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Subj ect : Clustering of Twenty-Ei ght Sanple Areas in the
Et hnogr aphi ¢ Eval uati on of the Behavioral Causes
of Census Undercount for the 1990 Decenni al Census

Attached is the first of two reports on results of the study
whose objective is to assess the rel ative values of explanatory
vari abl es on the prediction of census om ssion and erroneous
enuneration based on the data collected for the Ethnographic
Eval uati on of the Behavioral Causes of Census Undercount for the
1990 Decennial Census. This report focuses on the result of an
expl anatory data analysis in which the twenty-ei ght sanple areas
in the continental United States were grouped based on the data
fromthe Sanple Edited Detail File.



1. INTRODUCTION

Based on data fromthe Ethnographic Evaluation of the Behavi oral
Causes of Census Undercount for the 1990 Decenni al Census, de |a
Puente (1993a) exam ned the effects of denographic variables on
census om ssion through use of the logistic Iinear regression
nmodel s. One of his key findings was that inclusion of the sanple
areas in a logistic nodel was essential in obtaining a good fit
to the data. However, it was not clear fromthe paper how the
effect of the sanple areas was introduced into the | ogistic nodel
and how |l arge the effect was in relation to the effects of the
remai ni ng expl anatory vari abl es.

Thi s paper explores a way to define the effect of the twenty-

ei ght sanple areas located in the continental U S. The approach
taken is to group the sanple areas into clusters, using the
heret of ore untapped site-level data on various aspects of the
sanpl e areas, including their social, econom c, and educati onal
backgrounds. The newy defined clusters will be included in

| ater anal yses as one of the possible factors that best explain
t he census coverage errors.

11. BACKGROUND

The Census Bureau began a series of ethnographic eval uations of
census coverage in 1986, culmnating in the 1990 Et hnographic
Eval uation. The history of the ethnographic evaluations and the
study design of the 1990 Et hnographi c Eval uati on have been
docunented by Brownrigg and Martin (1989) and Martin, Brownrigg,
and Fay (1990). The 1990 Et hnographi ¢ Eval uati on consi sted of

i ntensive studies of twenty-nine small areas conducted by

et hnographers. Each principal ethnographer had a close tie with
the community and previously worked in and resided near the study
area. As part of the evaluation project, each ethnographer
conducted an Alternative Enuneration (AE) which was an

i ndependent (fromthe census) listing of the residents in the
sanpl e area, using participant observation, direct observation,
and et hnographic interviews. The ethnographer collected Census
Day residency status of each individual during the period of June
to August 1990. The AE person list was later linked to the
census person |ist at the Census Bureau, and persons m ssed or
erroneously enunerated by the census were identified by the

et hnographers in the Resolved Enuneration (RE). Each sanple area
i ncl uded about 100 households in one or nore census bl ocks.
Twenty-ei ght of the sanple areas were |located in the continenta
U.S. and one in Puerto Rico. This paper will be concerned only
with the twenty-eight sanple areas in the continental U S. The
sanpl e areas were sel ected, purposively, representing five groups



(Bl acks, Hispanics, Asians, Anerican |Indians, and recent
immgrants) in which undercounts were known or suspected to be

hi gh. The sanple areas were also selected fromthree settings:
et hni cal | y honogeneous urban areas, ethnically heterogeneous

ur ban and suburban areas, and ethnically honbgeneous rural areas.
In all, there were a total of 110 census bl ocks, 3367 housing
units and 8718 individuals in the RElist. Table 1 in the
attachnment lists the sanple areas and their | ocations. Figure 1
in the attachnent shows the inplenented sanpl e design of the
Alternative Enuneration by race/ethnicity and type of setting.

