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1. Background

The National Household Education Survey (NHES) is a data collection system of the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES), which has as its legidative mission the collection and publication
of data on the condition of education in the Nation. The NHES is specifically designed to support this
mission by providing information on those educational issues that are best addressed by contacting
households rather than schools or other educationa institutions. The NHES provides descriptive data on
the educational activities of the U.S. population and offers policymakers, researchers, and educators a
variety of statistics on the condition of education in the United States.

The NHES is a telephone survey of the noningtitutionalized civilian population of the U.S.
Households are selected for the survey using random digit diaing (RDD) methods, and data are collected
using computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) procedures. Approximately 45,000 to 60,000
households are screened for each administration, and individuals within households who mest
predetermined criteria are sampled for more detailed or extended interviews. The data are weighted to
permit estimates of the entire population. The NHES survey for a given year typically consists of a
Screener, which collects household composition and demographic data, and extended interviews on two
substantive components addressing education-related topics. In order to assess data item reliability and
inform future NHES surveys, each administration aso includes a subsample of respondents for a
reinterview.

Throughout its history, the NHES has collected data in ways that permit estimates to be
tracked across time. This includes repeating topica components on a rotating basis in order to provide
comparative data across survey years. In addition, each administration of the NHES has benefited from
experiences with previous cycles, resulting in enhancements to the survey procedures and content. Thus,
while the survey affords the opportunity for tracking phenomena across time, it is also dynamic in
addressing new issues and including conceptua and methodological refinements.

A new design feature of the NHES program implemented in the NHES:96 is the collection of
demographic and educational information on members of all screened households, rather than just those
households potentialy eligible for a topical component. In addition, this expanded screening feature
included a brief set of questions on an issue of interest to education program administrators or
policymakers. The total Screener sample size was sufficient to produce state estimates of household
characteristics for the NHES: 96.



The NHES has been conducted in 1991, 1993, 1995, and 1996. Topics addressed by the
NHES:91 were early childhood education and adult education. The NHES:93 collected information about
school readiness and school safety and discipline. The 1991 components were repeated for the NHES: 95,
addressing early childhood program participation and adult education. Both components underwent
substantial redesign to incorporate new issues and devel op new measurement approaches. 1n the NHES: 96,
the topical components were parent/family involvement in education and civic involvement. The NHES:96
expanded screening feature included a set of questions on public library use.

In addition to its topical components, the NHES system has aso included a number of
methodological investigations. These have resulted in technical reports and working papers covering
diverse topics such as telephone undercoverage bias, proxy reporting, and sampling methods. This series
of technical reports and working papers provides valuable information on ways of improving the NHES
and other RDD telephone surveys more generally.

This working paper presents information on the potential for undercoverage bias in estimates
from 1996 National Household Education Survey (NHES:96) data. Readers may also wish to review other
NHES:96 working papers: Unit and Item Response Rates, Weighting, and Imputation Procedures in the
1996 National Household Education Survey (Montaquila and Brick forthcoming), and Design, Data
Collection, and Data Editing in the 1996 National Household Education Survey (Collins et al.
forthcoming), and Comparison of Estimates from the 1996 National Household Education Survey
(Collins et a. forthcoming).

Purpose and Overview of Report

The estimates from the National Household Education Survey of 1996 (NHES:96) are subject
to bias because only households with telephones were sampled. Data from the October 1994 and
November 1994 Current Population Survey (CPS) are used in this report to evaluate the potential size of
the undercoverage bias of the estimates. Since weighting adjustments are used in the NHES:96 with the
goa of reducing this coverage bias, the findings in this report also provide an evauation of the
effectiveness of these adjustments.

This report continues research on telephone coverage bias in estimates from the NHES that
began with the Field Test of 1989 (Brick et al. 1992). Other research was conducted for the NHES:91
(Brick 1992), the NHES:93 (Brick and Tubbs 1996), and the NHES:95 (Brick 1996). The focus of this
report is on the statistics for two separate populations: Households that were sampled for Screening
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interviews (including information obtained from the Screener about persons living in these households) and
civilian adults who were sampled for the Adult Civic Involvement (Cl) component. Children 3 years old
through 12th grade were sampled for the Parent PFI/ClI and Youth Cl components, but previous
undercoverage hias research was aready conducted for children using data from the CPS (Brick et al.
1992, Brick and Tubbs 1996).

The rationale for using the CPS data to estimate the potential bias in statistics from the NHES
is the same as used in the previous reports. The October 1994 CPS was used to examine coverage bias in
estimates of characteristics of households because it contains items similar to those in the NHES:96
Screener and was administered to both telephone and nontelephone households. The November 1994 CPS
Voting and Registration Supplement was used to examine coverage bias in the NHES:96 Adult CI
component because it contained items on civic involvement and was administered to both telephone and
nontelephone households.

2. Telephone Coverage and Bias

The NHES:96 was a random-digit-dial telephone survey and only included persons who lived
in households with telephones. Approximately 6 percent of al persons live in households without
telephones, according to data from the October 1994 CPS. The percentage of persons who live in
households with telephones varies somewhat by characteristics of the populations considered. For
example, while 95 percent of al adults (age 18 years and over) live in telephone households, only 88
percent of black adults and 87 percent of Hispanic adults live in telephone households, based on these CPS
data. These differences in coverage rates by characteristics of the population is one of the factors that
leads to biases in statistics based on data collected from persons in telephone households only.

The term bias has a specific technical definition in this context. Bias is the expected
difference between the estimates from the survey and the actua population value. For example, if all
telephone households were included in the survey and responded to the required interviews, the difference
between the estimate from the survey and the actual population value (which includes the responses of
persons living in nontelephone households) is the bias due to incomplete coverage. Since the NHES is
based on a sample, the bias is defined as the expected or average value of this difference over al possible
samples.

Coverage hias, the bias due to failure to include all persons in the sample, can be substantial
when two conditions hold. Firgt, the differences between the characteristics in covered population and the
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uncovered population must be relatively large. For example, consider estimating the percentage of persons
taking part in a given type of civic activity. If the percentage is nearly identical in both the covered and
uncovered population, then the bias for the estimate will be negligible.

