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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In late 2005, a mailout/mailback national test was conducted using variations of questionnaire
content and various methods to increase response to the Census. One of the experimental
treatments in the 2005 National Census Test was a bilingual questionnaire with a “swim lane”
design. The swim lane design provided two response columns, one in English and one in
Spanish, each containing the same questions and response categories. This form was mailed to a
randomly selected set of 10,000 housing units.

The desire to test a bilingual form stemmed from the hope that this form would increase response
to the census as well as lower item nonresponse by meeting the needs of a broader audience than
the standard English form. The 2010 Language Research and Development Group was also
interested in any public reaction to the bilingual form, specifically any backlash in areas that
were predominantly non-Hispanic.

Results
Self-Response Rates

e Both experimental panels offered households the option of responding by Internet or a paper
questionnaire. There were, however, differences in the administration of the Internet
between the bilingual and English panels. Most notably, there was no Spanish Internet
instrument in the 2005 test, and the placement of the invitation to use the Internet varied
across the panels. We cannot conclusively determine the impact of these differences on
response behavior. Therefore, we present two distinct measures for response rates
comparisons, paper response and total response.

o We first present paper response rates since that paper form contained the experimental
bilingual design, and the Internet did not. The bilingual panel achieved significantly higher
paper response rates (by 2.2 percentage points) compared to the English panel.

e The paper response rate increase was even more evident in areas with a high concentration of
the non-White or Hispanic populations, with a 3.2 percentage point increase. We also found
that the bilingual form showed a significant increase (1.7 percentage points) for paper
response in areas with a low concentration of the non-White or Hispanic populations relative
to the English form.

e Secondly, we studied total response (paper and Internet) to the panels. The bilingual form
also received significantly higher total response compared to the English only panel, both
nationally (by 1.1 percentage points) and for areas with a high concentration of the non-
White or Hispanic populations (by 2.8 percentage points). The bilingual form had no impact
on total response in areas with a low concentration of non-White or Hispanic populations.
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Bilingual Form Use

Of the respondents who filled out the bilingual paper form, 2.7 percent predominantly used
the Spanish language column to complete the form. This figure jumped to 8.3 percent in
areas with a high concentration of the Non-white or Hispanic populations.

Less than 1 percent of bilingual form respondents used both language columns to respond.
Thus, it appears that the vast majority of respondents were able to use the bilingual form as
intended.

Item Nonresponse Rates by Panel

Item nonresponse rates for the bilingual panel were significantly higher than the English only
panel for household count, tenure, undercount, telephone number and Hispanic origin. No
item nonresponse rate differences were found for other person items that were compared in
this analysis.

We observed the same results for both strata, except that the race item also had significantly
higher item nonresponse for the bilingual panel in the high non-White and Hispanic
concentration stratum.

The bilingual panel had a significantly higher percent of forms with all household level items
missing (2.1 percent) compared to the English panel (0.4 percent). This finding may suggest
a forms design issue with the bilingual form, in that respondents of the bilingual form may
have missed the first page of the questionnaire (where the household items are located).

Item Nonresponse Rates — Bilingual Form Only

Looking only at the bilingual form, we found that item nonresponse rates for household
count, tenure, undercount, race and overcount were significantly higher for the Spanish
column as compared to the English column.

Respondents that used the Spanish column had a significantly higher proportion of returns
with all household items missing (5.9 percent) compared to respondents that used the English
column (2.0 percent). Again, there may be a form design issue with the bilingual form
driving these results.

Comparison of Demographic Characteristics

We observed a few demographic differences between English form returns and bilingual
form returns. Household size and the proportion of Hispanics were both significantly higher
for the bilingual form. The proportion of males was significantly lower in the bilingual panel
compared to the English only panel.

We then compared demographics across the two language columns on the bilingual form. A
significantly higher proportion of persons who used the Spanish column were renters, male,
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Hispanic, younger, of some other race and from larger households than those who used the
English column.

Public Reaction

e There was no formal evaluation to scientifically measure public reaction to the bilingual
form. Instead, the Decennial Management Division recorded any questions or comments
from the public that pertained to the use of the bilingual form. They noted less than ten
inquiries about the bilingual questionnaire. Almost all of these respondents inquired as to
why they received an English and Spanish questionnaire.

e Data also showed no sign of backlash, in that, we did not see any drop in self-response rates,
especially in areas with a low concentration of non-White or Hispanic populations. We
cannot say, however, what reaction would occur if the bilingual form were distributed to a
larger audience within the context of a decennial census.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In preparation for the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau is conducting a series of tests. In late
2005, a mailout/mailback national test was conducted using variations of questionnaire content,
and various methods to increase response to the Census, including replacement questionnaire
methods. The test also included the Internet as an optional mode for completing the census short
form. Census Day was September 15, 2005.

The objectives for the 2005 National Census Test were:

e Test methods to improve completeness and accuracy of reporting for short form items,
including tenure, relationship, age and date of birth, and race and Hispanic origin,

e Test ways to reduce respondent and data capture errors, and improve respondent
friendliness in mail and Internet modes,

e Test ways to improve coverage accuracy by reducing omissions and erroneous
enumerations, and/or flagging potential errors for coverage followup interviews,

e Test ways to improve the operational feasibility of the second mailing,

e Test ways to improve self-response and maintain data quality by mailing bilingual
questionnaires.

As mentioned above, one of the experimental treatments in the 2005 NCT was a bilingual
questionnaire with a “swim lane” design. The swim lane design provided two response columns,
one in English and one in Spanish, each containing the same questions and response categories
(see Appendix A for pages from the bilingual form). The bilingual form instructed respondents
to choose the language that was most comfortable for them. This form was mailed to a randomly
selected set of housing units that formed an experimental panel.

The desire to test a bilingual form stemmed from the hope that this form would increase response
to the census as well as lower item nonresponse by meeting the needs of a broader audience than
the standard English form. Another hope was that the use of a bilingual form would reduce the
workload associated with fulfilling requests for Spanish forms during the census. Note that we
were unable to measure any potential reduction in this test since requests for language forms
were not fulfilled.

Specifically, the 2010 Language Research and Development (R&D) Group at the Census Bureau
proposed this research to answer the following research question: What is the impact of a
bilingual questionnaire on response behavior for a national sample of housing units? In
addition, the 2010 Language R&D Group was interested in any public reaction to the bilingual
form, specifically any backlash in areas that were predominantly non-Hispanic.

The 2005 NCT was not the first time a bilingual form was tested in the context of a mid-cycle
census test. The Spanish Forms Availability Test (SFAT) took place as a part of the 1993
National Census Test and consisted of three panels: a control panel with an English only
questionnaire, a panel that distributed two distinct questionnaires (one in English and one in
Spanish) in the same mailing package, and a panel offering a bilingual form with a back-to-back
design (de la Puente et al., 1994a). The SFAT also included a telephone debriefing with
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respondents who had received both the English and Spanish forms to gauge their reactions (de la
Puente et al., 1995).

Results from the SFAT suggested that offering a Spanish questionnaire significantly increased
response to the census test by roughly four to five percentage points in areas where more than 30
percent of households were known to be linguistically isolated®; however, the results also
showed that Hispanics were more likely to omit information on the Spanish form (bilingual or
separate form) compared to Hispanics who responded to the English form (Corteville, 1994; de
la Puente et al., 1994a).

The bilingual experiment in the 2005 NCT extends this research by testing a new bilingual form
with a swim lane design (i.e., two column design) instead of a back-to-back design.

