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ABSTRACT
Th1s paper presents a;:ausa] model of socioeconomic differentia-
tion between the Anglo maJor1ty and 1mportant minority grou¥3—1n

American metropo]1tan areas. Building on recent research, part1cu1ar]y by

" Bahr and Gibbs and J1obu and Marsha]] the model reTates some structural ..

character1st1cs of metr0p011tan areas (ﬁénufactur1ng employment the

-~ -
.

\
presence of two 1mportant minorities, recent 1ncreases in the size of. a

minority, popu]qt1on size, and reg1on) to educat1ona1, occupat1ona1; A

" and income differentiation. Uifferentiation in 1970, meespred by

the 1ndex of dissimilarity between two percentage d1str1but1ons, is

S

Re .

Rl T R

high@f@ hetween Puerto R1cans and ﬂng]os in the Middle At1ant1c ':'

Y
- .
<
y .
i
‘ ’
‘ 4
Q

“important in lower1ng black- Angls d1fferent1at1on, percent black in T

o ' o
states and between b]acks and Anglos in' the South thle 1mpprtant ¥

LI !

reg1ona] d1fferences force the. presentation of four separate analyses,
the overal] resu]ts suggest the ut111ty of the model. These analyses ‘
_po1nt to the -dmportance of occupat1ona1 differentiation_and particularly

educationa] d1fferent1at1on in 1nf1uenc1ng 1ncome different1q§10n

~The Yegional analyses show manufactur1ng emp]oyment to be partxcu]ar]y

-

1owerihg Puerto Rican differentiation {in contrast to expectat1onsy.

about the impact of inter-minority competition);«percent Spanish ¢ .

heritage.minoritx in rai3ing Latino-Anglo differentiatio? in the « ‘ '\

%

Southwest (dn*index of Anglo gains from Latjno subordinatiqn); and

area‘popu]ation size in lowering Lat;no;Anglo differentiation else~ .
“vhere. An 111usttat1ve analysis of the Fb]e of Spanish surname-Anglo
-residential segreqat1on in the Southhi;t/éhoqa it to hqve very great
impact on other dimensions of a551miiat1on, ihECOntrast to pravious .
research on black-white patterns. . f‘. :
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Despxte the obvious 1mportance of ag_gss1ng mode]s of m1nor1ty~ - ,“|

\ majority d1fferent1at1on 1n terms of th° exper1ence of a number of
0
m1nor1ty groups, few studies have been tru]y comparatave 1n charactdr.;&~
g
. . 'While a S1gn1f1cant body o# reseaﬁbh has accumuiated about the ques- ? N

tion of urban soc1oeeonom1c d1fferent1étnon, this lﬁterature conS1sts \~

\ ,__,_,-a-*‘
almost entirely of stud1es of a single m1nor1ty group (usua]ly Awer1can

Fa

- . blacks or 'nonwhites') and its exper1ence in terms of a majority " .

grdup (usgai]y American wh1tes or the ‘non-black’ popuTat1on) The. present
“\ B
Jtudy uses data for a number of American m1nor1ty groups -~ b]acks, '

Mex1canvAmer1cans, Puerto Rlcans, and other Span1sh her1tage Amer1cans / w

o = e o e e e e e e ¢ e e e e g mamrms ]

- to”pvaluate a mode] of urban d1ffereht1at10n whic¢h builds directly . .

on recent studwes-of black-wh1té patterns (Bahr-and Gibbs, 1967;
&

J1ohu ahd MarshaII, 1971) 'The study “should reveal whether there

. : , . are s1gn1f§cant d1fferences in the processes of urban §t£uctura1
. differentiation among these mingrity groups, and the degree to wh1ch ) .
. N
ey " factors such as reS1dent1a1 segregat1on aﬁd m1nor1ty popu1at1on in< &

4 \’
“

* ey
¥

Te " ¢rease; presence of another minprity group, anq the metrop011tqn econgnic

N~ . .
base affect the experiences of these groups. . . 4a _ q; .

4

Usetof the term “asswm11at19n" has- been avoided in favor of the

o

more neutra] word "d1fferent1at1on" As Metzger (1971) has noted about

the black experience, "ass1m1§ation" has' acqaxred connotations wh1ch

often asspje either some long!%erm outcohe (e. g the inevitable e?d
»
' ¢ of a racially.or ethn1ca1]1y p]ura] nat1on) or some particular (usua11y -

. )

& 11bera1) 3tance about the process by which a group enters "the mdin- N

// ‘stream". Quegtions of racism aﬁjde, suchfimblﬁcations onjy-c1oud the
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- attempt to study Précesses of changes1n urban popuiat1ons. JIn this’

"research, "d1fferent1at1on" refers only to the measured degree of d&s-

' similarity between two populations in some trait or characger1st1c.
‘ . /
N

ﬁ R - ﬂi_e_Prﬁ’!em \‘{" a
/’//) \a\\\ ‘I the present research, we i1l examine differentiation in three

¢

Y o ]

. )
t educatiﬁﬂ, occupataon, and 1ncome 3J1obu -and Marshall (1971) argued

: that urban racijal d1fﬁarent1at1on could best be d1scussed as a com-

C e . plex causal process in which eco]og1ca1, demoaraphic, and economic
\ ' factors were caﬂsa‘]y Tinked d1rect]y*and 1ndﬁrect1y with a series of
N . 'outcomes’ -- the spec1f1c d1mensions of socra]oand econom1c d1fferen—

¢ measmmmetmew 59 s on Enou w06 on W on o
.

. o ; .
., Figure 1 About Here . -
\ '“\V.‘ ¢+ \ -

~'
————————— v n e o o we 4w T on on o

model included the ‘arguments that income differentiation between

N 4 —7 Ay ’
blacks and whites was in part determined direct1y by occupationai dif-

-

ferent1at1gh, wh1ch in turh was determ1ned in part by educat1ona] )
.vij'

d1fferent1at1on, other factors sych as, the rate'of b]ack popu]at1on

' 1ncrease and the per cent of the tabor force in manufacturlng deter-,

. 1 . r)

‘ m1ned in part the va1ues of the outcomes of educat1ona], occupat1ona]
and income differentiation. Given the assumptaoﬁ% of path-analysis,

the four variables to the left of the dxagram wcre taken as exogenous,
v T
whiie all other var1ab]es in the- system vere taken as caused either

!Py,othex variables in the systcm or by uncorrelated residual variab™ s

=

0095 "
2

' area§‘strateg1c for the understand1ng of urban soc1a1 stratif1cat1on --.

— ~*'——~t1at10n~W AS*Fﬂgﬂreﬁﬂ {adapted'from Jiobu and Marsha%?) indicates, their

v s

-
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Recasttng the orob]em in th‘Ee terms e%]owed the deta1]ed exam1nat1on

\. € . ®

of how urban racwa] d1fferent1at1on was the d1rect-and indirect pro-
9 -

. - ) ; .
duct of a nuriber of other 1$5ue%; use\of nath ana1y91s perm1tted rela~
tively prec1se quan%“tat.ve est1nates of the d1rect and "indirect 1mpact

fﬁfr P

of causal factors on di?ferent1at109 Va]ues for the mode? were esti-

~

1)

ﬁg?ted using 1960 Census data for wh1tes and non-wh;tes in 74 Targer
*ﬁ\Amer1can cities. y " _— .

The présent research Wil assess the ut111ty of a s1m11ar mode1

for the study of other Amerlcan mino¢1t1es, spécifically such Span1sh

:,
bas1c data for the present study .come from

her1tage minority groups.as: Mexvcan—Amervcﬂ's and Puerto Ricans. The
,lejgm Census (U.S. .

Byreau of the Census,” 1972 and 1973).° In contrast to the use of urbai *

—_—— e - e e e e e

place data by Jiobu and Harsha]7 (1971), the unpt of ana]yslg in’ th1s

¥ .I

study gs the Standard Metropolitan Stat1st1ca1 Area (SMSA)*¢Wh1Ch re-

.

presenté an entire urban conmun1ty someyhat more usefully than either

the‘urban plqce or Yrbanized Area cJ}cepts (see Hi11, 1974, Bahr and'
. y .
,Gibbs} 1967). The present research attempts tor extend the earlier )

l

work.1n th1s-area by exam1n1ng the 1mpact of, the présence ‘of one 51zab1e

ginority group on the dimensions of different1at1on bg}ween another

mine}ity grbup.and the majority bopu]ation'(the popu]atioﬁ neither’

black nor. from a maJor Spanish-language m1nor1ty)f 1abe11ed here,

with certain reservat.ons,the I'Ang]o" population. Part]y to make ‘
'.compar1sons more easw]y in the limited space ava11ab1e and partly

to dea] w1th‘§rob]ens previously confronted by others in study1ng

‘urban differentiation (c.f. Hartley, 1072 Jiobu and‘Marshall, 1922},

the fo]low1ng analys1s de11berate]y simplifies the earlier model,

~

0006 )
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/‘F;hus it 1s.more g§ploratory then deffh1t1ve 1n character, and we will _

’ <’
O try to po1nt tquuestions wh1ch‘nEed more exten51ve,development in
g e
; futurewesearc)h . :,f) . { o
) > ” -~ X~ . .\‘—‘/__ . R
s\ - ¢ N

TR . ; zﬁevelooment of the Model ) .

