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Are Sexual Minorities Hard-to-Survey? Insights
from the 2020 Census Barriers, Attitudes, and
Motivators Study (CBAMS) Survey

Nancy Bates', Yazmin A. Garcia Trejo', and Monica Vines'

As a stigmatized and vulnerable population, sexual minorities are often assumed to also be a
hard-to-survey population. Despite this implicit assumption, there is little empirical evidence
on the topic. Using a nationally representative survey that included sexual orientation (the
Census Barriers, Attitudes, and Motivators Survey), we examine level of effort, the Census
Bureau’s Low Response Score (LRS), and stated intent to respond to the 2020 Census as
proxy measures to explore this assumption. We found no evidence that sexual minorities
required higher levels of effort to secure participation in the survey. Additionally, we found
that compared to straight respondents, lesbians, gays, and bisexuals had a higher intent to
respond to the 2020 Census. We surmise the current social climate in the United States may be
a contributing factor to these findings.
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1. Introduction

As survey and census nonresponse continues to increase (Atrostic et al. 2001; Williams and
Brick 2018; De Leeuw et al. 2018; Beullens et al. 2018), more methodologists are focusing
attention on which populations should be defined as “hard-to-survey”. Studies suggest that
immigrants, persons experiencing homelessness, renters, and cultural, ethnic, and linguistic
minorities, are often classified as such (Rossi et al. 1987; Groves and Couper 1998; Stoop
2005; Massey 2014; Glasser et al. 2014; Harkness et al. 2014; Schwede et al. 2014). Other
research (Berry and Gunn 2014; Dewaele et al. 2014) includes vulnerable and stigmatized
populations in the hard-to-survey spectrum, which includes sexual minorities. Reports
issued by the U.S. Census Bureau also point to sexual minorities among their list of hard-to-
count groups requiring extra resources to ensure accurate counts (Moohn 2012; U.S. Census
Bureau 2016). However, besides Lee et al. (2018), there is little published on the topic of
sexual minorities as a hard-to-survey population — our article adds to this body of research.

When publicly identified as such, stigmatized and vulnerable populations can be subject
to social discrimination, physical harm, and other negative outcomes (Berg and Lien 2006;
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2008). In the United States and worldwide, sexual minorities report widespread
discrimination and greater risk of health disorders (Institute of Medicine 2011; OECD
2019). Additionally, hate crimes against gays, lesbians, bi-sexual, and transgender persons
are on the rise in the United States (FBI 2017; Human Rights Campaign 2018; Zauzmer
and McCoy 2019). Finally, in the United States, there is no federal law preventing
employment discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and only 26 states (and the
District of Columbia) have equal employment laws that ban employment discrimination
based on sexual orientation. In sum, being outwardly identified as a sexual minority carries
risks regarding general well-being.

In the United States, the 2020 Census form does not include a direct measure of sexual
orientation, but it will classify and make estimates of same-sex couples. Two separate
questions are used to make these estimates: relationship to householder and sex of
household members. Following the 2010 Census, revisions were made to the relationship
question to reduce measurement error when counting same-sex couples and the result is
a new relationship question with categories that clearly delineate same-sex from opposite
sex couples (Bates and DeMaio 2013; DeMaio et al. 2013). As a result, for sexual
minorities living with a spouse or unmarried partner, the census form clearly
communicates that sexual minorities will be identified in the once-in-a-decade count.
This fact, combined with the collection of names matched to addresses raises the question
of whether sexual minorities may be hard-to-survey in the Census, (See Figure 1 for the
2020 Census relationship question).

More recent qualitative evidence (Ellis et al. 2017; Holzberg et al. 2017) indicates that
many LGB respondents are willing to self-identify with a sexual minority group (even in
government surveys) but for some, the stigma remains. According to Ellis et al. (2017,iii)
“. .. a few respondents did raise issues about SOGI (Sexual Orientation and Gender
Identification) questions, discussing concerns over confidentiality, or mentioning that their
responses could be less protected and/or used for discrimination in the current political
climate.” To our knowledge, only one paper has quantitatively examined whether sexual
minorities are less likely than sexual majorities to participate in surveys. Using measures
of contactability and reluctance, Lee et al. (2018) found no evidence that sexual minorities

9 How is this person related to Person 1? Mark (X) ONE box.
[I opposite-sex husbandiwife/spouse [1 Grandchild
[0 Opposite-sex unmarried partner [ Parent-in-law
I:[ Same-sex husband/wife/spouse ]:[ Son-in-law or daughter-in-law
[1 same-sex unmarried partner L1 other refative
I:[ Biological son or daughter ]:[ Roomer or boarder
[0 Adopted son or daughter LI Housemate or roommate
[ stepson or stepdaughter [1 Foster child
[1 Brother or sister L1 other nonrelative
[1 Father or mother

Fig. 1. 2020 U.S. Census relationship question.
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had lower participation rates in the U.S. National Health Interview Survey. Our study adds
to this literature with a focus on sexual orientation and potential participation in the 2020
Census.

