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Abstract

The two largest minorities in the United States, African Americans and people of Hispanic
origin, show official poverty rates that are at least twice as high as those among non-Hispanic
Whites. These similarly high poverty rates among minorities are, however, the result of
different combinations of factors, due to the specific characteristics of these two groups. In
this paper, we analyze the role of demogtraphic and labor-related variables in explaining the
current differential in poverty rates among racial and ethnic groups in the United States and its
recent evolution. Our results show, first, that these differentials were largely explained by
differing family characteristics of the ethnic groups. Furthermore, we show that while labor
market activity of family members and a preponderance of single mothers played a more
significant role in explaining the higher poverty rates of Blacks, a larger number of dependent
children is more closely associated with higher poverty among Latinos, who also suffer from a
larger educational attainment gap and higher immigration rates. Finally, we show that both
racial poverty gaps declined during the 1990s, and, in the case of Latinos, the downward trend
has continued through the present decade. This reduction in the differentials was fully
explained by characteristics, mainly the labor market petrformance of family heads, while the
unexplained differential (conditional racial poverty gap) proved to be more petsistent across
time.
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Introduction

Most ethnic minorities in the United States have historically shown a low performance
in a number of socioeconomic indicators, when compared with majoritary non-Hispanic
Whites. Their share of the population is increasing, such that nowadays more than one in four
Americans belongs to either of the two largest minorities, Blacks and Latinos. But the median
per capita family income for these two groups is below 60 percent of levels for non-Hispanic
Whites, and their poverty rate is at least twice as high. These minorities, which comprise half
of all poor Americans, share similar socioeconomic and demographic patterns of deprivation in
several other dimensions: they have lower education, health care insurance coverage, and a
larger risk of being prison inmates, unemployed, or low-paid workers." Furthermore, they
share several demographic characteristics typically associated with disadvantaged groups, like
having more dependent children in their families or a larger share of female-headed families,

especially single mothers. However, both minorities also differ in a number of relevant aspects.

Non-Hispanic Blacks account for a steady 13 percent of the overall population, most
being descendents of Africans enslaved in North America between the 1600s and 1800s.
However, 8 percent of non-Hispanic African Americans are foreign born, a percentage still
below the 13 percent level observed among the overall population. After slavery was officially
abolished in 1865, Blacks suffered from legal segregation and direct discrimination policies,
which were removed after the Civil Rights Movement, although other forms of indirect
discrimination persisted. They appear to have a larger incarceration rate than any other group,
as well as a larger proportion of female-headed families and of young males out of work. It is a
well-known fact that almost 70 percent of all Black children are born to unmarried mothers
(US DHHS, 2004) and, consequently, about half of all Black children live with a single mother.
Additionally, more than 11 percent of Black males aged 25 to 34 were incarcerated as of June,
2006 (US DJOJP, 2007). Indeed, it comes as no surprise that these factors appear among the

most common explanations for their higher poverty rates.

On the other side, Hispanics have also a long history in the United States due to the

annexation of half of the Mexican territory in the 1800s, but most are immigrants who arrived

! As a matter of fact, 20 percent of Blacks and 34 percent of Hispanics had no health care insurance in
2007, compared with 11 percent of non-Hispanic Whites (US CB, 2007). According to our own
estimations, unemployment rates in the same year were respectively 8.4 and 5.7 percent of the active
population, compared with 4 percent of Whites; and 19 and 13 percent respectively of Black and Latino
adults older than 25 went to college compared with 32 percent of Whites. An estimated 4.8 percent of
Black men were in prison or jail in midyear 2006, compared with 1.9 percent of Hispanic men and 0.7
percent of White men (US DJOJP, 2007).



after the 1980’s from Latin America, especially Mexico, settling in the South and East portions
of the country. As a consequence of rapid population growth, the number of Latinos passed
from 10 to 45 million between 1970 and 2007 (from 5 to 15 percent of the total population),
recently becoming the largest minority group in the country, with a population still growing
faster than any other ethnic group’s.? The result of this recent migration process is that two in
five Latinos are foreign born, and they have a higher fertility rate and a larger educational gap

than any other group.