2. METHODOLOGY
2.1 Panel Design

The 2005 NCT was comprised of 20 experimental panels®. We used two of these panels to
assess the effectiveness of the bilingual form. We used the bilingual form panel of 10,000
sampled housing units as the experimental panel, and an English form panel of 30,000 sampled
housing units that was most similar in content to the bilingual questionnaire as the control panel.
The English panel used as a control in this analysis also contained experimental treatments for
the Hispanic origin, race, tenure, and age items. The bilingual form contained the same
experimental questions for Hispanic origin and race as the control, but did not include the
experimental version of the tenure or age questions. See Appendices A and B for pages from the
forms.

2.2 Response Mode

Housing units in each 2005 NCT experimental panel, including the bilingual form panel, were
invited to respond using the Internet. The Internet form did not, however, contain all of the
experimental treatments and, most notably, did not provide the option of responding in Spanish?®.
In this sense, households that responded by the Internet were no longer considered part of their
original experimental panel since they were not exposed to the experimental treatment(s)
embedded in the paper questionnaire. Therefore, most analyses focus on responses returned via
the paper questionnaires, and exclude any households that responded by the Internet.

! A linguistically isolated household was a household where no household member 14 years of age or older spoke
English or spoke English very well (de la Puente et al., 1994b).

2 For more detail on the panel design refer to U.S. Census Bureau (2005). Note, the bilingual panel corresponds to
Panel 20 and the English only panel corresponds to Panel 4.

® In the English and Spanish columns of the bilingual form, the Internet invitation contained a disclaimer that the
web site was “English only.”
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2.3 Mailing Strategy

The 2005 NCT used multiple mailings to contact sampled housing units. Every housing unit was
sent an advance letter as a first contact. The advance letter informed households that they would
soon receive a request to complete a questionnaire for the 2005 National Census Test.

The second mailing was an initial questionnaire package. Housing units received a paper
questionnaire and a first-class postage-paid return envelope. Also included in the mailing
package was a letter from the Census Bureau’s Director that encouraged households to respond
and provided the option of responding by Internet. Households selected for the bilingual panel
received the bilingual questionnaire, and households selected for the English panel received the
English form. The English questionnaire reminded respondents of the option to respond by the
Internet before the first question, but the bilingual questionnaire did not.

The third mailing was a reminder postcard. The reminder postcard included a statement
reminding households to respond to the census test if they had not already done so. It also
provided instructions so that households could use the Internet to respond. Presenting the
reminder postcard content in English and Spanish in the bilingual swim lane format required
more space than was available on the postcard; therefore, the reminder postcard mailing was
actually a letter for the bilingual panel.

The fourth and final mailing was a targeted replacement questionnaire. A replacement
questionnaire that looked identical to the initial questionnaire (i.e., contained the same
experimental treatments) was sent to all housing units that had not responded prior to September
13, 2005. Accompanying the questionnaire was a letter from the Director urging response and
providing instructions for using the Internet.

Note that there was no telephone or personal visit followup for nonresponding households in the
2005 NCT.

2.4 Sample Design and Standard Errors

The housing units in the 2005 NCT were selected from mailout/mailback areas of the country.
The housing units selected for the bilingual form panel (10,000 housing units) and its
corresponding control panel (30,000 housing units) were equally allocated to two strata that
reflect differences in the racial and ethnic composition, and, hence, response propensity of the
mailout/mailback universe. The high non-White or Hispanic concentration stratum, which
encompassed roughly 32 percent of housing units in the universe, contained a high proportion of
the non-White populations (i.e., Black, Asian, etc.) or Hispanic populations. The remaining 68
percent of the housing units fell in the low non-White or Hispanic concentration stratum. For
more information about the creation of the strata, please refer to memorandum by Bentley
(2005). All estimates in this report are weighted to account for the oversampling of the high
non-White or Hispanic stratum.

We computed standard errors for all estimates using a stratified jackknife replication procedure.

This computation method accounted for the stratification in the sample, which we expect to
lower the standard errors compared to a simple random sample. Clusters of housing units (or
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housing units selected at each hit) were assigned sequentially to one of 250 replicates. This
assignment approach also accounted for the clustering of persons within a household in
computing errors for person level estimates, since persons within households were contained in
the same replicate.

2.5 Analytical Methods
We used the following comparisons to evaluate the effectiveness of the bilingual form:

- Self-response rate comparisons (Section 4.1)

- Bilingual form response patterns (Section 4.2)

- Item nonresponse analysis (Section 4.3)

- Comparisons of demographic characteristics (Section 4.4).

We tested for differences in the self-response rates, item nonresponse rates, and demographic
characteristics between the bilingual panel and the English panel. Computed differences were
compared to critical values. If the computed difference was greater than or equal to the critical
value, then the difference was deemed significant.

This report also includes a qualitative summary of public reaction to the bilingual form (Section
4.5).

2.6 Calculation of Self-Response Rates

The self-response rate is a measure of respondent behavior with regard to responding to the
census test.

The denominator is the number of sample housing units minus those cases identified by the
United States Postal Service (USPS) as “undeliverable as addressed” (UAA). Cases that were
UAA* were defined as those housing units where there was no response (paper or Internet), and
both the initial questionnaire and replacement questionnaire mailings were flagged as UAA.
Any housing units determined to be UAA were considered ineligible units. We observed an 8.1
percent UAA rate for the bilingual panel, and a 7.7 percent UAA rate for the English panel. As
expected, these rates were not significantly different from each other.

The numerator is the number of sample households for which we received a nonblank return. A
census return was denoted as “blank” if fewer than two of the following items were completed”:
tenure, household count, name, relationship, sex, age or date of birth, Hispanic origin, race, and
ancestry.

Also, we limited the numerator to primary returns. We selected a primary return when multiple
responses were received for a given housing unit, using the following rules®:

* See memorandum from Rothhaas (2004a).
> The item completeness criteria are listed in the memorandum from Rothhaas (2004b).
® For more information about the selection of primary returns, please see the memorandum from Rothhaas (2004c).
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1. When more than one paper return was received from a single household (i.e., we received
both an initial and replacement questionnaire return), we selected the first nonblank form
received. In the rare case that two nonblank paper forms were checked in on the same date
and in the same batch, we selected the initial questionnaire return.

2. When multiple Internet returns were received from a single household, we selected the first
nonblank return.

3. When paper and Internet returns were received for a single household, we selected the first
nonblank return based on date received (i.e., check-in date/submitted date). If a nonblank
paper and nonblank Internet return were received on the same day from the same household,
we selected the paper return as it was probably mailed before the Internet was submitted.

The formula for the self-response rate is presented below.

# of nonblank, primary returns
panel sample size —UAA for the panel

*100%

Self —responserate =

Please note that the self-response rate presented above corresponds to the rates used in previous
census tests, including the 2003 National Census Test, the Census 2000 experiments, and the
1992 and 1993 Census Tests. We used the self-response rate because it is not subject to variation
in UAA rates. Specifically, the denominator of the self-response rate excludes cases for which
eligibility cannot be determined, such as units that are UAA. Therefore, any variation in the
UAA rates across panels did not contribute to differences in the self-response rates.

Lastly, please note that the self-response rate defined here is not directly comparable to the
Census 2000 mail response or mail return rates. The self-response rate is not a return rate in the
sense that we do not definitively know the occupancy status of housing units included in the
denominator or the status of cases that are excluded as UAAs.