Second, the proportion of the population that is not covered by the survey must be large
compared to the size of the estimates. If only 2 percent of the population is not covered, estimates of totals
that comprise 20 or 30 percent of the population will not be greatly affected, even if the differencesin the
characteristics between the covered and uncovered populations are relatively large. It is important to
redlize that this condition requires the proportion uncovered must be large relative to the size of the
estimates. If the estimate is for a small domain or subgroup, then even a small undercoverage problem can
result in important biases if the differences between the covered and uncovered populations are large.
Statistics for dropouts from high school, a small subgroup, suffered from this problem (Brick et al. 1992).

About 6.2 percent of households do not have telephones, according to the October 1994 CPS.
About 5 percent of adults' (civilians age 18 years old or older) lived in nontelephone households according
to the November 1994 CPS. These coverage rates suggest that coverage bias could be a problem for
household-level estimates from the Screener component of the NHES:96 and aso for estimates from the
Adult CI component. Before concluding this, the differences in the characteristics of the covered and
uncovered populations must be examined for households and for the civilian adult population.

The bias of an estimate can be expressed mathematically to show the relationships between
the bias and the two factors discussed above. The biasis given by

Bias(9,) = Po{ E(3; - ¥,)} ()

where Y, is the estimated characteristic based on the telephone households only, Pn is the proportion of
nontelephone households, )7n is the estimated characteristic based on the nontelephone households, and E
is the expectation operator for averaging over al possible sasmples. Estimates of the uncovered proportion
of the population for households and for the Adult CI component were given above. In the next section, the
differences in the characteristics and estimates of the bias due to undercoverage are presented.

The exact definition of adults used to determine digibility for the NHES:96 Adult ClI interview (civilians 18 or older and not
enrolled in elementary or secondary school) could not be used, since the November CPS interview does not contain questions
about school enrollment. However, according to estimates from the October 1993 CPS, less than one percent of persons 18 and
older are enrolled in elementary or secondary school.



Estimated Differences Between Telephone and Nontelephone Households and Coverage
Bias

The differences in the characteristics of persons in telephone and nontel ephone households has
been explored for a number of topics by different authors. Thornberry and Massey (1988) assessed
estimates of health characteristics and found many health and health-related characteristics of persons in
nontelephone households were significantly different from those of persons in telephone households. Brick
et al. (1992), Brick (1992), Brick and Tubbs (1996), and Brick (1996) studied a variety of estimates for
education statistics. They found the differences between persons in telephone and nontel ephone households
for enrollment statistics were typically smaller than those reported by Thornberry and Massey. However,
for some gatistics such as those for high school dropouts, the differences were very large. In generd,
studies have shown that having a telephone is highly related to socioeconomic status and lifestyles (Smith
1990).

The October 1994 CPS was used to examine the extent of the differences in the characteristics
of telephone and nontelephone households and of persons in telephone and nontelephone households. The
Voting and Registration Supplement to the November 1994 CPS was used to compare characteristics of
adults living in telephone and nontelephone households. These files are the most recent data sources
containing data relevant to the Screener and Adult Cl components of the NHES:96 that are large enough to
provide reliable estimates and identify telephone and nontelephone households. For the adults, only a few
items about voting and registration are available.

Percentage distributions for characteristics of households and persons in households were
tabulated from the October 1994 CPS. Responses of “don’t know” and “refused” were excluded from this
analysis. Theresultsare given in tables 1 through 8 of the appendix. The first three columns of each table
show the estimated percentage distributions for telephone households, nontelephone households, and all
households’. The fourth column in the tables is the estimated coverage hias, the difference between the
estimate for telephone households and the estimate for all households. It is the algebraic equivaent of the
bias given by equation (1).

The classification of a household by telephone status was based on the response to the item “Is there a telephone in this
house/apartment?’



Household Characteristics

The coverage bias estimates in table 1 reveal some important differences in the characteristics
of telephone and nontelephone households. Households without telephones tend to occupy rental units (71
percent), while those with telephones tend to own their homes or have some other arrangement (32 percent
rent). About 45 percent of al non-telephone households are located in the South, even though only 35
percent of al households are in the South. Although 82 percent of telephone households are headed by
non-black, non-Hispanic persons, only 55 percent of al non-telephone households are headed by non-black,
non-Hispanic persons. The maority of households without telephones are single-adult households (53
percent), while only 31 percent of telephone households are single-adult households. Non-telephone
households are more likely to have children than telephone households (44 percent of non-telephone
households have at least one child, compared to only 37 percent of telephone households).

Table 2 contains estimates for characteristics of persons in households. The characteristics
examined were highest grade attended (all persons, and adults only), race/ethnicity (persons born in the
U.S. only), and whether all adults in the households speak Spanish only. The absolute value of the
coverage bias is greater than 0.5 percent for 21 of the 30 items. The largest coverage bias is -2.9 percent
for the estimate of percent of Hispanic adults whose educational attainment is less than 12th grade. Among
Hispanic adults in telephone households, 42 percent have educational attainment of less than 12th grade; in
non-tel ephone households, the estimate is 64 percent.

Tables 3, 4, and 5 contain distributions for characteristics of adults in telephone and
nontelephone households, by race/ethnicity, region, and home tenure, respectively. Of course, there is
variation in the coverage bias across estimates, even within subgroups. To give a genera idea of the
magnitude of the coverage bias for a subgroup, the median of the absolute value of the coverage bias was
computed based on all the estimates for the subgroup. 1n general, the coverage bias is largest for estimates
of educational attainment and marital status. For each race/ethnicity, region, and home tenure category,
adults in telephone households have higher educationa attainment and are more likely to be married than
those in non-telephone households. The median absolute coverage bias is larger for estimates of
characteristics of black (0.7 percent) and Hispanic (0.9 percent) adults than for those of nonblack, non-
Hispanics (0.3 percent). With a median absolute coverage bias of 0.7 percent, the coverage bias of
estimates of characteristics of adults in the South is higher than in other regions. The median absolute
coverage bias for renters (0.6 percent) is higher than that for owners and others (0.2 percent).

Tables 6, 7, and 8 give distributions for children ages 3 through 17 in telephone and non-
telephone households, by race/ethnicity, region, and home tenure. In general, the coverage bias is largest
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for estimates of the distribution of race/ethnicity and for estimates of the percentage of children living in
single-adult households. For each race/ethnicity category, children in telephone households are less likely
to live in a single-adult household, and are more likely to be enrolled in private school. As was the case for
adults, the median absolute coverage bias is larger for estimates of characteristics of black and Hispanic
children (0.7 percent and 1.0 percent, respectively) than for those of nonblack, non-Hispanic children (0.3
percent). The median absolute coverage bias is larger for estimates of characteristics of children in the
Northeast and South (1.1 and 1.0, respectively) than for those in the Midwest and West (0.8 and 0.6,
respectively). As with adults, the coverage bias of estimates for children in rented households (median
absolute coverage bias of 1.3 percent) is higher than for children in owned/other households (median
absolute coverage bias of 0.3 percent).