In this paper, we aim to identify the nature and evolution of higher poverty rates
among African Americans and Latinos in the United States, and to asses to what extent they
are associated with the poor endowments that these groups have in terms of their
demographic characteristics, their education attainment, or their labor market performance.
Alternatively, higher poverty rates may be the result of these characteristics being less
effective in pushing their families above the poverty line. Furthermore, we want to identify
how the distinct features of Blacks and Latinos affect their poverty risks in different ways. In
order to answer these questions, we estimated Logit poverty regressions and used an Oaxaca-
Blinder approach adapted to this specific framework to decompose the racial difference in
poverty rates into characteristics and coefficients’ effects. This decomposition was undertaken
at two different levels: at the aggregate level, we estimated the joint contribution of all
characteristics and all coefficients respectively, while at the detailed level we identified the

individual contributions of each set of characteristics and coefficients.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In the following sections, we first describe the
data and main definitions, then review and compare the main socioeconomic patterns
between racial groups in the United States. After this, we introduce the decomposition
technique and present our empirical results. The final section summarizes the main

conclusions.
Data and some definitions

The data used for the analysis come from the Current Population Survey, 1994-2007
Annual Social and Economic (ASEC) March Supplement, conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau.
The universe of this survey was the civilian noninstitutional population of the United States

living in housing units, and members of the armed forces living in civilian housing units on a

% The U.S. Bureau of Census estimates a growth of 24 percent for the Hispanic population between 2000
and 2006 (compared with 6 percent for the overall population), with a projection of 102.6 million
Latinos by 2050, nearly a quarter of the whole population (US CB, 2008).
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military base or in a household not on a military base. This data source provides
comprehensive monthly labor force data for persons 15 years old and over, as well as the
families” main characteristics. While demographic data refer to the time of the survey, data on

employment and income refer to the preceding year.?

In this survey, people are asked to answer questions about their race and Hispanic
origin. Since 2003, respondents have been allowed to report more than one race, making
selections from six distinct race groups: White, Black, American Indian or Alaskan Native,
Asian, Native Hawaiin other Pacific Islander, and other race. Further, this survey inquires
whether the origin of each person is Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino.” On the basis of these
questions, we broke up the population into five non-overlapping groups: non-Hispanic Whites
(those who only declared this race), non-Hispanic Blacks or African Americans (identifying
themselves as non-Hispanic and Black, either alone or in combination with other races),
Hispanics or Latinos (of any race), Asian Americans (who further did not identify themselves
as being Black or Hispanic), and others, even if we will focus the main analysis on the first
three groups. For the sake of simplicity in what follows, we will refer to Blacks, Whites, or

Asians while omitting their “non-Hispanic” origin.

The definition of poverty used in this paper corresponds to the official poverty
definition employed by the U.S. Census Bureau following the Office of Management and
Budget’s (OMB) Statistical Policy Directive 14 (May 1978). It consists of a set of money income
thresholds that vary by family size and composition to determine who is in poverty. If a
family’s total income is less than that family’s threshold, then that family and every individual
in it is considered to live in poverty. The official poverty definition uses money income before
taxes, and does not include capital gains or noncash benefits.® These thresholds are updated

annually for inflation using the Consumer Price Index (CPI-U). For 2006, for example, these

® In order to be consistent with Census Bureau publications, our income and poverty estimates refer to
the year in which income was obtained, with characteristics as of March of the following year (the
survey’s year).

* Until 2002, respondents could choose only one of five race categories (Asian and Pacific Islander were
combined in one), and the Hispanic origin was determined according to a more specific question
indicating the country of Hispanic origin. These changes make year-to-year comparisons more complex.
® About 0.5 percent of the entire population in 2007 identified themselves as being both Black and
Latino, which means 4.5 percent of Blacks and 3.7 percent of Latinos. In this study, we classified them
according to their origin (Latino), but given their relatively small size, the alternative of classifying them
according to their race (Blacks) does not significantly change the results presented below.