2.7 Calculation of Item Nonresponse Rates
Item nonresponse rates were computed as indicators of potential data quality issues. The
analysis of item nonresponse rates was restricted to nonblank, primary paper returns for this

analysis. The item nonresponse rates were calculated according to the following definition:

# of records with missing data for a particular item
total number of records

*100%

Item nonresponse rate =

Item nonresponse rates were calculated for both housing unit level items and person level items.
For housing unit level items, the term “records” refers to housing units. The total number of
housing units was defined as the number of housing units from all nonblank, primary paper
returns. For person level items, the term “records” refers to data-defined person records on all
nonblank, primary paper returns. A data-defined person record had at least two entries that met
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specified completion criteria for the following items’: name, relationship, sex, age/date of birth,
Hispanic origin, race, and ancestry.

2.8 Quality Assurance Procedures

Quality assurance procedures were applied to the analysis and preparation of this report. The
procedures encompassed data processing, data verification, factual content, technical writing,
relevance, technical review and clearance, as appropriate. A description of the procedures used
is provided in the “Handbook for the Quality Process for 2010 Census Test Evaluations.”

3. LIMITATIONS
3.1 Population of Inference

The purpose of this experiment was to determine response to the bilingual form for a national
sample of housing units in mailout/mailback areas. This experiment was not designed to study
the efficacy of the bilingual form in targeted areas with a large portion of the Spanish-speaking
population. However, the sample was equally allocated to two strata, one of which contained
blocks with a high concentration of the non-White or Hispanic populations. Therefore, the
estimates that we compute by strata may indicate the efficacy of the form in these areas but still
give no indication of impact on Spanish-speaking populations. Note that there were plans for a
targeted bilingual form experiment in the 2006 site test, but due to budgetary issues this research
was canceled.

3.2 Confounding Factors

There were certain inherent design issues for the bilingual form that triggered variation from the
English (control) design. The following list denotes all known variations from the English
control form to the bilingual form:

e The advance letter for the bilingual form panel had the dual language swim lane design.

e The cover letter, typically a separate document in the initial and replacement questionnaire
mailings, had the swim lane design and formed the first page of the questionnaire booklet for
the bilingual form.

e The bilingual form was not folded prior to mailing, so it was sent in a larger envelope than
the English form, which was folded.

e The bilingual form required a reminder letter in lieu of a postcard (due to space constraints),
and this letter had the swim lane design.

e The Internet invitation was included in the cover letter, which formed the first page of the
questionnaire booklet for the bilingual panel. For the English panel, the invitation was
included in a cover letter, which was separate from the questionnaire. An additional Internet
invitation was included above the roster on the first page of the English form; the bilingual
form had no such additional invitation. This difference could have impacted the selection of
response mode between the English and bilingual panel respondents.

" For more information about the criteria used to determine data-defined status, please see the memorandum from
Stapleton (2004).
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e Due to spacing issues, the relationship question response categories were different between
the bilingual form and the control panel (see appendices A and B for differences). Therefore,
comparisons were not made across panels for the relationship item.

e Since various treatments were combined in panels to limit costs, the panel that was used as
the control for this evaluation had a different age/date of birth order than the bilingual form.
Therefore, comparisons were not made across panels for these items.

We are unable to determine what role, if any, these factors played in any significant differences
between the bilingual form and the English form. That is, we evaluated the bilingual form with
all of these changes as a package, and are unable to estimate the effects of any one factor.

3.3 Census Test Environment

Note that results from a census test may differ from results in an actual decennial census due to
differences in media attention, advertising and scope. We cannot determine whether public
reaction to the bilingual form would be different in a true decennial environment.

3.4 Natural Disasters

The 2005 NCT initial questionnaire mailing coincided with Hurricane Katrina. Mail service to
some areas around the gulf coast in Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama was disrupted or
suspended during the data collection period. These areas contained 3,200 of our 420,000 sample
cases across all panels in the 2005 NCT. We treated these cases as UAA, and as such, they were
excluded from the analyses®.

4. RESULTS

4.1 Self-Response Rate Comparisons

This section of the report examines the effect of the bilingual form on response to the census test,
as compared to the standard English form. Table 1 below contains the self-response rates for the
bilingual form panel and the English control panel at a national level and by strata. Additionally,
the rates are further studied by response mode. Breaking out the self-response rates in this
manner allows us to examine whether receipt of the bilingual form influenced the decision to
respond by paper or Internet, keeping in mind the differences in how the response modes were
offered (see sections 2.2 and 3.2).

8 For more detailed information on the cases affected by Hurricane Katrina, see Zajac (2005) and Tancreto (2006).
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Table 1. Self-Response Rates and Standard Errors (in percent) by Language and Response
Mode at the National Level and by Strata

. High Non-White or Hispanic Low Non-White or
National C trati Hi icC trati
Treatment oncentration ispanic Concentration
Total Paper Internet Total Paper Internet  Total Paper Internet
Bilingual Form 62.0 5585 6.5 47.0 42.7 4.3 68.8 61.3 7.5
English Form 60.8 53.3 7.5 44.2 39.5 4.7 68.4 59.6 8.8
Difference 117 227 107 287 327 -0.4 0.4 177 -1.37
(0.61) (0.60) (0.33) (0.87) (0.81) (0.35) (0.79) (0.79) (0.46)

* Indicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.10 level.
**|ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.05 level.
*** |ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.01 level.

As previously mentioned, most results in this report focus on paper response, since there was no
Spanish version of the Internet to complement the bilingual form. Looking at the paper self-
response rates in Table 1, we see that the bilingual panel achieved significantly higher response
(by 2.2 percentage points) compared to the English panel.

Not surprisingly, this increase in paper response was even more evident in the high non-White or
Hispanic concentration stratum, suggesting that the bilingual form was particularly effective in
areas with high proportions of the Hispanic or non-White populations. Somewhat surprisingly,
we found that the bilingual form also showed a significant increase in paper response in areas
with a low concentration of the non-White or Hispanic populations relative to the English form.
We would have expected no effect in these areas or potentially even a negative effect if there
were opposition to the use of a bilingual form. Therefore, this finding may suggest that there is
no negative effect of offering a bilingual form in areas that have a heavy concentration of non-
Hispanic whites”®.

Please note that there are limitations associated with these paper response rate comparisons, as
well as the Internet response rates. These limitations stem from differences in the administration
of the Internet across the two panels, which may have influenced respondents in choosing a
particular response mode. The first difference in Internet administration pertains to the invitation
to use the Internet. While both panels (bilingual and English only) offered the option of
responding by Internet, the invitation to use the Internet was located in different places between
the English and bilingual panels. Both panels provided the Internet option in the cover letter'?,
but the English panel also provided the option again on the first page of the questionnaire (above
the first question), while the bilingual form did not''. Secondly, this test did not provide a

° This finding is based on the distribution of bilingual forms to 10,000 housing units across the United States. It is
possible that public attention would impact this finding if bilingual forms were distributed on a larger scale.

10 Recall that the cover letter for the bilingual panel formed the first page of the bilingual questionnaire, whereas the
cover letter for the English panel was contained in the mailing package as a separate document.

1 Although the bilingual form did not have a second Internet invitation on the first page of the questionnaire, this
difference may not have had a substantial impact on self-response for that panel. Item nonresponse analysis shows
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Spanish version of the Internet, so the bilingual cover letter noted the disclaimer “English only”
next to the invitation to respond by Internet.

We cannot conclusively determine the impact of these differences on paper response. We would
expect that having one less Internet invitation and no Spanish Internet would lower Internet
response*?; however, it is unclear as to the impact on paper response. We could imagine lower
paper response if those who would have used the Internet chose not to respond at all.
Conversely, we could see an increase in paper response if those who would have used Internet
substituted the paper form in its place.

