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ABSTRACT 
 

Nationalist discourse concerning race in Puerto Rico generally states that residents are of the 

same racially mixed heritage—a combination of Spanish, West African, and indigenous ancestry 

of various degrees. However, literature and casual observations suggest that the population is 

characterized by greater variation in physical appearances than what is posited by “admixture” 

discourse. Moreover, and further complicating the understanding of race, 2010 U.S. Census data 

show that over 75 percent of Puerto Ricans self-identified as “White, alone”, and that only 3.3 

percent of respondents indicated “Two or More Races.” Researchers, employers, and 

governmental agencies attempting to address or further analyze issues of inequality, 

discrimination, and residential segregation have had to rely on existing U.S. Census data to 

identify possible links between race and socioeconomic attainment. Thus, the need for an 

alternative data collection process that can be used for various forms of socioeconomic and 

spatial analysis has become evident. In this study, I administered alternative datasets that 

emphasized a locally suited, culturally grounded, and standardizable conceptual foundation for 

the purpose of establishing more representative racial statistics for the Puerto Rican population. 

The socioeconomic and spatial implications of resulting data were analyzed to determine if 

members of certain racial classifications are more privileged than others, and to determine if 

racial identity is characterized by spatial autocorrelation. Results showed that “Whites”, defined 

by different enumerators through various instruments, have attained slightly higher levels of 

socioeconomic attainment than nonwhites. However, there were no indications of spatial 

clustering or segregation based on race. Lastly, I interviewed a subsample of participants to 
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garner feedback concerning their assessments of the survey instruments, their general 

understanding of race and historical admixture, their perceptions of racial inequality, their 

opinions of affirmative action, and finally, their observations of racialized spaces.   
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PREFACE 

I first visited Puerto Rico in May of 2002 with little prior knowledge of the U.S. 

commonwealth. Born and raised in central Indiana, I did not know what to expect outside of 

basic characteristics1 I had learned in high school and my undergraduate experience. My Spanish 

was terrible2. Salsa and Merengue music and dance were completely foreign concepts, because 

my body did not move naturally to the beats3. I had no idea what Puerto Rican traditional foods 

were like, as I just assumed they would be similar to other “Latin” dishes4. In the same vein, I 

assumed that Puerto Ricans would just simply look “Hispanic.”  

This study exists today because of the initial observations I made about physical 

appearances and racialized spaces over a decade ago. Specifically, I noticed that many Puerto 

Ricans had an intermediate5 skin color similar to my own, but generally looked a little different 

than Mexican-American individuals I was familiar with living in rural Indiana. However, I also 

noticed that many Puerto Ricans appeared “American”—simply meaning how I would have 

initially described them to friends and family back home. Indeed, there were more whiter-

                                                

1 “Basic” characteristics meant: 1) its political status; 2) the movement for statehood within; 3) 
its Spanish-speaking population; 4) the adherence to Roman Catholicism; and 5) that is was 
 
2 It remains poor, but improved. 
 
3 My dancing has not improved whatsoever. 
 
4 I cannot get enough Criollo (Puerto Rican creole/traditional) food now.  
 
5 In this preface, “Intermediate” simply means tan or brown skin color. Later, it refers to a 
broader phenotypic interpretation that lies in between white and black.  
 



ix 

looking individuals than I had expected. In addition, there was a considerable number of local 

residents who appeared (to me) as African-American. The Puerto Rican population was 

characterized by greater diversity in racial appearance than I had previously imagined. Not 

everyone looked “Hispanic.” 

Since then, I have come to learn the problems (and complexities) associated with the use 

of “Hispanic” or “Latino” as racial descriptors. Granted, when these terms are used to describe 

racial appearance, I imagine that most people envision a rather similar set of physical features. 

For the sake of arriving at a generalized interpretation of phenotypes, I understand why they are 

used in a racial sense so frequently. Numerous times, I have heard Puerto Rican in-laws, friends, 

acquaintances, and even participants in this particular study describe people as “looking 

Latino/a.” In fact, many people (Puerto Rico and stateside) have commented on how I look 

Latino. 

My father is from Kentucky and is white. My mother is from the Philippines. As a result, 

countless people have guessed my racial/ethnic heritage, mostly without success. Even though 

the Philippines is in Southeast Asia, most people do not recognize me as Asian-American 

because of I lack the “required” facial features to be categorized as such. Moreover, despite 

nearly four centuries of Spanish colonial rule in the Philippines, I have never considered self-

identifying as “Hispanic/Latino.” By the same token, although I am half white, I have never been 

referred to as a “white” person by a member of any American racial/ethnic group6. This 

                                                

6 However, in the Philippines, I am frequently referred to as a white person. If not completely 
white, at least this particular part of my ancestry has garnered the most attention, because being 
partially white in the Philippines is culturally desirable. 
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confusion about my racial identity7 has made me very conscious about racial classification. It has 

sparked a personal interest in where the boundaries of inclusion and exclusion exist in various 

racialized societies of the world. As a geographer, I am specifically intrigued about how 

phenotypes vary globally, and more importantly, the ways that certain societies deal with 

“racial” variance.  

Accordingly, when I first arrived in Puerto Rico, I became quite interested in how racial 

appearance varied spatially. I asked myself, “Why do these patterns exist?” As mentioned, it 

appeared that most people were of an intermediate appearance, yet a range of racial8 inputs 

seemed to characterize the gene pool. Some of these intermediate appearances were similar to 

“mixed” individuals I was familiar with stateside who had a white parent and a black parent. 

However, other intermediate appearances seemed to include a third input. I quickly learned about 

the culturally extinct, but genetically influential indigenous population of the island. I also 

observed that, despite most of the general population appearing to be mixed race, my in-laws’ 

affluent neighborhood was mostly comprised of residents who would easily be confused for 

white Americans or Europeans. Likewise, I noticed that almost all of the politicians appeared 

Caucasian as well. I started to ask local friends and family members why most Puerto Ricans 

appear to be “nonwhite”, yet those who look white seem to be disproportionally in power. 

Frequently, I remember making the analogy, “Puerto Rico never having a dark-skinned governor 

would be like the U.S. never having a white president.”  

                                                

7 The confusion is held by others. I honestly do not find the need to racially self-identify with a 
certain group. On most surveys concerning race, I select “Other.”  
 
8 “Racial” used here means having an appearance that suggests ancestry from different 
geographic regions of the world.  
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Coming from the mainland, I was used to a certain racial consciousness that did not seem 

to operate the same way in Puerto Rico. I started asking, “What do you mean that nothing is 

really done to address the racial inequalities that are so glaringly obvious here?” I was 

accustomed to a societal recognition of racial inequity. I had expected that Puerto Rico would 

have some top-down initiatives to increase quality of life for “nonwhites”— policies in place that 

have existed stateside for decades. To me, it only made sense that if most people appeared 

nonwhite, then this majority group would fight for greater socioeconomic attainment within their 

given society. If not governmental intervention to promote greater equality, I expected to at least 

find a strong social undercurrent that was critical of the racially stratified system in place.  

Confused by the inertia with which racially-motivated social movements seemed to 

operate, I wanted to make certain that my observations were not rooted in some kind of 

ecological fallacy. Perhaps, my initial assessment was biased due to a number of reasons—

including the fact that I was extrapolating my limited set of observations to an entire population 

of nearly four million. Thus, I thought that official demographic records would surely add some 

clarity. If I could just simply compare data on race to a host of socioeconomic indicators, then I 

could determine if these patterns were limited to the metropolitan area I was most familiar with, 

or determine if they were representative of island-wide conditions. However, I quickly 

discovered something very perplexing—U.S. Census results that made me ask questions such as: 

“Wait a minute, most Puerto Ricans are white?” and “Puerto Rico is considerably whiter than the 

United States?”  

In subsequent visits to the island, my desire to further investigate the spatial dimensions 

of racial inequality continued to grow. It became increasingly clearer that if I wanted to pursue a 

PhD in Geography, my dissertation would present a way in which racial stratification in Puerto 
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Rico could be better understood. I figured, “What’s the point of collecting data on race if results 

are not representative of reality?” Even if ever-so-slight, the proverbial “broader impact” to 

academia and society in general I wanted to make would be through a set of alternative methods 

to enumerate race.  

Looking back, assuming a cultural “outsider” perspective presented a significant 

advantage and disadvantage. The main advantage was the ability to assess the racial dynamics of 

the study area while coming from a considerably different cultural framework. This outsider 

perspective complemented the culturally-grounded understanding of race that was unmistakably 

instrumental to this research. By bringing a U.S.-centric conceptualization of race to the table, I 

was able to constantly compare and contrast my own interpretation of a social construct (i.e. 

race) to a set of understandings embedded within a different cultural context. On the other hand, 

this outsider perspective proved to be my main disadvantage as well. It was difficult for me 

exactly to understand the importance of “racial” variance in Puerto Rico, as I repeatedly 

encountered conflicting narratives. My inability to grasp the nuance with which racial dynamics 

operate in Puerto Rico made it difficult to elaborate within my writing. Moreover, difficulty in 

gauging the importance to enumerate race at all made me question the need for this line of 

research.  

The problem with racial classification is that it is highly subjective. Where does one 

establish the boundaries of group inclusion and exclusion? How does one then quantify race to 

make values meaningful? Race is not something that can be easily measured and counted like 

money or precipitation. Besides, many other forms of empirical data are not subject to a high 

level of personal sensitivity and interpretation. I fully understand if certain readers of this 

dissertation find racial enumeration in Puerto Rico to be pointless. If a large segment of the U.S. 
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wishes that racial classification was of the past (in the “post-racial” society we now live in9), 

would not this practice be needed even less in Puerto Rico—where racial boundaries are not as 

well defined? Am I helping to essentialize a taxonomy that is rooted in Western ideology, 

whereby “race” is made into something real because of the perceived need to compartmentalize 

human phenotypes? In essence, what is the difference between this research and many of the 

pseudo-scientific attempts at racial classification that typified geo-anthropological “studies” of 

the late 19th to early 20th centuries?  

After careful consideration, I concluded that even if race is a social construct10, perceived 

racial appearance often comes with consequence in Puerto Rican society. Ultimately, the 

challenge was to find ways to enumerate race that would most appropriately address the 

inequalities that are well documented in the literature and conspicuous to the casual observer. It 

is with great hope that this dissertation was able to, in part, capture the complexity with which 

race operates in Puerto Rico. Going forward, if this study is able to foster continued dialogue that 

would help to attenuate racial inequality (however modest it may be), I will have achieved the 

“broader impact” that is critical to academically-based research.  

  

                                                

9 Take this statement with a grain of salt. 
 
10 This is discussed in Chapter 2. Most researchers view race as a social construct. However, 
there are anthropological and biological arguments for phenotypic-based classification that hold 
merit as well. I do not believe that disciplines on the “opposite” sides of the spectrum are really 
at odds with one another, or, for that matter, mutually exclusive. In other words, researchers 
assuming the anthropological/biological viewpoint likely understand the contextual and fluid 
nature of racial categorization and the problems that arise from the social construction of race. 
Similarly, social scientists are likely to understand the perceived need for taxonomy and 
compartmentalization—whether categorization is based on biology/anthropology or a given set 
of cultural understandings within a society.  
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CHAPTER 1 
 

Introduction and Research Questions 
 

1.1 Introduction 

Racial dynamics, understanding, and categorization in Puerto Rico can be rather 

complex. Nationalist discourse concerning race in Puerto Rico generally posits that people are of 

the same racially mixed heritage—a combination of Spanish, West African, and indigenous 

ancestry of various degrees (Denton and Villarrubia 2007, Godreau 2002, 2008, Godreau and 

Vargas-Ramos 2009, Lopez 2008, Rivera 2006). This general understanding of ancestral 

admixture, a common occurrence found in many countries of Latin America, perhaps helps to 

preserve a false sense of homogeneity as well as subdued forms of racism in Puerto Rico (Telles 

1999, Costa-Vargas 2004, Godreau 2008, Godreau and Vargas-Ramos 2009). Moreover, and 

further complicating racial understanding, 2010 U.S. Census data show that over 75 percent of 

Puerto Ricans self-identified as “White, alone” 11 (Table 1). This high figure12 is openly contested 

and generally accepted as grossly inaccurate by many scholars and Puerto Rican residents alike 

(Vargas-Ramos 2005, Rivera 2006, Denton and Villarrubia 2007, Godreau and Vargas-Ramos 

2009). Moreover, only 3.3 percent of respondents indicated “Two or More Races”, even though  

 

 

                                                

11 That is, selecting the racial option for “White” and nothing else on the U.S. Census form 
question for race 
 
12 It was over 80% according to 2000 U.S. Census data 
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Table 1. Data for Ethnicity and Race in Puerto Rico, 2010 U.S. Census 

Category Number Percent 

Total Population 3,725,789 100.0 

Hispanic or Latino 3,688,455 99.0 

One Race 3,603,543 96.7 

White 2,825,100 75.8 

Black or African American 461,498 12.4 

American Indian or Alaska Native 19,839 0.5 

Asian 6,831 0.2 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 370 0.0 

Some Other Race 289,905 7.8 

Two or More Races 122,246 3.3 

 
 
the prevailing nationalist discourse has advanced the idea of historical admixture. Exacerbating 

the controversy, the question of race had not been included in the U.S. Census questionnaire for 

Puerto Rico between 1958 and 2000, so data have only recently been called into question.  

Employers and governmental agencies attempting to address or further analyze issues of 

inequality, discrimination, and residential segregation have had to rely on existing U.S. Census 

data to identify possible links between race and socioeconomic attainment. For example, in 2001, 

the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) opened an area office in Puerto Rico 

that had resulted from a steady increase in employment discrimination charges (Godreau and 

Vargas-Ramos 2009). Thus, the accuracy of data on race has come under intense scrutiny. 

Ultimately, both nationalist discourses concerning race and U.S. Census Bureau (USCB) data 

have had the same effect in that they represent homogeneity for a population that is marked by 

greater diversity and inequality than one would infer by simply relying on official data.  
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Numerous studies concede the fact that racial understanding and classification in Puerto 

Rico are problematic, but research accounting for these issues through requisite adjustments in 

methodology is still in its early stages. Notably, the need for an alternative data collection 

process that can be used for various forms of spatial analysis, including the assessment of 

residential segregation, has become evident. Considerable frustration resulted after the 2000 

Census questionnaire section on race was administered because many respondents felt questions 

concerning racial identity were not properly suited for the Puerto Rican population (Berkowitz 

and Brudvig 2001). Despite this, another technical report from the USCB (Christenson 2003) 

suggested no indications of “major problems” with either the race13 or ethnicity question. 

However, and undoubtedly, of issue was that both the 2000 and 2010 short forms had limited 

options for racial identity, which likely contributed to an inordinate number of respondents 

selecting “White, alone”.  

Thus, an exploratory form of research is needed in Puerto Rico that would result in the 

collection of a culturally grounded dataset on race. This alternative approach to enumeration 

could perhaps be used as a replacement to what is provided by the USCB and could subsequently 

be employed in various types of socioeconomic and spatial analyses. Concerning the benefits to 

geographic research, with more “accurate”, or at least representative, data, certain spatial 

relationships concerning racial segregation and clustering, environmental justice, and 

infrastructural accessibility could be more easily identified and used to address a host of 

problems concerning social inequality.   

                                                

13 Other than a possible investigation into “…. the use of the ‘Some Other Race’ category of the 
race question to assure that the range of responses excludes those that better fit the Hispanic 
origin question” (p. 16).  
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However, it must be noted that an alternative method to enumeration that is solely based 

on an emic/culturally grounded understanding of race in Puerto Rico could present problems 

with standardization for the USCB. Official statistics on race are needed not only by researchers 

familiar with local terms used to describe various identities, but by others who might be 

unfamiliar with Puerto Rican culture as well. This fact calls for a more comprehensive 

methodology—one that is culturally grounded most certainly, but one that can also be employed 

to generate a more standardizable dataset on race. Granted, any alternative instrument that is 

designed to be culturally grounded should include local/colloquial terms that are commonly used 

by the target population to describe racial appearance. However, given Puerto Rico’s political 

relationship with the U.S.14, additional terms may be needed for greater intelligibility by those 

who are interested in local demographics, but unfamiliar with informal descriptors used by the 

target population. Therefore, additions and modifications to the current federal form would 

complement, rather than completely replace, the use of existing racial terms that have been 

provided by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB). Thus, it is critical that multiple 

methods be employed in the enumeration process for any exploratory study that attempts to 

provide both culturally grounded and standardizable data.  

Furthermore, an additional component to exploratory research should include qualitative 

methods that would supplement (or, perhaps, provide a counter-narrative to) existing literature 

with regards to racial dynamics, discrimination, and problems of categorization. Part of this 

qualitative approach would be to investigate the underlying reasons behind 1) the conspicuous15 

patterns of segregation that are aligned with differences in phenotypic appearance, and 2) the 

                                                

14 As a U.S. commonwealth territory, residents are required to answer the U.S. Census short form 
 
15 Observed personally and cited frequently within the literature 
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absence of government-sponsored initiatives that would otherwise assist underprivileged and 

marginalized racial groups. It would be imperative to obtain qualitative-based data that would 

enrich, and possibly challenge, previous scholarship. For example, the dominant academic 

narrative has primarily focused on the favoritism and greater socioeconomic attainment held by 

whites as compared to nonwhites in Puerto Rican society. However, U.S. Census data show that 

fewer individuals self-identified as “White, alone” between 2000 (80.5%) and 2010 (75.8%). 

Even though most Puerto Ricans were still inclined to self-identify as part of the white race, 

perhaps this decrease was indicative of an ever-so-slight shift in racial understanding, and a sign 

that a subaltern discourse is growing in importance. The incorporation of qualitative-based 

methods would ultimately improve the initial forms of data collection, and perhaps, help to better 

inform subsequent research. 

1.2 Research Questions 

Considering the problematic issues with official statistics and the complexities of racial 

understanding that are outlined above, I developed a host of critical research questions for this 

dissertation. The first set of questions concerned the potential effectiveness of alternative 

instruments when used for racial enumeration. These questions are primarily addressed in 

Chapter 4. The second set of research questions concerned the geographic implications of 

alternative methods. These questions are primarily addressed in Chapter 5. For both sets of 

questions, a common thread was the comparison of data that would result from a proxy for the 

U.S. Census form to data that would result from alternative instruments. The last set of research 

questions was more qualitative in nature and was based on the need for participant interviews. To 

better inform the previously listed research questions, it was important to develop a line of 

inquiry that focused on why racial enumeration is so difficult to address in the first place. 
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Furthermore, this last set of questions allowed for assessment concerning the previously held 

methods within the study—regarding either changes needed for the initial instruments or socio-

cultural developments not identified by the literature review. These questions are primarily 

addressed in Chapter 6. 

1.2a Research Questions Addressed in Chapter 4 

Research Question 1- If alternative instruments to gauge racial composition were 

administered to a representative sample of the population, would the percent of “White, alone” 

participants be significantly less than what is indicated by a proxy form for the U.S. Census?  

Research Question 2- If these alternative instruments to gauge racial composition were 

administered, how would changes in racial composition statistics better illustrate socioeconomic 

differences, if any, among residents of various classifications? 

Research Question(s) 3- Based on the completion of these alternative instruments, how 

would observer-reported data differ from participant-reported data? How would differences carry 

significance in terms of analysis of socioeconomic attainment?  

1.2b Research Questions Addressed in Chapter 5 

Research Question 4- Considering the inclusion of alternative instruments and observer-

reported data, would statistical and spatial measurements of segregation and clustering differ 

from what is inferred through the proxy of the U.S. Census form?  

Research Question(s) 5- Will either data on race (collected through different methods) or 

socioeconomic attainment indicate patterns of spatial non-stationarity within the study area? If 

so, could these patterns be interpreted in a meaningful way that would help to better address 

inequality?  
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1.2c Research Questions Addressed in Chapter 6 

Research Question(s) 6- How can a selective, yet representative subsample of participants 

better inform this research concerning the possible reasons why a majority of Puerto Ricans are 

inclined to self-identify as “White, alone” when answering the U.S. Census survey question on 

race? How will suggestions further improve a survey instrument to make it more culturally 

grounded and standardizable?  

Research Question(s) 7- How will their anecdotal accounts and/or experiences exemplify 

how nationalist discourses have affected racial understanding, preserved inequalities, and/or 

perpetuated discrimination? Will certain responses offer insight into a changing or subaltern 

racial understanding that is currently in development? 

Research Question 8- Will participants of this subsample differ in their responses 

concerning 1) the underlying reasons behind the absence of government-sponsored initiatives to 

assist underprivileged groups, and 2) the assessment of racial segregation and inequality based 

on their particular differences in racial self-identification, level of socioeconomic attainment, 

and/or political party affiliation?  

 

1.3 Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation is organized into six chapters. Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive 

review of relevant literature that is based in a wide range of academic disciplines. Considering 

the broad scope of disparate, yet potentially interrelated, subjects, this particular chapter narrows 

the focus to five academic domains—the social and political construction of race, historical 

settlement patterns and colonial legacy in Puerto Rico, U.S. influence on racial identity, racial 

data reclassification studies, and literature on the spatial analysis of race.  
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Chapter 3 includes the research methods employed in this study. Given the complexity, 

(sometimes) intangibility, and fluidity of racial conceptualization, it was my intent to develop a 

set of methods that addressed most of the problems with enumeration and understanding that 

were outlined in the literature review. Granted, no study is capable of rectifying all of the issues 

that underlie such a multifaceted social construct. However, by accounting for the most 

influential factors that have given shape to these contemporary problems, I incorporated a 

research design that lies at the intersection of both the emic and etic dimensions of this 

investigation. In other words, racial enumeration and inequality should not only be better 

understood from an “insider’s” point of view in Puerto Rico, but given the island’s political 

relationship to the U.S., there exists the need to better address these problems from an 

“outsider’s” standpoint as well. The incongruity of racial conceptualization as it exists in the 

former as compared to the latter has presented a host of challenges to similar research 

previously—and likewise, made research design for this particular study rather challenging.  

Chapter 4 focuses on the results of a survey that was administered to 248 participants. 

This survey consisted of four parts, in which both racial identification and socioeconomic data 

were collected. For racial identification data, results from the proxy for the U.S. Census form 

were compared to results from alternative instruments. Moreover, observer-reported data were 

compared to participant-reported data. Through both descriptive statistics and multinomial 

logistic regression results, the implications of all datasets are discussed at length.  

Chapter 5 addresses the spatial dimensions of race based on survey results. Accordingly, 

measures of segregation are applied to the various data sets that differ based on instrument and 

enumerator. Additionally, through a collection of spatial analysis tools that assess hotspots and 

clustering, this chapter focuses on the correlation between residential location and racial 
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classification. Once again, special attention is paid to data resulting from a proxy for the U.S. 

Census form in comparison to data resulting from alternative instruments. This emphasis is based 

on the premise that U.S. Census data are not representative of the actual racial composition of 

Puerto Rico, and that official statistics are unreliable when used for assessments of segregation 

and clustering. Moreover, within Chapter 5, the relationship between racial classification and 

socioeconomic attainment is explored through a series of regression models. 

Chapter 6 is primarily based on qualitative feedback offered by a subsample of 31 

participants. I organized interviews according to the following themes: participants’ assessment 

of the survey instruments, their general understanding of race and historical admixture, their 

perception of racial inequality and the role, if any, that the state should offer in addressing certain 

issues, and finally, their understanding of neighborhood dynamics and racialized spaces. With 

these questions, I further investigated the reasons why the concept of race is often laden with 

confusion16, and why it is perceived differently between residents of the island and those of the 

mainland17. Moreover, I wanted to better understand why segregation and discriminatory 

practices have seemingly endured in Puerto Rico, despite prevailing discourses that convey 

messages of racial uniformity and harmony. Responses were compared to racial classification 

and socioeconomic data to determine if certain correlations existed.   

 

 

                                                

16 And often used interchangeably with nationality 
 
17 In this dissertation, “mainland” and “stateside” are used to describe the incorporated territory 
of the United States (i.e. the 50 states of the U.S. proper only). Considering that Puerto Rico is a 
commonwealth territory of the U.S. in which its residents possess a limited form of citizenship, 
but also, that much of its colonial history was shaped by Spanish cultural values, reference made 
to the island is in terms of being both inside and outside of the American domain.  
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CHAPTER 2 
 

Literature Review 
 

In order to adequately address my research questions, I drew upon several domains of 

literature that bridge a number of academic disciplines. These included 1) research that focuses 

upon the social and political construction of race; 2) a historical summary of migration to Puerto 

Rico, as well as the impact of Spanish colonial legacy on the nature of racial dynamics and social 

order in greater Latin America; 3) studies that examine the roles that both the U.S. Census 

Bureau and U.S. colonial legacy have played (and continues to play) concerning racial self-

identification on the island; 4) data reclassification literature, in both Anglo and Latin America, 

that addresses the ambiguity and subjectivity of identification; and 5) an examination of 

statistical and geographic information systems-based research that illustrates how spatially-

oriented methods can be used to assess levels of segregation, clustering, and a host of socio-

cultural developments. It is my intent that this particular dissertation (and subsequent research 

agenda) will be able to contribute to each of these fields of research in a substantive way.  

 

2.1 The Social and Political Construction of Race 

The concept of race is based upon arbitrary classification systems (Bonilla-Silva 1999, 

Cameron 1998, Loveman 1999) used to categorize people with perceived similar physical 

characteristics, such as skin color, facial and body shape, and a host of other phenotypic 

attributes. It is meant to imply common geographic descent or heredity (Zuckerman 1990), but is 

highly contextual, fluid, and cannot be comprehensively measured as a fixed or immutable 
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reality (Godreau and Vargas-Ramos 2009). Largely resulting from modern Western ideas 

concerning the innate qualities characteristic to certain groups, it has been used as a means of 

social organization to legitimize hierarchical power structures (Cameron 1998, Hannaford 1996). 

The concept served to create emotional and psychological distance between Europeans and other 

visually different peoples with the advent of Western Imperialism (Cameron 1998), and most 

notably, to delineate socially acceptable boundaries resulting from the Trans-Atlantic slave trade. 

However, it was not until the eighteenth century that the concept of race, used in taxanomic 

terms to describe a set of biologically inherited physical characteristics, was developed to 

support its systematic use (Smedley 1998). Through time, the “legitimacy” of race became so 

embedded in cultures of the Americas that people seldom questioned its reality or conceptual 

origins (Cameron 1998). At present, Western ideas of race largely remain the conceptual basis 

for group demarcation in a litany of public and private studies concerning health, intelligence, 

poverty, conflict, and innumerous forms of socio-cultural analyses.  

In the field of genetics, research has concluded that the genetic differences between 

“races” account for only 0.012% of human biological variation (Cavalli-Sforza et al. 1994), and 

that the genetic difference between two geographical populations is similar to the difference 

within a single population (Gould 1994). This suggests that people from the “extremities” of one 

racial category (e.g. “white18” Arabs as compared to white Swedes) can differ genetically from 

                                                

18  I place quotes around “white” describing Arabs because, in genetic tests, individuals of 
Middle Eastern or North African descent are categorized as members of the same race as people 
of European descent. In fact, members of this group are supposed to racially self-identify as 
“White” according to U.S. federal definitions for race. However, this particular situation 
exemplifies how members of a racial group can be biologically and officially classified 
differently from how they are perceived within that same given society. 
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one another to the same degree as they differ from other races (e.g. “white” Arabs as compared 

to “nonwhite” groups from Sub-Saharan Africa). Moreover, with the advent of Western 

Imperialism and its impact on mass migration and inter-group admixture, genetic markers 

characteristic of certain isolated populations have been combined with others; thus, contributing 

to the loss of distinctive genome homogeneity for most groups. This highlights the inadequacies 

and gross generalizations that are associated with racial terminology, and especially the 

classifications schemes that have been widely employed and understood as natural in the 

Western world.  

However, modern scholarship on race (Bonilla-Silva 1999, Cameron 1998, Hannaford 

1996, Loveman 1999- just to name a few) has mainly confronted the fallacies of hegemonic 

racial ideologies. Central to these arguments is that race has become essential (existing outside of 

human understanding and application) and that its epistemological foundations are seldom 

questioned or challenged. These critics have called for the greater need to reexamine (and in 

some ways, eradicate) Western racial terminology, and instead, develop more nuanced and 

malleable frameworks that are free of colonial ideology.  

Even though a large number of academics, social science researchers, and medical 

professionals now view traditional racial categories as social constructs with no legitimate (or at 

least statistically significant) biological basis, racial ideology and understanding continue to have 

profound societal impacts. People are forced to operate within the racial framework of their 

society, and with this fact come the advantages and disadvantages that perceived ancestral 

heritage and phenotypic interpretation provide. If racism, the effect of differential social 

treatment or outcomes as a result of perceived ancestry, is pervasive, then racial categorization 

schemes bear legitimate consequences in people’s everyday lives (Godreau and Ramos 2009). 



13 

Thus, it is critical to better understand these socially constructed frameworks, which then allows 

for improved assessment of its implications.  

Many social scientists have begun to dismiss traditional conceptions of race because 

categories are too broad, contextual, and fluid. They have adopted a newer intellectual paradigm 

when attempting to correlate inherited group characteristics to other socioeconomic indices. For 

instance, Jackson (2008) used the concept of “microethnic” groups to better understand certain 

populations in the U.S. that may face certain health risks based on local culture, diet, local 

economic and environmental conditions, and genetic ancestry. These small, geographically 

confined segments of the population were able to provide a more detailed level of analysis than 

traditional models that have typically depended on old definitions for race. Jackson’s central 

argument was that previous studies have over-relied on racial designations, and consequently, 

have failed to acknowledge in-group heterogeneity and between-group homogeneity. Along the 

same lines, Schulman, et al. (1995) questioned the traditional methods of data collection by 

previous studies that aimed to identify differences in health care provisions according to broad 

definitions of race and ethnicity. Accordingly, they challenged the assumption that valid 

definitions of race and ethnicity actually exist. Their argument was that such terms should be 

placed under greater scrutiny, and should not always be used as a proxy for inherited group 

characteristics. Although a reconceptualization of race is most certainly needed, it is also 

important to trace the historical settlement of patterns of various “racial” groups in Puerto Rico 

in order to better understand intergroup admixture and the resulting power dynamics that 

developed accordingly.  
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2.2 Historical Settlement in Puerto Rico and the Impact of Spanish Colonial Legacy on 

Racial Dynamics 

The indigenous population of Puerto Rico consisted of Taíno Indians, who were thought 

to possess a medium-brown/copper skin tone, almond-shaped eyes, pronounced cheekbones, and 

straight, black hair. These general phenotypic characteristics are thought to be common among 

many of the indigenous populations found in the Caribbean in Pre-Colombian times (Rouse 

1992, Thieme 1959). What separates Puerto Rico and most of the Caribbean from many 

postcolonial populations of mainland Latin America is that native cultures were quickly 

decimated upon Spanish settlement, due to a multitude of factors including disease, limited 

geography to seek refuge, intermarriage, enslavement, and conflict. As a result, in genetic studies 

of Puerto Rican population samples, no individuals possess exclusively indigenous ancestry. 

However, DNA analysis reveals substantial Native American ancestry in the Puerto Rican 

population. Biologist Martínez-Cruzado (2002) estimated that ~61% of the population possesses 

indigenous mtDNA (maternal genetic contributions through the generations), and additional 

studies (Frazer de Llado et al. 1997, Hanis et al. 1991) generally estimate the current gene pool 

to consist of ~15-18% Taíno genetic contributions.  

Indigenous genetic contributions remain substantial today because initial forms of 

Spanish settlement in the late 15th through 16th centuries primarily consisted of single males. 

Through intermarriage, bartering and enslavement, and sexual assault, a strong level of Spanish-

Taíno admixture developed (Lopez 2008). However, because the standalone Taíno population 

was quickly decimated upon Spanish colonization, large numbers of slaves from various 

populations of West Africa were imported to meet the labor demands of the quickly growing 

plantation economy. Further admixture between Spanish colonizers and West African slaves 
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contributed to the overall gene pool. Although studies vary in their assessment of Taíno-West 

African admixture, sexual relations were frequently a function of power relations (Lopez 2008). 

This helps to explain why paternal genetic ancestry is largely traced back to Southern Europe 

(and West Africa to a lesser extent), and maternal ancestry is traced back to the indigenous and 

West African populations (Martínez-Cruzado et al. 2001, Martínez-Cruzado 2002). Genetic tests 

vary in their estimations of West African contributions to the gene pool, ranging from 21% 

(Martinez-Cruzado 2001) to 25-30% (Frazer de Llado et al. 1997) to 37% for Puerto Ricans 

living in New York City19 (Hanis et al. 1991). Moreover, sizeable immigration waves over the 

past half-century from Hispaniola, an island with strong African ancestral roots, has undoubtedly 

played a minor part (2010 U.S. Census data show that Dominicans made up 1.8% of the 

population) in contributing to the African-derived genetics for Puerto Rico as a whole.  

After the initial waves of Spanish immigration, Puerto Rico’s total population remained 

rather small until the beginning of the 19th century. After having to endure a wave of rebellions 

and the loss of many colonial possessions, Spain passed the Real Cedula de Gracias (Royal 

Decree of Graces) in 1815 with the intent to increase a loyalist population (Van Middeldyk 

1975). Land grants were offered to a multitude of nationalities who swore allegiance to the 

Spanish Crown and Roman Catholic Church. As a result, this attracted many white immigrants 

from not only Spain, but Venezuela, the Canary Islands, Corsica, Italy, France, Ireland, Scotland, 

and Germany as well. In 1870, the Acta de Culto Condicionado (Conditional Cult Act) granted 

the right of religious freedom and allowed for continued immigration even after the island was 

ceded to the U.S. in 1898. Notably, this included the immigration of many Jews (primarily 

                                                

19 It stands to reason that Puerto Ricans in the New York metropolitan area would possess greater 
African ancestry—as many poor residents of the island moved stateside during the mid-1900s.   
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escaping Nazi-occupied Europe in 1930s) and various Arab nationalities, such as Lebanon and 

Saudi Arabia. Collectively, immigration waves over the past two centuries have significantly 

contributed to the “white” genetic makeup of Puerto Ricans, with estimates ranging from 45% 

(Hanis et al. 1991) to 67% (Tang et al. 2007). Considering that Puerto Rico has often been 

referred to as the “whitest of the Antilles” and that, genetically, European contributions are the 

most significant, it is perhaps understandable how a majority of Puerto Ricans self-identify as 

white. However, the following must be noted: 1) genetic studies that determine Caucasian 

ancestry typically group together not only European nationalities, but North African and Middle 

Eastern populations as well. Often, these groups might not be considered “white” from a socially 

constructed standpoint (depending on contextual circumstances); and 2) even if “white” ancestry 

is numerically dominant among Puerto Ricans, studies have shown that very few, if any, 

participants demonstrated genetic markers that were overwhelmingly European. For example, in 

Martínez-Cruzado”s sample of 642 participants (2002), only one person showed over 90% 

European genetic markers (and only 14 people showed over 86%). Thus, here is where the 

concept, not the biological “fact”, of whiteness must be critically examined. Considering that in 

the most recent decennial U.S. Census over 75% of Puerto Ricans self-identified as “White, 

alone”, the question becomes, “Who should be considered white?”  

To better answer this question, it is necessary to reference the history and nature of power 

structures and inequality in a broader, Latin American, context. These types of analyses help to 

reveal the historical underpinnings responsible for patterns of white favoritism and segregation in 

Puerto Rico today, as well as reasons why problematic issues concerning discourse and data may 

have developed in the first place. One of the main inadequacies of the 2010 U.S. Census 
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questionnaire section on race was that it was administered to a population long embedded in 

Latin American, not Anglo-American, culture.  

Spanish colonizers codified the rights of whites over non-whites and delineated what 

lower-class members could own, choose as a profession, and even wear in public (Lopez 2008, 

but also see Bost 2003, Diggs 1953, Kinsbruner 1996, Migden-Socolow 2000). Here, two 

ideologies, applicable to racial identity, emerged from this power structure—eventually setting 

the stage for racial discourse in much of Latin America: blanqueamiento and mestizaje. 

Blanqueamiento (social whitening) has long been a practice, often rather overtly, in Latin 

America. Under the Spanish power structure, to receive an education or to enter some level of 

administration, certificates of whiteness, or limpieza de sangre (clean/pure blood), were required. 

The premise behind this type of legitimization was that greater privileges could be obtained if 

petitioners were not “tainted” with Indian or African blood (Lopez 2008). With the sizable 

indigenous (e.g. Mexico, Peru) or West African slave (e.g. Brazil, Dominican Republic) 

populations of some countries, this meant that whitening the population was not only in a literal 

(or physical) context, but carried cultural meanings as well. Basically, darker-skinned individuals 

could be considered white (or partially white) by proving they had “pure-blood” ancestors or by 

adopting Iberian cultural values, such as language, religion, and dress (Kinsbrunner 1996). Thus, 

the minoritized majority could move up the socioeconomic ranks.  

This fluidity of racial identity has likely complicated research attempting to gauge racial 

composition in numerous Latin American populations. In the U.S., racial ascription does not 

generally change over the span of one’s lifetime20. Considering the historical impact of the “one 

                                                

20 However, Irish-Americans and certain southern and eastern European nationalities gradually 
shifted from nonwhite to white status over time (Waters 2000). 
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drop rule” on racial ideology in the U.S., even if individuals possess strong European ancestry, 

the presence of non-European heritage will often lead to the social perception that they are not 

white (Denton and Villarrubia 2007, Vidal-Ortiz 2004). Accordingly, this socially-defined rule 

of hypodescent is applied to mixed-race individuals, whereby they are typically categorized as 

part of the historically subordinate group (Kottak 2009). Conversely, in Latin America, mixed-

race individuals are often21 socially categorized as part of the historically dominant group (i.e. 

whites), referred to as hyperdescent.  

Recently, several multiracial/racially mixed countries in Latin America have promoted a 

collective or national identity of oneness. Ironically, discourse such as mestizaje (mixed race) is 

often used to describe a sense of homogenous national identity—an ideology that purports 

harmonious race relations in which discrimination supposedly does not exist or is not very 

pervasive (Rivera 2006). Many countries have chosen to do away with race categories or have 

arrived late to the categorization process, thus overlooking numerous social realities. For 

example, De la Torre (1999) explained that Ecuador assumes that all citizens are mestizos (of 

mixed white and Indian heritage), and therefore largely disregards racial categorization. 

Likewise, Brazil and Cuba have historically kept rather limited census data on race because of 

similar nationalist ideology. Only in the 1960s, when the idea of “racial democracy” was 

seriously questioned, did the Brazilian government make racism a punishable offense (Sansone 

2003, Walker 2002, Winant 2004). Furthermore, it was not until the twenty-first century that 

affirmative action policies addressing inequalities were implemented in Cuba (Htun 2005). In 

addition, Lewis (1992) has claimed that expressions of racial discrimination in Venezuela have 

                                                                                                                                                       

 
21 This also depends on 1) the degree and interpretation of whiteness, and 2) the level of 
socioeconomic attainment that individual possesses.   
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generally been termed “un-Venezuelan”, lending further support to the idea that an imagined 

racial utopia exists. Consequently, racism is assumed to be nonexistent and social distinctions are 

assumed to be based exclusively on class and gender. 

 In Puerto Rico, the complex framework of racial understanding simultaneously supports 

nationalist ideologies of oneness (such as, mestizaje), while it also embraces racial terminology 

of differentiation that is based on phenotypic differences, primarily skin color and hair texture 

(Gravlee 2005), as well as social contexts (Godreau 2002). Concerning nationalist ideologies, 

children are taught at a young age that racial heritage comes from Spanish, West African, and 

Taíno Indian contributions (Denton and Villarrubia 2007, Godreau 2002, 2008, Godreau and 

Vargas-Ramos 2009, Lopez 2008, Rivera 2006), even though many residents may have 

extremely fair or dark skin and lack the phenotypes associated with any one or two of these 

lineages. Rivera (2006) explained that if discourse were to publicly acknowledge phenotypic 

differences, this would pose a threat to the island’s “single” class as well as to its overall sense of 

color blindness. Along the same lines, some have pointed out that Puerto Ricans have been 

conditioned to view race as being equivalent to nationality, culture, or birthplace (Rodriguez and 

Cordero-Guzman 1992), rather than strict phenotypic appearance. For example, during the 

second half of the twentieth century, the Popular Democratic Party of Puerto Rico successfully 

lobbied to eliminate “race” and “color” from a number of public registries, such as the Census 

and various government statistics (Godreau 2008). The general logic has been that ethnicity, 

nationality, and race are inseparable, and that the Puerto Rican population has not been torn apart 

by racial differences and strife like the United States. However, Goldberg (2002) has argued that 

the consequences of such public policy and discourse are quite significant, considering that the 

state is instrumental in the construction of racial identity. By turning a blind eye to the social 
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realities experienced by individuals with darker skin or African-based phenotypes, the state has 

marginalized a large segment of the population by failing to improve living conditions for 

citizens who face discrimination based on their physical appearance. 

Concerning the idea that racial understanding in Puerto Rico also embraces terminology 

of differentiation, several scholars (Godreau 2002 and 2008, Godreau and Vargas-Ramos 2009, 

Rivera 2006) have recently debunked or expanded upon nationalist ideologies, such as mestizaje, 

in order to highlight the racial, cultural, and economic differences among Puerto Ricans. These 

social critics contend that by promoting images of oneness, nationalist discourses mask 

inequalities that follow phenotypic differences, and thus, preserve a strong sense of subdued 

racism. Moreover, they have stressed the fact that racial understanding in Puerto Rico goes well 

beyond nationalist ideologies. Their works have largely focused on the fact that racial 

understanding, and its everyday applications are much more nuanced than what nationalist 

ideologies contend, and that perceived racial differences have profound implications. More 

broadly speaking, others (Guerrón-Montero 2006, Mato 1998) have argued for greater awareness 

against the implicitly racist messages that nationalist ideologies present. These authors argue that 

racial injustices and inequalities have been openly acknowledged for a much longer period in the 

U.S. (as compared to Latin America), and thus, they call for the need to move past conceptions 

of racial utopias. Ultimately, they claim this would discredit mestizaje, and help to eradicate the 

prevalence of subdued racism in Latin America. Accordingly, this would enable governments to 

recognize racial stratification, and help to marshal in a new era of increased equality—one that is 

more cognizant of discrimination based on phenotypic differences.  
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2.3 U.S. Influence on Racial Self-Identification 

Although the Puerto Rican national culture is strongly linked to the idea of mestizaje, 

according to 2010 Census results, its “White, alone” percent of the population was actually 

higher than that of the United States. Even though respondents could have selected more than 

one option for race on the Census form, only 11% of Puerto Ricans selected “Some Other Race” 

or “Two or More Races”. These questionable results present difficulties for research that aims to 

assess the level of socioeconomic stratification and segregation based on race. The impetus for 

this dissertation was a study conducted by Denton and Villarubia (2007) that examined the links 

among race, socioeconomic status, and residential location in Puerto Rico. They found that 

housing segregation by socioeconomic status was higher than segregation by race. However, 

their analysis was dependent on 2000 U.S. Census data, where an overwhelming majority (> 

80%) of respondents self-identified as “White, alone.” 

Considering the complexity of white identity as it is conceptualized in Puerto Rico, racial 

segregation will always appear minimal if the majority of people with various skin tones and 

phenotypes are categorized as members of the white race. Important to consider is that the 

structure of the U.S. Census form has likely been responsible for most Puerto Ricans self-

identifying in this fashion (Vargas-Ramos 2005, Vidal-Ortiz 2004). In the 2000 and 2010 forms, 

respondents were given only a few options for race, such as, “White”, “Black, African American 

or Negro”, “American Indian or Native Alaskan”, and several Asian and Pacific Islander 

nationalities. Consequently, the inordinate selection of “White, alone” was likely due to the lack 

of alternatives that explicitly suggest admixture, or perhaps the perceived unsuitability of the 

other racial options.  
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Of additional concern has been the order with which options have been listed on the 

form. For example, “White” (Blanco in the Spanish language form) is the first race listed, which 

speaks to the USCB’S assumption that this option would garner the most selections. Logically, 

the fact that “White” has been listed first may carry more cultural significance and suitability 

when administered stateside, as 63.7% of the population still self-identified as “White, alone- 

Not Hispanic or Latino” in 2010 (U.S. Census). “Suitability”, here, is based on the fact that when 

the collection of racial data shifted from observer-reported to self-reported in 1960, there was 

little change in the aggregate figures for whites, which suggested a strong level of consistency 

between how members of this group saw themselves and how they were perceived by others 

(Smith 2001). However, the administration of the USCB form should have been taken with more 

caution concerning U.S. territories, where the cultural conceptions of race and whiteness vary 

considerably.  

