
The information that is mapped in this book was collected by the
U.S. Census Bureau in March and April, 2000. It is the latest in
the series of censuses required every ten years by the federal con-
stitution. Although it is not perfect, it is the most detailed and
generally best data available on the American people. With
advances in technology, these and a vast array of other data can
be viewed or downloaded conveniently from the U.S. Census
Bureau’s web site, http://www.census.gov. Because all the 2000
data in this book is 100-percent-count data, taken from the short-
form of the census, our maps and tables do not have any sampling
error.

RRaaccee  aanndd  HHiissppaanniicc  ddaattaa.. In recent censuses respondents
have indicated their ethnic identity on two separate questions—
one with listed “race” categories and the other for Hispanic or
Latino identity. Racial and Hispanic identities and populations
are thus separated by the Census Bureau. Latinos and other peo-
ple of Hispanic heritage can be of any race. However, we use cross
tabulations of these data in order to distinguish the socially more
important identities and, in some cases, to avoid double counting
of persons. 

We include as Whites only those who were not Latino or
Hispanic. This is the group sometimes called “Anglos”. Our use
of this “non-Hispanic White” group follows general practice
among social scientists. Similarly, for Blacks we use data only for
non-Hispanic Blacks. This is because, in our judgment, most peo-
ple who are both Black and Hispanic have stronger identities as
Hispanic.1 This procedure enabled all White Hispanics and Black
Hispanics to be counted fully as part of the Hispanic or Latino
population while avoiding double counting of individuals. On
the other hand, for American Indians and Asian and Pacific
Islanders who had some Hispanic heritage, we consider the
Hispanic identity to be secondary. Thus, we avoid double count-
ing by including Hispanic American Indians and Hispanic Asians
and Pacific Islanders in their race group totals but subtracting
them from the Hispanic totals. 

CChhaannggeess  iinn  CCeennssuuss  PPrroocceedduurreess

In this book we frequently compare 1990 and 2000 num-
bers to show change in different ethnic populations. For this rea-
son, changes in Census Bureau procedures from one census to
the next can affect apparent trends. 

HHiissppaanniicc  oorr  LLaattiinnoo  nnaattiioonnaalliittiieess..  The total number of
Hispanics or Latinos counted in Census 2000 appears to have
been excellent and perhaps even a bit more complete than in the
1990 census. However, the 2000 counts of specific Latino groups
were much lower than expected, prompting widespread discus-
sion and concern.2 The discrepancy may well have resulted from
changes in census questionnaire wording, the most important of
which was the omission in Census 2000 of specific Hispanic
nationality examples such as “Argentinean, Salvadoran” below
the line on which respondents were asked to write in their specif-
ic identity.3 An analysis by the Census Bureau has shown that
these changes were significant in some of the Hispanic nationali-
ty counts.4 Another possible factor behind the reduced counts
could be a greater acceptance of a Hispanic or Latino identity,
such that specific Hispanic nationality identities weakened dur-
ing the 1990s. In California, where the word “Latino” is widely
accepted, the fact that the word “Latino” was included with
“Spanish” and “Hispanic” on the basic Hispanic question in
Census 2000 may have increased acceptance of this broader iden-
tity.5 Whatever the cause, measuring trends for specific national-
ity groups by comparing 1990 and 2000 census figures is problem-
atic.

Because the Census 2000 counts of specific Hispanic
nationalities seem so low, the Pew Hispanic Center developed a
methodology to produce estimates of Hispanic nationalities that
we believe are superior to the Census counts.6 Accordingly, in
Table 5.1 we supplement Census 2000 figures with those esti-
mates. However, the Pew Center’s methodology was not intended
to generate estimates for small areas like tracts.

The weakness of the 2000 tract data on Latino nationalities
meant that maps of change for Mexicans and Central Americans
would be less reliable. However, the map of Hispanic change
1990-2000 (Figure 5.1) is based on the total Hispanic count,
which is widely accepted. Maps of percent Mexican and percent
Central American (Figures 5.2 and 5.3) use the Census 2000 data
because the relative patterns are well portrayed although percent-
age values are presumably too low. 

NNeeww  mmiixxeedd--rraaccee  ddaattaa.. For the first time in the history of
the U.S. census, questionnaires permitted people to check more
than one of the identities listed in the question concerning race.
This is an appropriate change in that it recognizes the many
Americans of mixed racial heritage and the rapidly increasing
number of biracial children from racially mixed marriages.
Nevertheless, only 4.7 percent of Californians marked more than
one race.7

The new data pose difficulties in analysis. Measuring ethnic
population change since 1990 is problematic because it is not
clear whether each group should include only those who report-
ed that identity alone or should also include those who reported
both that identity and another. Also, some groups are much more
multiracial. Nationwide about 40 percent of American Indians
and over 50 percent of Pacific Islanders marked two or more
races. Thus, the American Indian and Alaska Native population
could be said to have grown by either 26 percent or 110 percent
during the 1990s depending on whether people reporting some
other race as well as American Indian are included for 2000. 

