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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Residential mobility has long been identified as a behavior that challenges accurate enumeration
and coverage. In order to learn more about how residential mobility impacts census coverage,
the Ethnographic Social Network Tracing Project researched social networks which include
highly mobile people. Highly mobile people were defined as people who make residential moves
more often than most people in the United States or who habitually migrate among domiciles.
Social networks were formally defined and modeled by observing people interact over a six-
month period. Researchers traced participants interacting in the social networks to the addresses
and locations of their domiciles and reported the identities and characteristics of participants, sets
of co-residents, and the domiciles they occupied.

At the beginning of the research studies, no one -- not even the people interacting in the social
networks-- knew where the more mobile participants might live over the course of six months,
where they would end up, or whether records for them could be found in Census 2000.

Participants in the six social networks researched were involved in diverse patterns and degrees
of mobility.

o Dee Southard traced a social network of campers who cooked communally. Survival
campers, who lived out of their vehicles and tents and revolved among camp grounds and
parking spots on public lands every few days or weeks, were central actors. Around camp
ground cooking fires, the survival campers interacted with recreational campers who were
temporarily vacationing away from their homes and college quarters.

o Nancy Murray traced seasonal workers who habitually circulated among an average of
three term assignments at different distant work sites. These young adults created a peer
group home in a work quarters lodge their employer provided at the seasonal assignment
site they preferred.

o Alicia Chavira-Prado traced a folkloric dance group made up of Mexican former farm
workers settling in the rural Midwest. The more recently arrived pursued highly itinerant
work and changed housing locally. Those settled longer or born in the United States
supported stable family households with local rural jobs. During the summer school
vacation, teenagers moved across state and national boundaries to stay with relatives.

o Louis H. Marcelin and Louise Marcelin traced older Haitians who worked together in
agricultural fields. From the late fall through early spring, these men and women picked
crops near a city in the South where most had established homes. During the late spring
and summer, they formed crews to migrate north to find harvest work. Migrant crew
subsets traveled, worked, and lived together. Several participants fit other kinds of work
or transnational visits into their personal cycles of seasonal work.



o Kathi Kitner traced commercial fishermen, their friends and family, and industry
employees who socialized around a particular Atlantic coast fishing dock. The
commercial fishermen worked and lived at sea to produce their incomes. On shore, some
returned to established homes and long-term co-residents. Other fishermen moved
itinerantly on shore, staying alone or sharing with companions a series of temporary
domiciles.

o Brian Gilley traced participants in a local chapter of an American Indian men’s society.
The residentially mobile men traveled to events and took haven in each others’ homes.
The habitually mobile included ceremonial specialists welcome throughout the West and
one man who perpetually needed a place to stay. Their ethic of reciprocal hospitality
facilitated interstate stays and gave these men broad access to places to stay.

Census staff placed the addresses and locations of participants’ census residences and subsequent
domiciles in census geography and looked up addresses on the Master Address File. Census
Unedited File person records matching the participants and their reported co-residents were
searched in extracts of records collected at the unit addresses or in and around the blocks where
the participants’ various domiciles were located.

Various associations were found between the character of individuals’ mobility (whether
sedentary, residentially mobile, or habitually mobile), their positions in the interacting social
networks and matrices of co-residence, and "census outcomes." In the intensively researched
social networks traced, fewer of the residentially and habitually mobile individuals were found
enumerated in Census 2000 than those who remained sedentary. Categories of census outcomes
distinguish which correct enumerations, omissions, and erroneous enumerations resulted from
unit issues (whether or how Census 2000 listed and enumerated census residences) and which
resulted from within-unit issues of relationships and perceptions among co-residents. If
Decennial operations did not list or enumerate the unit that was the census residence of one or
more individuals, or did not place the unit in accurate census geography, then it was unlikely that
any census records could be found for any one living in that unit. Similarly, if Decennial
operations listed and correctly placed a census residence in geography, but then did not
enumerate it or enumerated it as vacant or with entirely different people, it was less likely that
records of any of its co-occupants could be found. If a unit had been listed and enumerated more
than once, then all or most co-residents might be duplicated. Unit-based issues affect co-
residents of a unit equally and largely result from Census Bureau operations.

The omission or erroneous inclusion of certain individuals in their correct census residence
where at least one of their reported co-residents was enumerated and served as the census
respondent arise from respondent behaviors. These “within-unit” results reflect dynamics among
co-residents that influence who is reported.

Relationships were found in these small scale social network studies between individuals’
mobility behaviors and both “unit-based” and “within-unit” errors. Habitually mobile people
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often stayed in types of domiciles the Census 2000 did not list. In listed housing, how household
respondents perceived and interpreted an individual’s current and historic mobility influenced
whether or not the person was reported. These relationships combined to produce the net effect
that more individuals traced as habitually mobile or residentially mobile were omitted than were
found enumerated.

A major leveling effect was whether or not the census residence or any subsequent domiciles of
the individuals searched had been listed and enumerated in the correct geographical location, or
were in blocks even classified as populated. If an individual’s census residence was not listed,
then that person had no "unit of enumeration" where he or she could be correctly enumerated in
Census 2000. Census 2000 did not list or else listed but then did not enumerate several kinds of
domiciles where habitually mobile people were traced staying. Unlisted types included
unconventional domiciles -- camp grounds, docked fishing boats, cheap motels, farm workers'
rental labor camps— but also as conventional housing units such as single family homes, trailer
mobile homes, townhouses, condos, and apartments in rural areas, towns, and cities. If the
address of a domicile were listed on the Census Bureau's Master Address File, it is likely that it
was at some time considered as a census unit of enumeration, although census person records
were not found for all the units listed.

Different dynamics affected individuals who were not found enumerated within households or
group quarters where their co-residents were enumerated, and a few individuals appearing in
census records for households identified as erroneously enumerated. The omission of
residentially mobile individuals at their census residences involved the perceptions and
expectations about those individuals’ mobility by the census respondent. Some highly mobile
individuals who did have a housing unit that could be considered their usual or default Census
residence were not mentioned by the respondent for the unit for a variety of reasons. In some
cases, the omitted individual was temporarily absent at the time of enumeration and the
respondent either did not know enough about the absent individual or did not feel at liberty to
provide information. In others, the omitted individual was present at the time of enumeration but
the respondent did not expect them to stay.

Most of the habitually and residentially mobile social network participants who were found
enumerated shared certain traits.

o Most of the habitually and residentially mobile people found
enumerated
® had census residences in conventional housing
and
° maintained ties with
and
o repeatedly and routinely returned to
® the same set of residentially sedentary co-residents
° in one locality.
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As long as their census residence was listed and enumerated, records for habitually and
residentially mobile people with all these traits were found, no matter how often or how far they
went away. In this research study, far more habitually and residentially mobile people lacked at
least one of the traits cited above and were omitted.

Based on the analysis of census outcomes in terms of individuals’ mobility characteristics, types
of domiciles, and relationships with co-residents, the following recommendations are discussed:

1. Consider adapting census methods to more closely fit the cultural habits of
distinct populations, including the traditionally, seasonally, and
occupationally mobile.

2. Design and test the feasibility of Census operations appropriate for the
contemporary patterns of mobility in the United States, including
transnational migration.

3. For the existing categories of census units of enumeration, continue to
improve the Master Address File, the listing of housing units, Group
Quarters, and Service-Based Sites, as well as Census Bureau geographical
programs and electronic maps.

4, To include the under covered Transient Quarters, work quarters, and types
of residential accommodations that were unrecognized or excluded by
definition as units of enumeration in Census 2000, it will be necessary to
develop and test methods to expand the listings and develop more inclusive
enumeration operations for types of domiciles that are often the default
census residences of mobile people (among others).

5. Consider seasonal differences in the distribution of the population of the
United States when estimating population, and consider the development of
the capacity to measure seasonal differences in the distribution of the
population.