The OMB, which is responsible for federal data collection and racial definitions, provides 

that ‘‘Hispanic/Latino’’ is an ethnic designation, and respondents who self-identify as such 

should select something else for race. Given that phenotypic variation exists among 

Hispanics/Latinos, this makes sense. However and unfortunately, this ethnic term is often used as 

a proxy for race22, and is often conceptualized as a mutually exclusive group from non-Hispanic 

whites and non-Hispanic blacks. Roth (2010) argued that a certain sense of congruence must 

develop between how Hispanics/Latinos self-identify racially and how they are perceived 

racially by others. For instance, in 60 qualitative interviews with New York residents, she 

                                                

22 By both Hispanics/Latinos and non-Hispanics/Latinos 
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reported 32.1% and 18.8% consistency rates between closed-ended23 self-reported race and 

observer-reported race among Puerto Ricans and Dominicans, respectively. 

Put simply, the ways in which whites and blacks racially self-identify are rather 

consistent with the ways in which they are socially perceived. However, for Hispanics/Latinos, 

because many members of this group possess an intermediate appearance (between black and 

white), it is often assumed that all Hispanics/Latinos possess similar phenotypes (explaining why 

“Hispanic/Latino” often becomes a proxy for race). In fact, Roth (ibid) contended that the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 (and subsequent legislation that has aimed to combat discrimination based 

race or ethnicity) has had to rely upon U.S. Census measures that do not adequately reflect the 

level of variation in “racial” appearance that actually exists. For example, she reasoned that the 

exclusive hiring of white Hispanics/Latinos in the workplace could satisfy complaints about 

workplace diversity and inclusiveness of minorities; however, in reality, this practice would still 

be indicative of racially-based discrimination. The OMB and USCB’s assumptions that 1) 

federal definitions of race match the variation of racially-based phenotypes, and 2) respondents 

are going to self-identify in ways that match others’ perception of them have led to 

“questionable” (at best) official statistics for race.   

Another important factor to consider is that an overwhelming majority of Puerto Rican 

residents may have chosen “White, alone” for race because of the long history of political 

influence and marginalization that have been imposed by the United States. In defeat from the 

Spanish-American War, Spain ceded Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Philippines to the United States 

in 1898. With this acquisition, the U.S. government instituted policies that were intended to 

assimilate Puerto Rico into the American political and cultural framework. In 1917, the U.S. 

                                                

23 In the style of the U.S. Census form 
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conferred American citizenship to Puerto Ricans through the Jones Act, which was part of 

foreign policy that aimed to engender loyalty among U.S. territories during WWI. In 1952, 

Puerto Rico ratified its own constitution and became a commonwealth of the U.S., which 

allowed for a greater sense of political autonomy. This establishment of commonwealth status, as 

an unincorporated territory, was in large part motivated by the economic benefits that were 

realized at both ends—Puerto Rico benefiting from increased industrialization, and the U.S. 

benefiting from cheap labor and tax subsidies. Accordingly, Puerto Rico assumed rights similar 

to those of a state, with a few notable exceptions: 1) no general election voting rights for the 

President, 2) no voting power within Congress24, and 3) exemption in federal taxes. As part of 

the overall colonial process, Feliciano-Santos (2011) pointed out that Puerto Ricans were forced 

to restructure cultural values as to better fit the American model of modernity and 

industrialization. A byproduct of this transition was an emerging discourse centered on defining 

“Puerto Ricanness”—essentially, outlining the characteristics (including racial identity) that 

would promote a singular national identity in the face of rapid change.  

In a similar vein, Burnett and Marshall (2001) closely examined the ideological and 

cultural implications of the “unincorporated territory” political status and theorized that the U.S. 

citizenship granted to Puerto Ricans was similar to that which was given to “second-class” 

African and Native Americans in the early twentieth century. The perceived Anglo-American 

racial and cultural superiority associated with this doctrine perhaps has manifested in the Puerto 

Rican inclination to self-identify the same with those who have held political power in the U.S. 

(i.e., the white population). In addition, Guerra (1998) explored the historical construction of 

                                                

24 The island has a Resident Commissioner who acts as a member of the House of 
Representatives, but lacks voting power. 
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jibaros, white (predominantly of Spanish ancestry) peasants who once resided in the 

mountainous interior of Puerto Rico. They served as idealized figures of a romanticized past who 

came to represent the working class, and today, continue to elicit an imagined sense of nostalgia. 

She argued that the romanticized idea of the jibaro was largely constructed by the elitist classes 

in response to the transfer of colonial administration. 

Lastly, Loveman and Muniz (2007) examined how slight semantic shifts in categorization 

instructions led many U.S. Census officials to reclassify nearly 100,000 formerly “Black” or 

“Mulato” (mixture of European and Sub-Saharan African heritage) persons in Puerto Rico to 

“White” between 1910-1920. They argued that as U.S. cultural and political hegemony became 

more pervasive in Puerto Rico during the 20th century, this may have led Census officials25 to 

believe that reclassifying the population (to “White”) would lead to a more beneficial situation, 

politically, in the future. Moreover, they claimed that the expanding boundaries of whiteness 

appeared to reflect Puerto Ricans’ “recognition of the inescapable centrality of racial status to the 

terms of their incorporation into an imperialist American polity and society that not only 

condoned, but championed, institutionalized racial exclusion” (p. 935). Perhaps, this shift had a 

long lasting impact on how many Puerto Ricans self-identified within the U.S. racial framework, 

because of the knowledge and fears that Puerto Rico’s “racial fitness” was not quite ideal for 

political and cultural inclusion. Accordingly, this homogenizing and paternalistic effect is 

alluded to by others (Goldberg 2002, Lopez 2008) who examined how several politicians in 

Puerto Rico have long made concerted efforts to promote a singular national identity for the 

purpose of possible inclusion as the 51st state.  

 

                                                

25 American enumerators 
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2.4 Racial Data Reclassification 

As mentioned in the previous section, the structure and formatting of the USCB form has 

likely produced the unintended outcome of racial data “mismatch”—that is, official statistics 

based on self-reported classification that are not consistent with observer-based perceptions of 

the target population (especially for Hispanics/Latinos). Consequently, a review of data 

reclassification literature becomes paramount, primarily because this body of research highlights 

the contextual and fluid nature of the “official” statistics that are used in operational terms as a 

fixed reality. For example, Hirschman et al. (2000) examined statistical differences that resulted 

from a 1996 U.S. Census “mail-out, mail-back” survey that contained several slight variations in 

the questionnaire format concerning race. This experiment included changes in the order and 

wording of questions, ways to attain mixed-race data, and included a combined race and 

Spanish-origin question. They found that the alternative surveys did not result in statistically 

significant differences except for Hispanics/Latinos, who were more likely to respond to the race 

question if “multiracial” or “mark 1 or more races” were provided as explicit options. It would 

be interesting to see that, if this exact wording were provided on the current USCB form, how 

impactful it would be on self-reported race data in Puerto Rico. Currently, multiracial or mixed 

race identity is inferred by multiple selections, and no explicit prompt to self-identify in this 

fashion exists.   

Brazil, with its long history of racial miscegenation and well understood system of 

stratification, serves as the locus for many studies on racial reclassification. Much like what has 

been discussed concerning the USCB, the appropriateness of various racial categories is often 

highly contested, and the Brazilian Census Institute of Geography and Statistics has often had to 
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come to terms with the fact that official data do not reflect the actual racial composition26 of the 

country. For example, Perz et al. (2008) investigated the exponential growth of the indigenous 

population in Brazil between 1990 and 2000 and aimed to determine how much of this growth 

was attributed to demographic processes (birth rates, death rates, and migration), and how much 

was due to racial reclassification. They found that the most significant growth (not only in 

percent, but more importantly, in sheer numbers) took place in urban and coastal areas, parts of 

the country that traditionally have been the least indigenous. They concluded that even though 

some of the growth was attributed to demographic processes, most of it was simply due to racial 

reclassification (as much as 87% in the southeastern part of the country). The authors suggested 

that the indigenous-based population growth within Brazil is emblematic of the emergent success 

of identity politics for historically marginalized groups throughout the western hemisphere. This, 

in turn, has helped to establish a certain sense of territorial, cultural, and political capital for 

“indigenous” peoples, even if the authenticity of autochthonous claims is highly dubious.  

Likewise, in Brazil, Telles and Lim (1998) examined how self-reported racial statistics 

can vary significantly from observer-reported (interviewer) data. They used data from a major 

newspaper survey in 1995 that included over 5,000 respondents from various municipalities and 

socioeconomic backgrounds. Interviewers, coming from the same regions as respondents, were 

asked to assign racial designations. Three racial groups were identified with both data sets: 

“Whites”, “Browns”, and “Blacks.” Their study found that about 21% of the sample was 

classified inconsistently between self-reported and interviewer-reported data. Many self-reported 

“Browns” were interviewer-reported as “Black.” The most salient finding was that interviewer-

reported data showed that income disparity among the groups was even more pronounced than 

                                                

26 Or, understanding of race within the country 
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what was inferred from the self-reported data. The authors concluded that interviewer-reported 

data were more reliable than self-reported data because racial perceptions of others are more 

important in determining the actual socioeconomic disparities that exist between different 

“races.”  

Lastly, another racial reclassification study situated in Brazil, and similar to the work of 

Telles and Lim, was by Loveman et al. (2011) who examined the differences in income levels 

between various defined groups. Taking the aforementioned ternary system of “Whites”, 

“Browns”, and “Blacks”, the authors aggregated data for the two nonwhite groups. Then, they 

administered a closed-ended binary instrument, which only included the defined groups “White” 

and “Black” to determine if “Browns” were more inclined to choose the former or the latter. 

After comparing all three data sets (original, aggregated, and forced-binary), they arrived at two 

important outcomes: 1) “Browns” are more likely to select “White” when given only two 

choices, and 2) the imbalance of wealth between “Whites” and “Blacks” becomes even more 

skewed when respondents are only given two choices. This suggests that individuals who are 

more truly “Black” 27 are disproportionally poor when compared to other nonwhites. 

Furthermore, the authors argued that a forced binary system, which, in essence, largely describes 

the choice that many Puerto Rican respondents have faced when completing the U.S. Census 

form, would lead to an even greater sense of “white inflation” in official racial statistics28. 

To further reiterate the importance of Telles and Lim’s findings on observer-based data, 

Jones et al. (2008) found that for Hispanics who are socially classified as “White” within the 

                                                

27 Based on the premise that only the darkest “Browns” would be inclined to choose “Black” 
over “White” in a forced binary response.  
 
28 As is the actual case with U.S Census data for Puerto Rico 
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U.S. are more likely to benefit from greater health, regardless of self-identification. For instance, 

they found that participants who self-identified as “Hispanic” but were socially-identified as 

“White”, reported29 greater health status than those who were both self and socially-identified as 

“Hispanic.” Similarly, those who self-identified as “American Indian” or “More than One Race”, 

but were socially-identified as “White”, also reported greater health status than those who were 

both self and socially-identified as “American Indian” or “More than One Race”, respectively. 

These findings not only underscore the importance of collecting observer-reported data (as an 

enumeration practice), but, once again, speak to the advantages experienced by those perceived 

as “White.” In other words, the USCB and other data collection agencies must better confront the 

issue of racial mismatch, and develop methods that more accurately capture the phenotypic 

variation that exists within certain defined groups.  

Specific to Puerto Rico, Vargas-Ramos’ seminal study (2005) of reclassification assessed 

the importance of how a local term, trigueño (meaning “wheat-colored” and used to describe an 

intermediate appearance between black and white), led to a significant decrease in the number of 

participants who self-identified as “White” when answering the 2000 U.S. Census. Nearly 84% 

of the population in Aguadilla self-identified as “White, alone” according to Census results, but 

less than 35% of his participants self-identified as such, and rather, over 41% self-identified as 

“Trigueño.” The percentage of nonwhites increased from 16% to 65%, further highlighting the 

inadequacies of the 2000 Census instrument30. He also found that income levels were higher for 

“Whites” than “Trigueños”, despite having similar educational attainment levels. In summary, 

this study arrived at two important outcomes: 1) those who are more observer-perceived as white 

                                                

29 Self-reported greater health status 
 
30 Which, basically remained the same for the 2010 Census. 
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are more likely to maintain an economic advantage within Puerto Rican society; and 2) if 

respondents are better able to self-identify in a way that more accurately represents their 

particular cultural understanding of race, then more trust can be placed in the analysis of 

corresponding data.  

Other works that have examined the importance of shifts in racial boundaries include 

Falcón’s (1995) and Landale and Oropesa’s research (2002) concerning racial self-identification 

for Puerto Ricans living on the island versus those who reside stateside. Results indicated that 

stateside Puerto Ricans were more likely to reject the conventional U.S. definitions of race than 

their island counterparts, shown in the fact that only 47% self-identified as “White, alone” in the 

2000 Census (as compared to 80.5% for island residents). Additionally, stateside Puerto Ricans 

were more inclined to answer questions about race with the pan-ethnic identities of “Hispanic” or 

“Latino”. These findings stressed the importance of social context, as Puerto Ricans stateside are 

more likely to be perceived (and reminded) that they are not as “white” as other groups. Again, 

the U.S. social adherence to hypodescent (“one-drop rule”) becomes pivotal when examining the 

boundaries of inclusion and exclusion concerning the concept of whiteness.  

Drawing from the previously listed work of Perz et al. (2008), racial data reclassification 

and a growing societal acceptance of indigenous-based identity have taken hold in Puerto Rico as 

well. Even though the “American Indian or Alaska Native” population only grew by .1% 

between 2000 and 201031, it is highly unlikely that this increase was due to immigration or 

higher fertility rates of “Native Americans.” Rather, it is more likely that a growing share of 

Puerto Rican residents are now more inclined to embrace an indigenous form of ancestry when 

                                                

31 Marking an absolute increase of 6,503 individuals claiming this type of indigenous ancestry—
despite an overall decrease of 82,821 in the overall population. 
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responding to the U.S. Census question for race—even if the terminology involved is not 

specifically suited for them. This development has likely been, in part, reflective of the emergent 

sense of pride in indigenous ancestry32 often referred to as the “Taíno Movement”, which has 

gained momentum over the past few decades. Similar to the body of research that has examined 

the growth of American Indian identity in the U.S. through a critical lens (for examples, see 

Gonzalez 1998 and Haley and Wilcoxon 2005), the Taíno Movement has received its share of 

criticism and skepticism as well. For example, Martinez-San Miguel (2011: 201) has identified 

this movement as problematic and argued: 

“… the predominant interpretation of these genetic (Taíno-based) studies privilege an 
utopian desire to recover an indigenous identity, one that most of the time is constructed as the 
foundation for a Puerto Rican “fictive ethnicity” at the expense of the genetic and cultural 
contributions of African origin.” 

 
She and other critics33 have pointed out that many Puerto Ricans “fantasize” about 

finding an indigenous identity34 that would represent a common thread among nationals—an 

identity that is grounded in the pursuit of homogeneity. In essence, this pursuit of a common 

thread is quite similar to the aforementioned nationalist discourse that developed in response to 

U.S. colonialism. It is interesting to note, however, that these different forms of nationalist 

discourse, which often stress homogeneity over heterogeneity, only provide a token recognition 

                                                

32 Or, perceived form of ancestry 
 
33 See Haslip-Viera (1999) concerning the mythical aura that Taíno folklore plays within 
modern-day representations of Puerto Rican nationality.  
 
34 In addition, this author claimed that many Puerto Ricans maintain this wish that an isolated 
community of full-blood Taínos would be discovered on the island—thus, reaffirming 
indigenous claims concerning racial identity.  
 
 
 



32 

to the importance of African-based influence when it comes to the “common thread” that Puerto 

Ricans share35. This, undoubtedly, could be quite impactful on reclassification studies where 

certain racial descriptors can act as euphemistic proxies for black identity.   

Finally, drawing from the previously mentioned work of Loveman et al. (2011), the 

inclination to replace black self-identification with an intermediate descriptor, such as 

“Trigueño”, has been referenced within the literature (Godreau 2008, Godreau et al. 2008, 

Godreau and Vargas Ramos 2009, Vargas Ramos 2005), but has not necessarily been 

documented through changes in data. For example, even though the number of nonwhite 

respondents increased from 16% to 65% when given the opportunity to select “Trigueño”, 

Vargas-Ramos’ study of reclassification did not show a decrease in percent of people who self-

identified as “Black.” However, knowing that intermediate descriptors can act as euphemistic 

proxies for black identity in Puerto Rico (as has been chronicled in Brazil), this tendency could 

have a considerable impact on reclassification studies go forward36. If in fact a large share of 

both Puerto Ricans and Brazilians favor an intermediate descriptor over a black descriptor 

(which, then creates a more narrow definition of blackness), the implications for research on 

inequality and stratification are profound. Granted, a ternary37 system of classification may lead 

to black “deflation”, but, at the same time, would help to isolate those who tend to be the most 

                                                

35 For more on the “token recognition” that is paid to African-based influence, see Godreau et al. 
(2008). They examined how the trivialization of blackness in Puerto Rico often begins in 
primary school, which, ultimately, has the effect of reinforcing nationalist discourses of 
homogeneity (such as, mestizaje).   
 
36 Including this study 
 
37 Here, “ternary” does not necessarily mean that only three options are provided. Rather, it is 
meant to imply that three options are the most likely to elicit almost all of the responses.  
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marginalized within society. Moreover, greater selectivity of those exclusively defined as black 

could possibly lead to more meaningful spatial analysis of race.  

 

2.5 Race and Spatial Analysis 

The relatively recent body of literature concerning problematic issues of racial 

classification and inequality in Puerto Rico is mostly based in sociological and anthropological 

studies that are primarily aspatial. Through various geographic information systems (GIS) 

techniques, in addition to certain qualitative methods, a spatially-based investigation of racial 

and socioeconomic data can greatly contribute to the literature on social stratification. Valuable 

knowledge can be gained from the types of spatial patterns that exist—including not only the 

potential clustering of similar racial classifications, but just as fascinating, the possibility that 

race matters very little (a random distribution of race). In addition, GIS tools allow for the spatial 

assessment of infrastructure, public services, and environmental hazards, which is extremely 

valuable when assessing the implications of racialized spaces.  

Spatial dimensions of race have become increasingly important in GIS-intensive studies, 

and like many other investigations into socio-cultural phenomena, researchers must account for 

the “modifiable areal unit problem.” This is in reference to the fact that analysis and conclusion 

of underlying data may change if the terms of aggregation change as well. Openshaw (1984: 3) 

described it as such: 

“… the areal units (zonal objects) used in many geo-graphical studies are arbitrary, 
modifiable, and subject to the whims and fancies of whoever is doing, or did, the aggregating.” 

 
This inherent characteristic of geographically based research presents an interesting 

challenge to studies of segregation and racial clustering. The character, intensity, and magnitude 

of certain racialized spaces could fluctuate depending on the units of analysis for which data are 
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aggregated. Therefore, it is imperative that areal units of analysis (and their respective 

neighboring units of analysis) are conceptualized as to match real-life social spaces. These 

conceptualized spaces must, as best as possible, capture the interplay between people of various 

racial identities and their given environments.  

In Puerto Rico, a common occurrence that complicates the conceptualization of areal 

units, and especially “neighbors” of these areal units (e.g. a group of adjacent census tracts or 

neighborhoods) is the fact that highly disparate communities are often juxtaposed in space. For 

instance, Dinzey-Flores (2007) chronicled the history of Puerto Rican public planning policies in 

which several housing projects were intentionally placed next to affluent neighborhoods in order 

to foster a sense of refinement and social improvement, as if by osmosis, in poorer communities. 

This was part and parcel of state policy that aimed to improve socioeconomic equality by 

eliminating the stigma and social barriers that large concentrated spaces of poverty would create. 

In the attempts to modernize and industrialize the island, these dispersed pockets of subsidized 

housing were to be closely monitored and managed by the state. Dinzey-Flores found that most 

of these residents have willingly remained in the housing projects38 based on the need to 

maintain community attachment and sense of place.  

Based on geographic proximity alone39, for these particular situations where wealthy and 

poor neighborhoods are side-by-side, the use of distance bands for the conceptualization of 

homogenous “neighbors” could lead to problematic conclusions. If race is thought to cluster in 

space, and adjacent spatial units are thought to be rather similar (both racially and economically), 

                                                

38 In fact, these public housing communities were meant to be temporary forms of housing, in 
which it was intended that owners would eventually transition to home ownership. 
 
39 And Tobler’s “First Law of Geography” 
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then the juxtaposition of wealth and poverty complicates underlying racial data. Thus, the 

conceptualization of spatial relationships must be critically assessed. Here, I provide two aspects 

of spatial conceptualization within the literature that improve the geographic understanding of 

race. This includes the importance of: 1) measurable dimensions like precision and scale; and 2) 

discursive dimensions from state policy and public perception that often supersede the influence 

of measurable distance.  

The importance of precision and scale is highlighted in Downey’s (2003) work where he 

used GIS to measure the distance between certain racial groups and manufacturing facilities that 

produced large amounts of toxic waste in the Detroit metropolitan area. Like many studies of 

environmental justice, he aimed to determine whether socioeconomic attainment or race was 

more responsible for the common occurrence of minorities living in proximity to such hazardous 

sites. Although his study relied upon traditional designations of race, its major strength was that 

it emphasized geographic precision. Downey obtained site-specific data for toxic release sites40, 

and then converted census tract polygons of various sizes into a uniform, fine resolution 

(25X25m) raster grid. By computing the average exposure and minimum distance to hazardous 

facilities per tract41, Downey accounted for potential precision and scale issues that are common 

to geographically based research. For instance, toxic-release sites tend to be spatially clustered 

within given aggregate units and are likely to have strong impacts on people in neighboring (yet 

separate) geographic units. Additionally, these facilities tend to have an uneven spatial impact on 

people within the same geographic unit. In summary, he found that as percent black increased, 

                                                

40 Emissions data were originally provided at the county level 
 
41 Based on the mean grid value within the tract 
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average exposure increased—and that poor blacks were still more likely to live closer to these 

facilities than poor whites42. Traditional forms of census, environmental, and public health 

analyses usually fail to provide detailed accounts of where specific groups live, as well as how 

scale and spatial boundaries may complicate findings.  

Similarly, Kramer et al. (2010) used a surface-density metric to assess racial segregation 

in 231 U.S. metropolitan areas to account for the limitations of census tract units43. This 

particular metric was created using GIS to convert census block data for black, white, and total 

population counts to a surface density on a fine (50X50m) grid. To describe the racial 

composition of the environment around each cell, bi-weight kernel densities were calculated 

using bandwidths of various distances (500, 1000, 2000, and 4000 m), using the logic that 

“neighborhood” and “propinquity” can be conceptualized at different scales. In other words, a 

500-meter bandwidth represented the density of a particular group within a 500-meter radius of 

each cell—the equivalent of walkable area. By extension, a 4000-meter bandwidth represented a 

much broader definition of neighborhood, in which economic, educational, and social 

transactions were still likely to bear significant outcomes for each resident. These surface-density 

derived units, as well as census tract units, were then plugged into segregation statistics for 

isolation and dissimilarity. The authors found important differences in the results between the 

two methods, especially in smaller and/or Southern metropolitan areas. This particular GIS 

technique provided assessments of segregation that corresponded to the spatial scales in which 

                                                

42 A conclusion that would not have been made/inferred if the methods depended on the original 
aggregated units for analysis.  
 
43 When used as the sole proxies for local residential geographies, such as neighborhoods or 
subdivisions. 
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real-life social and economic processes operated, and was not limited to understanding racialized 

spaces through the limitations of pre-defined census tracts44.  

Discursive and financial dimensions of state policy and public perception have greatly 

influenced the geographic understanding of race in Puerto Rico as well. For example, the 

creation of publicly and privately-funded gated communities have played an important role in 

creating racialized geographies in Puerto Rico. Dinzey-Flores (2013) examined how gates have 

not only helped to isolate wealthy (and most white) communities to protect them from outsiders, 

but have “locked” in residents (mostly nonwhite) of public housing projects as well. She noted 

(p. 26):  

“The gates also solidify and simultaneously mask ideals of race and practices of racism. 
Gated housing can spatially script acceptable bodies, supporting racial privilege and identities of 
whiteness in private communities, while condemning a racialized poverty that restricts the 
movement and opportunity of public housing residents. Throughout, social class and race are 
embodied and masked in the gates.” 
 

Apparently, the intensification of security and supervision of residential spaces have increasingly 

contributed the geographic isolation of race throughout urban areas of the island. 

 
Similarly, examples stateside include Kraus (2004) and Housel’s (2009) works that both 

examined the strategies that local politicians and community members employed when spending 

urban renewal funds at the neighborhood scale in Buffalo, NY. These decisions ultimately led to 

geographical concentrations of poverty and race as well. Central to their analyses was how 

disinvestments led to a reduction in public services, including education, infrastructural 

                                                

44 Census tracts are frequently, and often, exclusively used for studies of racial segregation. The 
use of census tracts is not necessarily problematic, but may lead to incomplete or problematic 
conclusions if other areal units are not included or at lease considered. The use of census tracts in 
this study is discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.  
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maintenance, and local police enforcement, which, then helped to reinforce patterns of 

segregation. By neglecting certain areas within the city, the state was complicit in producing 

even greater separation between whites and nonwhites.   

To better understand the spatial dimensions of race in Puerto Rico that are not as easily 

measurable or quantifiable, it is necessary to obtain qualitative feedback from individuals who 

experience and observe racialized spaces firsthand. What people are aware of, or unaware of, and 

how they go about answering certain questions has a lot to say about the role of agency and its 

role in the spatial nature of racial dynamics. For example, Dwyer and Jones (2000) traced the 

socio-spatial epistemology of whiteness stateside and argued that white communities’ sense of 

place, characterized as “safe”, “predictable” and “orderly”, is reified by the perceived contrast of 

the “Other”, which is distinguished as “menacing”, “volatile”, and “disorderly.” In other words, 

Euclidean distance does not always matter. Rather, social perception of separation and distance 

can be a more powerful force keeping certain groups apart. Moreover, they suggested that whites 

often deny any personal responsibility for patterns of segregation or instances of discrimination 

via rhetoric that shifts the blame to historical events long ago. In essence, this culpability is 

transferred to another time and place—where whites are no longer responsible for the 

mechanisms causing contemporary forms of spatial isolation.  

This dissertation aims to determine if resulting data and emergent narratives fit well 

within the particular theoretical frameworks outlined in this literature review. The study of racial 

identity and racialized spaces is not straightforward, as “race” and “space” are often difficult, if 

not impossible, to quantify. However, it is my intent that through a set of alternative methods to 

enumeration, the socioeconomic and spatial analysis of race provided in this study will 
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contribute to the body of research that has attempted to attenuate problems of inequality and 

stratification.  
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CHAPTER 3 
 

Methods 
 

3.1 Introduction 

 To effectively address the research questions outlined in Chapter 1, as well as the 

academic void mentioned in Chapter 2, this study employed a multidimensional methodology in 

which data analysis and discussion are presented in the following three chapters. To better obtain 

an emic understanding of racial dynamics, I required the assistance of a Puerto Rican resident. I 

hired a graduate student from a nearby municipio of Caguas, whose academic specialization 

concerned the representations of black identity in the media, as well as Afro-Caribbean culture in 

general. His assistance was needed in two ways: 1) to help with Spanish translation, as English is 

my first language45; and 2) to provide a secondary set of observer-reported data concerning racial 

classification. With his help, I was able to collect a host of data on race and socioeconomic 

conditions through a mixed-methods approach. Accordingly, Chapter 4 details survey results and 

aspatial analysis of data. Next, Chapter 5 examines the spatial dimensions of race and 

socioeconomic attainment. Lastly, Chapter 6 includes qualitative interpretations of interviews 

that were provided by a subsample of participants. Collectively, these methods present 

opportunities to compare data based on differences in instrument and enumerator, which in 

essence, reflect the multitude of cultural perspectives that produced them. 

                                                

45 I especially had difficulties in understanding some of the informal expressions that were 
frequently used in conversation.  
 



41 

3.2. Study Area 

All fieldwork was conducted within a dental office located in west-central Bayamón 

Municipio46, located just southwest of San Juan. Despite its location within the northeastern 

quadrant of the island, the data collection site was not found within any zone that is historically 

known for white settlement47, or any zone that is historically known for the strong settlement of 

slaves and their descendants (see Via et al. 2011 for the geographic dispersal of genetic markers). 

At this location, surveys were administered to 248 participants, 31 of whom were subsequently 

interviewed. Quantitative analysis of survey data provided by all 248 participants is presented in 

Chapter 4. Qualitative analysis of participant interviews (n =31) is found in Chapter 6. In 

addition, most participants (n = 238) provided their residential street, urbanización, and/or 

barrio48 for the purpose of spatial analysis concerning their respective racial and socioeconomic 

data, which is examined in Chapter 5. Of these 238 participants, 219 generalized locations were 

able to be mapped. A majority of the sample resided within the municipios of Bayamón and Toa 

Alta. Only geographic units (i.e. census tracts and urbanizaciónes) that contained at least four 

participants were included for spatial analysis. I established this minimum number using the 

logic that if at least four individuals shared common racial and/or socioeconomic characteristics, 

their data could be used to represent their respective spatial unit. Even though census tracts are 

commonly used as the minimum mapping unit for studies of segregation, I wanted to include 

                                                

46 Municipio translates to “municipality” and is the equivalent of a county.  
 
47 Interior locations of the island are more strongly associated with white settlement. 
 
48 The English equivalent of urbanización is “neighborhood”, which is recognized informally by 
local residents and formally by the United States Postal Service. A barrio is a legal division, 
originally established for tax collection purposes, within a municipio. The best English 
equivalent for barrio is “ward.” 
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analysis of urbanizaciónes as well. This was based on the logic that participants’ understanding 

of residential space is rooted more strongly in the conception of the “neighborhood” than that of 

their assigned census tract. Maps of the study area(s) are presented in Figures 1-3. U.S. Census 

data pertaining to the census tracts used for spatial analysis in this study are found in Table 2. 

The demographic profile of the census tracts used for spatial analysis is rather similar to 

the island as a whole. In fact, it was for this reason that I initially believed that the data collection 

site would lead to a representative, cross-sectional profile for Puerto Rico49. In general, it appears 

that the study area was slightly wealthier and “whiter” than the remainder of the island50. Based 

on anecdotal accounts51, Bayamón (where most participants resided) is well known for a 

working, middle-class population that is not associated with the concentration of any particular  

                                                

49 Sampling issues are discussed at the end of each chapter, 4-6. 
 
50 Data provided in Table 3.1 are limited to the census tracts used for spatial analysis only. I did 
not include census tracts with fewer than four participants, or, for that matter, all census tracts 
within Bayamón and Toa Alta together, because I wanted to limit the U.S. Census data search to 
the most pertinent spatial units for the sample.    
 
51 Accordingly, certain areas are well known for being wealthy and white (e.g. within certain 
neighborhoods of Guaynabo and Dorado), rural and white (interior locations of the island), or 
poor and black (Loíza, Carolina, and various neighborhoods of San Juan and Ponce). 
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Figure 1. General Study Area- Including Residential Locations Provided by All Participants   
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Figure 2. Census Tracts Used for Spatial Analysis in Bayamón and Toa Alta 
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Table 2. Demographic Data for Puerto Rico versus Census Tracts Used for Spatial Analysis 

 

 Puerto Rico Census Tracts Used 

Total Population1 3,725,789 104,366 

Percent Hispanic or Latino1 99 99 

Percent Puerto Rican1 95.4 94.8 

Percent White, alone1 75.8 76.8 

Percent Black, alone1 12.4 10.9 

Two or More Races1 3.3 3.2 

Some other Race1 7.8 7.5 

Mean Household Income2 $30,270 $31,560 

Median Household Income2 $19,515 $22,582 

 

1U.S. Census Bureau, 2010, Summary File 1  

2U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012, American Community Survey 
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Figure 3. Urbanizaciónes Used for Spatial Analysis 
 

racial appearance. Fieldwork was conducted at this site every weekday between mid-July and 

mid-August, 2013. 

 

3.3. Sampling Method 

The sample was drawn from patients awaiting appointments in the lobby at the dental office. For 

participants who felt more comfortable speaking Spanish, my assistant was primarily responsible 

for communication. For all remaining participants, I facilitated most of the conversation. Upon 

verbal consent to participate, these individuals were taken to a private office on the second floor 

of the same building. This environment helped to ensure that all information would remain 
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confidential. My assistant and I set up a table in that room, and distributed copies of the letter of 

consent to each potential participant. Through both visual and verbal communication, we 

explicitly stated to each potential participant that information would remain strictly confidential 

and solely for the purpose of IRB-approved research. After obtaining consent, we then provided 

a detailed description for the purpose of the study, and informed each participant that early 

withdrawal was completely optional. Moreover, we explained that certain questions could be 

skipped upon participant discretion.  

 

3.4. Survey Instrument(s) 

 Each participant was given a four-part survey (Appendices I-IV), whereby the purpose 

for each component was explained beforehand. Both Spanish and English language copies were 

available, depending upon preference of the participant. Appendix I (Figure 4.) served as a 

verbatim replica for Questions 8 and 9 on the 2010 U.S. Census short form concerning Latino 

origin and racial identity. This instrument was included as part of the survey for two reasons: 1) 

to compare participant results to existing U.S. Census data for race and ethnicity in Puerto Rico 

nationwide; and 2) more importantly, to compare results with data collected through alternative 

instruments. In fact, this instrument was a critical component to the study because it functioned 

as a proxy for U.S. Census data results. Even though there was no guarantee that each participant 

would complete Appendix I in the exact same manner as the actual U.S. Census form, it 

provided a reasonable measure by which various levels of socioeconomic attainment could be 

compared between racial groups defined through each instrument.  

 The first alternative instrument, Appendix II (Figure 5.), served as a modified version of 

Appendix I. The wording for Question 1, concerning “Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin”,  
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Figure 4. Appendix I- Replica of U.S. Census Short Form Questions Concerning Latino Origin 
and Race 
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Figure 5. Appendix II- Modified U.S. Census Form  
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remained the same as Appendix I, because literature did not seem to suggest that this part of the 

U.S. Census form presented confusion for the Puerto Rican population. However, I found it 

necessary to include in Appendix II because the question of race is often complicated by 

questions of ethnicity or nationality. Godreau and Vargas-Ramos (2009) highlighted the 

importance of ethnicity and nationality in their technical report submitted to the U.S. Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission by including ethnic categorization as a critical part of 

their data collection and analysis. The rationale was that discrimination based on xenophobia 

(not just race) is well documented in Puerto Rico, and that in particular, the substantial 

Dominican-based population is often subjected to negative stereotypes. Thus, I aimed to 

determine if any relationships existed between nationality and/or ethnicity data and racial 

classification.  

The main purpose for creating Appendix II was to revise the race question from the U.S. 

Census form. Addressing the problematic issues well chronicled within the literature, Appendix 

II was designed to be more specifically suited for the Puerto Rican population. Accordingly, 

based on the traditional account of admixture resulting from Spanish, West African, and 

indigenous miscegenation, the first option listed under Question 2 of Appendix II was “Mixed 

Race”. Considering that “White” is the first option listed for the U.S. Census form replica52 

(Appendix I), I thought that “Mixed Race” should be listed first for Appendix II53. If participants 

selected “Mixed Race”, they were then prompted to check mark, or write in, two or more forms 

of identity of their choosing. 

 

                                                

52 Based on the logic that “Whites” make up the numeric majority 
 
53 Based on the literature that suggests most Puerto Ricans are of mixed race.  
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If the participant answered “No” to “Mixed Race”, he or she was then prompted to select or write 

in only one option below. In order, the next three options included: “White”, “Black”, and 

“Taíno Indian”, based on their respective contributions to the gene pool historically (Hanis 1991, 

Martinez-Cruzado et al. 2001). The option found within Appendix I for “Black, African 

American, or Negro” was shortened to “Black” based on Vargas-Ramos’ argument (2005) that 

the use of such a descriptor (intended to indicate Sub-Saharan African ancestry) presents 

confusion for Puerto Rican respondents. Likewise, “Taíno Indian” was included separately from 

“American Indian or Alaska Native” for the same reason. However, in the attempt to follow the 

basic format that the U.S. Census Bureau employs, I then provided all of the other listed options 

that are found on Appendix I. Even though I did not expect many participants to indicate a race 

or nationality found outside of the first four listed options, I wanted to keep the appearance and 

formatting similar to Appendix I for the sake of comparing both instruments. 

 The other alternative instrument, Appendix III (Figure 6), was even more site-specific 

than Appendix II. Question 1 listed the five most commonly used terms to describe racial 

appearance in Puerto Rico based on cultural consensus research (Godreau and Vargas-Ramos 

2009, Gravlee 2005, Vargas-Ramos 2005). I figured that if an emic understanding of race were 

to be achieved, local descriptors of race must be used in the enumeration process. I added 

Questions 2 and 3 to better assess the level of agreement between participants’ self-identification 

and their perception of socially assigned race. This way, I could determine if participants self-

identified in a manner that was similar to how they believed others view them. Even if many 

participants were unfamiliar with the racial framework within the U.S., I wanted to obtain a 

better idea of whether certain racial descriptors seemed to carry different meanings based on 

social context (i.e. the difference between Question 2 and 3). 
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Figure 6. Appendix III- List of Colloquial Terms for Race and Follow-up Questions  
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While Appendix III arguably54 served as the most culturally appropriate method to obtain 

racial data, some of the colloquial terms would likely present difficulties in the standardization 

process for the USCB. For example, individuals outside of Puerto Rico seeking to obtain racial 

data collected through such an instrument might not find some of the descriptors included to be 

readily intelligible. While some terms might be easy for outsiders to comprehend, such as, 

“Blanco” (white), “Negro” (black), and “Indio”  (Indian- often, an individual with darker skin 

tone, straight hair, and a narrow nose), the racial descriptive terms “Trigueño” (wheat-colored) 

and “Jabao” (high-yellow) can carry different meanings and have various applications 

depending on context. Concerning “Trigueño”, even though a wheat-based skin color implies 

that a person has an intermediate, racially mixed appearance, it can also be used as a euphemism 

for “black” in certain instances where blackness is denied or considered offensive. In addition, 

“Jabao”, although a commonly used term used to imply that a person has light skin color that 

accompanies rather pronounced African-based features, could also be seen as so informal (and 

perhaps, offensive) that its inclusion on an official instrument would likely draw some 

controversy. Regardless, because Appendix III included stand-alone intermediary terms for racial 

appearance that were widely understood for the target population, data obtained through this 

instrument complemented the host of data collected via Appendix II. Without question, the 

inclusion of Appendix III was necessary to improve the overall assessment of racial composition 

in the study. 

The last component of the survey, Appendix IV (Figure 7), was used to collect general 

information and various socioeconomic data for all participants. These data were used for  

                                                

54 The effectiveness and appropriateness of each instrument are discussed in Chapter 6. 
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Figure 7. Appendix IV- Collection of Socioeconomic Data 
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quantitative analysis concerning the relationships between racial classification and 

socioeconomic attainment/characteristics. Data for household income55, average monthly 

mortgage payments, and education56 were collected for the purpose of obtaining a general sense 

of socioeconomic attainment. Data for average commuting times57 and method of transportation 

were collected for the purpose of obtaining a better idea of whether participants: a) resided in 

central or peripheral locations within or outside the metropolitan area; and b) depended primarily 

on public or private vehicles. Even though participants were not asked to provide their places of 

employment, I thought that transportation data could be compared to racial classification data to 

improve my understanding of the local urban geography. Moreover, I figured that longer 

commute times could serve as an indicator of higher socioeconomic attainment as well, with the 

logic that more affluent (and thus, “whiter”) residents would live in more peripheral locations of 

the metropolitan area. For examples, certain municipios on the outskirts of the metropolitan area, 

such as, Guaynabo and Dorado, experienced substantial growth primarily resulting from 

increased suburbanization (from San Juan) by upper-class residents. Even though the 

urban/suburban development history of the metropolitan region could have more closely 

followed the “traditional” Latin American model58, commute time data could, at least, provide 

better insight to relationship between residential patterns and racial classification. In addition, 

                                                

55 In U.S. dollars 
 
56 Ranked from levels 1-6, with 1 representing the lowest level of defined education, and 6 the 
highest 
 
57 Measure in minutes to either school or work on a daily basis. 
 
58 Accordingly, many wealthy residents live near the urban center, and many poor residents live 
in peripheral locations. This would be in contrast to the traditional urban development model for 
U.S. cities.  
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political party affiliation data were collected to determine if a relationship existed between racial 

classification and the platforms that each major party represents. These three main parties 

include the Partido Nuevo Progresista59 (PNP), the Partido Popular Democrático60 (PPD), and 

the Partido Independista Puertorriqueño61 (PIP). I believed that this particular variable would 

provide valuable insight into the socio-political dimensions of racial identity in Puerto Rico. 

After completion of the instruments reproduced in all four Appendices, participants placed the 

survey in an opaque box. To ensure independently produced results, neither my assistant nor I 

reviewed submissions at the time of completion62. Rather, I transferred survey hardcopies to a 

secure, off-site location at the end of each work day, and then compiled and transcribed 

information upon completion of all fieldwork. 

 

3.5. Datasets for Race 

 To more comprehensively understand racial dynamics and composition in Puerto Rico, 

this study included a wide assortment of data collected through multiple enumerators and  

instruments. Each form of analysis in this study begins with participant-reported data. For 

practical and arguably ethical reasons, the collection of data on race is often based on self- 

identification. Even though this may frequently lead to under or overrepresentation for certain 

identities, ultimately, a contextual, yet culturally meaningful, construct such as race should be 

assigned by those who carry the given designation. Accordingly, self-provided data on race for 

                                                

59 Pro-statehood party more strongly affiliated with rightist, neoliberal economic policies 
 
60 Pro-commonwealth party more strongly associated with left-centrist ideology. 
 
61 Pro-independence party more strongly associated with leftist ideology.  
 
62 We did not want to be influenced by the participant’s self-identification data.  
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all 248 participants were compared to respective socioeconomic data. This entailed racial 

classification data generated through three different instruments, Appendices I-III. All pertinent 

data sets are referred to as “participant-reported” for the remainder of the study. 

Even though I believe that racial composition studies should include self-provided data, 

in reality, the consequences of race are often dependent on external designations as well. Racial 

self-identification is inextricably linked to observer-identification, and therefore, if resources 

allow, observer-based data should strongly factor into a comprehensive assessment of the overall 

racial framework. If literature, anecdotal accounts, and firsthand observations support the notion 

that affluence is disproportionally associated with the “whiter-looking” segment of the 

population, then the collection and analysis of critically-based observer data become paramount 

to any study that aims to investigate how racial dynamics operate within that given society. 

Studies (Telles and Lim 1998; Phyllis Jones, Truman, et al. 2008) suggest that differences 

between self-reported and observer-reported data have profound societal implications, and that 

others’ perception of one’s race, in fact, bears greater consequences. Thus, two data sets of 

“observer-reported” race, generated through Appendices II and III63, were provided throughout 

the study as well. The first set of observer-reported data was based on my assessments of 

participants’ racial appearances while they completed their survey. I did not inform them of this 

assessment based on the belief that their knowledge of my classification/enumeration could 

perhaps influence the way that they racially self-identified. For example, if a participant was 

inclined to self-identify in one manner, but knew that I was going to provide my own 

classification as well (with that participant having the knowledge that I was an “outsider” and 

                                                

63 I did not use Appendix I (the U.S. Census form replica) to collect observer-reported data.  
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resided stateside), then perhaps that person would feel the need to identify in accordance to my 

assessment.  

 My approach to the racial classification of others was based on two main factors. The 

first included my personal upbringing as a racially mixed64 person living within an 

overwhelmingly white social environment in north-central Indiana. My racial appearance has 

often brought about confusion, and sometimes, intrigue by others65. I have rarely been 

considered white, but have been able to observe the socially constructed boundaries for inclusion 

and exclusion concerning whiteness. Therefore, being a person who has almost always been 

considered nonwhite, I racially classified participants based on the premise of whether that 

person would be seen as white or not in Indiana. Even though racial cultural consensus in 

Indiana may not be representative for the U.S. as a whole, my conception of race has also been 

influenced by external factors within broader American culture (e.g. travel experiences, media 

representations). Put simply, throughout fieldwork, I continuously asked myself “Without 

consideration of clothing and language, would this person be considered something other than 

white in most of the United States?”  