Civic Involvement

Table 9 presents estimates for adults from the November 1994 CPS Supplement on Voting
and Registration. The exact definition of adults used to determine dligibility for the NHES:96 Adult CI
interview (civilians 18 years or older and not enrolled in elementary or secondary school) could not be used,
since the November CPS interview does not contain questions about school enrollment. Thus, the estimates
in table 9 are for civilians 18 years or older, regardless of school enrollment status. However, since less
than one percent of persons 18 and older are enrolled in elementary or secondary school (according to
estimates from the October 1993 CPS), the population represented in table 9 closely mirrors the population
eligible for the NHES:96 Adult CI component. The only civic involvement items relevant to the NHES: 96
Adult ClI component that appear in the November CPS are questions on voting in the last election and
whether the respondent is registered to vote. Although these questions do not exactly match the questions
in the Adult CI component, the coverage bias of estimates of these characteristics should give some
indication of the potential magnitude of the coverage bias for items from the Adult CI component.

The estimates in table 9 show that the characteristics of adults living in telephone and
nontelephone households are often very different. However, the resulting biases are not large because the
undercoverage rates are relatively low. These results parald those given for household characteristics
discussed above, but the coverage biases are somewhat larger. Even though adults in telephone households
were over twice as likely as those in nontelephone households to have voted in the last election (53 percent
and 22 percent, respectively), the bias in the estimate due to undercoverage for this statistic is 1.4 percent.
Even the biases for smaller subgroups with higher undercoverage rates such as Hispanics and non-Hispanic
blacks are relatively small, with none of the estimated bias larger than 2.2 percent.



3. Statistical Adjustments of the Estimates

Due to the potential biases resulting from to undercoverage, the standard practice in the
NHES is to make statistical adjustments of survey weights to compensate, to the extent possible, for
undercoverage. The NHES adjustments that are specifically developed to compensate for the
undercoverage are raking or poststratification to known control totals that contain counts of persons living
in both telephone and nontelephone households. The goal of these adjustments is to make the estimates
from the survey consistent with known totals, to partialy correct for undercoverage bias, and to reduce the
variance of the estimates.

Four dimensions of raking were used for the household-level weights from the NHES:96. The
first dimension was race (white, black, other) of the oldest person in the household. The second dimension
was whether or not there were children under 18 years of age present in the household. The third dimension
was urbanicity (urban, rural). The fourth dimension was whether the home was rented or owned/other.
The NHES:96 household-level weights for each state were raked separately. For the Adult ClI component,
four dimensions of raking were used: race/ethnicity and household income, age category (18-29 years, 30-
49 years, and 50 years or more) and gender, Census region and urbanicity, and home ownership (rented,
owned/other). More details on weighting in the NHES:96 are given in Montaguila and Brick (1997).

For this study, as in the study of coverage bias for adults and O- to 2-year-olds in the
NHES:95 (Brick 1996), a procedure was used to produce adjusted weights that can be applied to the
telephone households from the CPS to form estimates of all persons. Control totals corresponding to both
telephone and nontelephone households were first produced from the October 1994 CPS file’. The
household weights for the October 1994 CPS telephone households were then raked to these control totals
to produce adjusted household weights that summed to the total number of households (both telephone and
nontelephone). The responses from telephone households were then used with these adjusted weights to
produce adjusted estimates. The adjusted estimates can then be compared to the estimates from all
households in the CPS to assess the resulting coverage bias and this should be very similar to the coverage
bias found in the NHES estimates. By comparing the coverage bias of the unadjusted estimates from
telephone households to the adjusted estimates it is also possible to assess the effectiveness of the raking
adjustment.

3Although the NHES:96 household-level weights were raked by state, the CPS sample is not designed to produce reliable state-
level estimates for every state. Thus, the raking procedure used for the CPS household weights (described here) was done at
the national level.



Similarly, control totals of the number of adults in both telephone and nontelephone
households were produced from the November 1994 CPS file. The person weights for the November 1994
CPS respondents (adults only) from telephone households were raked to these control totals to produce
adjusted person weights that summed to the total number of adults in both telephone and nontelephone
households. The responses from adults in telephone households were then used with these adjusted weights
to produce adjusted estimates, which were compared to the estimates from all adults in the CPS to assess
the resulting coverage bias. This bias should be very similar to the coverage bias found in estimates from
the NHES Adult CI component.

For the adult CPS respondents (civilians 18 years or older), the raking dimensions were the
same four dimensions as used in the NHES:96, with one exception. The third dimension was Census
region aone without urbanicity, since urbanicity is not on the CPS file. The loss of urbanicity from the
raking process should have little effect on the bias estimates because this variable was added in the
NHES:96 primarily to account for coverage differences due to using a list-assisted method of random digit
diding. The telephone households from the CPS do not result from using a list-assisted sampling method.

Estimates of Coverage Bias After Adjustments

The adjusted weights were applied to the observations from the respondents in telephone
households to produce the adjusted estimates shown in the next to last column in tables 1 through 9. The
estimated bias in these statistics is given in the last column of these tables. The bias is the difference
between the adjusted estimate and the estimate from al households. As before, a negative coverage bias
indicates that the estimate based on telephone households is smaler than the estimate based on all
households.

Focusing attention on the eight estimates in table 1 that have a coverage bias from telephone
households greater than 0.5 percent is useful because these are the statistics that suffer most from coverage
bias. The bias of the adjusted estimate is less than or equal to the bias from the unadjusted estimate for all
of these estimates. For six of these statistics (all but the estimate of percentage of households in the South
and the estimate of percentage of households where the oldest household member is Hispanic) the bias of
the adjusted estimate is at least 0.5 percentage points less than the bias of the unadjusted estimate (this
ranges from 50 to 62 percent of the estimated bias). The largest coverage bias of the adjusted estimates is
for the estimate of percentage of households where the oldest household member is non-black, non-
Hispanic, but the bias of the adjusted estimate is only -0.9 percent rather than the unadjusted bias estimate
of -1.7 percent. For the unadjusted estimates, the largest bias is for estimates of home tenure. Since home
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tenure is used as araking dimension, no bias remains in the adjusted estimates of home tenure for telephone
households. The same is true for the estimates of presence of children and all other variables used in
raking, provided the same classifications are used for analysis as were used for raking.