Th§3most 1mp£(tant argumentsxbf the J1obu-Marsha1] mode]y them~

se]ves based on preV1ous research and d1scuss1on in the 11terature

(e g.,zBahr'and Gibbs, 1967)..w111 f1rst be Summarized: Industr1a]

& structure (1nd1cate in prEV1ous research by the percent of the Tabor

5 1
.. force g manufactur1ng'orr§3;a similar measure) waéﬂiyund to be 11nked

4

S ‘ddréct1y and 1nd1rect1y to rac1a1 dtfferentta}1on, withxmangfactur1ng
emp1oymenfvgenera11y-11nFed to expandﬁng job poss1b111t1es for bﬂ&cks

2 ¢

L
" as well as hav1ng an!1mpact on further m1ner1ty m1grat1on to a part1-

" tular area\?cvia Turner 1951; Thompsbn, 7965). - -

4

ij The re]at1ve size o;.the mﬁnor1tf (percentage in the loca1 popu-./
lation) Yﬁs 11nked with differentiation ;hroﬂgh either compet1t1on or

‘ -
exp101tat1an. J1ohu and Marsha]T c1te,B]a\cck 3 (1956~ 1957) arguments

that the wh1te>percept1on of an, 1ncrea51ng local b]aek popu]at1on,
posfnd a compet1t1ve threat, would be met by 1ncréased d1scr1m1nat1on'
' thus e7p1a1ns the positive cnrre]at1on between percentage b]apk and ;
A~ racial 1ncom§§d1fferences C1t1ng Glenn's (1966) research on white”
gains from b]ack subordanat1on in 1960, Jiobu and Marsha1$\p\”nt ‘to
~ the.alternative exp]anat1bn of the 1ncreased opportun1ty far majo }:}
ocia-

explontat1on of a m1nor1ty popula 1bn as pred1ctgng a po§1t1ve ass

t1onabetween percentage black and h1gher soc1oeconom1c d‘,fereht1at1pn\ ;

3
(for an exam1gat10n of the "wh1te gains" thesis in 1970,” see DowdaJ]

0007 . *
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" : Previous research (Bahr and GﬁBbs, 1967-; Taeub¥r and Taeuber, : .

NS ) " (7965) _pointed to impor@ént regional effects on socideconomic differen- A .-
oL . b .

)ﬁk‘ ’ i, t1at1oh J1obw'and Marshall assumed some 11nger1ng regional d1fferencq; .

A1

+

‘h, 1n~the1r mode] for blacks and whites, part1cu1ar1y between the cou?n . . 4
Ce ,: and the-rest of the couﬁ%ny ' '
v W . Fin%ﬁ]y, Bahr and Gibbs (1967) dfseuss a Targe number of reasons '

v . which predict, but report‘L1tt1e ev1dence of, a 1ink between resxdentlal Y
¥ a . . ' ‘ ‘ N

g - A A d1fferentiat&on andaother d1mens1ons ‘of d1fferent1at1on. J1obu and * - "
" ' f' Marshall C1t1ng thé nptent1a1 economlc and cuTtura] éffect, assume” ' .

LY . \

ghettoiiitfon of blacks. w111 have,1mportant direct and 1nd1rect 1inks

‘0

_;‘ %o thesé other” 1ssues *\ SRS J t .7 SN . ' .
e ) o .

5
Ay

" | F1gure 1 showg the caus modeﬁ‘devef;péd by Jtonuiand‘MarshaTI. . .
. S (1971) The ieader~15 refer:Ld to the;ﬁ we;k (1971;’51§U‘ Hartley, .
DR - Marshall and digbu, 1972).and Bahr and Gibbs (1967) for a more! co
- _ : Vplete d1scu551on of‘the order1ng“"? the model, Of primary 1mpon¢ance

S is;the ordering of the d1mens1ons of educational,"® occupat1ona1, aﬁd .3

1ncome d1fferent1at1on, both Bahr and Gibbs (1967) and Jiobu and Mar- .
- \,,l ‘
jsah}] (1971, as we]] as -other researcher?‘rn social strat1f1cat1on. S

! argue"for this ordéering as a useful one. Briefly, occupational pos1- ’ .

. . ,
kﬁ,‘ ‘ \t10n 1s assumed to be jmportantly influenced by training and other ,

y | educational outputs; and income is largeTy.(but in a capitalist society,
' Il . ’ :

) * by no meané totally) dependent on occupatton. . oL
' X .

The placement offb]ack popu]at1on 1ncrease proved problematic 1n .\

LR the original model since, contrary to the hypotﬁe51zed positive direct N

and indirect effects on socioeconomic differentiation, the path gna]ys1s 5 :
. 3 . . .

¢ ' . ) . |
. . 008 .. ' R




AT RS
¢ oy . ' oot e . o
" 7 " vt = . i . «
? # \ « F\ N s fd 4
/{ } ' -~ -~ ¢
4 - ﬁ -
X * V] -t
w . -
3 (' LY Y.
v ¢ - * ( Y ? I'q \\ b
* VU e A

showed-esgatlve effects Hartley (7972) notes that these negat1ve

re]atiopsh1ps mau,reflect the tendency of blacks to mlgrate toward

areas ih which b]ack-whtte,d1fferencesvare m1n1m1§ed Marsha]l and

g

R o Jiobu (197z) respond prooErly by not1ng that‘the order1ng o? the mdﬂeiﬁ R

-

sone reorder1ng in further research part1cu1arﬂy to take 1ntg account .
b .,—J_ . .\9.
A}

the’potentfa11y rec1proca1 character of _the re]at1onsh1p. .- M1no~

"“‘; . L

v rity popu]ation ;ncréase 1s treateE as-an exogenous factor, and no .

agteépt has bgen made .to examcﬁe it as med1at1ng between the oiher 2
) L

§tructura1 1tems and,maJority/m1nor1ty d1ﬁferent1at1on /! >

[

’
dent1aT segregat1on, to 1ntroduce ahy aCkuaT teipora] difference in

the measurement of ghe engehoqs and endogenous varia 1es. Jiobu
”‘ . and MarshaﬂI“X1971) argue cogent?y that the 1mpact of dhettotzat1on

sHou]d be ?e1t forr some t1me, and that, by contrast‘~occ pat1ona1 and
~ . h
igcome shifts w11] have an a]mo hnnediate effect on sesreﬁutwod?/”//

\ .

: \
v Jhetir argument aboug the less Q@med1ate ‘eSts of th& other structura] '
. - .

< fhctors, part1cu1ar1x«Thdustrialxztructure, eems]ess persuaS1ye,.

T .
given the reldtively immediate impgct which expans1on*or contract1on ’

X a3
of 1ndustry has had on m1nor1ty opportunuty in this country. HMore-
'-4(~ / /{—/ ﬂ
" over, the impact. of the relative size of the m1nor1ty or ibs relative ,
e

s

) increase should be feln almos 1mn§§cately, percept1on by the maJor1ty

/xﬁia rapid-influx of a m1nor1ty appears to occur soon after the arrival .

-

S of the newcomers (1f not ir ant1c1pat15n of it).. For these.reasons,
all of the measures are for 1970,¥W1€h.the e§cept1on of thelmeasudes

—~0f res1dent1a1 segregat1on in 1960 While this simplifies_data

. '
‘ a \e_ N
;-
T

{ obos, - -

R

was éonsistent with existlng theory, andathe resu1ts may»necessztate \K\.'

- ¢ \

~* 'The present research makes no afitempt, save in thejﬁase of res1—/( ’

ar

*
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/ A Jiobu and Harshaj] (1971) 11mited the1r st

. - - '. ..\ }‘ . PAJ . .
co]]ect1on, 1t 1s\obV1ous ‘that a more complex mode1 whﬁch ean study é’

the short-and-ﬁongaterm erfects of commun1tx\structure shouId be of '
_ % N

-

great 1nterest 2 : R
Y to thdse 74 qrban“ -
pxeces w1th pou]at1ons of at least 100 000, W1th ronwh1te popUQations .

- ’.9 ’
of at least 2 500, and wfth at least 85% of the nonwh1te population °

%
’

b]ack They argued persua51ve1y that, given the h1gh res1dept1a1 Gon-. C

-

centration of hlaéks 1n'the centra] city, aée of urban p]ace data, N NN
controlled for the pbtentially 1mportant 1mpapt of suburbanization. .
In the present r€§earéh, it is assumed that ‘the effects of

differentia] suburban1zat1on (and what they are awaits future study) .

