially because he confused
ancestry groups displayed in the report "Ancestry of the Population by State:
1980" with data collected but not necessarily presented in the report.
Magocsi starts his salvo by noting that "the classification of the responses
must be seriously reconsidered and revised, since many distinct ethnic groups
were subordinated to other ancestry group classifications and therefore
statistically ceased to exist (1987: ). He finds weakness in the strength
of the Census Bureau's open-ended question, noting that the wide variety of
accepted responses “seemingly overwhelmed the unsuspecting census tabulators"
(1987: )« Also, "having qualified its own classification system, it seems
appropriate at this mid-decade juncture that the Census Bureau be informed as
to how its decisions seem to reflect less questions of interpretation than a
lack of sensitivity or even unawareness of the existence of certain ethnic
groups (1987: )"

Much of the rest of the paper, however, is an important contribution to

the study of ancestry in the United States in its direction of how the Census
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Bureau might better collect ancestry data to be used as a foundation for
subsequent research and planning. Here we will consider Magocsi's comments
on a case by case basis to help understand what the Census Bureau can do to
obtain more effective data for analysis.

Here, we will follow the coding scheme developed by the Census Bureau and
followed by Magocsi in his analysis, allowing us to look at the data collected
on a "country by country" basis. At the end we will consider the "new" ethnic
groups proposed by Magocsi which are not presented in the country analysis.

Magocsi finds that the Census Bureau is unrealistic in its assumptions
about our display of information for Western European groups, noting "with
regard to those parts of Europe, the Census Bureau tabulators seem to have
been laboring under the widespread but nonetheless anachronistic notion that
nation-states 1ike Great Britain, Spain, Italy, the Netherlands, and
especially France are éthnica]]y homogeneous entities that in the course
of their historic development have by the twentieth century eliminated the
"problem" of national or ethnic minorities within their borders (1987: .
By lTooking at each country in turn, we can see how the Census Bureau
collected data in 1980, and how we might improve data collection procedures
for 1990.

Great Britain. The following categories were included in the 1980 census:

016 ENgliSheueeeccsooasssescosasessdd, 178,537
017 Channel, Guersey, Jersey Is.... 22,306
018 COrNiShNeeeeecscoccsossscncsssssns 21,906
019 WelSheeeeosesesscccasssssnanass 1,882,260
020 SCOttiSheeeeeeeecesssscascsness 3,342,437
021 MaNXeeeseeooasscsssssonsasccncs 9,220
022 Northern Irelandecececesccacess 16,418
096 British ISleSeecersssscenscccces 12,113
097 BritiSheeessceecosssscccsssanns 175,258
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These data demonstrate both the strengths and the weaknesses of the system
used in the 1980 decennial census. The categories for English, Scottish,
and Welsh probably worked effectively, although the numbers might have been
smaller than some individuals in those groups might have liked. These groups
are among the long-term immigrants with peak migration during the earliest
flows of migration to the United States, causing many second and third or
later generation migrants selecting multiple ancestry groups. Only the first
two ancestry groups were coded unless respondents selected one of 17 triples
(listed in Appendix ). Persons selecting one of triples were recorded
three times, once in each group; all other multiple responses appeared in
only two places.

The smaller groups are more problematic, and fall into three kinds of
categories unlikely responses, catch-all groups, and small groups. Each has
a separate kind of issue to resolve. For Northern Irelander, for example,
persons must have responded "Northern Irelander" to be coded into this
category. It a person responded "Irish" to the question "What is ....'s
ancestry?", he or she was coded as Irish rather than as "Northern Irish"
since the coder could not know that the persons would have chosen that
response if a series of responses were listed. Therefore, although the
Census Bureau recorded more than 16,000 responses of Northern Irelander,
we probably would have obtained even more responses in this category had
it been list separately.