For the statistics in table 2, the bias of the adjusted estimates is less than that of the
unadjusted estimates for all but three of the 24 estimates with coverage bias of at least 0.5 percent in
absolute value. Tables 3 and 4 demonstrate that for each race/ethnicity group and region, the raking
adjustment is effective in reducing the coverage bias for nearly every characteristic examined. For
estimates of characteristics by home tenure, raking is not as effective in reducing the coverage bias.
However, for adults living in households with owned/other homes, the coverage bias in the estimates tends
to be very small (the median absolute coverage bias is 0.2 percent). For adults in households with rented
homes, the estimates for telephone and non-telephone households do not differ greatly; the coverage biasis
due more to the relatively high percentage of rented households without telephones (12.8 percent of rented
households are non-tel ephone households, compared to 6.2 percent of all households).

As was the case with adults, the raking adjustment reduces the coverage bias of estimates of
amost all characteristics of children by race/ethnicity and region (as seen in tables 6 and 7). Table 8
shows that the raking adjustment is more effective in reducing the coverage bias for characteristics of
children by home tenure than for adults. The results in table 9 show that the effects of the raking
adjustment are mixed. For example, the raking adjustment reduces the coverage bias in estimates of voter
participation for Hispanics and for females, but increases the coverage bias in estimates of these
characteristics for blacks and for males.

In general, the raking adjustments are effective in reducing the coverage bias of most of the
estimates. The largest biases are typically smaller after the raking, with only a few exceptions. The only
subgroup examined for whom statistics were not improved by the raking adjustment was adults living in
rented homes.

These findings are consistent with the research on the coverage bias in estimates for children
for NHES:93 and for children and adults for NHES:95. For the statistics computed for the 1993 study, the
adjustments were somewhat effective in reducing bias, but the results were not consistent for all statistics.
As in the previous research, the biases for subgroups were generaly larger than those across the tota
population.
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4, Conclusions

The analysis shows that the coverage biases for estimates of household characteristics are not
very large. For estimates of voter participation of adults, the coverage biases are somewhat larger. Thisis
due mainly to the extreme differences in voter participation characteristics between adults in telephone and
nontelephone households. For the questions in the Adult CI component of the NHES:96, the differences in
characteritics between telephone and non-telephone households may not be as extreme. Once the weights
for the telephone households are raked using variables correlated with the presence of a telephone in the
household, the adjusted estimates are typically subject to less bias. In particular, estimates with larger
coverage biases are nearly aways either reduced or unaffected by the raking adjustment.

The undercoverage bias for some subgroups in the NHES may be more problematic. In this
research, the coverage biases for estimates of characteristics of black households and persons (and
Hispanic households and persons to a lesser extent) were generaly larger than for al households and
persons. The coverage bias for estimates of characteristics of renters is generdly larger than for all
persons or households. The coverage bias is larger for estimates from these subgroups because a larger
proportion of persons in these subgroups live in nontel ephone households.

No specific rule can handle all the subgroups that may be considered by analysts of the
NHES:96, but some guiddines are possible. When dealing with a small subgroup that is likely to be
differentially undercovered, analysts need to account for both sampling errors and nonsampling errors. For
example, estimates from the NHES for a poorly-covered subgroup such as black adults might be
approached differently than analysis of al adults. Anaysts might use methods that recognize the estimates
are subject to coverage bias by only reporting differences that are both statistically significant and large
enough to be important in the presence of moderate coverage bias. The coverage bias can be roughly
computed using equation (1) and speculating on the differences between the telephone and nontelephone
populations. Therefore, it is recommended that estimated differences between poorly-covered and well-
covered groups (such as low and high income households) be considered substantively important only if the
differences are larger than both sampling error and potential coverage bias error.

The findings of these and the previous studies of undercoverage bias in the NHES have
uniformly shown that telephone data collection is a very cost-effective survey procedure for the populations
studied in NHES. The telephone survey approach provides many more observations than would be
possible for an in-person interview at the same cost and the added biases in the estimates due to not
sampling nontelephone households are generally small. Thisfeature is especialy true for rare subgroupsin
which screening households in person can be prohibitively expensive.
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Table 1.—Estimated percentage of households by telephone status, estimated coverage bias, and adjusted

coverage bias
Non- Adjusted | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone All Coverage| telephone | coverage
Characteristic households| households | households bias | households bias
Tenure
Rent home 31.6 70.5 34.0 -2.4 34.0 0.0
Own home or other arrangement 68.4 295 66.0 24 66.0 0.0
Region
Northeast 20.2 16.5 20.0 0.2 20.3 0.3
South 34.3 45.2 35.0 -0.7 344 -0.6
Midwest 241 20.0 238 0.3 239 0.1
West 214 18.3 212 0.2 214 0.2
Race of oldest person in household
Black, non-Hispanic 10.7 275 11.7 -1.0 12.2 0.5
Hispanic 7.1 17.9 79 -0.8 8.4 0.5
Non-black, non-Hispanic 82.1 54.6 80.4 1.7 79.5 -0.9
Adults in household
Single-adult household 31.3 52.5 32.6 -1.3 31.8 -0.8
Not single-adult household 68.7 475 67.4 13 68.2 0.8
Presence of children
At least one child in household 36.7 44.3 37.2 -0.5 37.2 0.0
No children in household 63.3 55.7 62.8 0.5 62.8 0.0

