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To: NES Board ot Oversesrs
Frams Siovanna Morchio
Caoncerning: Trends in NES Rssponse Rates
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, & response rate of 47.74 nesds to be
ive of response ratss in other
=. I= the 1984 recsponse rate an aberration
to retwrn to normal, o is 1t
=of increasing and long-term dif+: in
peration’
ve i1is pirovided oy Charlotte
i%8 snds in Nonrscsponse Rates,
Ste i cetw=en two kinde of non- r
and t cals, in Stesh’'s article as
later discussion, are not just recalcitrant responder
thos=e to ile or just "too busy” to partie }
Steah ection Study dats, as well as s
Atftit w a steady increass of refusals since 1732,
while wo—contacts has remained virtually unchanged.

She =s a positive relationship betwesn the
increas the level of urbanicity. The rate of
increas for Self-respresenting 35MBAs (the largest
cities) fpllowsd by BMBAs, with Non—8MSas or
rural o a lowest rats of increzase in refusals.

e have sxtended Steeh’s analysis of NES data to irnclude the
wvears 17BG to 1584, iS=e Table 1, below). Unfortunately we 4o
not have comparablie wrbanicity data for 1978, The lack of
comparables 1578 data has the unfortunate consequence
nf rot allowing us to compare the 1786 data, group by urbanicity
of  primary Area, to a congressional eslection yeasr data
collection having & very similar overall response rate.

(Stesh s discussion of NES response rates does not
explicitly compars response rates in Frecsidential versus
gff-years; we think this may be important.)
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SFOSITICH BY URBANICITY CF FRIMARY AREA
EN THE % FOR THE YEAR AND THE AVERAGE FCR 78-86&
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75 -3.75 20 5 = o
24 2.75 11 ~4 =
21 1.25 13 -2 5
7% -G, 75 14 1 =
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§ g4 A8 -3 2 =, 7
t a4 72 1 z -1, 7
az 72 1 21 -1, N
50 7z 1 21 -1. 7
78 PR~ -z 23 1 3
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ivaient of response rate,
NTH+REF+NDCON, atfter non-—
from th= dsnominator.
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In the 1230-1%36
(table 1}, 17B&6 shows
oMBAs in relation
=hicw a responcs=s rate
The overall responss
yEars.
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Dility E= dus in large + tz & sharp desci_ne
at= in both s 1984, but ther= is no evidence of steady
F23 to 1584,
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i g
tes: r r 1 ., what huri us the most in terms of number of
interviess was the &% increase in refusals in EMGAs.
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	Trends in NES Response Rates
	Table 1:  Sample Dsposiiton by Urbanicity of Primary Area, Difference Between the % for the year and the average for 78-86