The second issue has to do with the catch-all category. In this case

we have two: British Isles (12,000 responses) and British (175,258). Here
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the respondent chose to select a rather broad category than a specific
category. There are a number of reasons for this. Some respondents
probably felt that British was an appropriate response to the question
“What is ....'s ancestry?" Others may have been third or later generation
individuals whose ancestors had inter-married to a significant extent, and
therefore could or would chose individual "British" ancestry groups. Others
may not have understood that the "smallest unit" was expected, and chose
British by default. Although we can expand the instructions to respondents
it is unlikely that we will be able to eliminate this kind of responses for
any of the reasons given here. Hence, one of Magocsi's biggest complaints,
that we group categories indiscriminately, is only partially valid, because
we must group according to the actual responses we get. Although he
criticizes our showing British separately, noting “such a decision is
unfortunate, since it means that all Americans whose ancestry derives from
the British Isles...who may decide to describe their ancestry with the name
of the multinational country they left - are simply classified as English",
is not really true.
***NEED TO LOOK AT THIS FURTHER, I THINK THIS IS MISPLACED***

The third type of issue involves small groups, and the use of the census
to obtain data on these groups. Here we have three small groups - Channel,
Guernesy, Jersey Is (22,000), Cornish (22,000), and Manx (9,000). Since
these data are based on a sample of the whole population, the numbers are
estimated, based on the responses of about 20 percent of the entire United

States population. This means that the 9000 Manx are based on the responses

of about 1500 to 2000 persons, a relatively small sample of the total U.S.
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popd]ation. The quality of these data for these small groups is further
complicated by the method of coding the data. Coders in three locations
around the country after the 1980 hand-coded the ancestry responses using
a long, detailed coding list. On a number of occasions the coders made
mistakes, for example, interchanging digits in the three-digit codes as
they entered them on the forms, errors which could not be corrected because
the miscode was also legal, and therefore, not caught by the computer during
computer editing. Sometimes the coder thought he or she remembered the
correct code for a group, but accidentally supplied the language or
birthplace code rather than the ancestry response. This procedure also
added errors, which would not affect the 45 million responses for English
very much, but which would affect the 9000 responses for Manx considerably.

So, although as Magocsi notes, "it is true that some American descendants
of the early Cornish immigrants who began coming in large numbers during the
1830s are still proud of their Cornish ancestry (1987: ', it is also true
that they may have trouble obtaining completely reliable results from the
Census data.

Yet another problem develops in trying to distinguish groups which are
linkages of two separate ancestry groups, for example, Scotch-Irish or French
Canadian, from their separate parts recorded as two parts of a multiple.
French Canadian was coded as a single entry, presumably because it was more
likely that this was not intended as two multiple entries. "Since the unique
single response could not be distinguished from the multiple response,

Scotch-Irish was treated as a multiple origin group and tabulated in both
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categories “"Scotch" and "Irish"...It will never be possible, however, to
determine whether respondents intended to report a single response or a
multiple-ancestry response" (USBC 1983:6). With this in mind, it is
unlikely that the Census Bureau would change its policy on the coding
of Scotch-Irish, since other combined multiples would also have to be
coded as singles.

French. The following categories were obtained for French ancestry:
028 Frencheeeeesooesessss11,218,137
029 BretoNeeeesesecsccess 8,053
030 CorsicaNsecececsceses 20,393
031 French BasquUe.seessss 12,237
090 Alsatianciececsesceces 41,444
091 Lorrain@scescscescass 946
098 Acadianieeecessesesss 32,799
One of the problems with Magocsi's analysis is his confusion between what the
Census Bureau collected and what was published in the Supplementary Report on
Ancestry (Ancestry of the Population by State: 1980). For example, because
the number of persons reported as Breton was so small in 1980, for the
supplementary report, Breton was grouped with French, which, according to
Magocsi, "defies all logic other than that based on ethnically meaningless
state boundaries (1987: Y*. In this case, the Census Bureau must claim
innocence since data were collected, and tabulated separately for Breton;
however, it is not clear what validity these data have because the numbers
are very small, and have the same restrictions in use as for the small
“British" groups, that they are susceptible to reporting and coding problems.