2. Methods

To better understand whether sexual minorities are, in fact, hard-to-survey we explore
three proxy measures of such: level of effort, geographic location, and stated intent to
participate in the 2020 Census.

With increased availability to survey paradata, it is useful to calculate level-of-effort
(LOE) metrics as a proxy way to classify hard-to-survey groups (Kreuter and Olson 2013;
Lee etal. 2018). The continuum of resistance theory uses such paradata to study respondents
from the tail end of data collection postulating they are similar to nonrespondents in that
without the extra time, resources, and effort, they would be nonrespondents (Lin and
Schaeffer 1995; Meiklejohn et al. 2012). While empirical evidence is mixed on this theory,
such metrics do provide clues into late responders’ response patterns and behavior.

Hypothesis 1: Sexual minorities will exhibit characteristics consistent with higher levels

of effort (LOE).

Next, we will examine the distribution of sexual orientation by whether the sample unit
was located in a hard-to-survey census tract. This designation is based on the Census
Bureau’s Low Response Score (LRS) (Erdman and Bates 2017) — a summary score
predicting what percentage of households in a tract will fail to self-respond in the 2020
Census — the higher the LRS score, the harder the tract is to survey.

Hypothesis 2: Sexual minorities will over-represent in areas with a high LRS.

Finally, we will use stated intent to participate in the 2020 Census as a proxy indicator for
actual behavior in the Census. Specifically, we examine the hypothesis of whether sexual
orientation is a significant predictor of stated intent leading to our final hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Sexual minorities will be less likely to indicate a positive intention to
participate in the 2020 Census.

2.1. Data: 2020 Census Barriers, Attitudes, and Motivator Study (CBAMS) Survey

Our article analyzes the 2020 CBAMS Survey. The U.S. Census Bureau administered this
survey between February 20, 2018 and April 17, 2018 to 50,000 housing units in all 50
states and the District of Columbia. The survey contained questions designed to measure
the public’s attitudes, knowledge, and opinions regarding the 2020 Census. The results
were primarily for the purposes of developing the creative platform and messaging for the
2020 Census Communications Campaign.

The sample design for the survey included stratifying the US population into eight
strata based on a census tract’s racial and ethnic makeup, as well as characteristics
related to Internet response. Each household in the sample received a prepaid incentive
and up to five mailings inviting them to participate by mail or Internet in either English
or Spanish. We used characteristics related to Internet response to determine whether a
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sampled address received an “Internet Choice” mailing strategy, where an invite to
respond online was accompanied by a paper questionnaire in the first mailing or an
“Internet First” that provided a paper questionnaire in the fourth mailing. (For more
information on this methodology, see McGeeney et al. 2019.) There were 17,283 adults
who responded to the survey, which was weighted to represent all householder adults in
the United States. The final, weighted response rate was 39.4% and was calculated using a
modified version of the American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR) RR3
(AAPOR 2016). (See McGeeney et al. 2019 for more information on this survey.)

With the exception of reporting the overall response rate and item nonresponse rate to
sexual orientation, all of our analysis and findings in this article use the public use microdata
sample (PUMS) data set version of the 2020 CBAMS survey data set. The original data
set was made differentially private to avoid disclosure of any personally identifiable
information from 2020 CBAMS respondents (Dwork et al. 2006; Dajani et al. 2017). Each
variable in the original data set was perturbed using either the multinomial generalization of
randomized response mechanism for categorical variables (see McGeeney et al. 2019) or
the Laplace mechanism for continuous variables with an epsilon parameter of seven.
Findings in this paper include additional error from this disclosure avoidance process.
To adjust for the complex sample design, we used SAS PROC SURVEYFREQ,
SURVEYREG, and SURVEYMEANS for our analysis. All point and variance estimates
take into account the sample design and final weights. Variance estimates were calculated
using the Taylor series approximation. Any group differences noted in the text have
undergone statistical testing in accordance with U.S. Census Bureau standards (U.S. Census
Bureau 2013). A p-value of .05 or less was the threshold for our analysis.