SOURCE: Special tabulations from the October 1994 Current Population Survey.
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Table 2.—Estimated percentage of persons in households by telephone status, estimated coverage bias,

and adjusted coverage bias

Non- Adjusted |Adjusted
Telephone | telephone | All house-| Coverage | telephone | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias |households| bias
Highest grade attended
All
less than 12th grade 16.5 30.7 174 -0.9 16.6 -0.8
12th grade 24.9 22.0 24.8 0.1 24.8 0.0
some college 35.8 14.0 34.4 14 355 11
Black, non-Hispanic
less than 12th grade 20.9 28.2 219 -1.0 20.8 -11
12th grade 229 221 22.8 0.1 228 0.0
some college 217 11.3 253 24 28.9 3.6
Hispanic
less than 12th grade 324 41.8 337 -1.3 324 -1.3
12th grade 18.1 134 174 0.7 18.1 0.7
some college 20.1 8.0 18.3 1.8 19.8 15
Non-black, non-Hispanic
less than 12th grade 141 26.9 14.6 -0.5 14.0 -04
12th grade 26.0 26.1 26.0 0.0 25.9 -0.1
some college 38.7 18.3 37.9 0.8 38.7 0.8
Highest grade attended (adults only)
All
less than 12th grade 17.1 42.6 185 -14 17.3 -1.2
12th grade 34.0 351 34.0 0.0 34.0 0.0
some college 48.9 223 475 14 48.8 13
Black, non-Hispanic
less than 12th grade 239 41.4 26.1 -2.2 239 -2.2
12th grade 34.4 38.7 34.9 -0.5 34.5 -04
some college 41.7 19.9 39.0 2.7 41.6 2.6
Hispanic
less than 12th grade 41.7 63.7 44.6 -2.9 42.0 -2.6
12th grade 217 22.6 27.0 0.7 217 0.7
some college 30.6 13.7 284 2.2 30.3 19
Non-black, non-Hispanic
less than 12th grade 13.8 34.5 14.5 -0.7 13.8 -0.7
12th grade 34.6 38.5 34.7 -0.1 34.5 -0.2
some college 51.6 27.0 50.7 09 51.6 0.9
Race/ethnicity (persons born in the U.S.
only)
Black, non-Hispanic 11.6 311 12.8 -1.2 12.7 -0.1
Hispanic 5.8 14.2 6.3 -0.5 59 -0.4
Non-black, non-Hispanic 82.6 54.7 81.0 16 81.4 04
Language
Household has one or more members 15 or
older who speaks only Spanish
Black, non-Hispanic 0.8 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.9 0.2
Hispanic 90.1 94.8 90.9 -0.8 90.2 -0.7
Non-black, non-Hispanic 9.1 5.2 8.4 0.7 8.9 0.5

SOURCE: Specia tabulations from the October 1994 Current Population Survey.
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Table 3.—Estimated percentage of adults (ages 18 and older) in households by tel ephone status and estimated
coverage bias, overall and by race and ethnicity

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias
All adults

Borninthe U.S. 90.7 824 90.3 04 90.5 0.2
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 1.2 5.0 14 -0.2 13 -0.1
Race/ethnicity

Black, non-Hispanic 10.1 25.0 109 -0.8 110 0.1

Hispanic 8.2 217 89 -0.7 8.4 -0.5

Non-black, non-Hispanic 81.7 53.2 80.2 15 80.6 04
Age

18-24 years 11.9 212 124 -0.5 12.2 -0.2

25-39 years 32.7 41.7 33.2 -0.5 33.2 0.0

40-54 years 26.9 212 26.6 0.3 26.7 0.1

55-69 years 16.6 9.8 16.2 04 16.3 0.1

70 years or older 11.9 6.1 11.6 0.3 11.7 0.1
Sex

Male 46.7 50.7 46.9 -0.2 46.6 -0.3

Female 53.3 49.3 53.1 0.2 534 0.3
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 17.1 42.6 185 -14 17.3 -1.2

12th grade 34.0 351 34.0 0.0 34.0 0.0

Some college 48.9 223 475 14 48.8 13
Marital status

Currently married 60.3 37.2 59.1 12 59.7 0.6

Not currently married 39.7 62.8 40.9 -1.2 40.3 -0.6
Median absolute coverage bias* 05 0.3

Black, non-Hispanic adults

Borninthe U.S. 94.9 94.7 94.9 0.0 94.9 0.0
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Age

18-24 years 14.2 20.5 150 -0.8 144 -0.6

25-39 years 35.7 415 36.4 -0.7 36.2 -0.2

40-54 years 26.2 24.3 25.9 0.3 26.0 0.1

55-69 years 150 85 14.2 0.8 14.7 0.5

70 years or older 8.8 53 84 04 8.7 0.3
Sex

Male 41.6 45.2 42.0 -04 41.3 -0.7

Female 58.4 54.8 58.0 04 58.7 0.7
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 239 41.4 26.1 -2.2 239 -2.2

12th grade 34.4 38.7 34.9 -0.5 34.5 -0.4

Some college 41.7 19.9 39.0 2.7 41.6 2.6
Marital status

Currently married 40.5 19.2 37.9 2.6 40.0 21

Not currently married 59.5 80.8 62.1 -2.6 60.0 -2.1
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.7 0.6
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Table 3.—Estimated percentage of adults (ages 18 and older) in households by tel ephone status and estimated
coverage bias, by race and ethnicity—Continued

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias
Hispanic adults

Borninthe U.S. 46.6 36.1 45.2 14 46.1 09
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 13.7 217 14.7 -1.0 139 -0.8
Age

18-24 years 18.7 26.5 19.7 -1.0 189 -0.8

25-39 years 39.9 45.2 40.6 -0.7 40.3 -0.3

40-54 years 241 18.1 233 0.8 238 0.5

55-69 years 121 8.2 11.6 0.5 11.8 0.2

70 years or older 5.2 2.0 4.8 04 51 0.3
Sex

Male 47.0 52.7 47.7 -0.7 46.9 -0.8

Female 53.0 47.3 52.3 0.7 53.1 0.8
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 41.7 63.7 44.6 -2.9 42.0 -2.6

12th grade 217 22.6 27.0 0.7 217 0.7

Some college 30.6 13.7 284 2.2 30.3 19
Marital status

Currently married 57.2 48.3 56.0 12 56.8 0.8

Not currently married 42.8 51.7 44.0 -1.2 43.2 -0.8
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.9 0.8

Nonblack, nonHispanic adults

Borninthe U.S. 94.3 93.9 94.3 0.0 94.2 -0.1
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 0.1 04 0.2 -0.1 0.1 -0.1
Age

18-24 years 110 19.3 11.3 -0.3 11.2 -0.1

25-39 years 31.6 40.4 31.9 -0.3 32.0 0.1

40-54 years 27.2 211 27.0 0.2 271 0.1

55-69 years 17.3 110 17.0 0.3 17.0 0.0

70 years or older 13.0 8.2 12.8 0.2 12.8 0.0
Sex

Male 47.3 52.5 475 -0.2 47.3 -0.2

Female 52.7 475 52.5 0.2 52.7 0.2
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 13.8 34.5 14.5 -0.7 13.8 -0.7