A promising indication of areas potentially “hard-to-enumerate” for planning are areas with
percentages of population who moved in during the five years prior higher than the national
average. Considering that seasonal relocations and mobility picks up in the spring and summer,
changing “Census Day” to mid-winter might avoid the confounding effects of residential
mobility. Different outreach strategies and messages are appropriate for those highly and
especially habitually mobile people who have “localized base communities” stabilized by
“domestic base households” and acquaintances remaining in place than for those highly mobile
people who travel among spatially dispersed locations and intersect and gather episodically at
multiple locations or events. Like individuals in two of the social networks examined, many
foreign born engage in a “transnational” pattern of immigration. The transnational pattern
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involves visits to and from and sustained communications with countries of origin. Immigration
is increasing the size of communities of languages other than English; transnational visiting and
communications are among the mechanisms promoting retention of those languages.
Transnational visiting patterns explain some omissions and erroneous inclusions in the census
and can lead to mixes of co-residents with different legal permissions to be in the United States.
Increasing transnational immigration makes it pragmatic for the Census Bureau to deliver
messages of explanation and encouragement to potential respondent in languages they
understand.

For the existing categories of census units of enumeration, this research suggest it is important to
continue to improve the Master Address File, methods of listing housing and Group Quarters,
and the Census Bureau’s geographical programs and electronic maps. For categories of
domiciles apparently under covered, unrecognized, or excluded that were the default census
residences of very mobile people, however, it will be necessary to develop and test expanding
listings to make them more inclusive and to modify enumeration operations. Examples are
sketched. Small scale tests could determine the feasibility of applying the existing maritime
shipboard enumeration method to the U.S. fishing fleet and other U.S. flag commercial vessels.
The feasibility of a “Check into the Census” campaign could be piloted in a test census. The
check in campaign would be conducted in residential service facilities listed at the level of sites,
including temporary and periodically occupied work quarters, all campgrounds, marinas, and
other so-called “Transient Quarters” and also all commercial hotels, motels, non-profit lodgings
(YMCAs, Youth hostels), and similar outdoor and indoor residential accommodations. Rather
than assuming, screening, or collecting proxy stereotypes about clients’ situation, it may be more
optimal to enumerate every one staying in these diverse residential services. This would sweep
in people for whom the residential service site is their default census residence and collect first
person reports from travelers who are away from their usual homes. In the “Check into the
Census” campaign as sketched, all occupants checking into or already registered at residential
service sites would fill out Individual Census Questionnaires. As was the case for Census 2000
“Be Counted” forms and those collected in the largely non-residential service-based sites,
respondents could state the address of their “usual home” some where else if they had one and
their direct enumeration could be attributed to that address. The “Check into the Census
campaign” suggested for testing would resemble a “Be Counted”’campaign well attended by
enumerators and cooperating facility staff and applying respondent assistance and facility record
check techniques developed in the Census 2000 Service-Based Enumeration.

Mobility patterns during the six months participants were traced bore the seasonal stamp of
accelerated movement during the Spring and Summer. Relevant survey data suggests house-to-
house relocations and labor migrations peak in summer months. Considering that large
differences in the distribution of the population in the United States accrue from seasonal moves
will be important in order to derive accurate population estimates from American Community
Survey. The American Community Survey is expected to replace the once-a-decade census long
form and “roll” in its collection throughout the year.



Research results suggest that mobility is more a behavior of individuals than of co-residential
groups like “households” or the co-occupants of Group Quarters. The ethnographers set out to
identify social contexts where highly mobile interacted. In the social networks defined by
interactions, highly mobile participants were measurably central actors. In the matrices of co-
residence defined by who lived or stayed together over the six months, several mobile
participants interconnected with serial sets of co-residents while others either stayed sedentary
with or alternated residence with a set of mutually exclusive co-residents.
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1. BACKGROUND

1.1 Overview

This research traced highly mobile people’s moves among domiciles to learn more about how
mobility affected coverage in Census 2000. The mobility of the American population challenges
census and coverage measurement methods. Mobility confounds the effort to enumerate each
person at one (and only one) "Census Day" residence.! For Census coverage measurement
methods based on sample areas, reliable methods to determine whether people who moved into
or out of the sample area were omitted or correctly enumerated have proven difficult to
implement.

Six ethnographic research projects observed people interact in social networks including highly
mobile individuals and traced participants’ whereabouts over six months.

P.A. “Dee” Southard (2001) traced a social network in which rural survival
campers interacted with recreational campers vacationing away from their homes
and colleges on public lands in the Northwest.

Nancy Murray (2001) traced a social network of seasonal workers living together
in a dormitory their employer provided.

Alicia Chavira-Prado (2001) traced a social network of Mexican former migrant
farm workers settling in the rural Midwest.

Louis Marcelin and Louise Marcelin (2001) traced a social network of Haitian
farm workers who worked fall and winter in the far South and migrated to
harvests further north spring and summer.

Kathi R. Kitner (2001) traced a social network of South Atlantic commercial
fishermen interacting with their kin and associates.

Brian Gilley (2001) traced a social network of American Indian men affiliated
with a men’s society.

The ethnographers conducted participant observation in settings where habitually and highly
mobile people interact with each other and more sedentary acquaintances. The interactions
formally defined each social network; everyone who participated was traced. The ethnographers
found out who the participants were, what domiciles they occupied, and with whom else they

''See Census 2000 "Residence Rules" available on line at:
http://www.census.gov/population/www/censusdata/resid rules.html




lived or stayed through private side conversations and visits. The tracing periods began before
Census Day 2000 and lasted six months. At the beginning of the research, no one knew where
the people participating in the social networks might move. No one knew who their co-residents
would be, where they would end up, or whether their enumeration records would be found in the
census.

The field ethnographers identified the people participating in the social networks and the people
with whom they lived. For each participant and non-participating co-resident, the researchers
systematically reported the same characteristics that Census 2000 collected on the “short form”
and selective “long form” information related to mobility. Tracing required researchers collect
and verity, if possible, the address and location of domiciles social network participants
occupied, find out who their co-residents were in each, and at what dates the participants entered
and left each domicile.

Census Bureau staff identified the locations submitted in Census geography and looked up the
addresses on the Census Bureau’s Master Address File. All Census 2000 person records
collected in and around the census blocks and at the specific addresses were extracted. These
electronic files were then searched for census records that matched the reported individual social
network participants and their co-residents.

Census block geocodes and unit identifications were used to specify reasonable searches in the
universe of millions of census person records for a few hundred individuals. The research
method took advantage of technological advances implemented in Census 2000: increased
automation for geocoding addresses and data capture methods which recorded items marked and
written on census forms, including names.

Researchers reviewed the matches. The ethnographic report for each social network describes
the sociocultural contexts and which census answer categories resonate with how participants
identified themselves. The ethnographers also discussed the situations of particular individuals
which the researchers believe may explain why no matching census records were found for them.
The social networks defined by interactive ties were formally analyzed. A data set was
constructed to analyze comparatively the cases of the individual participants and their co-
residents within each of the six social networks.

1.2 Ethnographic evaluations
Residential mobility headed the list of behavioral barriers posited to impact census coverage

(Brownrigg and Martin 1989). A series of ethnographic exploratory reports described patterns of
mobility in a number of defined sociocultural groups in the United States.” Mobility behaviors

> The ethnographic exploratory reports are posted by Statistical Research Division
in Portable Document Files (pdf) format with the file prefix "EX" on the Census Bureau's
web site (http://www.census.gov), listed by year and author and linked on the html web
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helped explain some omissions and erroneous enumerations documented in the Ethnographic
Coverage Evaluations of the 1990 Census.’