3. Results

3.1. Operationalizing Sexual Orientation

The 2020 CBAMS survey asked sexual orientation as the last question in the survey (see
Figure 2). The distribution for sexual orientation from the original data before editing,
imputation, and noise infusion indicated that item nonresponse in the form of refusals and
Don’t Knows was low (1.95% and 2.01%, respectively). Table 1 shows the distribution
from the CBAMS PUMS (after editing, imputation, and noise infusion). For purposes of
analyses, we collapse gay or lesbian with the bisexual category to form a single category of
sexual minorities. Combined, this group was 3.7% — a number somewhat higher than the
percent of sexual minorities found in the 2015 National Health Interview Survey (NHIS),
one of the few nationally representative surveys to ask sexual orientation (reported as 2.4%,
NHIS 2015).

We also chose to exclude the Don’t Know and Something Else cases for analyses. The
latter decision was based on an examination of the raw write-ins to the Something Else
category which revealed that, of the over 200 non-blank write-ins, only 16% represented
other sexual minority labels such as “queer,” “pansexual,” or “asexual.” Instead, the
majority were write-ins such as “Christian male,” “normal,” and “not your business.” For
purposes of analyses, we used a dichotomous sexual orientation indicator of Lesbian/
Gay/Bisexual versus Straight.
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@ Which of the following best represents how
you think of yourself? Mark (X) ONE box.

Lesbian or gay
Straight, that is not lesbian or gay
Bisexual

Something else (please specify)

| don't know the answer

Fig. 2. 2020 CBAMS wording for the sexual orientation question.
Source: https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial/2020/program-management/2020_cbams_
questionnaire_final.pdf?#

To begin, we explored how sexual minorities compared to sexual majorities in terms of
demographic characteristics. Overall, those who identified as a sexual minority skewed
male, younger, with higher levels of education, lower income, and less likely to be married
compared to those who reported being straight (see Section 6 Appendix, Table 7). Racially
and ethnically, however, sexual minorities looked very similar to the rest of CBAMS
respondents. In a later section when modeling intention to respond to the 2020 Census, we
include many of these demographic variables as controls.

3.2.  Level of Effort

Table 2 indicates that sexual minorities overwhelmingly responded by Internet compared
to mail and at a higher rate than straight respondents (70.2% versus 61.9%). Online
preference may be due, in part, to the fact that over one-third of sexual minorities were
aged 18-34. 85% of sexual minority respondents also reported using the Internet “almost
constantly/several times per day” compared to 68% of straight respondents (data not
shown). Because online responses come in faster and at significantly lower cost than mail,

Table 1. Sexual orientation distribution.

Which of the following best represents Weighted %
how you think of yourself? (std. errors in parentheses)
Lesbian or gay 2.1
(0.134)
Straight 92.1
(0.252)
Bisexual 1.6
(0.119)
Something else 1.5
(0.117)
Don’t know 2.6
(0.149)
N (Unweighted) 17283

Source: CBAMS 2018 PUMS file.
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Table 2. Percent responding by mail versus Internet by sexual orientation (standard errors in parentheses).

Gay/lesbian/bi Straight Total
Mail 29.8 38.2 37.8
(2.199) (0.416) (0.407)
Internet 70.2 61.9 62.2
(2.199) (0.416) (0.407)
N (Unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X?=184,df=1, p < .001

Source: 2018 CBAMS PUMS.

the higher propensity for LGB to choose Internet mode of response is encouraging. Table 3
indicates that, compared to straight respondents, gay/lesbian/bisexual respondents took no
more time to respond in either mode — the mean number of days for both Internet and
mail did not differ significantly by sexual orientation. Taken together, these results do not
indicate a higher LOE for sexual minorities.

3.3.  Low Response Score Areas

Next, Table 4 contains the distribution of sexual orientation by whether the sample unit
was designated as a “hard-to-survey” census tract. This designation is based on the U.S.
Census Bureau’s Low Response Score (LRS) (Erdman and Bates 2017) — a summary
score predicting what percentage of households in a tract will fail to self-respond in the
2020 Census. The CBAMS used the LRS to stratify the sample by “hard-to-survey” tracts,
defined as tracts with an LRS score of 30 or higher. Overall, around 7% of CBAMS
respondents were located in such tracts compared to 12.4% who reported being sexual
minorities (X2 =34.1,df = 1, p <.0001). Because the CBAMS PUMS file has removed
the tract identifier, it is not possible to more closely examine these areas to determine if
they are concentrated in a particular geography. However, a 2017 report by The Williams
Institute (UCLA School of Law) found that LGBT households disproportionately face
greater economic challenges and have fewer economic resources than their straight
counterparts (Conron et al. 2018). This finding is the first CBAMS evidence to support the
notion that sexual minorities tend to have a higher than average prevalence in census tracts
classified as “hard-to-survey.”