At the end of the ethnographic project, each ethnographer
summari zed his/her findings in an ethnographi c coverage report
(see de la Puente, 1993b). In addition, the ethnographer also
filled out a "behavioral |og" for each housing unit (HU and

sel ected individuals within his/her sanple area. The behavi oral
| og contained informati on on household structure, inm grant
status and ot her housing unit and person-|evel information
believed to be relevant to census coverage errors. The

et hnographer was al so asked to collect site-level data,
pertaining to the entire nei ghborhood such as the presence of
gangs and viol ence, enploynent rate, residential nobility. These
data fromthe behavioral |ogs and et hnographers' observations
wer e inval uabl e sources of information, not collected in the
census, on the factors that the ethnographers nentioned in their
coverage reports as inportant conponents of the nmultiple causes
of the census coverage errors. However, the data were found to
be | acking in conpl eteness and consistency. Hence, these data
were not used in the current or |ater data anal yses.

Anot her source of the site-level data was available fromthe
Sanple Edited Detail File (SEDF) based on the census |ong-form
gquestionnaires. The census |ong-form questionnaires were sent to
one out of every six housing units, on the average, throughout
the U S. For the 1990 Et hnographic Eval uation, the SEDF data
were avail able for the sanple areas and one ring of bl ocks
surroundi ng the sanple areas (see Reference [9]). The data

i ncl uded aggregate information on social, economc, and

educati onal backgrounds of the persons residing in and around the
sanpl e areas.

This paper attenpts to answer follow ng two questions: how can a
sanpl e area effect be sumari zed and defined? And how can the
unt apped SEDF data be utilized in the anal yses of census coverage
errors? The questions are answered jointly through grouping of
the twenty-eight sanple areas into clusters, based on the site-

| evel data fromthe census |ong-form questionnaires in |ieu of

t he behavioral |ogs and et hnographers' site-|evel observations.
The result of the clustering wll be exam ned agai nst the



et hnographers' observati ons docunented in the Ethnographic
Cover age Reports.

Here, we are assum ng that the data fromthe SEDF are
representative of the sanple areas investigated by the

et hnographers in the Ethnographic Evaluation. However, this
assunption mght not be valid for sone of the sites. For
exanpl e, sone site mght have had a | ot of persons m ssed by the
census but enunerated in the AE. The discrepancy between the two
person counts mght be big enough to invalidate the social,
econom c, and educational environnment of the site projected by
the data fromthe SEDF. Another exanple is a sanple area which
m ght have included one or two | arge apartnent buil di ngs,

contai ning an enclave of a particular ethnic group.

Hence, to check the representativeness of the SEDF data for the
sanpl e areas, the persons in the sanple areas are conpared with
t he persons who responded to the census | ong-form questionnaires
in the ring bl ocks surroundi ng the sanple areas through

conpari sons of sone denographic variables for the two groups.

I11. METHODOLOGY
A.  DATA

The data used in clustering the sanple areas were the extracts of
the Sanple Edited Detail File. The SEDF contained information
obt ai ned fromthe responses to the census | ong-form
guestionnaires which were sent to a sanple of all households in
the U S. Hence, the SEDF contained a probability sanpl e of
housi ng units and each person record in the SEDF had a person
wei ght attached to it. Because there were substanti al

di fferences between the Puerto Rico and stateside detail files,
the Puerto Rico site was excluded in this study. Also excluded
fromthe study were 145 G oup Quarters persons. Table 1 in the
attachnment shows the unwei ghted and wei ghted person counts from
the SEDF for the sanple areas and their ring blocks for each of
the 28 sites in the study.

For conparison of the denographic variables, the Resolved
Enuneration data were used for the sanple areas in the

Et hnogr aphi ¢ Eval uati on, and the SEDF was used for the ring

bl ocks. Four sites (BEL, FRA, GAR and MOO) had no data for the
ring bl ocks. Hence, these four sites were excluded fromthe
conpari sons.

B. ANALYSI S METHOD



The SAS's CLUSTER procedure was used to form hierarchical and
disjoint clusters of the sanple areas. D sjoint clusters place
each sanple area in one and only one cluster. The average

I i nkage nmet hod (Sokal and M chener, 1958) was used to conpute the
di stance between two clusters. Al data were standardi zed. The
pseudo F statistic, which neasures the separation anong all the
clusters at each clustering level, was used to decide the nunber
of clusters.