The Census Bureau also reported Corsican separately. However, in developing

code lists for 1980 and for 1990, it is important to remember a caveat
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presented by Magocsi: "Bretons and Corsicans maintain their own organizations
in the United States. Yet despite their distinct origins and community life
in America, neither group is given its own entry, mentioned in the French
entry, or identified anywhere in the otherwise ethnically sensitive Harvard
Encyclopedia (1987: )*. The Census Bureau is only restricted in its use
of 3 digit codes, so that up to 1000 separate codes for ancestry groups can
be included; however, we are restricted to those we know about, and which
will be indicated by respondents in the mail-out, mail-back form. We use the
Harvard Encyclopedia of Ethnic Groups and other sources in determining the
code list; it is only through these sources and papers such as Magocsi's that
we can learn about the various groups to include.

Alsatian and “"Lorrainers" were coded separately, with the results shown
in the charts. The number of persons selecting Lorraine was extraordinarily
small, with the total being extremely unreliable. Nonetheless, it is possible
to disaggregate the data. The inclusion of "Occitan" or "Occitan/Provencal”
is possible, but if there are no more responses than obtained for Lorraine,
it is unlikely that the Census Bureau would want to include the category
over the long term.

Spanish. The following categories were collected for the European
Spanish responses:

200 Spaniard, Castillian.s.eese...86,657
201 Canary Is.,Majorcan..eeeeesee 2,557
202 Spanish Basque.cesesssceesses 8,534

203 Cata]anol00...000.‘...00.0..' 2,351
204 Ga]iS-ianocoo.....o..o..o.oooo 3,218
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As seen here, there were 2,400 persons who responded as Catalan in 1980.
Given the small numbers, it is difficult to decide whether Catalan should
be shown separately in general Census Bureau publications, and even more
difficult to determine whether any demographic, social, or economic
characteristics could be shown for this group, even though Magocsi feels
that "there seems no excuse for subordinating Catalans, with their own
language, national identity, even political autonomy in the twentieth
century, under the rubric lSpam‘ard'" (1987: ). Of course, the data
were collected separately, but not shown in the Supplementary Report
because of their small numbers.

Italian. The following Italian groups had more than 750 responses in
1980:
052 Ttalianeeeeeeeoeonscesesas.11,896,153

053 AerZZi.....o.............. 8,022
054 ApU]ian..--.--...........-. 3,553

055 Basilicata, Lucanideeeeeses 4,244
059 Friu]ian...'....0.....0...' 984
060 Laxio, Vatican City, Rome.. 5,029

062 Lombard.ian.l...0......0..00 1’079

066 Pug]‘ia..............‘l..0.’ 1’629

068 S-ic.i]ian..b"l.l.t.....ot.. 35,086

070 Trent‘inOOOOOOOQ..Q.......'. 1’866

072 Va]]e DIAOSta...I.l..I..... 897

In addition to these the Census Bureau also had separate categories for
Calabrian, Amalfian, Campania, Emilia-Romagna, Ligurian, Marches, Molise,
Piedmontese, Sardinian, Tuscan, Umbrian, and Venetian, none of which
received more than 750 responses (although some respondents reported for

each category). Therefore, Friulian with its small number (about 1000)

was tabulated separately; again, the results may or may not be valid,
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and Magocsi and others can not expect to obtain characteristics for such a
small group of people.

Magocsi also insists that the 9,623 persons reporting in the Ladin-
Romansch category be moved from Swiss to Italian for the umbrella category.
***Nancy, check on this, please. Is there evidence from the Harvard
Encyclopedia or other works for this, and if so, should we do it. Should
Ladin be separate? It is large enough, probably, to be shown separately,***

Low Countries. The categories for the Netherlands, Beligium, and

Luxembourg in 1980 were:

005 Be‘lgium.......l....l 343’622

006 F‘lemish..‘...l...... 17,255

007 wa]]oon...l......'.. 499

014 Dutch.‘....l...l...'5’880’843

015 Frisian.eeeeeeeeesss 21,506

075 Luxemburgereeeeee... 49,994

Once again, Frisian and Flemish are large enough to be shown separately, but

are proabably not large enough for any kind of sophisticated analysis.
Russian. Russian is shown as a separate category in Census Bureau

reports, and not part of “Eastern and Central Europe". The Census Bureau

felt that particular attention was required regarding the ethnic groups

which originated from the areas now comprising the Union of Socialist

Republics or which were once part of the Russian Empire and the Austro-

Hungarian Empire. Some of the ethnic groups are still distinct, while

others seem to have merged or disappeared in the United States. For example,

a number of respondents reported the category Ruithenian and although some

advisors still consider them a distinct group, others feel that Ruthenians

should be combined with Ukrainians.