The second way my classification of others had been influenced was through prior 

knowledge of a location’s history. For this study, my prior knowledge of racial admixture in 

Puerto Rico influenced my interpretation of a participant’s race. Thus, I exclusively based racial 

classification on perceived ancestry—not perceived socioeconomic class. If a person 

overwhelmingly appeared to be of European ancestry, I classified them as “White/Blanco, alone” 

                                                

64 White and Filipino 
 
65 Even among nonwhites 
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for Appendices II and III, respectively. If a person appeared to be of mixed ancestry, I selected 

the options I found to be the most appropriate for that person. For example, concerning 

Appendix II, if a participant had an appearance similar to biracial, black/white individuals 

stateside, I selected “White” and “Black” only. However, if a third ancestral input seemed 

apparent, I almost always selected “Taíno” as well. If a person appeared to be mostly of Sub-

Saharan African ancestry, I selected “Black/Negro, alone66.” Similar to my criterion for white 

identity, I repeatedly asked myself, “Would this person be considered “black” in the United 

States?” For Appendix III, since I had limited familiarity with terms like “Trigueño” and 

“Jabao”, I resorted to a “textbook-based67” criterion for selection of those options. However, I 

provided considerable detail in my assessments—knowing that I would have to analyze data 

(without being able to see the participants themselves) after fieldwork concluded68. 

My assistant provided the secondary set of observer-reported data on race. Obviously, I 

am unable to provide a detailed description of the factors that have influenced his conception of 

race; however, two important characteristics were known. One, he was born and raised in Puerto 

                                                

66 However, an individual did not have to appear overwhelmingly (rather, just mostly) of Sub-
Saharan African ancestry… which, marked a looser requirement as compared to my criterion for 
“White/Blanco, alone” (with regard to perceived European ancestry). In fact, this was quite 
indicative of my cultural framework that has been shaped by the rules of hypodescent.  
 
67 Accordingly, I used descriptions found within the literature to classify certain participants who 
appeared to possess such phenotypes. I did not have a cultural upbringing in Puerto Rico, so I do 
not know how these terms are used in a colloquial sense to describe certain appearances. If a 
participant appeared to be of an intermediate skin color where a particular form of racial ancestry 
was not clearly discernible or prominent, I selected “Trigueño.” If a participant appeared to be of 
lighter skin tone but with pronounced Sub-Saharan African-based features, I selected “Jabao.”  
 
68 The combination of selections allowed me to infer the degree to which a participant was 
apparently racially mixed. For example, if I check marked “Blanco” and “Trigueño”, that 
indicated that, at the time, I saw that person as racially mixed, but perhaps with more European 
ancestry than anything else.  
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Rico, and had never69 lived stateside or abroad. Two, even though it would stand to reason that 

his conception of race would be similar to most other local residents, he had also conducted 

extensive research in Afro-Caribbean representations within the Puerto Rican media at the 

University of Puerto Rico in Cayey. A major focus within his research70 concerned the sense of 

black denial that has been endemic to Puerto Rico’s history. Thus, I believe his assessment of 

race assumed a more critical perspective than most other local residents. Regardless, to ensure 

independently produced results, we never compared our individual assessments of participants.  

For both sets of observer-reported data, we submitted Appendices II and III71 to a separate 

opaque box while participants completed their own respective survey.  

Lastly, the final data set on race was based on the combination of all racial classification 

inputs, whereby all enumerator and instrument responses are included. I defined this metric as 

the “composite race value.” Accordingly, I examined the combination of racial classifications 

provided through each instrument. For each enumerator, I then reclassified data into four 

different categories based on the degree with which a participant ranged from white to black. 

This included the categorical assignments: “White, alone” (Value “1”), “Mixed, White 

predominant” (“2”), “Mixed, no race predominant” (“3”), and “Black, predominant (“4”).  For 

example, if a participant self-identified as “White, alone” for Appendix I, “White”/“Taíno” for 

Appendix II, and “Blanco”/”Trigueño” for Appendix III, I assigned that person a composite race 

value of “2” (“Mixed, White predominant”) at that level of enumeration. Next, I combined the 

                                                

69 He did share his travel experiences stateside, however.  
 
70 Including work with Trayecto Dignidad, a large interdisciplinary project in Puerto Rico 
concerning racial identity, socioeconomic attainment, discrimination, and education.  
 
71 Only Question 1 of Appendix III.  
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numeric value obtained at each level of enumeration and divided by three (the number of 

enumerators). Lastly, I rounded up or down to the nearest integer to create the composite race 

value. A diagram representing the calculation process for obtaining composite race values is 

presented in Figure 8. 

Composite race values simplified the racial enumeration process in two ways. First, 

values represented consensus among enumerators, meaning that at least two of the three 

enumerators classified a participant similarly. Although composite race values were arbitrarily 

devised, they represented the most suitable method by which all instruments and recorder inputs  

could be evaluated at once. Most importantly, these values provided a metric that was not 

dependent on one person’s assessment.  

Second, composite race values combined classification data resulting from all 

instruments involved into one numerical/categorical value. The numerical component was 

critical, because it allowed for mean values to be calculated, which could be interpreted to 

indicate racial skewness in one direction or the other (from white to black) within a defined 

spatial unit. In other words, it provided a better idea if certain spatial units (e.g. neighborhoods) 

were mostly comprised of residents who appear “whiter” or “blacker.” If a spatial unit’s mean 

value equaled “1.0”, that would suggest that every resident was classified as “White/Blanco,  

alone” through every instrument by at least two of the three enumerators. By the same token, if a 

spatial unit’s mean value equaled “4.0”, that would suggest that every resident was classified as  
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Figure 8. An example of the calculation process for a composite race value 
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“Black/Negro, predominant72” through every instrument by at least two of the three enumerators. 

In addition, the categorical component was important because it allowed for a more nuanced 

analysis of socioeconomic data for each defined group. For example, not only could I determine 

if whites attained higher levels of socioeconomic attainment than nonwhites, but, more 

specifically, I could pinpoint where affluence differed among all three groups defined as 

nonwhite. If analysis were strictly confined to examining differences between whites and 

nonwhites, a homogenizing effect would take place with all participants categorized as nonwhite. 

Based on literature and firsthand observations, socioeconomic stratification appears to 

correspond to a gradation in racial appearance from white and black (not necessarily along the 

dichotomous boundary). Thus, composite race values were devised to represent that gradation 

from exclusively European-based phenotypes to predominantly African-based phenotypes73.   

 

3.6. Quantitative Analysis 

 Aspatial quantitative analysis results and discussion are presented in Chapter 4. The 

following subsections concern the specific types of quantitative analysis applied to survey 

responses.  

3.6a. Comparison of Racial Classification Data based on Differences in Instrument and 

Enumerator 

                                                

72 Participant-recorded data and my data included very few “Black/Negro, predominant” 
individuals for all instruments involved. However, as mentioned, if the combination of all 
categorical data suggested that a person is of stronger West African ancestry than anything else, 
he/she was categorized as “Black/Negro predominant.”  
 
73 Obviously, these assessments were based on the examination of data only. Without the aid of 
photographs or personal knowledge of participants, composite race values could only serve as 
the best approximation of nominal data.  
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The host of data collected through many different methods presented the opportunity to test for 

differences based on instrument and enumerator. First I examined differences in participant-

reported data between Appendix I and Appendices II and III. This allowed for a comparison of 

nominal data between the replica of the U.S. Census form and the two alternative instruments 

created for this study. To determine if the alternative instruments produced statistically 

significant differences in racial classification data, I conducted Pearson’s chi-squared tests while 

recoding each classification in binary terms. For example, for all participants who self-identified 

as “White, alone” through Appendix I, I coded them as “1” and all other racial 

classifications/combinations as “0.” I then coded whites and nonwhites in the same fashion for 

Appendices II and III74. Pearson’s chi-squared test allows for a comparison of observed 

outcomes (for this study, results from the alternative instruments) to be compared to expected 

values (results from Appendix I). In addition, to supplement the findings from the chi-squared 

tests, I conducted nonparametric binomial tests in which I used test proportions given by the 

percentage figures resulting from Appendix I. For example, if 62% of participants self-identified 

as “White, alone” through Appendix I, I then used the test proportion “.62” to determine if the 

number of people who self-identified as “White/Blanco, alone” through Appendices II and III 

was relatively the same or significantly different. Regardless, for both statistical tests, the null 

hypothesis was: 

 

H0: Appendix I = Appendix II = Appendix III 

 

                                                

74 For Appendix III, “Blanco, alone” served as a proxy for “White, alone” 
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where racial classification results for all three instruments are not significantly different. This 

would suggest that instruments did not have a statistically significant impact on the ways in 

which participants racially self-identified. Meanwhile, the working alternative hypotheses were: 

 

Ha: Appendix Iw > AppendixIIw 

Ha: Appendix Imr < AppendixIImr 

Ha: Appendix Iw > AppendixIIIw 

Ha: Appendix Imr < AppendixIIImr 

 

where w = the number of participants who self-identified as “White, alone”, and mr = the 

number of people who self-identified as “Mixed Race.” I based these alternative hypotheses on 

the logic that alternative instruments would show that the sample was less white and more 

racially mixed when compared to Appendix I (U.S. Census) results. The alpha value was 

established at .05 for both tests. Due to the fact that certain racial descriptors were unique to one 

instrument only (e.g. “Trigueño” in Appendix III), only terms that were the same, or 

conceptually very similar, (e.g. “White” and “Blanco”) were used for statistical tests.  Moreover, 

because certain sample sizes were limited for various classified groups, I only tested for 

significance where n ≥ 30.  

 Secondly, I examined differences in racial classification data based on enumerator. For 

example, I wanted to determine if observer-reported data significantly differed from participant-

reported data. The null hypotheses were: 

 

   H0: Participant-recorded AppIIrci  =  P.I.-recorded AppIIrci  =  Assistant-recorded App IIrci 
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   H0: Participant-recorded AppIIIrci  =  P.I.-recorded AppIIIrci  =  Assistant-recorded App IIIrci 

 

where rci = racially classified group i. This would suggest that racial classification data did not 

differ based on enumerator. Meanwhile, the working alternative hypotheses were: 

 

Ha: Participant-recorded AppIIw  >  P.I.-recorded AppIIw  

Ha: Participant-recorded AppIIw  >  Assistant-recorded AppIIw  

Ha: Participant-recorded AppIIIw  >  P.I.-recorded AppIIIw  

Ha: Participant-recorded AppIIIw  >  Assistant-recorded AppIIIw  

 

where w = the number of whites defined by each enumerator through Appendices II and III. 

These alternative hypotheses were based on the logic that my assistant, carrying an 

academically-influenced critical conception of race, and I, possessing a U.S.-centric cultural 

conception of race that defines whiteness in narrower terms, would classify a larger share of the 

sample as nonwhite than the participants themselves. Once again, statistically significant 

differences were based on chi-squared and non-parametric binomial tests, where alpha = 0.05 

and n ≥ 30. All chi-squared and nonparametric binomial tests were conducted using IBM SPSS 

21 statistical software.  

 Lastly, I developed the following alternative hypotheses concerning the relationship 

between political party affiliation and racial classification: 

 

Ha: PNPw  > PNPnw   

Ha: PPDw < PPDnw 
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Ha: PNPow > PNPpw   

Ha: PPDow < PPDpw 

 

where w generally represents whites (defined at different levels), nw generally represents 

nonwhites, and wa represents observer-reported whites. The first two hypotheses are based on 

the logic that whites, who were previously predicted to report higher levels of socioeconomic 

attainment, would be more inclined to support the pro-statehood PNP. This party’s stronger level 

of support for neoliberal economic policies draws parallels to the more pro-business Republican 

Party stateside. By extension, since voting support for the PPD tends to be rather comparable to 

the PNP overall, I predicted that nonwhites would have a greater political affiliation the former. 

The last two hypotheses are based on the logic that observer-reported whites would show greater 

levels of support for the PNP than participant-reported whites due to the more narrowly defined 

conception of whiteness held by me and my assistant. Once again, by extension, it follows that 

observer-reported nonwhites would show greater support for the PPD as compared to participant-

reported nonwhites. However, for all of these comparisons concerning political party affiliation, 

no statistical tests were conducted due to limited sample sizes for each classified group.  

3.6b. Two Sample t-Tests for Sample Means Concerning Race and Socioeconomic Data 

 With the collection of various socioeconomic data through Appendix IV, I was able to  

compare sample means for continuous (i.e. household income, monthly mortgage/rent payment, 

average commuting time) and ordinal data (i.e. educational attainment) that pertained to each 

racially classified group. To employ a simpler method of comparative analysis, I first coded 

classification data in binary terms of white and nonwhite only. Accordingly, participant-recorded 

“White/Blanco, alone” individuals were reclassified as white, while all remaining respondents 
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were reclassified as nonwhite. This allowed me to conduct t-tests for two-sample means 

(assuming unequal variances) to determine if socioeconomic attainment for participant-recorded 

whites was significantly higher than for nonwhites (classified through three different 

instruments). As part of this, the following generalized75 null hypothesis developed: 

 

   H0: Socioeconomicvw =  Socioeconomicvnw 

 

where v represents values for household income, educational attainment, monthly mortgage/rent 

payments, and average commute times combined, w represents whites, and nw represents 

nonwhites. Accordingly, the working alternative hypothesis was: 

 

   Ha: Socioeconomicvw >  Socioeconomicv w 

 

where whites (defined at different levels) are expected to have greater values for each 

socioeconomic variable than nonwhites. 

I then determined if statistically significant differences existed in socioeconomic 

attainment between observer-reported whites and participant-reported whites based on racial 

classification data collected through Appendices II and III. Similar to the previously listed 

hypotheses, I predicted that observer-reported whites would not only have higher socioeconomic 

attainment than nonwhites, but would have higher socioeconomic attainment than participant-

recorded whites as well. This is represented in the following alternative hypothesis: 

                                                

75 To simplify matters, this hypothesis and following hypotheses pertain to whites versus 
nonwhites, regardless of instrument and enumerator.  
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   Ha: Socioeconomicvwa >  Socioeconomicvw 

 

where a represents whites defined through alternative instruments (Appendices II and III76). This 

was based on the logic that my assistant and I would be more selective in classifying participants 

as white, and that in reality, our observer-reported whites would more closely match the white, 

affluent class of Puerto Rico.  

The dichotomization of racial data into groups of whites and nonwhites unfortunately 

produced a homogenizing effect for the latter. Therefore, t-Tests for sample means were also 

conducted for composite race values. This allowed for a more nuanced examination of racial 

data, specifically with regards to all participants classified as nonwhite. I was able to pinpoint 

where, if any, differences in socioeconomic attainment existed among all four defined groups. 

Accordingly, if differences were apparent between nonwhite groups, t-Tests for sample means 

were conducted as well77. In fact, the following alternative hypothesis developed: 

 

     Ha: Socioeconomicvcr1 >  Socioeconomicvcr2 > Socioeconomicvcr3 >  Socioeconomicvcr4 

 

where vcr# represents the values associated with each composite race group, “1”- “4”. This is 

based on the logic that socioeconomic attainment, is not only higher for whites as compared to 

nonwhites, but decreases incrementally in accordance to the gradation from white identity to 

                                                

76 However, it must be noted that many “White, alone” individuals identified through Appendix 
II were not necessarily the same people identified as “Blanco, alone” via Appendix III. So, even 
if racial classification percentage figures were rather similar, it is important to remember that 
completely different sets of socioeconomic data are associated with each “white” group.  
 
77 In addition to the t-Tests where whites comprised the reference group.  
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black identity78 as well. In other words, I predicted a strong negative correlation between 

increasing black classification and socioeconomic attainment.  

 For all t-tests of sample means, statistical significance was once again based on alpha = 

0.05 and n ≥ 30. However, these tests were conducted using Microsoft Excel software. 

3.6c. Multinomial Logistic Regression for Composite Race and Socioeconomic Data 

  The collection of socioeconomic data also allowed for the creation of predictive models. 

Multinomial Logistic Regression (MLR) tests allowed for the development of odds ratios, which 

describe how increases in, or membership to, certain independent variables (socioeconomic data) 

predict the likelihood of membership to dependent categorical data (in this case, composite race 

groups79 “1” – “4”) in comparison to a reference group (in this case, composite race group “1”- 

“White, alone” participants). These odds ratios are listed as exponentiated beta coefficients (Exp 

B), in which a figure of 1.0 would suggest that members of a nonwhite composite race group are 

equally as likely to be associated with a certain socioeconomic characteristic/value as whites (the 

reference group). An Exp B figure less than 1.0, for example 0.80, would suggest that for every 

unit increase in the predictor socioeconomic variable80, the likelihood of membership to a given 

nonwhite composite race group would decrease by 20% in comparison to whites. By the same 

token, an Exp B figure greater than 1.0, for example 2.5, would suggest that for every unit 

                                                

78 In which, the gradation from white identity to black identity is captured by the composite race 
values, “1” – “4”.  
 
79 For simplification purposes, I limited MLR tests to composite race values. The wide variety of 
racial classification nominal data, provided through different instruments and by different 
enumerators, would have made MLR tests impractical.   
 
80 Or, membership to that predictor variable (e.g. political party affiliation) 
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increase in the predictor socioeconomic variable, the likelihood of membership to a given 

nonwhite composite race group would increase by 250%  as compared to whites.  

Based off the previously mentioned logic that whites (composite race group “1”) should 

have higher socioeconomic attainment levels than nonwhites (composite race groups “2”-“4”), I 

also hypothesized that unit increases in socioeconomic data suggesting greater affluence (or PNP 

support) would lead to incremental decreases in membership likelihood for each greater-

numbered composite race group. For example, according to this predictive model, for every 

dollar increase in monthly mortgage/rent payments, the likelihood that a participant would 

belong to composite race group “2” (“Mixed, White predominant”) would be less than composite 

race group “1” (“White, alone”), and that the likelihood for composite group “3” (Mixed, no race 

predominant) would be even less than group “2” (and so forth).   

 Due to sampling issues in addition to sample size limitations for some of the 

socioeconomic data, I discovered that developing robust predictive models was rather difficult. 

Thus, I narrowed subsequent models to include only those variables that had the most 

statistically significant contributions to the initial model. In the end, only two additional models 

were worth81 further discussion and included as part of the analysis in Chapter 4. 

 

3.7. Spatial Analysis 

Through Questions 3 and 4 of Appendix IV, I was able to collect and map residential 

street and/or urbanización/barrio information for 219 of the 248 participants in the sample. 

                                                

81 For the first subsequent model, it was developed based on the most statistically significant 
exponentiated beta coefficient values resulting from the initial model. For the second subsequent 
model, it was developed based on the perceived observation that age and sex had a relationship 
to racial classification.  
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While Chapter 4 focused on aspatial quantitative analysis of survey data, Chapter 5 examined the 

spatial dimensions of race and socioeconomic attainment. When introducing ourselves to 

participants, my assistant and I stressed the importance of collecting data on race and 

socioeconomic attainment for the primary purpose of analyzing residential segregation. As part 

of this introduction, we informed them of the importance of collecting residential location 

information. However, in compliance with IRB policies that prohibit the collection of personal 

data that could be linked to specific participants, we also clearly explained that residential 

address information was not necessary for this study. Even though street or urbanización/barrio 

information lacks the spatial precision that specific addresses could provide, locational data used 

for spatial analysis within this chapter remained quite suitable for research objectives. 

For all participants who provided their residential street information, I marked their 

respective places of residence at an approximated central point for that street. However, for 

aesthetic purposes in mapping, I often created point data next to one another instead of at 

overlapping coordinates. If participants provided residential urbanización/barrio information 

only, I marked their respective places of residence at an approximated central point (centroid) for 

that given spatial unit. Once again, to prevent locational overlap, I juxtaposed82 point data for 

viewing purposes. Regardless, only census tracts and urbanizaciónes containing at least four 

participants were used for spatial analysis. I established this minimum number using the logic 

that if at least 4 individuals shared common racial and/or socioeconomic characteristics, their 

data could be used to represent their respective spatial unit. For example, if only four participants 

resided within a given census tract, but all four were self and observer-reported as “White, 

                                                

82 For participants who indicated that they live together, I overlapped some point data. However, 
in compliance with IRB policies, I did not place points at any specified location; but rather, 
overlapped them to signify that those particular participants cohabitate.   
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alone”, this fact would serve as a sufficient indicator for racial composition within that spatial 

unit.   

For spatial analysis that required a numeric component, racial classification data were 

based on composite race values. As mentioned previously, composite race values reflect all 

inputs for race based on differences in enumerator and instrument. In addition, I included 

composite race values that were calculated at each level of enumeration. This way, I was able to 

compare a composite value derived from participant-reported data (through three different 

instruments) to composite values derived from observer-reported data (through two different 

instruments). Whether composite race reflected all combined inputs (the metric illustrated in 

Figure 3.7), or data for each enumerator individually, values ranged from “1” – “4.” A value of 

“1” indicated that a participant was classified as “White, alone”, and a value of “4” indicated that 

a person was classified as “Black, predominant.” This way, mean figures for composite race 

would indicate if certain spatial units were skewed in one direction or the other.  

For spatial analysis that required nominal data, I conducted a series of tests comparing 

racial classification based on differences in enumerator and instrument. Accordingly, I 

aggregated these data at either the census tract or urbanización level in order to provide 

percentage figures that were necessary for quantitative analysis. Thus, I was able to determine if 

segregation and spatial clustering were more or less evident based on these differences in 

percentage figures. Of primary importance, spatial analysis of data collected through the 

alternative instruments (i.e. Appendices II and III) was compared to spatial analysis of data 

collected through the replica of the U.S. Census form (Appendix I). This helped me determine if 

the spatial dimensions of race within the study area would vary based on differences in data 

collection methods.  
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3.7a Measures of Segregation 

 The minimal mapping units for each assessment of segregation consisted of either census 

tracts or urbanizaciónes. Twenty-one census tracts and thirteen urbanizaciónes contained at least 

4 participants, respectively. The collective total for each of these spatial units served as the 

defined study area where “global” tests for segregation were conducted. All statistical tests were 

performed using the Segregation Simulator provided online by Dartmouth University (2003). 

Accordingly, each observation point (participant) was plotted within the software. 

To determine if global patterns of residential segregation existed, I conducted Index of 

Dissimilarity Tests (D). This bivariate test is the most commonly used measure of segregation 

and determines the number of people in one group that would have to move from their given 

spatial unit in order to produce a distribution that matches that entire (selected) study area. The 

formula for this index is: 

𝐷 =
1
2   

  𝑛𝑤!
𝑁𝑊   

𝑤!
𝑊

!

!!!

 

where (for example, comparing a white and nonwhite population): 

nwi = the black population of the ith area  

NW = the total nonwhite population of the entire study area  

wi = the white population of the ith area  

W = the total white population of the entire study area 

 

Hypothetically, if every white individual lived in all white census tracts and every 

nonwhite individual lived in all nonwhite census tracts, the index value would be 100. If the 

value were a relatively high figure, such as 70.0 for nonwhites, this would mean that 70% of 

nonwhites would have to move to another census tract (not specific to any tract) to make both 
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groups evenly distributed across all neighborhoods. A value of 0.0 would indicate that the study 

area was completely integrated. 

This Index of Dissimilarity test provided good insight to the level of overall segregation 

between white and nonwhite identities, classified differently based on enumerator and 

instrument. For this test, I reclassified participants in binary terms of white and nonwhite only. 

Accordingly, only participants classified as “White/Blanco, alone” (through different instrument 

and enumerator assessments) were reclassified as white, and all other participants were 

reclassified as nonwhite. For example, concerning participant-reported results obtained through 

Appendix II, only those individuals who self-identified as “White, alone” were reclassified as 

white, while those who self-identified in any other manner were reclassified as nonwhite.  

The general working hypotheses were: 

 

Dai  > Dci 

Do > Dp 

 

where Dai represents dissimilarity index values for alternative instruments, Dci represents 

dissimilarity index values provided through Appendix I (the U.S. Census form replica), Do 

represents observer-reported data, and Dp represents participant-reported data. I hypothesized 

that Dissimilarity Index values would be higher between whites and nonwhites as defined 

through alternative instruments because of greater selectivity for those who were classified as 

whites. In essence, these individuals would be, in actuality, whiter than the group defined as 

“White, alone” through Appendix I (U.S. Census form replica). Based on the same logic, I also 
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hypothesized that Dissimilarity Index values would be higher for observer-reported data as 

compared to participant-reported data.  

Another common statistical test for segregation I conducted included the Exposure Index 

(EX). This test assesses the level of exposure (or, by extension, isolation) that a member of one 

group has to another. The Exposure Index aims to measure the probability that a member of one 

group will interact with a member of another group, and is written as such: 

𝐸𝑋 =   
  𝑛𝑤!
𝑁𝑊   

𝑤!
𝑡

!

!!!

 

where (for example, testing white exposure to nonwhites): 

nwi = nonwhite population of the ith area  

NW = total nonwhite population of the entire study area  

wi = white population of the ith area  

t = total population of the ith area 

 

For this comparison of whites to nonwhites83, if the Exposure Index value = .40, this 

would mean that the probability of a white individual having residential propinquity (and 

immediate social interaction) with a nonwhite person in a given area (e.g. census tract) would 

equal 40%. The Exposure Index’s greatest benefit is that it measures the average exposure for 

individuals in a numerically-based “minority” group compared to members of a numerically-

based “majority” group. Once again, when performing this test, I reclassified participants as 

white and nonwhite only. 

 The working hypotheses for Exposure Index values were: 
                                                

83 For this example, I used whites as the “minority” group, because for most of the data sets in 
this study, nonwhites outnumber whites (as opposed to U.S. Census data).  
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EXaiw  > EXciw 

EXow > EXpw 

 

where EXaiw represents Exposure Index values for alternative instruments, EXciw represents 

Exposure Index values provided through Appendix I (the U.S. Census form replica), EXow 

represents observer-reported data, and EXpw represents participant-reported data. Since I 

previously hypothesized that participants classified as “White, alone” through Appendices II and 

III would constitute a numeric minority (as compared to nonwhites in general), I obtained EX 

values for whites only. Accordingly, I aimed to measure the level of exposure that whites had in 

relation to nonwhites, and hypothesized that isolation would be greater for whites defined 

through alternative instruments and through observer-reported data. In other words, a more 

selective definition of whiteness would show that this particular cohort lives in more isolated 

conditions than what would be inferred through U.S. Census data (Appendix I), or through 

participant-reported data. However, EX values are highly subject to group proportions, and since 

figures were likely to be different based on instrument and enumerator inputs, the previously 

listed working hypotheses were neither accepted nor rejected84. 

The major limitation with bivariate tests, such as the Indexes of Dissimilarity and 

Exposure, is that only two groups can be compared with one another. Therefore, Theil’s (1972) 

Entropy Index (EN), can be used to compare three or more racial identities, allowing for a more 

comprehensive measure of integration/segregation that is not solely dependent on dichotomous 

                                                

84 Instead, results were discussed for purpose of comparing the various data sets based on 
differences in enumerator and instrument.  
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terms. To compute this statistic, first, a study area’s Entropy Score, or measure of diversity, is 

obtained: 

𝐻 =    𝑝!   𝑙𝑛 1 𝑝!

!

!!!

 

where: 

 r = number of racial identities 

 pj = proportion of population of jth racial identity in the metropolitan area (study area). 

 

Second, the Entropy Score of each spatial subunit, such as a census tract, is computed: 

𝐻! =    𝑝!"   𝑙𝑛 1 𝑝!"

!

!!!

 

where: 

 𝑝!" = proportion of population of jth racial identity in census tract t. 

 

Finally, the Entropy Index, a weighted average deviation of each subunit’s Entropy Score 

(diversity) from the study area’s Entropy Score, is computed: 

𝐸𝑁 =   
𝑡! 𝐻 − 𝐻!

𝐻𝑇

!

!!!

 

 

 

where: 

    𝑡! = total population of tract i 

    T = total population of metropolitan area 

    n = number of tracts in metropolitan area 
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For the Entropy Index, values range from 0, when all subunits have the same racial 

diversity as the entire study area (complete integration), to 1, when all subunits contain only one 

racial identity (maximum segregation). The main limitation with this statistic is that it does not 

provide insight into the specific contributions for each racial identity. As a result, two highly 

diverse subunits (e.g. census tracts or urbanizaciónes) with the same Entropy Score could have 

much different racial compositions. For purposes of simplification, only composite race values 

(ranging from “1” – “4”) were used for this test.  Moreover, due to software limitations in which 

only three groups could be compared at once, composite race groups “1” (“White, alone”) and 

“2” (“Mixed, White predominant”) were combined for one series of tests, composite race groups 

“2”  and “3” (“Mixed, no race predominant”) were combined for another, and composite race 

groups “3” and “4” (Black, predominant) were combined for the last series of test runs.   

3.7b. Spatial Clustering and Hotspots 

 To supplement the previously listed metrics of racial segregation, a host of spatial 

statistics tools found in ArcGIS10.1 tested for both global and local indicators of clustering. The 

previously listed measures of segregation are confined to “global” assessments of the study 

area(s), and are often used to assess aspatial data (e.g. economic stratification). Using the logic 

that racial identity and socioeconomic characteristics are interdependent in two-dimensional 

space, tests for spatial autocorrelation, including Global Moran’s I, Getis-Ord General and Gi*, 

and Anselin Local Moran’s I, provided a more nuanced spatial evaluation of the census tracts 

and urbanizaciónes examined in this study. According to Tobler’s “law” (1970), if “near 

things85” are more closely related to each other than “distant things”, it would stand to reason 

                                                

85 In this case, racial identity and socioeconomic characteristics 
 



80 

that participants of similar racial classification and socioeconomic attainment would cluster in 

space. Accordingly, I hypothesized that positive spatial autocorrelation would be evident, which 

would suggest that racial clustering would be greater than what could be expected from chance 

alone86.  

Since the software required numeric data for racial classification, I used composite race 

values, ranging from “1” – “4”, to determine if clustering was evident. Even though 

conceptualizing race in numeric terms is inherently problematic, I believe that these values 

represent a gradation from white identity to black identity that corresponds to the decreasing 

level of socioeconomic attainment referenced in the literature. In other words, generally 

speaking, the “whiter” a neighborhood appears, there exists a greater likelihood that it is more 

affluent. Thus, since individual neighborhoods are often characterized by homogenous 

socioeconomic conditions, it would stand to reason that similar racial composite values would 

cluster in space. To supplement the comprehensive87 racial composite values, participant and 

observer-based composite race values were used for spatial analysis as well.  

For global indications of clustering concerning either high or low composite race values, 

Global Moran’s I and Getis-Ord’s General G tests provided z-scores and probability values to 

determine if the overall pattern significantly differed from a random distribution. In addition, 

local indicators of spatial association allowed for better insight to the association between 

specific spatial units and neighbors. Accordingly, I conducted tests with various contiguity and 

                                                

86 Negative spatial autocorrelation is when disparate racial identities are adjacent or proximal to 
one another, which would suggest that underlying factors are responsible for such patterns as 
well.  
 
87 The “composite race value” mentioned throughout this study is in reference to a 
comprehensive combination of all racial classification data, which includes all instrument and 
enumerator inputs. A summary of the calculation process is found in Figure 8.   
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distance relationships to determine if clustering was more or less evident based on spatial 

parameters. Specifically, Getis-Ord’s Gi* compared local averages of specified variables to 

global averages and was used to identify “hotspots88” and “coldspots89.” Similarly, Anselin’s 

Local I provided an assessment of specific types of clustering, including “High-High” (i.e. high 

composite race values close to one another90), “Low-Low” (i.e. low composite race values close 

to one another91), “High-Low” (a high value surrounded by low values), “Low-High” (a low 

value surrounded by high values) and “Not Significant” (similar to the global pattern) values. 

Once again, to supplement comprehensive composite race values, participant and observer-based 

composite race values were included for analysis.  

Lastly, I examined the spatial dimensions of multivariate regression analysis by using 

socioeconomic data collected through Appendix IV as predictor variables for composite race. I 

hypothesized that unit increases in each explanatory variable (indicating higher socioeconomic 

attainment) would lead to decreases in composite race values (in which, decreasing values would 

indicate a “whiter” identity on the composite race spectrum). For global assessments such as 

ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, results within the study area(s) are assumed to be 

                                                

88 “Hotspots” would be clustering of high values. In other words, this would suggest that 
participants with higher composite race values (e.g. “Mixed, no race predominant” or “Black, 
predominant” individuals) live close to one another. 
 
89 “Coldspots” would be clustering of low values. In other words, this would suggest that 
participants with lower composite race values (e.g. “White, alone” or “Mixed, White 
predominant” individuals) live close to one another. 
 
90 Which, would indicate that participants who were classified as “Mixed, no race predominant” 
or “Black, predominant” live in close proximity 
 
91 Which, would indicate that participants who were classified as “White, alone” or “Mixed, 
White predominant” live in close proximity 
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characterized by stationarity—that is, independent variables act independently from one another 

and have the same effect on the dependent variable regardless of location. Knowing that the 

relationship between socioeconomic data and race could vary across two-dimensional space (a 

nonstationary pattern), I conducted a Global Moran’s I test for spatial autocorrelation on the 

standardized residuals and examined the significance of model diagnostics to determine if the 

initial model could be improved. In addition, these measures were necessary to determine if a 

geographically weighted regression (GWR) test could improve OLS model results.  

 

3.8 Qualitative Analysis 

Qualitative analysis and discussion are presented in Chapter 6. I derived the bulk of qualitative 

analysis from structured, yet open-ended interviews conducted with a representative subsample 

of 31 participants. This subsample was based on participants’ response to Question 10 of 

Appendix IV that asked if they were willing to conduct an interview. After noticing that the 

subsample was disproportionally old and male with the first 19 interviews, I deleted Question 10 

from Appendix IV. From that point on, I primarily focused the request on participants who were 

female and younger, so that I could balance the age and gender characteristics of the 

subsample92. This was critical to my sampling method, because I aimed to determine if interview 

responses would vary based on the racial or socioeconomic profile of the participant. Most 

interviews lasted 15-20 minutes. However, given the open-ended nature for many of the 

questions, a few interviews lasted approximately 30 minutes.  

                                                

92 This was achieved by distributing the original form for Appendix IV (that included Question 
10) to participants who fit that profile.  
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General information and socioeconomic data of the subsample were analyzed as well. I 

aimed to determine if age, sex, self-reported race, and socioeconomic attainment correlated to 

opinions concerning instrument effectiveness, perceived discrimination, and the role of 

government in addressing racial inequality. I recorded each interview on an Apple iPad93, and 

during the transcription process, conducted an informal test for salience. Accordingly, I 

identified the order and frequency with which certain responses/words were given. In the 

analysis, I placed special emphasis on the salient themes that paralleled major discussion points 

found within Chapters 4 and 5. This wealth of qualitative data lead to a more complete 

understanding of the factors responsible for racial inequality and segregation in Puerto Rico, and 

helped to explain why such issues have been inadequately addressed. 

The list of questions included for each interview is found in Appendix V (Figure 9). Chapter 6 is 

structured according to the order in which questions were asked. Thematically, the following 

subsections describe the purpose for each set of questions. 

3.8a. Questions 1-6: Assessment of Instruments   

This first section of the interview process concerned participants’ opinions about the 

collection of racial data in Puerto Rico. As part of this, I aimed to determine which Appendix (I- 

III), if any, served as the most effective instrument in gauging racial composition for the island. 

Composite race values and socioeconomic data for all 31 participants were compared to their 

respective evaluations for each instrument. These evaluations were based on a three-level Likert 

scale, which included the assessments “Not Effective”, “Somewhat Effective”, and “Very 

Effective.” In addition, composite race values and socioeconomic data were compared to 

                                                

93 In compliance with IRB policies, all recorded interviews have been secured by a user 
passcode. 
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Figure 9. Appendix V- List of Interview Questions
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instrument preference to determine if members of a certain racial classification or economic 

standing were more inclined to favor a particular instrument over others. By extension, I asked 

questions concerning participants’ opinions about the usefulness and appropriateness of the 

current U.S. Census form. 

3.8b. Questions 7-9: Racial Interpretation and Understanding  

With this section of the interview process I aimed to better understand the racial 

framework of Puerto Rico. As an “outsider” with an etic understanding of race, it was important 

that I further investigated the local understanding of this social construct. This included questions 

concerning U.S. Census data on race, and if these official statistics really reflect composition for 

the island. Moreover, I addressed changes in U.S. Census data between 2000 and 2010 to 

determine if a changing racial discourse was developing within Puerto Rico. An important 

component for this series of questions concerned my observation, or lack thereof, of an emerging 

critical understanding of race—one that would challenge the dominant discourses commonly 

addressed in the literature. Again, responses were compared to composite race values and 

socioeconomic data to determine if contrasting narratives corresponded to racial classification or 

economic class. 

3.8c. Racial Inequalities and Governmental Intervention 

In this section, I obtained valuable qualitative information regarding participants’ 

understanding of racial inequality in Puerto Rico, and if they believed whether governmentally-

sponsored initiatives should be more fully developed to address systematic discrimination. Once 

again, responses were compared to composite race values and socioeconomic data to determine 

if members of certain racial classifications or economic standing were: 1) more aware of racial 
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inequality than others and 2) more inclined to favor state interventionist policies over others94. In 

addition, responses were compared to political party affiliation, which contributed to my overall 

understanding of the relationships between race, class, and politics. As part of this line of 

inquiry, I wanted to obtain a better idea of whether top-down initiatives are realistic within 

Puerto Rico and if considerable momentum behind interventionist policies exists. In fact, a 

critical component of the discussion concerned the practicality of implementing affirmative 

action policies for a population where race is not always compartmentally understood.  

3.8d. Neighborhood Racial Dynamics 

 In this last section of the interview process, I aimed to better understand how racial 

dynamics operate within certain social spaces. As part of this, I wanted to determine if 

participants were inclined to describe their own neighborhoods as well as other residential and 

commercial areas through a racial lens. While the study of geographic space is perhaps easier to 

conceptualize and quantify, sense of place is more difficult to comprehend. Thus, through 

interview responses, I aimed to determine if certain social spaces within Puerto Rico presented a 

welcoming or unwelcoming sense of place based on a participant’s racial classification or 

socioeconomic profile. In other words, my intent was to investigate whether the demarcation of 

various socio-cultural interactions: a) follow along, or b) reach beyond the confines of 

recognizable census tract and/or neighborhood boundaries.  

  

                                                

94 In fact, I believe that the comparison of responses to racial classification and socioeconomic 
data was most needed for this series of questions.  
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CHAPTER 4 
 

Participant Survey Results and Discussion 

My assistant and I administered Appendices I-IV as a four-part survey to 248 participants 

from mid-July to mid-August, 2013. We recruited patients awaiting dental services and 

administered the survey within the privacy of a second floor office of the building. We made it 

very clear, both visually and verbally, that all information was strictly confidential and solely for 

the purpose of research that had been approved by Indiana State University’s Institutional 

Review Board. Upon obtaining consent, we further explained the purpose of the research as well 

as the general outline of the four-page survey. We intended for participants to then complete the 

survey without need for subsequent elaboration, but discovered that most people simply wanted 

to discuss the details of the study. In addition, many participants requested assistance during the 

completion process, in large part due to confusion about the questions concerning race. Most 

participants were able to complete the survey in less than15 minutes. First, I will summarize 

participant-recorded data for all three instruments. Second, I will provide results for observer-

recorded data concerning Appendices II and III.  Last, participant-recorded socioeconomic data 

are compared to the various inputs for data on race.  

 

4.1 Appendix I Results- Participant-Recorded Data 

Within the survey, Appendix I was a verbatim copy of the ethnicity and race questions 

found on the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau short form that was administered to all residents of the 

United States and its territories. Results for Appendix I are presented in Table 3. 
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4.1a Data on Ethnicity and Nationality 

Of all 248 participants, only one person did not indicate “Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish in 

Origin” for the question concerning ethnicity.  In addition, and as expected, an overwhelming 

majority (97.6%) indicated “Puerto Rican, alone or in combination” for specific nationality. 

Despite many anecdotal accounts suggesting that the Dominican population was quickly growing 

in Puerto Rico, only two participants overall indicated this particular nationality. Furthermore, 

only one person provided “Cuban”, which is worth noting since Cubans are considered to 

constitute a substantial portion of the wealthy (and white) segment of the overall population. 

However, as will be discussed later in this chapter, it is likely that the economic profile of this 

particular study area precluded the opportunity to include significant numbers of Dominicans and 

Cubans in the sample.  

Even though, from the outset, one of the primary objectives of this study was to obtain 

data on race, it was also important to collect data on ethnicity and nationality in order to assess 

the various dimensions of social discrimination and spatial stratification that may exist. 

However, since so few participants indicated a particular nationality other than “Puerto Rican”, I 

was compelled to place the focus of this study almost entirely on the social dimensions of race.   

4.1b Data on Race 

When responding to Question 2 asking “What is your race?”, 62.9% of the sample 

replied, “White, alone.” Even though this constituted a majority, it was a figure considerably less  
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Table 3. Results for Appendix I: Replica of U.S. Census Form Questions on Ethnicity and 
Race (Participant-Reported) 
 Number Percent 

Total n 248 100.0 

Hispanic or Latino 247 99.6 

Puerto Rican, alone or in combination 242 97.6 

White, alone 156 62.9 

White, alone or in combination 176 70.1 

Black, African American, or Negro, alone 25 10.1 

Black, African American, or Negro, alone or in combination 37 14.9 

American Indian or Alaska Native, alone 3 1.2 

American Indian or Alaska Native, alone or in combination 15 6.0 

Other Race (check marked), alone (Asian Indian) 1 0.4 

Other (written) 45 18.1 

Two or more races (written or check marked) 63 25.4 
 
 
than the 75.8% who answered similarly during the 2010 census. Even though I presumed that 

most of these participants had completed the U.S. Census form at some moment previously, a 

large share appeared to be confounded by the options provided, and explicitly shared a certain 

sense of displeasure95 repeatedly. Often, individuals sought assistance in completing Question 2, 

but my assistant and I remained adamant about not influencing survey responses in any manner. 

A number of individuals generally stated, “I’m unsure what to put… I’ll just go with White.”  It 

remains unclear whether or not this commonly provided response was more a reflection of white 

favoritism, or more so, a last resort when given unsuitable options. 

                                                

95 “Displeasure” in the sense that participants did not find the options suitable (and thus, delaying 
completion in the process) 
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Even though this sample was less inclined to answer “White, alone” as compared to 2010 

U.S. Census results for Puerto Rico’s entire population, at 62.9%, this designation easily 

comprised the largest racial group. Despite the fact that many participants commented on Puerto 

Rico’s racial inputs from Spaniards, West African slaves, and Taíno Indians, only 7.3% check 

marked more than one option, even though the question clearly stated, “Mark one or more 

boxes.” Including both multiple checkmarks and written responses, only 25.4% indicated more 

than one race. For these individuals, “Mixed”, “Latino”, “Trigueno”, and “Puerto Rican” were 

the most commonly provided responses, respectively.  

One possible reason that nearly 75% of all participants indicated one race only was 

perhaps that the instruction “Mark one or more boxes” was quickly glossed over when the USCB 

form was completed. Granted, several factors help to explain why so few individuals indicated 

more than one race, but the fact that racial admixture was verbally cited so frequently (and yet 

indicated so infrequently) suggests that many people forgot or did not consider that more than 

one option could be provided. This speaks to U.S.-centric racial ideology that most respondents 

are going to be only one race. Obviously, this presents issues to a population where racial 

ideology operates in a different manner.  

Roughly 10% of the sample indicated “Black, African American, or Negro, alone.” This 

figure was slightly less than the 12.4% total found in the 2010 census. Moreover, 16.1% 

indicated “Black, African American, or Negro” either alone, or in combination with another race. 

This figure was actually slightly higher than the 14.8% who answered similarly in the decennial 

census. Several participants expressed a sense of confusion when considering this option because 

“African American” was included. Many of these individuals basically commented, “I know 

we’re (Puerto Ricans) part black, but not African American.”  I am unsure whether or not this 
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was meant as “we are not from the United States, and therefore, we are not African Americans”, 

or “our black ancestry is different from those considered black in the United States.” My guess is 

that the former was more representative of this commonly given reaction, but I imagine that the 

latter could have been a sentiment among some participants as well96.  