® These absolute poverty thresholds were formulated in the mid 1960’s, with only minor adjustments
since, and have been widely criticized not only for the limited notion of income used, but also because
they have not reflected any changes in lifestyle or in consumption standards since they were
established. However, they still constitute the main reference for all poverty analysis in the United
States.



limits were $10,488 for one person under 65 years old and $20,444 for a family of two adults

with two related children under 18.
Racial profiles in the United States

Persistence of high poverty rates in the United States, with levels higher than those of
the majority of the developed world, has been so far well documented, as has the fact that
that the distribution of income has become more unequal and polarized.” Additionally, there is
also a large differential in wellbeing across U.S. ethnic and racial groups, as well as increasing
racial polarization resulting from the growing proportion of American minorities at the bottom
of United States’ income distribution. On average, Black and Latino minorities are poorer than
Whites in the United States, as Table 1 reports. The median family incomes of Blacks and
Latinos in 2006 were respectively $35,629 and 38,600, or in other words, around twice the
poverty threshold, below two thirds of the level reported by Whites, $60,000 (or 3.7 times the
poverty line). Dividing family income by the corresponding poverty threshold, it turns out that
the income of the median Black and Latino families are around twice that level, compared with
3.7 times in the case of Whites. Furthermore, there is no doubt that races are unevenly
distributed across family income classes in the United States.® In 2006, American minorities
outnumbered Whites at the lower tail of the distribution, as evidenced in Figure 1b. Among
them, Blacks and Latinos accounted for between 40 and 50 percent of the population in the
bottom three deciles, compared with only 10 to 20 percent in the upper four deciles.
Comparing Figures 1a and 1b, it can be observed that there was an increase between 1993 and
2006 in the number of Hispanics all along the distribution, but especially below the median,
mostly replacing Blacks in the first decile and Whites in the next ones. It does not come as a
surprise that poverty rates among African American and Hispanic minorities in the United
States, 24.3 and 20.8 percent respectively, were between 2.5 and 3 times higher than among

Whites (8.3 percent) in 2006.” What is more, not only was the incidence of poverty higher, but

7 Only Mexico and Russia report higher poverty, inequality, and polarization levels than the United
States. See LIS key figures for Gini index of inequality and relative poverty around 2000, and Duclos,
Esteban, and Ray (2004) for polarization around 1995.

& This is family income divided by the poverty line, in order to take into account implicit equivalence
scales in the official poverty definition.

’ Examples of recent detailed analysis of poverty in the United States are Iceland (2006) or Rodgers
(2006).



the median poverty gaps of Black and Latino poor exceeded the Whites’ level by 26 and 15

percent, respectively.™

Table 1. Income and poverty by racial and ethnic groups in the United States

All Poor
Race Popul. Median Rel.. to o Racial Median Rel.. to y:‘z?tr; Rel.. to Median Rel.. to
% Income  White Gini H%  Poverty Income White Threshold White Gap White
Uss % Gap Uss % US$ % Uss %

Whites 66.1 60,324 100  0.452 8.3 7,776 100 13,500 100 6,444 100
(0.12) (331) (0.001) | (0.09) (90) (79) (78)

Blacks 12.6 35,629 59.1 0.488 24.2 15.9 8,512 109.5 16,242 120.3 8,134 126.2
(0.09) (544) (0.003) | (0.32) (0.23) (140) (128) (124)

Hispanics 15.1 38,600 64.0 0.446 20.8 12.5 11,000 141.5 20,444 151.4 7,388 114.6
(0.09) (395) (0.002) | (0.25) (0.37) (127) (117) (110)

Asians 4.7 71,002 117.7  0.459 9.9 1.6 8,051 103.5 16,227 120.2 8,444 131.0
(0.05) (1,382) (0.004) | (0.37) (0.38) (381) (376) (357)

Others 1.5 42,550 70.5 0.475 19.8 11.6 8,753 112.6 16,242 120.3 8,342 129.5
(0.03) (1,385) (0.007) | (0.68) (0.68) (444) (437) (311)

All 100 52,693 87.3 0467 | 124 8,643 111.1 16,227 120.2 7,188 111.5
(249) (0.001) | (0.09) (65) (61) (56)

Linearized standard errors in parentheses

Figures 1a-1b. Racial and ethnic distribution by family income deciles
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The official poverty rate in the United States declined during the 1990’s economic

boom, as Figure 2 shows, from 15.1 percent of the overall population in 1993, the highest level

in many years, to 11.3 percent in 2000. This downward poverty trend was reversed after the

economic recession in 2000, climbing to a level of 12.7 percent in 2004. Noteworthy was the

fact that American minorities witnessed the largest decline in poverty rates during the 1990s:

from 32.9 percent to 21.8 among Blacks (1993-2000), and from 30.6 to 21.2 among Latinos

10 Regarding the other minorities, American Indians, who accounted for less than 1 percent of the
population, performed worse than the largest minorities, while Pacific Islanders had a poverty rate
similar to the average of the population, and Asian Americans faced a risk that was only slightly higher
than that of the majoritarian group, even if the intensity of poverty was the largest (the median gap was

30 percent above that of Whites).