15
The response "Russian" presents another difficulty because it can have

several meanings. Russian may mean Great Russian, or for some group§ such
as Russian Jews, Russian Moslems, Belorussians, and in some cases Ukrainians,
it may simply refer to their country of origin. Hence, persons reporting
Russian in the census may include those who identified with the specific
ethnic group 'Russian’ as well as those who may have reported the term in
a different context. Magocsi feels that "this is not only an understatement
but a euphemistic formulation that...barely camouflages the fact that the

Census Bureau's designation rendered in the published data as "Russian,

n.e.c.” is meaningless (1987: ).

The categories shown for Russian in 1980 included:

140 RuSSiaNeeeeceessovecosscncces
14] MUSCOViteeeeeerascccoocsccns
142 Crimean, Kurilian, Siberian.
143 Azerbaidzhaneeseeseeecoceees
144 Bashkireeeseeosesoesoscensne
145 Chevasheeeeeeeesosscosccases
146 Yakut.eeeeoeoooosoococennsne
147 Cossack, Kazak.eeresooooosss
148 KirghizZeseseseoesessocscnnns
149 MordoviaNeeseeeessoscssssees
150 Ossetianieceeccecscesscccnne
151 TadjiKeeooooeoseassocosscsens
152 Tatar, Tartareiecesccecscecces
153 Turkestaniceeeeeeeesseosscons
154 Udmurteeeeeecesccescosccasee
155 UzbeKesooesseesoaoscncassscns
156 VOotyaKeieeeoeoooosvonssannesns

In addition, the following groups were recorded separately allow the areas

are currently under Soviet domination:
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161 Georgian.ceeeeceesesosess 1,505
163 Ruthenian.eeeeeeesseessee 3,537
164 Carpathian.eeeeesceeseess 5,218
166 Ukrainian.eeesesssesesss.730,056
168 Belorussian.eeeeseeeesess 7,381
111 Estonian.cececeeceecseess 25,994
117 Latvianeeeeeeecescseessss 92,141
120 Lithuanianseeeeeeeseesess742,776
Also, the 212,621 Armenians were coded within the Russian coding scheme (code
number 159), but were moved into the category for Northern Africa and Middle
East, reflecting the fact that most ancestors of America's Armenian population
came from what is now Turkey and Lebanon rather than from traditional
Armenian lands in the Soviet Union.

Some of the groups which Magocsi finds lacking (e.g. Carpatho-Rusyn,
Cossack, Azerbaijani, Georgian) were coded and tabulated separately, but not
shown in Ancestry of the Population by State: 1980, but a few others (e.g.,
Finno-Ugrian, North Caucasian) were not, and should be considered for inclusion
in 1990 if they meet the criteria.

There is sometimes a problem with deciding which groups do meet the
criteria for inclusion, even on the assumption that there numbers will be
sufficient to warrant displaying them separately. Will a person actually
respond "I am a German from Russia" to the question "What is ....'s ancestry?"
If a person responds "German", that code will be used; if Russian, that code.
Therefore, the respondent would have to report "German from Russia" and the
coder would have to code that response. The Census Bureau did tabulate

persons reporting Volga German or Black Sea German (3,799) total persons

on the basis of the sample). Here is where subjective determinations about
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where to place groups comes into play. Magocsi wants these persons put into
Russian category on the theory fhat "although clearly of German ethnic and
linguistic origin, their experience in the former Russian Empire, where they
began to settle beginning in 1763 and where they flourished in ethnically
homogeneous and self-governing communities until at least the late

nineteeth century, suggest that they might be classified separately from
other Germans" (1987: ). The Census Bureau will undoubtedly test this
response before 1990, and consider the category for inclusion.