Table 3.  Mean number days until response received by mode by sexual orientation.

Mail Internet
Gay/lesbian/bi Straight Gay/lesbian/bi Straight
Mean days
Response time 30.8 32.6 16.0 16.3
t-value = — 1.74, p = .08 t-value = — .46, p = .65

Source: 2018 CBAMS PUMS.
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Table 4.  Percent of respondents located in hard-to-survey census tracts by sexual orientation (standard errors
in parentheses).

Located in hard-to-survey tract?* Gay/lesbian/bi Straight Total
Yes 12.4 6.5 6.7
(1.605) (0.212) (0.212)
No 87.6 93.5 93.3
(1.605) (0.212) (0.212)
N (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X%2=34.1,df=1, p < .0001

Source: 2018 CBAMS PUMS.
*Hard-to-survey tracts defined as having a Low Response Score = >30 (see Erdman and Bates 2018).

3.4. Intent to Participate in the 2020 Census

Finally, we examine sexual orientation and stated intent to respond in the 2020 Census.
Table 5 displays the simple crosstab of sexual orientation by the CBAMS question: If the
census were held today, how likely would you be to fill out the census form?

Table 5 indicates that close to three-quarters of LGB respondents said they are
“extremely” or “very” likely to complete the census form in 2020 (72.2%). Given the
implicit assumption that survey response rates are lower among sexual minorities, this was
an unexpected finding that we address in the Discussion section.

3.5. Modeling Intent to Respond to Census: Sexual Orientation as a Predictor
Table 6 contains results from two multiple regression models predicting the ordinal five-

point scale indicating intent to respond to the 2020 Census. The first column reflects a

Table 5. Distribution of intent to participate in 2020 Census by sexual orientation (standard errors in
parentheses).

Gay/lesbian/bi Straight Total
% % %

5- Extremely likely 44.2 29.5 30.1

(2.417) (0.406) (0.403)
4- Very likely 28.0 38.2 37.8

(2.170) (0.444) (0.435)
3- Somewhat likely 23.2 25.0 24.9

(2.115) (0.412) (0.404)
2- Not too likely 34 5.1 5.0

(1.033) (0.226) (0.221)
1- Not at all likely 1.2 2.3 2.2

(0.676)

(0.150) (0.147)
N (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X% =68.6,df =4, p < .0001

Source: 2018 CBAMS PUMS.
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Table 6. Regression predicting INTENT (likelihood to participate in the Census along five-point Likert scale).

Model 1 Model 2
Unstd. coeff. Std. coeff. | Unstd. coeff. |Std. coeff.
Intercept 2.739%** 0.000 2.423%%% 0.000
(0.054) (0.052)
Predictor: sexual 0.314%** 0.062 0.23 1% 0.046
orient. (straight) (0.048) (0.046)
Gay/lesbian/bisexual
Control variables:
Age 0.110%** 0.172 0.077%** 0.120
(0.007) (0.007)
Female 0.006 0.003 0.062%#%* 0.032
(0.018) (0.017)
Race/Origin
(NH, WHITE)
Hispanic 0.147%*% 0.050 0.138%#** 0.047
(0.032) (0.030)
NH, black —0.001 0.000 0.083%#%* 0.028
(0.030) (0.028)
NH, asian —0.280%** —0.054 —0.126** —0.025
(0.045) (0.043)
NH, other race —0.052 —0.010 —0.002 0.000
(0.049) (0.045)
Education 0.127%** 0.220 0.048%#** 0.084
(0.006) (0.006)
Income 0.040%** 0.088 0.006 0.013
(0.005) (0.005)
Rent (Homeowner) —0.008 —0.004 0.014 0.007
(0.022) (0.020)
Foreign Born —0.062 —0.022 0.007 0.003
(0.032) (0.030)
Non-English Spoken —0.074* —0.030 —0.055 —0.022
(0.033) (0.030)
Marital status (married)
Div/separated/ —0.054* —0.025 —0.036 —0.017
widowed (0.022) (0.020)
Never married —0.057* —0.024 —0.046 —0.019
(0.028) (0.026)
Census knowledge 0.113%%* 0.331
(0.003)
Confidentiality —0.024** —0.027
concerns (0.008)
Civic participation 0.052%** 0.149
(0.003)