*

are merely. an éxtens1on oﬁ the more genera1 quest1on of the geographuc
and gther ‘aspects of soc1oecoan1c d1fferent1at1on. “Thus, it seemS)
reasonable %o use: that census, ar a& unit wh1ch includes the,W1dest '

ex}ent of’ the contemporary Amergcan commUn1ty, ina t1me when'the

)

extent of éven the S. M S.A. may often underbound the true urban coms

r/’

muni Yy of &mer1cah society. Fo1low1ng Bahr and- G1bbs (1967 526), the

present research uses the S.MI13.A. s the unit of ana]ys1s as the'
c1osest equivalent to " the concept of("commun1ty“ (for ajfegent argu- ] .

- ment for the use of the S.M.S.A. unit :R resedych or local 1nequa11ty, e

see H111 1974). - . : = 0 Jr

It 1s clear that ‘their data also- Jimited the impact of s1ze of . y
A

commun1ty, suspected by'others (e. g. Thompson, 1965) of hav1ng a subn
stant1a1 1ndependent 1mpact on the a111ed question of income 1nequa11fy,

though fqu did exam1ne the effect of the re]at1ve size tr the m1nor1ty

comiunity on socioeconomic diffler@ntiation.

\

\oT ’ .

In the preseot resear;?/

.“ * ot . GQ].O . | ..{‘




.. a much moré d{terse set of commun1t1es 15 stud1ed and tota] popuLa§1oh‘ )
51ze is exp11c1t1y exam1ned as an, exogenous factor Moreover, no res- ' i
trict1ons on the minxmﬁm srze or comp051t1on of the m1nor1ty popula- .
tion are used G1ven that 1960 data were pub]1shed on nonwh1tes, and

1970'data on blacks, the prob]em of popu]at1on heterogene1ty wh1ch . :’
" doubtless mot1vated Jiobu 3qd Haréhals to exc]ude c1t1es with non-

- white populat1ons ]ess\than 85% bTack has begn reduébd but not elimi-. y

wated. Use of the “Ang]o" (rather tﬁan ‘the non- black) population as . ;

a base for exam1n1ﬂg d1fferent1at1on reduces the prob]em of the a111ed . A
4'question of the homogene1ty of the .major1ty pnpulat1on, though con- ' ' :)
‘siderable ambiguity remains.> ~ o g . : Lo

v -
F1na]1y, the mode] presented here exam1nes‘the impact of the- pre~
. - (\ y,

ssence of a second 1mportant minority group (e. g > Puerto R1cans) on N

_ . “the soc1oeconqnuc differentiation of a z7r ’cg}d¥ minority (e. g.s \
n. " If two minorities compete o,

- .‘ ’ B]acks) vis-a=vis the majority popu]at1
for rough]y the samé‘resources in a Tocal community, this 1mpact shoulg
K . be positive; 1. e., h1gher p rcentages of the dther. n1nor1ty in the '

- « - «~ population shou]d be Tlinked to h1gher 1evels of’different1at1on This

? should be espec1ally evident for occupation, but seems likely to occuv 7
for the other dimensions’ ;s we?& For the present ana1y51s, We assume « " v
add1t1ve effects on]y, fwith the expectat1on that later queYs u111 ‘ .i

{nc]ude attentxon to interaction
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' 'xstances the mode] of F}gure 2 15 expanded'hy add1ng or deleting?one or

[
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'F1gure 2 presents the bas1c model exan1ned in th1s research The‘

- /nd &

. usual as<umpttons of path ana?ys1s have béen made (Duncan, 1966) a

-4
.ordxnary Jeast- ~squares techn1ques in mak1ng estimates.. In some in- 7

e

two:exogenovs'Wariables: regﬁgn'and residential segregatjon,
[ - . 4 * N
" Data and Measurement of Varﬁab]es oL ‘ -

Do

A11, of the measures for th1s study were drawn from the U.S Censds: ) .

¢

. L)

The 'units of analysis are a1l of the 243 SMSA's deﬁ’ned inthe 1970 .

PO

cen(gs, with the except1on of the 1ndexes of res1dent1a1 segregat”on, .« .

all\of the measures‘d1scussed below are the ent1re metrop011tan area v

populat1on and for both sexes. In 3 strict sense, t&erefOre the re- '
sults are not comparable with those of Jiobu and Marsha]l (1971),
which‘nere based on 1960 data for 74 urgan pﬁaces, with meagurement

of male gecupational szructure on]y, w1th a d1fferent measure of popu- - ’
Tatnon 1ncrease:§and which exam1ned the nonwhlte popu]ation (rather ‘ :

than the Negro popu1at10n) The present research compares b]acks and

Spanlsh heritage m1nor1t1es w1th the Anglo popu1at1on (the total popy- * -

T latlon minus black and Spanish herltage components), whlle Jlobu and

!hrsh311 stJdﬁed the wh)te (including Spanish her1tage) and nonwhlte

populat1ons, o _

Differentiation in ,education, occupation, and income is measured
A

——— «
~

by the 1ndex of d1ss1m1]ar1ty betwegen two perpentage distributions,
fthemse]ves ca:cd?ated from published census data. The index of dis-

s\mi]ar1ty is defined mathematically as half of the sun/uf'the ab- -

.

sqlute differences between two percentage distrﬁbutions;'it can vary

~

Ll * '/.’
o S Te—tx

B TN
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theoret1cally between zero (when the d1str1butlons are eAactly a11ke) _
and 100 abso]utely no overlap between the two), and its value can be

interﬁreted as the percentage of one group's members who wouuf}have "

to be néﬂ1str1buted in order to produce exact s1m17ar1ty between the

»

. two d1str1butwdns (.or a deta11ed d1scuse}on, see Duncan and Duncan,
1955) As J1obu and Marshall (1971)’have arguedvpersua51ve15 the
index of d1551m11ar1ty is an extremely apt measure of d1fferent1at10n,

A Y
w1th a number of‘1mportant advantages over other, usually §T;;1er,

- ?

measures ofqd1fference between popuTat.ons (for further discussion, ® o o

see Pa]mure and Wh1tt1ﬁgton% 1970; Duncan and Duncan, 1955). One
N [4

A ]

should note, of course, that what the jndex measures ‘is the degreek
of d{fference between two populations, not the amount of inequality

w1th1n either popn]at1on, an index va}ue of., zaro cou]d be at£i1ned if

blacks had the same h1gh level of Tfamily income 1nequa11ty as did
LN

white families. =~ =~ *

”~

N J

_Indexes of diseimilarity between Ang]os, bTacke and.Spanish
her1tage m1nor1t1es were calcd]ated between percentage d15tr1but1ons
of tge*%ducat1on atta1nment of he popu?at1on aged’ 25 years and over
(in e1qgt ‘categories), the occupat1on of employed persons 16 years'
old and over (in 12 categor1es)‘ and fénaly 1ncome (in- 15 categor1es)
Need%ess ‘to say, these data are anyth1n§fhut perfect. No account is
taken of the qéality‘of the years of education being compared. The
occ&pationa] categories are extremely broad' and it is Tikely that the
average occupatfonal status of minority peop1e found in the same
broad category as Anglos probab]y are found disproportionately in the

lower status and more poorly pé&?ng JObS inethat category. Family

C— 0013 -




. clearly (c.f. Palmore and Whittington, 1970).

T , ' ' 0] . : 0] . ’
income data are-subject to a variety of conscious and upintentional .

L4

distortions, and neglect unreported income ahd‘income in kind, For

present.purposes there is 1itt1e'that can usefully e done to correct *

these data; it srould be emphasized, however, that these est1mates of

. dif?erences between maJor1ty and minor1ty popu1até§?s probably minimize

ﬁeaor1ty-m1nor1ty d1fferences, apd that the. true d1fferences are qu1fe o

hY
11ke1y to be considerably greater than these unadjusted data show.