Clustering of the sanple areas was based on the follow ng ei ght
vari abl es derived fromthe SEDF dat a:

1. %owed = Weighted proportion of persons with |ess than high
school education anong persons 18 years old or
ol der;

2. Medl nc

Wei ght ed nedi an househol d i ncone;

3. %oreign = Wighted proportion of persons born abroad;

4. % hLan = Weighted proportion of persons who spoke a
| anguage ot her than English at hone;

5. %enmHH = Weighted proportion of femal e householders with no
spouse;

6. Y%Owmer = Weighted proportion of owner-occupi ed HUs;

7. 9%/ac = Unwei ght ed proportion of vacant HUs"; and

8. %kreturn = Weighted proportion of househol ds enunerated by
enunerators, as opposed to by mail.

* The proportion could not be weighted because the
wei ghts of vacant HUs were not known.

The %Ereturn variable was included in the study because the
vari abl e had been shown in earlier studies to be closely
associated with the census undercoverage and overcoverage (see
Giffin and Moriarity, 1992, and Miriarity and Childers, 1993).

The denographic variables that were used in conparing the sanple
areas in the Ethnographic Evaluation and their ring bl ocks from
t he SEDF were defined bel ow

RELATI ON: 1 = Househol der
2 = Spouse
3 = OGher relative of househol der
4 = Not related to househol der



GENDER: 1 = Male

2 = Femal e
ACE: 1 = 17 years old or younger

2 = 18-29 years old

3 = 30-49 years old

4 = 50 years old or older
VSTAT: 1 = Mrried

2 = Never nmarried

3 = Separ at ed/ di vor ced/ wi dowed
H SPANIC ORIA N 1 = Yes

2 = No

IV. LIMITATIONS

Clustering of the sanple areas was based on data with sparse
observations in and around the sanple bl ocks, and on a smal
nunber of vari abl es.

As nmentioned earlier, the clustering of the twenty-eight sites
based on the SEDF assuned that the data were representative of
t he areas enunerated by the ethnographers.

V. RESULTS
A.  CLUSTERI NG OF TWENTY- EI GHT SAMPLE AREAS

The result of cluster analysis indicated five clusters. Figure 2
in the attachnent shows the result of hierarchical clustering as
a tree structure. The diagram shows the order in which the
sanpl e areas were conbi ned. Two clusters contained nine sanple
areas. One cluster contained five sanple areas. Another cluster
contained three sanple areas. The last cluster contained two
sanple areas. Figure 1 in the attachnent shows the five clusters
in the context of the sanple design of the 1990 Et hnographic
Evaluation. Table 2 in the attachnent |ists the sanple areas and
their site-level variable values by cluster.

The characteristics of Cluster 1 included high proportions of
persons born abroad (35% 79% and hi gh proportions of persons who
spoke a | anguage other than English at honme (48% 84% . The high
proportions for these two variables indicate the presence of a

| arge nunber of recent immgrants in the sanple areas. According
to Figure 1, the sanple areas in Custer 1 included |Iarge
popul ati ons of Hi spanics and Asians. The proportion of persons
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with less than high school education was, on the average, high in
Cluster 1, with six of the nine sanple areas having nore than
50% The sanple areas in Cluster 1 had the nedi an househol d

i ncomes ranging from$12,000 to $17,000. The vacancy rate was

|l ess than 9% in every sanple area in Cluster 1, resulting in the
| onest cluster average anong the five clusters. The proportion
of owners was 18%or less in every sanple area, except in the STE
sanple area (55%, in Cluster 1

In Custer 2, seven of the nine sanple areas had 70% 90% bl ack
popul ation. All nine sanple areas in Cluster 2 had high
proportions of fermal e householders with no spouse (42% 78% and
hi gh vacancy rates (11%39% . Custer 2 also had high
proportions of persons with | ess than high school education, with
four of the nine sanple areas having nore than 50% The
proportions of persons born abroad were | ess than 10% except in
the STR (32% and WN (35% sanple areas, in Custer 2.