Note: *##p-value < 0.001, #*p < 0.01, *p < 0.05. Standard errors in parenthesis. NH: stands for Non-
Hispanic. Logistic regressions were also performed with 1 = Extremely likely/Very Likely and 0 = Somewhat
likely/Not too likely/Not at all likely. Results were very similar with no changes in the direction or significance

of Sexual Orientation in either model.

Source: Authors’ calculations from CBAMS PUMS 2020.
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model containing the dichotomous sexual orientation as a predictor, along with a battery of
demographic control variables. Demographic controls were selected based on one of two
criteria; first, whether previous studies (as noted in the introduction) have identified the
characteristic as being associated with survey nonresponse (e.g., race and ethnic minority,
foreign born, and language minority) and/or second, whether the characteristic was found
to skew for sexual minorities from the general population (i.e., age, sex, education, income
and home ownership, as displayed in Section 6 Appendix Table 7).

In the first model, sexual orientation is a significant predictor with gay/lesbian/bisexual
respondents indicating a higher likelihood of responding to the 2020 Census compared to
straight respondents. While this finding comes with the caveats noted in the limitation
section that follows, it is the only empirical evidence we are aware of to measure the
relationship between sexual orientation and propensity to cooperate in a survey or census.
The demographic only model had an R-square of 0.10.

The second column of Table 6 adds several important constructs found to predict census
response behavior in the 2010 Census. In a survey that matched actual census behavior to
Census knowledge, attitudes, and exposure to the Census advertising, Datta et al. (2012)
reported that the higher the knowledge of Census uses and trust in Census data confidentiality,
the higher the likelihood of having completed and mailed back the Census form. Additionally,
Bates and Mulry (2012) reported that respondents having a civically-inclined “mindset” were
also more likely to mail back a census form. Accordingly, in the second model we include three
categorical indices based on three batteries of CBAMS questions. The first indicates the number
of correct answers that respondents provided regarding applications/uses of Census data, a
second reflects the level of civic participation, and a third measures the degree of concern about
the confidentiality of the Census (see Section 6 Appendix for items comprising the indices).

In the second model, sexual orientation (gay/lesbian/bisexual) remains a positive and
significant predictor of intent to respond. In addition, age, sex (female) and education also
had significant and positive coefficients. Somewhat surprisingly, both Hispanics and
blacks expressed a higher likelihood to participate compared to non-Hispanic whites,
while Asians had a lower stated intent compared to non-Hispanic whites. Neither nativity,
non-English language spoken at home, owner/renter status, nor marital status were
significant predictors (at the .05 level).

Additionally, all three indices are significant and in line with prior studies. Specifically,
higher knowledge and higher civic engagement is associated with higher intent to respond.
Alternatively, the higher the privacy concerns, the lower the stated intent to respond.
Addition of the knowledge, attitude, and confidentiality measures more than doubles the R-
square from .10 to .23. We examined whether sexual minorities varied significantly from
straights on all three indices (see Section 6 Appendix, Tables 8, 9, and 10). No significant
differences were found for knowledge or confidentiality concerns. However, LGB
respondents reported a significantly higher number of activities such as voting, participating
in a protest or rally, or volunteering for an organization (see Section Appendix, Table 9).

4. Limitations

Our analyses come with a number of important limitations. First, our data come from a
nationally representative sample of US households drawn from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
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Master Address File (MAF). While the sample frame contains some information (e.g., whether
the unit is a single or multiunit, urban or rural) we have no frame information about the
residents’ sexual orientation. Furthermore, sexual orientation is not a demographic collected
in the American Community Survey or Decennial Census. Consequently, we have no “gold
standard” benchmarks to assess potential level of nonresponse bias. Second, our inferences are
based on sexual minorities willing to identify as such in a government-sponsored survey.
These respondents may or may not be similar to sexual minorities as a whole. Additionally,
due to the small population size of sexual minorities, we cannot analyze lesbians, gay men, and
bisexuals separately. Finally, previous research indicates that stated intent to participate in a
census does not perfectly align with actual behavior. Research suggests that even individuals
who report a commitment to participate may not follow through on their intention. Ajzen
(1991) argues that there is often a gap between a person’s intended and actual behavior, and
unforeseen costs and circumstances ultimately prevent some people from carrying out their
intended behavior. For example, in a 2010 Census match study, households who reported in a
pre-census survey they would “definitely” mail back a census form were found, in fact, to have
actually self-responded only 70.8% of the time (Datta et al. 2012).