Ethnographic evaluations are grounded in experienced ethnographers’ knowledge of the life
styles of particular social and cultural groups. The general purpose of ethnographic evaluation is
to appraise how social and cultural differences affect the outcome of programs, policies, projects
or government operations (Brownrigg 2001). In ethnographic evaluations of census coverage,
researchers independently enumerate people and residences using participant observation and
other ethnographic methods. Their reports of addresses are linked to Census Bureau lists and
reports of individual people are matched to the "official" records. Ethnographers interpret the
match results and explain cultural and behavioral influences on the census outcome.

The technologies used to process the information collected in the 1990 Census limited
ethnographic evaluations to predetermined areas. The census forms collected in those areas had
to be flagged in advance then keyed to create records for matching. Residential mobility in the
form of moves into and out of the preset areas were one reason why there could be no match
between Census and Alternative Enumeration records. Mobility in and out of areas was
especially high at sites near universities. (See de la Puente 1993: 19-22 for a summary and the
individual 1990 evaluation reports.) The 1990 ethnographic evaluations documented inter-
relationships between mobility and the other “behavioral barriers” investigated: irregular
housing, complex households, low skills in the English language and literacy, and suspicion
towards outsiders. The earlier ethnographic evaluations made multiple methodological
suggestions to improve census enumeration and enumeration support which were implemented in
Census 2000.

In order to hone in on mobility effects on census coverage, the Ethnographic Social Network
Tracing evaluation researched groups of people who interacted with individuals who move
frequently or as a matter of life style habit, rather than in preset blocks. At six sites
ethnographers identified people they observed interacting in a social network; everyone observed
interacting was traced and searched in the records of Census 2000. The six separate research
studies followed common guidelines and definitions (Brownrigg 2000). The related Census
2000 Ethnographic Evaluation, “Comparative Ethnographic Research on Mobile Populations”
researched and experimented with a variety of methods to document and explore mobility in the
context of Census 2000. Susan Lobo (2001) and Mark Fleisher (2001) examined the itineraries
of a purposeful sample of people they personally knew were highly mobile. Andereck (2001)
inventoried the genealogically connected households in two residential communities of
traditionally mobile people. Mings (2001) visited “snowbirds” in isolated areas and described

page: http:/www.census.gov/srd/www/byyear.html

*The 1990 Census ethnographic evaluation reports are posted by Statistical
Research Division under the file name prefix "EV" on the Census Bureau's Internet site.
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their lifestyle. Although mobility was not the main focus of the Ethnographic Experiment on
complex households, mobility figured prominently as an explanation of why households can be
characterized as “complex” (Schwede 2003: 27-31, 51, 56, 66-68, 74, 89-90).

1.3  Residential mobility

Residential mobility may explain some differences between a census list of who lives in an area
and a list from any other source. People may move into or out of any area. Analyses of when in
the year people move from housing unit to housing unit suggest more people move in the late
spring, summer months, and early autumn than during winter months (Schachter 2001, Hansen
1998, - Schacter and Kuenzi 2002). The pace of residential mobility in the United States, the
number of moves in the late spring and summer, a "Census Day" on April 1%, but enumeration
and coverage measurement operations scheduled later combine to guarantee at least some people
move into or out of areas during the census. The correct "Census Day” residence of “out-
movers” and “in-movers” is often difficult to resolve, complicating research to measure census
coverage (Liu, Byrne and Imel 2001). During follow-up enumeration, Census 2000 collected
information from some whole households temporarily away from their “usual home elsewhere”
(UHE), proxies from neighbors and landlords about people who moved out after April 1* (“out-
movers”) and also enumerated some people who moved in later (“in-movers”). The “non-
identification” operation attempted to geocode the addresses respondents wrote were their UHE
on several types of census questionnaires [Census 2000, (3), (8), (9)]. The Census 2000
Accuracy and Coverage Evaluation (A.C.E.) avoided this geocoding operation describing it as
“cumbersome” (Liu, Byrne, and Imel 2001). Instead, the A.C.E. estimated the count of out-

movers from survey data collected from in-movers, an assumption described as “fundamentally
flawed” (Mulry, 2002, 2003).

People move freely throughout the United States. The Census Bureau has been surveying
residential moves from one housing unit to another in household samples every other March * (P-
20 Series; Schachter 2001; Faber 2000; Hansen 1997, 1995; 1993; Long 1988). Results include
estimates that more than 42.1 million people (aged 16 or older) moved from one housing unit to
another each year in the decade of the 1990s. Results closest to the census year estimated about
16 percent of the people in the United States living in housing units moved annually. Estimates
from this supplement to a household survey exclude people who move among residential
institutions, Group Quarters, and Transient Quarters: types of domiciles that the Census Bureau
does not define as housing units. Survey analysis does not interpret moves that are relocations of
seasonal or circuit internal migration.

* United States Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, P-20 series
"Geographic Mobility" - See http://www.census.gov/prod/3/98pubs/p20-510.pdf for the
March 1996-1997 update and PPL104 for related tables, P20-497 for 1995-1996, and P-
20-485 for 1993-1994. Annual geographical mobility in the U.S. has been examined
since 1945-1946.




Large numbers of people enter the United States. Both legal and undocumented immigration
reached a new historic high in the decade leading up to Census 2000.” Analysis of data from the
Census 2000 long form estimates that 46 percent of the population age 5 or older “lived in a
different home in 2000 than they did in 1995" and over seven million of these 120 million people
moved from abroad (Berkner and Faber 2003).

Despite mobility and migration, the Census Bureau surveys noted above document that “most”
people residing in the United States do not change their residences in any given year or very
often.

> Annual Statistical Abstract of the United States Tables 7, 8, 9, and 10
-- annual immigration, out-migration and net migration for regions -- and Tables 32 and
33 : the mobility status of the population by selected characteristics; foreign born
population, see http://www.census.gov/population/www/documentation/twps0001.html
http://www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/foreign.html,
http://www.census.gov/population/documentation/wps0029/wps0029.html .
and Census Brief 28.




2. METHODS

2.1 Research terms and criteria

We adopted certain terms and criteria as working definitions and constructs to guide the
researchers’ data collection and reports for this multi-site study.

2.1.1 "Highly mobile" people
The research study’s operating definition of highly mobile people follows:

o '""Highly mobile' people move among domiciles and locations more often
than most people change their residences in the United States, as measured
by the Census Bureau's biennial household surveys.

This definition sets the bar for “highly mobile” quite low. Since survey results indicate that
“most” people in the United States do not move in a given year, a person who moves at least
once during a six-month period is more residentially mobile than most people in the United
States. Characterization of individual participants as habitually mobile or as highly mobile was
based on peoples’ actual moves during the study period and information from their personal
histories.

2.1.2 Interacting social networks

Each of the six independent ethnographic research studies was centered in one interacting social
network. A social network is a reasonably bounded set of affiliated entities. An interacting
social network represents the connections among entities who (or which) interact, transact, or
communicate with each other. An interacting social network is a type of “whole” or
“sociocentric” social network. A whole social network has multiple actors and requires
collection and analysis methods different than those applied to the personal or ego-centric
network of a single individual. The bibliography prepared to support this research (Brownrigg
2002) indexes citations to the key literature on social network methods, theories, and earlier
research (See :71ff for social network research based on data from interactions).

In this research, the actors whom the researchers observed and recorded interacting in one or
more episodes in selected social settings were the “entities” (or nodes) of the social network. We
called these actors “participants.” The participants in each social network were connected to
each other by face-to-face encounters they seemed to enjoy. Interactions were layered with
communications, activities, meanings, and purpose. Within the objectively observed social
networks, various links and affiliations among participants were researched. In private
conversations and in-depth ethnographic interviews with participants, the researchers explored
the participants’ subjective views of their relationships and social identities, aspects of their
personal economic activities, migration histories, and other conversation topics. (Additional ties



that linked participants included affiliation with shared concepts of their social identity and
status, kinship, and co-participation in a variety of other domestic, economic, cultural, and ritual
settings.)