Therefore, to the extent that these differences in Internet administration influenced response
mode selection, the results from the paper response rate comparisons, as well as Internet rate
comparisons, may not be valid. That is, the paper response rates (and related results) may be
overstated, while the Internet rates may be underestimated, especially under the substitution
theory. Assuming people who would have responded by Internet substituted paper, we can study
total response rates (paper and Internet) to gauge the effect of the bilingual form. Similar to the
paper response rate, the difference in total self-response rates was also significantly higher for
the bilingual panel compared to the English only panel, both nationally (by 1.1 percentage
points) and for the high non-White or Hispanic concentration stratum (by 2.8 percentage points).
Paper response for the low non-White or Hispanic stratum was significantly higher for bilingual
than English, but this difference did not remain when combining both paper and Internet returns.
Again, the total response rate estimates may not be meaningful due to survey administration
differences that could have affected both paper and Internet response rates.

Finally, we looked at self-response by form (initial or replacement questionnaire) for each panel
(table not shown). Of those who responded to the bilingual paper form, 83.2 percent used the
initial questionnaire and 16.8 percent responded using the replacement questionnaire. For the
English panel, 83.7 percent responded using the initial questionnaire and 16.3 percent responded
using the replacement questionnaire. There was no difference in self-response between the two
panels for the initial and replacement questionnaires.

4.2 Bilingual Form Response Patterns

Next, we studied response patterns for those who responded via the bilingual form. We set out
get a better understanding of how people were using the form. First, we studied the percentage
of respondents that used each column. We found that 2.7 percent of bilingual returns
predominantly used the Spanish language column to complete the form, while the remaining 97
percent used the English column. In areas with a high concentration of the non-White or
Hispanic populations, 8.3 percent of bilingual returns used the Spanish column whereas less than
1 percent of bilingual returns from areas with low concentrations of the non-White or Hispanic
populations used the Spanish column.

higher household item nonresponse for the bilingual form, which may indicate that those respondents missed the
first page of the questionnaire.

2These differences did not result in a significantly lower Internet response rate for the bilingual panel in the high
non-White and Hispanic concentration stratum, where we might expect the absence of a Spanish Internet form to
have the most effect.
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We also considered whether households used both language columns in responding (i.e., lane
jumping). For those that used both columns, we studied how they incorporated both language
columns in responding (e.g., reported the same person twice, once in each language column,
etc.). There were 45 forms (less than 1 percent of bilingual paper returns) where respondents
provided data in both language columns. Of the 45 forms, just under half of the respondents (n =
19) appeared initially confused, as they completed only the first few items (i.e., household count,
name, sex) in both columns but then provided all remaining answers in one column®®. Also, a
little less than half of the respondents (n = 19) seemed to randomly switch language columns for
various questions. That is, there was no particular pattern of column use for these forms. The
balance (n = 7) used different language columns for different persons within a household. For
these cases, there may have been more than one respondent, where each respondent exhibited a
personal preference in choosing a language column.

The fact that less than 1 percent of bilingual form respondents used more than one column in
responding seems to suggest that respondents are using the form in the way it was intended to be
used. That is, most households chose to respond in one language. The seven cases where
different languages were used for each person is also one of the anticipated uses of the form.
This form allows household members to provide information for themselves in the language that
is most comfortable for them.

We also looked at lane jumpers by Hispanic origin of Person 1 and found that 84.3 percent of
forms with lane jumping had Person 1 Hispanic. We also looked at lane jumpers by language
column use and found that 14.2 percent of households that predominantly used the Spanish
language column were lane jumpers.

4.3 Item Nonresponse Rate Analysis
4.3.1 Item Nonresponse Rates by Panel

Next we considered whether the language of the paper form influenced the presence of a
response to the questions. Item nonresponse is important to study, as it is one indicator of the
extent to which a particular item may be subject to nonresponse bias. For this analysis, we
calculated the item nonresponse rates for five person level data items (sex, Hispanic origin, race,
ancestry, and overcount) and four housing unit level data items (household count, tenure*,
undercount and telephone number). Note that we cannot compare rates for age/year of birth and
relationship between the bilingual and English forms due to differences in item wording (see
appendices A and B). When computing rates for the bilingual form, total item nonresponse took
into account both language columns; that is, we deemed an item missing if there was no response
in the English column and there was no response in the Spanish column. Table 2 contains
national item nonresponse rates for the bilingual form and English form.

3 Note that we did not see a trend of reporting the same person twice in the English and Spanish columns.
However, completing the first few person level items could lead to “extra” data-defined persons being included in
processing, which could impact coverage.

! Note that there is a slight wording difference for the tenure response options across forms, however, we do not
expect this difference to impact item nonresponse rates.
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Table 2. Item Nonresponse Rates and Standard Errors (in percent) by Language
Treatment

ltem English Form  Bilingual Form (Bilin[g);:j;?r—eg:neglish)
Estimate Estimate Estimate Std. Err.

Household Items

Household count 1.1 2.7 1.6 0.27
Tenure 1.5 3.5 2.0™ 0.29
Undercount 7.3 10.4 3.1 0.51
Telephone number 8.1 10.0 1.9™ 0.53
Person Items

Sex 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.09
Hispanic origin 2.6 4.5 1.9™ 0.26
Race 3.6 3.9 0.3 0.31
Ancestry 13.2 12.5 -0.7 0.65
Overcount 1.1 1.0 0.0 0.14

* Indicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.10 level.
**|ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.05 level.
*** |ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.01 level.

Table 2 shows item nonresponse rates for the bilingual panel were significantly higher than the
English only panel for household count, tenure, undercount, telephone number and Hispanic
origin®. Note that while undercount and telephone number had higher item nonresponse rates
for the bilingual panel, these items are generally used for operational purposes and are not
publicly reported. Item nonresponse rates for sex, race, ancestry and overcount were not
statistically different across treatments.

The difference in item nonresponse rates for all household items was somewhat surprising so we
looked further at the percent of households with all household data missing. The bilingual panel
had a significantly higher percent of forms with all household level items missing (2.1 percent)
compared to the English panel (0.4 percent). This may suggest that the increase in item
nonresponse for the household items on the bilingual form is more of a bilingual form design
issue rather than an item nonresponse issue (i.e., the bilingual form design allowed respondents
to miss the first page).

The first page of the bilingual form that contains the household items has less “white space” than
the English only form since the residency rules are included twice (once in English and once in
Spanish) on the page (see appendices A and B). Respondents may have quickly looked at this
page and dismissed it as simply more instructions. Also, preliminary results from cognitive
testing of the bilingual form showed that some Spanish-speaking respondents tended to look to
the left side of the form (the English column) on each page before locating the Spanish column

> We studied whether we could impute Hispanic origin from the ancestry question when the Hispanic origin
question was blank. We found that the item nonresponse rate for Hispanic origin dropped by 70% for both panels
using the imputed ancestry data; however, the bilingual panel still exhibited significantly higher item nonresponse
than the English panel.
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(Caspar et al., 2006). Thus, it is possible that some respondents may not have noticed the
Spanish column until getting further into the questionnaire.

In addition to the potential forms design issue, there are several other factors that may have
contributed to the higher prevalence of missing household data on the bilingual form. For
instance, this increase in household item nonresponse may be a product of the population
responding to the bilingual form. As we show in section 4.4 of this report, the bilingual form
increases the percent of Hispanics included on the returns compared to the English only form.
Moreover, the increase in household item nonresponse for the bilingual form may also be related
to question translation since there was limited pre-testing conducted on this form. Finally, as
suggested above, early cognitive research results suggest that the Spanish column may be
initially overlooked (Caspar et al., 2006). Thus, there are quite a few factors that may be driving
the item nonresponse differences between the bilingual and English forms.