(1993-2001), compared with a more moderate reduction from 9.9 to 7.5 among Whites. As a
consequence, the difference between the poverty rates of each minority and the majoritarian
group, referred here as the raw racial poverty gap, substantially declined in both cases: from
23.0 percentage points in 1993 to 14.4 in 2000 in the case of Blacks, and from 20.7 to 13.6 in
2001 in the case of Hispanics. After the recession, the performance of the two minorities
diverged, however; the racial poverty gap continued declining in the case of Americans of
Hispanic origin after 2003, but steadily increased for Blacks, with rising poverty rates among

this group between 2000 and 2005.

Figure 2. Poverty rates and racial poverty gaps in the United States
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What are the reasons for these differences in poverty rates among racial and ethnic
groups? Obviously, they may be the result of the specific characteristics of the families they
live in. Clearly, these differentials may be explained to some extent by the fact that minorities
are more likely to live in the poorest areas, to have more children, to live in single-mother-
headed families, work fewer hours, or be employed in low-paid occupations. Let us briefly

review some of these differences in the relevant attributes.

First, ethnic minorities are unevenly distributed across the U.S. geography and are
overrepresented in regions with the highest poverty levels, even if this is not expected to
substantially increase their poverty risk due to the low range of variation of poverty across
regions in the United States. Indeed, as Table 2 reports, both minorities were more likely to
live in the south-central eastern region, where the poverty rate was 16 percent in 2006, and
Hispanics were also more likely to live in the south-central western region, where the poverty

rate was 17 percent. However, most Hispanics and Blacks actually lived in regions with poverty



rates between 10 and 12 percent.™* Furthermore, these minorities were also more likely to live
in the largest metropolitan areas (more than 2.5 million inhabitants) than in the non-

metropolitan ones, which actually had the highest poverty rates.™

Table 2. Geographical distribution of U.S. population by race and Hispanic origin

Faml\inlscﬁf:ome p%\;?:y Distribution of population (%) 2007
%"gg 2006 Whites | Blacks | Hispanics All

New England 65,100 10.1 5.9 2.3 22 4.8
(1,197) (0.31) (0.06) (0.10) (0.1) (0.05)
Middle Atlantic 57,799 12.2 13.7 141 115 13.5
(817) (0.25) (0.12) (0.27) (0.21) (0.10)
East North Central 54,454 11.6 18.1 15.2 6.6 15.4
(559) (0.22) (0.13) (0.27) (0.15) (0.10)
West North Central 54,697 10.6 8.5 34 2.1 6.7
(713) (0.24) (0.07) (0.11) (0.086) (0.05)
South Atlantic 51,000 11.6 18.3 33.3 14.5 19.2
(548) (0.19) (0.13) (0.34) (0.22) (0.10)
East South Central 43,438 16.2 6.6 9.7 1.2 5.9
(883) (0.40) (0.08) (0.22) (0.07) (0.06)
West South Central 45,010 16.7 9.4 12.7 19.9 11.4
(772) (0.29) (0.10) (0.26) (0.25) (0.09)
Mountain 51,472 12.0 7.2 1.9 10.8 71
(739) (0.27) (0.07) (0.09) (0.17) (0.06)
Pacific 56,460 11.7 12.4 7.4 31.3 16.2
(669) (0.20) (0.11) (0.20) (0.28) (0.10)
Non Metropolitan 56,287 14.9 23.9 13.4 8.2 19.5
(373) (0.19) (0.13) (0.24) (0.15) (0.10)

Metropolitan
100,000 - 249,999 64,470 12.3 8.2 6.2 5.5 7.3
(736) (0.31) (0.09) (0.18) (0.13) (0.07)
250,000 - 499,999 67,294 12.6 10.5 9.1 8.1 9.6
(715) (0.28) (0.10) (0.21) (0.17) (0.08)
500,000 - 999,999 70,082 12.3 9.5 7.6 10.2 9.5
(673) (0.27) (0.10) (0.19) (0.18) (0.07)
1,000,000 - 2,499,999 76,361 11.1 17.6 18.5 13.2 16.8
(629) (0.20) (0.13) (0.28) (0.20) (0.10)
2,500,000 - 4,999,999 83,911 10.6 15.8 22.0 19.6 17.6
(672) (0.20) (0.12) (0.30) (0.24) (0.10)
More than 5,000,000 81,821 12.7 14.5 23.2 35.3 19.6
(704) (0.21) (0.12) (0.32) (0.30) (0.11)