Interaction frames were social settings (also known as fields or domains) in which the
interactions that defined the social networks were situated. Frames had to be strategically
selected places and times where and when at least some highly mobile people interacted and
researchers could access. Frames were ongoing culturally normal social gatherings. Each
researcher identified a key interaction of a specific cultural, occupational, or status group which
they believed attracted at least some highly mobile people, based on their respective experience
and prior research with the same or similar groups. Researchers then found a setting or settings
where that interaction took place and they could negotiate entry. The social networks were
observed within the domain where and when the nominating interaction took place.

Interaction episodes observed within the selected frames lasted a few hours or several
days. Researchers logged the individual people present at each interaction episode by date and
duration. Who interacted with whom defined the social network.

The methodological foci on human-to-human interactions and the concept of interaction frames
derive from Goffman 1974 [1986], 1967, 1956, 1961, and 1983. Framing in domains where
certain classes of interactions took place solved what is known as the boundary specification
problem in social network research (Laumann, Marsden, and Prensky (1983, 1989).

Observation schedules were set by each researcher. Two ethnographers, Chavira-Prado
and Gilley, observed all gatherings formally sponsored by the respective voluntary organizations
these researchers chose to frame the six-month study. Interactions of the other four social
networks were on-going. The days when researchers visited in effect sampled these interactions.

2.1.3 Tracing

People who participated in at least one observed interaction were traced. Tracing required that
researchers obtain the addresses and locations of participants’ domiciles, identify their co-
residents in each domicile, record the duration of each participant’s stay in each domicile and
with each set of co-residents by date. One domicile (“D1") was identified as the correct census
residence of each participant according to census rules.

Researchers were not expected to "follow" physically those participants who moved or who took
trips away nor to undertake long distance travel to check incoming participants’ prior domiciles
and co-residents. Information about the address and location of the prior domiciles of
participants who entered the social network interaction late and or who left for “off-scene”
destinations were elicited from participants. In private conversations with participants or their co-
residents, the researchers encouraged participants to talk about their travels, travel plans,
domicile locations, and residential arrangements. The researchers explored histories of migration



and moves and dynamics of social identities in private ethnographic interviews with selected
participants and in informal focus groups with subsets of participants.

Participants present in the initial interactions were traced forward over a six-month period from
the domicile researchers determined was their correct census residence or default domicile as of
April 1, 2000. Participants who entered the social networks late were asked to recollect where
they were on “Census Day” and traced forward.

2.1.4 Co-residence

The ethnographers logged a six-month history of each participant’s co-residents.’ Beyond this
limited probe to learn with whom each participant lived or stayed during the study period, no
further ego-centered connections were systematically recorded.

The research adopted the perspective that co-residential groups could form and exist for any
reason or ideology or duration. We adopted the neutral term "co-resident" to refer to other
people who shared the same domicile with a social network participant for any length of time.
Some participants who interacted in the social network lived or stayed together so were co-
residents to each other. Non-participating co-residents were people who shared one or more
domiciles with one or more participants but were never observed interacting in the social
network themselves. In several social networks, individuals first identified as non-participating
co-residents joined the interactive social network and became participants themselves. We made
no prior assumptions about why, how, or for how long two or more co-residents might share a
common domicile any more than we assumed that all the domiciles participants occupied would
be in what Census 2000 considered housing units.

Sets of people engaged in co-residence could be two or more participants or one or more
participants and non-interacting co-residents. Some sets stayed together in the same domicile.
Others traveled or moved together among domiciles. Some sets of co-residents remained together
throughout the study period. Other sets co-resided briefly, for a few days or weeks.

¢ A participant’s co-resident formed part of his or her personal network. Ego-
centered networks are commonly collected in structured personal interviews with
individuals. When ego-centered personal networks are collected from individuals within
a bounded universe, like one organization, or who share some common trait or behavior
and common location, personal networks may overlap and form a social network.
Theories about egocentric personal networks consider how these serve as social assets: as
sources of emotional support, information, material goods and services that flow to a
person or "ego." For citations to relevant literature on personal networks see Brownrigg
2002: 74-74.



Each participant, of course, had acquaintances beyond the interacting social networks and their
immediate co-residents. Some researchers found it necessary to map participants’ kin
relationships and longer past histories of moves and co-residents in order to explain certain
census outcomes and stops in their migratory circuits. Everyone in the six social networks or
cohesive sub-groups within them affiliated with more populous, encompassing communities,
from which new arrivals came and to which participants left. Mapping wider kin-based
connections, for example, helped explain the appearance of new co-residents and participants’
destinations in the two social networks composed of transnational immigrants and their children.

2.2 Data reports

The researchers reported interactions, participants, co-residents, and domicile address/locations.
They first delivered "baseline" information from the first two-months. This initial period began
in late March, covered “Census Day” and ran through May 2000. Researchers updated their
reports to cover the middle two months and then the final two. Researchers continued to update
and complete information until they submitted their final data reports in early October 2000.

2.2.1 Interaction reports

The interaction reports provided the data used to model and measure the participants' social
network as a whole and to measure and characterize the position of each individual actor in his or
her social network and in its cohesive subgroups.

Interaction reports record which participants were present at each interaction episode the
researcher attended by assigned code numbers (e.g., "P02"). The data format of the interaction
reports was immediately suitable for affiliation or correspondence social network analysis (Faust
1997, Skovoretz and Faust 1999; Wasserman and Faust 1994 [1997]:298-299; 334-342). The
interaction data were used to construct algebraic matrices noting which pairs (“dyads”) of
participants were recorded as interacting at least once.” A binary matrix was prepared for each
social network in the format required for well established standard mathematical analyses of
social networks (Borgatti, Everett, and Freeman 1999 [2001]; Scott 2000; Wasserman and Faust
1994[1997], among others; see Brownrigg 2002: 92, 99-101).

The binary matrix interaction social network data sets were used to model and graph the
connections among participants, to analyze cohesive subgroups (cliques, k-plexes and blocks),
and to measure each participant’s position. Graphs were generated to depict the six networks.
These diagrams connect with a line each pair of participants observed to interact at least once.
(See Appendix, graphs of Participant Social Networks.) Each participant in an interacting social
network is connected to at least one other participant. Various measurements were applied to

7 Binary matrices score the intersection of the column and row for each pair of
actors who interacted at least once with the number one and score actor dyads who did
not interact with a zero.



determine the number and types of connections among each pair (or dyad) and position of each
participant.

2.2.2 Reports of persons: participant reports and co-resident reports

Reports of individual people — participants and their non-participating co-residents -- included
their names, those personal characteristics which Census 2000 collected on a 100 percent basis
from the United States population on the "short form," and selected characteristics collected on
the long form. Among the personal characteristics the ethnographers selected were: marital
status, language spoken at home, educational achievement, occupation, place of birth, and
location five years before. Researchers considered the attributes they selected were important for
understanding mobility and what brought the participants together in a social network. “Short
form” items were used to match the reports of individual people to census records. [See Census
2000, 1999 (1) through (14).]

The ethnographers collected personal and address information on a Census confidential basis.
Their data with identifying information like names, personal characteristics, and addresses are
protected under U.S.C. Title 13. Researchers swore the same oath as Census Bureau staff. They
were required to explain census confidentiality measures and that the Census Bureau contracted
the research. These explanations encouraged the cooperation of some participants, but added to
the burden of wariness researchers had to overcome.

Personal information and references to their domicile(s) and co-residents were reported for each
participant. The participant report included cross-references to domicile reports, gave the dates
when the participant entered and left each domicile, and cross-referenced reports of other
participants or unique co-residents present in the particular domicile at the same time. The year
or exact date when the participant had first entered each domicile and their tenure arrangement in
each were collected systematically as part of the social network tracing.

The reports for each co-resident have the same items useful for matching as the participants'
reports. Consistency checks were built into the format of the two kinds of person reports and the
domicile report to permit accurate sequencing of participants' sets of co-residents at particular
domiciles and times.