Even though the term “African American” may have presented some confusion or 

precluded some participants from choosing that designation, apparently, the default option for 

indigenous ancestry was culturally unsuitable at a similar level. Only three individuals (1.2%) 

indicated “American Indian or Alaskan Native, alone”. This was expected, as it is understood 

that no full-blooded Taíno Indians remain in Puerto Rico. However, including multiple 

checkmarks and written responses, only 6% indicated at least some indigenous racial ancestry. It 

stands to reason that this was an unexpectedly low number considering that so many people 

commented on indigenous ancestry in Puerto Rico. However, similar to the issues presented by 

the term “African American”, “American Indian or Alaskan Native” also seemed to confuse 

many respondents. Repeatedly, participants reacted by asking, “Does this option include Taíno 

Indians?”  

I wonder what the logic is behind the U.S. Census Bureau’s administration of a census 

survey on race in which a specifically suited option for indigenous ancestry is explicitly provided 

for Alaska’s population of just over 700,000, yet for Puerto Rico’s population that is over five 

times that size, no similar accommodation is made. Likewise, several Pacific Islander 

nationalities are explicitly found within the form even though their respective populations pale in 

comparison to those of Puerto Rico and other Hispanic/Latino nationalities in the United States 

                                                

96 I have noticed many times that Americans are surprised by the fact that African Americans and 
black Latinos share common West African ancestry.  
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and its territories. The political processes responsible for the options currently found on the 

census short form must expand to accommodate the needs of multiracial Puerto Ricans and other 

Latino/Hispanic groups. If the current form is in part structured based on the respective sizes of 

different groups, with “White” being listed first because of the expectation that it will garner the 

most responses, then why does this logic fail to carry over to a sizeable Puerto Rican population 

(and a much large Hispanic/Latino population) concerning race, specifically? Yes, the question 

concerning Hispanic/Latino origin allows, to a certain extent, for respondents to ethnically self-

identify in a manner that has gained widespread acceptance (i.e. “Latino”) over the past few 

decades. However, if group inequality is often a function of discrimination based on phenotypes, 

then why does the current form inadequately address intragroup differences for populations 

(including Puerto Rico) that are characterized by racial heterogeneity?   

 

4.2 Appendix II Results- Participant-Reported Data 

Appendix II served as the first alternative instrument used to gauge racial composition. 

Its general appearance and formatting were very similar to Appendix I; however, modifications 

were made to better suit the Puerto Rican population. Ultimately, through two-sample t-tests 

(assuming unequal variances), results showed that the sample was not as white as what was 

indicated through Appendix I.  

When comparing Appendix I to Appendix II, the number of participants who indicated 

“White, alone” decreased considerably from 62.9% to 41.9%, respectively (Table 4). This 

difference was statistically significant, where p = .00. However, the number of individuals who 

indicated “White, alone or in combination” actually increased 12.6%. This meant that more 

participants indicated at least some white ancestry through Appendix II than Appendix I. 
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Meanwhile, 44% indicated “Mixed Race”, compared to only 25.4% who indicated “Two or More 

Races” when completing Appendix I. This increase was statistically significant, where p = .00. 

Unexpectedly, only 4% answered “Black, alone”, while more individuals (6.5%) actually 

selected “Taíno, alone.” Only 3.6% of the sample decided to write in something other than the 

options provided. This suggests that the previously listed options in Appendix II were more 

culturally suited for the sample, because only a few (n = 9) individuals needed to write in 

“Other” to self-identify as preferred97.  

Further examining the data, 19% of the total provided the combination of “White”, 

“Black”, and “Taíno”, 10.1% indicated “White” and “Black” only, and 8.9% answered with 

“White” and “Taíno” only. Moreover, alone or in combination, 82.7% of participants claimed 

“White” ancestry to some degree, 36.7% “Black”, and 38.7% “Taíno”, respectively. 

Based on these results, some developments must be discussed. First, the null hypothesis (i.e. 

“There would be no difference between Appendix I and Appendix II results) can be safely 

rejected, while the alternative hypotheses (i.e. Appendix II would show that the sample is less 

white and more racially mixed) can be accepted. There appears to be a straightforward 

correlation between the manner and sequence in which options are provided and the results that 

follow. By simply placing “Mixed Race” first, and as part of this, explicitly requiring that 

respondents choose more than one identity, the “White, alone” figure decreased by 21%. It was a 

simple change, but strongly emphasized the need to make minor revisions to the current U.S. 

Census short form that is administered to Puerto Rico. This type of minor revision would not 

present any major difficulties in the standardization process the USCB has created. “Mixed 

Race” is simply an explicit option that is broadly intelligible to both mainland and overseas   

                                                

97 As 18.1% (n = 45) of the sample felt it necessary to write in “Other” for Appendix I.  
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Table 4. Results for Appendix II: Modified Census Form for Question on Race              
(Participant-Reported) 
 
Racial Classification Appendix I % Appendix II % 

Two or More Races/Mixed Race 25.4 44.0a 

White, alone 62.9 41.9a 

White, alone or in combination 70.1 82.7 

Black, African American, or Negro, alone 10.1 4.0 
Black, African American, or Negro, alone or in 
combination 14.9 36.7 

Taíno Indian, alone N/A 6.5 

Taíno Indian, alone or in combination N/A 38.7 

American Indian or Alaska Native, alone 1.2 0.4 
American Indian or Alaska Native, alone or in 
combination 6.0 0.4 

Other Race (check marked), alone  0.4 0.0 

Other (written) 18.1 3.6 
a Value is significantly different from Appendix I, where p < .05 and n ≥ 30 
 
 

residents alike. It would not necessarily have to be listed first, as was the case in this particular 

study. However, with increased racial admixture stateside, its inclusion (somewhere on the form) 

must be seriously addressed in the near future. By insinuating that only single-race individuals 

should have an explicit option on the current instrument, the USCB is potentially alienating an 

ever-growing segment of the U.S. population. 

Second, it appears that if “Mixed Race” is provided as an explicit option, it has a 

considerable impact on the number of people who self-identify as black as well. It appears that 

for several individuals who have been inclined to choose “Black, African American, or Negro, 

alone” (because no other options best suited them), they then prefer “Mixed Race” if presented 

that option. Perhaps, these individuals do not see themselves as entirely black. If this is true, the 
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black-white dichotomous racial framework that the current USCB form helps to reinforce not 

only helps to inflate the white population of Puerto Rico, but perhaps (and unexpectedly), the 

black population as well. However, it must be pointed out that the decrease in “Black, alone” 

individuals could be largely attributed to a strong sense of black denial that is pervasive in Puerto 

Rico and several other Latin American populations. Whether the survey instrument or social 

stigma is more responsible for this development is difficult to evaluate, but nonetheless, deserves 

further investigation. 

Greater emphasis has been placed on “white inflation” in this study, but less attention has 

been placed on the effect that the current USCB form has on black identity. Participants claiming 

at least some black ancestry increased from 14.9%98 for Appendix I to 36.7% for Appendix II. 

However, this increase was primarily attributed to the fact that “Mixed Race” individuals were 

required to select or write in two or more races. Do U.S. Census results underrepresent or 

overrepresent the black population of Puerto Rico? What are the boundaries of inclusion and 

exclusion for blackness? It is difficult to determine whether or not Appendix II served as a more 

culturally appropriate method to gauging black identity for Puerto Rico specifically. This is why 

I included different cultural perspectives (my assistant and myself) for observer-based racial 

classification (results discussed later this chapter).  

Last, if “Taíno Indian” is added as a stand-alone option to a form, it appears that more 

Puerto Ricans would be more likely to indicate indigenous ancestry as compared to U.S. Census 

results. When answering Appendix I, only 3 participants (1.2%) selected “American Indian or 

Alaska Native”, and only 15 people (6%) indicated some type of American indigenous ancestry 

                                                

98 2010 U.S. Census results show that 14.8% of the population in Puerto Rico self-identified as 
“Black, African American , or Negro, alone or in combination.”  
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of any type (including written responses). However, when answering Appendix II, the 

indigenous claim increased to 38.7%, with 16 individuals self-identifying as “Taíno Indian, 

alone.” Maybe even more so than white or black identity, the boundaries of inclusion and 

exclusion for who is qualified to be “Taíno” are the most unclear, often leading to what could be 

considered dubious claims of indigenous ancestry at the expense of African ancestry. For 

instance, even though genetic studies of the Puerto Rican population show that West African 

contributions are substantially more than native inputs, more participants in this sample self-

identified as “Taino, alone” than “Black, alone” (6.5% to 4%, respectively) and claimed 

indigenous ancestry than black ancestry (38.7% to 36.7%, respectively).  

Genetic studies that have mostly focused on the total contributions to the Puerto Rican 

gene pool often have not provided detailed analysis of the distribution with which such genetic 

markers are found. In other words, and entirely from a genetic standpoint, it is difficult to 

estimate what percent of the population should be considered “white”, “black”, and “Indian” 

(when these racial terms serve as proxies for results showing overwhelming European, West 

African, or Caribbean indigenous ancestry99). For example, based on genotype, what should be 

the critical threshold for someone to be considered white? Black? Taíno? If genetic studies show 

that Taíno Indians only contributed ~15-18% to the modern gene pool, but that a majority of the 

                                                

99 Via, Gignoux, et al. (2011) do show greater variance for European and West African markers 
within the gene pool, and less variance for indigenous markers. This means that 1) a substantial 
share of the population has more European ancestry than from anywhere else; 2) a substantial 
share of the population has more West African ancestry than from anywhere else; and 3) a 
substantial share of the population has at least some indigenous ancestry, but not at a level that 
exceeds 50%. This suggests that estimates could be made as to what percent of the population 
would “better” fit into the “white” and “black” categories, but that uncertainty would remain for 
the Taíno category. However, this study, along with others, do not provide distribution data at 
the individual level.  
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population has at least some indigenous ancestry, is 38.7% of this sample (participants claiming 

native ancestry according to Appendix II) too high or too low of a number to accurately represent 

that particular identity? Undoubtedly, the percent of the population with at least some West-

African ancestry has to rival, if not exceed, the percent with indigenous ancestry—and yet, 

Appendix II results would suggest otherwise.  

These findings show that racial identity is not solely a matter of genetic inputs, but rather, 

a combination of numerous contextual factors that varies individually100 and geographically. 

Moreover, the sample results that suggest Taíno identity is as strong, if not stronger, than black 

identity underscore the importance of mestizaje discourse—in that the tri-hybrid racial narrative 

has given equal (if not more) importance to indigenous ancestry in the formation of national 

identity (at the expense of black contributions). Duany (2001) chronicled this displacement of 

blackness by examining how the nationalist elitist class, through books, museums, festivals, and 

monuments, has forged this prominent indigenous-based component as the “first root” in Puerto 

Rican representations of national identity throughout the 20th century. 

 

4.3 Appendix III Results 

4.3a Participant-Reported Data for Race 

With Appendix III, I aimed to provide a survey instrument that was even more site-specific than 

Appendix II. This particular part of the survey included Puerto Rican terms that are commonly 

used to describe racial appearance. Results (Table 5) from this instrument complemented the host 

of data collected via Appendix II, and ultimately improved the overall assessment of racial 

                                                

100 This includes the importance of phenotypic difference. For example, siblings possess similar 
genetics, but the phenotypes that result may lead to different “racial” appearances.  
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Table 5. Results for Appendix III: Questions on Race Including Locally-Used Terms     
(Participant-Reported) 

Question 1: Which of the following best describes your race? % of Sample 
Blanco, alone 46.4a 

Blanco, alone or in combination  56.9 
Negro, alone 1.6 

Negro, alone or in combination 7.3 
Trigueño, alone  33.5 

Trigueño, alone or in combination 40.7 
Indio, alone  2.8 

Indio, alone or in combination 7.3 
Jabao, alone 2.0 

Jabao, alone or in combination 4.0 
Some other option/race  2.0 

 
Question 2: Do you believe that most people in Puerto Rico would describe 

you the same way? 101 
 

  Yes        No 

87.9 12.1 

Blanco, alone 95.7 4.3 

Negro, alone102 75.0 25.0 

Trigueño, alone 88.0 12.0 

Indio103, alone 42.9 57.1 

Jabao104, alone 80.0 20.0 
 

Question 3: Do you believe that most people in the United States would 
describe you the same way? 1 

 

  Yes       No 

47.2 52.4 

Blanco, alone 54.8 45.2 

Negro, alone2 75.0 25.0 

Trigueño, alone 38.6 61.4 

Indio, alone3 42.9 57.1 

Jabao, alone4 60.0 40.0 
a Value is significantly different from “White, alone” in Appendix I, p < .05  

                                                

101 Percent of participants who answered as such 
102 n = 4 
103 n = 7 
104 n = 5 
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composition in the study. 

In response to Question 1 that asked which option best describes the respondent’s race, 

nearly half (46.4%) of the sample self-identified as “Blanco, alone”105, which marked a 

statistically significant difference/decrease from Appendix I. Just over one-third (33.5%) 

answered with “Trigueño, alone.” Surprisingly, only 4 individuals (1.6%) indicated “Negro, 

alone”. More people actually self-identified as “Indio, alone” (2.8%) and “Jabao, alone” (2%) 

than the English equivalent of “black.” Only five participants wrote in something other than the 

options provided, while twenty-eight others (11.3%) selected two or more options. 

The fact that “Blanco” and “Trigueño” were selected the most was not unexpected. 

However, the surprisingly low number of individuals choosing “Negro” is worth noting for an 

important reason. Even though the number of “Black, alone” individuals decreased 6.1% 

between Appendix I and Appendix II, it continued to decrease (an additional 2.4%) between 

Appendix II and Appendix III. This continued decrease occurred despite the fact that most 

participants completed the Spanish language version of the survey in which the word “Negro” 

was listed in the exact same fashion for both appendices. This suggests that several people, if 

given the chance to self-identify as “Trigueño”, will assume this form of racial identity at the 

expense of “Negro.” In fact, six individuals who selected “Black” for Appendix II then chose 

“Trigueño” for Appendix III106. This development supports literature (Godreau 2008, Godreau 

and Vargas-Ramos 2009) that has examined the way in which “trigueño” has in part become a 

                                                

105 A number that is significantly greater than the “White, alone” group classified through 
Appendix I, where p = 0.05. Thus, the Ha that the number of “White, alone” participants would 
be significantly greater than the number of “Blanco, alone” participants can be accepted. 
 
106 One person who self-identified as “Black” on Appendix II wrote “Taíno” for Appendix III, 
while another selected “Jabao.”  
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euphemistic way to describe people who were formerly referred to as black. Once again, this 

underscores the importance of black denial, or at the very least, an understanding that blackness 

is something that must be “softened up” in order to be more socially acceptable.  

Another interesting observation is that more participants identified as “Blanco, alone” 

(46.4%) when completing Appendix III than “White, alone” (41.9%) when answering Appendix 

II. It stands to reason that the number of individuals who self-identified in this fashion would 

remain constant between both forms. Perhaps, this slight increase was attributed to the way in 

which each question was phrased. Appendix II asked “What is your race?”, and if participants 

selected “Mixed Race”, they were then required to choose or write in two or more forms of 

identity. Appendix III asked “Which of the following best describes your race?”, and even 

though it did not explicitly require only one response, it is likely that most participants 

interpreted that question by believing that only one response was sufficient. If this was indeed 

the case, it helps to explain why eight “Mixed Race” individuals from Appendix II self-identified 

as “Blanco, alone” when completing Appendix III. Perhaps, these individuals felt like they were 

“Mixed Race”, but not enough so to self-identify as “Trigueño” or “Jabao.” This development 

also speaks to the importance of explicit instructions on a survey form. Since Appendix III did 

not include an option that then explicitly required multiple selections (as was the case with 

“Mixed Race” in Appendix II), most of them decided to select one option only107. This is 

important to consider when looking at U.S. Census data for Puerto Rico and its paucity of mixed 

race individuals. If people (who feel they are of mixed ancestry) are not given an explicit 

                                                

107 Even if that one option indicated mixed race (e.g. “Trigueño” or “Jabao”) 
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instruction to select more than one race, perhaps, a majority of them are satisfied in providing 

only one response108.  

4.3b Appendix III Results for Follow-up Questions 

After answering Question 1, participants were then asked two follow-up questions 

concerning how they believe others would racially classify them (Table 5 above). Specifically, 

Question 2 asked if participants believed that other Puerto Ricans would racially classify them in 

the same way they classified themselves in Appendix III, and Question 3 asked if they believed 

Americans (stateside) would classify them similarly. For both questions, if they answered “No”, 

they were asked to provide what term others would use to racially describe them.  

For Question 2, 218 participants replied “Yes”, 22 answered “No”, and 8 responded with 

“I don’t know.” For those who replied “No”, eight of these individuals self-identified as either 

“Trigueño” or “Indio”, but claimed that other Puerto Ricans would classify them “Blanco.” In 

addition, three of the twenty-two individuals who replied “No” claimed that other Puerto Ricans 

would classify them as “Negro”, despite self-identifying as either “Trigueño” or “Indio.”  

For Question 3, only 117 replied “Yes”, while 130 answered “No109.”  Of those who 

replied “No”, 28 followed up their response with “I don’t know” concerning how they believe 

Americans would racially classify them. Perhaps, due to lack of familiarity with the cultural and 

racial framework stateside, it stands to reason why a larger number of participants answered “I 

                                                

108 This could be strongly applicable to many stateside residents as well. Even though the 
Mainland does not have the strong history of miscegenation (as compared to Latin America), the 
small segment of the population that indicated “Two or More Races” (2.4% according to 2010 
U.S. Census data) could be, in part, attributed to lack of explicit instructions for multiple 
selections.  
 
109 One participant did not answer either way.  
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don’t know” in comparison to Question 2. Along the same lines, the inordinate number of people 

who replied “No” is quite understandable, whether this widespread belief that Americans would 

classify them differently is legitimate or not. Of these 130 individuals, only 4 participants felt 

like Americans would describe them as “White110.” Meanwhile, 29 of these 130 individuals felt 

like Americans would describe them as “Black111”, and 28 others replied with “Hispanic or 

Latino112.” Other responses mostly included “Puerto Rican”, “Trigueño” 113 and “Not White.” 

Only three participants suggested “Mexican114.”  

Whether the belief that Americans would racially classify them differently is rooted in 

living/traveling experiences stateside or just simply based on conjecture, it was interesting to 

note that such a large number of participants (n = 29) felt like they would be considered black 

stateside. As noted previously, I only classified five participants as “Black/Negro, alone.” I 

previously expected that a larger number of participants would answer “Mexican” based on the 

cultural significance that Mexico has had on the U.S. through immigration, food, and popular 

culture. In fact, based on anecdotal accounts I have gathered from Puerto Ricans living in 

Indiana, a considerable number have shared their frustration (and, at times, amusement) 

concerning the confusion Americans have had with Puerto Rican and Mexican identities. 

However, it appears that either most participants were unfamiliar with this particular type of 

                                                

110 Three of these individuals self-identified as “Trigueño”, the other person “Negro” 
 
111 Eighteen of these individuals self-identified as “Trigueño”, nine others “White” 
 
112 Nine of these individuals self-identified as “Trigueño”, nine others “White” 
 
113 Even though it is highly unlikely that many non-Hispanic Americans have heard of this term. 
 
114 Two of these individuals self-identified as “Trigueño”, the other person “Indio” 
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mistaken identity (i.e. Mexican for Puerto Rican), or most of the living/traveling experiences for 

this sample have transpired in places where Mexicans did not comprise a large share of the local 

minority population115.  

Further examining the data, 45.2% of participants who self-identified as “Blanco, alone” 

believed that Americans would classify them differently. This not only supports the notion that 

whiteness is more inclusive in Puerto Rico as compared to the Mainland, but that widespread 

acknowledgment of this fact is in place as well. In other words, many self-identified whites 

likely know that they would not be classified as such stateside. Also noteworthy is that 61.4% of 

self-identified “Trigueños” believed that Americans would classify them differently. However, I 

suspect that many of these participants felt this way because of the understanding that 

“Trigueño” is not a commonly-used term for racial classification stateside.  

 

4.4 Observer Reported Data 

As mentioned previously, for practical and ethical reasons, the systematic collection of 

data on race should be conducted through a self-identification process. However, because 

discrimination is often dependent on external interpretations of one’s race, it is important that a 

comprehensive assessment of racial composition consider observer-reported classification data 

as well. Accordingly, my assistant and I provided racial classification data to be compared to 

participant-recorded data to determine if significant differences existed based on the enumerator 

involved. 

                                                

115 Due to lack of racial and ethnic diversity in Indiana, based on my observations, many people 
who do not appear white or black (but do appear “Hispanic”) are frequently assumed to be 
Mexican.  
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4.4a Appendix II Results 

 Using Appendix II, I classified 26.2% of individuals as “White, alone”, which 

marked a decrease of 15.7% between participant-reported data and my particular set of observer-

reported data (Table 6). Meanwhile, I classified 71.8% of participants as “Mixed Race”, and only 

2.1% as “Black, alone.” Even though I only classified 5 participants as appearing “Black, alone”, 

I indicated black ancestry to some degree for 68.5% of the total. In addition, I indicated 

indigenous ancestry for 37.5% of the sample.  

The considerable decrease in “White” and “Black, alone” numbers between participant-

recorded data and my set of observer-recorded data mostly resulted in a significant increase 

(27.8%) in “Mixed Race” individuals. Put simply, according to my observations based on 

phenotypes alone, I did not perceive as many individuals to look as “white” or as “black” as what 

 

Table 6. Results for Appendix II: Modified Census Form for Question on Race     
(Observer-Reported Data Compared to Participant-Reported Data) 

Racial Classification P.I. Data 
(% of Sample) 

Assistant’s Data 
(% of Sample) 

Participant Data 
(% of Sample) 

Mixed Race 71.8a 62.5a 44.0 

White, alone 26.2a 27.2a 41.9 

White, alone or in combination 97.6a 82.7 82.7 
Black, African American, or Negro, 

alone 2.1 10.5 4.0 

Black, African American, or Negro, 
alone or in combination 68.5a 58.5a 36.7 

Taíno Indian, alone 0.0 0.0 6.5 
Taíno Indian, alone or in 

combination 37.5 27.4 38.7 

Other Race (check marked), alone  0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other (written) 0.0 0.4 3.6 
a Value is significantly different from participant-recorded data, where p < .05 and n ≥ 30 
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I have been accustomed to living stateside. Accordingly, almost all participants appeared to have 

at least some white ancestry, most seemed to possess at least some black ancestry, and over one-

third appeared to have what I would describe as at least some Amerindian features.  

My assistant classified 27.2% of participants as “White, alone”, which marked a decrease 

of 14.7% between participant-reported data and his particular set of observer-recorded data. 

Meanwhile, he classified 62.5% as “Mixed Race” and 10.5% as “Black, alone.”  In addition, he 

indicated black ancestry to some degree for 58.5% of the sample, and indigenous ancestry for 

27.4% of the total.  

Unexpectedly, his assessment of the “White, alone” portion of the sample was nearly 

identical to my own. Perhaps, his familiarity with academic literature concerning race and white 

favoritism has made him more inclined to see more “nonwhites” than most local residents. 

However, compared to my dataset, he classified more individuals as “Black, alone”, suggesting 

that his interpretation of blackness is perhaps broader than my own. Furthermore, he was less 

inclined to indicate indigenous ancestry, perhaps because of his familiarity with the “Taíno 

movement” that has emerged in recent decades at the expense of black acceptance.  

4.4b Appendix III Results 

Using Appendix III (Table 7), I classified 26.2% of individuals as “Blanco, alone”, which 

was the exact same figure that I recorded for “White, alone” when completing Appendix II. I 

used the logic that if I recorded a participant to be a single race in one instrument, that person 

should be recorded similarly if the exact same option (verbatim) is listed in another instrument. 

This marked an 18.4% decrease between participant-recorded data and my set of observer- 

reported data. Likewise, the number of “Negro, alone” individuals remained at 2.1% for both 
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Table 7. Results for Appendix III: Question 1- Locally-Used Terms for Race          
(Observer-Reported Data Compared to Participant-Reported Data) 

Racial Classification P.I. Data 
(% of Sample) 

Assistant’s Data 
(% of Sample) 

Participant Data 
(% of Sample) 

Blanco, alone 26.2a 33.8a 46.4 

Blanco, alone or in combination 48.4 55.2 56.9 

Negro, alone 2.1 17.7 1.6 

Negro, alone or in combination 8.9 33.5 7.3 

Trigueño, alone 26.6 6.5a 33.5 

Trigueño, alone or in combination 53.6a 27.4a 40.7 

Indio, alone  0.4 0.0 2.8 

Indio, alone or in combination 4.4 0.0 7.3 

Jabao, alone 7.3 4.0 2.0 

Jabao, alone or in combination 23.0 19.0 4.0 

Some other option/race 0.0 0.4 2.0 
a Value is significantly different from participant-recorded data, where p < .05 and n ≥ 30 

 

instruments (actually marking a 0.5% increase between participant-recorded data and my 

observer-recorded data). However, for intermediate appearances (i.e. “Trigueño” and “Jabao”), 

since I did not limit myself to one selection, I often chose more than one option (resulting in a 

variety of combinations). Ultimately, I classified 53.6% of participants as “Trigueño, alone or in 

combination” and 23% as “Jabao, alone or in combination.” For indigenous appearance, I only 

classified one person as “Indio, alone” (i.e. a person I felt had very strong Amerindian features),  

but 4.4% as “Indio, alone or in combination” (i.e. persons I felt had relatively strong Amerindian 

features).  

My assistant classified 33.8% of individuals as “Blanco, alone”, resulting in a 12.6% 

decrease between participant-recorded data and his set of observer-recorded data. However, this 
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also marked a 6.6% increase between his “White, alone116” total for Appendix II and his 

“Blanco, alone” total for Appendix III. As previously mentioned, this was perhaps attributed to 

the fact that respondents (including him) were more inclined to select only one option with 

Appendix III based on how the question was phrased. However, this also suggests that the 

locally-used terms found in Appendix III carry slightly different connotations than the options 

(or combination of options) provided in Appendix II. For example, many respondents (including 

my assistant) perhaps interpreted Appendix II to mean “What is your ancestry?”, while they 

understood Appendix III to mean “Which (one) of the following would best describe yourself?” 

This could explain why both his and the participant-recorded datasets were marked by increases 

in “Blanco, alone” percent (i.e. individuals perceiving themselves as mixed race ancestrally, but 

closer to “Blanco” than “Trigueño” or “Jabao” if given the explicit choice). 

My assistant also classified more participants as “Negro, alone” for Appendix III (15.7%) 

than he did as “Black, alone” for Appendix II (10.5%). Once again, this likely speaks to the 

broader, more inclusive meaning of “Negro” when used in a colloquial way to describe racial 

appearance as compared to its use when found within a survey117 such as Appendix II. 

Considering this, it stands to reason that he classified fewer individuals as “Trigueño, alone or in 

combination” (27.4%) and no participants as “Indio, alone or in combination” knowing that both 

terms are often used to conceal or euphemistically replace black identity.  

 

 

                                                

116 Once again, “White” is listed as “Blanco” in the Spanish language version for Appendix II 
(Appendix II/B) 
 
117 A survey created from a different cultural understanding of race 
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4.5 Composite Race Results 

Considering the various methods in which data on race were collected (i.e. Appendices I-

III, including datasets that were both self and observer-provided), I found it necessary to create a 

composite value for race. As outlined in Chapter 3, this value simplifies the racial enumeration 

process in two ways. First, it combines classification data resulting from all instruments involved 

into one numerical/categorical value118. A composite race value of “1” indicates “White, alone”, 

“2” indicates “Mixed, White predominant”, “3” indicates “Mixed, no race predominant”, and a 

value of “4” indicates “Black predominant.” The numerical component is critical, because it 

allows for a mean value to be calculated that may represent racial skewness in one direction or 

the other (from white to black) within various spatial units (neighborhoods or census tracts).  In 

other words, it provides a better idea if certain spatial units appear to be “whiter” or “blacker.” If 

a spatial unit’s mean value equals “1.0”, that would suggest that everyone within was classified 

as “White/Blanco, alone” by at least two of the three enumerators. By the same token, if a spatial 

unit’s mean value equals “4.0”, that would suggest that everyone within was classified as “Black, 

predominant119” by at least two of the three enumerators.  

Second, composite race values represent consensus among enumerators, meaning that at 

least two of the three people providing racial data classified a participant similarly. Although 

subsequent forms of statistical and spatial analysis in this study will account for all inputs of 

racial enumeration (for the sake of comparative analysis), I will frequently cite composite race 

                                                

118 Where values “One” through “Four” represent a range from white to black 
 
119 Participant-recorded data and my data included very few “Black/Negro, alone” individuals for 
all instruments involved. However, as mentioned, if the combination of all categorical data 
suggested that a person is of stronger West African ancestry than anywhere else, he/she was 
categorized as “Black, predominant.”  
 



109 

values for simplification purposes. Although this value is arbitrarily devised, it represents the 

most suitable method by which all instruments and recorder inputs can be evaluated at once. 

Based on consensus, 23.8% of participants were categorized as a “1”, 32.7% a “2”, 37.1% a “3”, 

and 6.5% a “4” (Table 8).  This resulted in a composite score average of 2.29 for the entire 

sample. Closer examination of enumerator inputs show that participant-based data resulted in an 

average value of 2.15, my observer-based data averaged 2.34, and my assistant’s observer-based 

data averaged 2.39. This means that participants on average were inclined to self-identify closer 

toward the “white” end of the spectrum as compared to observer-recorded results, whereas my  

 

Table 8. Composite Race Results 

Composite	  Race	  Values	  
Based	  on	  All	  

Instruments	  Involved	  

Percent	  of	  
Sample	  When	  
Combining	  All	  
of	  Participant-‐
Recorded	  Data	  

Percent	  of	  
Sample	  When	  
Combining	  All	  

of	  P.I.-‐
Recorded	  Data	  

Percent	  of	  
Sample	  When	  

Combining	  All	  of	  
Assistant-‐

Recorded	  Data	  

Percent	  of	  
Sample	  

Based	  on	  All	  
Enumerator	  

Inputs	  

White,	  alone	  	  
(“1”)	   35.5	   26.2	   27.0	   23.8	  (n	  =	  59)	  

Mixed,	  White	  
predominant	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

(“2”)	  
20.6	   18.5	   26.2	   32.7	  (n	  =	  81)	  

Mixed,	  no	  predominant	  
race	  	  (“3”)	   37.5	   48.8	   27.8	   37.1(n	  =	  92)	  

Black,	  predominant	  
(“4”)	   6.5	   6.5	   19.0	   6.5	  (n	  =	  16)	  

	  
Average	  Composite	  

Race	  Value	  for	  Sample	  
Based	  on	  Enumerator	  

2.15	   2.34	   2.39	   2.29	  
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assistant and I were slightly more apt to classify participants toward the “black” end of the 

spectrum. More specifically, I was inclined to classify participants as “Mixed Race” and 

“Trigueño120” (than participants themselves) when completing Appendices II and III, 

respectively. Meanwhile, my assistant was more inclined to classify participants as “Mixed 

Race121” and “Black/Negro122” when completing Appendices II and III, respectively. 

 

4.6 Discussion for Appendices I-III 

The process of racial classification and enumeration is inherently difficult and flawed. As 

mentioned in Chapters 2 and 3, because most social scientists consider race to be a social 

construct that is highly contextual and fluid, any attempt to evaluate racial composition 

(individually or for a broader population) is subject to controversy. However, even if race is 

completely a social construct, individuals must still operate within racialized hierarchies. In 

reality, if many people continue to view the world through a racial lens, then the concept of race 

remains a legitimate force that provides concrete advantages and disadvantages. Thus, it is 

imperative to develop methods that, as best as possible, capture the intricacies with which 

racialized societies operate.  

By no means do the racial classification results found within this chapter completely 

capture the nuance with which Puerto Rico’s racialized system operates. However, considering 

all of the complexities involved, these results provide some key discussion points. First, it 

appears that whiteness is more inclusive in Puerto Rico than mainland United States. For 

                                                

120 For both participant-recorded “Whites” and “Blacks”, but especially “Whites” 
 
121 For participant-recorded “Whites” 
 
122 For participant-recorded “Trigueños”  
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example, even if participants were given alternative survey instruments (Appendices II and III) 

instead of the replica of the U.S. Census form, on average, they were still more inclined to self-

identify as “White/Blanco, alone” as compared to observer-reported data provided by me and my 

assistant. These developments supported the alternative hypotheses that the number of observer-

reported whites would be greater than the number of participant-reported whites. These 

alternative forms collectively addressed many of the issues cited in the literature, but did not 

necessarily prevent certain observer-reported nonwhites from selecting a “White/Blanco, alone” 

identity for themselves. Based on these results, I believe that the inordinately large white 

population of Puerto Rico is mostly attributed to the U.S. Census form itself. However, the 

cultural inclination to favor white identity over others remains as a strong explanatory reason as 

well.  

Another important discussion point concerns the fact that it was a serious challenge to 

classify and enumerate race—especially considering that a wide array of intermediate 

appearances involving white, black, and indigenous ancestry was involved. For example, it was 

often difficult to distinguish between someone with apparent white and black ancestry, from 

another individual with apparent white, black, and indigenous ancestry. Because my assistant 

and I were not familiar with participants’ family histories, it often seemed like a guessing game 

based on phenotypes. Coming from a U.S.-centric cultural conception of race that is very 

compartmentalized in nature123, I often contemplated what type of mixed ancestry I should assign 

to participants who possessed an intermediate appearance.   

                                                

123 Where, the recognition of a person’s race is often immediate and seen as a “given.”  
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Adding to this challenge was the fact that race is almost impossible to quantify. Using the 

logic that racial appearances in Puerto Rico mostly exist on a continuum (with the understanding 

that compartmentalization is very difficult), I attempted to capture phenotypic gradations in the 

most pertinent way possible. However, in order to create a classification system for this study, I 

had to rely on compartmentalization for the purpose of categorization and numerical assignment. 

What were the differences between a participants assigned a “Two” (“Mixed, White 

predominant”) and a “Three” (“Mixed, no predominant race”)? In truth, it was often difficult to 

distinguish (even though it was an arbitrary decision). To further complicate matters, these 

categories and numerical assignments were made based on examining data only, with no 

photographs involved. Regardless, I place confidence in the results because it stands to reason 

that someone born stateside124 (myself) as well as a local resident with a critical assessment of 

racial understanding (my assistant) would classify participants as less white than they would see 

themselves. However, differentiating between the various types of nonwhite appearances (and 

even for some participants who were classified as “White, alone125”) remains a task that is highly 

subject to personal interpretation and is dependent on an arbitrarily-devised conceptual 

framework. 

Last, this leads to another important discussion point. The “One” through “Four” system 

of numerical assignment was created for the purpose of representing the continuum of racial 

appearance based on the logic that whites (composite race group “1”) face problems of racial 

                                                

124 Where the practice of hypodescent dictates that mixed race individuals should be socially 
assigned to the socially subordinate group 
 
125 For certain individuals, a fast assessment was made if they definitively appeared “White, 
alone.” However, for several others, the decision between “White, alone” and something that 
suggested mixed race was often difficult. 
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discrimination and low socioeconomic attainment the least and that individuals who are 

predominantly black (“4”) encounter the most126. However, I remain unsure whether or not the 

boundaries of differentiation I established (e.g. between a “3” and a “4”) actually coincide with 

how racial inequality operates within Puerto Rican society. In other words, I argue that a person 

categorized as “Mixed, no race predominant”127 (“3”) is more likely to be of lower 

socioeconomic attainment when compared to an individual assigned a “2” (“Mixed, White 

predominant”), and especially to a “1” (“White, alone”). While this may generally be true, it 

could also be a result of simple phenotypic variation that could be found within any sample 

where the population mostly consists of racially mixed individuals. For example, several married 

couples were placed in different categories (racially classified in different groups). The same was 

true for siblings who completed surveys in tandem. Would these individuals see each other as 

members of different “races”? It is highly unlikely. Thus, it is important to consider that 

phenotypic variation complicates the linear relationship between increasing “whiteness” and 

increasing socioeconomic attainment.  

Moreover, if this linear relationship is generally true, I remain unsure whether its 

application to nonwhites is more so a function of colonial history or if it is attributable to active 

forms of discrimination. In other words, if mixed, yet lighter-skinned Puerto Ricans are, on 

average, wealthier than mixed, darker-skinned Puerto Ricans, is this fact attributable to history or 

active forms of discrimination? Would participants who were assigned a composite race value of 

                                                

126 Individuals with apparent indigenous features fall somewhere in between. However, as 
mentioned in Chapter 2, considering the nationalistic embracement of the Taíno movement in 
recent decades, it is difficult to argue that having Amerindian features today leads to widespread 
discrimination.  
 
127 e.g. Someone classified as “Trigueño” 
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“2” actually face fewer obstacles to greater socioeconomic attainment than those who were 

assigned a “3”? Examining differences in levels of discrimination experienced by various groups 

is much more difficult than examining differences in socioeconomic attainment. 

 

4.7 Appendix IV- Socioeconomic Data Results 

I used Appendix IV to collect general information from participants in order to identify 

possible relationships between data on race and socioeconomic conditions. The average age of 

the sample was relatively high at 53.4 years. Perhaps, because older residents are more likely to 

seek dental services or have greater access to medical care overall, this higher figure was not 

unusual. Considering this, subsequent forms of analysis include controls for age128.  For 

example, I found it necessary to examine data for participants under the age of 65 when 

assessing the relationship between racial classification and household income, as many 

participants indicated that they were retired. By extension, controlling for age allowed for key 

insights concerning political party affiliation, commute time, monthly mortgage/rent payments, 

and educational attainment as well. General information for the entire sample is presented in 

Table 9.  

All participants answered questions for gender and age, while a majority provided either 

their street, neighborhood, or barrio for place of residence129. Similarly, most participants were 

willing to share their household income and highest level of educational attainment. However, I 

                                                

128 When controlling for age, I excluded information for participants ages 65 and over. I did not 
control for ages 18-22, because many college-age students in Puerto Rico reside with their 
parents (even if they are enrolled in a university).  
 
129 Information that was necessary for Chapter 5. 
 



115 

was unable to gather as much data concerning average monthly mortgage/rent payment, daily 

commute time to work or school, and method of transportation, mostly because these types of 

information did not apply to a large portion of the sample. The question that seemed to elicit the 

most comments, but yet was answered the least, concerned political party affiliation. 

Specifically, many participants displayed a sense of reluctance when responding to the 

question130. The only dataset that will be completely excluded for analysis concerns method of 

transportation, as only four participants indicated that they either take public transportation or 

ride a bicycle for commuting purposes.  

Overall, Table 9 shows that participants ages 18-64 had slightly higher income and educational 

attainment than the sample as a whole. This made sense considering that individuals ages 65 and 

over were less likely to remain within their peak earning years for income. Moreover, older 

respondents most likely faced fewer pressures to obtain advanced degrees for employment in 

their youth. However, participants ages 18-64 reported significantly lower monthly 

mortgage/rent payments as compared to the sample as a whole. For example, although only 15 

participants over the age of 65 reported their monthly mortgage/rent payment, their collective 

average of $973 was significantly higher ($256+) than the remainder of the sample. This was 

highly unexpected, especially considering that their average household incomes were slightly 

less as compared to participants ages 18-64. Finally, concerning average commute time and 

political party affiliation, controlling for age did not appear to have a statistically significant 

impact on the results.  

 

 

                                                

130 Whether they shared a political affiliation or not 
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4.8 Race and Socioeconomic Data 

The following section of data analysis was critical to the study as it examined possible 

differences between the various inputs for racial classification and corresponding levels of 

socioeconomic attainment. To employ a simpler method of comparative analysis, for subsections 

4.8a-b, racial classification was defined in binary terms of white and nonwhite only. 

Accordingly, participants identified as “White/Blanco, alone” (at each level of enumeration) 

were reclassified as white, while all remaining respondents were reclassified as nonwhite. This  

Table 9. General Information and Socioeconomic Data for Sample      
(Ages 18-64 Italicized in Grey) 

Age (n = 248) 𝑥  = 53.4  𝑥 = 54   (Ages 65+) n = 89 (Ages 18-64) n = 159 
 

Gender (n = 248) Male n = 126 Female n = 122 
 

Household 
Income           
(n = 208) 
  
Ages 18-64 
(n = 130) 

𝑥  = 
$38,120  

𝑥 = 
$40,000 

(< $20,000)   
n = 61 

($20,000-$59,999) 
n = 115 

($60,000+) 
 n = 34 

𝑥  = 
$41,937  

𝑥 = 
$40,000 

(< $20,000)   
n = 35 

($20,000-$59,999) 
n = 69 

($60,000+) 
 n = 26 

 

Educational Attainment Categorical 𝑥 = 3.2 (n = 225)   𝑥  = 3.3 (n = 144) 

Some High 
School (1) 

High School 
(2) 

Some 
College 

(3) 

Bachelor’s 
(4) 

Master’s 
(5) 

PhD/Professio
nal 
(6) 

n = 12 n = 51 n = 78 n = 59 n = 18 n = 7 

n = 6 n = 24 n = 52 n = 46 n = 10 n = 6 
 

Average Monthly 
Mortgage/Rent Payment 

𝑥  = $748.07 
(n = 114)  𝑥 = $700.00  𝑥   = $713.64  

(n = 98) 𝑥  = $700.00 

 
Average Commute Time in Minutes 𝑥  = 29.3 (n = 108)  𝑥   = 30.2  (n = 99) 

 
Political Party 
Affiliation 

PNP = 39 
(40.6%) 

PPD = 48 
(50.0%) 

PIP = 9 
(9.4%)  PNP = 21 

(42.9%) 
PPD = 23 
(46.9%) 

PIP=5 
(10.2%) 
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allowed me to conduct t-tests for two-sample means (assuming unequal variances) to determine 

if socioeconomic attainment for whites was significantly higher than for nonwhites. I then 

determined if statistically significant differences existed in socioeconomic attainment between 

observer-reported whites and participant-reported whites for Appendices II and III. Under 

subsection 4.8c, comparisons of sample means included composite race values. This allowed for 

a more nuanced examination of racial data, specifically concerning all participants classified as 

nonwhite.  

 

4.8a Socioeconomic Data for Participant-Reported Whites and Nonwhites, as Indicated 

through Appendices I-III  

I previously hypothesized that the alternative instruments (Appendices II and III) would 

show greater average socioeconomic attainment131 for “White/Blanco, alone” individuals on 

average because these particular subsamples would be, in reality, whiter than the “White, alone” 

group identified through Appendix I (where 62.9% of the sample self-identified in this manner). 

Results for participant-recorded race in association with socioeconomic data are presented in 

Table 10. 

For all three instruments, whites reported higher household incomes than nonwhites132. 

Unexpectedly, average household income was the greatest between whites and nonwhites 

identified through Appendix I. Moreover, the greatest level of parity existed between whites and 

nonwhites identified through Appendix II. When controlling for age, there appeared to be even 

                                                

131 Specifically, higher household incomes, monthly mortgage/rent payments, and educational 
attainment levels 
 
132 Statistically significant differences existed between whites and nonwhites classified through 
Appendices I and III.  
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greater parity in household income at all three levels. In fact, when participants ages 65 and over 

were excluded, nonwhites identified through Appendix II reported slightly higher household 

incomes than whites.  

Regarding educational attainment, figures remained rather consistent regardless of which 

instrument was used. In addition, there were no statistically significant differences in categorical 

averages of educational attainment between whites and nonwhites. When controlling for age,  

Table 10. Socioeconomic Data for Self-Reported Whites Versus Nonwhites, as Indicated in 
Appendices I-III (Ages 18-64 Italicized in Grey) 

Subject 
 

( 𝑥 ) 

Whites 
Appendix 

I  

Nonwhites 
Appendix I  

Whites 
Appendix 

II  

Nonwhites 
Appendix 

II  

Whites 
(“Blancos”) 
Appendix 

III  

Nonwhites 
Appendix 

III  

Household 
Income 

$40,414a $33,419 $39,489 $36,720 $41,259a $34,843 

$39,870 $35,277 $38,465 $39,893 $40,075 $37,646 

Educational 
Attainment 

3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.1 

3.4 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.3 
Monthly 

Mortgage/ 
Rent 

Payment 

$739.27 $764.13 $754.31 $743.94 $751.33 $745.30 

$693.30 $746.11 $675.88 $734.62 $717.70 $710.33 

Commute 
Time in 
Minutes 

30.1 28.3 24.5 31.4 30.2 28.8 

31.5 28.6 26.2 31.6 31.3 29.6 

Political 
Party 

Affiliation 
 

PNP-  
41.3% 

PNP-  
38.2% 

PNP- 
57.1% 

PNP- 
32.7% 

PNP- 
47.8% 

PNP- 
34.7% 

PDP-  
52.4% 

PDP- 
47.1% 

PPD- 
33.3% 

PPD- 
58.2% 

PPD- 
45.7% 

PPD- 
57.1% 

PIP- 
 6.3% 

PIP- 
14.7% 

PIP- 
9.5% 

PIP- 
9.1% 

PIP- 
6.5% 

PIP- 
8.2% 

PNP- 
36.7% 

PNP- 
38.9% 

PNP- 
53.3% 

PNP- 
39.4% 

PNP- 
50.0% 

PNP- 
37.0% 

PPD- 
53.3% 

PPD- 
38.9% 

PPD- 
46.7% 

PPD- 
48.5% 

PPD- 
45.5% 

PPD- 
48.1% 

PIP-  
10.0% 

PIP- 
22.2% 

PIP- 
0.0% 

PIP- 
12.1% 

PIP- 
4.5% 

PIP- 
14.8% 

	  
a Value for whites is significantly greater than for nonwhites, where p < .05 and n ≥ 30 
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education attainment increased uniformly for both whites and nonwhites across all three 

instruments. However, once again, there appeared to be no correlation between racial 

classification of white or nonwhite and educational attainment. These results raise the question, 

“If nonwhites are as educated on average as whites, why does an apparent income gap exist?”  