5. Discussion

Marginalized and stigmatized groups are routinely classified as hard-to-survey
populations and sexual minorities are commonly included in this category. Despite this
implicit assumption, there is little empirical evidence on the topic. Our article adds to the
literature on this assumption by examining whether sexual minorities (1) exhibit
characteristics consistent with a population requiring higher levels of effort to secure
participation, (2) tend to be located in hard-to-count areas, and/or (3) have lower intention
to participate in the 2020 Census.

For the most part, our data did not support our hypotheses. The data did not support the
notion that gay, lesbian, and bisexual respondents required higher levels of effort compared
to sexual majorities; however, they were found to over-represent in census tracts classified
as hard-to-survey as measured by the U.S. Census Bureau’s Low Response Score.

We found that over 44.2% of sexual minorities said they were “extremely likely” to
participate in the 2020 Census compared to less than 30% of straight respondents. Additionally,
we found that sexual orientation (LGB) was a significant (positive) predictor of intent to
participate, even after controlling for demographics such as age, nativity, race/ethnicity,
education, level of civic participation, census knowledge, and privacy/confidentiality concerns.

To explain this somewhat surprising finding, we turn to the Groves and Couper (1998)
conceptual model of survey cooperation. In this model, the social environment plays a
critical role in the outcome of a survey request. Surveys are subject to societal change, for
example, public opinion among the members of a society, level of trust in government,
political alienation, and privacy and confidentiality concerns are all ways to measure the
social climate of an environment. In addition, although the social environment is
considered to be a fairly fixed attribute that the researcher is powerless to control, Groves
and Couper (1998) warn that it should not be ignored. This is because it influences
decision-making, its importance changes over time, and it exhibits variation among
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subgroups of the population. We believe the social climate is particularly relevant for
sexual minorities for a variety of reasons and that may help explain our findings.

First, public opinion in the United States indicates a dramatic change in opinion
towards the LGB community. Support towards same-sex marriage has drastically
increased in the last decade (See Hatzenbuehler et al. 2017; Masci et al. 2017). Moreover,
there is also growing majority support for civil rights for the LGB community. By 2014,
“89% of Americans say a gay person should be allowed to give a speech in their
community. . . 83% allowed to teach and 81% support keeping a book written by a gay
person” (NORC 2014).

Recent research shows that nonresponse rates to sexual orientation questions have declined
over time among older adults (Fredriksen-Goldsend and Kim 2014; Fredriksen-Goldsen et al.
2015). There are still age cohort differences, as it is true that compared to younger cohorts,
65-+ adults are still more likely to select “don’t know/not sure” or refusals. However, even
“don’t know/not sure” and refusal rates have decreased over time (Saewyc 2011). These
trends may be tied to sexual minorities feeling less ostracized in US society, with less stigma
when self-identifying as gay, lesbian, or bisexual in survey data collections.

On the other hand, in the United States in the last few years, law officials and watchdog
organizations have also reported a sharp increase in hate crimes toward the LGB
community. Additionally, the current US administration has enacted policies that
negatively impact sexual and gender minorities, including the proposed ban of transgender
persons to serve in the military, new state level bans on same-sex couple adoptions, and the
policy to end same-sex partner visas of diplomats (Durkin 2018). The outcome of recent
and pending court decisions could also have negative outcomes for sexual and gender
minorities (Law 2019; Allen 2018; Masterpiece Cakeshop versus Colorado Civil Rights
Commission 2018). The result of such social climate events have spurred renewed protests
and local activism by the LGB community. This may explain why a large portion of sexual
minorities exhibited higher participation in activities such as voting, signing petitions,
volunteering in organizations, and participating in a protest or rally.