Data from participants’ episodes of co-residence were used to prepare a matrix of co-residence.
All participants in one social network and their non-participating co-residents were included in
the matrix of co-residence for that social network. The matrix of co-residence was binary. Each
dyad of actors recorded as staying together at least once scored a one. Each dyad of actors who
did not live together scored a zero. Graphs generated from the binary matrices of co-residence
label participants (“P”’) and non-participating co-residents (“CR”). A graph generated from a
matrix of co-residence connects with a line those actors who co-resided at least once. See
Appendix, graphs of the matrices of co-residents associated with each social network.
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2.2.3. Domicile reports: addresses and locations

We used the term "domicile" for places where people spent the night and slept. Most but not all
domiciles inventoried were types of built structures that Census 2000 classified as housing units
and domiciliary facilities ("Group Quarters") or ‘“Transient Quarters.”

For each domicile, the researchers submitted conventional postal style addresses of the physical
dwelling, including house number, street name, town, state, and ZIPCODE, if any, along with
ample information on the domicile’s location. Location information included county name, line
features near to and enclosing the location of the domicile, and the closest crossroads.
Researchers submitted maps printed from the Census Bureau's public web site (www.census.gov)
and/or commercial maps marked with spots to indicate exactly where an inventoried domicile
was located. Information was collected systematically about the physical type of the domicile
and occupants’ tenure arrangements.

2.3 Geocoding and look up of addresses and locations

2.3.1 Preliminary identification of census block geocodes and addresses

Headquarters staff assigned preliminary geocodes to the domicile locations and addresses
submitted using a geocoding utility developed by the Technologies Management Office (TMO),
Topologically Integrated Geographic Encoding and Referencing (TIGER) system and American
Fact Finder maps available to the public on line, and a public ® Internet-based program that
automatically assigns state, county and tract codes to addresses entered. Staff searched for
domiciles that Census 2000 might have classified as Group Quarters or Transient Quarters on
two editions of a component of the Census Bureau's overall frame for the Decennial Census that
listed Group Quarters and Transient Quarters. This preliminary geocoding served to vet the
address and location information the researchers submitted and permitted making timely requests
for clarification or additional information while researchers were in the field.

The addresses, supplemental location information, supporting maps, and preliminary geocodes
were forwarded to geographical clerks at Census Bureau’s National Processing Center to look up
on electronic TIGER maps and on the Master Address File (MAF).

8 The Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council's (FFIEC)
geocoding system is located at http://132.200.33.131:80/geocode/default. htm
When this utility was used in 2000, the system automatically identified the 1990 Census
geocode of tracts or Block Number Areas (BNA) for the addresses entered.
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2.3.2 Final geocoding and look up on the Master Address File

A team of National Processing Center (NPC) Geographical Clerks assigned the geocode of the
Census 2000 collection block(s) and any Master Address File Identification numbers (MAFID#s)
corresponding to the address/locations submitted. Members of this team had gained experience
conducting the Census 2000 “non-identification” operation * and were ingenious and diligent.
They ascribed one or more Census 2000 collection blocks to the locations and addresses
submitted with sufficient information for geocoding. They searched the Master Address File
(MAF) to determine if addresses were listed. If an address reported for a domicile agreed with
one or more listings on the MAF, clerks ascribed all the identification number(s) known as
“MAFID#s” corresponding to the address. They consulted an edition of the Master Address File
on line at the National Processing Center between late November 2000 and January 2001."

The researchers and project staff provided these experienced Geographical Clerks with far more
information than respondents and census workers provided for operational non-identification
MAF look-ups. NPC assigned some addresses to blocks and counties different than the
researchers provided or headquarters staff provided from the TMO or FFIEC geocoding utilities.
The census blocks, MAFID#, and other geocodes confirmed or assigned by NPC staff were
used to specify area extracts.

2.3.3 Preparation of a program and specifications to extract census records
Unduplicated lists of the census blocks and MAFID#s the geographical clerks associated with the
location and addresses of reported domiciles were organized in state files. The list of blocks and
identification numbers for individual listings in the blocks were used to specify from which
person records to extract.

2.4 Extracting and search/matching census person records

2.4.1 Extracting census person records

Staff developed a SAS program to extract unedited person records labeled with the specified
census collection blocks and unit identification numbers.

? The “non-identification” operation geocoded and looked up addresses
respondents reported as their "usual home elsewhere" on several types of Group Quarters
individual questionnaires and on “Be Counted” forms, and “late add” addresses
submitted from follow up enumerators.

1 The Decennial Master Address File ("DMAF"), the official list of the units of
enumeration included in Census 2000, was not available for directed searching or
browsing for this evaluation or any other Census 2000 address look up operations.
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L Census person records were extracted from the Hundred percent Census
Unedited File (HCUF).

Census person records were extracted from electronic files created during the first pass to process
data from forms. These files are known as the Hundred percent Census Unedited File or HCUF.
HCUF records captured the names and the 100 percent information '' from all types of forms and
represented the universe of the whole population of the United States as enumerated and
originally data captured.

The extracts of HCUF person records were organized within state by geographical order: county,
census block, and sequential unit identification number. Census person records labeled with the
same unit identification numbers (MAFID#) were kept together throughout the search/match
process. The “area-based” extract for each social network included the census records of persons
and vacant units collected in the units and census blocks which NPC had identified for the
participants’ various domiciles. The number of HCUF person records searched depended on
how many person records were ascribed to the specified census blocks.

2.4.2 Search/matching extracts

The first census person records evaluated as matches were those labeled as having been collected
at the one domicile address identified as a participant’s correct census residence. The “household
context” was established by the presence of a census record for at least one individual reported as
having lived at the address as of Census Day 2000.

Participants and reported co-residents matched in this step were identified as correctly
enumerated in Census 2000.

o ““Household context”--the presence of one or more records of
people reported as co-residents collected in the same unit-was
used to identify and to determine matches.

Next, census records collected in those units corresponding to domiciles reported as participants’
subsequent domiciles were searched for matches. Whether or not the report of an individual had
been matched with a census record, the entire area-based extract for the particular social network
was checked for additional matching census records.

Census records were selected with the same last name or the same first name as the individual
searched then examined for other matching items. In extracts with thousands of records, the
frequency of last names and first names in each extract was first calculated. If the last name of
the individual searched had a lower frequency in the extract, then census records with that last
name were examined for other matching items first. If the first name of the individual searched

' An information copy of the Census 2000 short form is available as
http://148.129.129.31:80/dmd/www/pdf/d6/a.pdf and is linked to several Census 2000
web pages.
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were less common in the extract, then records with the same first name were examined first.
Records were selected with the same date of birth, same year of birth, and write-ins for any
distinctive national, ethnic, or tribal origin reported for the individual searched.

Participants in the social networks and their co-residents were matched primarily on last name
and first name and household context. Items considered as confirming or validating the match
included middle name or initial, relationship within household, sex, age in years, Hispanic
origin, exact date of birth and its components (date, month, year), if races checked matched those
reported, and write-in ethnic, national, and tribal affiliations.

A matching HCUF person record provides evidence that a reported individual was enumerated in
Census 2000. If the unit identified as the individual’s Census Day residence was not included in
the extract for its block and area, this outcome was coded as a whole household omission in a
missed unit (Childers 1993). It is possible, however, that enumeration records for the units or the
individuals (or both) were placed somewhere else, in a census geographical area that was not
specified for extraction. If there was a record for the unit but no HCUF person records, the
census outcome was coded as a household omission in a unit erroneously enumerated as vacant.
In both situations, the absence of person records suggests whole households were omitted.