If, in fact, these findings are representative of the greater population, a multitude of 

variables working in concert are likely to explain the income gap. In particular, I argue that an 

income difference is likely to be one of the last manifestations of parity between groups of 

people who have historically been in positions of advantage (in this case, whites) versus 

individuals who historically have been in positions of disadvantage (nonwhites). For example,  

stateside, females have reached parity concerning educational attainment, and yet, median wages 

were only 81% of that of men’s in 2010 (U.S. Department of Labor 2011). Accordingly, it is 

important to track the progress with which an income gap in Puerto Rico is changing (if at all) 

between whites and nonwhites. Perhaps, similar to the case of males versus females stateside, an 

income gap that was once closing between whites and nonwhites in Puerto Rico has more 

recently experienced a plateau effect. If this were the case, investigations into the structural 

limitations for nonwhites would have to be seriously addressed. However, this type of 

assessment would carry little weight if minimal trust were placed in official racial statistics. For 

example, if current research on inequality in Puerto Rico were to continue using U.S. Census 

data for racial statistics, it would be extremely difficult to determine the degree with which active 

forms of discrimination are responsible.  

Perhaps the most unexpected results concerning the relationship between racial 

classification of white or nonwhite and socioeconomic attainment involved monthly 

mortgage/rent payments. Nonwhites identified through Appendix I actually made significantly 
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higher payments as compared to whites. Conversely, whites identified through Appendices II and 

III made slightly higher payments than nonwhites. However, when controlling for age, whites 

identified through Appendix II made significantly lower payments than nonwhites. This 

suggested that whites ages 65 and over were making considerably higher mortgage/rent 

payments than the remainder of the sample. In fact, when examining the data more closely, I 

discovered that this particular group averaged mortgage/rent payments that exceeded $1,028 

monthly. Perhaps, this was more indicative of a statistical anomaly resulting from small sample 

size (n = 11); however, the possible relationship between higher real estate values and racial 

identity for older residents of Puerto Rico is worth further investigation. In other words, is 

wealth not only primarily confined to a certain racial group within Puerto Rico, but more 

specifically, to elderly members of that racial group in particular?   

Another noteworthy relationship was that between racial self-identification and political 

party affiliation. Of the 96 participants overall who provided this information, 50.0% indicated 

support for the PPD, 40.6% indicated support for the PNP, and 9.4% indicated support for the 

PIP133. However Appendices II and III134 indicated that whites were more supportive of the PNP 

than nonwhites, and especially in comparison to results obtained through Appendix I. For 

instance, 57.1% of “White, alone” individuals according to Appendix II and 47.8% of “Blanco, 

alone” individuals according to Appendix III showed support for the PNP (only 41.3% of whites 

identified though Appendix I indicated the same party support). Meanwhile, nonwhites, 

                                                

133 This figure seemed high based on recent election results in Puerto Rico. However, I suspect 
that there is an important difference between “political party affiliation” (as the survey was 
phrased) and “political voting record.”  
 
134 Even when controlling for age 
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identified through Appendices II and III, indicated a stronger level of support (58.2% and 57.1%, 

respectively) for the PPD. These figures suggested a significantly stronger level of support 

among nonwhites than what was indicated through Appendix I (i.e. only 47.1% of nonwhites 

supporting the PPD). 

I previously hypothesized that white individuals would have a stronger political 

affiliation with the PNP due to the party’s support for statehood and neoliberal economic policies 

that typically cater to the wealthier classes. As part of this hypothesis, I expected that whites 

identified through Appendices II and III would show greater support for the PNP as compared to 

whites identified through Appendix I—once again, using the logic that alternative instruments to 

gauge racial composition would result in a more selective, truer to social reality, cohort of white 

individuals. These results appear to confirm my hypothesis. If these findings are indicative of 

broader relationships between racial appearance and political party support, I believe that a new 

course of academic inquiry could develop within political science research in Puerto Rico. For 

example, an important narrative within U.S. political science discourse concerns the relationship 

between various party agendas and the changing demographic (i.e. racial/ethnic) profile of the 

electorate. Even though race is not as socially compartmentalized135 in Puerto Rico, perhaps 

certain “racial” voting patterns exist. If so, I believe that similar studies (that explore racial 

enumeration through alternative methods) could contribute valuable information to an 

underdeveloped field136 of research.  

                                                

135 And perhaps, operationalized  
 
136 Perhaps, the relationship between political party affiliation and racial appearance is 
informally understood among political strategists (or even the greater public) in Puerto Rico; 
however, I did not find any literature that addressed this issue with any depth.  
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Regarding daily commutes, even though whites identified through Appendix II reported 

significantly shorter average times than nonwhites, there appeared to be no salient themes that 

emerged when examining the entirety of data137. As mentioned in Chapter 3, commuting data 

were obtained solely for the purpose of identifying possible relationships between racial 

classification and the method and time with which participants traveled to work or school on a 

daily basis. If the data did in fact suggest that certain groups were more inclined to take specific 

modes of transportation, or that certain groups averaged longer commute times (indicating 

perhaps a longer distance to their destination), then I would have been able to enhance my 

understanding of the relationship between race and the urban geography within the study area. 

However, at least with regard to participant-reported data, no statistical relationships were worth 

further discussion138.   

Lastly, there appeared to be a relationship between age and race/racial identity. My 

assistant and I noticed that many of the elderly participants appeared to be whiter than the rest of 

the sample. Concerning participant-reported data, 73.0%, 55.1%, and 56.2% of participants ages 

65+ self-identified as “White/Blanco, alone” when completing Appendices I-III, respectively. 

Only, 62.9%, 41.9%, and 46.4% of the entire sample self-identified as “White/Blanco, alone” 

when completing Appendices I-III, respectively. This possible relationship will be discussed in 

further detail in the section concerning composite race values.   

 

                                                

137 Other than participants ages 65+ having shorter commute times, regardless of racial 
classification and instrument used. 
 
138 Other than the fact that the controlled subsample (ages 18-64) reported slightly longer 
commute times across the board, regardless of racial self-identification.  
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4.8b Socioeconomic Data for Observer-Reported Whites and Nonwhites, as Indicated 

through Appendices II-III 

First, I will discuss the relationship between observer-reported race, as indicated through 

Appendices II and III, and respective socioeconomic attainment/characteristics. Once again, for 

comparative analysis, racial classification is defined in binary terms of white and nonwhite only. 

I previously hypothesized that observer-recorded “White/Blanco, alone” individuals would have 

higher socioeconomic attainment on average than nonwhites. Moreover, I hypothesized that 

observer-reported whites would show greater political support for the PNP as compared to 

nonwhites. This was based on the aforementioned logic that my assistant and I would classify 

fewer participants as “White/Blanco, alone”139, and that these particular groups would be, in 

actuality, whiter than what was indicated by the participants themselves. The relationships 

between racial classification (as defined through Appendix II and III) and socioeconomic 

attainment/characteristics are presented in Tables 11 and 12.  

Observer-classified whites reported higher household income than nonwhites, regardless 

of enumerator (P.I. or Assistant) and instrument (Appendix II or III). However, income 

differences were not statistically significant at any level of enumeration. Unexpectedly, for race 

data obtained through Appendix III, the respective gaps in household income between “Blanco, 

alone” participants and nonwhites ($3,600 and $3,619) were not as large as what was indicated 

through participant-recorded race data ($6,416—see first row of data in Table 12). Moreover,  

 

                                                

139 Given our more critical and limiting perspective on whiteness 
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Table 11. Comparison of Socioeconomic Data for Participant-Reported Versus Observer-
Reported Whites and Nonwhites, as Indicated Through Appendix II                                           
(Ages 18-64 Italicized in Grey) 

Subject 
 

( 𝑥 ) 

Whites 
Appendix II 
(Participant 

Data)  

Nonwhites 
Appendix II 
(Participant 

Data)  

Whites 
Appendix II 
(P.I. Data)  

Nonwhites 
Appendix 

II 
(P.I. Data)  

Whites 
Appendix II  
(Assistant 

Data) 

Nonwhites 
Appendix II 
(Assistant 

Data)  

Household 
Income 

$39,489 $36,720 $40,768 $37,168 $38,207 $38,088 

$38,465 $39,893 $42,017 $41,920 $38,976 $42,955 

Educational 
Attainment 

3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.1 

3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.3 
Monthly 

Mortgage/ 
Rent 

Payment 

$754.31 $743.94 $895.71a b $714.37 $715.58 $753.33 

$675.88 $734.62 $701.93 $715.60 $699.82 $717.64 

Commute 
Time in 
Minutes 

25.5 31.4 31.9 28.8 34.1 26.8 

26.2 31.6 38.8 28.9 36.6  28.4 

Political 
Party 

Affiliation 
 

PNP- 
57.1% 

PNP- 
32.7% 

PNP- 
51.9% 

 

PNP- 
36.8% 

 

PNP- 
50.0% 

 

PNP- 
36.5% 

 
PPD- 
33.3% 

PPD- 
58.2% 

PPD- 
44.4% 

 

PPD- 
54.4% 

 

PPD- 
46.4% 

 

PPD- 
52.4% 

 
PIP- 
9.5% 

PIP- 
9.1% 

PIP- 
3.7% 

 

PIP- 
8.8% 

 

PIP- 
3.6% 

 

PIP- 
11.1% 

 
PNP- 
53.3% 

PNP- 
39.4% 

PNP- 
66.7% 

PNP- 
39.5% 

PNP- 
58.3% 

 

PNP- 
37.8% 

PPD- 
46.7% 

PPD- 
48.5% 

PPD- 
33.7% 

PPD- 
48.8% 

PPD- 
41.7% 

PPD- 
48.6% 

PIP- 
0.0% 

PIP- 
12.1% 

PIP- 
0.0% 

PIP- 
11.6% 

PIP- 
0.0% 

PIP- 
13.5% 

 
a Value for whites is significantly greater than for nonwhites, where p < .05 and n ≥ 30 
 
b Value for observer-reported whites is significantly greater than for participant-reported whites, 
where p < .05 and n ≥ 30 
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Table 12. Comparison of Socioeconomic Data for Participant-Reported Versus Observer-
Reported Whites and Nonwhites, as Indicated Through Appendix III        
(Ages 18-64 Italicized in Grey) 

Subject 
 

( 𝑥 ) 

Blancos 
Appendix 

III 
(Participant
-Reported)  

Nonwhites 
Appendix 

III 
(Participant
-Reported)  

Blancos 
Appendix 

III 
(P.I.- 

Reported)  

Nonwhites 
Appendix 

III 
(P.I- 

Reported)  

Blancos 
Appendix 

III 
(Assistant-
Reported) 

Nonwhites 
Appendix 

III 
(Assistant-
Reported)  

Household 
Income 

$41,259 a $34,843 $40,768 $37,168 $40,486 $36,867 

$40,075 $37,646 $42,017 $41,920 $42,624 $41,605 

Educational 
Attainment 

3.2 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.1 

3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.2 
Monthly 

Mortgage/ 
Rent 

Payment 

$751.33 $745.30 $895.71a b $714.37 $735.82 $754.28 

$717.70 $710.33 $701.93 $715.60 $688.87 $724.57 

Commute 
Time in 
Minutes 

30.2 28.8 31.9 28.8 33.8 27.3 

31.3 29.6 38.8 28.9 35.7 28.0 

Political 
Party 

Affiliation 
 

PNP- 
47.8% 

PNP- 
34.7% 

PNP- 
51.9% 

 

PNP- 
36.8% 

 

PNP- 
47.4% 

 

PNP- 
36.2% 

 
PPD- 
45.7% 

PPD- 
57.1% 

PPD- 
44.4% 

 

PPD- 
54.4% 

 

PPD- 
44.7% 

 

PPD- 
55.2% 

 
PIP- 
6.5% 

PIP- 
8.2% 

PIP- 
3.7% 

 

PIP- 
8.8% 

 

PIP- 
7.9% 

 

PIP- 
8.6% 

 
PNP- 
50.0% 

PNP- 
37.0% 

PNP- 
66.7% 

PNP- 
39.5% 

PNP- 
52.9% 

 

PNP- 
37.8% 

PPD- 
45.5% 

PPD- 
48.1% 

PPD- 
33.7% 

PPD- 
48.8% 

PPD- 
35.3% 

PPD- 
32 

PIP- 
4.5% 

PIP- 
14.8% 

PIP- 
0.0% 

PIP- 
11.6% 

PIP- 
11.8% 

PIP- 
13.5% 

 
a Value for whites is significantly greater than for nonwhites, where p < .05 and n ≥ 30 
 
b Value for observer-reported whites is significantly greater than for participant-recorded whites, 
where p < .05 and n ≥ 30 
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when controlling for age, the income gaps between whites and nonwhites (across the board) 

decreased—to the point where they were virtually nonexistent.140 

Considering the uniformity in data regardless of enumerator and instrument, perhaps 

these results suggest that whites do, in fact, make slightly higher wages than nonwhites overall. 

However, the fact that the only statistically significant difference in household income existed 

between participant-recorded “Blanco, alone” individuals and nonwhites (a cohort that was 

considerably larger than the “Blanco, alone” groups that were observer-reported), suggests that 

data for nonwhites should be more closely examined. Perhaps, the boundary shift in whiteness 

between participant-reported and observer-reported data (from more inclusive to less inclusive) 

indicates that a certain racial cohort within the nonwhite category is characterized by 

significantly lower household incomes. The possibility of this development will be further 

examined in subsection 4.8c. Furthermore, the fact that, when controlling for age, household 

income gaps between whites and nonwhites virtually disappeared (across the board) suggests that 

this particular disparity between the two defined groups is diminishing with each passing 

generation.  

With regard to average monthly mortgage/rent payments, the only significant difference 

between whites and nonwhites pertained to P.I.-reported data. However, this rather sizeable 

payment gap ($181.34 more on average for whites—found on both Tables 11 and 12) was not 

indicative of a broader pattern. Although the average monthly mortgage/rent payment for 

participants I recorded as “White/Blanco, alone” was significantly higher than for participant-

recorded whites as well, this inference was not further supported by my assistant’s data. 

                                                

140 In fact, assistant-reported nonwhites (as indicated through Appendix II) actually averaged 
higher household income than whites.  
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According to his data, nonwhites (through both Appendix II and III) actually reported higher 

monthly mortgage/rent payments than whites. Due to the lack of any emergent themes within the 

data, I was unable to make further inferences.  

Similarly, for educational attainment and commuting data, no statistically significant 

differences existed between whites and nonwhites, regardless of enumerator and instrument. 

However, except for participant-reported racial data provided through Appendix II, nonwhites 

did appear to average shorter commute times to work or school than nonwhites across the board. 

Even though the postal addresses for places of employment were not obtained in this study, these 

results are worth keeping in mind with regard to the spatial dimensions of race that are outlined 

in the next chapter. 

Finally, and perhaps most interesting, there did appear to be identifiable patterns between 

racial classification and political party affiliation. Even though no differences were statistically 

significant because of limited sample sizes, figures generally seemed to support the observations 

made while assessing participant-reported data (section 4.8a). For example, much like 

participant-reported “White, alone” individuals, whites observer-reported through Appendix II 

showed greater support for the PNP (51.9% and 50.0%, respectively) than nonwhites (36.8% and 

36.5%). Conversely, observer-reported nonwhites clearly showed greater support for the PPD 

(54.4% and 52.4%) as compared to whites (44.4% and 46.4%). Results for observer-reported 

race through Appendix III and political party affiliation were quite similar to results obtained 

through Appendix II141. The greatest level of support among any group for any party concerned 

P.I.-reported “White, alone” participants ages 18-64 and their particular affiliation with the PNP. 

                                                

141 Since I recorded all “White, alone” participants as “Blanco, alone” for Appendix III, 
associated socioeconomic data for both groups are exactly the same.   
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Two-thirds of this cohort reported political support for the pro-statehood party. Moreover, across 

the board, it appeared that whites showed the least (if any at all) support for the PIP, or pro-

independence party, and that younger (ages 18-64) nonwhites reported the greatest level of 

support. 

Even though limited sample sizes of the data must be kept in mind, if stronger support for 

the pro-statehood party is found among younger whites, and if stronger support for the PPD is 

found among younger nonwhites, this presents a host of fascinating research questions with 

regard to the current socio-political climate in Puerto Rico. For example, given present-day 

economic challenges142, are younger white members of the electorate more inclined to view 

statehood as the only remedy? Or conversely, are younger nonwhite members of the electorate 

more inclined to view statehood as a perpetuation of colonial legacy, whereby the only method 

of recourse is to sever ties with the United States? Given these data limitations, I am reluctant to 

make such bold claims; however, the relationship between racial classification of white or 

nonwhite and political party support remained rather consistent, regardless of enumerator or 

instrument. This particular development provides, perhaps, more insight into the relationship 

between race and socioeconomic profile than any other variable that has been examined in this 

study.  

4.8c Comparison of Socioeconomic Data to Composite Race Values 

As mentioned previously, since the dichotomization of race into groups of whites and 

nonwhites is likely to cause a homogenizing effect for the latter, I further dissected the data by 

comparing socioeconomic conditions to composite values for race. Thus, all participants 

previously classified as nonwhites were subsequently reclassified into three different racial 

                                                

142 Anecdotally, many people describe the economic situation in Puerto Rico as horrible. 
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categories—“Mixed, White predominant”, “Mixed, no predominant race”, and “Black, 

predominant.” This way, I was better able to pinpoint where a specific racial group may have 

skewed certain statistical averages. The relationships between composite race values and 

socioeconomic attainment/characteristics are presented in Table 13. 

It appears that the household income gap between whites and nonwhites outlined in 

sections 4.8a-b is specifically found between participants given a composite race value of “2” 

(“Mixed, White predominant”) and a composite race value of “3” (“Mixed, no race 

predominant”). In other words, white or mostly white racial appearances correlated more 

strongly with higher household income, while intermediate and darker/more African-based racial 

appearances more strongly correlated with lower household income. Income gaps between racial 

group “3” and racial groups “1” and “2” marked the only statistically significant differences in 

socioeconomic attainment among the four defined cohorts. However, a few other statistical 

developments must be discussed. First, average household income for participants assigned a 

value of “4” (“Black, predominant”) was considerably less than even group “3”, and if not for 

limited sample size (n = 13), would have likely shown an even greater statistically significant 

correlation between low income and a strong African-based phenotype. Second, average monthly 

mortgage/rent payments for racial group “4” were strikingly lower than the three remaining 

defined groups. Even though sample size was limited, this particular cohort strongly contributed 

to the various payment gaps that were found between whites and nonwhites more generally. 

These statistical developments indicate that as racial appearance became more “Black, 

predominant” (even among nonwhites), socioeconomic attainment appeared to decrease 

noticeably as well.  
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Table 13. Comparison of Socioeconomic Data to Composite Race Values                                  
(Ages 18-64 Italicized in Grey) 

Subject 
 

( 𝑥 ) 

Composite Race 1 
“White, alone” 

 
(n = 59) 

Composite Race 2 
“Mixed, White 
predominant”  

(n = 81) 

Composite Race 3 
“Mixed, no race 
predominant” 

(n = 92) 

Composite Race 4 
“Black, 

predominant”  
(n = 16) 

Household 
Income 

$41,200 (n = 52) $41,019 (n = 66) $34,816 a (n = 77) $30,646 (n = 13) 

$42,768 (n = 25) $48,124 (n = 41) $37,957 (n = 57) $34,000 (n = 6) 

Educational 
Attainment 

3.2 (n = 53) 3.2 (n = 74) 3.1 (n = 85) 3.1 (n = 13) 

3.3 (n = 24) 3.5 (n = 48) 3.2 (n = 65) 3.3 (n = 7) 
Monthly 

Mortgage/ 
Rent 

Payment 

$782.88 (n = 25) $764.54 (n = 37) $751.98 (n = 45) $516.57 (n = 7) 

$699.78 (n = 18) $721.59 (n = 32) $733.47 (n = 43) $542.20 (n = 5) 

Commute 
Time in 
Minutes 

34.4 (n = 19) 27.0 (n = 33) 29.2 (n = 49) 27.1 (n = 7) 

38.3 (n = 15) 28.1 (n = 30) 29.5 (n = 48) 27.1 (n = 7) 

Political 
Party 

Affiliation 
 

PNP- 
60.0% 

PNP- 
38.7% 

PNP- 
30.3% 

PNP- 
28.6% 

PPD- 
33.3% 

PPD- 
51.6% 

PPD- 
60.6% 

PPD- 
57.1% 

PIP- 
6.7% 

PIP- 
9.7% 

PIP- 
9.1% 

PIP- 
14.3% 

(n = 25) (n = 31) (n =  33) (n =  7) 

PNP- 
71.4% 

PNP- 
38.9% 

PNP- 
31.8% 

PNP- 
100.0% 

PPD- 
28.6% 

PPD- 
50.0% 

PPD- 
54.5% 

PPD- 
0.0% 

PIP- 
0.0% 

PIP- 
11.1% 

PIP- 
13.6% 

PIP- 
0.0% 

(n = 7) (n = 18) (n =  22) (n =  2) 

 
a Value for racial group is significantly less than values for “White, alone” and “Mixed, White 
predominant” groups, where p < .05 and n ≥ 30 
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Third, another interesting statistical development concerned average commute times. 

Participants assigned a composite race value of “1” (“White, alone”) reported appreciably longer 

commute times than all three remaining cohorts. While the relationship between race and place 

of residence is explored in the next chapter, these longer commute times are perhaps indicative 

of suburban clustering for individuals who possess a whiter racial appearance. As mentioned 

previously, although addresses for places of employment and schooling were not obtained, these 

figures could suggest that whites live in more peripheral areas of the metropolitan area.  

Lastly, the relationship between white racial classification and support for the PNP (that 

was discussed at length in section 4.8a-b) was reaffirmed with examination of composite race 

values as well. In fact, there was an identifiable pattern with regard to the changing gradations 

from white to black in relation to waning levels of support for this particular political party. In 

other words, as racially defined groups skewed more strongly toward a black identity, political 

affiliation shifted from the PNP to either the PPD or PIP.  

 

 
4.9. Using Multinomial Regression Analysis to Examine the Relationship between 

Socioeconomic Attainment and Composite Race Values 
 

In this section, socioeconomic data were used as independent variables to predict the 

odds ratios of membership to each composite race group. Using composite race value “1” 

(“White, alone”) as the reference group, I obtained likelihood values for being assigned to each 

of the other composite race groups based on various socioeconomic characteristics. For example, 

the following question could be addressed: “Does political affiliation with the PNP make 

participants more or less likely to be assigned a composite race value of “3” (“Mixed, no race 

predominant”) than a composite race value of “1” (“White, alone”)?” As outlined in section 4.9c, 
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since the household income “divide” between whites and nonwhites appeared to take place more 

specifically between those who were assigned composite race values “2” and “3” (instead of “1” 

and “2”), multinomial logistic regression (MLR) allowed for highly interpretable results 

concerning the relationship of racial classification (at four different racial categories) to various 

socioeconomic profiles. Using composite race value “1” as the reference group not only allowed 

for a comparison of all nonwhites to whites, but presented the opportunity to compare whites to 

every nonwhite category (composite race values “2” through “4”) individually as well.  

The initial MLR (Model 1) was based on the logic that “White, alone” (composite race 

group “1”) participants would have: 1) higher household incomes, 2) higher educational 

attainment levels, 3) higher monthly mortgage/rent payments, 4) longer commute times to work 

or school, and 5) a stronger level of support for the PNP than all other composite race groups. 

This constituted the original set of hypotheses that was developed prior to data collection or 

analysis143. Accordingly, all socioeconomic variables (excluding age and sex) were introduced to 

Model 1. For Model 2, I examined the relationship between political party affiliation with either 

the PNP or PPD and respective racial composite values. This was based on results previously 

discussed in sections 4.9a-c, where, regardless of enumerator and instrument  

involved, there appeared to be a rather conspicuous relationship between racial classification and 

political party affiliation. In addition, Model 2 was developed based on the odds ratios 

(exponentiated B values) observed from within Model 1, which also suggested a relationship 

between racial composite value and political party support. For Model 3, I isolated variables for 

age and sex to determine if either had a relationship to composite race values. This was based on 

                                                

143 In fact, this represented one of the original hypotheses that ultimately led to the selection of 
the socioeconomic variables found within this study. 
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my observation in fieldwork that elderly males seemed to be disproportionally represented within 

the various “White, alone” defined groups.   

In addition to Models 1-3, I performed several trial MLR runs to determine if various 

combinations of socioeconomic variables working in concert would lead to significant predictive 

results. However, two main limitations likely precluded the opportunity to develop such robust 

models. The first limitation concerned the fact that only 74 participants provided information for 

every question concerning their respective socioeconomic profile, which resulted not only in a 

smaller sample size overall, but especially for participants who were assigned a racial composite 

value of “4” (“Black, predominant”)144. I ran models using imputed missing data through the 

Multiple Imputation function found in SPSS. However, I did not: A) discover any statistically 

significant predictive models even with those additional data; and B) have confidence in the 

imputed data—due to the fact that such a large volume was missing in the first place. The second 

main limitation concerned the fact that socioeconomic attainment levels between whites and 

nonwhites were, for the most part, not found to be significantly different with regard to sample 

means. As outlined in section 4.9c, the only statistically significant difference in sample means 

concerned household income between participants assigned a composite race value of “3” 

(“Mixed, no race predominant”) and those who were assigned a “1” (“White, alone”) or “2” 

(“Mixed, White predominant”). Even though socioeconomic attainment generally favored whites 

(or at least those categorized as predominantly white) over nonwhites, the paucity of statistically 

significant differences in sample means presented difficulties for robust model development. 

However, insightful results were gathered concerning the odds ratios found within Models 1-3 

                                                

144 Only four participants assigned a composite race value of “4” were included for analysis. 
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(Tables 4.12–14), which help to support some of the observations and results discussed in 

sections 4.9a-c.  

Model 1 (Table 14) resulted in p = .565, whereby I was unable to reject the null hypothesis at a 

confidence level < 0.05. However, an examination of logit estimates for each socioeconomic 

variable revealed that participants assigned racial composite values of “2” (“Mixed, White 

predominant”) and “3” (“Mixed, no race predominant”) were much less likely to support the 

PNP than the PPD in comparison to those assigned a value of “1” (“White, alone). Specifically, 

with all other variables held constant, if participants did not report an affiliation with the PNP, 

they were 2.7 times more likely to be assigned a racial composite value of “2” than a value of 

“1.” Likewise, if participants did not report an affiliation with the PNP, they were over 6 times as 

likely to be assigned a racial composite value of “3.” By extension, for participants who did not 

report an affiliation with the PPD, they were 73% and 48% less likely, respectively, to be 

assigned a composite race value of “2” or “3” than a value of “1.” Simply, these results further 

suggested that whites within the sample were more likely to support the PNP, and that nonwhites 

were more likely to support the PPD.  

Since Model 1 was limited in sample size (n = 74), I decided to isolate political party 

affiliation in Model 2 (Table 15) as an independent variable (nonmetric factor) for predicting 

composite race values, whereby support for either party was represented in binary terms of 

“Yes” or “No” (thus, all 248 participants included). Although the p value (.34) for Model 2  

remained > 0.05, it also indicated a strong relationship between political party affiliation and 

composite race values. For examples, if participants did not report an affiliation with the PNP, 
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Table 14. Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Model 1- Comparison of All 
Socioeconomic Data (Excluding Sex and Age) to Composite Race Values 

Model 1 (n = 74) 

 
 

Intercept only 
 

Final 

Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests Psuedo R-Square 

-2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig. Cox and Snell .199 
           171.737     
             
           1.55339                  16.398           18          .565 

Nagelkerke .220 

McFadden .095 
 

Parameter 
Estimates B Std. 

Error Wald df Sig. Exp 
(B) 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Exp (B) 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
Composite Race 2a 

 

Intercept -1.58 2.512 .396 1 .529    
H.H. Income .000 .000 .000 1 .983 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Education .161 .387 .173 1 .678 1.175 .550 2.509 
Mortgage .003 .002 2.034 1 .154 1.003 .999 1.006 
Commute -.008 .014 .293 1 .588 .992 .965 1.020 
PPD = NO -1.005 1.203 .698 1 .403 .366 .035 3.870 
PPD = YES 0b - - 0 - - - - 
PNP = NO 1.0 1.107 .837 1 .360 2.753 .314 24.114 
PNP = YES 0b - - 0 - - - - 
 
Composite Race 3a 

 

Intercept -1.123 2.425 .214 1 .643    
H.H. Income .000 .000 .111 1 .739 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Education .140 .364 .147 1 .702 1.150 .563 2.349 
Mortgage .002 .002 .814 1 .367 1.002 .998 1.005 
Commute -.005 .013 .166 1 .684 .995 .970 1.020 
PPD = NO -.640 1.168 .300 1 .584 .527 .053 5.201 
PPD = YES 0b . . 0 . . . . 
PNP = NO 1.831 1.135 2.602 1 .107 6.241 .674 57.750 
PNP = YES 0b . . 0 . . . . 
 
Composite Race 4a 

 

Intercept -14.34 3.333 18.530 1 .000    
H.H. Income .000 .000 .211 1 .646 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Education -.239 .609 .154 1 .695 .788 .239 2.599 
Mortgage -.004 .004 1.063 1 .303 .996 .988 1.004 
Commute -.013 .021 .373 1 .541 .987 .947 1.029 
PPD = NO 17.15 .000 . 1 . 2.8x106 2.8x106 2.8x106 
PPD = YES 0b . . 0 . . . . 
PNP = NO -.602 1.595 .142 1 .706 .548 .024 12.476 
PNP = YES 0b . . 0 . . . . 
 

a The Reference Category is “1” (“White, alone”)       
b The parameter is set to zero because it is redundant  



136 

they were 1.9, 2.7, and 2.1 times more likely, respectively, to be assigned a racial composite 

value of “2”, “3”, or “4” than to be assigned a racial composite value of “1.” Meanwhile, if 

participants did not report an affiliation with the PPD, the likelihood that they would be assigned 

a racial composite value of “2”, “3”, or “4” decreased by 9%, 20%, and 48%, respectively, in 

comparison to being racially assigned as “White, alone.” With all participants considered, once 

again, these results further suggested that whites within the sample were more likely to support 

the PNP and that nonwhites were more strongly affiliated with the PPD. 

Concerning Model 3 (Table 16), I aimed to determine if age and/or sex better predicted 

composite race values. The p value of 0.02 represented the only statistically significant MLR 

model that was developed. With regard to age, for every increase in one year, the likelihood that 

participants would be assigned to any of the three nonwhite groups (“2” through “4) were less 

than the likelihood that they would assigned to the “White, alone” composite race group. While 

decreases in odds ratios were slight145 (1.5%, 3.6%, and 1.6%, respectively), this suggested that 

older participants were more likely to be classified as white. In fact, the average age for this 

particular cohort (composite race value = “1”) was 58.0, which was considerably higher than the 

sample mean of 53.4. As mentioned previously, 73.0%, 55.1%, and 56.2% of participants ages 

65+ self-identified as “White/Blanco, alone” when completing Appendices I-III, respectively. 

Since composite race values represent a combination of all enumerator and instrument inputs, 

and is not just a reflection of one person’s assessment (e.g. participant-reported data), the fact 

that whites tend be older than nonwhites suggests that, perhaps, racial admixture has actually 

increased with each passing generation. Granted, Puerto Rico (as discussed previously) has been 

                                                

145 However, given that an increase in unit means “one year of age”, Exp B figures were unlikely 
to be very large. 
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Table 15. Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Model 2- Comparison of Political 
Party Affiliation (Excluding PIP) to Composite Race Values 

Model 2 (n = 248) 

 
 

Intercept only 
 

Final 

Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests Psuedo R-Square 

-2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square .083 Sig. Cox and Snell .027 
          42.576 
             
          35.779                    6.797               6          .340 

Nagelkerke .029 

McFadden .011 
 

Parameter 
Estimates B Std. 

Error Wald df Sig. Exp 
(B) 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Exp (B) 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
Composite Race 2a 

 

Intercept -.127 .613 .043 1 .835    
PNP = NO .638 .444 2.062 1 .151 1.893 .792 4.522 
PNP = YES 0b . . 0 . . . . 
PPD = NO 
PPD = YES 

-.096 
0b 

.475 
. 

.041 
. 

1 
0 

.840 
. 

.909 
. 

.358 
. 

2.303 
. 

 
Composite Race 3a 

 

Intercept -.179 .610 .086 1 .770    
PNP = NO .977 .460 4.518 1 .034 2.657 1.079 6.543 
PNP = YES 0b . . 0 . . . . 
PPD = NO 
PPD = YES 

-.227 
0b 

.454 
. 

.250 
. 

1 
0 

.617 
. 

.797 
. 

.328 
. 

1.940 
. 

 
Composite Race 4a 

 

Intercept -1.350 1.003 1.811 1 .178    
PNP = NO .762 .834 .835 1 .361 2.143 .418 10.983 
PNP = YES 0b . . 0 . . . . 
PPD = NO 
PPD = YES 

-.665 
0b 

.663 
. 

1.006 
. 

1 
0 

.316 
. 

.514 
. 

.140 
. 

1.886 
. 

 

a The Reference Category is “1” (“White, alone”)     
b The parameter is set to zero because it is redundant 
 

 

 

 

 



138 

Table 16. Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Model 3- Comparison of 
Socioeconomic Data for Age and Sex to Composite Race Values 

Model 3 (n = 248) 

 
 

Intercept only 
 

Final 

Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests Psuedo R-Square 

-2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square .083 Sig. Cox and Snell .199 
          450.379     
             
          428.995                   21.384            6          .002* 

Nagelkerke .090 

McFadden .034 
 

Parameter 
Estimates B Std. 

Error Wald df Sig. Exp 
(B) 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Exp (B) 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

 
Composite Race 2a 

 

Intercept .966 .640 2.278 1 .131    
Age -.015 .010 2.376 1 .123 .985 .966 1.004 
Sex = F .461 .349 1.747 1 .186 1.586 .800 3.144 
Sex = M 0b . . 0 . . . . 
 
Composite Race 3a 

 

Intercept 2.264 .605 13.992 1 .000    
Age -.036 .010 13.722 1  .000* .964 .946 .983 
Sex = F .303 .347 .763 1 .382 1.354 .686 2.675 
Sex = M 0b . . 0 . . . . 
 
Composite Race 4a 

 

Intercept -.066 .942 .005 1 .944    
Age -.017 .015 1.176 1 .278 .984 .954 1.014 
Sex = F -.618 .597 1.072 1 .301 .539 .167 1.736 
Sex = M 0b . . 0 . . . . 
 

a The reference category is “1” (“White, alone”)     
b The parameter is set to zero because it is redundant 
* p < 0.05 
 
 

historically characterized by a strong sense of racial admixture; however, I contend that the level 

of miscegenation is possibly greater today than in the past146. If true, this is likely a reflection of 

a multitude of factors, including an increasing sense of socioeconomic parity between whites and 
                                                

146 Similar to the U.S. mainland 
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nonwhites147. Moreover, these results could simply be a function of decreasing numbers for 

“racially unique” groups (e.g. “White, alone individuals) as time passes. Regardless, these results 

supported the empirical observation that a larger share of older participants appeared to be 

“White, alone” when compared to the entire sample.  

Concerning sex, if a participant was female, she was 59% and 35% more likely, 

respectively, to be assigned a composite race value of “2” or “3” than a value of “1.” However, a 

female participant was 46%148 less likely to be assigned a composite race value of “4” than and 

value of “1.” These figures suggest that females were more likely to be self and observer-

reported, through any instrument, as racially mixed—somewhere in between the extreme values 

of “White, alone” and “Black, predominant.” By extension, males, especially older men, were 

more likely to be white than other cohorts based on age or sex. I am unsure why these racial 

patterns based on sex existed within the sample, as I am unaware of any exogenous 

socioeconomic developments that would better explain these results.  

 

4.10. Chapter Summary and Future Direction 

Survey results and analysis present a host of discussion points concerning the 

effectiveness and applicability of this study’s research design. The administration of various 

instruments for the purpose of gauging racial composition in Puerto Rico allowed for numerous 

forms of comparative analysis. This included comparative analysis based on instrument, as well 

                                                

147 Which, then, would lead to more partner selection based on similar social status rather than 
racial appearance. 
 
148 It must be kept in mind, however, that only 16 participants were assigned a composite race 
value of “4.” 
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as comparative analysis based on enumerator. Ultimately, these various forms of comparative 

analysis were developed for the purpose of presenting alternative datasets to those that would be 

provided by the USCB. Duany (2002) contended that no research had at the time explored the 

congruence between cultural representations of race in Puerto Rico and the official racial 

categories of the United States. Although more recent works have innovated a variety of ways in 

which racial identity can be comprehended in Puerto Rico, the methods outlined in this chapter 

most certainly address the academic void that Duany referenced. However, due to a number of 

sampling issues, the array of data that could have effectually highlighted the inadequacies of the 

U.S. Census form in more striking manner, instead, simply offered indications149 of racial 

stratification. First, I will discuss the ways in which research questions for this chapter were 

answered. Second, I will address the shortcomings of research design as well as adjustments that 

could be employed in future work.  

4.10a. Research Questions Addressed 

Research Question 1- If alternative instruments to gauge racial composition were 

administered to a representative sample of the population, would the percent of “White, alone” 

participants be significantly less than what is indicated by official U.S. Census statistics?  

The dramatic decrease in percent of white individuals between the proxy for the current 

U.S. Census form (Appendix I) and the alternative instruments used to gauge racial composition 

(Appendices II and III) suggests that representation of this group in official statistics for Puerto 

Rico is indeed inflated. For example, with 248 participants completing Appendix II, an 

alternative instrument that included subtle changes in formatting and options to the current 

USCB form, this led to a 21.0% decrease in “White, alone” classification. This statistically  

                                                

149 With a few differences that were statistically significant 
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significant difference serves to answer Research Question 1. The administration of this particular 

instrument would require only a few changes for the USCB to adopt, and would most certainly 

allow for greater confidence in official statistics for race on the island. This would have a 

profound impact on studies that rely upon such data, and would ultimately improve research in a 

litany of disciplines in which racial classification is necessary for analysis. Even though 

completion of this form also led to a considerable decrease (5.7%) in “Black, alone” 

classification, it did lead to a substantial increase in the indication of black ancestry (from 14.9% 

with Appendix I to 36.7% with Appendix II). In this way, official statistics concerning black 

denial could be better addressed as well if an alternative instrument like Appendix II were to 

replace the current U.S. Census form.  

Considering that Appendix II still represented an etic, U.S.-based conception of race, the 

administration of Appendix III, a culturally grounded list consisting of locally-used terms for 

racial appearance, led to a 16.5% difference between “White, alone” and “Blanco, alone” 

classification. This statistically significant difference serves to answer Research Question 1 as 

well. Although the adoption of this particular instrument would likely present difficulties in 

standardization and intelligibility for the USCB, it would certainly represent a more culturally 

appropriate method for collecting racial composition data in Puerto Rico when compared to the 

current U.S. Census form150. Similar to the results for Appendix II, Appendix III allowed for 

much more nuanced racial data. This notion is supported by the fact that only 2.0% of 

respondents found it necessary to write in a racial descriptor outside of the five options that were 

included on the form (while 18.1% found it necessary when completing the U.S Census form 

replica). Allowing the target population to better understand a form that they are required to 

                                                

150 This issue is addressed in Chapter 6.  
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complete should be of critical importance to the USCB. Regardless, differences in racial 

composition statistics would not carry as much significance if not for the ability to relate these 

data to various levels of socioeconomic attainment for each classification group. 

Research Question 2- If alternative instruments to gauge racial composition were 

administered, how would changes in racial composition statistics better illustrate socioeconomic 

and residential pattern differences, if any, among participants of various classifications? 

Even though racial composition statistics for the sample considerably varied between 

Appendix I and Appendices II and III, analysis of socioeconomic attainment for whites versus 

nonwhites presented mixed results. The underlying logic behind comparing whites to nonwhites, 

as classified through three different instruments, was that whites defined by Appendices II and 

III would show greater socioeconomic attainment over nonwhites when compared to results 

provided by Appendix I. Accordingly, alternative instruments would help to better define the 

actual white population within the sample, and thus, serve to improve the assessment of racial 

stratification.  

Although self-identified whites, as defined through Appendices II and III reported 

higher151 monthly mortgage/rent payments as compared to those who were defined through 

Appendix I152, no other differences in socioeconomic attainment remained noteworthy. 

However, a socioeconomic characteristic153 that differed between whites and nonwhites, which 

only became evident because of the use of alternative instruments, concerned political party 

affiliation. Even though sample sizes were limited, the connection between racial self-

                                                

151 Though, not at a statistically significant level 
 
152 Perhaps, indicating nicer residential neighborhoods 
 
153 That, perhaps, could be correlated to socioeconomic attainment 
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identification and political party support developed into one of the most salient discussion points 

for this research question. The pro-statehood party appeared to gather the most support from 

“more narrowly defined” whites, while the pro-commonwealth party seemed to have broader 

appeal with “more broadly defined” nonwhites. Encouragingly, this development was further 

bolstered by observer-based datasets that also highlighted the nexus of race and politics.  

Research Question 3- Based on the completion of these alternative instruments, how 

would observer-reported data differ from participant-reported data? How would differences carry 

significance it terms of analysis of socioeconomic attainment and residential patterns?  

Using the same logic that white selectivity would lead to more demonstrable differences 

in socioeconomic attainment, it would stand to reason that whites, as defined through observers 

holding a more stringent view of whiteness, would vary considerably from whites as defined by 

participants themselves. To the contrary, this was not evident in most datasets. However, data did 

show that commute times were greater for observer-reported whites than participant-reported 

whites. Even though the implications of this difference cannot be fully articulated in this study, it 

would suggest that “more narrowly defined” whites live in suburban areas as compared to “more 

broadly defined” nonwhites. This particular development is further explored in the next chapter. 

Also intriguing was that political party affiliation hypotheses appeared to be confirmed through a 

series of statistical analyses, which collectively suggest that the PNP garners more support from 

whites, and that the PPD is more popular among nonwhites. The implications of these findings 

could be rather profound, and will likely be revisited in future work. 

4.10b. Future Direction 

The alternative instruments administered in this study were effective in demonstrating 

that the sample is not as white as U.S. Census data would indicate. Moreover, these instruments 



144 

seemed to address the recurring problem of respondent confusion with the current USCB form 

that has been cited frequently within the literature concerning racial options, omissions, and 

formatting. This is evidenced by the fact that very few participants indicated “Other race” when 

completing both forms. However, it appears that alternative hypotheses stating that whites would 

have higher socioeconomic attainment than nonwhites were generally not accepted primarily 

because of sampling issues. I believe this was more attributable to the demographic/economic 

profile of the study area than to instrument ineffectiveness. In retrospect, I do not believe the 

participant sample comprised an ideal cross-sectional profile for Puerto Rico.  

Future work with similar methods (including the administration of Appendices II and III) 

needs to be carried out in other study areas of Puerto Rico. Other sites, both urban and rural, 

would offer a better cross-sectional sampling of the island’s population. The main concern with 

the study area for this research was that, although data on race and socioeconomic conditions 

nearly match mean values for the island as a whole, Bayamón and neighboring Toa Alta lack the 

ranges inherent to the target population. If Puerto Rico is characterized overall by many 

neighborhoods that are either wealthy or poor and either predominantly white or black, then the 

sample drawn from this study failed to capture a truly representative distribution. It is especially 

critical for any study on inequality and segregation that a better representation of variance is 

included. As such, it would be difficult to show statistically significant differences in 

socioeconomic attainment between people of various racial classifications because class 

becomes the overriding factor. If most people and neighborhoods in any given study area are 

relatively similar, racial stratification is difficult to observe.  