“The 1ndexes of d1ss1m11ar1ty, based as they are dn the summat1on
of abso}ute d1fferences say noth1ng about th: direction of d1fference
between two popu]at1ons The percentage d1str1bufﬁons used in construc-
ting the 1ndexes of d1ss1m11ar1ty were exam1ned to see whether there
was a clear.direction to the percentagg differences. In most cases,
as' a later paper wi]t_show, thi? "crossover" effect was_observed '

The measures of res1dent1a1 segregat1on empfbyed 1n part of the

ana1ysis are also indexes of d1ss1m11ar1ty, computed from 1960 census

p
data: The' Taeuber and Taeuber (1965 32) indexes for census b1oek Hata

Lg\ on 207 U.S. cities were used for b]ack-wh1te comparisons; the UCLA

~

étudy-PrOJect s {c.f. Epebﬁer, et al., 1970) indexes of residential
%,

-dissimilarity for cens

Andlo popwlations were employed for " 35 Southwestern c1t1es Use

of these data was d1ctated by pract1ca11ty and introduces some problems

into the ana]fsms F1r¢t the Span1sh -surname indexes, aside from the

. generic problems of any data on Spanish heritage groups in the U.S,

-

N

(see Hernandez, Estrada, ana Alvirez, 1973) is ‘calculated on tracts

rather than the smaller census block used in the calculations E&ithe

s

1014

tracts between the Spanish-surname and f

w 0




nonwhite-white segregation index; this probably results in a somewhat
Tower estinﬁte of Spanish heritage segregation rg]ative to black seg:
régation. Second, the 1960 sgg%egation indexes ar; based on ppbu]a- :
- tions which are.not identical to éhose measured in the endogenous
variables - nbﬁwhites in 1960 versus Negéoes.in 1970 and whitespersons .
~ of Spanish surname in the Southwest in 1960 versus alj persons of
Spaniéh languade and Spanish surname in 1970 (c.f. Hernandez, Estrada, .
and Alvirez, 1973). Given the generai]y high.proportion of the non-
white populdtion that is Negro, the forme%'issue seems less of a pro-
blem than the latter. A third problem is the, Timitation on the gvai-
labiliiy of data on Sp;nish heritage people in 35 Southwestern cities
in 1966: available resources ruled out any extension of these data,
at Teast fpr tﬁe present. Finally, the indexes are based onedata

¥ .
for cities, not SMSA's; the segregation measure usually represents

the index.for the central city of aq\irea, or a $imple average of such

T indexes if the indexes were available. The assump£40n of a High cer- * =

oY

»

Ulﬂ * « ! . o .
%\ relation between the central c1ty61ndex used here and the segregation

“1ndex that might be obtained for an entire SMSA seems quite reasah;
able, given the research of the Taeubers (1965:55-62) on this ques-
tion for the Negro population: Hopefully, future research will assess
whefher this is an accurate assumption. In the meantime, the results
of this part of the analysis must be regarded as only tentative and

of 1lustrative value. 9

]
/
The measure of minority population increase used in :his analysis

was a simple percentage increase in each population between 1960 and

1970, suggested by Hartley (1972) as an alternative to the Jiobu-

* .

*

PRSI | 0015 N




~

Marshall measure, the simple difference beatween the percent non-
white in the two census years. This chagge seems warranted both by :

the empirical results of their research. and by Hartley's theoretical
X . - i i

argument. -The measure of.populat%on change for the black-Anglo com=
.o _ . ) \
/ . : parison in the present research™¥% the intercensal percentagﬁii%crease
L P L4 - . ’
in the nonwhite population, in most cases well over 90% of which is

the Negro population (U.S.,Burea& of the Census, 1973:Table 3).
L . 3 %
J ' " Since the measurement of .the Spanish Tanguage or heritage popu-
. (} ' o i
Tation over time presents few a]terﬁa}iyes (c.f. Hernandez, et al, 1973),

only cfude indicators of change in the size of the Latino population
were generated. ¢ ’ L i
-In the 25 SMSA's with data on Puerto Ricans, t;é pbpulation of

Puerto Rican Birth and parentage inl}960 was caleulated for those

qpuﬁgggﬁgwwhiéh made up each SMSA in°1870 (c.f. U. S. Bureau of the

Census, 1972:Tabfe 81). Inithe remajﬁing 218 SMSA's, the percent of ‘
* the population of Cdgén, Mexitan or 6ther~Lat{n American (c.f. U.'S: ///

Bureau of the Census,. 1972:Tab1e’é1) birth or parentage .)

in the two census years was used" to calculate a simple index of_ the o

Latino popuiation. The limitations of such an index are obvious, given

iié inability to measure third and later'generations. ‘

No lgngthy justification bf thismeasure will (or can) be offered;
it is employed because it seemed the leasthyﬁattractive of :?
the few alternatives available. '

Q ‘
The remaining variables are measured in straightforward fashion.
. s ,

/

The percentage of the civilian labor force employed in manufdcturing

. ' ~industries (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972:Table 87) is used, as in

P | 0016 - :




o remaining .states. In one part of.the ana]ysis, a dummy variable is

u;obu-ana Marshall, as an index of industrial struoture: The ué;sures -
of minority, presente are defined as the percentages of an area's\popula- "”‘Nwﬂ
tion Negro and of $panish heritage (U. S. Bureau of Census; 1973:Table 3). |
Area population size is SMSA®total popu]a&ion, expresseq in Tog form
to deal with tno 1nf1uence of a few very large cas es (u. s. auy@au of . B

Census, 1973 Tab]e 3) The regional d1V1§oons examined in the re-

o

\
search are Prthc1pa1Ly the Southwest (Ar1zona Ca11forn1a, Colorado, o
New Hexico .and Texas), three states of the Northeast (New Jersey, New o
York and Pennsy]van1a), all the states of the South (as defined by

~
. the Census Bureau) exc]ud1ng Texas, and the residual category of the :

. used to represent an .area’s Iocat1on in the South (a "1") or outside
it (5 "0"). These divisions are used because they co¥respond to |

important d1fferences in the report1ng of dat7 on Spanish her1tage

minor1t1gs

=

Régional Djfferences

. Table 1 presegts the means and standard deviations of the mea-
sures of differentiation; reported for the entire set of‘S M.S.A.'s
"~ as well as by region In fact, g1ven that the. 1970 Census reports
data on differenté§5 7sh her1tage groups for different sets of states,
there is no way to $s01q+° a reg1ona1 effect as such from the data
(see Hernandéz, ‘Estrada, and Alvirez, 1973). T%e Census reports de-
tailed educat1ona1 occupational, and income data on persons of Puerto
Rican birth or parentage in three Middle Atlantic states /with 25
S.M.§.A.'s). _Simi]ar'data are reported on pérsons of Spanish lanouage

or Spanish surname for five Southwestern stites (with 46 S.M.S.A.'s),

., AN




L W‘é‘ S ) |
andfon persons of Sp&n?%h language for the rema1n1ﬁg 42 states and the
~ Distritt of Cotumbia (with 172 S.M.S.A.'s). The SRan1sh language popu-_ 4
1at1on consistd of those pevsons%ﬁho report that Spanish was, spoken in
\the home whilé they vere ch11dren or who reside in a hqusehold whosg
head reported Spanish as a mother tongua, Thé data for the- Southwest
adg to ;his language group those personf\ahbse surnames are found on

! a list of over 8,000 Spanish surnames.

~

. . ~
To be ‘Sure, these data atl . deal w1th Span1sh heritage or Latino

mfhor1t1es, but they are certa1ni%gconceptually different enough to
make one hes1tate to treat them as equ1va1ent As Tab]e 1" makes

’ c]ear, the degree of differentiation of each group from the Anqlo
popdiat1on clearly var1es, probably ref]ect1ng both the unique ex- T

-

7 per1enées of these groups as well as reg1ona1 effects. For all groups, .
black and Latdno,'educat1ona1 d1fferent1at1on 1s consistently the
Towest of the three dimensions, with occupation dif‘erentiation usuatly
. i ]
on]y s?ightly higher than income~diffe?entiation In the three mid-
dle Atl ntic_states, the degree of black- -Anglo d1fferent1at1on is

considerably ]ower for a]] three dimensions than the Puerto Rican-

Angio‘level. The reverse is true in the rema1n1ng states, with the
Spanish heritage-Anglo level of differentiation lower than the black~
Ang?o Tevel, the single exception bejng_tﬁat educational, differentia- .
tion between Spanish heritage person§ and Anglos ?nrthe Southwest is
higher than black-Anglo. It is impoﬂtant to note that theee compari-

sons hold" true for the\populat1on in metropolitan areas’bniy, con-

:'\ N parab]e figures,on the nt1re popu]at1on might be substantially "

o - different. : /TM >

LY | \‘ e | 2 '. |
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Table 1 shows'that the highest levels of differentiation from4
the Anglo population occur among Puerto R1cans in the M1dd1e Atlantic
areas and among lacks in southern S. M S A.'s. The data for Puerto
Ricans deals with on1y f1rst and seCond generation - Puerto Riclns in
the u. S., and exc]udes the third and later genepat1ons presumab]y
1ess d1fferent1ated from the,Ang]o popu]at1on. The re]at1ve1y high
level of black—Ang]o d1ﬁferent1at1on sin the South is conS1stent n1th

e
+ other reports of the level of rac1a1 discrimination in that_reg1on -

{c.f. Glerm, 1966, Dowdal] ﬂ974) Leve]s of Spanish-Anglo d1fferen- . <§%.