Four of the five sanple areas in Cluster 3 cane fromrural sites,
each of which was racially honbgeneous. Custer 3 as a whol e,
however, included various race and ethnic groups, containing two
| argely American |Indian sanple areas, two largely Hi spanic sanple
areas and one racially heterogeneous sanple area. The nopbst

prom nent characteristic of Custer 3 was the high proportions of
owners (61% 92% conpared to other clusters, reflecting the rura
settings of these sanple areas. The proportions of female
househol ders with no spouse were relatively | ow conpared to the
sanple areas in other clusters, ranging from14%to 40%

Cluster 4 included three sanple areas where we expected to
enunerate a | arge proportions of H spanic and Asian inm grants as
in Cluster 1. 1In fact, the ethnographers reported in the

Et hnogr aphi ¢ Coverage Reports (de |la Puente, 1993) presence of
undocunented immgrants in large nunbers in these sanple areas.
In the MAH and RCD sanpl e areas, however, the proportions of
persons born abroad were relatively low (23 and 24 percents),
based on the census |ong-form questionnaires. The discrepancy
bet ween the SEDF and the Et hnographi c Coverage Reports for the
MAH and ROD sanpl e areas m ght have resulted because of

conceal nent of undocunented inmm grants fromthe census. \Whatever
the cause of the discrepancy, here is an exanple where the data
fromthe SEDF m ght not have represented sone aspect of the two
sanpl e areas wel|.

One difference between Cluster 4 and the other four clusters was
that the three sanple areas in Cluster 4 were the only sanple
areas in the study with the nedi an househol d i nconme above
$25,000. In addition, Cluster 4 differed from Custer 1, another
cluster with a |large nunber of H spanic and Asian inmgrants, in
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that Custer 4 had the | owest average proportion of persons with
| ess that high school education while Cluster 1 had the highest
average proportion anong the five clusters.

The last cluster, Custer 5, included two seem ngly different
sanpl e areas. The nobst notable characteristic of Cluster 5 was
that it contained two sanple areas that were the only sanple
areas anong the twenty-eight sanple areas |located in the

Li st/ Enunerate (L/E) areas. The L/E areas were sparsely

popul ated areas where the U. S. Postal Service dropped off
unaddressed census short-form questionnai res and enunerators

pi cked themup. |In the L/E areas, the enunerators always

adm ni stered census long-form questionnaires at the tine they
pi cked up the short fornms. Hence, %Ereturn was 100 percent in
the two sanple areas in Cluster 5. In the non-L/E areas where
peopl e mail ed back their census questionnaires, % return
corresponded to the proportion of census questionnaires that were
sent to any of the census coverage inprovenent follow up
operations for non-response and reconciliation.

In both sanple areas in Cluster 5, the proportion of persons born
abroad was low at 1% In the JQ sanple area, however, the
proportion of persons who spoke a | anguage ot her than English was
64% Since the JQAJ sanple area contai ned many American | ndi ans,
the | ow val ue of FOREN and the high value of OTHLAN m ght have

i ndi cat ed wi despread use of native Anmerican |Indian tongue anong
the JQJ sanple area residents. The proportions of persons with

| ess than high school education were |ow (15%27% in both sanple
ar eas.

Descriptive cluster |abels are given at the bottomof Figure 1 in
t he attachnent.

Al t hough none of the eight site-level variables used in
clustering the sanple areas was race/ethnicity or geography, the
two factors of the Ethnographic Eval uati on sanpl e design, the
cluster definition was closely related wth the sanple design
For exanple, Custers 1 and 4 were confined to the Asian and

Hi spanic groups in urban and suburban areas. Custers 3 and 5
were confined to rural areas.

And yet, the clusters were not defined strictly along the race/
ethnicity and geography boundaries. For exanple, Custer 2

i ncluded six of the eight sanple areas in the Bl ack category and
the Hartford, CT (AMM sanple area in the H spanic category, al
of which included nore than 70 percent Bl ack based on the RE
data. The South Saint Louis, MO (RYN) and the Chicago, IL (STR)
sanpl e areas had | ess than 10 percent Bl ack popul ation. However,
these two sanple areas had | arge proportions of fenale



househol ders with no spouse and of vacant units, just as the

ot her seven sanple areas in Cluster 2 did. Another exanple
included Custers 1 and 4, both of which had high concentrations
of Hispanic and Asian inmm grants. The sanple areas in Cluster 1
had persons with | ess education than persons in Cluster 4, and
their average nedi an househol d i ncone was | ess than that of the
sanple areas in Cluster 4.