In future research, it is imperative to include neighborhoods of municipios well known 

for affluence (e.g. Guaynabo) and poverty (e.g. Loíza), as this would rectify the sampling issues 
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endemic to this particular study. Furthermore, it is critical to include neighborhoods that are 

strongly characterized by Cuban or Dominican enclaves, as the relationship between national 

origin and race was not fully addressed by this study. For example, if the cultural conception of 

race in Puerto Rico is heavily influenced by nationality (and less so by ancestral origins, as the 

dominant social discourse tends to dictate), the fact that only 6 participants did not claim “Puerto 

Rican” identity perhaps precluded the opportunity to develop a cross-sectional profile, regardless 

of whether one exists or not. In other words, it may be that the social stigma attached to national 

identity is greater than the social stigma attached to racial identity, and if so, this merits further 

study. 

In addition, future work is unlikely to be hampered by the sampling issues that naturally 

arise when data are gathered within the confines of a dental office. The mean age of 53.4 was 

relatively high, and as discussed previously, a possible link between age and race/racial identity 

exists. Age is a key variable to consider when examining socioeconomic attainment, and the fact 

that elderly participants were disproportionally identified as white (at all levels of enumeration) 

likely helped to mitigate indicators of wealth for this particular cohort. For example, many 

elderly participants did not report monthly income or mortgage/rent payments. Moreover, many 

of these same individuals reported lower levels of educational attainment, as advanced degrees 

were not as commonly pursued in previous generations. Collectively, these characteristics could 

suggest misleading levels of socioeconomic attainment that are not quite representative of actual 

living conditions. Though I controlled for age (with analyses that excluded ages 65+), this 

measure strongly reduced sample size (from 248 to 159) and limited the effectiveness of 

quantitative analysis for variables/questions that were frequently left unanswered/incomplete.  
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Data presented in Table 17 further illustrate the complexities that arise from exclusively 

sampling from a dental office. For example, the comparison of data concerning ethnicity and 

race between Puerto Rico, the census tracts that contained at least four participants154, and the 

entirety of the sample are rather straightforward. However, when examining mean and standard 

deviation values for household income, the data offer a conflicting narrative with regard to the 

level of economic variation found within both the study area and the sample. For instance, the 

standard deviation of $9,983 for the census tracts suggests that the study area was indeed more 

economically homogenous than Puerto Rico as a whole. Conversely, the standard deviation of 

$26,325 for the sample suggests that a considerable amount of variation concerning economic 

attainment existed among the 248 participants (much more so than Puerto Rico as a whole). 

However, and importantly, it must be considered that standard deviation in household income for 

Puerto Rico and the census tracts within the study area was analyzed via aggregated datasets. 

Meanwhile, standard deviation in household income for the sample was analyzed at the 

individual level. It is likely that aggregation had the effect of minimizing standard deviation for 

Puerto Rico and the study area, while the lack of aggregation had the effect of enhancing the 

apparent standard deviation within the sample. In other words, even though the standard 

deviation in household income within the sample seems high, this is more likely a reflection of 

A) the fact that individual (person) data are being examined (instead of aggregated data); and B) 

the fact that the sample size (n = 248), although large for this study, remained small in  

                                                

154 Which, constituted most of the pre-defined “study area” 
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Table 17. Demographic Data for Puerto Rico, the Census Tracts Used for Spatial Analysis, 
and the Study Sample 

 
  

 Puerto Rico Census Tracts Used Sample 

Total Populationa 3,725,789 104,366 248 

Percent Hispanic or Latinoa 99 99 99.6 

Percent Puerto Ricana 95.4 94.8 97.6 

Percent White, alonea 75.8 76.8 62.9 

Percent Black, alonea 12.4 10.9 10.1 

Two or More Racesa 3.3 3.2 25.4 

Some other Racea 7.8 7.5 0.4 

Mean Household Incomeb $30,270 $31,560 $38,120 

Median Household Incomeb $19,515 $22,582 $40,000 

Standard Deviation for Mean 
Household Income  

$14,613c $9,983c $26,325 

 

 

aU.S. Census Bureau, 2010, Summary File 1  
 
bU.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012, American Community Survey 

cData analyzed at census tract level 
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comparison to USCB-provided datasets. Does this mean that the sample failed to be 

representative of the study area? I am not sure. However, in future work, it must be kept in mind 

that, not only are different study areas (e.g. municipios) needed for analysis, but a variety in data 

collection sites and methods (e.g. shopping centers, public offices, academic institutions) is 

critical to the research as well.  

Unfortunately, the possibility that the sample was characterized by economic 

homogeneity casts a cloud of suspicion on the validity of certain “positive” results. For example, 

and as previously discussed, data suggest that whites have longer commute times than 

nonwhites. In addition, various forms of analysis show that whites are more strongly affiliated 

with the PNP than nonwhites. However, if the study area is strongly characterized by economic 

homogeneity to begin with, these correlations may be spurious. If whites within the study area 

have relatively equal levels of socioeconomic attainment as compared to nonwhites155, the links 

between commute times/political party affiliation to racial classification go without reasonable 

explanation. In other words, I am unable to explain why a white, middle-class individual is more 

inclined to support the pro-statehood party than a nonwhite, middle class person156. Based on a 

few anecdotal accounts (outside of participant interviews and feedback), I have gathered that 

white individuals in Puerto Rico are more likely to support the PNP than nonwhites. However, in 

                                                

155 Most of the various types of analysis show slightly higher socioeconomic attainment for 
whites, but not at statistically significant levels. 
 
156 I am not saying that observations inferred from the data are to be completely dismissed. In 
fact, I believe what they indicate is important. Rather, I am unable to fully explain why, all 
socioeconomic variables held equal, a difference in racial appearance/classification would 
explain differences in political party affiliation (without “insider” knowledge concerning the 
history of race and politics). At least with differences in commute times, this may be attributed to 
segregated residential patterns from previous generations that still partially remain today.  
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those conversations, class has also been mentioned as the reason why whites are more strongly 

associated with this particular party. Regardless, these results have provided an interesting forum 

with which the discussion concerning race and political party affiliation can be further 

articulated. 

In summary, future work that accounts for these sampling issues is likely to produce a set 

of outcomes that will adequately address some of these problems in research design found within 

this study. Perhaps, continued research will present a host of new research questions and 

developments that will help to enrich racial inequality studies in Puerto Rico. Furthermore, by 

increasing sample sizes and ensuring that surveys are completed in full, the indications of greater 

white affluence identified in this study could perhaps gain statistical significance in future 

research. Lastly, by further investigating the importance of instrument terminology, future work 

will provide valuable insight into the importance of how questions on race are phrased. For 

example, by experimenting with how a “race-based” question is asked, I will be better able to 

determine if respondents’ understandings match my intended line of inquiry. As part of this 

intended process, I could also include some form of delineation between “race” and “color”, as 

results may differ—and actually be more pertinent to the research objectives at hand157. 

  

                                                

157 For example, if I am aiming to determine the importance of race in analysis of socioeconomic 
inequality, skin color (or some other combination of phenotypes) characteristics may serve to be 
as equally important as “racial” classification. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
 

The Spatial Dimensions of Racial and Socioeconomic Data 
 

Analysis within Chapter 4 primarily focused on racial and socioeconomic data that were 

collected from the sample of 248 participants. Accordingly, results indicated a slightly greater 

level of socioeconomic attainment for whites (as defined by different enumerators through 

various instruments) as compared to nonwhites. However, the examination of data did not weigh 

the importance of spatial relationships or parameters. For Chapter 5, the focus shifts to the spatial 

dimensions of those racial and socioeconomic data. Knowing that space is a critical factor for the 

arrangement of underlying data, I wanted to determine if, given a certain set of spatial 

relationships and parameters, a similar narrative would emerge in comparison to the findings 

from the preceding chapter.  

Through Questions 3 and 4 on Appendix IV, I was able to collect and map residential 

street and/or urbanización/barrio information for 219 of the 248 participants in the sample. 

While Chapter 4 focused on aspatial quantitative analysis of survey data, Chapter 5 examines the 

spatial dimensions of race and socioeconomic attainment. For all participants who provided their 

residential street information, I marked their respective places of residence at an approximated 

central point for that street. If participants provided residential urbanización/barrio information 

only, I marked their respective places of residence at an approximated central point (centroid) for 
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that given spatial unit158. Regardless, only census tracts (Figure 10) and urbanizaciónes (Figure 

11) containing at least four participants were used for spatial analysis. A comparison of the 

location for census tracts to urbanizaciónes is found in Figure 12. 

Since most forms of spatial analysis required continuous data, racial classification data 

were most frequently based on composite race values. As outlined in Chapter 3, composite race 

values reflected all inputs for race based on differences in enumerator and instrument. A value of 

“1” indicated that a participant was classified as “White, alone”, and a value of “4” indicated that 

a person was classified as “Black, predominant.” An advantage of using this metric for race was 

not only did values “1” – “4” represent categorical data (four different groups), but in addition, 

this range represented the continuous-based gradation of white identity to black identity. This 

way, composite race values indicated if certain spatial units (via mean figures) or points 

(individual participants) were classified in a manner that skewed in one direction or the other. To 

supplement the comprehensive-based composite race values, I included composite race values 

that were calculated at each level of enumeration as well. Thus, I was able to compare a 

composite value derived from participant-reported data (through three different instruments) to 

composite values derived from observer-reported data (through two different instruments). I did 

this to determine if spatial clustering was more or less evident based on who was responsible for 

providing racial classification data.  

Although continuous data (used to represent race) were often necessary to perform 

various spatial analyses, I was also able to compare data sets that did not involve composite race 

values. Accordingly, I aggregated data (at both the census tract and urbanización level) that were  

                                                

158 Again, central, rather than exact, points were used to protect the identity of participants. 
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Figure 10. Census Tracts Used for Spatial Analysis 
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Figure 11. Urbanizaciónes Used for Spatial Analysis 
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Figure 12. Study Area(s)- Based on Census Tracts and Urbanizaciónes 
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based on differences in instrument and enumerator and reclassified race in binary terms of white 

and nonwhite. This technique was mostly needed to compare various indices of segregation. Of 

primary importance, data collected through the alternative instruments (i.e. Appendices II and 

III) were compared to data collected through the replica of the U.S. Census form (Appendix I). 

This way, I was able to address Research Question 4, which concerned the possibility that the 

assessment segregation and spatial clustering of race could vary considerably if alternative 

methods to enumeration were to be applied.  

 

5.1 Assessments of Racial Segregation 

5.1a. Index of Dissimilarity 

The first series of assessments concerning racial segregation included the Index of 

Dissimilarity (D) tests. This common bivariate test measures the evenness with which two 

defined groups are distributed across the spatial subunits within a given study area. The resulting 

index values found within Tables 18 (by census tract) and 19 (by urbanización) can be 

interpreted as the percentage figures for either whites or nonwhites that would have to move to 

another spatial unit in order to match the “global” distribution for both groups. Since n for whites 

and nonwhites varied within the study area(s) due to differences in instrument and enumerator, D 

values were compared to determine if conflicting narratives of segregation would develop. A D 

value < 30 would be considered low and indicative of racial integration for the two groups under 

examination, and a figure > 60 would be considered high and indicative of a strong level of 

segregation (Massey and Denton 1987). Most large metropolitan areas in the U.S. possess a 

range in D values between 50-80 for whites compared to blacks, and a range between 40-70 for  
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Table 18. Index of Dissimilarity (D) Values by Census Tract between Whites and 
Nonwhites  

	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Instrument	  

	   	  

	  
Appendix	  I	   Appendix	  II	   Appendix	  III	  

En
um

er
at
or
	  (s
)	  

	  

Participants	   30.6	   29.1	   28.8	  

P.I.	   N/A	   27.4	   27.4	  

Assistant	   N/A	   27.5	   27.6	  

	  
Composite	  Race	  Value	  (Between	  “1”	  and	  “2”-‐“4”)	  

	  D	  =	  27.9	  

 

 

Table 19. Index of Dissimilarity (D) Values by Urbanización between Whites and 
Nonwhites  

	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Instrument	  

	   	  

	  
Appendix	  I	   Appendix	  II	   Appendix	  III	  

En
um

er
at
or
	  (s
)	  

	  

Participants	   31.9	   29.5	   30.0	  

P.I.	   N/A	   29.7	   29.7	  

Assistant	   N/A	   30.5	   30.9	  

	  
Composite	  Race	  Value	  (Between	  “1”	  and	  “2”-‐“4”)	  

	  D	  =	  29.6	  
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whites compared to Hispanics (U.S Census Housing and Household Economics Statistics 

Division Technical Report 2011). 

As presented in Tables 17 and 18, D values for whites compared to nonwhites in the 

census tracts and urbanizaciónes of this study were consistently low, regardless of instrument or 

enumerator. For both defined study areas, all values were less than 32.0, and regardless of 

whether analysis concerned census tracts or urbanizaciónes, the range in values were only 3.2 

and 2.2, respectively. These figures indicated that the study area(s) was very well integrated, and 

outside of a random distribution that is likely to be marked by minimal segregation anyway, 

there was nothing to suggest that underlying factors were responsible for racial clustering. My 

previously listed working hypotheses of: 

Dai  > Dci 

Do > Dp 

where Dai represented dissimilarity index values for alternative instruments, Dci represented 

dissimilarity index values provided through Appendix I (the U.S. Census form replica), Do 

represented observer-reported data, and Dp represented participant-reported data should both be 

rejected. In essence, it did not matter through which enumerator or instrument racial 

classification data were compiled—the study area(s) was characterized by a uniform pattern of 

racial composition. The only slight indications of increased segregation (as observed through 

higher D values) concerned: 1) the relationship between urbanizaciónes and the collective study 

area comprised of urbanizaciónes; and 2) the relationship between participant-reported and 

observer-reported data. However, in both cases, differences were so slight that any discussion 

points would merely serve as forms of conjecture.  
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5.1b Exposure Index 

The second series of assessments concerning racial segregation included Exposure Index 

(EX) values. This test assesses the level of exposure, and by extension, isolation159 that a member 

of one group has to another. EX aims to measure the probability that a member of one group will 

interact with a member of another group based on the logic that “interaction” is greatest within a 

defined spatial subunit (i.e. census tract or urbanización). Once again, I reclassified racial data in 

binary terms of white and nonwhite only. Since EX values are highly subject to group 

proportions, figures vary considerably between most metropolitan areas. Typically, EX values for 

blacks to whites range from 0.20 - 0.50, and vary even more significantly between Hispanics to 

whites (U.S Census Housing and Household Economics Statistics Division Technical Report 

2011). For example, a value of 0.30 would mean that for a member of a numerically-based 

minority group, he or she has a 30% probability of having residential propinquity (and 

immediate social interaction) with a member of the numerically-based majority group. Since 

classified whites comprised the numerically-based minority group for most data sets in this 

study, EX values in Tables 20 and 21 concern their particular exposure/interaction with 

nonwhites.  

 EX values (by census tract or urbanización) indicate that the study area(s) was 

characterized by a strong level of integration and uniform heterogeneity. In fact, values were 

quite reflective of the proportional sizes for each defined group. For example, the EX value (by 

census tract) for participant-reported whites to nonwhites as defined through Appendix I equaled  

                                                

159 As constituent parts of the Exposure Index, indices for Interaction and Isolation, when added, 
equal 1.0 when only two defined groups are examined.  
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Table 20. Exposure Index (EX) Values* for Whites to Nonwhites by Census Tract 

	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Instrument	  

	   	  
	   Appendix	  I	   Appendix	  II	   Appendix	  III	  

En
um

er
at
or
	  (s
)	  

	  

Participants	   .35	   .55	   .54	  

P.I.	   N/A	   .68	   .68	  

Assistant	   N/A	   .66	   .64	  

	   Composite	  Race	  Value	  (Between	  “1”	  and	  “2”-‐“4”)	  
	  EX	  =	  .71	  

 
*Values are highly subject to group proportions and should be considered within context 
 

 

Table 21. Exposure Index (EX) Values* for Whites to Nonwhites by Urbanización 

	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Instrument	  

	   	  
	   Appendix	  I	   Appendix	  II	   Appendix	  III	  

En
um

er
at
or
	  (s
)	  

	  

Participants	   .34	   .53	   .53	  

P.I.	   N/A	   .67	   .67	  

Assistant	   N/A	   .65	   .62	  

	   Composite	  Race	  Value	  (Between	  “1”	  and	  “2”-‐“4”)	  
EX	  =	  .70	  

 
*Values are highly subject to group proportions and should be considered within context 
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0.35. As outlined in Chapter 4, participant-reported nonwhites (as defined through Appendix I) 

only comprised 37.1% of the sample. So, the EX value of 0.35 indicates that these defined whites 

(62.9% of the sample) generally have the same level of exposure to nonwhites as would be 

expected if the distribution were completely random. As another example, the EX value (by 

urbanización) for assistant-reported whites to nonwhites, as defined through Appendix II, 

equaled 0.65. However, assistant-reported nonwhites comprised 66.2% of the sample, which, 

once again, indicates that the EX value reflected the overall composition of the study area(s). 

These figures suggest that, not only is the level of segregation statistically insignificant, but that 

the study area is characterized by a very minimal level of racial clustering at all160. Even though 

EX values were slightly lower when urbanizaciónes were examined161, once again, I am 

uncertain about any plausible underlying reasons for these negligible differences.  Accordingly, 

my previously listed working hypotheses that: 

EXaiw  > EXciw 

EXow > EXpw 

where EXaiw represented Exposure Index values for alternative instruments, EXciw represented 

Exposure Index values provided through Appendix I (the U.S. Census form replica), EXow 

represented observer-reported data, and EXpw represented participant-reported data should both 

be rejected.  

 

                                                

160 Put simply, there appeared to be no underlying reason for even the slightest indications of 
clustering within the study area(s).  
 
161 Meaning that exposure to nonwhites was less, and thus, an increased sense of racial isolation 
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5.1c. Entropy Index 

The last series of assessments concerning racial segregation included Theil’s Entropy 

Index (H) values. H values can be used to compare three or more racial identities, which allows 

for a more comprehensive measure of integration/segregation that is not solely dependent on 

dichotomous terms for race. A value of 0.0 is interpreted to mean that each spatial subunit (i.e. 

census tract or urbanización) has the same composition as the entire study area(s), and a value of 

1.0 indicates that all subunits contain one group only. To provide a frame of reference, the 

average multigroup H value for the largest 327 cities in the U.S. in 2000 was 0.18, ranging from 

.02 in Redding, CA to 0.48 in Detroit, MI (U.S. Census 2005-2009 ACS). For purposes of 

simplification, only composite race values (ranging from “1” – “4”) were used for this test.  

Moreover, due to software limitations in which only three groups could be compared at once, 

composite race groups “1” (“White, alone”) and “2” (“Mixed, White predominant”) were 

combined for one series of tests, composite race groups “2”  and “3” (“Mixed, no race 

predominant”) were combined for another, and composite race groups “3” and “4” (Black, 

predominant) were combined for the last series of test runs.   

 As presented in Tables 22 and 23, H values were consistently very low. Once again, this 

suggests that, no matter which combination of composite race groups were used for analysis, the 

study area(s) was characterized by a uniform pattern. The only slight indication of increased 

segregation concerned the three-group combination of composite race group “1” (“White, 

alone”), “2” (“Mixed, White predominant”), and “3” – “4” (“Mixed, no race predominant” and 

“Black, predominant” grouped together). At both the census tract and urbanización level, H 

values were highest at 0.13 and 0.14, respectively, for this particular three-group combination. If 

anything can be inferred from this, it would be that, if participants who were assigned higher  
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Table 22. Entropy Index (H) Values for Racial Composite Groups by Census Tract 
 

	   Composite	  Race	  Groups	  “1-‐2”	  “3”	  “4”	   H	  =	  .11	  

	   Composite	  Race	  Groups	  “1”	  “2-‐3”	  “4”	   H	  =	  .10	  

	   Composite	  Race	  Groups	  “1”	  “2”	  “3-‐4”	   H	  =	  .13	  

 

 

Table 23. Entropy Index (H) Values for Racial Composite Groups by Urbanización 
 

	   Composite	  Race	  Groups	  “1-‐2”	  “3”	  “4”	   H	  =	  .12	  

	   Composite	  Race	  Groups	  “1”	  “2-‐3”	  “4”	   H	  =	  .12	  

	   Composite	  Race	  Groups	  “1”	  “2”	  “3-‐4”	   H	  =	  .14	  

 

composite race values (indicating a “whiter” identity) are categorically grouped together, this 

particular measure of segregation nominally increases. However, H values for this particular 

three-group combination are so low that I am, once again, hesitant to suggest that any underlying 

reasons are responsible for this slight increase.  

 All three measures of segregation, including indexes for Dissimilarity, Exposure, and 

Entropy, collectively indicated one prevailing narrative—that is, the study area(s) was not 

characterized by identifiable patterns of segregation that would be expected outside of a random 

distribution of racial identities. In fact, the Entropy Index values that ranged from 0.10 to 0.14 

suggests that, if racial classification data were narrowed down to three categories, this particular 

study area(s) within Bayamón-Toa Alta would be considered one of the most integrated locations 

in the United States. Outside of these results, the only recurrent observation worth noting was 



163 

that segregation appeared to be slightly higher when urbanizaciónes comprised the study area. 

Regardless, the various data collection processes for race did not appear to have a statistically 

significant impact on any measure for segregation162. 

 

5.2. Spatial Clustering and Hotspots for Race 

 To further investigate the geographic dimensions of racial data, I used a host of spatial 

statistics tools found in ArcGIS10.1 to test for both global and local indicators of clustering. The 

previously listed measures of segregation were confined to “global” assessments of the study 

area(s), and were not restricted to “spatial” forms of analysis. In fact, indexes of Dissimilarity, 

Exposure, and Entropy can be used to assess segregation of wealth, sectoral employment, and 

other forms of socioeconomic analysis that are inherently aspatial. Using the logic that racial 

identity and socioeconomic characteristics are interdependent in two-dimensional space, tests for 

spatial autocorrelation, including Moran’s I, Getis-Ord General and Gi*, and Anselin Local 

Moran’s I, provided a more nuanced spatial evaluation of the study area(s). According to 

Tobler’s Law (1970: 236), "Everything is related to everything else, but near things are more 

related than distant things.” Thus, it would follow that participants of similar racial classification 

and socioeconomic attainment would cluster in space. However, uncovering the specific spatial 

relationships that define racial dynamics within the study area(s) presented an arduous task. For 

example, perhaps, disparate racial or socioeconomic groups were juxtaposed, which would 

exemplify a pattern of negative spatial autocorrelation. Or, perhaps, the economic profile of the 

                                                

162 Moreover, differences in H values were statistically insignificant.   
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study area(s) or sample, as discussed in Chapter 4163, has led to a well-integrated situation in 

which racial clustering is difficult to observe. Therefore, in this section, I aimed to further 

investigate the spatial dimensions of race by determining which contiguity, distance, and 

association parameters best matched the real-life interplay between racial identity and 

socioeconomic attainment.  

5.2a. Global Assessments of Spatial Autocorrelation 

 I conducted Global Moran’s I and Getis-Ord’s General G tests of composite race values 

to determine if the study area164 was characterized by spatial autocorrelation. The difference 

between both tests is that Global Moran’s I produces an output that indicates if the study area 

exhibits a spatially clustered or dispersed pattern overall, while Getis-Ord’s General G produces 

an output that indicates if the study area is characterized by patterns of clustering for either high 

or low values. As part of this process, I determined the most appropriate conceptualizations of 

spatial relationships through Incremental Spatial Autocorrelation tool found within ArcGIS 

software. For point data (individual participants), z-scores for composite race values peaked at 

1,900 meters (Figure 13). For aggregated data at the census tract level, z-scores for average165  

                                                

163 And alluded to in the previous section concerning segregation 
 
164 I limited these tests to census tracts only for two reasons: 1) The number of census tracts (21) 
was greater than the number of urbanizaciónes (13), in which, according to the “Best Practice 
Guidelines of the ArcGIS Help Resource Center, global tests for autocorrelation work best with a 
minimum of 30 polygons; and 2) there existed a greater level of contiguity for census tracts than 
for urbanizaciónes, in which, global tests for autocorrelation work best when the study area is 
characterized by complete contiguity.  
 
165 It was necessary to compute the average for composite race values when the data were 
aggregated. 
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Figure 13. Spatial Autocorrelation Z-Scores of Composite Race Values by Distance for Point 
Data (Participants) 
 
 

 
Figure 14. Spatial Autocorrelation Z-Scores of Composite Race Values by Distance for Polygon 
Data (Census Tracts) 
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composite race values peaked at 2,200 meters166 (Figure 14). Thus, when determining the most 

appropriate fixed distance band for each target feature (point or polygon167), only neighboring 

features inside these specified critical distances exerted influence on computations for the target 

feature. Neighboring features outside of these critical distances had no influence on the target 

features’ computations. However, to supplement results derived from tests incorporating fixed 

distance bands, I also used inverse distance weighting as a form of spatial conceptualization. 

Accordingly, neighboring features within specified distances (i.e. 1,900 and 2,200 meters, 

respectively) had a larger influence on the computations for the target features, but peripheral 

neighbors that were farther away were included in the calculations as well. However, since the 

spatial extent of census tracts varied considerably, for polygon assessments, I conducted Global 

Moran’s I and Getis-Ord General G tests using two different contiguity relationships as well. The 

first spatial conceptualization included neighbors (census tracts) for each target census tract that 

shared common edges only. The second spatial conceptualization was more inclusive and 

weighed neighbors that shared common nodes as well. Altogether, twelve tests for global spatial 

autocorrelation were conducted. 

As presented in Figure 15, all tests for global spatial autocorrelation resulted in 

statistically insignificant z-scores, which collectively indicated that the study area exhibited no 

clustering for either high or low composite race values. Even though a few z-scores skewed more 

strongly towards either a dispersed or clustered pattern (as indicated through either negative or 

positive values), collectively, these results supported the conclusions made in the previous  

                                                

166 This was the first peak (and shortest distance) in z-scores by which every census tract had at 
least one neighbor.  
 
167 For polygons, distance bands begin at the centroid 
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Moran’s	  I	  	  
	  

Moran’s	  I	  	   Getis	  General	  G	  	   Getis	  General	  G	  	  

	   Fixed	  Distance	  
Weighting	  

Inverse	  Distance	  
Weighting	  

Fixed	  Distance	  
Weighting	  

Inverse	  Distance	  
Weighting	  

	   z-‐score	  	   p-‐value	   z-‐score	  	   p-‐value	   z-‐score	  	   p-‐value	   z-‐score	  	   p-‐value	  

By	  
Participant	  
(point)	  

0.258736	   0.795839	   -‐1.01846	   0.308462	   -‐0.08090	   0.935522	   0.636424	   0.524500	  

By	  Census	  
Tract	  

(polygon)	  
1.133498	   0.257005	   0.927653	   0.353588	   0.847239	   0.396862	   1.286248	   0.198357	  

	  
Contiguity	  

	  

Edges	  Only	   Edges	  and	  Corners	   Edges	  Only	   Edges	  and	  Corners	  

-‐0.08069	   0.935686	   0.113944	   0.909282	   1.309390	   0.190402	   1.448690	   0.147424	  

 
Figure 15. Global Tests for Spatial Auto-Correlation Based on Distance Band and Contiguity 
Relationships 
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section concerning segregation (5.1). In fact, five of the twelve p-values indicated a > 50% 

chance of committing a Type I error in rejecting the null (random distribution) hypothesis. Put 

simply, the distribution of composite race values, either individually through point data, or in 

aggregate terms through polygon data, exhibited no statistically significant patterns of either 

positive or negative spatial autocorrelation.  

5.2b. Local Indicators of Spatial Association 

 Although global patterns of spatial autocorrelation were not evident, I conducted Anselin 

Local Moran’s I and Getis-Ord GI* tests to determine if local patterns of spatial autocorrelation 

for composite race values existed within the study area(s)168. This helped to provide a more 

nuanced assessment of potential clustering at smaller scales of analysis. The difference between 

these two is that Anselin Local Moran’s I does not include the value (i.e. composite race) of each 

local observation169in the calculation for its “neighborhood”170 value, while for Getis-Ord GI*, 

each observation is included in the neighborhood calculation. As a result, even though both tests 

share a similar purpose in showing clustering of high and low values, results typically vary to 

some degree. Moreover, Anselin Local Moran’s I provides a more explicit idea of which types of 

clustering, if any, exist.  

                                                

168 For local indicators of spatial autocorrelation, I included urbanizaciónes (in addition to census 
tracts) because polygon contiguity was not as critical as was the case in global assessments of 
spatial autocorrelation.  
 
169 Participants for point data and census tracts/urbanizaciónes for polygon data 
 
170 The definition of “neighborhood” depends on the spatial conceptualization settings used for 
analysis.  
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Since the previously used171 distance band of 1,900 meters exceeded the extent of several 

census tracts and urbanizaciónes, I included a shorter distance band of 1,300 meters172 for local 

analysis of point data173. Accordingly, my spatial conceptualization of neighbors was based on 

both fixed and inverse distance weighting. Due to limitations in spatial contiguity, for local 

analysis of polygon data, I examined census tracts only174. Once again, for the spatial 

conceptualization of neighbors, I used distance bands (both fixed and inverse weighted) of 2,200 

meters (from each census tract’s centroid), as well as, contiguity relationships that included both 

“edges only” and “edges with nodes.”  

As presented in Figures 16-31, local analysis of composite race did not indicate many 

statistically-significant clusters of either high or low values. Regardless of whether the 

examination of data concerned points (individual participants) or polygons (census tracts), only a 

few instances of clustering seemed to be apparent. Specifically for polygon data, higher 

composite race values were clustered toward the center of the defined study area, and lower 

composite race values were associated with the southernmost census tract. However, the study 

area was overwhelmingly characterized by non-significant clustering.  

 

                                                

171 For the global assessments of spatial autocorrelation concerning composite race values 
 
172 This was the shortest distance with a peak z-score value in which all points had at least one 
neighbor. 
 
173 This distance also resulted in relatively high z-scores when I performed the previously 
mentioned incremental spatial autocorrelation test (Figure 13). 
 
174 Once again, using distance bands in addition to both types of contiguity relationships 
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Figure 16. Cluster and Outlier Analysis of Point Data for Composite Race Values- Fixed 
Distance Band of 1,300 Meters 
 

 
Figure 17. Cluster and Outlier Analysis of Point Data for Composite Race Values- Inverse 
Distance Band of 1,300 Meters 
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Figure 18. Hotspot and Coldspot Analysis of Point Data for Composite Race Values- Fixed 
Distance Band of 1,300 Meters. 
 

 
Figure 19. Hotspot and Coldspot Analysis of Point Data for Composite Race Values- Inverse 
Distance Band of 1,300 Meters. 
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Figure 20. Cluster and Outlier Analysis of Point Data for Composite Race Values- Fixed 
Distance Band of 1,300 Meters 
 
 

 
Figure 21. Cluster and Outlier Analysis of Point Data for Composite Race Values- Inverse 
Distance Band of 1,300 Meters 
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Figure 22. Hotspot and Coldspot Analysis of Point Data for Composite Race Values- Fixed 
Distance Band of 1,300 Meters. 
 
 

 
Figure 23. Hotspot and Coldspot Analysis of Point Data for Composite Race Values- Inverse 
Distance Band of 1,300 Meters. 
 



174 

 

 
Figure 24. Cluster and Outlier Analysis of Polygon (Census Tract) Data for Composite Race 
Values- Fixed Distance Band of 2,200 Meters 
 

 
Figure 25. Cluster and Outlier Analysis of Polygon (Census Tract) Data for Composite Race 
Values- Inverse Distance Band of 2,200 Meters 
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Figure 26. Cluster and Outlier Analysis of Polygon (Census Tract) Data for Composite Race 
Values- “Edges Only” Contiguity Relationships 
 
 

 
Figure 27. Cluster and Outlier Analysis of Polygon (Census Tract) Data for Composite Race 
Values- “Edges and Nodes” Contiguity Relationships 
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Figure 28. Hotspot and Coldspot Analysis of Polygon (Census Tract) Data for Composite Race 
Values- Fixed Distance Band of 2,200 Meters 
 

 
Figure 29. Hotspot and Coldspot Analysis of Polygon (Census Tract) Data for Composite Race 
Values- Inverse Distance Band of 2,200 Meters 
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Figure 30. Hotspot and Coldspot Analysis of Polygon (Census Tract) Data for Composite Race 
Values- “Edges Only” Contiguity Relationships  
 

 
Figure 31. Hotspot and Coldspot Analysis of Polygon (Census Tract) Data for Composite Race 
Values- “Edges and Nodes” Contiguity Relationships 
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Specifically for point data, clustering of “Low-Low” values175, were the most 

conspicuous at the urbanización level—especially, those near the data collection site (i.e. 

Bayamón Gardens and Sierra Linda). However, when examining point data within the census 

tract-defined study area, overall clustering of composite race values appeared to be less evident. 

As mentioned in Section 5.1 (Measures of Segregation), clustering was most evident176 when 

spatial conceptualization, in part, depended on the placement and configuration of 

urbanizaciónes177. It is difficult to definitively conclude whether this increased level of 

segregation was more attributable to a dissimilar geographic layout of urbanizaciónes (as 

compared to census tracts), or to actual underlying socioeconomic and/or historical reasons. To 

better address this observation of increased clustering, I constructed a series of Getis-Ord GI* 

maps to compare to composite race values using the same fixed distance band of 1,300 meters. I 

aimed to determine if any of the apparent clusters in composite race values spatially coincided 

with clusters of certain socioeconomic variables. However, as presented in Figure 32, there was 

no visible or noteworthy correlation between composite race values and socioeconomic 

attainment.  

5.2.c. Global and Local Indicators of Spatial Association- Differences Based on Enumerator 

Even though both global and local tests for spatial autocorrelation indicated that the study 

area was overwhelmingly characterized by a random distribution of composite race values, I 

                                                

175 Indicating a clustering of low composite race values (i.e. “White” or “Mixed, White 
Predominant”) 
 
176 Albeit, very slightly 
 
177 As the participants (n = 116) within selected urbanizaciónes only comprised part of the 
sample (n = 167) found within selected census tracts.  
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Figure 32. Comparison of Hotspots and Coldspots for Composite Race Values to Various 
Socioeconomic Variables 
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aimed to determine if results would vary based on differences in enumerator. As outlined in 

Figure 8, the “composite race value” is based on the average composite race value provided at 

each level of enumeration178. Although most forms of analysis within this study have 

incorporated the comprehensive composite race metric, I found it necessary to include a brief 

examination of enumerator-based179 composite race values to determine if spatial patterns would 

vary based on who provided racial classification data.  Considering that participant-reported data 

was generally “whiter” than observer-reported data180, I thought that, perhaps, this may have an 

effect on apparent patterns of segregation and racial clustering within the study area181. 

Accordingly, I repeated two of the previous tests. For purposes of simplification, I limited this 

exploratory form of analysis to a Global Moran’s I test for a global assessment of census tracts, 

and a Getis-Ord GI* test for a local assessment of point data within urbanizaciónes182. I 

continued to specify the same distance bands183 and contiguity relationships for my spatial 

conceptualization of neighbors. 

                                                

178 i.e. Participant, P.I., and Assistant data 
 
179 In this section, I use the word “based” instead of “reported” because composite race values 
were not directly “reported” by enumerators.  
 
180 A major discussion point in Chapter 4 
 
181 Even though I realized that boundary shifts between white and nonwhite classifications would 
not necessarily lead to a change in the number and magnitude of racial clusters. 
 
182 I chose urbanizaciónes over census tracts because the previous local tests for spatial 
autocorrelation suggested that clustering was most evident when point data were confined to the 
former. 
 
183 However, I only used a fixed distance band (instead of including the inverse distance band) 
for the purpose of limiting the spatial conceptualization of neighboring points. 
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Fixed Distance 

Weighting (2,200m) 
Inverse Distance 

Weighting (2,200m) 
Edges Only 
Contiguity 

Edges and Nodes 
Contiguity  

z-score  p-value z-score  p-value z-score  p-value z-score  p-value 

(Comprehensive) Composite Race  

1.133498 0.257005 0.927653 0.353588 -0.08069 0.935686 0.113944 0.909282 

(Participant-Based) Composite Race  

1.792974 0.072977* 1.384988 0.166056 0.845710 0.397714 0.989354 0.322490 

(P.I.-Based) Composite Race  

0.202474 0.839546 0.193937 0.846225 -0.75198 0.452063 -0.42635 0.669853 

(Assistant-Based) Composite Race  

-0.00246 0.998039 0.144854 0.884826 -0.81171 0.416960 -0.87857 0.379636 

* Statistically significant p-value, when α = 0.10 
 

Figure 33. Global Moran’s I test for Spatial Autocorrelation- Values Based on Differences in 
Enumerator 
 

Global Moran’s I Test for Spatial Autocorrelation 
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As indicated in Figure 33, Global Moran’s I test for autocorrelation incorporating 

participant-based composite race values resulted in higher z-scores and lower p-values 

(indicating greater clustering) when compared to observer-based composite race values. Every 

spatial conceptualization of neighbors resulted in positive z-scores (for participant-based 

composite race values), and were greatest when a fixed distance of 2,200 meters was used as the 

distance band184. However, when incorporating observer-based composite race values, z-scores 

were generally low and p-values were generally high (indicating a non-clustered, random 

distribution). In fact, five z-scores were negative, suggesting that, even though the distribution 

was random, the study area was characterized by more of a dispersed pattern (as compared to a 

clustered pattern) of observer-based composite race values. This form of data divergence, 

perhaps, adds credence to the possibility that participant-based (or directly reported) 

classification data indicate a higher level of segregation/clustering when compared to observer-

based classification data (as alluded to in Section 5.1a). If this difference is in fact true185to 

reality, it bears importance on studies of racial segregation in which self-reported data are 

compared to observer-reported data—especially considering that underlying reasons for 

stratification are often dependent on external (observer) designations of race. However, to 

explore this possibility further, a local test for spatial autocorrelation of enumerator-based 

composite race values was necessary. 

  While examining the series of maps (Figure 34) concerning Getis-Ord hotspots 

and coldspots (based on differences in enumerator), I paid particular attention to variation in high 
                                                

184 Even resulting in a statistically significant p-value, if α = 0.10 
 
185 Keeping in mind that these indications are based on slight differences in values 
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or low z-scores. Extreme z-scores would indicate clustering of either high or low composite race 

values186. This way, I could visually determine if clustering was more or less evident based on 

who provided racial classification inputs. However, even though identified hotspots and 

coldspots varied spatially based on enumerator, it was difficult to determine if the number of 

extreme values/z-scores varied based on enumerator. For this reason, I tabulated the number of 

participants with z-scores between -1.65 and 1.65187 standard deviations from the mean to 

determine which level of enumeration resulted in the most insignificant values (indicating a lack 

of clustering either way). Comprehensive composite race data resulted in a number of 98 values 

with low z-scores, p.i.-based data in 91, assistant-based data in 95, and participant-based data 

resulted in 74 low z-scores. Put simply, if participant-based composite race values are used to 

assess the urbanizaciónes within the study area, clustering is more pronounced than when 

observers are responsible for racial classification inputs. This difference adds further support to 

the previously mentioned notion that assessments of segregation are dependent on who provides 

racial data.  Even though I did not formulate a working hypothesis for the comparison of 

participant-based and observer-based composite race values, the previously rejected hypothesis 

of: 

Do > Dp 

where Do represented observer-reported data, and Dp represented participant-reported data for the 

test of Dissimilarity, in essence, can be extended to this observation as well. In other words, for 

both forms of analysis, participant-reported/based data actually indicated a greater level of  

                                                

186 As represented through circles that are not yellow.  
 
187 These standard deviations figures represent a 95% confidence level that the data are not 
statistical outliers.  
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Figure 34. Comparison of Getis-Ord GI* Hotspots and Coldspots Based on Differences in 
Enumerator 
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segregation/clustering than observer-based/reported data. 

 

5.3. The Spatial Dimensions of Multivariate Regression Analysis 

To further investigate the relationship between socioeconomic data and racial 

classification, I conducted multivariate ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analysis by 

census tract188. This way, I was able to determine if any socioeconomic variables, individually or 

working in concert, could be used to predict variance in composite race values, and if so, 

whether this potential relationship(s) was characterized by spatial non-stationarity. Accordingly, 

I first conducted an OLS regression using socioeconomic data for household income, educational 

attainment, monthly mortgage/rent payment, and commute time as independent variables, and 

composite race values as the dependent variable189. Although I preferred to run regression 

analysis using point data, several participants did not answer all questions for Appendix IV190. 

Therefore, data were aggregated at the census tract level, and mean figures for each 

socioeconomic variable were used to predict the mean value for composite race. The logic 

behind this regression was that a unit increase in each independent variable would indicate an 

increase in socioeconomic attainment. Thus, my working hypothesis191 was that this initial model 

                                                

188 Due to limitations concerning contiguity and number (13), I did not conduct OLS regression 
for urbanizaciónes. 
 
189 I did not include political party affiliation as an explanatory variable, because for certain 
spatial units, no data were available. 
 
190 Thus, data entries of “0” would invalidate the test. 
 

191 Established before the previous forms of spatial and quantitative analysis showed that the 
study area was generally characterized by racial and socioeconomic homogeneity.  
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would have a negative R2 value in predicting variation for composite race values192. By mapping 

standardized residuals and coefficient values, I aimed to determine: 1) which areas the model 

over and under predicted composite race values; and 2) if predictive qualities for certain 

socioeconomic variables spatially varied.  

Knowing that differences between participant-reported and observer-reported data could 

have an impact on results (a major discussion point within Section 5.2c), I included both the 

comprehensive metric for composite race as well as the value held at each level of enumeration. 

This way, I could better determine if the apparent relationship between socioeconomic 

attainment and race varied based on who provided racial classification data. Accordingly, for 

every subsequent model, all of the independent variables remained the same, and the dependent 

variable changed based on differences in enumerator inputs.  

As presented in Table 24, regardless of enumerator inputs, all models were statistically 

insignificant and characterized by minimal adjusted R2 values. The lowest F statistic p-value, 

which is the probability that the model is statistically significant from zero, was 17.4%193 for 

Model 4. However, in this model, where my assistant’s inputs for composite race were used as 

the dependent variable, the adjusted R2 value was minimal and positive at .141. This would 

suggest that unit increases in independent/socioeconomic variables corresponded to a 14.1%  

                                                

192 Since an increase in a composite race value would signify an increasing intensity of nonwhite 
classification.  
 

193 That is, one would have a 17.4% chance of committing a Type I error in rejecting the null 
hypothesis. 
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Table 24.OLS Model Summaries 
 

Independent Variables- Household Income, Educational Attainment, Monthly Mortgage/Rent 
Payment, Commute Time  

Multiple R2 Adjusted R2 AICc F F p-value Koenker  Koenker p-
value 

Model 1- Dependent Variable—(Comprehensive) Composite Race  

0.122735 -0.096582 27.511938 0.559624 0.695223 2.464265 0.651046 

Model 2- Dependent Variable—Participant-Based Composite Race  

0.37788 -0.202765 38.763574 0.157087 0.956927 3.697180 0.448536 

Model 3- Dependent Variable—P.I.-Based Composite Race  

0.113619 -0.107977 28.518768 0.512731 0.727376 0.962522 0.915425 

Model 4- Dependent Variable—Assistant-Based Composite Race  

0.312809 0.141011 32.576127 1.820799 0.174178 1.921461 0.750201 

 

increase in his composite race values. Even though my assistant was more apt to classify 

participants as black (or, at least, nonwhite) than both the participants and myself, it is difficult to 

speculate as to why else this statistical relationship existed. The largest R2 value was for Model 

2, which included participant-based inputs for composite race. Accordingly, unit increases in 

independent/socioeconomic variables led to a 20.3% decrease in composite race values 

(indicating an increasingly “whiter” identity). It is interesting that this particular statistical 

relationship existed considering that participant-based composite race values indicated the 

greatest194 level of segregation and clustering as well. However, the F statistic p-value for Model 

                                                

194 Although, “greatest”, still very minimal 
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2 was very high at 95.7%, indicating that the model was overwhelming likely to be no different 

than the null hypothesis.  

In a similar vein, regardless of model, closer examination of coefficient values for each 

independent variable (Table 25) revealed no statistically significant relationship to composite 

race. The variable that had the greatest impact in three of the four models (excluding Model 2) 

was educational attainment, whereby unit increases led to unit decreases in composite race195. 