Linearized standard errors in parentheses

Blacks and Latinos are also characterized by having different living arrangements than Whites,
as Table 3 demonstrates, and this is expected to have an impact on their higher poverty rates.
Both populations were less likely to live in married-couple families in 2007: 62 percent of

Hispanics and only 40 percent of Blacks, compared with 68 percent of Whites; only 6 percent

" Blacks were more likely to live in Georgia, Florida, or Maryland (south Atlantic), in Mississippi,
Alabama, or Tennessee (eastern south central), and in Louisiana (western south central). Latinos were
more likely to live in California (Pacific), Texas (western south central), and Florida (south Atlantic).

12 Note, however, that we cannot consider here the effect on poverty caused by residential segregation
within metropolitan areas, with minorities living in poor inner cities and Whites in rich suburbs.
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of those living in this type of family were poor in 2006. On the contrary, Blacks were more
likely to live in a female-headed family without a spouse present (45 percent), compared with
the other main groups (respectively 20 percent for Whites and 24 for Latinos). The single-
female headed type of family faced a poverty risk 10 percentage points higher than that of
male-headed families without a spouse present. More specifically, minorities had also a larger
share of people living in single-mother families: 15.6 percent among Hispanics and 26.5 among
Blacks, compared with only 6.6 among Whites."> These families reported a higher poverty rate
than any other type (38 percent). Furthermore, Latinos, and to a lesser extent Blacks, are more
likely to have larger families, as shown at the bottom of Table 3: their families had 3.5
members on average in 2007 (compared with 3.0 in the case of Blacks and 2.9 of Whites), with
more dependents of all ages among them, but especially children (1.25 compared with 1 and
0.76 respectively). As a consequence, 43 percent of Hispanic family members were
economically dependent, compared with 38 percent among Blacks and only 25 percent among

Whites.

Poverty risk among people in families headed by a non-American citizen was 22
percent, twice as high as in the other cases, including those headed by either naturalized
foreign-born or second-generation immigrants. This appears to be particularly relevant for the
Hispanic population, given that 40 percent were thus situated, compared with only 2 percent
of Whites and 5 percent of Blacks. Family heads, and the general population, tend to be
younger among Hispanics and Blacks than among Whites, and this is another factor that might
increase the poverty levels of minorities, considering that poverty risk declines with the age of
the family head, and was especially high for young-headed families (32 percent were poor
when the head was below 24 years old); this group comprised 10 percent of Hispanics, 8
percent of Blacks, and only 5 percent of Whites. Another characteristic that clearly is
distinctive of minorities is the level of attained education. Only 11 percent of Hispanics family
reference persons went to college, compared to 18 percent of Blacks and 33 percent of

Whites. A similar gap was found amongst the population as a whole.

3 There is no consensus about the causes of changes in marriage, divorce, and nonmarital childbearing
that occurred during past decades leading to this situation. Changes in social norms, declining wages
among low-skilled men, and the unintended incentives of the welfare system have been pointed out
among the possible explanations (MacLanahan, 2007).