Hence, use of the eight site-level variables in clustering
appeared to fine-tune the cluster definition that woul d have been
made based solely on the race/ethnicity and geography factors.

B. COMPARI SON OF DEMOGRAPHI C VARI ABLES BETWEEN SAMPLE BLOCKS I N
THE ETHNOGRAPHI C EVALUATI ON AND RI NG BLOCKS | N THE SAMPLE
EDI TED DETAI L FI LE

The overall frequency distribution of each of the five
denographi ¢ variables for the sanple blocks fromthe Resol ved
Enuneration was simlar to the overall frequency distribution of
t he correspondi ng denographic variable for the ring bl ocks from
the SEDF. The biggest difference was observed with respect to
the Hispanic Origin variable. While 27.7 percent of the persons
in the sanple bl ocks were of Hispanic Origin, 32.7 percent of the
persons in the ring blocks were of Hispanic Origin. The persons
in the sanple blocks had a slightly higher proportion of males
(50.5% versus 47.8% and they were slightly younger than the
persons in the ring bl ocks.

When the frequency distributions were conpared at each site,
| arger differences could be observed.

For each of the three Asian sanple areas which were racially
honogeneous urban sites (KAN, KIM SUN), the ring bl ocks had a

hi gher proportion of persons not related to the househol der, a

hi gher proportion of single persons and a higher proportion of
persons of Hi spanic Oigin than the sanple bl ocks (see Table 3).
According to the Ethnographic Coverage Reports, these three sites
consi sted of apartnment buildings wth high concentrations of

Asi an residents who were elderly. This observation and the
observed proportions indicate that each of the sites was an

encl ave of a particular Asian group enbedded in the area that had
a sizabl e popul ati on of Hi spanics.

The STE and WN sanpl e areas included a | arge proportion of
Haitian i mm grants, according to the Ethnographic Coverage
Reports. The conparison of the H spanic Oigin variable showed
that the ring bl ocks had hi gher concentrations of Hi spanics
(29.3%in STE and 12.8%in WN) than the sanple blocks (3.5%in
STE and 0% in WN). Hence, each of these sites was apparently an
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enclave of Haitian imm grants. The sanple bl ocks for both the
STE and WN sites had hi gher proportions of single persons (15.5%
nore in STE, 18.0% nore in WN) than the ring bl ocks.

Several sanple areas (BRA, MAH, MON, ROD, ROM had nuch hi gher
proportions of Hi spanic population in the sanple blocks than the
ring bl ocks. These sanple areas al so had hi gher proportions of
persons not related to the househol der, single people and persons
aged 19-39. The nost extrene case was the ROD sanpl e area
(Houston, TX) where the sanple block had 7.6 percent nore 'non-
relatives,' 16.6 percent nore nmales, 18.3 percent nore persons
aged 19-39, 9.9 percent nore single persons and 68.9 percent nore
Hi spani cs than the ring blocks (see Table 4). For these sanple
areas, the presence of undocunented i nm grants observed by the

et hnographers but apparently not enunerated by the census m ght
expl ain the di screpancies, especially the discrepancy in the
proportion of Hispanic popul ation, between the sanple and ring

bl ocks.

Anmong the Bl ack sanpl e areas, the HAM sanpl e area stood out,
having | arge di screpancies in the denographic characteristics

bet ween the sanple and ring blocks. The sanple block had 16.2
percent nore persons not related to the househol ders, 7.2 percent
nore mal es, 8.5 percent nore persons aged 19-39, and 31.4 percent
nore single persons than the ring blocks. Also, the sanple bl ock
had zero percent persons separated/divorced/ wi dowed whil e the
ring bl ocks had 23.3 percent. Hamd (1992) reported that this
sanpl e area, a section of one census block in central Harlemin
northern Manhattan, NY, was scattered with deteriorated and
abandoned buil dings. He also observed that drug trafficking,
drug use, and other crines were chronic problens in the sanple
area as well as in the neighborhood that surrounded it. Hence,
the di screpancy in the SEDF and the RE data here m ght have
resulted fromfailure of the census and success of the

et hnogr aphi ¢ approach in enunerating individuals in the hard-to-
enumner at e ar eas.

