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Abstract 
 
The Nonresponse Follow-up Supplement was planned and executed after the 1985 Test Censuses 
of Jersey City, New Jersey and Tampa, Florida were underway. Its purpose was to gather data 
from census nonrespondents about behaviors thought to affect the disappointing level of mail 
return of the census self-enumerative forms. Four explanations were initially offered for the low 
rates of mail return in the 1985 Test Censuses. They were: 
1. census forms were thrown away; 
2. respondents were turned off by the Jeffersonville return address; 
3. respondents were turned off or intimidated by the design of the census form; and 
4. we had the wrong kind of publicity, which was unable to overcome respondent apathy. 
The Nonresponse Followup Supplement collected information about each of these hypothesized 
explanations. 
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I . . , 

REPORT ON 

RESULTS OF THE NONRESPONSE FOLLQI..JUP SU?PLEME�T rn THE 

1985 TEST CENSUSES OF JERSEY CfTY AND TAMPA 

by 

Michael P. Massagli and T�eresa J. OeMaio 

NOTE: The data in this. report are preliminary and tentative in nature. Users 
of the research memoranda should understand that these documents are prepared 
for internal offlce use, with the aim cf circulating information among Ce�su5 · 
Bureau staff �embers as quickly as pos3ible. 7hese memoranda, therefor�. do 
not undergo the careful review and cle5rance normally associated with published 
census documents. Conclusions and recom�endations ccntained herein essentially 
reflect the thoughts of certain staff members at the time of publication and 
should not be interpreted as statements of Census Bureau position. 



I. BACKGROUND

The Nonresponse Followup Supolement was planned and executed after the 1985

Test Censuses of Jersey City, Ne..,, Jersey and Tampa, Florida were unde;--,,,:e.y. 
Its p�rpose was to gather data from census no��espondents abo�t beha1iors 
thought to affect the disappointing level of mail return cf the cen5us 
self-enumerative forms. 

Four explanations were initially offered for the low rates of mail return 
in the 1985 Test Censuses. They were: 

1. census forms were thrown away;

2. respondents were turned off by the Jeffersonville return address;

3. respondents were turned off or intimidated by the design of the
census form; and

4. we had the wrong kind of publicity, which ,.,,·as unable to overcome
respondent apathy.

The Nonresponse Followup Suppleme�t collected information about each of 
these hypothesized explanaticns. Attachment A is a copy of the question­
naire. 

I I • SU MMl.R Y 

Tabulation of the results of the Nonresponse Followup Supplement yields 
some suggestions about why people did not mail back their census forms. 
However, these should not be taken as conclusive results, or as representa­
tive of any population ether than the survey respondents themselve5. This 
is the case because there were problems with data collection that yielded 
a fi na 1 database which is sma 11 er than intended, which does not· reflect 
the original sample design, and which was not selected randomly. With 
these caveats in mind the following statements related to the hypotheses 
that prompted tne Supplement to be conducted can be made. 

1. There appears to be some evidence that census forms were thrown
away by respondents who did not open the envelope.

2. There is no indication that respondents were turned off by the
Jeffersonville return address.

3. The number of cases is too small to know whether respondents
were turned off or intimidated by the design of the form.

' . 

4. In general, respondents were exposed to publicity about the
census, but not through multiple sources. �bre specific infor­
mation about the nature of the publicity could not be obtained 
wit�in the time constraints of the Nonresponse Followup 
Supplement interview. 










