Regardless, despite the overall lack of statistical significance (for either models or coefficients), I 

constructed a series of maps (Figure 35) showing standardized residuals so that I could examine 

the census tracts where composite race values were either over196 or under197 predicted. As 

expected, not many census tracts were either over or under predicted, as composite race values 

did not vary considerably across the study area198.  

After examining OLS results from the initial series of models199, I used the Exploratory 

Regression tool in the ArcGIS software to better analyze which independent variables had the 

greatest impact on variation of composite race values. Even though the overall predictive 

qualities of the initial models were very weak, I aimed to determine if the exclusion of one or 

two socioeconomic variables would provide greater adjusted R2 values. Specifically, I set a 

                                                

195 Moreover, p-values were relatively low for Models 3 and 4.  
 
196 Mapped in shades of blue 
 
197 Mapped in shades of red 
 
198 Even if composite race values did vary considerably, no satisfactory predictive models were 
established in the first place. 
 
199 Where the independent/socioeconomic variables were held constant, and the dependent 
variable changed based on composite race inputs 
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Table 25. OLS Variable Summaries by Model 
 

Independent 
Variable Coefficient  Std. Error t-Statistic Probability  VIF  

Model 1- Dependent Variable—(Comprehensive) Composite Race 
Intercept 2.726764 0.491385 5.549141 0.000044* -------- 

Household Income 0.000003 0.000012 0.241912 0.811922 3.163879 

Educational 
Attainment -0.134081 0.173832 -0.771327 0.451753 2.400844 

Monthly 
Mortgage/Rent 0.000148 0.000488 0.304221 0.764882 1.176136 

Commute Time -0.008190 0.008917 -0.918426 0.372032 1.391850 
Model 2- Dependent Variable—Participant-Based Composite Race 

Intercept 2.320706 0.642344 3.612873 0.002336* -------- 

Household Income -0.000007 0.000016 -0.437283 0.667754 3.163879 
Educational 
Attainment 0.085249 0.227235 0.375157 0.712472 2.400844 

Monthly 
Mortgage/Rent -0.000158 0.000638 -0.247205 0.807893 1.176136 

Commute Time -0.002259 0.011657 -0.193763 0.848798 1.391850 
Model 3- Dependent Variable—P.I.-Based Composite Race 

Intercept 2.902876 0.503307 5.767609 0.000029* -------- 

Household Income 0.000007 0.000012 0.599783 0.557051 3.163879 
Educational 
Attainment -0.195475 0.178049 -1.097869 0.288509 2.400844 

Monthly 
Mortgage/Rent -0.000054 0.000500 -0.107740 0.915538 1.176136 

Commute Time -0.006873 0.009134 -0.752499 0.462678 1.391850 

Model 4- Dependent Variable—Assistant-Based Composite Race 

Intercept 2.956708 0.554354 5.333611 0.000068* -------- 

Household Income 0.000008 0.000013 0.605437 0.553381 3.163879 
Educational 
Attainment -0.292018 0.196108 -1.489068 0.155918 2.400844 

Monthly 
Mortgage/Rent 0.000657 0.000550 1.193255 0.250165 1.176136 

Commute Time -0.015438 0.010060 -1.534582 0.144425 1.391850 

* Statistically significant p-value (p < 0.05) 
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Figure 35. Standardized Residuals Showing Model Over and Under Predictions by Census Tract 
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minimum acceptable adjusted R2 value for each potential model at 0.15 and a maximum 

acceptable coefficient p-value at 0.30. Even though these critical values would not necessarily 

provide a satisfactory level of statistical significance, I utilized them for the purpose of providing 

statistical indication200. However, as presented in Tables 26 and 27, most models and coefficients 

did not even meet these critical values. Adjusted R2 values increased only slightly for models 

where participant and assistant-based composite race values were used as the dependent 

variable201. Considering that 1) the predictive qualities for almost all models and coefficients 

were very weak, 2) the levels of residual nonstationarity for each model were very low202, and 3) 

the number of census tracts within the study area was very minimal (n = 21), I decided that a 

geographically weighted regression was unnecessary and would not improve OLS model results. 

It is likely that the economic profile of the study area precluded the opportunity to develop 

statistically significant regression models linking race and socioeconomic attainment.  

 

Section 5.4. Future Direction 

 As outlined in Chapter 4, I believe the general economic profile of the study area 

precluded the opportunity to examine and analyze racial stratification. In Chapter 4, even though 

most tests for differences in socioeconomic attainment (by racial classification) were statistically 

insignificant, there existed indications of slightly greater affluence among whites as compared to 

                                                

200 These “loose” critical values were established based on the logic that statistical significance 
for most tests was highly unlikely.  
 
201 Even then, these adjusted R2 values were modest, and most p-values for coefficients 
continued to be ≥ 0.30. 
 
202 As indicated by the high p-values for the Koenker statistic 
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Table 26. Exploratory Regression Results by Dependent Variable 
 

Trials 
 

Percent Passed-  
Adjusted R2 ≥ .15 

Percent Passed-  
Coefficient Value p-

value ≤ .30 
Composite Race  

11 0 0 
Highest Adjusted R2 = -.07 

(Household Income + Educational Attainment + Monthly Mortgage) 
Participant-Based Composite Race  

11 0 0 
Highest Adjusted R2 = -.14 

(Household Income + Educational Attainment + Monthly Mortgage) 
P.I.-Based Composite Race  

11 0 0 
Highest Adjusted R2 = -.08 

(Household Income + Educational Attainment + Monthly Mortgage/Rent) 
Assistant-Based Composite Race  

11 1 46.7 
Highest Adjusted R2 = .17  

(Educational Attainment + Monthly Mortgage/Rent + Commute Time) 
 
 

Table 27. Exploratory Regression Results by Independent Variable 
 

Independent Variable % 
Significant 

% 
Negative 

% 
Positive 

(When Dependent Variable) = Composite Race  
Household Income 0 100 0 
Educational Attainment 0 100 0 
Monthly Mortgage/Rent 0 71.43 28.57 
Commute Time 0 0 100 

= Participant-Based Composite Race 
Household Income 0 100 0 
Educational Attainment 0 14.29 85.71 
Monthly Mortgage/Rent 0 100 0 
Commute Time 0 100 0 

= P.I.-Based Composite Race 
Household Income 0 100 0 
Educational Attainment 0 42.86 57.14 
Monthly Mortgage/Rent 0 42.86 57.14 
Commute Time 0 100 0 

= Assistant-Based Composite Race 
Household Income 100 100 0 
Educational Attainment 100 100 0 
Monthly Mortgage/Rent 75 0 100 
Commute Time 12.5 62.5 37.5 
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nonwhites. Moreover, as the degree of “whiteness” increased, socioeconomic attainment 

increased. However, in Chapter 5, the spatial dimensions of race and socioeconomic attainment 

appeared to provide even fewer indications of stratification. It is a possibility that the observed 

economic profile of the sample precluded the potential for inequality to be manifested in 

residential space as well. In other words, even if classified white participants had slightly greater 

socioeconomic attainment than nonwhite individuals, this modest difference was nearly 

impossible to infer through the spatial examination of the data.  

 Also, as outlined in the preceding chapter, the spatial analysis of race and socioeconomic 

data would have been better served if the study area expanded into places of Puerto Rico 

characterized by either greater affluence or poverty. Even though racial segregation may not 

always be a function of class differences, I believe the lack of racial clustering in this particular 

study area is overwhelmingly attributed to its socioeconomic homogeneity. Regardless of 

enumerator inputs, racial classification appeared to have very little correlation to socioeconomic 

attainment. Thus, the minimal level of spatial variation in composite race values was likely a 

result of random distribution, and perhaps to some degree, familial propinquity203. 

 Another major limitation concerned sample size. My assistant and I were the only two 

people who recruited participants, collected information, and conducted interviews. Over the 

course of four weeks, we were able to create a sample size of 248 participants. However, only 

219 individuals provided residential information that could be generally located and mapped, and 

                                                

203 Whereby family members, likely to be of similar racial classification, often cohabitated or 
lived in the same neighborhood.  
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after excluding participants who did not have at least three immediate neighbors204, the sample 

sizes used for spatial analysis of census tracts and urbanizaciónes decreased to 167 and 116, 

respectively. These numbers were not sufficient in providing a representative sample—especially 

considering that, for many forms of analysis, aggregate figures only included four or five 

participants. Even though I established a minimum number of four participants in order for a 

census tract or urbanización to be included for spatial analysis, mean/aggregate values were 

likely skewed by individual data outliers. Thus, regression analysis results of socioeconomic data 

may be spurious. To complicate the problem of limited sample size(s), many participants did not 

complete Appendix IV in its entirety. This prevented the opportunity to run regression analysis 

with point (individual participant) data, because missing field entries are recognized as “0” 

values within the ArcGIS software. Moreover, for those census tracts or urbanizaciónes that had 

a small number of participants to begin with (e.g. four or five), incomplete socioeconomic data 

had the effect of casting even greater suspicion on mean/aggregate values.  

 Even though, for my minimum mapping units (MMUs), I would have liked to establish a 

greater requirement than four participants, any larger number would have led to even fewer 

census tracts and urbanizaciónes being analyzed. I already encountered the problem of having 

too few MMUs for almost every spatial analysis tool within the ArcGIS software205, and a 

smaller number of units would have created an even greater problem with the conceptualization 

of neighbors206. For example, and very importantly, my spatial conceptualizations of neighbors 

                                                

204 Here, “neighbors” is defined as living within either the same census tract or urbanización. 
 

205 The MMU number issue would have been problematic for any spatial analysis software. 
 
206 Here, “neighbors” refers to the spatial relationships that MMUs have to one another. 
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used for Anselin Moran’s I, Getis-Ord General and Gi*, and Anselin Local Moran’s I tests often 

led to situations in which nearly 1/3 of the study area was included as a “neighbor” to specific 

units. A smaller number of MMUs would have led to, perhaps, half of the study area being 

included as a neighbor to certain units.  

 In future work, I intend to have more resources, with which I could: 1) sample more areas 

across the island in order to create a better cross-sectional profile; 2) recruit more participants in 

order to establish a sample size that would avoid some of the issues previously addressed; 3) 

recruit more assistants and/or collaborators to increase the number of enumerators as well as to 

create a multisource foundation for classification data; 4) ensure survey completion so that 

socioeconomic data could be appropriately correlated to racial classification data; and 5) form a 

better working knowledge of the spatial units used for examination. Accordingly, to achieve 

these tasks, it would likely require sufficient funding and time207. For this dissertation, it was 

difficult to arrive at definitive conclusions because results were dependent on a small set of 

primary data. The vast majority of segregation studies rely upon complete, externally collected 

secondary data208 that can more easily provide meaningful and conclusive results.  

 As mentioned, a better working knowledge of the study area (and the MMUs within) is 

necessary in future research. My various spatial conceptualizations of neighbors were based on a 

diagnostic measure (i.e. z-scores for standardized residuals of spatial autocorrelation) of racial 

data, as well as experimental trials of contiguity relationships. The problem with defining 

                                                                                                                                                       

 
207 A large amount of both 
 
208 For example, national census data 
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neighbors/spatial parameters based on racial data is that this particular form of logic is dependent 

on the premise that racial identities really do cluster within the study area. If, in reality, racial 

clustering/segregation is very minimal, as was the case for this particular study area, then 

distance relationships based on z-scores of composite race values are, at least to some extent, 

inherently flawed. In other words, why should the conceptualization of neighborhood boundaries 

be defined by race, when in actuality, race has no influence on people’s understanding of 

“neighborhood”209? The same could be said for contiguity-based relationships, in which spatial 

proximity does not necessarily mean spatial homogeneity. Even though this particular study area 

was largely characterized by racial and socioeconomic homogeneity, I have observed other 

locations in Puerto Rico in which affluent communities are juxtaposed with impoverished 

neighborhoods210. Therefore, if the same spatial conceptualization of neighbor methods were 

applied to those locations, results would be highly misleading and unproductive.  

 During the interview process with a selected subsample of participants211, I had hoped to 

develop this better understanding of neighborhood dynamics and boundaries. However, the 

overall sampling issues that have been outlined repeatedly also precluded the opportunity to 

develop a meaningful working knowledge of the study area212. As a result, my hopes of taking 

qualitative data to better conceptualize “neighbors” was not successful. If I had been able to gain 

                                                

209 For this particular study area 

210 As referenced in the literature review of Chapter 2. 

211 Which, is the central focus of Chapter 6 
 

212 As will be discussed in Chapter 6, the racial and socioeconomic homogeneity of the study 
area was strongly reflected in interview responses as well. Put simply, not much insight was to 
be gained other than the sentiment “neighboring communities are similar to ours.”  
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a better working knowledge of the MMUs within the study area, then perhaps, I would have been 

able to develop a more theoretically-sound spatial weights matrix that would have clearly 

delineated who qualified as neighbors and who did not. Going forward, this need for a better 

working knowledge of the study area would necessitate a series of pedestrian surveys, so that 

empirical/ground-truth data could be matched with interview data. However, as stated, this 

would require a number of resources that would go well beyond what was employed in this 

study.  

 Lastly, in future work (upon rectifying the sampling issues listed above), I intend to 

include additional measures of segregation. For examples, Massey and Denton’s (1988) measure 

of relative centralization compares the areal profile of the numerically-based majority and 

minority populations. Accordingly, it is interpreted as the relative share of the minority 

population that would have to change their area (spatial unit) of residence to match the 

centralization of the majority. In addition, their measure of absolute centralization examines the 

distribution of the minority group only and their respective units of residence around the defined 

“center” of the study area. However, these metrics would require a study area that fully includes 

a metropolitan region—a sample size and method that are difficult to achieve through primary 

data collection. Moreover, the logic that greater centralization for a group is synonymous with 

lower socioeconomic attainment is dependent on the classic U.S.-centric urban development 

model that associates the concentration of poor minorities with central locations within urban 

areas. I am unsure whether the development history of the San Juan metropolitan region is more 

reflective of Spanish or American colonial history, but future work213 that incorporates 

                                                

213 With similar methods concerning racial data collection 
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centralization metrics would contribute substantially to that particular aspect of Puerto Rico’s 

urban geography literature.  

 Despite the fact that sampling issues in this study presented a host of challenges, I argue 

that racial segregation/clustering studies in Puerto Rico would be better served if U.S. census 

data on race were not used as the primary official statistics for analysis. As outlined in Chapter 4, 

alternative survey instruments were effective in showing that the sample was not as white as U.S. 

census data would suggest. Moreover, regression analyses indicated that whites have slightly 

higher socioeconomic attainment than nonwhites—despite the fact that the study area overall 

was strongly characterized by socioeconomic homogeneity. With better sampling methods, those 

indications could very well become statistically significant. As a result, the spatial dimensions of 

race would likely correspond to those statistically significant differences in socioeconomic 

attainment. Even though I was unable to successfully demonstrate an increased level of racial 

segregation/clustering through my alternative methods (Research Question 4), hopefully, I have 

provided the groundwork for continued (and improved) analysis of stratification in Puerto Rico.   
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CHAPTER 6 
 

Participant Interviews 

With the 248 participants who were given Appendices I-IV, 31 were interviewed as well. 

All of these 31 individuals were selected based on their response to question 10 in Appendix IV, 

which asked if they were willing to conduct an interview about race in Puerto Rico.  After 19 of 

the first 35 participants who completed Appendices I-IV indicated their willingness to conduct 

an interview, I deleted question 10 from most copies of Appendix IV to allow for a targeted 

sampling for all remaining potential interviewees. I did this because 12 of the first 22 

interviewees were male, and the average age was 54.5.  Thus, with the intent to a create cross-

sectional profile within my subsample, I intentionally administered the version of Appendix IV 

with Question 10 included to younger participants, targeting a few more females than males. In 

the end, 16 of the 31 interviewees were female, with an average age of 51 years. General 

demographic and socioeconomic data for this subsample are found in Table 28. The questions 

given to all 31 participants in this subsample are found in Appendix V. 

  Each interview took place in the private office on the second floor of the dental 

office where most participants completed Appendices I-IV. All participants who gave their 

consent to be interviewed via Question 10 in Appendix IV were verbally informed of the purpose 

of the interview and assured that all information was to remain confidential. After this verbal  
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Table 28. Socioeconomic Data for Interviewed Participants, Grouped by Composite Race 

 

 

 

 

Participant 
Number Composite Race Sex Age Household 

Income 
Monthly 

Mortgage/Rent 
Educational 
Attainment 

4 White F 63 50,000 N/A Masters 
11 White M 72 70,000 N/A Masters 
12 White M 69 18,000 N/A High School 
15 White M 68 21,000 N/A High School 
16 White F 65 N/A 654 Doctorate 
26 White M 75 30,000 N/A Bachelors 
31 White M 24 28,000 696 Some College 

152 Mixed, Wh. Predom. F 53 50,000 500 Bachelors 
35 Mixed, Wh. Predom. M 64 48,000 850 Bachelors 
22 Mixed, Wh. Predom M 51 35,000 N/A Some College 
5 Mixed, No Predom. M 75 12,000 N/A N/A 
7 Mixed, No Predom. F 42 40,000 600 Bachelors 
8 Mixed, No Predom. F 23 40,000 577 Some College 

10 Mixed, No Predom. F 51 60,000 614 Bachelors 
14 Mixed, No Predom. F 53 110,000 700 Bachelors 
21 Mixed, No Predom. M 65 50,000 1,500 Masters 
27 Mixed, No Predom. F 60 17,000 400 Some College 
28 Mixed, No Predom. F 64 23,000 N/A Bachelors 
34 Mixed, No Predom. F 30 20,000 800 Some College 
48 Mixed, No Predom. M 31 50,000 850 High School 
52 Mixed, No Predom. F 33 19,995 N/A Masters 

102 Mixed, No Predom. F 21 33,000 600 Some College 
9 Mixed, No Predom. M 29 44,000 550 Bachelors 

13 Mixed, No Predom. M 73 21,000 N/A Some College 
18 Mixed, No Predom. F 78 N/A N/A High School 
56 Mixed, No Predom. F 23 40,000 N/A Bachelors 
67 Mixed, No Predom. M 51 58,000 N/A Some College 

151 Mixed, No Predom. M 61 50,000 500 Masters 
163 Mixed, No Predom. F 22 N/A N/A Some College 

3 Black Predominant M 69 14,000 N/A N/A 
103 Black Predominant F 23 50,000 400 Bachelors 

Average = 51 $38,693 $692.73 
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statement, all participants were then instructed to read the letter of consent that was reviewed and 

cleared by the Indiana State University Institutional Review Board.   

If the individual participant felt more comfortable answering questions in Spanish, my 

assistant conducted the interview. Likewise, if the participant indicated a willingness to speak 

English, I conducted the interview. Regardless of the language spoken, both my assistant and I 

took notes after every response. If I had difficulties comprehending some of the colloquialisms 

used in the interviews conducted in Spanish, my assistant translated at the moment. This allowed 

me to ask additional questions or further comment based on the nature of the participant’s 

response. Though the interview process was structured, the open-ended nature of several 

questions often led to a conversational dialogue between the interviewers and interviewees. The 

average interview lasted approximately 15-20 minutes, with a few exceeding 30 minutes.  

In this chapter, I address the salient themes and discussion points that developed during 

these interviews.  It was interesting to observe how some of the responses varied based on racial 

appearance, political party affiliation, and age of the participant. Moreover, the logical 

inconsistencies that characterized some of the participants’ responses led to noteworthy and 

thought-provoking discussion points that were shared between me and my assistant. By 

observing the emphasis with which many participants offered their responses, it allowed me to 

weigh the importance of certain types of information over others. In essence, it provided an extra 

dimension for my informal test of salience with regard to qualitative data analysis. Below, I will 

summarize results in sequential order of the questions listed in Appendix V.  
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Section 6.1. Interview Questions 1-6. Assessment of Appendices I-III 

This first section of the interview process concerned the importance of collecting data on 

race, as well as participants’ assessment of the usefulness and appropriateness of Appendices I-

III. These questions are presented in Figure 36. For Question 1, which asked if it is important for 

government agencies, such as the U.S. Census Bureau, to collect data on race in Puerto Rico, 28 

of the 31 participants replied “yes.” I included a follow-up question of “Why?” for the last 13 

interviews after recognizing the need for further commentary. For these individuals, 12 replied 

“yes” and generally commented on the need for official statistics. In fact, seven people suggested 

that Puerto Ricans are not properly informed about data on race, and that neither is the 

government. Five individuals stated that collecting data on race is important because of the 

diversity that characterizes the population.  

I found it interesting that an overwhelming majority of respondents answered “yes”, especially 

considering that I included “U.S. Census Bureau” in the question. Considering that only 53% of 

respondents returned their 2000 U.S. Census questionnaire, many of whom were offended by the 

nature of the question on race (Berkowitz and Brudvig 2001), it was surprising to see most 

participants in this subsample support the idea of governmental agencies collecting data on racial 

identity in general. Perhaps, most interviewees ignored the “U.S. Census Bureau” part and more 

generally accepted the idea that data on race should be collected by some type of government 

agency. Also, perhaps, this level of support was influenced by my presence as a researcher who 

was investigating data on race, which then may have led them to support the collection of such 

data out of common courtesy. Regardless of intent, if over 90% of the subsample was in 

agreement, this strongly suggests that many people in Puerto Rico find racial enumeration 

necessary.  
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Figure 36. Appendix V- Questions 1-6 Concerning the Collection of Race Data and 
Instrument Effectiveness 
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Results for Question 2, which focused on the effectiveness of Appendices I-III as 

instruments to collect data on race, are presented in Table 29. With all three forms including a 

three-level Likert scale, Appendix II (modified Census form) appeared to garner the most 

support from respondents with an average score of 2.4214, closely followed by Appendix III (list 

of locally used racial terms) that had an average score of 2.3215. Appendix I (replica of the U.S. 

Census form) gained the least support overall with an average score of 1.7216, but among those 

with a composite race designation of “White, alone”, received an average score of 2.1. Even 

though I did not ask for any explanation of their assessment, several participants commented on 

the ineffectiveness of Appendix I as an instrument to collect data on race (the reasons for which 

will be addressed later this chapter).  

With Question 3, I asked participants if they noticed any differences between Appendices 

I and II.  Twenty-five people mentioned that Appendix II included “Taíno” as an option, 22 

noticed that “Mixed Race” was included, and 11 mentioned that it did not include “African 

American.” These findings strongly correspond to the results for Question 4 that concerned their 

opinion on which form should be used by the U.S. Census Bureau.  Eleven participants believed 

that Appendix II should be used, ten supported Appendix III, five supported both Appendices II 

and III, and only four individuals preferred Appendix I. One person suggested that no form 

should be used.  

Results from Questions 2-4 highlighted the inadequacies of the current U.S. Census form. 

 

                                                

214 Fifteen participants rated it “Very Effective”, while two found it not effective at all. 
 
215 Eleven participants rated it “Very Effective”, while two found it not effective at all. 
 
216 Four participants rated it “Very Effective”, while fourteen found it not effective all.  
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Table 29. Subsample’s Assessment of Surveys I-III, Grouped by Composite Race 

                                                

217 According to a Likert scale where: 1 = Not Effective, 2 = Somewhat Effective, 3 = Very 
Effective 

# 
Composite Race 

Effectiveness 
of Survey I 

Effectiveness 
of Survey II 

Effectiveness 
of Survey III 

Survey  
Preference 

4 White Somewhat  Somewhat Somewhat 3 

11 White None Very Somewhat 2 
12 White Somewhat Very Somewhat 2 
15 White Very  Somewhat Somewhat 1 
16 White Very Somewhat Somewhat 1 
26 White Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat 2 

31 White Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat 1 

152 Mixed, Wh. Predom. None Very Very 2 or 3 

35 Mixed, Wh. Predom. None Very Somewhat 2 

22 Mixed, Wh. Predom Very Somewhat None 1 

5 Mixed, No Predom. None Somewhat Somewhat 2 

7 Mixed, No Predom. Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat 3 

8 Mixed, No Predom. None Very Somewhat 2 

10 Mixed, No Predom. None Very Very 2 or 3 

14 Mixed, No Predom. Somewhat Somewhat Very 3 

21 Mixed, No Predom. Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat 2 

27 Mixed, No Predom. None None Somewhat 3 

28 Mixed, No Predom. None Very Very 2 or 3 

34 Mixed, No Predom. None Very Very 3 

48 Mixed, No Predom. None Very Somewhat 2 

52 Mixed, No Predom. Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat 3 

102 Mixed, No Predom. None Very Very 3 

9 Mixed, No Predom. Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat 3 

13 Mixed, No Predom. Somewhat Very Very 2 or 3 

18 Mixed, No Predom. None Somewhat Somewhat 3 

56 Mixed, No Predom. Very Very Very 2 

67 Mixed, No Predom. None Very Very 2 

151 Mixed, No Predom. None None None None 

163 Mixed, No Predom. Somewhat Very Very 2 

3 Black Predominant Somewhat Very Very 2 or 3 

103 Black Predominant Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat 3 
Average Score217 
= 1.7 2.4         2.3 
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Anticipating that this would be the case, Question 5 allowed for participants to articulate any 

changes, if any, they would make to the current form concerning the race question. Twenty-two 

individuals commented that some type of intermediate appearance/mixed race option (including 

Trigueño) should be provided. Seventeen people mentioned that “Taíno” or some type of 

Caribbean indigenous option should be included. This level of support for an indigenous option 

exemplifies the “Taíno movement” that has gained momentum in recent decades. In addition, 

eleven participants suggested that “Puerto Rican” be included, and similarly, seven stated that 

“Latino” or some type of pan-national description for Hispanics be listed. Two people mentioned 

“Spanish”, two others suggested “Caribbean”, and 1 person said “African”. Worth noting, six 

individuals stated that definitions for race or some type of explanation of racial categories should 

be included in the form. Additionally, three people stated that changes of some type should be 

made, but did not elaborate. Only two participants suggested that no changes should be made at 

all.  

These findings strongly indicated that changes are needed for the race question in the 

current U.S. Census form if the instrument is to become more culturally suited for the Puerto 

Rican population. It appears that three items/possible changes were of primary concern to this 

subsample: 1) the inclusion of an option that indicates mixed racial ancestry (e.g. Trigueño); 2) 

the inclusion of an indigenous label/option (e.g. Taíno); and 3) the inclusion of a national or pan-

national identity marker as a proxy for race (e.g. Puerto Rican or Latino). Of secondary 

importance, but noteworthy, it was evident that explicit clarification concerning the concept and 

meaning of race is needed as well. For example, I estimate that approximately half of all 

participants (interviewed or not) asked for advice on how to complete Appendix I. These 

individuals seemed to be confounded by the concept of race, especially when examining the 
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options provided. My assistant and I always responded by stating that it was completely at their 

discretion. However, our “blanket” response added very little comfort for those who were 

confused.  

Considering the challenge that Appendix I presented to many participants, it seemed as if 

Question 6 in the interview, which asked if the current U.S. Census form could be offensive to 

themselves or to others, would have resulted in many people answering in the affirmative. 

However, and surprisingly, only five people responded “yes” (i.e. offensive to themselves and to 

others), twenty-five “no”, three said that it was not offensive to them personally, but could be 

offensive to others, and one did not provide a clear answer either way.  For those who replied 

“yes” (offensive to themselves and to others), four commented on how there is specificity for 

many Asian and Pacific Island nationalities, but for Hispanics/Latinos, people are supposed to 

ignore nationality and adopt racial terminology. In other words, these individuals seemed to be 

offended by the fact that “Puerto Rican” or “Cuban” are not listed as explicit options to select on 

the current Census form. Two of the five individuals who indicated that the current Census form 

is offensive argued that a question on race is too invasive, and that it should not matter to the 

USCB what a person provides in terms of information on race. For the majority who replied 

“no”, the general consensus was that the question on the current Census form concerning race is 

not invasive or too personal. Most of these individuals commented on how respondents are able 

to fill out whatever they would prefer, and that no group can be completely excluded. Four 

participants mentioned that “Puerto Rican” is listed as an explicit option under the preceding 

question concerning Hispanic/Latino origin. 

Throughout this interview process, most of the focus was placed on the importance of the 

race question on the current U.S. Census Form. Less attention was paid to the importance of the 
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preceding question regarding Hispanic/Latino origin. However, one participant, who was 

offended by the form, commented on the fact that additional wording should be appended to the 

Hispanic/Latino origin question to signify the difference between living in Puerto Rico (and 

being of Hispanic/Latino origin) and being “Puerto Rican”. In other words, considering that 

Puerto Rico has historically received a large number of immigrants from Spanish-speaking 

countries, especially the Dominican Republic in recent times, respondents should be able to find 

an easier way to indicate whatever specific identity they would prefer.  

In reality, I believe the current form allows for specificity regarding nationality through 

the ability to select or write in numerous options, but I understand how many Hispanics/Latinos 

in Puerto Rico may find the question confusing (i.e. whether to indicate “Puerto Rican” because 

of residence in Puerto Rico, or something else because of a direct or indirect connection to 

somewhere else). This is an important point because a few participants suggested that 

discrimination not only operates at the “racial” level in Puerto Rico (based on phenotypes), but 

also at the ethnic/national origin level. In particular, these individuals commented on how 

Dominicans (among those considered Hispanic/Latino) tend to be discriminated against the most 

in Puerto Rico. Thus, in any attempt to address problems of inequality and/or discrimination 

experienced by groups that can be considered marginalized, it becomes necessary that any 

instrument used to gauge racial and ethnic composition must be highly intelligible to the 

population for which it is administered. Perhaps, a few participants within my study, and more 

broadly, some within the general population, have been less inclined to indicate another 

national/ethnic identity due to problems in fully understanding the purpose of the Census 

instrument.  
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Section 6.2. Interview Questions 7-9. Racial Interpretation and Understanding 

With this section of the interview process, I aimed to better understand the racial 

framework as it operates in Puerto Rico.  These questions are listed in Figure 37. Through 

Question 7, I wanted to further investigate the concept of “whiteness” in Puerto Rico by asking 

participants their views on existing U.S. Census data. First, I wanted to observe and record their 

reactions to the stated fact that over 75% of Puerto Ricans indicated that they were “White, 

alone” in 2010. Most interviewees seemed surprised and/or amused by this figure. In fact, 25 

individuals claimed that the figure was incorrect and/or inflated. Four salient explanations that 

developed, in order of importance, were: 1) limitations of the Census form that encouraged more 

people to choose White and nothing else; 2) favoritism associated with whiteness; 3) U.S. 

influence concerning the importance of whiteness; and 4) the loose interpretation of whiteness.  

First, a common sentiment among these 25 individuals was that the Census form options are too 

limited. Many responded by generally saying, “What was I supposed to choose? I’m not white… 

I’m not African American… I’m not American Indian. I don’t belong to any of the other options. 

I’ll just go with white.” Even though, in actuality, respondents were able to indicate more than 

one race (through multiple selections or written responses), it did not seem as if anyone was 

aware that more than one racial identity could be inferred through multiple responses on the 

official form. For that reason, I contend that only a small percentage of Puerto Ricans indicated 

“Two or More Races” in the 2000 and 2010 censuses due to the inclination to only checkmark 

one option (even though the form clearly states “Mark one or more boxes”).  

Second, six participants commented on how wealth, higher education, and higher class 

are often more closely associated with whites in Puerto Rico, and how this has led many people 
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Figure 37. Appendix V- Questions 7-9 Concerning Racial Understanding 
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to accept and promote European heritage over others. Third, and along the same lines, five 

participants mentioned that Puerto Ricans are more likely to self-identify as white because the 

United States is mostly white. Of these five individuals, four mentioned that privilege comes 

along with being white stateside, and thus, a racial hierarchy favoring whites has been passed 

onto Puerto Rico. This sentiment strongly supports literature (Guerra 1998, Loveman and Muniz 

2007) that has examined the importance of white identity formation that developed in response to 

U.S. colonization of the island. However, most of this scholarship has focused on white identity 

formation during the twentieth century218. I argue that continued investigation of whiteness vis-à-

vis colonial hegemony is necessary to recent scholarship because of the ever-increasing exposure 

that Puerto Ricans have to U.S. culture through mass media. I say this because contemporary 

“American” culture (as presented through the media) continues to send the message that 

whiteness is preferred, but at the same time, celebrates the achievements of minority populations 

as well. For example, the racial consciousness and sensitivity that are frequently on display 

within many facets of American popular and political culture have created numerous counter-

narratives today that do not represent whiteness as favorably. In other words, I argue that 

whiteness and many elements of “mainstream” culture in the U.S. are represented much 

differently today than in the recent past. If Puerto Rico’s level of racial consciousness and 

sensitivity has been “behind the curve” in comparison to the U.S., how are things changing in the 

modern/digital age where subaltern voices appear to be stronger than ever?  

Last, concerning the island’s majority “White, alone” population, four participants 

commented on the loose interpretation of whiteness in Puerto Rico. These individuals claimed 

that being white does not necessarily mean being “entirely white”, and that skin color often 

                                                

218 With greater emphasis place on the first half of the century 
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supersedes other physical characteristics when describing someone as white. In other words, 

people can have somewhat pronounced non-European features, but as long as they have a lighter 

complexion, they might be inclined to self-identify as white. This finding is highly characteristic 

of the social practice and understanding of hyperdescent, whereby any possible European 

heritage trumps other forms of lineage. As discussed previously, this racial framework is in stark 

contrast to what is largely found in the U.S., where hypodescent, the practice of classifying 

mixed-race individuals within the socially subordinate group, epitomizes racial understanding.  

The second part of Question 7 asked participants if they believed that Puerto Rico is 

“whiter” than the United States. Twenty-four replied “no”, six replied “yes”, and one person said 

“I don’t know.” Even though I did not ask respondents to explain their answer, nearly half of the 

sample (15) provided additional comments. For those who replied “no” and elaborated, the most 

commonly provided explanations were 1) whiteness is not well defined, and thus, most Puerto 

Ricans are confused about the U.S. conception of race; and 2) if people are not extremely dark-

skinned, they will choose the first listed option of “White”. Five of these participants also 

suggested that Puerto Ricans have been “conditioned” to believe they are white, hinting at a 

prevailing discourse of European-based dominance. In addition, five respondents claimed that 

the “truly” white population is only about 20-30 percent of the total. It is interesting that these 

percentage figures were mentioned, because for both myself and my assistant, we classified 

26.2% and 27.2% of the 248 participants as “White, alone” (according to appearance) when 

completing Appendix II, respectively.  

Of the six interviewees who replied “yes”, indicating agreement with U.S. Census results 

showing that Puerto Rico is whiter than the United States, two mentioned their living 

experiences stateside and that their respective cities were very multicultural, characterized by 
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large nonwhite populations. This made sense considering that many cities in the U.S. that would 

attract large “foreign-born” populations, including Puerto Ricans, would have considerably more 

nonwhite residents. Most certainly, the gene pool of some Puerto Rican municipios is likely to be 

more European-based than dozens of multicultural cities stateside. Thus, even though the 

question was meant to compare Puerto Rico to the United States more broadly, these particular 

responses speak to the importance of an individual’s personal experience in shaping their view of 

a racialized landscape.  

To better determine if a changing racial discourse was emerging, one that could be 

considered post-colonial and less white, with Question 8, I asked participants for their opinions 

as to why the “White, alone” population decreased from ~ 80% in 2000 to ~75% in 2010 

according to the U.S. Census. Fifteen people suggested that Puerto Ricans were “becoming more 

aware of their African or Taíno roots219.” Considering that the dominant racial discourse and 

understanding have been that Puerto Ricans are of three main lineages—Spanish, African, and 

indigenous, it was perplexing to hear participants claim that people were just now becoming 

more aware of their nonwhite heritage. However, from what I gathered, these individuals were 

implying that Puerto Ricans are becoming more proud (and more willing to acknowledge) their 

non-European roots. Seven participants alluded to the fact that younger generations are more 

likely to embrace a hip or subaltern culture, and as part of this emerging dynamic, a willingness 

to embrace nonwhite identity.  

With ever-increasing popularity of mainstream media and entertainment, younger cohorts 

have been more willing to embrace pan-national labels, such as, “Latino.” Well-known 

                                                

219 Or, simply, “nonwhite” roots (if “African” and “Taíno” were not explicitly mentioned) 
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reggaeton220 artists often use “Latino” in lyrics as a marketing tool to create a larger, cross-

national audience—in essence, creating a greater sense of solidarity among fans that goes beyond 

“racial” appearance (Kattari 2009). With the considerable appeal that reggaeton and similarly 

related entertainment genres have with many younger Puerto Ricans, it is likely that the 

decreasing white population overall is in part attributed to the growing perception that being 

something other than white is more socially acceptable. Likewise, with each passing generation, 

there is increased exposure to the mainland (directly, through living and traveling experiences 

stateside, or indirectly, via the proliferation of television and the Internet) that perhaps has 

reinforced the boundaries of inclusion and exclusion found within the U.S. racial framework. In 

addition, two of these fifteen individuals who attempted to explain why the “White, alone” 

population was shrinking in Puerto Rico mentioned watching television commercials on local 

networks that were aimed at informing people of their African ancestry. Apparently, these 

commercials were geared to confront the strong sense of black denial that has historically 

characterized racial understanding in Puerto Rico. I am unsure who sponsored these 

commercials, but considering that these two respondents remember the commercials airing just a 

few years ago, I imagine that the most recent decennial census (2010) played an important role. 

It is increasingly likely that as younger Puerto Ricans are becoming more aware of who is 

considered white and nonwhite by American standards, this has led to more youths favoring a 

                                                

220 Reggaeton is popular music genre, especially among youths in Spanish-speaking and 
Caribbean populations. It combines many genres, including salsa, American hip-hop, and 
Jamaican dancehall, among others. It is often characterized by rapping-style lyrics and a very 
identifiable beat called “Dem Bow.”  
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nonwhite identity221. For example, in addition to the decreasing “White, alone” population 

island-wide, the following changes between 2000 and 2010 were quite telling as well:  those who 

self-identified as “Black, African American, or Negro” increased from 8.0% to 12.4%; the 

“Some other Race” category increased from 6.8% to 7.8%, and the “White in Combination” 

(indicated) group decreased from 3.5% to 2.8% (U.S. Census Bureau 2000 and 2010, SF1). 

Meanwhile, the percent “Puerto Rican” remained rather stable, changing from 95.1% to 95.4%. 

This suggests that the changing racial composition of the Island may be more attributable to an 

emerging racial framework that is more accepting of nonwhite identity rather than an increase in 

nonwhite immigration or fertility rates.  

Despite these indications, 11 participants suggested that Puerto Rico’s decreasing “White, 

alone” population was, in fact, due to immigration. Of these individuals, eight mentioned 

increased levels of Dominican and/or Caribbean-based immigration. As mentioned previously, 

people of Dominican or various Caribbean national origins tend to be classified as “black” or 

considered of stronger African heritage as compared to Puerto Ricans. Anecdotal accounts 

suggest that a large undocumented population from these other Caribbean islands is found within 

Puerto Rico. However, U.S. Census-based figures are not indicative of statistically significant 

increases in immigration from strongly Afro-centric populations of the Caribbean. For example, 

between 2000 and 2010, U.S. Census data show that the Dominican population in Puerto Rico 

increased slightly from 1.5% of the total population to 1.8% (SF1). U.S. Census American 

Community Appendix samples from 2000 to 2010 show that the Caribbean-born population 

                                                

221 For example, “Latino” is a term that should not be used to describe one’s race, but 
colloquially, has grown in popularity in the U.S. when describing a nonwhite “racial” identity for 
a person of Spanish descent. Most certainly, the ever-growing use of “Latino” stateside has had 
influence on Puerto Ricans choosing this term to describe their own race.  
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(excluding the Dominican Republic and Cuba222) basically remained the same at .04% of the 

total (ACS 1-Year Appendices). Nevertheless, in observing the reactions from some of these 

participants, it seemed as if the poorer, Caribbean-based, and darker-skinned population of 

Puerto Rico was growing at a substantial and unprecedented rate.  

Question 9 was a multifaceted line of inquiry that aimed to investigate the complex 

nature of racial understanding and discourse that have been historically linked to Puerto Rican 

identity formation. The first part concerned participants’ understanding of racial ancestry in 

Puerto Rico. Results are presented in Table 30. In an informal assessment of salience concerning 

the frequency with which certain lineages were cited, as expected, a majority (22) of the 

subsample mentioned some combination of “Spanish”, “African”, and “Taíno/Indian”. In 

addition, four people offered “Spanish” and “Taíno/Indian” without mentioning “African”. Two 

more participants answered “Spanish” and “African” without mentioning “Taíno/Indian”. Lastly, 

four additional participants responded by including other nationalities/ethnic groups, especially 

found within Mediterranean Europe and Latin America. Concerning the order with which 

lineages were cited, “Spanish” was most commonly listed first (23 times), while, sequentially-

speaking, “Taíno/Indio” was mentioned second (14 times) more often than “African” (12 times). 

In fact, it seemed as if “African” was frequently mentioned as an afterthought, as it was cited 

first on only two occasions223. However, as Table 30 shows, there appeared to be no strong 

 

 
                                                

222 Cuba is excluded because, as mentioned previously, Cubans in Puerto Rico are considered to 
be wealthier than average and mostly white. Most Cuban homeowners are affluent first or second 
generation immigrants who fled the country at the time of the communist revolution.  

 

223 Meanwhile, “Taíno/Indian” was mentioned first on six occasions.  
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Table 30. Subsample’s Understanding of Racial Lineages in Puerto Rico 

 

 

 

# Composite Race 
Lineage 

Mentioned 
First 

Lineage 
Mentioned 

Second 

Lineage 
Mentioned Third 

Lineage (s) 
Mentioned Fourth 

4 White Spanish Indian African N/A 
11 White Spanish Indian N/A N/A 

12 White Spanish African Indian Various European 
and Latin Am.  

15 White Spanish African N/A N/A 
16 White Indian Spanish African N/A 
26 White Spanish African Various European  N/A 
31 White Spanish Indian N/A N/A 

152 Mixed, Wh. Predom. Spanish Indian African N/A 

35 Mixed, Wh. Predom. Spanish Indian N/A Various European 
and Latin Am.  

22 Mixed, Wh. Predom Spanish African Indian N/A 
5 Mixed, No Predom. Indian Spanish African N/A 
7 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish Indian African N/A 
8 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish Indian African N/A 

10 Mixed, No Predom. Indian Spanish African N/A 
14 Mixed, No Predom. African Spanish Indian N/A 
21 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish Indian N/A N/A 
27 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish African Indian Various Latin Am. 
28 Mixed, No Predom. Indian Spanish African N/A 
34 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish African Indian N/A 
48 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish Indian African N/A 
52 Mixed, No Predom. African Indian Spanish N/A 

102 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish Indian N/A N/A 
9 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish Indian African N/A 

13 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish African Indian N/A 
18 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish African Indian N/A 
56 Mixed, No Predom. Indian African Spanish N/A 
67 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish Indian African N/A 

151 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish Indian African N/A 
163 Mixed, No Predom. Spanish African N/A N/A 

3 Black Predominant Indian African Spanish N/A 
103 Black Predominant Spanish African N/A N/A 
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correlation between composite race classification and the order or frequency with which various 

lineages were mentioned.  

For the second part of Question 9 that asked where this racial understanding originated, 

twenty-seven participants replied with “school”. Other commonly cited sources included 

“family”, “books”, and general “living experiences/observations”. With this particular part of the 

question, no participants seemed to offer any kind of critical assessment of the 

understanding/knowledge that has characterized racial discourse in Puerto Rico.  

To provide an opportunity for critical assessment, a pair of follow-up questions asked if 

this dominant racial discourse actually matches reality—for the population as a whole and for 

themselves individually. Only six people claimed that the dominant racial discourse did not 

match reality. Furthermore, only three of these six individuals claimed that their own personal 

identity did not fit that narrative. It is interesting to note, though, that all three of these 

individuals had a composite racial classification of “White, alone”. I had previously expected 

that participants who appeared to be of stronger African heritage would feel like the dominant 

racial discourse did not match their personal identity. Instead, it was respondents who were self 

and observer-identified as white who felt like they did not fit the traditional narrative.  

 

Section 6.3. Interview Questions 10-12. Racial Inequalities and Governmental Intervention 

With this section of the interview process, my intention was to obtain valuable qualitative 

information regarding participants’ understanding of racial inequality in Puerto Rico, and if they 

believed whether governmentally-sponsored initiatives should be more fully developed to 

address systematic discrimination. The list of questions for this section is provided in Figure 38. 

