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Comparing 2000 A.C.E. Revision II and DA Estimates 

Adjusting the DA estimates for comparability with A.C.E. Revision II
estimates

For comparison to the 2000 A.C.E. Revision II results, we use DA estimates revised as of
September 18, 2001 (Robinson 2001b).  Definitional differences between DA and A.C.E.
Revision II require adjustments to the data to make the two sets of estimates comparable.  Since
we wish to adjust for correlation bias in the revised estimates, we make adjustments to the DA
estimates, and not the other way around.  We made the following adjustments to the DA totals
for Blacks and non-Blacks to make them comparable to A.C.E. Revision II results.  We then
computed DA sex ratios from these adjusted totals.

• We subtracted the Census count of the group quarters population from the 2000 DA
totals, since the group quarters population is not part of the A.C.E. Revision II universe.

• We subtracted estimates of Black Hispanics from the DA totals for Blacks and added
these estimates to the DA totals for non-Blacks.  We need this adjustment because A.C.E.
Revision II assigns Black Hispanics to its Hispanic race domain (domain 3), not its Black
race domain (domain 4).  The implied DA estimates of Black Hispanics for 2000 were
obtained by inflating the Census counts of Black Hispanics by adjustment factors
corresponding to the DA estimates of Black undercount, since separate DA estimates of
Hispanic undercount are not available.  

• Robinson (2001a) explains how alternative Census tabulations corresponding to
alternative definitions of the Black and non-Black race groups can be used in comparing
DA to Census results.  He considers two extremes for assignment of individuals to the
Black and non-Black groups.  Under his Model 1, only those persons who checked only
Black for the Census race question are classified as Black.  Under his Model 2, persons
who checked Black and any other race are also classified as Black.  In comparing DA
and A.C.E. Revision II results, however, this affects only the Census group quarters
population that is subtracted from the DA totals.  In particular, it affects the allocation of
the group quarters population to the Black and non-Black race groups.  However, the
effects on the DA sex ratios were negligible, and thus so were the effects on estimates of
correlation bias.  Hence, we use only one set of results for sex ratio comparisons and one
set for estimating correlation bias.  The results are presented using Model 2.
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Comparing DA and A.C.E. Revision II estimated sex ratios

Comparisons of DA and A.C.E. Revision II sex ratios, prior to the correlation bias adjustment,
are given in Table 1.a.  We draw the following conclusions from the results.

• 2000 DA sex ratios for adult Blacks significantly exceed those for A.C.E. Revision II,
strongly suggesting correlation bias in DSEs for adult Black males.

• DA sex ratios for non-Blacks 30-49 and 50 and over only slightly exceed those from
A.C.E. Revision II, suggesting at most small amounts of correlation bias for persons in
these groups.  (Expressed to more digits, the non-Black DA and A.C.E. Revision II sex
ratios for 30-49 are 1.0060 and .9905, respectively, and those for 50 and over are .8561
and .8471.)

• The DA sex ratio for non-Blacks 18-29 (1.044) is slightly lower than that from A.C.E.
Revision II (1.048).  This comparison is suspect and probably reflects the underlying
inconsistency of the DA and revised estimates for this group, rather than saying anything
about correlation bias.  Because of this anomaly, in the next section we do not attempt to
adjust for correlation bias for non-Blacks 18-29.

• Except for non-Blacks 18-29 and 50 and over, the sex ratio comparisons between DA and
A.C.E. Revision II are similar to the corresponding comparisons for 1990.  The different
treatment of the group quarters populations in A.C.E. Revision II and 1990 PES could
lead to some differences.  This may explain the higher sex ratios for non-Blacks 50 and
over observed for both the 2000 DA and revised estimates in comparison to the
corresponding 1990 sex ratios.
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       Table 1.a      Sex Ratios from DA and A.C.E. Revision II – 2000

Age
Black2

A.C.E.
Rev II

Black2

DA
Non-Black
A.C.E. Rev

II

Non-Black
DA

18-29 .83 .90 1.05  1.04

30-49 .81 .89 .99 1.01

50+ .72 .76 .85 .86

       Table 1.b      Sex Ratios from DA and the PES – 1990

Age
Black2 

PES
Black2

DA
Non-Black

PES
Non-Black

DA

18-29 .83 .90 1.02 1.02

30-49 .84 .91 .99 1.01

50+ .72 .78 .81 .82

Notes to Table 1:

1. The sex ratios for A.C.E. Revision II are those before any adjustments are made
to correct for correlation bias.

2. For 2000, DA estimates revised as of September 18, 2001 are used.  Before
computing the DA sex ratios, the DA totals were adjusted for comparability with
A.C.E. Revision II and PES estimates as discussed in the text.