Several individuals searched were not found enumerated in the unit which had been their Census
Day residence but matching records were found for their reported co-residents. If such an
individual were not matched to another record in the search extract, the absence suggests the
individual was missed within a listed unit. The absence of a record for a searched individual at a
listing corresponding to his or her census address where reported co-residents were enumerated
provides stronger evidence the individual was missed within the household. The correct housing
unit is present and other people living there on Census Day. If the individual missing in his or
her correct census address and household context were not found in any other unit in extract
search area for the social network then this outcome was coded as a miss “within household” or
miss within Group Quarters.

Match results were shared with the ethnographers who had provided the data. They were asked to
confirm whether the census records identified as matches did or did not match the individuals
they had reported. The researchers interpreted the apparent census outcome using information
they had collected during the study. They examined factors that may have affected census
coverage, for example, the frequency that unmatched individuals had changed domiciles, the
types and characteristics of the domiciles occupied, relationships with co-residents. In some
units in which census records matched the individuals searched, there were census records for
additional, unreported people. Several ethnographers were able to discuss the circumstances of
these unexpected "census co-residents" with participants and to determine whether they were
correctly or erroneously enumerated.
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2.5 Compiling data sets

Each social network, matrix of co-residence, and many cohesive sub-groups were analyzed using
the reported personal characteristics of actors “stripped” to protect confidentiality. Traits
including gender, age, Hispanic origin, and occupation among others were used to analyze the
composition of each social network, matrix of co-residence, and sub-groups (cliques and blocks)
separately.

A data set compiled case records of the individual participants and co-residents from the six
studies. Variables included the individual’s match status and census outcome, for those matched
which items matched, number of moves, number of unduplicated domiciles, tenure in the census
resident and personal characteristics reported, among other characteristics. For participants,
individual attributes included measures of their respective social networks and co-residential
matrices as a whole and their individual positions in interaction and co-residence. Non-
participating co-residents’ attributes included measures based on the co-residential matrix.
Variables were tested for significance in relation to mobility and census outcome in a series of
iterative correlations, data explorations, factor analyses and loglinear techniques implemented in
SPSS. New variables coded or collapsed categories.
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3. LIMITS

3.1  Scale and scope

Each social network is one universe. Census outcomes were investigated for the limited number
of participants observed interacting in social networks and their co-residents. The advantage
gained was close acquaintance with individuals' correct Census Day residence, mobility
characteristics, migration history, and relationships.

Results should not be extrapolated to any larger population. Neither the separate results from
one social network nor the combined results represent the U.S. population as a whole or any
demographic, occupational, or status sub-population.

Only domiciles located in the geographical areas covered by Census 2000 in the United States
were in scope. Where people went during transnational visits to countries of origin, or while
they were at sea, for example, could not be found in Census lists.

The census outcomes reported are based on matching to the preliminary first pass electronic
records of people enumerated in Census 2000. The presence of a person record in the HCUF
does not assure that record was included in the final edited and published tabulations.
Conversely, the absence of a matching census record from the HCUF extract indicates the
person was apparently not enumerated at his or her Census residence or nearby. Whether or not a
census record matching a person were found in the extracts searched does not exclude the
possibility that the person may have been enumerated somewhere else. A person may have been
enumerated at still another location than any of the domiciles to which he or she was traced. The
interaction frames were purposefully set in social arenas where highly mobile people mingle.

3.2 Issues encountered implementing the methodology

This is the first research to collect simultaneously whole social networks defined by interaction in
diverse situations under common guidelines. As such, this project was unprecedented in the field
of social network research.

Census 2000 is the first census to capture the personal names and other information written on
Census forms as electronic data. This made it possible to conduct search/matching without first

establishing preset areas.

Several issues noted below double as research findings.
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° Ongoing tracing was difficult and retrospective tracing even more so.
The task of tracing all participants to all their domiciles and co-residents on an ongoing basis
over six months was difficult, even for the experienced ethnographers. Despite frame criteria
designed to keep the number of participants in each social network manageable, highly mobile
participants entered and left. Some returned during the study period; others entered and left too
rapidly to identify or trace.

L Information on moves reflected seasonal activities and migrations.
The research was originally designed for a January to June 2000 schedule: to begin tracing about
three months before Census Day 2000 and end three months after Census Day. Delays in the
release of funding for evaluations pushed start dates forward to March, a week or two before
Census Day. The study design required tracing participants who entered the interaction late in
the six-month period retroactively, back to their Census Day residence, and forward in the
ongoing tracing until the end of the study period. The late start meant participants who entered
the interactive social networks in July and August were asked to recall where and with whom
they had been staying in early April 2000. In private, confidential discussions with the
researchers, several late comers sincerely could not remember precisely where they had been.
Shifting the study period forward meant moves had a different seasonal stamp. The moves
reported were more characteristic (or made more often) in the spring and summer than at other
times of the year.

° Some participants expected to be highly mobile were not, while others

changed domiciles, co-residents, and locations so often they could not

be fully traced.
Participants in one social network unexpectedly remained in the same domicile throughout the
six-month period of observation. Certain participants in the five other social networks were so
highly mobile that researchers had to negotiate and adopt limits on tracing. Certain destination
domiciles, like vessels at sea and motels during work trips and co- co-residents in these
domiciles could not be identified. What proved more important was whether and where the
individuals traced returned.

L People don't always have or state addresses like the Census collects.
Researchers could visit nearby local domiciles to mark up maps, report location details useful
for geocoding, and verify or correct addresses for lookup. For domiciles states away, the
researchers could only pass on reports of address/locations that social network participants
volunteered.

How participants described where they or others were staying, where they had been, and where
they were headed were not always compatible with the sort of address and location information
that the Census Bureau collects and files. Some participants referred to former or destination
domiciles by naming a state, town, city, camp grounds, tribal area, hotel, event, employer, or
relative — rather than postal addresses. Locally, domiciles identified only as "(Named) Hotel in
X-ton” or "Third Street, Y-ville” or "Fourth mobile home on the right after you turn off Highway
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# north onto X Street east" were good enough for finding people’s homes, even helpful advice.
(There was only one hotel with that name in X-ton. There were only four mobile homes on Third
Street Y-ville each posted with their occupants’ names. People knew it was easier to count
houses on X street from the cross-roads than try to make out house numbers.)

In the context of the social network interactions and in private conversations, participants tended
to discuss their present, past, and future domiciles in social terms. They explained what kinship,
friendship, or other social, cultural, occupational, or work affiliation connected them personally
to a domestic space. To paraphrase, a statement like “my aunt's house in Texas” explained where
a new co-resident came from. Probing clarified the aunt was the participant’s mother's sister, but
did not produce an address in Texas. One participant explained he had been “staying at my
sister’s condo in Denver” in April; another that his co-resident “went to Haiti to visit his
children, my nephews and nieces” in May. A participant went “ahead to build a sweat lodge at (a
named field) on (a named) tribe's trust land.” Residences located in social space could be
discussed, announced, and fully understood by actors in the respective social networks.

Well educated participants who appeared briefly in one social network cooperatively provided
exceptionally exact addresses for their "usual homes" in housing states away. Other participants
simply did not locate their domiciles in terms of house numbers and street names. Several
occupied domiciles which did not have such addresses and could only be described by location.

Geocoding the location information and addresses submitted for participants’ domiciles
permitted specification of reasonable search areas for extracting census records. This project did
not have the resources to search through millions or even tens of thousands of records for
matches. If a reasonable search area could not be established for the one domicile where a
participant resided on Census Day, then that participant’s enumeration status could not be
determined. Insufficient information about their Census residences mainly affected individuals
who entered the interaction frames late. More than half these late-comers were from another
state. (Cf. West 1991.)