9



Table 3. Family characteristics of American population

Median Distribution of population (%) 2007
Familv ch teristi Family Income P;V‘i"y
amily characteristics 2006 al® | \Whites Blacks Hispanics  All
2006
USs$
Family type
Couple 71,500 5.7 67.9 40.0 61.9 63.6
(341) (0.07)| (0.16)  (0.36) (0.30)  (0.13)
Male without spouse 31,542 171 12.3 14.5 13.9 1238
(476) (0.29) | (0.12)  (0.27) (0.23)  (0.09)
Female without spouse 25,557 27.9 19.9 455 242 236
(277) (0.24)| (0.14)  (0.37) (0.26)  (0.11)
without children 26,000 19.8 13.3 19.0 8.6 13.2
(403) (0.30) | (0.12)  (0.29) (0.18)  (0.10)
with children 25,000 38.2 6.6 26.5 156 10.5
(366) (0.37) | (0.07)  (0.33) (0.22)  (0.08)
Sex (reference person)
Male 60,338 8.1 54.0 36.9 50.6 51.6
(361) (0.10) | (0.16)  (0.35) (0.30)  (0.13)
Female 44,524 17.0 46.0 63.1 49.4 484
(340) (0.14) | (0.16)  (0.35) (0.30)  (0.13)
Citizenship
(reference person)
Native, native parents 55,200 11.5 88.4 87.1 239 749
(291) (0.10) | (0.11)  (0.25) (0.26)  (0.11)
Native, foreign parents 50,500 11.8 6.6 2.3 20.4 8.5
(842) (0.28)| (0.08)  (0.11) (0.24)  (0.07)
Foreigner, naturalized 58,616 10.0 3.0 5.7 15.8 71
(1,085) (0.28) | (0.08)  (0.17) (0.22)  (0.07)
Foreigner, non-naturalized 37,440 21.8 2.1 4.9 39.9 9.6
(645) (0.33) | (0.05)  (0.17) (0.30)  (0.07)
Age (reference person)
15-24 23,154 31.9 5.1 8.1 9.9 6.2
(533) (0.52) | (0.08)  (0.21) (0.19)  (0.07)
25-55 60,000 11.7 65.8 71.3 77.0 68.6
(306) (0.10) | (0.16)  (0.33) (0.26)  (0.13)
56+ 43,448 9.23 291 20.5 132 252
(497) (0.16) | (0.16)  (0.29) (0.21)  (0.12)
Educational attainment
(reference person)
Primary 27,000 29.78 9.0 17.2 39.1 14.7
(308) (0.30) | (0.10)  (0.27) (0.30)  (0.09)
Secondary 48,000 12.37 58.2 65.2 494 56.8
(312) (017)| (0.15)  (0.35) (0.27)  (0.12)
College 90,400 3.53 32.9 17.7 115 284
(391) (0.09) | (0.16)  (0.37) (0.28)  (0.13)
Average values
Dependents Whites Blacks Hispanics All
No. of members 2.88 3.03 3.52 3.01
(0.005)  (0.012) (0.010) (0.004)
No. of dependents 0.99 1.42 1.79 119
(0.004) (0.011) (0.009) (0.003)
Aged <15 years 0.76 1.01 1.25 0.87
(0.003)  (0.009) (0.008) (0.003)
Aged 16+ 0.23 0.41 0.54 0.32
(0.002)  0.005) 0.005) 0.002)
Family dependency ratio (%) 25.3 37.6 429 30.0
(0.09)  (0.23) (0.19)  (0.08)

Linearized standard errors in parentheses

Labor Market performance

Labor market performance varies greatly across ethnic and racial subpopulations, as is
shown in Table 4. Latinos and Whites participate in the labor market at a higher rate than
Blacks. The employment rate of Hispanic and White adults (15 years or older) was 63 and 62
percent respectively in 2006, compared with 57 percent of Blacks. A similar pattern can be
found for family reference persons, even if in this case, the differential in employment rates

was smaller: 70 and 69 percent for respectively Latinos and Whites compared to 65 percent for
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Blacks. However, these aggregate figures concealed several specific features of each group.
Hispanic males had the largest employment rates: 74 percent compared with 68 of Whites and
57 of Blacks; while Hispanic females, on the contrary, had the lowest employment rate, 52

1 Further, there was

percent compared with about 56 percent of Blacks and Whites.
substantial occupational segregation by ethnic groups in the labor market, where Whites were
more likely than any other group to work in managerial and professional jobs in the private
sector or to be self-employed. Note also that Blacks were more likely than Hispanics to work in
skilled jobs or in the public sector, as well as to be unemployed, but were less likely to be self-
employed. Despite the fact that there was no significant difference in the average number of
hours and weeks worked by employed adults, the earnings of Black and Hispanic workers
were, respectively, 70 and 65 percent of the Whites’ level, as shown in Table 5. Several
reasons, including wage discrimination, have been pointed out for explaining these racial and
ethnic gaps in earnings. For example, Antecol and Bedard (2004) have emphasized the role of
labor market attachment differences among young males, as have Carneiro, Heckman, while

Masterov (2005) argued that the major source of economic disparity by race and ethnicity in

U.S. labor markets was to be found in pre-labor factors.