Finally, we also looked at the percent of sampled housing units (excluding UAA cases) with all
household level items missing for the bilingual panel™®. We wanted to get a better understanding
of the tradeoff between the increase in missing household data and the increase in paper self-
response rates. Thus, we compared the percent of sampled housing units with all household
level data missing (1.1 percent) against the percentage point increase in paper response to the
panel (2.2 percentage points). When examining these results, we see that there is still a 1.1
percentage point net gain in overall paper response when taking into account the rate of missing
household data.

We also compared item nonresponse rates across the treatments for each stratum separately in
Table 3.

18 The full sample item nonresponse rates for the bilingual panel household items are: household count, 1.5 percent;
tenure, 1.9 percent; undercount, 5.8 percent and telephone, 5.7 percent.

USCENSUSBUREAU 12



Table 3. Item Nonresponse Rates and Standard Errors (in percent) by Language
Treatment and Strata

High Non-White or Hispanic Low Non-White or Hispanic
Concentration Concentration
ltem English  Bilingual Di_fference English  Bilingual Difference
Form Form (Bil - Eng) Form Form (Bil — Eng)
Est. Est. Est. Std. Err. Est. Est. Est. étr?
Household Items
Household count 1.6 4.0 257 0.46 0.9 2.3 1.4 0.32
Tenure 2.3 4.9 267 0.50 1.2 3.1 1.8 0.35
Undercount 9.2 13.2 40" 0.88 6.8 9.5 277 0.62
Telephone number 9.3 11.0 1.77 0.77 7.7 9.7 1.9™ 0.66
Person Items
Sex 0.8 0.9 0.2 0.21 0.5 0.5 -0.1 0.10
Hispanic origin 3.8 5.4 1.6™ 0.43 2.2 4.2 217 0.31
Race 8.3 10.2 1.97 0.90 2.1 1.7 -0.4 0.27
Ancestry 12.0 11.2 -0.9 0.91 13.6 13.0 -0.6 0.82
Overcount 15 1.8 0.3 0.34 0.9 0.7 -0.2 0.15

* Indicates difference is statistically significant at the o.=.10 level.
**Indicates difference is statistically significant at the o.=.05 level.
*** Indicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.01 level.

As for panel comparisons by strata, the results were similar to the national results with all
household items and Hispanic origin being significantly higher for the bilingual panel compared
to the English only panel, for both strata. Additionally, within the high stratum, the race item
nonresponse rate was significantly higher for the bilingual panel as compared to the English only
panel. This difference in item nonresponse for the race item was not surprising since there were
more Hispanics reported on the bilingual form (see section 4.4) and Hispanics tend to omit race
more than non-Hispanics (Martin et al., 2004; del Pinal, 2003).

Results from the 1993 Spanish Forms Availability Test suggested that Hispanics were more
likely to omit information on the Spanish form (bilingual or separate form) compared to
Hispanics who responded to the English form (Corteville, 1994;de la Puente et al., 1994a).
Therefore, we compared item nonresponse rates across the forms for Hispanic and non-Hispanic
respondents to test whether this result was replicated in this experiment (see Table 4). We used
the characteristics of Person 1 to describe the respondent. Admittedly, past research suggests
that Person 1 is not the respondent roughly 30 percent of the time (DeMaio et al., 1990) *'.

7 We also ran the item nonresponse rates for the person items by Hispanic origin of each person (not just Person 1).
We also found no significant differences in item nonresponse between panels for the person items for Hispanics and
non-Hispanics using this approach.
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Table 4. Item Nonresponse Rates™® and Standard Errors (in percents) by Language
Treatment and Person 1 Hispanic/Non-Hispanic®®

Person 1 Hispanic Person 1 Non-Hispanic
English  Bilingual Difference English Bilingual Difference
Item Form Form (Bil — Eng) Form Form (Bil - Eng)
Est. Est. Est. Std. Err. Est. Est. Est. étr?
Household Items
Household count 1.0 2.4 157 0.74 1.0 1.6 06" 0.22
Tenure 2.4 4.1 1.6" 0.99 1.2 2.2 1.0™" 0.25
Undercount 12.4 15.8 33" 1.96 6.4 8.6 2.2 0.51
Telephone number 8.1 9.5 1.4 1.51 7.8 8.6 0.8 0.53
Person Items
Sex 0.8 0.8 0.1 0.40 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.09
Race® 27.1 26.1 -1.0 2.49 1.0 1.1 0.1 0.13
Ancestry 14.8 13.4 -1.4 2.02 12.6 11.8 -0.8 0.69
Overcount 2.9 2.2 -0.7 0.76 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.10

* Indicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.10 level.
**|ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.05 level.
*** |ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.01 level.

Table 4 shows that, for Hispanic and non-Hispanic respondents alike, item nonresponse for
household count, tenure and undercount are significantly higher for the bilingual panel as
compared to the English only panel. Again, this could be a function of the form design in
completing the household data on the bilingual form, as previously mentioned. No other
differences in item nonresponse were found by Hispanic origin of Person 1. These results
provide limited support for the SFAT evaluation finding that Hispanics are more likely to omit
data on a bilingual form than Hispanics who use an English form (de la Puente et al., 1994a).

For both panels, the item nonresponse rate for the race question is considerably higher for
Hispanic respondents (27.1 percent for English form and 26.1 percent for bilingual form) than
for Non-Hispanic respondents (1.0 percent for the English form and 1.1 percent for the bilingual
form). This trend is consistent with past findings that Hispanics are less inclined to answer the
race question than non-Hispanics (Martin et al., 2004; del Pinal, 2003). That is, some Hispanics
find reporting on both Hispanic origin and race to be redundant or they simply do not apply the
race categories to themselves (Martin et al., 1990).

18 Note that we found a slight correlation between missing data for Hispanic origin and missing data for other items,
suggesting that people who leave Hispanic origin blank are more likely to leave other items blank as well.
Therefore, item nonresponse rates in Table 4 will be slightly lower than expected, since respondents missing
Hispanic origin are excluded in the table.

19 Sample sizes: Person 1 Hispanic/English form: n = 1,371; Person 1 Hispanic/Bilingual form: n = 512; Person 1
Non-Hispanic/English form: n = 11,937; Person 1 Non-Hispanic/Bilingual form: n = 4,046.

20 The lack of difference in race item nonresponse rates in Table 4 may also be evidence that the estimates are low.
That is, the race item nonresponse rate was significantly higher for the bilingual panel overall and for areas with a
high concentration of non-White or Hispanic populations, however, is was not significantly different across panels
by Hispanic origin for Person 1.
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4.3.2 Item Nonresponse Rates — Bilingual Form Only

We then examined item nonresponse rates between the two language columns on the bilingual
form (see Table 5 below). For this analysis, we calculated the item nonresponse rates for seven
person level data items (age/year of birth, sex, relationship, Hispanic origin, race, ancestry, and
overcount) and four housing unit level data items (household count, tenure, undercount and
telephone number). We assigned persons or households to each language column to compute
rates based on the language column that was used most heavily?*. For example, if Person 2
provided all data in Spanish with the exception of sex, which was provided in the English
column, he or she was counted in the Spanish column and was included as item nonresponse for
the sex question.