tiation are.someﬁhat higher 1in the Southwest than in the othef two\

remaining regions,\which show substyntially similar patterns. .. ° yk
As indicated above, a1f of the. ta for Spanish' heritage groups :

vere analyzed separatgly by region beceose they show important reg1ona1

differendﬁs (see partial regression cﬁeff1c1ent in metrxc form, Table 3)

However, in the casg of the black-Anglo equations, a dummy@;er1ab1e .

for Tocgtion in the South is used; while some 1nteract1on was noted , L

in the Squth~nonSouth compar{sons _this offers cons1derab1e s1mp11-,

——\,) ,

Basic Resu]ts ' i o o

ficat1on w1thout great d1stoghgon. T

-

He first oresent'the overall results of the analysis, and‘then ¢
turn to the findings for each minority- maJor1ty combination. Tables ‘.
2 and 3 present the zero- order cérrelatwons, means, and standard ’ |
dev;etuons of all of the var1ab]es. Tab]es\4 and 5-contain the r;E
su]ts of the analysis in the form o; the regression equat1ons nn
both metric or qnstandard1zed and st}n:Zrd1zed form. For compar1

of populations with different variances (such as the d1fferent

é ]
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¢ ‘ Spanish heritage regipnal results), the metric forn is usefui; .
evaluation of the relative importance and character of the effects .
of a set of variables ‘on a defendent var1ab1e shou]d make use of the
vresults in standard form. RN

‘ . The results J? the four!separate analysesﬂxTables 4 and 5 é.
’ Figures 2t through 5) show enough diversity to defy any simple summary: -
. but some-genera]ﬁzatfons can be made. Inspection‘cf the. netric co+ |
efficients shows a re1at1ve1y similar and 1mportant tole of educational.
) d1fferent1at1on shaping occupat1ona1 d1fferentiat1£n Substanttial
parts of the effects of industrial structure and population saze on

T - occuaationa] differentiation ‘are med1ated by educational differenti-

‘ ion. By contrast, occupa®ional different%ation plays consfderab]y /-
C—:fferént:roles in-each of the four analyses; partfcu]a_rly in the
e case of the Puerto Rican-Anglo results. Comgrary to the other thre®
v. anaTyses and‘to the theoretical arguments cited, earlier, occupatfonal .

differentiation has 3 moderate and negat1ve direct effect on income
different1at1on between Puerto Ricans and Ang]os in the Middle At-

. lantic states, while the sign is as expected, the size of ﬂhe direct

: ' effect of otcupational differentiation on income uifferentiation is .

surprisingly small for the Southwestern Latino-Anglo results. (It :
* Ay

‘\QR ~ 'mightebe helpful to keep in mind that a 'positive' effect means an in-
6 crease and a negative effect a decrease, in d1fferent1at1on ) : ‘
! The results show genera] support for the predictions about the

> o
¢ \Z

.role of area popu]at1on size in reduc1ng d1fferent1at1on 3iz& Has a
consistent overall negative impact on the d1ss1m11ad}ty*measures in

all four ana]yses /ﬁjven vhen tak1ng industrial structure, percent ,

’ ‘Q _: \
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. “to 1ower d1ss1m1}ar1ty between majority and minority populat1ons.. .

" south has a positive net effect on black-Anglo income’differentiat?od,

} .
. A
.\ .
R , .
. . . aw /
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minority, and'otheziimportant }orrelates of population 54;e into ~
ﬁccount the results show that\larger area size 1ﬁﬂependent1y acts
S1milar1y, the Jiobu-Marshall (1371) finding about the negative

effect on d1fferent1at1on of recent 1nc;eases in the m1nor1ty popu-

lation holds true For all four ana]yses. . Noueover, Tocation 4n theqtm

~

o
L 4

as predicted and found by Jiobu and Marsha]l (1977). The data of

| these ana]ysgﬁiare consxstent with the expectation that areas with C.

.

‘higher proport1ons of emp]oyment in manufactur1ng will tend.to have

- lower maaor1ty»minor1ty differentiaticin, W1th the 51gn;f1cant é/x :

ception of the Span1sh 1anguagr populat1on Outs1de the Southwest.

This group shows MOderate pos1t1ve\effects, 1nc1ud1ng a reasonab]y .
1mportant direct effect on income d1fferentiation. The overaIT im- \
pact of the percentage of a commun1ty s-popu]at1on who are members, ‘\QJ
of a parthch]ar ﬁhnor1ty group wasfbenerally pos1t1ve for b]acks,

Puerto Ricans, and the largelxﬂ/h1cano popuﬂat1on of thé Southwest,

a f1nd1ng con51stent With the thes1s of explo1tatC§n or maJority

g&1ns*¥rom @Jnor1ty subord1nation' (c f. G]enn, 18665 Dowda]i, 1974); . .

1

1t did not Kold true for the Spandsh heritage group elsewhere. .
" The expectation that “the presence of an?tber important minority :

group would 1ncrease maaor1ty-m1nor1ty differentwat1on was supported

(though weak]y) for blacks and somewhat more substant1a11y for the

Latino population of the Southwest, an. increase of one pencentage

point in the black popu]at1on of a Southwestern metropo]1tan area 4

L )

rdl sed Chicano-Anglo infbme differentiation by a quarter of a unit.
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ent1at1on) to 70 percent (1n the case of the Southwestern Ch1cano— o

J.jpart1cu1ar prob]em Let us turn to,aqﬁiief summary of what the models

Th1s variab]e had a neg]Bg1b1e .net. éffect on Anglo-Span1sh her1-.
tage d1fferent1at1on outside the Southwest and a very strqng
negat1ve ef fect on Puerto Rican-Anglo income dif prentuat1on, with a

one percent “increase in the black population Towering the index of _yf

d1ss1m11ar1ty for income by e1ght-tEnths of one unit. : »-
As "the Rz's of Table 5 show, the model,x{elds relatively good .

statistical exolahations.tor the various dependent variables, and

[}

explains from 40 percent (1n the case of"Puerto R1can—Ang1o d1ffer-

~
Ang]/ﬁg1fferent1at1on) of the varxance in 1ncghe d1rferent1at1on.
Hawever, this is a re]at1ve1y minor factor in eva]uat1ng the utility ) ,

of a part1cu1ar model in comparison wL;h its abitity to clarify a

tell us about part1cu1ar s]tuat1ons.of m1nor1ty-maJor1ty d1fferent1at1on~ "

in the Unfted States in 1970. Perhaps we might begin by not1ng that
&3

we are forced to present at least four different portraits,’ S1nce

regional and rac\aﬂ and ethq1c differences don t-allow a s1ngle

summary picture to be drawn. - ' A

B]ack-Anq]o Differentiation. As summar1zed in F1gure 2, b]ack% N

Anglo income d1fferent1at1oh ts shaped very powerfu]]y by educational

d1fferent1at1on and Tees 1mportant1y hy occupational d1fferent1at1onr '. \

éducat1on in particular serves to med1ate the” important net negative

p L
effects of industrial structure (percent manufactur1ng) _area popu~
lation size, an%%:ecent increases 1n ,th proport1on of the area's”
popu]at1on\b]ac? A strong positive effect: of pexcent black on
educat1ona1‘d1fferent1at1on and,_1nd1rect1y through education, on income

i - \

0022 A - ‘
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differentigtion is offset almost cgmp]ete!y by a negative'direct ef- |
fect on income dtffe?entiatfz::~percent black has almost no wet

rtiow of the local population in one @

importance. In fact, the pr
* “ V

Jof the Spanish_heritage éinorié%es'has a slightly greater effect

’

[

-

than perceﬁt\b]ack, lergefy due {q a.smalv tndirect effect throuéh
1/, occupatioﬁel diffe}entiation; cpnsistent with the arguﬁent of the
positive effect on d1ffereet1at1on of 1nter~m1nor1ty compet1t1on, per- t )
cent Span1sh her1tage has a net positive effect, th9ugh very modest = | .
in® s1ze. Sim1]an1y, locat1on in the South has a modest pOS1t1ve )//— .
effect on income d1f?erent1at1on, particularly through educational
dlffenent1atfgn :4 R ) ~

qgﬁbed by their overal} net. effec:f on income differentiaticn,

N,

|
the most 1mp0rtant variables (in descedding ordé&r) are educat1ona1

d1fferent1at19n percent employed in manufacturing (negat1ve), percent )

1S
black (negative) and area Eopu]at1on size (negative), occupational

' ', ) djfferehtietion, region, percent Spanish heritage minority, and per- .
L | cent b]ack.( o ‘ . * , ;
) , '
. Z//— Puerto Rican-Anglo D1fﬁerent1at1on As shown in Figure 3,
’ [} v [t
educat1ona1 and occupat1ona1 differentiation play important roles, ?
;4 ¢ direct and mediating, in determining Puerto Rican-Anglo income dif-

o/

ferentiation, "though with opposite‘effects, given the neéetive path

betﬁeen occupatio d income differentiation. 1In contrast to the
4

b]ack Angio situation, area manufacturing employment has a large

’ positive effeft,through education, offset by a negative direct effect

~ . -
on ir~ome. Presence of 3 black minority has siight positive effects

. on educationa] ang occupational d1'1’ferent1'at1'on,~ but an important-
~ ' . )
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negative effect on income differentiation,’the opposite of that ®
expected from the perspective of inter-minority compétitidn. Area ~—\ <.