° Census Bureau address lists are not always definitive or complete.
Some domicile locations and addresses were geocoded into blocks that are classified in Census
geographical files as Zero Population Blocks. Zero Population Blocks are polygons identified by
line features without any Census Bureau address listings of any type. The geographical
identifications of these blocks were correct. Their classification as uninhabited was not. The
human habitations in these blocks were not listed in Census 2000 by mistake or by design.

o The contemporary Fall 2000 Master Address File and the Decennial Master
Address File do not overlap perfectly.
Geographical clerks used the Master Address File to look up addresses because the Decennial
Master Address File (the "DMAF") was not available for browsing during Decennial operations.
We could not attempt to identify directly which listings on the Master Address File editions of
November and December 2000 were also present on the Census 2000 Decennial Master Address
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File (DMAF). However, if the same identification numbers found on the MAF were ascribed to
HCUF records for persons or vacant units, then the address listing had to be included in the
DMAF. Various listing differences between the Fall 2000 MAF and the Census 2000 DMAF
were identified.

° In order to match, both the report and the census record
had to have at least some data elements for names and
"census short form'' characteristics.

On HCUF census records, some items were blank or were not captured accurately. Full date of
birth ("birthday" month, day date, and year) were about as complete on the independent
ethnographic reports and census person records. Many census records matching reports matched
on this item. On some otherwise matched census records, certain numbers (3s & 8s, 9s & 4s) in
birth dates and ages disagreed with ethnographic reports. Within such census records, the two
fields for age disagreed. On census records, one field records the age in years data captured from
what the respondent wrote on the form. Another field records the person's age calculated
automatically from the optical recognition of characters in the date of birth handwritten on the
form. Given some errors in the scanning or optical character recognition of numbers, age and
birth date could not be used as primary matching items (Cf. Mulry 2002, 2003.) Sex, which is
data captured as a one or a two, was not present on all HCUF records. Some reports of
participants and co-residents, on the other hand, did not have complete names and characteristics
although relationships of co-residents were well portrayed.

HCUEF records collected from individuals who spoke only Spanish, or preferred to speak Spanish,
had good data quality, evidenced by the fidelity of matched items. Records were less complete
for individuals who spoke Haitian Creole. Haitian first and last names were spelled incorrectly
and first and last names were sometimes reversed. This was observed in the census records
matched and for other Haitians in the search area. While errors in transcription and in optical
character recognition of scanned names are both known to introduce orthographic variations, the
creative spellings of Haitian names suggest follow-up enumerators did not know how to
transcribe the oral answers they heard. [See United States Bureau of the Census, Census 2000,
1999, (10), (11), (12) and (13) for the forms and language guides in Spanish and Haitian Creole.]

Names may vary by social context, so the names individuals used as personal identifications in
social network interactions and at home with co-residents and names recorded on matched census
records sometimes had differences. Variations more often affected last rather than first names.

In Spanish, use of both the paternal and maternal last names, or only the patronymic, and for
married women, the optional use of their husbands’ surnames, routinely varies according to
individual, cultural, and circumstantial social factors. Census records lacking last names or with
names captured in unknown orthographic variations were used to match individuals enumerated
together with their reported co-residents at a reported address. Such records could not be used
for matching beyond these household and address contexts.
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o Virtually all names and characteristics of co-residents had to be elicited in
private conversations with individual participants, primarily during visits to
their homes, in order to protect the subjects' confidentiality, and to abide by
social network norms.

Protecting confidentiality in the field was an utmost concern for the researchers, especially after
they became sensitive to the norms of the social network. The use and revelation of formal
names varied in the face-to-face interactions of the different social networks. Some participants
known by fanciful names within their social network declined to provide their formal name or
their last name even in private conversations. Within the interacting social networks,
discussions of exactly where absent participants had gone off was not a usual topic of
conversation. Inquiring about absent participants in an open forum was awkward. Even if
participants knew where and with whom other participants lived or stayed, or were aware of
others’ moves among domiciles and co-residents, such information could be considered "too
personal" to share beyond the subgroup in which it was communicated. People who report
information about others in their own social network risked offending the participant reported on.
This, in turn, could undermine their own personal links and position in the social network.
Researchers could not jeopardize the confidence and rapport they negotiated. In their reports,
the ethnographers discussed how they managed their entrée and how they overcame obstacles of
suspicion and secrecy.

o '""Personal information'' about others is more likely to be revealed by less
connected parties than people who interact in the same social network, or in
one of its subgroups. Less connected people, however, are in less of a
position to learn accurate information. '

® Although redundantly connected people are in a better position to access
accurate information about each other, in some highly connected ‘“dense”
social networks, participants circumscribe the amount and kind of social
information they make available about themselves within the group and to
outsiders.

During intensive or very frequent (hourly, daily on-going) interactions, some participants
defended their "personal space" by revealing few details about their lives or their identity outside
their shared social context. For example, while participants in two social networks and
subgroups in another social network worked and lived together, they suspended references to
other less immediate co-residents.

" For theory and similar results from other social networks studies, see Jorian
2000, Grannis 1998a, 1998b, among others, and the Communication, Diffusion, and
Internet topics indexed in Brownrigg 2002.
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° In more cohesive interacting social networks and co-residential groups in
which all participants interacted, albeit with varying frequency or duration,
information considered ''personal' was respected or defended by others in
the group.

Out of courtesy and respect for having been privileged and trusted with personal confidence,
participants in the most dense social networks and more intensively connected subgroups in
larger interacting social networks did not consider themselves licensed to reveal the information
without the expressed consent of the adult individuals involved. They deferred to these
individuals.

For the co-residential groups in the two social networks involving foreign-born participants,
senior adults seemed at greater liberty to reveal freely --or to suppress completely-- information
about their co-residents. Judging from census records collected in some family households,
junior members confined themselves to reporting on themselves and their own younger children
or siblings.
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4. RESULTS

This section summarizes the frames of interaction, mobility characteristics, social networks, and
census outcomes of the six research studies. This section refers to the descriptive ethnographic
reports Southard 2001, Murray 2001, Chavira-Prado 2001, Marcelin and Marcelin 2001, Kitner
2001, and Gilley 2001 and notes results from the geocoding or matching steps.

4.1 Survival and recreational campers in the Northwest

Dee Southard observed survival and recreational campers interact around communal cooking
fires at a camp ground on public lands in the Northwest. Several participants were survival
campers who occupied vehicles and tents and had no home other than their campsite of the moment.
Other participants were recreational campers on vacation away from their homes or colleges located
elsewhere in the region and in other states.

Survival or "non-recreational" camping is one strategy rural homeless adopt to obtain shelter
(Aaron and Kitchen 1996; Southard 1998). The survival campers in the social network were
habitually mobile. Anti-squatting regulations forced them to relocate their campsites frequently.
They kept a vehicle running to move among campsites, pick up food at surplus food distribution
points and food pantries, and hunt, fish, and forage for food. Survival campers with cooking stoves
who qualified for food stamps and those with part-time work purchased food. Containers marked
"USDA Commodity, not for sale," gallons of stored water, and tarp lean-to styles distinguished the
survival campers’ sites. Places and circuits where the survival campers traveled and camped in
partner, couple, or family groups were integral to their survival strategies.

In previous research (1998), Southard noticed when survival campers occupy sites in the same
camp ground, they often cook communally. This activity builds a comradery and shares food and
fuel. The survival campers who create communal cooking fire social space occasionally "entice"
vacationing recreational campers to join them and share resources (Southard 2001:9).

Thirty-eight participants interacted around one or more of the 212 camp fire cooking episodes
between late March and September 2000. Southard (2001:7) reported the campers’
demographic characteristics as follows: 36 participants were non Hispanic whites and two were
American Indians; 26 were males and 12, females. The males ranged in age from 14 to 64 years
old and the females, between 19 and 65 (Southard 2001:7).