The inclusion of a sexual orientation question and a sufficiently large sample size in the
CBAMS enabled the U.S. Census Bureau to obtain research-based insights to specifically
inform tailoring and targeting to sexual minorities for the first time. In terms of messaging,
sexual minorities were more likely than straight respondents to select the following two
reasons as most motivating: ‘It determines how many elected representatives my state has in
Congress’ and ‘It is used to enforce civil rights laws’. As such, messages in introductions,
prenotices, survey invitations and paid ads specifically developed for sexual minorities should
emphasize these themes. Additionally, sexual minorities were more likely to prefer online
forms to paper ones, making mode targeting an important consideration — particularly in the
2020 Census, as the form can be submitted online. Finally, advertisements will be aimed
at media specifically consumed by the LGB population with imagery that resonates (e.g.,
featuring same sex couples); partners and trusted voices closely connected to this community
will also relay the importance of participation in the 2020 Census.

Given the scarcity of information about sexual minorities and surveys, we view our
results as another step toward answering the question of whether sexual minorities are
a hard-to-survey population. Given the polarized components of the social climate that
affect sexual minorities, we cannot say definitively whether the stigma and prejudice has
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decreased enough to rethink the assumption of LGBs as a hard-to-survey population.
However, we did uncover clues that may help ensure their participation in future censuses

and surveys.
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6. Appendix
Table 7. Demographic distributions (%) by sexual orientation: CBAMS PUMS 2018 (standard errors in
parentheses).
Gay/lesbian/bi Straight Total
% % %
Male 58.68 49.09 49.46
(2.412) (0.460) (0.452)
Female 41.32 5091 50.54
(2.412) (0.460) (0.452)
Total 579 16016 16595
X?=227,df=1, p = <.0001
18-24 10.80 3.57 3.85
(1.759) 0.211) (0.214)
25-34 26.09 13.88 14.35
(2.260) (0.361) (0.358)
35-44 19.60 16.89 16.99
(2.020) (0.380) (0.373)
45-54 16.43 16.47 16.47
(1.675) (0.326) (0.320)
55-64 16.66 23.01 22.76
(1.677) (0.377) (0.368)
65+ 10.42 26.19 25.58
(1.197) (0.363) (0.353)
Total (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X?=1221.06,df =5, p= <.0001
Hispanic 12.58 12.43 12.44
(1.538) (0.285) (0.280)
Non-Hispanic-White 66.00 68.77 68.66
(2.339) (0.385) (0.378)
Non-Hispanic-Black 13.18 11.99 12.03
(1.841) (0.278) (0.274)
Non-Hispanic-Asian 3.43 3.66 3.66
(0.749) (0.142) (0.139)
Non-Hispanic-Other 4.82 3.15 3.21
(1.067) (0.149) (0.149)
Total (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
=6.8,df =4,p=0.3272
Married 23.48 53.60 52.44
(1.918) (0.457) (0.449)
Not married 76.52 46.40 47.56
(1.918) (0.457) (0.449)
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Gay/lesbian/bi Straight Total
% % %
Total (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X2=12239,df=1, p=<.0001
Less than high school 8.21 9.89 9.82
(1.701) (0.308) (0.303)
High school graduates, no college 15.77 24.64 24.30
(2.030) (0.418) (0.410)
Some college or associate degree 32.71 31.21 31.27
(2.329) (0.429) (0.422)
Bachelor’s degree or higher 43.32 34.26 34.61
(2.336) (0.402) (0.396)
Total (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X?=136.8,df=3,p=<.001
Own 41.26 65.29 64.36
(2.319) (0.459) (0.452)
Rent/Occupied without payment 58.74 34.71 35.64
of rent (2.319) (0.459) (0.452)
Total (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X?=1550,df= 1, p= <.0001
Less than USD34,999 42.71 33.30 33.66
(2.488) (0.429) (0.424)
USD35,000 — USD74,999 28.72 30.43 30.37
(2.160) (0.427) (0.419)
USD75,000 — USD149,999 19.03 24.47 24.26
(1.787) (0.381) (0.373)
USD150,000 and above 9.54 11.80 11.71
(1.158) (0.269) (0.262)
Total (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X?=270,df=3, p=<.0001
U.S. born 89.31 86.14 86.26
(1.463) (0.301) (0.294)
Foreign born 10.69 13.86 13.74
(1.463) (0.301) (0.294)
Total (unweighted) 579 16016 16595

X?=1270,df =3, p=<.0001

Source: 2018 CBAMS PUMS.
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Table 8. Distribution of census knowledge index in 2020 census by sexual orientation (standard errors in

parentheses).
Gay/lesbian/bi Straight Total
High knowledge (8—11) 31.19 29.76 29.81
(2.153) (0.405) (0.398)
Medium knowledge (4-7) 44.10 47.71 47.57
(2.425) (0.460) (0.452)
Low knowledge (0-3) 24.71 22.54 22.62
(2.293) (0.397) (0.392)
N (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X?=34,df=2,p<.1842

Source: 2018 CBAMS PUMS.