popu]atien size has a negative effett on income qifferentiatq?n,—en;-
L tirely indirectly through Ibwerﬁrwﬂeducationél and Qccupational': | >
. differentiation.. The proportion of the area ‘population Puerto Rican ‘
has p051t1ve effects ¢jrectly on 1ncome d1fferentiat1on and 1nd1rect1y o
through occqpat1ons (cons1stent w1th the argﬁment of mrnor1ty exp]oi- '
‘; ' tat1on) but also shows sma]ler negative effects througﬁ eduoat1on. -
P Aga1n in contrast to the J10bu—Marsha11 (1971) argument that 1ncreasing
numbers of nevcomers will encounter greater d1scr1m1nat1on and conse-
quent increases in differentiation between themselves and a dominant
group, the data show contradictpry modest indj ect'effect;‘anﬁ a -
very large and negative direct effect on income d&fferentiation.'
| " Vlhen'ranked in order of overa]] net effect, educational differen—'
tiation again is most important (pos1t1ve), fotlowed by percent

black (negat1ve -- in striking contrast to the competitiop v1ew), - -

. - occupationa] differentiation (negat1ve) percent Puerto Rican increase

(negat1ve) manufactur1ng employment dneget1ve),‘percent Puerto Ricdn ’J

(positive), and total popu]ation size (negative)ﬁ .

Ang1o-Span1sh Surname and Language in the Southwest. ?igure 4

.shows that, while educat1ona1 d1fferent1at1on plays an 1mportant role,

v
-

simijar to its position in the black and Puerto Rican cases, occupa- S
tional differentiation has almost no.effect on income differentiation;
this may reflect considerable wage discrimination against Chicang

workers in the Southwest. Educational differentiation has a very -

“_jmportant positive effect on occupational differentiation. Most

\

>
~
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o . important of the exOgenous factors%,and seconq/1n 1mportance to édu—

L)

cation, is percent Span1sh her1tage minority, with moderately-

strong positive paths to income d1fferent1&t1on, and an important

»

v =~ indirect e?fect in the same direction through educatiqn Th1s is
. " . .
con§l§fent with the ex1stence of important Anglo gu1ns from m1nor1ty
. ' ‘ ~

subordination. Hanufactur1ng eﬁﬁ]oymeﬂ% 1mp0;tant1y decreases 1pcomé\
) differenﬁiation,,]arge]y through i}s strong negatijve effects on’.( ‘
educational_eifferene}ation. Percent minqrity increase has moderatq
- direct and, through eddcétioﬁ, ihg%rect‘negaﬁive effeets oh\income
differentiation. Area popu@a;ion size, in.addition %o some small in-
A ) d1rect effects,‘has a very*substant1a1 negative d1rect 1mpact oh?® ’ | ;
“income differentiation.

Edycationa] differentiation has the greatest net effect on income

differentiation (positive), fo]lowed in decreasirg order by percent

minority (an index of exploitation), manufacturing empleyment (nega-

’

N
t1ve), arep prulat1oﬁ551ze (negat1ve), percent!b1ack (pos1t1ve),
’ N ‘percent m1nor1ty popu]at\\g change (negative), and occupat1ona1

differentiation (pos1t1ve) . . oo

*a

Persons of Anglo-Spanish language (exc1ud1ng the Southwest).

In figure 5, by faf the most important factor in eecreas1ng the socio-

economic differentiatjon betweeh Angloé)and persons of Spénish

Tangdage outside tﬁe Southwest{ is tﬂé»metropo]iten area's size, which

has'a I;rgé qireét and ﬁegative:effect oh income differentiation as
“well as important similar.indirect effects through educational and - .

occupational,differentat{on. 'This'surprisieg finding may reflect the
* ‘ o

, N
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fdct th;::th1s reg1on has proport1onate1y very few persons of ) A
écah1shlher1taqe m1nor1t1es, 1ncrea51ng area size may 1nd1cate a. K
sma]]er 1?k1e11hood of oe1ng 1dent1f1ed as a- group aga1nst which '
discr1m1nat1on is practlced Educat1ona1 and occdpat10na1 differ- ]
,ent1at1on haye 1mportant effects on 1ncome d1ffere;t1at1on, though..
the d1rect effect of educational d1fferent1at1on on income dwffer-
entiation is surpr}sdngly modest In contrast to the three preced?ng
analyses, the data for th1s group show moderate and poS1t1ve'd1nsct) ‘
and indirect effects (especially through ed;cat1on) of manufactur1ng
emp]oyment the short-term increase:in the mlhor1ty popuTat1on hdS a
sma11 effect in the predicted (negatlde) d1rectnon -on income djffer-
ent1at1on, and n::g¢b1b]e indirect’ effects through the other j\-

d1fferent1atlon _measures. The expected posat1ve effect of percent

-4

Latino minority on income d1rferent1at1on does not obtain; small ~

1nd1rect effects and a moderate d1rect effect on income d1fferent1at1oh

are both negat1ve, seem1ng1y at odds with the exploitation thesis of

) major1ty ga1ns from minority subordination. The percentvof the area's

-

population black’ has a small negat1ve effect on income differentigtion
through occupatwpna] dnfferent1atzon, balanced by a small posit1ve
direct effect, consistent with the inter-minority competition argu- :
ments. - | -~ e . | e ‘
Judged bj overatl‘net effects on;ihcomezdifferehtiation, area

popu1atioh.siie (negatfve) is most important, followed by educationaT
and occupational diffehentiation (pdsitgve),'manufacturing employment
(pesitive), percent persons'of Spanfsh heritage (negative), pEffcent
minohity {ncrease (negativei, and percent black (no ne ct).

A 1
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\ / The Impact of Pes1dent1a1 Segreqation. The foregoing reSults

P

¥

'na\\bre based on mode]s in wh1ch res1dent1a1 segregat1on has rot ‘been
t

L xamined. Bahr énd Gibbs (1967) and Jiobu and Marshall (1971) f'und

) Tittle support for the presumed impact of this factor on other di- "
mens1on§4gf rac1a] d1fferent1at1on * In comment1ng on the latter

- { study, Hartley (1972) notes that th1s m1ght have been. due to the almost
1nvar1ab1y high ]eve] of res1dent1a1 segregation between blacks and
wh1tes in the Ur‘nted States,.JJobu and #larshall reported, for 74

: Ku&han p]aces, a mean of, 88.48,and a staridard deviation of 4.81 for

an index of dissimi]arity betvieen blacks and whites ca]cu]ated.from
census b]ock data (c.f. Taeuber and Taeuber, 1965). B
_ Because of the 1mperfect character of the, segregation index used,
the following analys1s is more 111ustratlje than definittve,'and the .
exagt valyes of the estimates should be regarded as very tentative -

- %

and quite likEIy 1nacturate. ﬁe do not present results for black- Anq]o

.l

‘ ‘dszerent1at1on, though an ana]ys1s using a 1960 index of residential

& ‘ dwss1m11ar1ty between b]acks and whites showed relatively §]m11ar re-
su]ts (to the extent thg\hcan be Judged given important d1fferences
‘ *
in the two mgde]s) to those of the ear11er reports. . Segregation, con-

sidered as an exogenous variable, had very modest direct and somewhat

[ 14

mcre‘impohtant indirect effects (through educational and occupational
: )

‘ dxfferent1at1on) on 1ncome differentiation; 1ts net effect was not

»

_part1cu]ar1y 1mportant however.