Carpatho-Rusyn. There was no separate code for Carpatho-Rusyns in 1980,

although the category Carpathian appeared within the Ruthenian category, but
was tabulated separately. After the code lists were determined the Census
Bureau hedged bets slightly, noting that "Rusyn, at present, is more
appropriately categorized under the ancestry group ‘Ruthenian'" (USBC
1983:7). Apparently on the basis of a survey, Magocsi notes that “in the
American context, not only is the historical term Rusyn (Carpatho-Rusyn)
most widely accepted at present, it is also more neutral in the opinion of
about half of the group's members of varying Orthodox faiths, who generally
consider the term Ruthenian a synonym for Byzantine or Greek Rite (Uniate)
Catholics" (1987: ).

Kalmyk. The 6,137 Kaimyks were grouped with Mongolian in 1980, If
after further investigation, Kalmyks should be moved to Europe, the Census
Bureau will move them for 1990.

Georgian. The 1980 census estimated 1,505 Georgians in the census (on

the basis of the sample tabulations). Of these, a large majority were
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reported as living in the U.S. state of Georgia. The question then, is how
the Census Bureau can differentiate persons who feel a fondness for the U.S.
state of Georgia and report themselves as Georgian, from those who report
their ancestry as Georgia in the Soviet Union. Magocsi feels very strongly
about inclusion of Georgian.

"Not only should their ancestry group classification be restored, but
the sub-heading "Georgia" should be dropped. Americans of Georgian ethnic
background might use the adjective Georgian or the native name of their
country Gruzilia (or gruzinets - a Georgian person), but they are not
likely to use the Anglicized form of their homeland, Georgia, to describe
themselves" (1987: )« Perhaps if the Census Bureau uses "Gruzilia"
rather than Georgia, appropriate data will be obtained.

Finally, the Census Bureau reported the 3,218 persons who responded
as Galisian in the Spanish category, corresponding to the region of Galicia
in northwestern Spain rather than to the historic Austro-Hungarian province
of Galicia (which after 1918 was part of Poland and since 1945 has been
divided between Poland and the Soviet Union. It may be as Magocsi states
that most Americans from Spanish Galicia respond "Gallego" or simply
"Spanish", but the numbers for Galicia are so small, that it might be
difficult this group into two smaller groups. The Census Bureau will
consider moving Galicia to "“Eastern Europe" as part of its pre-1990 census
analysis.

Czechoslovakian. The Census Bureau coded two groups for Czechoslovakia

in 1980: Czech (with 1,311,856 responses) and Bohemian, Moravian (with

589,906 responses). In 1980, persons responding with Czech were combined
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with persons selecting Czechoslovakian, whereas Slovak was a separate
category. It is likely in 1990 that Czechoslovakian will be a separate
category, since it refers "to any inhabitant of Czechoslovakia, a
multinational state created in 1918 that, besides Czechs and Slovaks,
also includes such diverse ethnic groups as Germans, Hungarians,
Carpatho-Rusyns, Poles, and Gypsies, some of whom could and at times
did respond that they were or are Czechoslovak (Magocsi 1987: ).

It is also likely that Bohemian and Moravian will receive separate
categories since they form such a large group together.

Yugoslavian. The following groups were classified on the basis of
their geography with Yugoslavian:
131 Yugoslavian, n.e.Ceceesse..360,174
133 Croatian.ceeeeecescssecssessa252,970
136 Serbian.cceeceesseescssesss100,941
137 Slovene..eeseesessessoesessl26,463
Magocsi suggests that the Census Bureau also list "Montenegrin" separately,
because "although they are ethnically similar and use the same literary
language as the Serbians...the Montenegrins, who had an independent state
and autocephalous Orthodox Church from the late eighteenth century to 1918,
and who since 1945 have their own republic in federated Yugoslavia, are
considered a distinct nationality" (1987: ). Since the number of Serbians
in 1980 clearly allow for this split, Montenegrin should be listed as a
separate category for 1990.