Many researchers face this problem of how best to “bridge”
or make comparable the 1990 and 2000 race data sets. The feder-
al government’s Office of Management and Budget has investigat-
ed carefully the options and presents these on its web site.8

We believe the best practical solution for bridging and map-
ping purposes is a fractional assignment or apportionment of the
mixed-race populations into the appropriate single-race groups.
Assigning mixed-race people in equal fractions to each of the race
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groups they marked is reasonable, and we do this with the mixed-
American Indian populations. However, our research suggests an
improvement is possible in some cases. For example, we deter-
mined that in California 67.1 percent of the mixed Black-White
population identified their race as Black in 1990.9 Similarly, 32.8
percent of California’s mixed Asian-White population in 1990
identified their race as Asian. In this book we use those same per-
centages to apportion the mixed White-Black and White-Asian
numbers in each tract to each of those race groups. This method
for fractionally assigning the larger mixed-race populations
ensures that our maps and tables of 1990-2000 change will mini-
mize any possible bias due to the new mixed-race data in Census
2000. The effect of this fractional assignment is very small, but
this procedure ensures that people of multiracial identity will not
be forgotten or wrongly assigned to only one of their identities. 

The method of fractional assignment could not be used to
apportion mixed-race people in specific Asian groups, such as
Chinese or Japanese, because census tabulations did not specify
the other race of those individuals. Thus, maps of Asian groups
represent a small degree of undercount because they are based on
only those individuals who checked a single race. 

CChhaannggeess  iinn  cceennssuuss  ttrraacctt  bboouunnddaarriieess.. For over half a
century the Census Bureau has used the census tract as the areal
unit designed to represent the neighborhood. Difficulties occur,
however, in mapping change over time because some tract bound-
aries are shifted between censuses.

Inconsistencies in tract boundaries must be dealt with one
at a time. We resolved these matters by aggregating 1990 blocks
into 2000 tracts so that 1990 populations could be calculated for
the more numerous 2000 tracts. Where 2000 tracts split 1990
blocks, the boundaries were examined in detail to determine
which tract should receive the block population. 

CCeennssuuss  UUnnddeerrccoouunnttiinngg  aanndd  EErrrroorrss

TThhee  uunnddeerrccoouunntt  aanndd  mmaapp  ppaatttteerrnnss.. Although the
Census Bureau attempted to count all residents of the United
States, some people are always missed. It is clear that minorities
are more likely than Whites to be missed. The ethnic differential
in rates of census coverage has been very disturbing to the Bureau
and to many Americans. 

It appears that the net undercount in 2000 was much less
than in 1990, both for Blacks and for non-Blacks.10 Rates of net
undercount estimated by the Census Bureau for the five counties
of the Los Angeles CMSA ranged from a low of 1.07 percent in
Ventura County to a high of 1.81 percent in Los Angeles
County.11 However, the methods of estimating undercount are
fraught with assumptions and data quality problems so that net
undercount estimates can be only approximations. 

The total population of various counties and cities is affect-
ed by any undercount, but in small areas like census tracts the
problem becomes much less significant. The people who were
omitted in the census were presumably widely distributed across
many neighborhoods. 

CCeennssuuss  eerrrroorrss  iinn  ssppeecciiffiicc  ttrraaccttss.. What can be signifi-
cant, however, are any census errors that affect some neighbor-
hoods or tracts much more than others. Such errors can be par-
ticularly noticeable when total population change between 1990
and 2000 is mapped. 

The most egregious Census Bureau errors involved the mis-
placement of certain group-quarters populations in tracts adja-
cent to their correct location. Group-quarters populations are
people who live, not in households, but rather in prisons, college
dorms, mental hospitals, or similar group settings. 

After investigation to determine which group-quarters losses
were real and which resulted from misplacement, we corrected
the erroneous group-quarter locations in our digital files. These
involved 7,113 prisoners in the Peter Pitchess Detention Center in
Castaic (tract 9202); 918 patients at the Metropolitan State
Hospital in Norwalk (tract 5500); 2,500 college students in dorms
at the University of Southern California (tract 2227); 1,200 stu-
dents at California State Polytechnic University, Pomona (tract
4024.04); and the 1990 misplacement of 1,400 students at
California State University, Northridge (tract 1152.02). Such
errors were widespread nationally.12

There may have been other tract-level errors. After investiga-
tion we found one tract with such a serious error that it deserves
mention here. Tract 2742, the upper-income Venice Beach penin-
sula in Los Angeles City (adjacent to Marina del Rey), did not, in
fact, lose population during the 1990s despite the fact that the
count from Census 2000 was lower by about 1,600 housing units
and 2,500 persons. Because we did not have the information to
correct this error completely, it appears on the map of White pop-
ulation change as wrongly indicating a large White population
decrease. 
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