Table 5. Item Nonresponse Rates and Standard Errors (in percent) by Language Column
on the Bilingual Form?#

English Spanish Difference
Item Column Column (Spanish — English)
Est. Est. Est. Std. Err.
Household Items
Household count 2.6 7.8 537" 1.97
Tenure 3.3 9.3 6.0 2.09
Undercount 10.0 24.8 148" 3.46
Telephone number 10.0 9.9 -0.1 2.27
Person Items
Age/Year of birth 0.8 1.4 0.6 0.59
Sex 0.6 1.3 0.7 0.96
Relationship (per 2+) 0.8 2.1 1.3 0.90
Hispanic origin 4.5 4.7 0.2 1.13
Race 2.9 314 285 3.94
Ancestry 12.6 12.0 -0.6 2.84
Overcount 0.9 5.3 457 1.59

* Indicates difference is statistically significant at the o.=.10 level.
**|ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.05 level.
*** Indicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.01 level.

Table 5 shows item nonresponse rates for household count, tenure, undercount, race and
overcount were significantly higher for the Spanish column as compared to the English column.
The undercount item nonresponse rate for the Spanish column was considerably higher (by 14.8
percentage points) than the English column. Again the household item results were somewhat
unexpected, so we looked at the percent of bilingual forms with all household items missing by
language. The respondents that used the Spanish column had a significantly higher proportion of
respondents that had all household items missing (5.9 percent) than the respondents who used the
English column (2.0 percent). As noted above, there are many potential reasons for this
difference, including question translation and form design.

21 |f both columns were completed equally, we randomly assigned the person or household to one of the columns.
22 sample sizes: English column: n = 4,599; Spanish column: n = 178.
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Looking at the person items, we see that the race item nonresponse rate was significantly higher
for the Spanish column (by 28.5 percentage points) than the English column. Note that the vast
majority of people who used the Spanish column were Hispanic (see section 4.4), and Hispanics
are less likely to answer race, as previously mentioned. Additionally, cognitive testing of the
bilingual form with Spanish-speaking respondents revealed that the note under the race question
(“for this census, Hispanic origins are not races”) might have inadvertently served as a skip
instruction for some Spanish-speaking respondents (Caspar et al., 2006).

We also noticed an increase in item nonresponse for the coverage overcount question. The intent
of the coverage overcount question was to detect whether each person listed on the form should
be counted at another place. The noticeable increase in item nonresponse for the overcount
question may indicate that this question is sensitive to Spanish-speaking respondents.

Finally, we studied item nonresponse between the two language columns on the bilingual form
for Hispanics. Table 6 presents the item nonresponse rates by language column for cases where
Person 1 (i.e., respondent) was Hispanic®. Item nonresponse rates are not shown for Person 1
non-Hispanic due to the fact that too few non-Hispanics filled out the Spanish column, so we
could not make comparisons between the columns.

Table 6. Item Nonresponse Rates and Standard Errors (in percent) by Language Column
for Person 1 Hispanic on the Bilingual Form®*

Person 1 Hispanic

Item English Spanish Difference
Column Column (Spanish — English)
Est. Est. Est. Std. Err.
Household Items
Household count 1.2 6.0 48" 1.79
Tenure 3.3 6.0 2.7 2.03
Undercount 13.1 22.1 9.0" 3.89
Telephone number 10.7 6.6 -4.0 2.67
Person Items
Age/Year of birth 1.4 1.5 0.1 0.82
Sex 0.6 1.4 0.8 1.04
Relationship (per 2+) 2.1 15 -0.6 1.20
Race 22.8 32.6 9.7" 4.70
Ancestry 13.9 12.3 -1.6 3.55
Overcount 0.9 4.9 407 1.59

* Indicates difference is statistically significant at the o.=.10 level.
**|ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.05 level.
*** Indicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.01 level.

Table 6 shows that item nonresponse rates for household count, undercount, race and overcount
were significantly higher for the Spanish column than for the English column for Hispanic

2% We also ran person item nonresponse rates by Hispanic origin of each person (not just Person 1). We found the
same significant differences (race and overcount), while all other person items were not significant.
2+ sample sizes: English column: n = 352; Spanish column: n = 160.
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respondents. These results provide some support for the SFAT result that showed that item
nonresponse rates were higher for Spanish language than English language for Hispanic
respondents, specifically for household items and race (de la Puente et al., 1994a). Note that
caution should be used in interpreting these results due to small cell sizes in both columns (see
footnote for sample counts).

4.4 Comparisons of Demographic Characteristics

The 2005 NCT sample was selected such that each panel contained a random sample of housing
units from the mailout/mailback universe. Therefore, we would expect that the persons for
whom data are provided would be demographically similar across the panels, unless the offer of
a bilingual form influenced the self-selection of those that chose to respond.

We hypothesized that the bilingual form would be more appealing than the English form to
certain people, especially those who are primarily Spanish-speaking. This analysis helped
determine whether the people listed on the bilingual form differed from the people listed on the
English form. Again, the data for this comparison came solely from the paper returns for both
panels.

Table 7. Demographic Characteristics and Standard Errors (in percents) by Language
Treatment

ltem English Form  Bilingual Form (Bilin[g)]:j;?r—erllzcneglish)

Est. Est. Est. Std. Err.
Average household size 2.4 25 01" 0.04
Male 47.8 46.5 -1.3*** 0.41
Hispanic 10.5 12.0 1.57 0.54

RBCe e

White 80.1 79.5 -0.6 0.67
Black 9.0 9.1 0.0 0.44
American Indian/Alaska Native 05 0.6 0.1 0.13
Asian 4.2 4.5 0.2 0.37
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.10
Some Other Race 3.9 4.5 0.6 0.39
Two or more races 2.0 1.7 -0.3 0.21

* Indicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.10 level.
**|ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.05 level.
*** |ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.01 level.

Table 7 shows the distribution of demographic characteristics for each panel. In general, there
are few demographic differences between English form returns and bilingual form returns, with
three exceptions. Household size and the proportion of Hispanic persons were both significantly
higher for the bilingual form. The English form had more males compared to the bilingual form.

The increase in the percent of Hispanics on the bilingual form is noteworthy, since Hispanics
have been notably undercounted in previous censuses (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004). This finding
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also justifies the observed increase in household size. With more Hispanics responding to the
bilingual form, the larger household size is consistent with findings from Ramirez et al. (2002),
which shows that Hispanics live in larger households than non-Hispanics. However, the finding
that there are more males reported on the English form than the Bilingual form contradicts
previous research by Ramirez (2004), which suggests that males outnumber females in the
Hispanic community. We have no immediate explanation for this finding.

Table 8 below shows the distribution of demographic characteristics for each language column
on the bilingual questionnaire”. Note that race categories for Black, American Indian/Alaska
Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander and Two or more races were removed from the
table due to small cell counts and disclosure avoidance issues.

Table 8. Demographic Characteristics and Standard Errors (in percents) by Language
Column on the Bilingual Form

English Spanish Difference
Item Column Column (Spanish — English)
Est. Est. Est. Std. Err.
Average household size 2.5 3.8 1.3 0.17
Renters 22.9 39.3 16.3™ 4.39
Average age 41.5 31.1 -10.5™ .96
Male 46.3 51.1 4.8™ 1.45
Hispanic 8.7 97.1 88.47 .96
R
White 80.1 57.2 -22.87 5.53
Some Other Race 3.4 41.6 38.17 5.42

* Indicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.10 level.
**|ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a.=.05 level.
*** |ndicates difference is statistically significant at the a=.01 level.