The range of ages among survival campers differs from the recreational campers and the general
population. Consistent with Southard survey of non-recreational campers in the Northwest, none
of the homeless survival campers in the social network were over sixty. Their lifestyle is harsh
and requires a margin of physical health and strength. Recreational campers, by contrast, ranged
into retirement ages above 60. Although Southard had previously surveyed survival camper
families that included young children, the younger survival campers in the particular social
network were teenagers. Survival campers travel independently in couples, small groups of
partners, and nuclear families (Southard 1998; 2001:2, 8-9).
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The social network observed around the camp ground communal cooking fires was divided into
core cliques and a periphery of people so unconnected they scored zero in several network
measures (Templin and Wasserman 2001s). The more central individuals in the social network
as a whole and in its larger cliques were the survival campers. Several of the same traveling
groups and individuals re-occupied the camp ground research site, working the location into
their seasonally regional migratory circuits. Survival campers initiated and dominated the
communal cooking fires interactions that defined this social network. Recreational campers, who
appeared once for a few days, were peripheral. More single young adult recreational campers
participated in the larger cliques which centered on survival campers than did grandparent/grand
child and other family groups of recreational campers.

Southard (2001: 8-9) gave four explanations for the high residential mobility of the homeless
campers in this social network:

First, almost all the non-recreational homeless campers are living in
extreme poverty. The majority of the homeless campers reported that
they were either currently unemployed or employed part-time. Most

of them reported that they were barely managing to secure their

basic survival needs of food and water.... They lacked the economic
resources to obtain and maintain long-term occupancy in rental or leased
accommodations.

Second, publicly owned lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service and
other recreational management agencies have stay-limitation regulations
designed to prohibit long-term residential occupancy.... Non-recreational
homeless campers must relocate their campsites frequently. The

stay limitation in the study area is fourteen days.

Third, high residential mobility is a survival strategy pragmatically
employed ... to keep their sleeping locations unpredictable, for reasons
such as to deter would-be assailants from attacking them at night.

Fourth,...within this specific social network, there were actors who stated
that they live in a seasonal flux ...traveling south in the Fall and north in the Spring.

Thirteen of the 32 co-residents whom participants reported never participated in camp fire
interactions. Most of these non-participating co-residents were never present at the camp ground.
Rather, most non-participating co-residents in this social network were people recreational
campers reported were their co-residents “back home” at the vacationers’ usual and Census Day
residences.

The 35 domiciles Southard inventoried included eight camp sites occupied by a succession of
survival and recreational campers and encampments where only the rural homeless survival
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campers parked mid-summer. Southard collected the addresses and locations of the houses or
college quarters where recreational campers told her they were living as of Census Day. Twenty-
two of these addresses were found on the Census Bureau's Master Address File. “These addresses
... (all came from) the recreational campers: people who had "a home address" to give”
(Southard 2001:9).

The campground and encampments where the survival campers stayed were easy to geocode on
Census Bureau maps. TIGER maps displayed the dirt roads that organized the formal camp
ground and led to or encircled its sites. Everyone involved (the field ethnographer, Census
project headquarters staff, and expert Census Bureau geographical clerks) easily pinpointed and
agreed on the exact location of particular camp sites on TIGER maps.

In the housing units at eight of the home addresses that vacationers gave, eight whole
households were matched to census records. Fifteen recreational campers and the exact co-
residents they reported were enumerated in these whole household matches.

Eleven recreational campers gave addresses where some but not all the census records matched.
In these partial household matches, there were census records for a total of eight additional
people the recreational campers had not mentioned.

In one partial household match, there was no record for the camper at the address he gave as his
permanent home where he stayed for a month in May and June 2000. At this out-of-state address,
Census 2000 collected records matching the parents he reported living there and a census record
for a sibling he had not mentioned. This camper reported an apartment address in still another
state as a place where he lived for a while in the spring of 2000 and had left in mid-April 2000
before he began camping. He was found enumerated at this address with the roommate he
reported was his co-resident there. Although this young adult camper considered his parents’
home his “permanent” home, he was correctly left off there. Where he was enumerated appears
to be his correct default “Census Day” address.

The addresses of four housing units recreational campers reported were geocoded to out-of-state
locations however no census records collected in these blocks matched 13 individuals. Census
records for hundreds more residents were enumerated in the college dorms where several
recreational campers said they had been living on Census Day in addition to the immediate
roommates they mentioned, yet no census records were found for three recreational campers in
their college dorms.

It is possible that the 16 participants' addresses or locations were not found in the
Census address lists because the information was inaccurate or incomplete,
whether intentionally or not, or because the addresses and locations were
described differently than on census maps and lists and so could not be recognized
(Southard 2001:10).
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Another possibility is that because they were off camping around the time of the Census, they
were not enumerated in their “usual” homes in or in their dorms.

In the 2,482 census records collected in the census blocks searched, no participant in the
campers’ social network or any of their reported co-residents were found duplicated or
erroneously enumerated. About half the individuals searched were found enumerated.

The survival campers were apparently not enumerated. The census blocks forming the formal
camp ground and their encampments along roadways were easily and accurately identified in
census geography. The Census Bureau classified all these as Zero Population Blocks, that is,
areas without any listings and unpopulated. No evidence was found that Census 2000 ever listed
the formal public campground as a Transient Quarters Special Place or ever listed any of the
informal encampments various survival campers occupied between March and September 2000.
The survival campers formed informal roadside encampments later in the summer. No HCUF
census person records were attributed to any of the rural blocks they inhabited. Since the camp
ground was never identified and the transient locations of their domiciles were never listed, the
16 survival campers participating in this social network or any of their non-participating co-
residents were not found enumerated.

“These cases of domiciles located in camp grounds and in parked vehicles could be considered
housing unit/whole household omissions” (Southard 2001:10) because the Census 2000 method
enumerated occupied units in transient locations as housing. Since the rural survival campers in
the social network did not use soup kitchens or shelters, they would not have been included in
Census 2000's efforts to enumerate people without conventional housing at service sites.

The individuals matched to census records were recreational campers. These matched records
were collected in housing units and college dorms that recreational campers gave as their
addresses in seven different states.

4.2 Seasonal workers

The interaction that defined the social network Nancy Murray (2001) researched were the after-
work/ off-duty social gatherings of seasonal co-workers. They lodged together in quarters their
common employer provided. Murray focused on the finer, close-in social arrangements that led
them to change rooms and roommates. The seasonal campers formed a small, dense, and
balanced social network. All participants shared the same or similar occupations, job titles, and
employment status. They were technically term employees, hired for the “season’ at one work
location. They each strung a series of assignments at different locations into almost full-time,
year-round work. They were close in age (in their 20s) and educational achievement (at least
high school, some with a few years college). Among themselves, they avoided identifying
themselves in terms of race, ethnic, regional, national, class, or family backgrounds to
consolidate their occupational and generational mutual support. The ethnographer characterized
them as non-Hispanic whites. Since their workers' quarters and the ten blocks around it were not
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enumerated, how the seasonal workers might have identified themselves in Census 2000 remains
unknown.

The seasonal workers moved into a workers' dorm provided by their common employer in late
March 2000 before Census Day. They remained there until early October 2000. The workers’
dorm was the only place any of them stayed for as long a period the year before. At other times in
the year, the individuals dispersed to other work sites states away. They considered the lodge
they occupied the best workers’ quarters available at the heavily touristed work site and liked
working that season at that location. Each of them had vied for the assignment and the lodging.
Depending on the participant, it was the third or fourth season they had returned to live together
and form a peer group home in workers’ quarters.

This workers' dorm was found on the Master Address File listed by the postal box address the
seasonal workers used to receive mail and on the preliminary Fall 1999 component frame that
lists Special Places and Group Quarters. However, no HCUF person records were collected in its
census collection block or ten adjacent and surrounding blocks. There is no evidence any one in
this social network was enumerated at their workers' quarters. Records of the Group Quarters
listing was deleted without enumeration.

The recreational area where the social network participants preferred to work seasonally receives
up to 10,000 visitors a day. The area contains a variety of accommodations including hotel
rooms, rental cabins, and camp sites rented to visitors or used to h