3. Sex ratios for DA in 2000 with race assignment of the group quarters population
using Model 1 are the same as those with Model 2 to the accuracy shown in the
table.
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Adjusting for Correlation Bias in Adult Males for
A.C.E. Revision II

Alternative combining  models are presented in Bell (1993) and Bell et al. (1996), and statistical
refinements to these models have been developed by Elliott and Little (2000).  There was
insufficient time to thoroughly investigate the performance of several models, but in the
appendix undercount rates and undercount estimates are provided for the model implemented
and for three others.  The performance of these other models, and perhaps others, may be
investigated further.

Correlation bias adjustments from the “Two-Group” Model

The model that we use assumes relative correlation bias (percent error) is constant over male
post-strata within adult age groups for Blacks and non-Blacks.  This model is discussed in Bell
(1999).   
This model was implemented because its performance is believed to be competitive with that of
any other model that might have been used, while offering a considerable advantage in simplicity. 
The model can also be called the “Constant Relative Bias” Model.  It has been called the Two-
Group Model because it can be derived by postulating two groups of people within each male
post-stratum (say hard-to-count and easy-to-count), and assuming a parameter N  is constant
across post-strata.  To calculate an estimate of N within a particular age-race group, we  solve the
equation     for N, where  is the DA sex ratio for theφ DSE males r DSE femalesDA

ii
= ∑∑ rDA

age-race group and the right hand side of the equation is a “control total” consisting of the DA
sex ratio for the group multiplied by the summed female DSEs within the group.   This provides
an estimate of a multiplicative correction factor to correct each male DSE in the age/race group
for correlation bias.  The parameter N can be defined as the ratio of the true population over the
expected value of the DSE, since the control total is accepted as the true count of males in the
age-race group.

Table 2 gives the parameter estimates calculated for A.C.E. Revision II under the Two-Group
Model.
                               Table 2:  Estimates of Adjustment Factor  for A.C.E. Revision II 

Age   Black Non-Black

18-29 1.08 1.00  

30-49 1.10 1.02

50+ 1.05 1.01

Table 3.a gives estimation results for the Two-Group Model for A.C.E. Revision II, in terms of
the relative correlation bias estimates expressed as percents.  Table 3.b gives similar results for
the 1990 PES.  The results show the following:
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Table 4 shows totals for the DSEs in A.C.E. Revision II for males in the different age-race
categories.  The first column gives the totals for the original DSEs not adjusted for correlation bias. 
The second column gives the totals for the DSEs after adjusting for correlation bias.  The third
column shows the change that adjustment produces in each category, and the final column expresses
this change in terms of percentages.

            
   Table 4                 Effect of Correlation Bias Adjustment for A.C.E. Revision II

          
Race/Age
Categories

DSE Totals
Without Corr

Bias Adj

DSE Totals
With  Corr
Bias Adj

Difference
Between

DSE Totals

     
Percent
Increase

Black males

18 - 29   2,582,683    2,790,833     208,150 8.1  

30 - 49   4,385,308    4,832,212     446,904 10.2

50+       2,746,088    2,895,811     149,723 5.5

Non-Black
males

18 - 29 19,047,719  19,047,719               0          0

30 - 49 36,735,919  37,312,620    576,701 1.6

50+     30,311,508  30,632,206    320,698 1.1

Note that for non-Black males 18-29 the correlation bias adjustment is forced to have the value zero. 
Also, the correlation bias adjustment factor for females and persons age 17 and younger is set equal
to 1.  Therefore, the correlation-bias adjusted DSE is equal to the original DSE for persons in these
groups.
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