" The highest employment rate of Hispanic males was intimately related to their large immigration rate.
Indeed, the employment rate of Hispanic males born in a foreign country was 88 percent, in contrast
with 71 percent of those born in the United States, similar to the 73 percent level of non-Hispanic White
males in the same situation.

11



Table 4. Population by labor status in 2006

Labor market status

Labor status (family reference person)

Median

Labor status (adults 15+)

and occupation Family P('F){\;i;ty Distribution of population (%) P('F:{\;i;ty Distribution of population (%)
'"ﬁg’;e %  White Black Hispanic All %  White Black Hispanic All
Inactive 31,202 232 289 2938 25,9 284 18.8 353 382 33.0 353
(395)  (0.21) (0.15) (0.33) (0.27) (0.12)| (0.20) (0.18) (0.41) (0.33) (0.14)
Unemployed 31,628 314 2.3 5.0 38 29 235 2.6 5.2 3.8 3.1
(1,070) (0.71) (0.05) (0.16) (0.12) (0.04) (0.07) (0.06) (0.20) (0.15) (0.05)
Employed 64,300 72 688 652 70.3 68.7 56 621 56.6 63.2 61.6
(311)  (0.08) (0.16) (0.35) (0.28) (0.12)| (0.09) (0.18) (0.42) (0.35) (0.15)
full-time private sector, MP 93,480 1.9 152 106 7.1 13.8 1.7 127 86 6.2 11.6
(837)  (0.10) (0.12) (0.23) (0.15) (0.09) | (0.12) (0.12) (0.24) (0.17) (0.10)
part-time private sector, MP 81,200 6.2 3.2 1.9 1.2 2.7 5.0 2.8 1.5 1.0 2.4
(1,799)  (0.40) (0.06) (0.10) (0.06) (0.04)| (0.44) (0.06) (0.10) (0.07) (0.05)
full-time private sector, non MP | 51,000 79 226 283 40.0 25.9 6.1 209 2438 36.2 234
(360)  (0.13) (0.14) (0.33) (0.30) (0.11)| (0.15) (0.15) (0.37) (0.36) (0.12)
part-time private sector, non MP | 38,271 20.0 6.7 7.8 86 7.0 12.5 8.6 7.9 94 85
(660)  (0.39) (0.08) (0.21) (0.17) (0.07)| (0.34) (0.10) (0.24) (0.21) (0.08)
public sector, MP 85,502 2.3 6.1 5.6 3.1 55 1.9 54 46 27 49
(1,032)  (0.16) (0.08) (0.16) (0.10) (0.06) | (0.17) (0.08) (0.17) (0.11) (0.07)
public sector, non MP 64,212 5.0 4.6 7.4 3.9 4.9 3.7 3.8 6.3 3.1 4.0
(714)  (0.24) (0.07) (0.19) (0.11) (0.05)| (0.27) (0.07) (0.20) (0.12) (0.06)
self-employed 74,845 6.2 104 3.6 6.5 89 6.1 7.8 3.0 46 6.8
(1,184)  (0.20) (0.10) (0.13) (0.15) (0.07)| (0.27) (0.10) (0.14) (0.15) (0.07)
MP= managerial or professional. Linearized standard errors in parentheses
Table 5. Employed population: average time worked and earnings
Reference person All
Whites Blacks Hispanics All | Whites Blacks Hispanics All
Weeks 47.8 47.5 47.8 47.8 46.7 46.2 46.9 46.7
(0.06)  (0.15) (0.13)  (0.05)| (0.09)  (0.26) (0.17)  (0.04)
Weekly hours 40.4 39.9 40.1 40.3 39.0 38.8 39.1 39.0
(0.07)  (0.14) (0.11)  (0.05)| (0.09)  (0.19) (0.14)  (0.04)
Annual earnings | 47,930 33,863 31,504 44,248 | 43,928 32,011 28,777 40,615
(332) (516) (442)  (255) (332) (688) (395)  (184)

Linearized standard errors in parentheses

During the economic expansion of the 1990’s, the employment rate of Blacks and

Latinos (but not of Whites) increased for most subgroups according to gender, age, and

education, as reported in Table 6 for those not enrolled in further education. However, the

increase was especially marked for females below 55 years old with no college studies,

amounting to between 7 and 12 percentage points, depending on age and minority. The

2000’s did not significantly reverse these improvements. The fact that the employment rates

of lo