F1gure 6 presents the results for the Southwesté?n Ang]o—
Spanish heritage minority data, the one g1tuat1on in which measures
of residential segregation between Anglos and per.ons ot Spanieh )

L

surname were available for 1960 (Grebler et al., 1970). The
. “"“;H
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. I{’ .
> segregat1on index for Ei central cities had 'a mean of 54.78 and a

% ~
standard deviation &f 11.39, with 1 coefficient of variation (.21)

four times larger than _that (.05) for+the measure of black—whtte
segregatlon reported by J1Qbu and Marshall (1971). The impact of
segregat1on oneeducatxonal d1fferent1ation is extremely powerful (if,
’ of course, oné believes the model to be accurate), suggest1ng that the
re51dent1a; segregation of the Chicano population 4n fhe Southwest
hqs decisive consequences for later e@ucat1ona1 ach1evement and,
A-througﬁ thatifactoﬁ, for incbme diffe;entiation.P Segregation has a
moderate S;d negative effect on occupaéiona] dif%erentiation, perhaps
reflecting ;heogrowth of a parallel oééjﬁatibnal structure within
the more ;eéregated Ch%cano communitie%. /
These estimates are meant mere]y as 111%~trative, a more exten-
™~ sive ana1y51s shczld\avait the generation of area-wide segregation
scores for all of the metropolitan areas. The striking character .of
‘the findings seems consistent with the argument that the degree of

local Anglo discrimination against Spanish heritage begp]es in the

Southwest (a much more variable quantity from one metropolitan area

/7%0 another than the treatment of blacks by whites), is of decisive
- importance to the dimensions of differentiation examined here. It

is also noteworthy that both analyses for fhe'Sduthwest.showed con-
sistent}y impogtant effects of the percént o% the populatioh of
Spanish heritage, aﬁ indication of impoftant Anglo gaiﬂf from minérity

subordination (c.f. Glenn, i966; Dowdall, 1974).

. ]
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Discussion

The estimates of the importance of different variables must be

seen in the context of the particular model and the measurement

procedures diééussed above. Surely fhis can be imprbved upen in

future research. First, the teﬁ%ora] ordering of the variab1e§ should
be analyzed in mode17 which iﬁtroduce some difference in time between

the differentiation measures and their determinants; Jiobu and

Marshall {1971) illustrate this approach, and Hartley (1972) notes :~
some of the inevitable problems in this area. Second, further work )
needs to be done on the impact of the presence of other minorities on™
particular minority-majority relations, an issue which has hardly

been touched on in the literature; the simple additive and linear

“models presented here should give way to more sophisticated mode]s,'

since it is véry likely that important interactive effects and non- §
Tinear relationships are present, as the results for the Ang]o-Puerto
Rican and Spanish language minorities outside the Southwest show. Third,
a more extensive analysis qf the impact of industrial structure and the
character of industrial differentiation séems warranted by the results, .
particularkg for Puerto Ricans and persog§ of Span}sh language outside
the Southwest. Fourth, much more attention should be given to the
problem, raised by Jiobu and Marshall\?$97l and Hart]ey (1972), of

the ways in which migration into and out of{"tropo]1tan areas is
affected by these dimensions. Fifth, important variables 1gﬁ%red thus
far. such as age structures, male-female inequality, generat1ona1 status,

and internal migration should be examined in future work.
NS . ;-

0029




. 27 TN

Finally, and perhaps most important to the interpretation ofkth1s

werk these findings have to be linked to a bfoader understanding of
Though

. - ¢« v
the processes of racial and ethnic inequality and oppression

’ : - . "~
this>paper has been limited to- an examination of the data, this only
¢ $
reflects the 11m1tat1on of space, not a Judgment about the lack of

" of importance of the other task. The ev1dence presented here is broad]v

consistent with the view that the Ang]o majority continues_to benefit
from the presence of blacks, Chicanos, and PueE?b Ricang (é f. Glenn,
1966 Dowdall, 1974; Szymansky, 1974), groups which have both shared

55 fundamenta]]y similar prob]ems (B]auner, 1972), and undergene the1r
Aﬁ own unique developments in North America (Alvarez, ]9]3) Models

such as the foregoing are perhaps helpful in understanding 'objective"
o

phenomena but should lead to’ some understanding of hgw the groups
\ {n question react to and shape these events. A critical area which

should be eyplored in future work concerns both the gpnsc1ousness of
local inequalities and consequent organizational atiempt/ (or their

2
absence) which mémbers of racial, cu]tural, sex, and other oppressed

groups make in response. Despite avai]aé]e'data and presumably wide-
sﬁread interest in such questions, we know éery 1ittle about the local

!

impact on such critical areas as educational, occupational, or-income

'd1fferentiatfon of rising class, race, or ethnic censciousness and
organization. An important exception)ig recent w;rk by Richard Child
Hi11 (1974), which demonstrates the role industrial uncon1zat1eﬁ has
played in'reducing black-white income inequality
more adequate models of raciaf.and ethnic di%ferentiation will have

to extend this work to include this and other forms of the organiza-
tion of mingrities. ,

- N
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NOTES

»

}Years of schpol completed for men and women 25 years old. and over ‘
were coded into the following e1ght categor1es ‘ ) ‘ )
no school yearsfcomp]eted, 1to4 years, S_to 7, and
8 years of elementary-$chool completed; 1 to 3 years,
and 4 years of high sgLool comp1éted;‘1 to 3 years,
and 4 o% more years of'*coﬂeg'e completed :rhe census | - o
(u. S ) (1972 Tables 83, 91 a7) uses the same, categories ) é§ i
for Negrees and Spanish her1tage persons, and a slightly . e

T4
- more detailed set for ail men and women.

»

8.
~ The occupational categor1es for employed persons used in this\analys1s

are the twelve broad cTasses used by the U.S. Census (1972 Tables 86, 93,

99): Professional, technica], and kindred workers; mdﬁ%gers and admini- ..

strators, eycept farm, sales workers; clerical and kindred workers; crafts-
gr

1nan, foreman, and k1ndred vorkers; operat1ves, except transport transport
~equipment operatives, .aborers, eXCept.farm, farmers and farm managers,.

i laborers and farm foremen’; service workers, except private house-

.

" hold; private household workers. The Census publishes data for,S.M.S.A.7s

on an additional 37 mané detailed divisions for a1l persons, and 28, more

B B _ <<;
y’ divisions for Negroes and Spanish heritage persons. The:major cldsses

L

listed above weré used here to\s1mp11fy this analys1s, a later paper will

’

explore the effect if any, of using broad categories.
Family income in" 1969 was coded by the.U.S. Bureau of the Census

}(1972: Tables 89, 94, éid 100) into the following 15 categories: 1les§

thnn $1‘000'i$1 000 to $1,999; $2,000 to $2,999; $3, 000 to $3, 999-’$4 000

to $4,999; $5,000 to $5,999; $6,000 to $6 999; $7,000 to $7,999; $8,000 to }f

$8,999; $9, 000 to $9,999; $1q 000, to $1T‘999 $12,000 to $14,999; $15,000. *

?

[

to $24,999; $25,000 to $49,999; $50,000 or more. ‘ .

e
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Table 2.

- -
.

Zero-order correlations, means, and standard dev1at1ons,
data on blacks for 243 S.M.S A s, 1970. C

Variable? ! ) ' !
- Correlations with Mean-  S.D.
o X, X3 X Xep Xp . X "Xgg Xgp - o 0
: ‘“QL\ 16 -.35 .05 .12 -.22 -.30 -,357.-.25 26,11 11.39 -
; R -8 .16 -.28 .71 .26 .41 .08 9,61 936
; X3 g 00 -,01 -.18 .04 19 MY - 498 11,38
! 0N 29 102 .27 -.30 -5 12,60 1.0
X5 232 =295, -0 32,39 38.80 -
. X% { 22 437 .13 0.26. .44
X78 | b .68 .65 25,76 9.71
‘ - Xgp .52 35,75  10.06
>~ g . . 33.98 11,24
X], total percent emp1oyed in manufacturing; X2’ percent black; X3, percent Span1sp
her1tabe, X4, total populat1on (109); XS’ minority population inpcrease; XR’ dummy
variabTe for egion (south =1; elsewhere =0); X7, Anglo-minority educational dif-
ferentiation; “>8 Anglo-minority ogcupational differentiation; Xg, Anglo-minority
‘ income differentiation. For variables X through Xg, a subscripted .'B' 1nd1ca¢es
data qn,blecks; an 'S', ddta on Spanish her1tage m1nor1t1es }
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Table 3.--Zer6-order correlations, means, and standard deviations, data on

7 K , Spanish heritage minority for g43 S.M.S.A.'s by regipn, 1970 .
Fovyarison arid Variabfes® ~ L\Corﬁeiations with . Mean S.D. .
Puerto Rican-Anglo (1=25) 2 ' %3 Xa  %is “Yrs) ¥as Ygs
| X L4707 -28 A0 327 9 -.00 C 33,38 7.70
. K 58 L85 18 -,31 -.37 -.38 672 - 6.28
X3 . .38 .22 -.27 -.4h =28 .14 1.86
X ‘ T -03 4,39 -84 2170 1323 . 1,10
sg A -.00 -.26~.36 103,18 135,51
9 N . f 67 407 41.04 12.58
b as ' 23 45,53 15,08
| %95 43.‘72 13.80
o ) .
. Correlations with ' Mean  _S.D,
Spanish Syrname & Lang- . %2 %3 Xg  Xs5 Xz Xgg Xgg ,
uage,-Anglo, Southwest : ’ - ’
3 . (N=46)
L { X. . ‘ ' N v . .
s « K .36 -.40 38 .32 -.58 -.44 -.49 16,02  7.29.
Xy -89 -01 32 -30 -.06 -.10 7.05  6.12
A3 . -2 -.30 .52 24 .50 20.01  19.81
X b 28 -.29 -.30 -.43 12,66 1.12
Xgs -.37. 206 .48 3762 50.23
X7 g. . 71 .75 32.81 , 11.23
' Xgs : .58 28.63  6.74
Xos , o 20,05 7.38
Correlations with {f Mean S.D.
.Sp?nish(kggg$age-Anglo Xz .' X3 ) xQ,- XSS' X7S X8S . ng .
o log6. -AF -0z -9 20 23 8 2.3 11.30
. X .01 .22 =05 -.13 -.25 -.15 10,72 10:22
X3 v~ .19, .16 -,05 -.01 -.23. 1.51 2.4
X 10 -.37 -.43 -.55 12,50 0,92
. X : e . .07 -l4g 164,63 715.68
v X75 .68 .54 22,08 9.37
. Xgs g 63 31.82_ 8.83
; X . N : | c
Xgs - » 24,02 11.44.

l' . For identifications, see Table 2. note a.