The data suggest several differences between English column responses and Spanish column
responses. A significantly higher proportion of people in the Spanish column were renters, male,
Hispanic and of Some Other Race. These persons were also from larger households and younger
than those in the English column.

Table 8 shows that 97.1 percent of the people on the bilingual form that used the Spanish column
were Hispanic. This result was not surprising, nor were the other demographic results shown in
Table 8, as they have been shown to be correlated with being Hispanic. That is, past research
(Ramirez, 2004) supports the notion that Hispanics tend to be younger and renters than non-
Hispanics. This research also shows that males outnumber females in the Hispanic population
(Ramirez, 2004). Furthermore, household size results are consistent with findings from Ramirez
et al. (2002), which show that Hispanics live in larger households than non-Hispanics. And
finally, the race results are also consistent with past research, in that, Hispanics are more likely to
report their race as either “White” or “Some Other Race” (when the question is asked with this
particular wording) compared to non-Hispanics (Grieco et al., 2000).

% For the person items, language column was assigned to each person based on the column that was used most
heavily in reporting data for that person.
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4.5 Public Reaction to the Bilingual Form

There was no formal evaluation to scientifically measure the reaction of respondents to the
bilingual form in the 2005 NCT. Therefore, we cannot infer from this experiment what public
reaction would be if the bilingual form were included in a decennial census. As an attempt to get
some indication, the Decennial Management Division (DMD) coordinated an effort to document
anecdotal information on the public’s reaction to receiving a bilingual census form. In early
September 2005, the External Liaison Branch of DMD widely distributed an email message to
regional offices and other Census Bureau divisions providing guidance on how to answer
respondent inquiries concerning the 2005 NCT. Most importantly, this message included a
request for these areas to document any inquiries related to the 2005 NCT Bilingual
Questionnaire. Additionally, DMD combed through bilingual form returns that included written
correspondence (i.e., comments written on the questionnaire) to provide insight on reactions to
the use of dual languages.

This investigation resulted in less than ten instances of communication regarding the bilingual
questionnaire. In these inquiries, almost all respondents wondered why they received an English
and Spanish questionnaire. DMD encountered no negative public feedback concerning the 2005
NCT bilingual questionnaire.

While we did not scientifically measure public reaction to the form, we can say that the data for
this 10,000 housing unit sample showed no sign of backlash since we did not see any drop in
self-response rates, even in areas that were heavily concentrated with non-Hispanic whites.
However, it is important to note that this experiment was limited to 10,000 housing units across
the country, and we have no way of knowing what the reaction would be if the form were
distributed on a much larger scale.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS
Conclusions

The data from the 2005 National Census Test show that a bilingual form significantly increases
self-response nationally, and more specifically, in areas where there is a high concentration of
non-White or Hispanic populations. Item nonresponse rates for the bilingual form were higher
for most household level items, which may suggest a possible forms design issue or may be a
product of the population responding (i.e., more Hispanic respondents). In addition, there were a
minimal amount of bilingual form lane jumpers, which may suggest there was little confusion
with the dual language design of the bilingual form. Finally, the bilingual form had larger
households, more Hispanic persons and fewer males compared to the English form.

Future considerations
An important issue that needs to be considered in offering a bilingual form is that of data

processing. As a result of dual language design, the bilingual data may require different
processing standards and procedures if implemented in a decennial census.
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For the 2005 NCT, the bilingual data were captured such that there were two records for each
household and for each person (one record for English and one for Spanish). This is not the
format used for standard capture data, where there is generally one record per household and one
per person. Also, evaluation staff rather than the processing area conducted data processing for
the 2005 NCT. As a result, there was no system test to see how the bilingual data could be
integrated into the standard data processing system in terms of format as well as edits and
imputations.

Additionally, some respondents provided data in both languages (i.e., lane jumpers). These data
were clerically reviewed to determine which language record was the primary record. Also, in
some cases, valid data needed to be transferred to the primary record. (For example, a
respondent completed the form in English, except for race, which was completed in Spanish.
The race data needed to be included in the English record so as not to be deemed missing.)

Another important issue that needs to be considered in offering a bilingual form in the future is
that of public reaction in a decennial census environment. We have no indication of any
backlash (both from data and feedback) from this test for a national sample of 10,000 housing
units; however, we cannot predict public reaction if the form is distributed to a larger audience in
the 2010 census.
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2005 National Census Test Bilingual Form (Panel 20)

4
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
E, scs and Statistics Administrats

U8, Consus Bureau
Washlagnan, DC 202330001

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

N
,

August 29, 2005

Dear Resident:

The United States Constitution requires a census of
the United States every 10 years. To prepare for the
2010 Census, the U.S. Census Bureau is conducting
the 2005 National Census Test, The purpose of this
test is to develop new methods that will make the
2010 Census easier, more convenient, and less costly

for taxpayers.

There are two ways to provide census information for
all people living at this address. Please choose ONLY
one:

OPTION 1 » Go to www.census.gov/census2005 fo
complete your questionnaire on-line.

{English only)
OR
OPTION 2 » Complete and malil back the enclosed

questionnaire in the postage-paid

envelope provided.
Your assistance in helping us improve the census is
important. Results from the 2010 Census will be used
to help each community get its fair share of federal
funding.
Your answers are required and confidential by law
(Title 13, United States Code, Sections 9, 141, 193,
214, and 221). This law protects your privacy and
requires that you provide the information requested.
Only persons sworn to protect Census Bureau data
will have access to the information you provide — and
no one else. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Charles Louis Kincannon
Director, U.S. Census Bureau

Enclosures

USCENSUSBUREAU

Walping You Maka infermed Deciaioar

rom DC-1(E/S)
320050

USCENSUSBUREAU

 Nafional Census Test |

[

556

XN
N
29 de agosto de 2005

Censo Nacional de Prueba de 2005

DEPARTAMENTO DE COMERCIO DE LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS
Admini ion de B iay Estadists

¥
Oncina del Censo de los EEUU.
Washingion, € M2I3001

QFCINA CELORECTOR

Estimado Residente:

La Constitucién de los Estados Unidos decreta que se
realice un censo en los Estados Unidos cada 10
afnos. En preparacion para el Censo del 2010, la
Oficina del Censo de los Estados Unidos esta
llevando a cabo el Censo Nacional de Prueba de
2005. El propésito de esta prueba es desarrollar
nuevos métodos que haran el Censo del 2010 mas
facil, mas conveniente y menos costoso para los
contribuyentes.

Hay dos maneras de proveer para el censo la
informacion sobre todas las, FI’SOMS que viven en
esta direccion. Por favor, SOLO escoja una:

OPCION 1 » Vaya a www.census.gov/census2005
fa completar su cuestionario en linea.
an inglés solamente)
o
OPCION 2 » Complete el cuestionario adjunto y
devuélvalo por correo en el sobre
prepagado que se incluye.

Su asistencia en ayudamos a meiorar el censo es
importante. Los resultados del Censo del 2010 se
utilizaran para ayudar a cada comunidad obtener su
parte justa de los fondos federales.

La ley (secciones 9, 141, 193, 214 y 221 del titulo 13
del Codigo de los Estados Unidos) requiere y protege
la confidencialidad de sus respuestas. Esta ley
protege su privacidad y requiere que usted provea la
informacion que se solicita. Solo las personas que
han juramentado proteger los datos de la Oficina del
Censo-y nadie mas —tendrdn acceso a la
informacién que usted provee. Gracias.

