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Islanders by 3.1%, and American Indians by 5.0%, while non-Blacks
appear to have been undercounted by 1.7%.

l'am troubled by this problem of differential participation and un-
dercount of minorities, and | regret that an adjustment does not ad-
dress this phenomenon without adversely affecting the integrity of the

census. Ultimately, I had 1o make the decision which was fairest for
all Americans,

The 1990 census is not th

e vehicle to address the equity concerns
raised by the undercount. No

netheless, I am today requesting that the
Census Bureau incorporate, as appropriate, information gleaned from
the Post-Enumeration Survey into its intercensal estimates of the pop-
ulation. We should also seek other avenues for the Bush Administra-
tion and Congress to work together and address the impact of the
differential undercount of minorities on federal programs.

In reaching the decision not to adjust the census, I have benefited
from frank and open discussi

possible. In that spirit, we will provide the full
record of the basis for our decisions as soon as it is available,

In reaching the decision, I looked to statistical science for the evi-
dence on whether the adjusted estimates were more accurate than the
census count. As I am not a statistician, I relied on the advice of the
Director of the Census Bureau, the Associate Director for the Decen-
nial Census and other career Bureau officials, and the Under Secretary
for Economic Affairs and Administrator of the Economics and Statis-
tics Administration. 1 was also fortunate to have the independent
counsel of the eight members of my Special Advisory Panel. These
eight experts and their dedicated staffs gave generously of their time
and expertise, and [ am grateful to them.
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The experts have raised some fundamental questions about an ad-
justment. The Post-Enumeration Survey, which was designed to allow
us to find people we had missed, also missed important segments of
the population. The models used to infer populations across the nation
depended heavily on assumptions, and the results changed in impor-

tant ways when the assumptions changed. These problems don't dis-

qualify the adjustment automatically—they mean we won't get a per-
stion is whether we will get

fect count from an adjustment. The que
better estimates of the population. But what does better mean?
First, we have to look at various levels of geography—whether the

counts are better at national, state, local, and block levels. Secondly,

we have to determine both whether the actual count is better and
whether the share of states and cities within the total population is
better. The paradox is that in attempting to make the actual count
more accurate by an adjustment, we might be making the shares less
accurate. The shares are very important because they determine how
many congressional seats each state gets, how political representation
is allocated within states, and how large a “slice of the pie” of federal
funds goes to each city and state. Any upward adjustment of one share
necessarily means a downward adjustment of another. Because there
is a loser for every winner, we need solid ground to stand on in mak-
ing any changes. 1 do not find solid enough ground to proceed with
an adjustment.
To make comparisons between the accuracy of the census and the
adjusted numbers, various types of statistical tests are used. There is
general agreement that at the nationa
better, though independent analysis shows that adjusted counts, 100,
suffer from serious flaws. Below the national level, however, the ex-
perts disagree with respect to the accuracy of the shares measured
from an adjustment. The classical statistical tests of whether accuracy
is improved by an adjustment at state and local levels show mixed
results and depend critically on assessments of the amount of statisti-
cal variation in the survey. Some question the validity of these tests,
and many believe more work is necessary before we are sure of the
conclusions.
Based on the measurements so far completed, the Census Bureau
estimated that the proportional share of about 29 states would be
made more accurate and about 21 states would be made less accuraté
by adjustment. Looking at cities, the census appears more accurate in
11 of the 23 metropolitan areas with 500,000 or more persons: Phoe-
nix, Washington, D.C., Jacksonville, Chicago, Baltimore, New York

1 level, the adjusted counts are
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pqtlxn[g ceﬂsgslgu}reac program;v a hove the many othf.r n;ze clam- few short months. I am deepl a challenging research program into a

oring for their imited resources. Without the partnership 0 states and my sincere thanks to th p Y.Erateful for their help. Let me reiterat

cities in creating pub}ic awareness and a sense o[. involvement in the eontribution. The [toﬂt e Special Advisory Panel for their Substanr[ai el

census, the result is likely to be a further decline in participation. - s and éta[' ['S a AZl the Department, especially those in the E a
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struck by the fact that many civic lea ers are under the mistaken 1m- anew to findin d. fai n behind us, we will commit oursel

pression that an adjustment ‘vxf'lll fix a parti'cular problem they have prove the cens ugs sound, fair and acceptable ways to continue to ,:;s

identified—Tfor example, specific housing units or group quarters that other public omgl;;ses;.) We welcome the leadership of Congress ami
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) peop year 2000 census. minimizing the difficulties of the

census by duplicating the records of people already counted in the
census while subtracting over 900,000 people who were actually iden-
tified and counted. The decisions about which places gain people and
which lose people are based on statistical conclusions drawn from the
same survey. The additions and deletions in any particular community
are often based largely on data gathered from communities in other

states.
The procedures that would be used to adjust the census are at the

forefront of statistical methodology. Such research deserves and re-
quires careful professional scrutiny before it is used to affect the allo-

—July 15, 1991