Since Serbo-Coatian also is a large group, the differentiation of

Bosnian Moslims separately is a reasonable addition to the code list.

Further, for the same reason, the Census Bureau should be able to honor
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Mogocsi's request that Winish be added, in reference to descendants of pre-
World War 1 immigrants who came from a small region in what is now the very
northeastern corner of Yugoslavia.

Bulgarian. There were two categories for Bulgarian in 1989: Bulgarian
(26,532 persons) and Macedonian (16,355). These two groups will be shown
separately again in 1990.

Sorbs. 1In 1980, the Census Bureau coded the 19,153 persons responding
as Sorb, Lustian Sorb, or Wend in the "German" category, and, therefore,
as part of Western Europe. If, as Magocsi writes, Sorbs "continue to
flourish (some would say they are artificially kept alive) within the
boundaries of East Germany where their Lustian homeland is located"

(1987: ), then perhaps it is more appropriate to move them into Eastern
Europe.
Rumanian. The following groups were coded separately in 1980:
125 RUMaNian..eeeeecsscscsess311,374
126 Bessarabian, Bukovina... 1,327
127 Moldavian..eeeeeccoceese 356
128 Transylvanian..eeeeesess 1,950
129 Vlach, Wallachian..eeeee 344
Although the two smallest groups may be dropped because of small numbers, the
other three groups should continue to be coded and tabulated in the 1990 Census.

Polish. Three groups were shown separately in 1980: Polish ( persons),
Pommeranian, Silesian ( persons), and Kashubian ( persons). The
Census Bureau intends to continue with these three designations again in 1990.

Jews. Persons responding Jewish, Moslem, Protestant, or Catholic were

tabulated in a category with other unclassifiable responses (although with a

separate general code, which is suppressed during processing). Jewish cannot
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be tabulated separately because Title 13 of the United States Code forbids
the collection of information on religion in a mandatory census; single
responses of religious groups and non-classifiable responses were assigned
the same code during processing.

Although Magocsi argues at some length for inclusion of Jewish as an
ancestry category, inclusion is not possible. The Census Bureau included
the statement "A religious group should not be reported as a person's
ancestry" in its instruction for the ancestry question; still, people
could respond as Jewish, and Magocsi would like to see those persons
included since information voluntarily offered need not necessarily be
refused. Of course, such information would already be skewed since
instructions told respondents not to include a religious response.

Then, Magocsi argues that Judaism is not merely a religious
designations, but, in fact, in certain European countries is a "distinct
nationality or ethnic group...Jewishness reflects a cultural framework
that in the old country even included one's own literary language."

(1987: ). The problem, of course, is that Judaism is still a religion,

and as such, will not be coded separately.

CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have only considered European ancestry groups to give
a view of the data available from the 1980 census and to look at plans for
looking at ancestry reporting after the 1990 census. In 1980, the Census
Bureau tabulated responses for different European ancestry groups. On

the basis of Magocsi's and other researcher's work, the Census Bureau will
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undoubtedly expand the number of ancestry categories for the 1990 census.

The 1980 Decennial Census was the first to collect data on ancestry for
all persons in the United States. The general ancestry question was based on
self-identification, provided no prelisted categories, and allowed for one or
more ancestry responses. Some of the resulting data were presented in the
Census Bureau supplementary report on ancestry, "Ancestry of the Population
by State: 1980", and in other reports (cf. Levin and Farley 1982, McKenney,
Farley and Levin 1983, and Passel and Levin 1987). These analyses include
changes in reporting over time, size of groups by definition of the groups,
and how single and multiple reporting differs. The Census Bureau intends to
continue its series of analytical reports to help determine how the 1990
ancestry question will be aked, coded, and processed. Papers such as those
contributed by Lieberson (dates) and Magocsi (1987) help in setting
priorities for the research and for the form of the question and subsequent
analysis.

As a first step, the 1980 census question on ancestry had some strengths,
some weaknesses, and the Census Bureau intends to learn from the various

analyses to produce and even stronger item in the 1990 Decennial Census...