12th grade 34.6 38.5 34.7 -0.1 34.5 -0.2

Some college 51.6 27.0 50.7 09 51.6 09
Marital status

Currently married 63.1 411 62.3 0.8 62.6 0.3

Not currently married 36.9 58.9 37.7 -0.8 374 -0.3
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.3 0.2

* Among characteristics with percentage estimates of at least 2 percent

SOURCE: Special tabulations from the October 1994 Current Population Survey.
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Table 4.—Estimated percentage of adults (ages 18 and older) in households by tel ephone status and estimated

coverage bias, by region

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias
Northeast

Borninthe U.S. 89.2 75.9 88.7 0.5 88.9 0.2
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 0.9 53 11 -0.2 1.0 -0.1
Race/ethnicity

Black, non-Hispanic 9.0 221 9.5 -0.5 9.9 04

Hispanic 5.7 24.9 6.5 -0.8 59 -0.6

Non-black, non-Hispanic 85.4 52.9 84.0 14 84.2 0.2
Age

18-24 years 11.2 15.8 114 -0.2 114 0.0

25-39 years 315 37.0 317 -0.2 32.0 0.3

40-54 years 26.3 21.6 26.1 0.2 26.2 0.1

55-69 years 17.8 14.6 17.7 0.1 17.5 -0.2

70 years or older 13.2 110 131 0.1 13.0 -0.1
Sex

Male 46.6 49.3 46.7 -0.1 46.4 -0.3

Female 534 50.7 53.3 0.1 53.6 0.3
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 16.0 39.0 17.0 -1.0 16.2 -0.8

12th grade 371 38.6 37.2 -0.1 371 -0.1

Some college 46.9 224 45.8 11 46.6 0.8
Marital status

Currently married 57.9 33.6 56.8 11 57.2 04

Not currently married 42.1 66.4 43.2 -1.1 42.8 -0.4
Median absolute coverage bias* 04 0.3

South

Borninthe U.S. 931 86.4 92.6 0.5 93.0 04
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 13 37 15 -0.2 13 -0.2
Race/ethnicity

Black, non-Hispanic 15.9 34.8 17.2 -1.3 17.2 0.0

Hispanic 8.4 18.3 9.1 -0.7 85 -0.6

Non-black, non-Hispanic 75.7 46.9 73.7 2.0 74.3 0.6
Age

18-24 years 11.8 232 12.6 -0.8 121 -0.5

25-39 years 32.9 41.6 335 -0.6 334 -0.1

40-54 years 26.7 215 26.3 04 26.5 0.2

55-69 years 17.0 89 16.5 0.5 16.7 0.2

70 years or older 11.5 4.9 111 04 11.3 0.2
Sex

Male 46.1 51.5 46.4 -0.3 45.9 -0.5

Female 53.9 48.5 53.6 0.3 54.1 0.5
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 204 48.0 223 -1.9 20.5 -1.8

12th grade 331 333 331 0.0 331 0.0

Some college 46.5 18.7 445 20 46.4 19
Marital status

Currently married 61.6 38.3 59.9 1.7 60.8 09

Not currently married 384 61.7 40.1 -1.7 39.2 -0.9
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.7 0.5
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Table 4.—Estimated percentage of adults (ages 18 and older) in households by tel ephone status and estimated

coverage hias, by region—Continued

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias
Midwest

Borninthe U.S. 95.9 924 95.7 0.2 95.8 0.1
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 0.3 19 04 -0.1 04 0.0
Race/ethnicity

Black, non-Hispanic 8.3 22.6 8.9 -0.6 9.2 0.3

Hispanic 2.6 8.3 29 -0.3 2.7 -0.2

Non-black, non-Hispanic 89.1 69.1 88.2 0.9 88.1 -0.1
Age

18-24 years 12.3 214 12.7 -04 12.5 -0.2

25-39 years 321 444 32.7 -0.6 325 -0.2

40-54 years 26.8 19.0 26.4 04 26.6 0.2

55-69 years 16.5 8.2 16.1 04 16.2 0.1

70 years or older 12.3 6.9 121 0.2 12.2 0.1
Sex

Male 46.9 49.0 47.0 -0.1 46.8 -0.2

Female 53.1 51.0 53.0 0.1 53.2 0.2
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 14.7 355 15.6 -0.9 14.8 -0.8

12th grade 37.3 40.5 374 -0.1 371 -0.3

Some college 48.1 239 47.0 11 48.1 11
Marital status

Currently married 61.1 331 59.8 13 60.4 0.6

Not currently married 38.9 66.9 40.2 -1.3 39.6 -0.6
Median absolute coverage bias* 04 0.2

West

Borninthe U.S. 82.6 67.9 81.9 0.7 82.2 0.3
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 25 10.7 29 -0.4 2.6 -0.3
Race/ethnicity

Black, non-Hispanic 3.9 6.7 4.0 -0.1 4.2 0.2

Hispanic 16.4 40.6 17.5 -11 16.6 -0.9

Non-black, non-Hispanic 79.8 52.6 78.4 14 79.1 0.7
Age

18-24 years 12.3 20.6 12.7 -0.4 12.6 -0.1

25-39 years 34.2 431 34.6 -04 34.7 0.1

40-54 years 217 22.6 275 0.2 275 0.0

55-69 years 150 9.6 14.7 0.3 14.6 0.1

70 years or older 10.8 4.0 10.5 0.3 10.6 0.1
Sex

Male 47.6 51.8 47.8 -0.2 47.6 -0.2

Female 52.4 48.2 52.2 0.2 52.4 0.2
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 15.7 39.7 16.9 -1.2 16.0 -0.9

12th grade 28.8 31.2 28.9 -0.1 28.8 -0.1

Some college 55.5 29.2 54.2 13 55.2 1.0
Marital status

Currently married 60.0 41.6 59.1 09 59.5 04

Not currently married 40.0 58.4 40.9 -0.9 40.5 -0.4
Median absolute coverage bias* 04 0.2

* Among characteristics with percentage estimates of at least 2 percent

SOURCE: Specia tabulations from the October 1994 Current Population Survey.
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Table 5.—Estimated percentage of adults (ages 18 and older) in households by tel ephone status and estimated

coverage hias, by home tenure

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias
Rent

Borninthe U.S. 84.4 79.6 83.8 0.6 84.4 0.6
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 3.0 6.4 34 -0.4 3.0 -0.4
Race/ethnicity