AP

(038




. i ) % s. A ’ .
. " | ) e s ¢ e ) .
N ‘ . . . ¢ ® 230U ‘Z ajqey mmm& SUOLIBOLLLIUSPL 404, . \
. 5b569°95 GL01G°  Lbegl® Lib18 €~ 1S5000°-" 6YEL8 - . €85H0° 896€£0° 64 .
© 95620°€€. 200bS ", ~ 65096°L- ¥1000° £2882¥ 22060" - mm_ho.”u - S8y I |
T $8002°59 o . L9000° -~ $8818°€~ #0£92°Y 81000° 09¢g9lL” mmx
. ' “ . (2£1=N)-S,"V'S'W'S buitiewsy ‘o}buy-abenbue] ysLueds
_ 8§4dersz OplLLOT  €599¢€’ 96/10°- 65L92°L- 8£060° lesée”  §l0€0°- S6y o ;
6Lv90°LL - 9bees” © L0020°  €eSLyT-  LOLv0°- GesSlL® - €5060° - , mmx
) LLLEY 8Y \ S 09820° - on¢¢%m- L258lL” €v€20° €265 - Sty ‘
. oo (ops) m..<.m.z.w U3 saMuyInos ‘o buy-sbenbue] pue sweudnsg GsLueds \J' '
. @ . - . _ . o
20178y L9%82°-  1€9L9™ o - L€280°- 1¥€820° 8lvLe’ 84996/ - - 2018¢°- mmx nAvA
T L029L°0§ ~ 6€099° ©L¥620°~ vL0Lb'Z- 662l2°L-  bllzZLl” 6eseL” - , mwx mm ‘
" G5086° LZ , o 22600*- 080YE°E- tLrY9°- 608E0° . pLOVD” ’ mmx
” ’ - . - .
w . . ) = . © (SZ=N} S,°V°S'W'S 213Ue|IYV 9|pplyy ‘o[ bUy-UeILy O3I9Rg h
; , N * . £ ’ ’
| £0986° 1L aLLpL . 566€97 -626¥8° | LLSE0°-~ 09080° 8L220° ehlLle’ -  8rLeD" - g6 -

XJ
f 61815°6¢ »' TI080§"  GS€02'%  20Lb0°- SOOLbTL-  8688BL°  980LL°  +6620°- @, -
-0258L°29" . ' OLYE6'l- BY2E0'- [BGLG'2-  1BKOO'- €120  99602°- aLy,

. . . (E¥2=N) S, V¥ S*W'S LLY, *0ibuy-3oelg

» . M -

Jue3suoy 8 apgeLraea

-

R S % Sy

vx €

X . %y Ly

juspusdap -

mmmpmmw;m> FEIJUINERERENF)

>

fuosiJedwo) -

- -

© 20L6L ‘uotBod Aq S, 'Y'S'H'S EhZ CUDLIBLIUSUDLYLD Sluouoda010$ uezijod .
ﬁ%} “0433UW JO S|3poul 404 WMOS (g) "dLJIBW UL SFUBLOLISBO0D ‘UOLSSALBAL [efjuRd-- ‘P 9]qR)

’ - » * “

. 12

E

v
.
.
*
Q .
IC ~ !
A T
S .




H

ki

4y : s ’ . "B 330u-‘Z 3iqey 39S ‘suoljesiyijuspi 403, A
"9b6eS” cobee” 8heyl” L8 _.m.o. - €E90€°- gozSL*- - €6040° 026¢0° mmv.A '
. 98ie¢s’ A1 VA - biLlo® LLv02" -, 28690° vvyol" -  6S160° . mwx '
0818L" , \ £L94Q° - wmﬁmm - 666S0° 61000  [2/6] RN
s o ST (ZL=R) $1"V*S'WS BuLUTeway <0 buy-obenbuey USIUedS.
906.9° evolLo: 9i8s§° cegeel: - om._.m_..n 18eve: g6lLe” 64620° - ) mmx - A
9v0L9° 1 259888° i é6v6tL” €880~  l€8€i"~  Se0p L: 09%50° - i mmx - )
-.8essyt . .- \ l6L2L"~ . L10l0°- . 92928 1/210°  popge:- SLy. . _
e . Amvu.zv,. w_h<.m.z..m u493s3Mygnog .o%é-mam:.mc.m._ pue aureuang ustuedsg ) A
LN | . : . . - o
26£6¢€° 8360€°- 69195° S8/L1E°~-. 92200~ 6£050° £529€°~  699GL°- - mmx ] z 7
T %_.ﬁm. ) 6828S° €85992°-" 9018L"- L00SL°~  9lg50° 82690 ° * mwx =
ogzezt : 0€660°~ - 2v262°- /9860~ £0610°  g9g9z- s¢, 1 .
, e -7 (S2N) S,°V'SHS SIIUeI3y SIPPIN o (BUy-uesTg CERELY A
LLyop” 6LIEL"  ¥8755°  ozee0’ o2 let*-  £1£00°  80E20°  el9s1°-  yosco:- 86, . _
Seevs” LLo6Y’ - -6EP8L” 02861 °~ 965yl - ‘ L8€le” 868SL° ~ 06£€0" - mwx. ” -
- 7 .o ow .o .o . oo . 4
vbove: ) \.mmmmo §90¢l cl§9¢2 #9500 LELBe” . . m_..ovm .mmx
r . Am¢wnv.m..<‘.m.z.m LY ‘orpuy-yoeyg
v, o T . . ) , dlqeLdea ) ) |
. : 8 £ % 5 - U & = Sy ly ucmvcmmmv _
. L - PuR uostaedwoy .
. Nm\;/ - eS®1qe I} PauUiAs3opag . _
- "0L61 ‘uoLBau Aq S, "Y' S'W'S £z ‘UOLIBLIUSUDLLLD JLWOU0330190S :mv..:n.a . |
..omme/..*o SLepou 403 yuol (e38g) .Emvcmum ug SJUBLOL:44800 uoLssaubau leidded--+¢ ajqey A
. i ‘ e O
LIS . B ) ” ) )=
) \ . - Y .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L




s

R {1461 *Lleysdey Pu® nqoip wouy pajdepe)
"USLIRLIUBUSLLLA URGLn SO .|3pO) lesney y °{ aunbyj

+
N - . s
. s

—
NOILYIINAYIIAIO FHOIM T, e

< ==

T~ & L=
NOILVIINIY3441q <
WNOLLYONCT
Mo

Loy
ALTYONIW mu@hzwoxum

-

W\ )
NOILYIINZYI441q &
TWNOILYANIDD o & |

. ~

~

¥y
NOILY301 TWNOIDIY

Q -
IC
P'ull‘hnnm!‘i by ERIC

E




e o v i s . b .~ . - \‘:/- g ’ ”« ;t-ﬁ./.., ;
s » 9 o
e ' ﬁ
« e U ¢ l
LYS Iy . 1
v Y Ul‘)
.89
A Y
-, ~
X, Pe Manu A
. ! 5%

ey Yoy e
BN I
Xa pe e 527,

N
2 ..
E * A e e el /‘
3 -" o /'Q_ // /" -
: .. S XS ,
) {3,Pc Sranisy 7~ P
5 pd @
3 <
? = \5%
) \)(q"f’o-ifo.l Por! s
4
XS’ Pe CHJ/’
. . ,// s ~=1¢ \‘2&1‘\’ N/
¥ Soumii Y2 SN 3 )(3\0«;
- . Figure 2 -- Path Model for Black-Anglo Differentiation #
' /
. 4 é’
\ . U7 Ug . Uﬁi
- * \ 'gg ' . 'Gq . Q-ZE

sz?e CH4& e e e ) ] ! .
Figure 3 -- Path Model for Puerto Rican-Anglo Differentiation
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