Table 9. Distribution of civic participation index in 2020 census by sexual orientation (standard errors in

parentheses).
Gay/lesbian/bi Straight Total
High civic engagement (7—10) 44.19 26.09 26.79
(2.413) (0.388) (0.386)
Medium civic engagement (4—06) 31.56 34.66 34.54
(2.282) (0.434) (0.427)
Low civic engagement (0—3) 24.25 39.25 38.669
(2.179) (0.450) (0.441)
N (unweighted) 579 16016 16595
X% =1127,df =2, p < .0001

Source: 2018 CBAMS PUMS.

Table 10. Distribution of confidentiality index in 2020 census by sexual orientation (standard errors in

parentheses).
Gay/lesbian/bi Straight Total
No confidentiality concern 63.78 63.11 63.14
(2.360) (0.440) (0.432)
36.22 36.89 36.86
Confidentiality concern (2.360) (0.440) (0.432
N (unweighted) 579 16016 16595

X?=0.1,df =1, p < .7820

Source: 2018 CBAMS PUMS.
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Question used to create Civic Engagement Index:

Which of the following have you ever done, if
any? Mark (X) all that apply.

Voted in an election

Signed a petition (including online petitions)
Posted your own thoughts or comments on
political or social issues online

Volunteered at any organization
Worn a button/bracelet/pin for an issue or cause

Contacted, or attempted to contact, a politician
or civil servant to express your views

Attended a neighborhood or community meeting
Participated in an organized protest or rally of
any kind

Donated money or raised funds for social or
political activity

None of the above

Source: 2020 CBAMS survey

Questions used to create the Concerns about Confidentiality Index:

How concerned are you, if at all, that the
Census Bureau will not keep answers to the
2020 Census confidential? Mark (X) ONE box.

Extremely concerned
Very concerned
Somewhat concerned
Not too concerned

Not at all concerned

@ How concerned are you, if at all, that the
Census B will share s to the
2020 Census with other government
agencies? Mark (X) ONE box.

Extremely concerned

Very concerned
Somewhat concerned
Not too concerned

Not at all concerned

How concerned are you, if at all, that the
answers you provide to the 2020 Census
will be used against you? Mark (X) ONE box.

Extremely concerned

Very concerned

Somewhat concerned

Not too concerned

Not at all concerned

Source: 2020 CBAMS survey
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Questions used to create Knowledge Index:

The following questions are about the 2020
Census in general. There is no need to look up
this information. As you understand it, will the
2020 Census be used in any of the following
ways or not?

Is the census used to decide how much money
communities will get from the rnment, or
is it not used for this? Mark (X) box.

Yes, used for this

No, not used

Don't know

Is the census used to determine the rate of
unemployment, or is it not used for this?
Mark (X] ONE box.

Yes, used for this
No, not used
Don't know

Does the census count both citizens and
non-citizens, or only citizens? Mark (X) ONE box.

Yes, used for counting both citizens and
non-citizens

No, used only for counting citizens
Don’t know

Is the census used to determine property taxes,
or is it not used for this? Mark (X) ONE box.

Yes, used for this
No, not used
Don't know

Is the census used to decide how man

mm this? Mark (X) ONE box.
Yes, used for this
No, not used
Don't know

Source: 2020 CBAMS survey

7. References

each state will have Invc'onym,
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(14) Is the census used to help the police and
FBI keep track of people who break the
law, orililmluodforl:llil?
Mark (X) ONE box.

Yes, used for this
No, not used
Don't know

Is the
the country without doc
not used for this? MfXJONEbm

Yes, used for this
No, not used

lnodw—“

Iivln:in

Don't know

Is the census used to see what cha
taken place in the size, location,
characteristics of the people in the United
States, or is it not used for this?

Mark (X) ONE box.

Yes, used for this
No, not used
Don’t know

Does the law requi the
questions, ullmmnqundhvlaw?
Mark (X} ONE box.

Yes, required by law

No, not required by law

@

Don't know
@ Is the Census Bureau by law to keep
information confiden or is this not required

by law? Mark (X) ONE box.
Yes, required by law
No, not required by law
Don't know

Does the U.S. Constitution require that the
census be conducted, or is this not something
the Constitution requires? Mark (X) ONE box.

Yes, Constitution requires
No, Constitution does not require
Don’t know

o)
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