Black, non-Hispanic 16.1 275 17.5 -14 17.2 -0.3

Hispanic 14.5 25.2 15.8 -1.3 144 -14

Non-black, non-Hispanic 69.4 47.3 66.6 2.8 68.4 1.8
Age

18-24 years 19.1 245 19.8 -0.7 19.1 -0.7

25-39 years 445 44.3 445 0.0 44.6 0.1

40-54 years 201 19.3 20.0 0.1 201 0.1

55-69 years 8.6 7.8 85 0.1 8.6 0.1

70 years or older 1.7 41 7.3 04 7.6 0.3
Sex

Male 44.9 49.6 455 -0.6 44.8 -0.7

Female 55.1 50.4 54.5 0.6 55.2 0.7
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 21.6 447 245 -2.9 217 -2.8

12th grade 32.7 351 33.0 -0.3 32.7 -0.3

Some college 457 20.2 42.6 31 45.6 3.0
Marital status

Currently married 40.0 31.6 39.0 1.0 40.0 1.0

Not currently married 60.0 68.4 61.0 -1.0 60.0 -1.0
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.6 0.7

Own or some other arrangement

Borninthe U.S. 931 88.1 92.9 0.2 93.0 0.1
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 0.6 1.8 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0
Race/ethnicity

Black, non-Hispanic 7.8 19.8 8.1 -0.3 8.4 0.3

Hispanic 5.8 14.5 6.0 -0.2 5.8 -0.2

Non-black, non-Hispanic 86.4 65.7 85.9 0.5 85.8 -0.1
Age

18-24 years 9.2 14.2 9.3 -0.1 9.2 -0.1

25-39 years 28.2 16.3 284 -0.2 284 0.0

40-54 years 294 253 29.3 0.1 295 0.2

55-69 years 19.7 139 19.5 0.2 19.6 0.1

70 years or older 135 10.2 134 0.1 134 0.0
Sex

Male 47.4 53.0 475 -0.1 47.4 -0.1

Female 52.6 47.0 52.5 0.1 52.6 0.1
Educational attainment

Less than 12th grade 154 38.2 16.0 -0.6 154 -0.6

12th grade 34.5 35.0 34.5 0.0 34.5 0.0

Some college 50.1 26.8 495 0.6 50.1 0.6
Marital status

Currently married 68.0 49.0 67.6 04 68.0 04

Not currently married 32.0 51.0 324 -0.4 32.0 -0.4
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.2 0.1

* Among characteristics with percentage estimates of at least 2 percent
SOURCE: Specia tabulations from the October 1994 Current Population Survey.
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Table 6.—Estimated percentage of children (ages 3 through 17) in households by telephone status and estimated
coverage bias, overall and by race and ethnicity

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias
All children
Borninthe U.S. 96.4 93.3 96.2 0.2 96.3 0.1
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 19 45 21 -0.2 2.0 -0.1
Single-adult household 17.1 40.3 189 -1.8 179 -1.0
Race/ethnicity
Black, non-Hispanic 14.0 31.8 154 -14 15.3 -0.1
Hispanic 11.5 25.0 12.6 -11 11.7 -0.9
Non-black, non-Hispanic 745 43.2 72.1 24 73.0 0.9
Schaool type
Enrolled in public school 78.1 80.3 78.3 -0.2 78.2 -0.1
Enrolled in private school 134 3.2 12.6 0.8 13.2 0.6
Median absolute coverage bias* 11 0.6
Black, non-Hispanic children
Borninthe U.S. 98.3 99.4 98.5 -0.2 98.3 -0.2
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Single-adult household 36.2 54.7 39.1 -2.9 371 -2.0
Schaool type
Enrolled in public school 83.3 83.7 834 -0.1 834 0.0
Enrolled in private school 9.2 2.2 8.1 11 9.1 1.0
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.7 0.6
Hispanic children
Borninthe U.S. 84.5 76.1 83.2 13 84.2 1.0
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 151 16.8 154 -0.3 15.3 -0.1
Single-adult household 17.2 33.6 19.7 -2.5 17.6 -2.1
School type
Enrolled in public school 79.5 79.1 79.4 0.1 79.5 0.1
Enrolled in private school 8.0 1.7 7.0 1.0 7.8 0.8
Median absolute coverage bias* 1.0 0.8
Nonblack, nonHispanic children
Borninthe U.S. 97.8 98.5 97.9 -0.1 97.7 -0.2
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 0.2 0.8 0.3 -0.1 0.3 0.0
Single-adult household 135 33.6 144 -0.9 139 -0.5
School type
Enrolled in public school 76.9 78.4 77.0 -0.1 76.9 -0.1
Enrolled in private school 15.0 4.8 14.6 04 14.9 0.3
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.3 0.3

* Among characteristics with percentage estimates of at least 2 percent

SOURCE: Special tabulations from the October 1994 Current Population Survey.
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Table 7.—Estimated percentage of children (ages 3 through 17) in households by telephone status and estimated

coverage bias, by region

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias
Northeast
Borninthe U.S. 96.1 90.9 95.8 0.3 95.9 0.1
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 13 6.7 16 -0.3 14 -0.2
Race/ethnicity
Black, non-Hispanic 11.7 30.2 12.8 -11 13.0 0.2
Hispanic 8.4 34.3 9.8 -14 8.7 -11
Non-black, non-Hispanic 79.9 354 774 25 78.3 0.9
Single-adult household 16.3 48.6 18.1 -1.8 17.1 -1.0
Schaool type
Enrolled in public school 77.1 78.6 77.2 -0.1 77.1 -0.1
Enrolled in private school 154 51 14.8 0.6 15.2 04
Median absolute coverage bias* 11 04
South
Borninthe U.S. 97.4 96.1 97.2 0.2 97.3 0.1
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 1.7 23 1.8 -0.1 1.7 -0.1
Race/ethnicity
Black, non-Hispanic 22.0 40.3 239 -1.9 238 -0.1
Hispanic 10.7 19.9 11.6 -0.9 10.6 -1.0
Non-black, non-Hispanic 67.3 39.8 64.5 2.8 65.6 11
Single-adult household 19.7 38.1 21.6 -1.9 20.6 -1.0
School type
Enrolled in public school 79.8 80.8 79.9 -0.1 80.0 0.1
Enrolled in private school 11.9 23 10.9 1.0 11.6 0.7
Median absolute coverage bias* 1.0 0.7
Midwest
Borninthe U.S. 98.1 97.9 98.1 0.0 98.0 -0.1
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 0.7 13 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0
Race/ethnicity
Black, non-Hispanic 12.2 36.4 139 -1.7 135 -0.4
Hispanic 4.0 9.6 4.4 -04 4.0 -0.4
Non-black, non-Hispanic 83.9 54.0 81.8 21 825 0.7
Single-adult household 14.8 43.7 16.9 -2.1 15.6 -1.3
School type
Enrolled in public school 76.4 79.2 76.6 -0.2 76.5 -0.1
Enrolled in private school 15.3 4.0 145 0.8 151 0.6
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.8 04
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Table 7.—Estimated percentage of children (ages 3 through 17) in households by telephone status and estimated