In the JAJ sanple area (Isleta Pueblo, NV, 37 percent of the
residents were aged 18 and under, and yet, only 1.1 percent of
the residents were single, based on the Resol ved Enunerati on.
These inconsi stent nunbers cast some doubt on the quality of the
AE data. In the JQJ ring blocks, 36 percent of the residents
were aged 18 and under and 56 percent were single, based on the
SEDF dat a.

Hence, the conparisons of the denographic variabl es showed that
there were differences between the sanple areas and their ring

bl ocks. Sonme of the sanple areas, for exanple, seened to contain
pockets of certain isolated ethnic groups. In the HAM sanple
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area, differences in the distributions of the denographic

vari abl es were observed which m ght have been caused by the

di fferences in coverage between the census and the ethnographic
procedure. However, it is not clear whether simlar differences
woul d be observed with respect to the eight site-level variables
defined in Section I11.B between the sanple areas and the ring
bl ocks. One woul d expect, in npbst cases, that the soci oeconomc
| andscape woul d not drastically vary over an area covering
several contiguous census blocks at a fixed point in tine.

V1. CONCLUSION

The eight site-level variables, derived fromthe census |ong-form
guestionnaires, were used in grouping the 28 sanple areas into
five clusters. The eight variables were crude nmeasures of

soci al, econom c, and educational indicators of the sanple areas.
Al t hough none of the variabl es were on geography or race/
ethnicity, the results of clustering showed a remarkabl e
alignment with the sanple design of the 1990 Et hnographic
Evaluation. At the sane tine, the extent that the cluster
definition disagreed wwth the sanple design inplied the presence
of additional information contained in the eight variables over
race/ ethnicity and geography.

The conparisons of the five denographic variabl es between the
sanpl e areas and the ring bl ocks showed that a fair anmount of

di fferences were observed between the population in the sanple
area enunerated in the AE and the population in the ring bl ocks
enunerated by the census |ong-form questionnaires at the site

| evel . However, whether simlar differences m ght be observed
with respect to the eight variables fromthe SEDF on the social,
econom ¢ and educational backgrounds of the sanple areas was not
clear fromthis study.

The clusters formed in this study will be further examned in a
| ater study for their effectiveness in predicting census

om ssions and erroneous enunerations.
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At t achment
TABLE 1.

SAMPLE AREA CODE, ITS LOCATION,
AND PERSON COUNT (UNWEIGHTED AND WEIGHTED)
FOR THE SAMPLE AREA AND ITS RING BLOCKS:
FROM THE SAMPLE EDITED DETAIL FILE

Sanple Area Per son Count
Code Locati on Unwei ght ed Wei ght ed
AVM Hartford, CT 282 3176
ASH N St Louis, MO 85 887
BEL* Logan County, OK 214 556
BRA New Ol eans, LA 240 2008
BRI Carbondal e, IL 78 586
BUN Long Beach, CA 322 3156
DAR Flint, M 137 886
DOM Bronx, NY 943 8716
DUR Ol eans Parish, LA 121 946
FRA* Hol nes County, M5 445 1354
GAR* Santa Barbara, CA 318 1804
HAM Harl em NY 496 5255
JAJ | sl eta Puebl o, NM 473 1014
KAN Queens, NY 990 9540
KIM Kor eat own, CA 602 5032
LER Little Branch, NC 294 1500
MAH Long Island, NY 46 336
MON Marion County, OR 139 1279
MOO* Ckfuskee County, OK 186 1016
ROD Houst on, TX 821 8418
ROM San Francisco, CA 305 2964
RYN S St Louis, MO 261 2394
SHA Nort h Beach, CA 124 984
STE Mam, FL 188 1429
STR Chi cago, IL 280 3048
SUN Chi nat own, NY 1307 10781
VEL San Di ego, CA 219 1492
W N Ft Lauderdale, FL 90 838

Tot al 10006 81395
*Not e: Only sanple block data (and, therefore, no ring bl ock

data) were available for the BEL, FRA GAR and MXO
sanpl e areas.