The first part of Question 10 asked participants if they believe that discrimination based on racial 
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appearance exists in Puerto Rico. Over two-thirds (22) of this subsample suggested that racial 

discrimination is pervasive. For those who elaborated, it was frequently mentioned that people 

with darker skin or more African-derived features are those who typically face discrimination. In 

addition, seven participants mentioned discrimination against Dominicans, as they are often 

perceived as poor, lacking social class, and uneducated. There appeared to be no correlation 

between a participant’s composite racial classification and the belief that racial discrimination is 

pervasive in Puerto Rico. 

For those who denied the existence of racial discrimination, two general responses were 

given. The first concerned the general sense of “colorblindness” that exists due to the multiracial 

ancestry that characterizes much of the population. A very common response that was given (for 

this question or at other times in the interview process) was the phrase, “¿Y tu abuela, donde 

está?”, which translates to “And your grandmother, where is she?” In fact, I counted (most 

likely, undercounted) the use of this phrase on 16 different occasions. It is borrowed from a	  

poem	  written	  by	  Fortunato	  Vizcarrondo	  in	  which	  the	  author	  critiques	  a	  man	  who	  flaunts	  

his	  whiteness,	  yet	  hides	  his	  black	  grandmother	  in	  the	  kitchen.	  In	  other	  words,	  this	  saying	  

suggests that most Puerto Ricans have black ancestry to some degree, whether some people want 

to admit to it or not. Thus, it is understandable that many participants were inclined to believe 

that they live in a colorblind society because such a large percent of the population comes from a 

racially mixed background. However, this phrase was often quoted by participants who did, in 

fact, suggest that racial discrimination exists. Indeed, the frequent use of this phrase seemed to  
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Figure 38. Appendix V- Questions 10-12 Concerning Understanding of Racial Inequality 
and Opinions Regarding State Intervention 

 



221 

suggest that pervasive racial discrimination exists… but, should not logically, due to the fact that 

most people have a nonwhite relative somewhere in their family history. Considering this, as a 

cultural “outsider”, I argue that appearing whiter is not always a matter of being seen as part of a 

genetically superior class. Rather, I interpret it as being the beneficiary of genetic “luck”, similar 

to how some siblings are short and others tall. If this oft-quoted phrase about family history 

suggests that most people have nonwhite ancestry, then the white favoritism that is found within 

many families (genetically the same) is akin to height favoritism or other kinds of preferential 

treatment based on physical characteristics that are likely to be found within countless societies. 

If this is indeed the case, preferential treatment of whites becomes less a matter of genetic 

interpretation (obviously, still important), and more so, at least to some degree, a matter of 

cultural preference for certain physical attributes (imbued with racial ideology). Accordingly, 

and perhaps unfortunately, this further complicates the existence of “racial” discrimination, as it 

can be conveniently couched within a broader range of physical attribute discrimination.  

The second common response given by those who denied the existence of widespread 

racial discrimination concerned economic inequalities. These individuals argued that 

discrimination exists in Puerto Rico due to economic and class differences, instead of racial 

prejudice. This last point is germane to a litany of studies on racial inequalities. While these 

other studies often attempt to control for variables outside of race to determine if active forms of 

racial discrimination are evident, it is, to say the least, an arduous task when assessing the Puerto 

Rican population. Race is often confused with nationality, and because of this, it is difficult to 

categorize individuals into well-defined groups. Thus, this makes the task of separating the 

importance of race versus class very challenging. 
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The second part of Question 10 asked participants how racial discrimination in Puerto 

Rico compares to the United States. Twenty-four participants suggested that racial discrimination 

stateside is worse than in Puerto Rico.  Three participants claimed that racial discrimination is 

the same, and two others declined to comment. Only two participants (in a tandem interview) 

claimed that discrimination is worse in Puerto Rico. For the majority who claimed that 

discrimination is worse in the U.S., the most frequently occurring response was that Americans 

tend to be much more “explicit” with racist feelings. They often cited residential and social 

segregation between whites and blacks as being the primary example of how groups openly 

discriminate against others stateside. Six of these individuals shared their personal encounters of 

racism while living in the United States. Moreover, three participants mentioned that white 

supremacy groups, such as the Ku Klux Klan, could not conceivably exist in Puerto Rico. I 

found it interesting that many of these participants used “explicit” to describe American racism. I 

interpreted this to mean that these participants very much acknowledge the existence of racism in 

Puerto Rico, but that it operates at a subtle, more implicit level.  

However, for the two participants who argued that racial discrimination is worse in 

Puerto Rico, they pointed out that very explicit forms of racism exist on the island that would not 

be found stateside. For example, they mentioned the use of blackface in local television 

programming that did not lead to a public uproar by the viewing audience. They argued that this 

would have been instantly condemned in present-day American programming. Also, they 

mentioned the election of President Obama as something that would never take place in Puerto 

Rico—that is, the ability for a “black man” to garner enough public support to win the most 

important political office. Lastly, these two participants, who attended college stateside, 

commented on how racial sensitivity is severely lacking in Puerto Rico. They mentioned that 
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Americans tend be more conscious of how they use racial terminology, and that Puerto Ricans 

tend to be less sensitive in their use of racial descriptors.  

Question 11 gauged the level of awareness that this subsample held concerning the 

relationship between racial appearance and socioeconomic attainment. Even though 22 

participants indicated that racial discrimination is pervasive in Puerto Rico, only 15 suggested 

that whites are more socioeconomically privileged than nonwhites (Table 31). However, 

considering that this was nearly half of the subsample, it was interesting to note some of the 

ways that participants articulated white privilege. Most of these 15 individuals mentioned the 

importance of generational wealth; that is, white families bestowing wealth to their offspring. It 

seemed as if many of these participants just simply wanted to explain the situation as “that’s the 

way it is”—basically, essentializing white privilege as a “natural” development. I found it 

curious that so many people nonchalantly described the situation as a structural process without 

offering any kind of critical assessment. Other comments touched on white elitist attitudes (with 

a few targeted at Cubans in Puerto Rico), stereotypes, and racialized work environments. 

Concerning the work environment, seven participants commented on how certain occupations 

are more strongly associated with particular groups, and how opportunities for promotion 

continue to favor whites over nonwhites.  

Eleven other participants suggested that no relationship exists between racial appearance 

and socioeconomic attainment. Most of these individuals argued that everyone is the same and 

that many darker-skinned Puerto Ricans have nice jobs and live in wealthy neighborhoods. 

Moreover, these individuals were more inclined to attribute socioeconomic disparities to 

differences in class rather than racial appearance. In other words, wealth (or lack thereof) is 

generational, but not necessarily tied to racial appearance. These individuals argued that when  
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Table 31. Political Affiliation Compared to Understanding of Discrimination/Inequality 

 

 

# Composite Race Political 
Affiliation 

Believes Racial 
Discrimination is 

Pervasive in Puerto 
Rico 

Believes in Correlation 
between Racial Appearance 

and Socioeconomic 
Attainment 

4 White N/A Yes Yes 
11 White PNP No No 
12 White PNP Yes Yes 
15 White PNP No No 
16 White N/A Yes Yes 
26 White PPD Yes No 
31 White N/A Yes No Definitive Answer 

152 Mixed, Wh. Predom. PPD Yes Yes 
35 Mixed, Wh. Predom. N/A Yes No 
22 Mixed, Wh. Predom PPD No Yes 
5 Mixed, No Predom. PPD Yes No 
7 Mixed, No Predom.  No Yes 
8 Mixed, No Predom. PPD Yes No Definitive Answer 

10 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No 
14 Mixed, No Predom.  No Yes 
21 Mixed, No Predom. PPD Yes Yes 
27 Mixed, No Predom.  No No 
28 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes Yes 
34 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No 
48 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No Definitive Answer 
52 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No 

102 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No Definitive Answer 
9 Mixed, No Predom.  No Yes 

13 Mixed, No Predom. PNP Yes No 
18 Mixed, No Predom.  No Yes 
56 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes Yes 

67 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No Definitive Answer 

151 Mixed, No Predom.  No No 

163 Mixed, No Predom. PIP Yes Yes 

3 Black Predominant PPD Yes Yes 

103 Black Predominant  Yes Yes 
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instances of favoritism and cronyism occur, it is because of class-based reasons rather than one’s 

racial appearance. Interesting to note is that three out of the four participants who indicated 

support for the PNP did not draw a connection between racial appearance and socioeconomic 

attainment.  

Question 12 asked participants if they believe that the government (non-specified) should 

implement plans to promote greater equality, such as, affirmative action. Over two-thirds (21) of 

the respondents suggested that the government should have affirmative action policies in place 

(Table 31). Considering that 22 of the 31 participants interviewed believe that racial 

discrimination exists in Puerto Rico, it is no surprise that a majority of this subsample would be 

in favor of governmental intervention to end discrimination and/or promote greater equality. For 

those who offered to elaborate, the general justification was that all individuals should be treated 

the same, and that the government should have a role in ensuring equality. Other than this 

generalized response, no specifics were offered as to how affirmative action would be 

administered. For those who argued against governmental intervention, the general consensus 

was that it would be impossible to implement such a policy due to difficulties in establishing 

who would be eligible for benefits. Put simply, these participants felt like no particular segment 

of the population could be singled out as chief beneficiaries.  

The second part of Question 12 resulted in an interesting set of inconsistencies in 

participant responses. Here, I asked the subsample if the government should implement plans to 

help darker-skinned Puerto Ricans. As also found in Table 32, of the 21 participants who 

previously suggested that the government should implement affirmative action, nine indicated 

that nothing should be done to promote greater equality specifically for darker-skinned 

individuals. Even though the racial component of affirmative action was mentioned every time, it  
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Table 32. Political Affiliation Compared to Opinions on Interventionist Policies 

 

 

 

# Composite Race Political 
Affiliation 

Supports 
Affirmative 

Action 

Supports Governmental 
Intervention on Behalf of  

“Darker-Skinned” Puerto Ricans 
4 White  Yes Yes 

11 White PNP No No 
12 White PNP Yes No 
15 White PNP No No 
16 White  Yes No 
26 White PPD Yes Yes 

31 White  Yes No 

152 Mixed, Wh. Predom. PPD Yes Yes 

35 Mixed, Wh. Predom.  No No 

22 Mixed, Wh. Predom PPD Yes Yes 

5 Mixed, No Predom. PPD Yes No 

7 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes Yes 

8 Mixed, No Predom. PPD No No  

10 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No 

14 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No 

21 Mixed, No Predom. PPD Yes Yes 

27 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No 

28 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes Yes 

34 Mixed, No Predom.  No No 

48 Mixed, No Predom.  No No 

52 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No 

102 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes Yes 

9 Mixed, No Predom.  No No 

13 Mixed, No Predom. PNP Yes No 

18 Mixed, No Predom.  No No 

56 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes Yes 

67 Mixed, No Predom.  Yes No 

151 Mixed, No Predom.  No No 

163 Mixed, No Predom. PIP Yes Yes 

3 Black Predominant PPD Yes Yes 

103 Black Predominant  Yes Yes 
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was surprising that nearly half of those supporting governmental intervention did not favor doing 

so on behalf of darker-skinned Puerto Ricans. Moreover, for five of the seven individuals with a 

composite classification of “White, alone” and for all four supporters of the PNP224, there was no 

support for governmental intervention on behalf of darker-skinned Puerto Ricans. 

Afterward, my assistant and I discussed the implications of this contradictory-laden 

development, and came to the conclusion that A) “affirmative action” is not well understood in 

Puerto Rico; and B) perhaps, many Puerto Ricans do, in fact, believe they live in a color-blind 

society whereby discrimination should be eradicated, but, in itself, is not solely based on skin 

color. Granted, even coming from a U.S. racial understanding where skin color is not always a 

proxy for race, I found it interesting, and quite perplexing, that such a large number of 

participants failed to see the connection between “racial” discrimination and “skin color” 

discrimination.  Similar to some of the previously mentioned comments, seven of these nine 

individuals argued that it is difficult to distinguish between “dark-skinned” people and “others” 

because of the wide array of intermediate skin tones found in the population.  

If siblings and other close relatives have different skin tones and general phenotypes, as 

is the case in many Puerto Rican families, I see the problem in making skin color a near-proxy 

for race. Logically, it seems like siblings should be considered members of the same race, even if 

their physical appearance is considerably different. However, this statement speaks to my 

cultural upbringing that is rooted in a U.S. conceptual framework, wherein, it is often assumed 

that siblings are going to be of similar skin tone and racial classification. In Puerto Rico, if 

                                                

224 I found this surprising. Anecdotally, I have been told that the PNP targets lower income 
neighborhoods (in addition to wealthy communities) to garner political support in efforts to 
achieve statehood.  If true, it would stand to reason that constituents, many of whom would be 
darker-skinned, would indicate support for federally sponsored interventionist policies. 
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“racial” variation is thought to exist on a continuum, rather than within a compartmentalized, 

taxonomic system, it is easy to see why a concept like race, with its boundaries of inclusion and 

exclusion, presents confusion to those who are subjected to its rules.  

 

Section 6.4. Interview Questions 13-14. Neighborhood Racial Dynamics 

In this section of the interview process, I aimed to better understand how racial dynamics 

operate within certain social spaces. As part of this, I wanted to determine if participants were 

inclined to describe their own neighborhoods as well as other residential areas through a racial 

lens. The list of questions in this section is provided in Figure 39. The first part of Question 13 

asked participants if their particular neighborhood is comprised mostly of one racial appearance. 

The vast majority (26) indicated that their neighborhood is comprised of many different racial 

appearances. For the remaining five remaining participants who described their neighborhood as 

consisting of one racial appearance, after some clarification, the consensus was that “one racial 

appearance” meant either “Puerto Rican” or “mostly of an intermediate skin tone”. In other 

words, not one participant suggested that his/her neighborhood is overwhelmingly white, black, 

or other. In fact, three people remarked that mostly white or black neighborhoods do not exist in 

Bayamón, and that if I want to visit racially homogenous areas, I would have to go to certain 

parts of Guaynabo, Dorado, or the interior parts of the Island for whites and Carolina or Loíza 

for blacks. As mentioned previously, it is this “racial” characteristic of the study area that 

precludes the possibility of proving statistically significant levels of residential segregation.  

The second part of Question 13 asked participants if residents of their particular 

neighborhood are economically similar. Twenty-four described their residential area as  
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Figure 39. Appendix V- Questions 13-14 Concerning the Perception of Racialized 
Spaces 
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economically homogenous, with fourteen of them mentioning that their neighborhood belongs to 

the “middle class.” Only one person described his neighborhood as homogenous and poor.  

These economic characteristics likely explain the absence of overwhelmingly white or black 

neighborhoods within the study area. The remaining seven participants indicated that their 

neighborhood is economically mixed. However, none of these individuals elaborated on any kind 

of connection between racial appearance and economic attainment within their own 

neighborhood.  

The third part of Question 13 asked participants if surrounding areas close to their own 

neighborhood are known for being comprised of mostly one racial appearance. Once again, the 

vast majority (24) described surrounding neighborhoods as being racially and economically 

similar to their own. Of the remaining seven participants, three mentioned that they live in the 

countryside and that they were not very familiar with the racial and economic composition of 

nearby residential areas. However, four participants did comment that richer or poorer 

neighborhoods were in proximity to their own. The poorer ones were described as government-

subsidized properties that possess a larger share of Dominicans as compared to other 

neighborhoods. Judging body language and tone, no participant seemed to be overly concerned 

with the racial and/or economic make-up of their own neighborhood or surrounding residential 

areas. Even if “Dominican” areas were mentioned a few times in association with public 

housing, it seemed as if participants were simply describing neighborhood characteristics in a 

matter-of-fact tone. I had previously thought that some participants would describe certain areas 

as “highly desirable” or “exclusive” or, conversely, “unsafe”, “dirty”, or “undesirable”, but such 

descriptions were absent in their responses.  
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Lastly, with the first part of Question 14, I asked participants if there are any places in 

Bayamón, or Puerto Rico in general, where they would feel uncomfortable based on their racial 

appearance. All but one person said they would not feel uncomfortable anywhere in Puerto Rico 

based on their racial appearance. Repeatedly, participants suggested that Puerto Ricans are all 

equal and that racial appearance does not matter. However, three people mentioned that in the 

past they might have felt unwelcomed in certain places, but today, it is no issue. For all three of 

these individuals, they briefly mentioned the municipio of Loíza, well known for its strong West 

African-based population and culture, as being a place that “some Puerto Ricans” might have felt 

uncomfortable visiting in the past. It was interesting to note two of these three individuals had a 

composite racial classification of “White, alone”. I did not ask any of these three individuals why 

visiting Loíza today would be any different, but one person did mention that it is now a place 

with many tourists and is generally welcoming to the public.   

Only one participant stated that she has felt uncomfortable in certain areas of Puerto Rico 

based on her racial appearance. She mentioned the touristy areas of Condado and Santurce 

(within San Juan) as being places where visiting Americans have guarded their personal 

belongings when she passed by their way. She also mentioned not feeling very welcome when in 

Guaynabo, a municipio well known for its affluence where 79.4% of residents self-identified as 

“White, alone” in 2010 (U.S. Census, SF1). She shared that many of the domestic servants in 

Guaynabo are darker-skinned, and that most residents have probably assumed she was a maid 

when traveling about its various neighborhoods.  

With the second part of Question 14, I asked participants if people of all racial 

appearances would be welcome to move into their own neighborhood. Every person answered in 

the affirmative, with no hesitation and clearly felt little need to provide much further elaboration. 
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I did not expect any participant to divulge any personal bias, but imagined that some would offer 

accounts of discrimination they had witnessed in some form. Considering that 22 participants 

claimed that racial discrimination is pervasive in Puerto Rico, it is interesting to note that no one 

associated discrimination with their own neighborhood. However, this finding is very supportive 

of Dwyer and Jones’ argument (2000) that people are more apt to associate racial discrimination 

and inequality with places that are far removed from home. However, since various 

neighborhoods in this study area were found to be very “racially” integrated (as examined in Ch. 

5), it logically follows that these residential areas would be more socially accepting of racial 

appearance than perhaps other places in Puerto Rico.  

At the conclusion of each interview, I asked participants if they had any additional 

questions or comments. Many individuals expressed a strong interest in the results of the study 

and suggested that such a form of academic investigation is needed in Puerto Rico. I found this 

both encouraging and curious, considering that racial identification and inequality often seemed 

to be an afterthought for my subsample. Even if most people claimed that discrimination exists in 

Puerto Rican society, based on inflection, tone, and the types of responses, it did not seem as if 

addressing any possible issues was a pressing concern. I was confused why the study was 

“needed”, yet at the same time, so few respondents shared accounts of discrimination. 

Furthermore, it did not appear that members of this subsample viewed social spaces of Puerto 

Rico through a racialized lens, as is often the case stateside.  

Granted, the racial and economic profile of the study area likely led to results that might 

have been considerably different in other parts of Puerto Rico. In addition, these individuals 

might have suggested that the study was “needed” in reference to their general dissatisfaction 

with the race question on the U.S. Census form. Or, perhaps, some people were simply being 
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cordial. Regardless, even if my subsample did not appear to be directly impacted by active forms 

of discrimination or in need of top-down initiatives that would promote greater racial equality, 

12 of them did reply “yes” when asked if the government should implement plans to help darker-

skinned Puerto Ricans. This then presents an interesting and complex question: Who are “darker-

skinned” Puerto Ricans, and how would such governmental intervention be carried out? 

 

Section 6.5. Chapter Summary and Future Direction 

Based on participant responses, and the anecdotal direction that many interviews 

assumed, I simultaneously became more enlightened and perplexed about how racial 

understanding and dynamics operate in Puerto Rico. On one hand, the differences between U.S. 

and Puerto Rican racial frameworks seemed to make more sense with each passing interview. On 

the other hand, some of the logical inconsistencies concerning interview responses and 

classification data exemplified the polysemic nature of racial terminology as it is employed in 

Puerto Rican culture. As a result, it led to more observations and questions that ultimately need 

more attention. First, I will share thoughts as to why my understanding of Puerto Rico’s racial 

framework improved as fieldwork progressed. Second, I will discuss some of the developments 

and observations that demand further attention. Lastly, I will provide some of the ways that 

research design can be improved upon for continued research in the future. 

Section 6.5a. Improved Understanding 

First, it appears that the U.S. conceptual framework for race is not fully understood in 

Puerto Rico. Put simply, the Puerto Rican population is instructed to fill out a U.S. Census form 

that is not fully intelligible and translatable to their particular culture. However, racial 

enumeration appears to remain important, as a phenotype-based hierarchy exists. Participants 
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repeatedly commented that “darker-skinned people” and “Dominicans and other Caribbean 

islanders” tend to be poorer and lower educated, while “lighter-skinned Puerto Ricans” are more 

likely to be wealthy and more educated. However, even though race is dependent on phenotypes, 

today’s Western racialized system is predicated on clearly defined parameters for the sake of 

classification. In essence, a person’s physical features need to be ancestrally linked to a certain 

geographic region of the world. With this fact come the implied cultural and socioeconomic 

characteristics that accompany the interpretation of one’s ancestry. However, this presents a 

problem to places where most of the population is ancestrally tied to different geographic regions 

of the world. For Puerto Rico and much of Latin America, a long history of miscegenation has 

resulted in a gamut of skin tones and phenotypes that cannot be linked to one particular region of 

the world.  

This begs a series of questions: why even attempt to enumerate race and ethnicity in 

Puerto Rico? If conceptually separating race from nationality is nearly impossible, why does it 

matter if most people self-identify as “White, alone” or as part of any other group? These would 

be valid arguments if Puerto Rico did not have a long history of inequality, discrimination, and 

segregation based on phenotypic differences (Hall 2000, Lopez 2008). If almost everyone had an 

intermediate skin tone and a similar set of physical features, the idea of racial enumeration would 

seem impractical. However, this is not the case, as certain segments of the population appear to 

be of either strong European or West African ancestry alone (as discussed in Chapter 4). As 

such, a racialized system imbued with socioeconomic advantages and disadvantages has 

historically developed… and seems to have left an indelible legacy. Even if racial definitions 

vary geographically, this subsample indicated that group membership provides benefits to some 

and hardships for others. Thus, for the intended research agenda that this dissertation initiates, it 
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is necessary that the cultural interpretation of race and the “slippery semantics” of racial 

terminology225 involved be further dissected.  

After conducting interviews with this subsample, it became clearer that words such as 

“race”, “white”, “black” and so forth do not carry the same cultural meanings as they are used 

stateside. “Race” in the United States is often used to separate groups based on appearance. An 

assumption exists that most people know which designation to choose in terms of self-

identification. In essence, the difference between an individual and “others” is reinforced by a 

system reliant on (rather) well-defined boundaries. By extension, perceived differences in 

cultural values and economic characteristics, which are associated with certain types of group 

membership, become reinforced. If the boundaries of inclusion and exclusion do not exist, then 

the racialized system becomes blurry, and the advantages and disadvantages of group 

membership become less distinct. As a result, both the dominant and subordinate classes need 

racial distinction for group affirmation. Thus, a person who is to be considered white needs to 

possess overwhelmingly European-derived phenotypes. In fact, this was the criterion used for my 

observation-reported data when classifying participants as “White, alone.”  

It stands to reason that I, an individual born and raised in the Midwest who has never 

been considered white by others, would carry this cultural conception of who is “white” and 

“nonwhite.” I am accustomed to seeing people who are “marginally white” fall onto one side or 

the other. Sometimes social class and economic background would factor into one’s social 

recognition of whiteness, but overwhelmingly, it was based on phenotypes. As previously 

                                                

225 For an in-depth examination of the polysemic nature of racial terminology, see Godreau 2008. 
During the course of participant interviews, I was partially introduced (and further confused) to 
the ways in which racial terminology is used on the island. 
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written, racial membership (especially, for whites) does not operate as fluidly in the United 

States. If it did, then the legitimacy of group membership would be increasingly questioned. 

It is understandable that the Puerto Rican cultural conception of whiteness is more 

inclusive. The racialized system that mostly resulted from centuries of Spanish colonial rule has 

led to an ambiguous definition of whiteness, by which the boundaries of inclusion are not as 

dependent on a holistic interpretation of phenotypes. For example, many participants who self-

identified as “White, alone”, but not observer-reported as such, shared that they chose this 

designation because of lighter skin color. Even if facial features were decidedly non-European, 

skin color trumped all other physical characteristics. Stateside, concerning the determination of 

whiteness, I have been accustomed to physical characteristics aside from skin color serving 

equally in importance. If someone has eyes, a nose, lips, hair texture, a facial structure, or some 

other physical characteristic not typically considered European-derived, it is assumed at least one 

parent is African-American or of a nonwhite nationality. Accordingly, and most commonly, that 

person is then associated with the nonwhite group. However, I observed with my participants, 

that “white” literally meant lighter skin color—with little need or effort to interpret ancestral 

origins. In essence, “race” equaled “Puerto Rican”, and if prompted to choose an option listed on 

a Appendix I, “race” then became equivalent to skin color. As a result, few people selected 

“Black, alone” because not many were of extremely dark skin color. Operating within the 

culturally accepted rules of hyperdescent, for many individuals, being partially white was enough 

to be “White, alone.”   

Considering that one of the main arguments in this study is that Puerto Rico is not as 

“white” as U.S. Census data indicate, the cultural interpretation of whiteness on the island forced 

me to reconceptualize my approach to enumerating race. If whiteness is a social construct that 
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varies geographically, why should I attempt to “prove” that racial segregation is greater than 

what has been suggested by previous studies? Why should I impose a U.S.-centric 

conceptualization of whiteness on a culture that interprets this particular identifier differently? 

Ultimately, if I am attempting to assess inequality and segregation as they exist in Puerto Rico, 

should I not figure out at which levels discrimination operates? Based on interviews, it appears 

that active forms of discrimination operate at various levels of society. However, the targets of 

discrimination are difficult to pinpoint. Yes, darker-skinned individuals face more 

discrimination, but how dark? Yes, Dominicans face more prejudice than Puerto Ricans and 

Cubans, but how much is attributed to nationality? To phenotypes? To class? Yes, lighter-

skinned individuals are considered more privileged, more desirable, and more attractive—but, 

how light? Where are the boundaries of inclusion and exclusion for group membership? 

Ultimately, this became one of the more important questions in my investigation. 

Stateside, with increased miscegenation and immigration from Latin American and Asian 

countries, the blurriness of racial and ethnic boundaries presents an increasing challenge to the 

conceptualization of group membership. By mid-century, will racial and ethnic classification 

schemes exist as they do today? At that time, a considerable portion of the U.S. population will 

be third and fourth generations of racially mixed unions today. Undoubtedly, discrimination and 

inequality will continue to characterize American society, but in ways that may vary 

considerably from the present time. 

Puerto Rico and many Latin American countries have a much longer history of 

miscegenation—characterized by racialized systems that are similarly marred by inequalities, but 

where group membership is not as well defined as present-day Anglo America. Considering this, 

realistically, how could the Puerto Rican government have established initiatives to address the 
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inequalities between “white” and “nonwhite” populations? It is easy to see why many Latin 

American societies have been slow to address racially-based inequalities, because assigning 

labels becomes nearly impossible when a majority of the population is found somewhere in the 

middle of the racial continuum.    

For those participants who indicated their support for affirmative action plans to address 

inequalities, but not based on racial appearance, their seemingly contradictory position started to 

become more understandable. Granted, affirmative action without consideration for race does not 

make complete sense; however, many participants expressed the sentiment that parceling race 

into a tidy package cannot exist in Puerto Rico the same way as it does stateside. For some 

people, it is possible. There are those who are considerably white or black, and there is no 

question that these individuals are socially assigned those labels rather consistently. However, it 

appears that most people fall somewhere in between, and thus, compartmentalization becomes 

nearly impossible.  

To complicate matters, racial admixture is not socially understood as something that 

transpired recently with an individual’s parents. For example, with many mixed-race people 

stateside, it is often assumed that admixture only goes back one generation (or, very few). For 

this reason, it becomes easier for others to conceptualize, and by extension, compartmentalize a 

“mixed” person’s race. Operating within socially assigned rules of hypodescent, racially mixed 

individuals can self-identify, and be socially identified, with the parent who is part of the 

subordinate class. As a result, mixed race individuals may still be eligible for minority 

status/group membership as well as affirmative action benefits. However, when A) most of the 

population could be described as mixed race, and B) the admixture is dated back several 

generations, the conceptual compartmentalization of race becomes a complex issue that, 



239 

understandably, governments would find difficult to untangle. Considering all of this, even 

though contradictory remarks about affirmative action initially seemed confusing, it became 

increasingly clearer that many Puerto Ricans would like something to be done about inequality, 

but not necessarily along racial lines.  

Section 6.5b. Developments and Observations that Need More Attention 

As mentioned, several questions arose that were not fully addressed in this study. It is not 

because these questions were unasked, but rather, because answers were not quite fully 

articulated or, for that matter, ingested by an “outsider” such as myself who was unable to 

completely understand the nuance with which racial dynamics operate. Being born and raised in 

a culture in which race is seemingly an integral part of the social milieu, it was fascinating to 

observe how this construct appeared to be important to Puerto Rican society in some ways, and 

not so important in others. Here, I will address some of the questions and observations that 

presented some challenges to my understanding of race in this study. 

The first observation that comes to mind is that only three participants claimed that the 

traditional, tri-hybrid racial narrative of Puerto Rico did not match their personal identity. As a 

result, it stands to reason that almost all of these individuals would have indicated “Mixed Race” 

on Appendix II, and something other than “Blanco” on Appendix III. However, of these 31 

individuals, 10 still indicated “White, alone” and 11 “Blanco, alone”, respectively. It would 

make sense that only a handful of individuals would have indicated something other than “Mixed 

Race” for both Appendices, explicit or inferred.  I have a few guesses that might help to explain 

this inconsistency:  One, as well documented in this study, the social practices of 

blanqueamiento and hyperdescent have long favored white identity over others and would 

reasonably explain why Puerto Ricans inordinately self-identify as “White, alone.” Two, in an 
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effort to maintain some sense of consistency, perhaps many participants continued to mark 

“White/Blanco, alone” when answering Appendices II and III after they had completed the U.S. 

Census replica in Appendix I. Third, and this is purely conjecture but something worth noting, I 

sensed that several “White, alone” respondents claimed that their personal racial identity 

matched the classical Puerto Rican narrative of racial admixture because they assumed that 

somewhere in their family tree non-European genes could be found. My guess is that they view 

admixture as something of the distant past, but also something that has little bearing on their 

racial identity today.  

This would be analogous to an African-American stateside who is cognizant of a white 

ancestor in the past, but fails to indicate “White” when completing a survey on race, such as the 

U.S. Census form. In fact, this supports the previously mentioned observation that many 

participants translate “white” to mean lighter skin, whereby ancestral inputs become less 

important. Apparently, “race” does not always have the ancestral connotation in Puerto Rico as 

strongly as it does stateside. If this is the case, perhaps it would be more helpful to Puerto Ricans 

if racial definitions were clearly and explicitly provided/explained when completing Census 

forms. If more people were aware that race, as used in the U.S., is supposed to connote ancestral 

affiliation, then more respondents would likely be inclined to indicate something other than 

“White.”  

Another confounding observation was that many participants commented on race in the 

United States with a certain inflection that suggested “whites” stateside are different from 

“whites” in Puerto Rico. Given the previous statements that whiteness in Puerto Rico is more 

inclusive than it is stateside, I was not too surprised by this difference in semantics, specifically. 

However, what was unexpected was that even if certain interviewees self-identified as “White, 
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alone”, many claimed that white Americans would view them as black in the United States. I 

found this confusing because these individuals were well aware that their whiteness would be 

questioned stateside, but yet many still indicated “White, alone” when completing Appendices I-

III. Moreover, many of these same individuals responded to Question 7 by suggesting that the 

white percent of the population in Puerto Rico is inflated, yet still selected “White, alone” for 

themselves. Granted, my assistant and I reported some of these individuals as “White/Blanco 

alone”, but most others were classified as nonwhite to some degree. 

My interpretation is that the Puerto Rican use of “white” to describe Americans is 

specifically aimed at individuals with blond/red hair and lighter eyes. In other words, they 

believe “whites” stateside would not see lighter-skinned Puerto Ricans as being “white”, 

regardless of the degree of one’s European ancestry. Even though I agree with this argument to a 

certain extent226, most individuals of southern European descent in the U.S. are considered white 

as well. In actuality, this speaks to how race is often confused for language. If many Americans 

hear someone speak Spanish, a language often associated with “nonwhites”, then all speakers are 

assumed to be nonwhite. Several respondents added that Americans have viewed/would view 

them as nonwhite because of language. Ultimately, it would stand to reason that these individuals 

would be less inclined to racially self-identify as “White, alone”, knowing that their whiteness 

would be questioned stateside. Regardless, this was often the case.  

Lastly, one development that I found difficult to fully comprehend and gauge was the 

level of importance that race consciousness plays in Puerto Rican society. Often, this subsample 

reiterated that race “does not matter” and that discrimination does not exist as egregiously as it 

                                                

226 Countless times, I have observed Americans dismiss the whiteness of an individual just 
simply because that person speaks Spanish as a first language.  
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does stateside. Accordingly, even though inequalities exist, active forms of racism do not 

compare to the United States. In other words, Puerto Ricans see each other as fellow nationals, 

and do not see others through a racial lens. In response, I often felt as if I was conducting 

ethnographic work within a racially homogenous population—a society that is not marred by the 

racial tension I have frequently observed within my own. If this is truly the case, it makes sense 

that racial sensitivity in Puerto Rico would operate differently than on the mainland, or, at least, 

not be given the same societal and political importance. If people are not as preoccupied with 

race, then awareness of racial injustice is likely to be underdeveloped. It would stand to reason 

that only a few concerted efforts have been made to address racial inequalities, and in essence, 

would help to explain why Puerto Rico is less inclined to rectify injustices of the past. I did not 

know whether I should feel relieved that an overwhelming majority of participants suggested that 

racial dynamics operate differently in Puerto Rico, or be suspicious of the fact that most of these 

same people claimed that discrimination is problematic within that same given society. I had to 

ask myself, “Which is it?” Do racial inequalities and injustice deserve more attention in Puerto 

Rico because marginalized voices have been suppressed for too long? Or, are inequalities simply 

a vestige of the past, by which economic factors are significantly more responsible than any 

forms of racial discrimination or oppression?  

With each claim that Puerto Rican society is color-blind, I had to ask myself why 22 of 

the 31 participants who were interviewed suggested that racial discrimination is pervasive. I had 

to ask myself why so many terms of endearment and ridicule are couched within racial 

terminology. I had to wonder why so many racial descriptors exist—a litany of words and 

phrases that carry many different cultural meanings dependent on context. If Puerto Rican 

society is truly colorblind like so many suggest, then why is the racial lexicon so well 
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developed? Is it something to be expected in a “racially” heterogeneous population by which 

racial consciousness is likely to be a constituent part of the social fabric, but ultimately, harmless 

because most members are unencumbered? Or, is it emblematic of the uneven relations that exist 

within societies where disenfranchised segments of the population have been unable to 

successfully challenge the racial discourse that has been forged by those in power? In other 

words, does colorblindness really exist… or does it only exist on a discursive plane that has been 

accepted as reality? Honestly, I cannot answer this question any more productively than I could 

have before I engaged in fieldwork.  

Section 6.6c. Future Direction 

As written in Chapters 4 and 5, continued work with similar methods needs to be carried 

out in other study areas of Puerto Rico. As part of this, interviews conducted with residents 

outside of the metropolitan region would greatly increase the likelihood of a cross-sectional 

profile, and, ultimately, improve the qualitative analysis in this line of research. Although data on 

race and socioeconomic conditions reflected mean values for Puerto Rico as a whole, the study 

area lacked the ranges inherent to the target population. The qualitative portion of this study 

would have been better served if more interviewees resided in either wealthy or impoverished 

neighborhoods, as this would have likely led to a greater range in responses concerning the role 

of governmental intervention, racial stratification awareness, racial discourse, and host of other 

critical socio-political issues. I contend that the economic profile of the study area likely 

precluded the opportunity to sample more extreme viewpoints concerning the intersection of 

race, politics, education, and the media.  

In addition, to expand on a previous point, a more representative profile for Puerto Rico 

could have been achieved if fieldwork was not solely confined to a dental office. For instance, 
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even though the standard deviation for household income in this subsample was rather high at 

$20,900, this figure may have been heavily influenced by the fact that many of participants were 

retired and subsisting on a lower income. Different approaches to collecting participant data (i.e. 

pedestrian and/or Internet Appendices) could have resulted in a different demographic profile for 

this subsample. The mean age and income for those interviewed were considerably higher than 

the mean values for Bayamón and Toa Alta overall. 

As part of this sampling issue, another revision would include the need for a larger 

sample size. For instance, I previously hypothesized that individuals with a composite race 

classification of  “White, alone” would be more critical of affirmative action policies, less 

cognizant of racial inequalities, and more inclined to view their respective neighborhoods as 

whiter than others. Even though “White, alone” interviewees were less supportive of 

governmental intervention on behalf of darker-skinned Puerto Ricans than other groups, the data 

did not validate the other hypotheses. I also predicted that individuals with a composite 

classification of “Black, predominant” would be more critical of the tri-hybrid racial narrative 

when comparing this dominant societal discourse to their own racial identity. However, this type 

of critical response was not found. Moreover, I hypothesized that “Black, predominant” 

respondents would share more experiences of feeling uncomfortable in certain areas of Puerto 

Rico because of their racial appearance. Unexpectedly, only one person in the entire subsample 

shared these feelings. With 31 interviewees, and only two of them with a composite 

classification of “Black, predominant”, I am left unsure whether or not these rejected hypotheses 

were a reflection of sampling issues, or if the same results would have developed regardless of 

sample size and techniques.  
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Outside of sampling issues, the most important revision in qualitative methods for future 

research would include more questions about the logical inconsistencies found within both 

classification data and interview responses. For instance, my assistant and I were unable to 

examine Appendix II and III responses before participants placed the documents in the box 

repository. Thus, even during interviews, we were unable to ask, for example, some participants 

why they indicated “Mixed Race” on Appendix II and then “Blanco, alone” on Appendix III 

(with their forms having been already submitted to the repository). Furthermore, I failed to ask 

follow-up questions at other times that would have prompted interviewees to reconcile 

conflicting statements. As mentioned previously, nine participants indicated support for 

affirmative action in Puerto Rico, but did not support any governmental intervention on behalf of 

darker-skinned individuals. Also, over two-thirds of this subsample suggested that discrimination 

is pervasive in Puerto Rico, yet no one claimed that discrimination exists in their own 

neighborhood. A good follow-up question would have been, “So, since it doesn’t pertain to your 

neighborhood, where is discrimination most likely to take place?” Even though it may have been 

uncomfortable to ask these participants to fully articulate the specifics of their personal 

opinions—including statements that seemed contradictory, it ultimately would have improved 

the qualitative component of this research.  

In conclusion, interviews added an invaluable dimension to the data collection process. I 

would have been able to record, analyze, and map race and socioeconomic data based on survey 

results alone (Chapters 4 and 5), but that approach would have improved my understanding of 

Puerto Rican racial dynamics insufficiently. To better understand survey results, it was critical to 

further investigate the reasons why the concepts of race and racial identity present challenges to 

the Puerto Rican population in the first place. For many participants, answering questions about 
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race was not the same as providing other types of personal information. It was not always a 

straightforward line of inquiry that required minimal thought. I found that race meant different 

things to various participants.  

An important development worth noting is that both participant and observer-reported 

data collected via Appendices II and III strongly supported the genetic origins literature that 

suggests the strongest contributions to the Puerto Rican gene pool have been European, West 

African, and Taíno Indian, respectively. The analysis of survey data, regardless of enumerator or 

instrument involved, appeared to validate that biologically-based narrative. In addition, 

composite race values confirmed many of the anecdotal accounts offered by certain participants 

concerning what percent of the population is white, mixed, and black. For example, five 

participants argued that roughly “20-30% of Puerto Ricans are truly white, most people (60-

70%) are mixed, and that only approximately 10% of the population is truly black.” This is worth 

noting because it is likely that the racial composition of the sample and subsample are actually 

quite representative of Puerto Rico as a whole, even if the economic composition is not quite 

representative. Even if the study area was lacking sufficient wealthy and poor neighborhoods to 

create a representative sample, it appeared that no racial group was over or underrepresented 

overall. This would suggest that economic factors actually do carry more significance (for this 

particular study area) than I originally hypothesized.   

If I am suggesting that my hypotheses were rejected because the study area perhaps 

lacked statistically significant variation in socioeconomic attainment, then one could argue that 

the lack of consensus in interview responses based on recorded race (i.e. classified whites 

answering questions similarly to other groups) was more attributed to their economic similarities 

than anything else. In other words, the economic character of the study area superseded the race 
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factor. Even if the sample and subsample were representative of the island in racial terms, race 

served as a poor explanatory variable in predicting interview responses. I suggest that by adding 

municipios such as Guaynabo and Loíza to the study area, it would increase the likelihood of 

racial segregation and interview response consensus based on race.  

However, I must add that the economic characteristics of those other municipios would 

have to be strongly considered as well. For example, residents within those economically 

different muncipios might feel uncomfortable in traveling to other social spaces more so because 

of class prejudice than racial prejudice. I am not suggesting that racial appearance would fail to 

factor into prejudice and inequality, as race and class are without a doubt inextricably linked. 

However, I contend that the pervasive level of racial discrimination that a majority of my 

particular subsample referred to is in large part influenced by class, regardless of where research 

might take place. As such, claims that racial discrimination is at a pervasive level in Puerto Rico 

are likely true… but, incomplete. Discrimination based on racial appearance provides a more 

tangible way to conceptualize inequalities between certain groups. It becomes even more 

conceptually tangible when a population is racially dichotomized, such as the traditional 

narrative of race concerning the United States. Yet, how does this conceptualization of 

discrimination between groups unfold when the population is not as highly dichotomized?  

There is no denying the importance of Spanish colonial legacy on the stratified and 

racialized societies of Latin America today. However, current studies on racially mixed Latin 

American populations must also cede the fact that addressing inequalities and discrimination is 

an arduous, if not irresoluble, task. Both top-down and bottom-up initiatives that successfully 

address social welfare and injustice, regardless of reported race, will ultimately have the intended 

effect of resolving, or at least diminishing, the accompanying racial inequalities that exist. While 
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I still find it important to enumerate race, using such data for the purpose of better addressing 

social inequalities in a racially mixed population is extremely difficult to put into praxis. In other 

racialized societies, such as mainland United States and South Africa, governmental initiatives 

(e.g. affirmative action) that address such inequalities are founded upon racial frameworks that 

strongly depend on compartmentalization. By extension, these societies are more amenable to the 

idea of compartmentalized racial ideology. This allows for certain people to be more easily 

recognized as chief beneficiaries of various entitlements. However, in populations considered to 

be more racially mixed, who become the beneficiaries? What are the critical thresholds between 

those deemed eligible for benefits and those who are not?  

The answers to some of these post-fieldwork questions will hopefully become more 

transparent if qualitative work is continued in other study areas. As mentioned, conducting 

interviews in Guaynabo, Loíza, rural municipios, and other places well known for either 

affluence or poverty will likely produce a wealth of information not readily accessible in the 

study area for this dissertation. Through both quantitative and qualitative methods, an expanded 

study area will provide greater insight into how race is socially perceived; and thus, used to the 

benefit of some and to the detriment of others. As indicated by a majority of the subsample, it is 

important that racial enumeration is practiced in Puerto Rico. Hopefully, this study has provided 

the methods with which a culturally relevant yet standardizable, approach to racial enumeration 

can be used for a wider range of needs. However, I must remain constantly aware of my own 

positionality and role in possibly reifying the concept of race—an issue that can be better 

monitored by collaborative research with individuals of different cultural backgrounds.  

As a geographer, I find it necessary to analyze the spatial dimensions of race, but realize 

that this variable is socially created. Accordingly, it is essential that I examine this variable 
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through a lens that does not subscribe to a “one size fits all” philosophy. Because race is not as 

tangible or easily quantifiable as age, income, education, and other demographic characteristics, 

it presents challenges to many types of social science research. Moreover, race is often 

misunderstood and misreported, which can lead to issues with empirical validity. The social 

realities of race do not always coincide with official statistics. I believe this study has laid the 

groundwork to begin a more culturally suited approach to racial enumeration, which ultimately 

could be used to improve the assessment of racial inequality in other disciplines and fields of 

research. However, I remain unsure as to how, exactly, an improved assessment of race can be 

used to enhance quality of life for marginalized groups in Puerto Rico. Hopefully, this 

uncertainty will be better addressed in continued fieldwork. 
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