coverage bias, by region—Continued

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias
West
Borninthe U.S. 93.5 82.9 92.8 0.5 93.3 0.5
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 41 12.3 4.6 -0.5 4.2 -0.4
Race/ethnicity
Black, non-Hispanic 5.8 6.2 5.8 0.0 6.3 0.5
Hispanic 233 49.3 25.0 -1.7 23.6 -14
Non-black, non-Hispanic 70.9 44.5 69.3 16 70.2 0.9
Single-adult household 16.3 35.9 17.5 -1.2 16.8 -0.7
Schaool type
Enrolled in public school 78.1 81.3 78.3 -0.2 78.1 -0.2
Enrolled in private school 121 31 115 0.6 11.9 04
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.6 0.5

* Among characteristics with percentage estimates of at least 2 percent

SOURCE: Specia tabulations from the October 1994 Current Population Survey.
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Table 8.—Estimated percentage of children (ages 3 through 17) in households by telephone status and estimated

coverage bhias, by home tenure

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias
Rent
Borninthe U.S. 92.7 92.3 92.7 0.0 92.8 0.1
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 41 5.6 4.4 -0.3 4.0 -0.4
Race/ethnicity
Black, non-Hispanic 25.2 34.9 26.9 -1.7 26.7 -0.2
Hispanic 194 27.9 20.8 -14 19.0 -1.8
Non-black, non-Hispanic 55.4 37.2 52.3 31 54.3 2.0
Single-adult household 354 47.6 375 -2.1 35.7 -2.0
Schaool type
Enrolled in public school 79.6 80.4 79.7 -0.1 79.7 0.0
Enrolled in private school 8.5 24 7.4 11 8.5 11
Median absolute coverage bias* 13 0.8
Own or some other arrangement
Borninthe U.S. 97.9 96.1 97.9 0.0 97.9 0.0
Only Spanish spoken by all adultsin HH 1.0 13 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Race/ethnicity
Black, non-Hispanic 9.2 22.8 9.6 -0.4 9.9 0.3
Hispanic 8.2 16.8 85 -0.3 8.2 -0.3
Non-black, non-Hispanic 82.6 60.4 81.9 0.7 81.9 0.0
Single-adult household 9.4 19.2 9.6 -0.2 9.4 -0.2
School type
Enrolled in public school 775 79.7 775 0.0 775 0.0
Enrolled in private school 155 55 15.2 0.3 155 0.3
Median absolute coverage bias* 0.3 0.2

* Among characteristics with percentage estimates of at least 2 percent

SOURCE: Special tabulations from the October 1994 Current Population Survey.
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Table 9.—Estimated percentage of adults by telephone status and estimated coverage bias

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias

All adults

Voted in last election 53.0 221 51.6 14 53.0 14

Currently registered to vote 73.0 44.2 71.6 14 72.9 13
Born in the U.S.

Voted in last election 53.3 221 51.9 14 53.3 14

Currently registered to vote 734 4.7 72.1 13 734 13
Born outside the U.S.

Voted in last election 49.2 21.3 48.1 11 48.6 0.5

Currently registered to vote 64.8 32.2 63.4 14 64.4 1.0
Black, non-Hispanic

Voted in last election 45.3 26.3 431 2.2 45.7 2.6

Currently registered to vote 69.7 51.2 67.5 2.2 70.1 2.6
Hispanic

Voted in last election 39.1 16.6 36.9 2.2 38.8 19

Currently registered to vote 59.7 38.6 57.7 2.0 58.9 1.2
Non-black, non-Hispanic

Voted in last election 54.9 212 53.7 12 54.9 12

Currently registered to vote 74.2 42.0 73.1 11 74.2 11
Male

Voted in last election 53.2 22.8 51.7 15 53.6 19

Currently registered to vote 72.1 44.0 70.7 14 72.4 1.7
Female

Voted in last election 52.9 214 51.5 14 52.5 1.0

Currently registered to vote 73.7 44.4 72.4 13 734 1.0
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Table 9.—Estimated percentage of adults by telephone status and estimated coverage bias—Continued

Adjusted
Non- telephone | Adjusted
Telephone | telephone [ All house- | Coverage| house- | coverage
Characteristic households| households| holds bias holds bias

Age 18-24

Voted in last election 25.7 11.2 245 12 254 09

Currently registered to vote 53.0 331 515 15 52.4 0.9
Age 25-39

Voted in last election 43.8 18.2 42.3 15 43.7 14

Currently registered to vote 66.4 41.2 64.9 15 66.2 13
Age 40-54

Voted in last election 61.2 217 59.9 13 60.9 1.0

Currently registered to vote 78.8 49.5 7.7 11 78.8 11
Age 55-69

Voted in last election 68.2 38.9 67.4 0.8 67.7 0.3

Currently registered to vote 82.8 59.0 82.1 0.7 825 04
Age 70 or more

Voted in last election 65.5 36.1 64.7 0.8 64.6 -0.1

Currently registered to vote 834 57.3 82.6 0.8 82.9 0.3
Highest grade completed: Less than 12th
grade

Voted in last election 351 13.0 32.7 24 35.2 25

Currently registered to vote 574 36.5 55.2 2.2 57.7 25
Highest grade completed: 12th grade

Voted in last election 47.4 21.8 46.0 14 475 15

Currently registered to vote 68.5 41.7 67.1 14 68.7 16
Highest grade completed: Beyond 12th grade

Voted in last election 62.6 38.1 62.1 0.5 62.7 0.6

Currently registered to vote 80.9 61.3 80.4 0.5 80.8 04

SOURCE: Special tabulations from the November 1994 Current Population Survey.
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