FIGURE 1.

At t achment

FIVE CLUSTERS OF TWENTY-EIGHT SAMPLE AREAS
IN THE FRAMEWORK OF
THE 1990 ETHNOGRAPHIC EVALUATION SAMPLE DESIGN,
BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND TYPE OF SETTING

(Three-letter abbreviation is the sanple area code.)

Race/ Raci al |y Raci al |y Raci al |y
Ethnicity Honobgeneous Het er ogeneous Honobgeneous
Urban Site Ur ban/ Subur ban Rural Site
ASI AN clstr | sanple clstr |sanple |[clstr |sanple
no. area no. area no. area
1 SUN 1 BUN
1 KI M 1 SHA
4 KAN 2 RYN
2 STR
Recent 1 DOM 1 ROM
| Mm grants 1 STE 4 MAH
4 ROD
H SPANI C 1 VEL 1 BRA 3 GAR
2 AVM 3 MON
BLACK 2 DAR 2 ASH 2 FRA
2 DUR 3 BRI 5 BEL
2 HAM
2 W N
AVERI CAN 3 LER
| NDI AN 3 MOO
5 JQJ
Note: 1. The Puerto Rico sanple area (DUA) is not included in this table.
2. Refer to Table 1 for the relation of the sanple area code to its
| ocati on.

Cl uster Labels (A nunber in parentheses indicates the nunber of sanple areas.):

Cl uster
Cl uster
Cl uster
Cl uster
Cl uster

Bl acks (9);

ThRWNE

Anerican | ndi an/ Hi spani c rural

5: List/Enunerate sanple areas (2).

honeowners (5);
Hi spanic and Asian inmgrants with high household inconme (3);

Hi spanic and Asian inmgrants with | ow household inconme (9);




At t achment

TABLE 3.

COMPARISON OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES
BETWEEN THE SAMPLE AREA AND ITS RING BLOCKS
FOR KIM (KOREATOWN, CA) SAMPLE AREA

Percent Distribution

Sanpl e Bl ock Ri ng Bl ocks

RELATI ON

Househol der 43.7 27.5
Spouse 23.2 11.0
O her Relative 33.1 47.0
Non- Rel ati ve 0.0 14.5
Tot al 100.0 100.0
AGE

18 or under 17.2 29.1
19- 39 21.2 44. 6
40 or above 61. 6 26. 3
Tot al 100.0 100. 0
GENDER

Mal e 44. 4 51.9
Femal e 55.6 48. 1
Tot al 100.0 100. 0
MSTAT

Married 53.0 28.6
Never Married 29.1 61.8
Di v/ Sep/ Wd 17.9 9.6
Tot al 100.0 100. 0
H SPANI C ORIG@ N

Yes 6.0 81.8
No 94.0 18. 2
Tot al 100.0 100. 0
Sour ce: Resol ved Enuneration Data for the sanple area and

Sanple Edited Detail File for the ring bl ocks



At t achment

TABLE 4.

COMPARISON OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES
BETWEEN THE SAMPLE AREA AND ITS RING BLOCKS
FOR ROD (HOUSTON, TX) SAMPLE AREA

Percent Distribution

Sanpl e Bl ock Ri ng Bl ocks

RELATI ON

Househol der 35.0 61.0
Spouse 15.5 15.2
O her Rel ative 35.8 17.7
Non- Rel ati ve 13. 7 6.1
Tot al 100. 0 100. 0
AGE

18 or under 19.0 9.7
19- 39 72.6 54.3
40 or above 8.4 36.0
Tot al 100. 0 100.0
GENDER

Mal e 66. 4 49. 8
Femal e 33.6 50. 2
Tot al 100.0 100.0
MSTAT

Married 41. 6 33. 4
Never Married 55.7 45. 8
Di v/ Sep/ Wd 2.7 20.8
Tot al 100.0 100.0
H SPANIC ORIG N

Yes 86. 3 17. 4
No 13.7 82.6
Tot al 100.0 100.0
Sour ce: Resol ved Enuneration Data for the sanple area and

Sanple Edited Detail File for the ring bl ocks