Atentamente,

Charles Louis Kincannon
Director, Oficina del Censo de los Estados Unidos

Angjos
USCENSUSBUREAU

Haiping Yow Make informed Daginiang
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Appendix A

2005 National Census Test Bilingual Form (Panel 20)

| 55it° 2005 Natonal Conss Tost

OMB No. 06070015 Appeoval Expines 05/3002005

This is your official U.S. Census form. It is quick, eas:
and your answers are protected by law. Please complete
your form in the language most comfortable for you and

return it today.

— Start here

Include these people:

* People who live here most
of the time, even if they
have somewhers else 1o
live

» Roommatss or boamdss.

» Children living here,
inchudineg foster children

+ People stayin hmon
September 15,

have no cther permanent
placs o stay

apartment, or mobile

Before you answer Question 1, count the people living in this
house, apartment, or mobile home using our guidelines.

Do NOT include thess people:

+ College students who v

awsy

Armed Forces personnel

who live away

People who live or stay
somewhere else most of

thes time

People who, on

September 15, 2005, arein:

- & nursing home

- & mental hospital
- a comectional facility

(enample; jail)

How many people were living or staying in this housa,
home on Septembar 7

amoerorpeope- ||

Were there any additional people staying here September 15, 2005
thatyou did not include in Question 17 Mark [X] sifthat sppiy.

a Crildran, such 85 newbaorn babkss o foster chldisn
[ metatives, such as adultchitaren, cousins, o In-laws
D Nonrslalives, such as Icommabss of lhwe-in baly sittars.

[ peopie staying s tamporarty

No aoditions psopis

Is this house, apartment, of mobile home . ..

Mari [] ONE box.

O c»nacl by youl of S0mBons In this housshold with & maigage of

D Crwmied by you of UOM&?.I\I'# Mis housshold Tee and clasar

(without a morgags of
Rentad for cash rent?

D Cocupbad without payment of cash rent?

understand an answer.
Araa Code + Numbst

o What is yourtelephons number? We may cai if we don't

° Begin with Person 1 on the next page.

N
Form CC-NE) (5320051

USCENSUSBUREAU

Ceise® Censo Nacional de Prueba de (

Num. de OME 2607.0015: Aprobade Hosla 06'30/2008

Este s su cuestionario oficial del Censo de los EEUU. Es

facll y ripido de contestar y sus respuestas astin d:romidas
r favor, complete su cuestionario en el

58 shnta mas comodo y devuélvalo por correo hoy.

Comience Aqui

Antes de contestar la Pregunta 1, cuente a las personas que
viven en esta casa, apartamento o casa mévil usando
nuestras instrucciones,

Incluya a estas personas:  NOincluya aestas personas:
* Personas qua sa cuedan + Estudisntss universitarios
aquila mayor parts dal que viven fusra dal hogar
tRMpo, SUNQUE ERGAN SN0, Pyragnal de las Fuerzas
Iugar doneds vivir Amnadas que vive en otro lugar
* Compaferos d cusmoo » Personas que viven o 98
nquiinos quedan en otro lugarla
» Nifce que viven aqul, mayor pams del iempo
incluyendo hipps de cianza P@:wqueel 15de
. P 28 quedab de 2006
aquiel 15de sepiembre de astaban en:
o Vueno m:n o:'o = un hogar de convalecencia
gar parmanente donde - un hosgpital para enfermos
quedarss msmﬂo
= un centro de cormccian (por

ejerrplo: una cérosl)

LCudntas parsonas vivian o e quedaban en esta casa,
apartamento o casa movil el 15 de septismbre de 20057

mwoceprsons - :[
o i Habi dici dandose aquiel 15 de

sept iembre de 2005 que usted no no incluyd en la Pragunta 17
Marque [2] todss s que spiquen.

|:| Nifos, les oomo bebés reckin nacldos o hips de clanza

[ panentss, takse com hjos aduttas, primes o perlentas poliicos

Parsonas ?Js noson palkentes, tees oomo compansios ds
CURND O NINSIE que WIve an &l Noges

[ rersanas que ss qusdsn squi tsmporaiments
[ no hay perscaass sdicicnalas

o (Es esta casa, apartamento o casa mavil . . .
Marque [£] UNA casilis
D Pro pl—dsa Sirya O o8 algulen =n seta hogar 0on una hipotsca o
préslam

O Propladad seys. d aguen en st hoger v i deuda (s
una hipokeca o prasta

D Alquilada por psgc-enalscl.n‘?
[ ocupagasn pago de siquik sn sfactive?

o £ Cual #s sunumero de teléfono? Pueds que o iamemos si
o @niEndemos UNs BSpUesia

Cadgo ds Ares + NUME(C

o Comience con la Persona 1 en la proxima pagina.
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Appendix A

2005 National Census Test Bilingual Form (Panel 20)
~ Person 1 "

[10)

©

Next, if an owner or renter of this house or apartment lives here,
print the person’s name below. If an cwner or remer doss not live
here, print the name of any adult living here. This is Person 1. [On
he next page, we wil ask sbout e other people you cownted in
CQueston 1.)

What is Person 1's name? Frint name Delow.
Last Name

What is Person 1's sex? Mas: [ ONE boe.

O maie O rFomae

What is Person 1's age and what is Person 1's date of birth?

Frint numbers in Doxes.

Manth Day "Year of b

Age on
September 15, 2005

Is Person 1 of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?

Yes o

What is Person 1's race? Mark |*] one or more races.
For Mis census, HIspanc onging &re nof reces,

[ white or Caucasian
[ siack, Arican &m., of Negro
[J american ingian or Alaska Native
Aslan
D Mative Hawallan or Cher Pacilic Islander
D Soma other racs

People in the United States are from many countries, tribes,
and cultural groups. What is Person 1's ancestry or tribe?
For exgmpie, faian, Afnican Amencan, Dominscan, Alsut
Jemacan Crinese, Pelistan, Sabvedomn Rosebud Sioux,
Ngersn, Samosn, Aussisn, efc. 7

D Dan't know

Doss Person 1 live or stay here slse?
D No D Yes - Mark Elz-u reasons el sooly.

D For & child custody

O 1o anena colege
arrangement

[ e be closer te werek ap
O wine in the mirary While in Jail cr prison

To siay st ssasons [ write in a nursing home
of second rasidence ] For ancther raason

If more people live here, continue with Person 2.

USCENSUSBUREAU

A

Persona 1

Ahora, i el inquiline o dueno de esta casa o apartamento vive
aqui, #scriba &n letra de molde a continuacion el nombre de la
persona. Si el dusnio o inquiline no vive aqui, escriba an letra de
molde &l nombre de algun adulto que viva aqui. Este serd la
Persona 1. (En & proxams paging pregunisremos sobre (s ofes

Dersonas gue Ls ted contd én i Pregunts 1)

o

& nombre enietra de moide.

¢ Cudl e ¢l nombre de la Persona 17 Escnbs s comnusoon

Apaiids

Nomere

Inizial

L Cudl &3 &l sexo de la Persona 17 Mergus (2] LA casite.

D rasculing

LCudl es la edad de la Persona 1y cudl es su fecha de nacimiento?

Edadel 1500

EscriDg i0s nUMeros en ias casilas
seplismbre 32 2005 Mas Diz A

iEs la Persona 1 de origen hispano, latino o sspanol?
sc. Owe

Pars este censo, ongen ispand no &5 Lns razs
D Blanca o caucasica
[0 Megra o stncana amencana
[ iraas amenicana o natva o2 Alsska
Asiatica
MNaliva de Hawall u olra de las islas 32l PacTico
D Alg\ns olraraza

1)

NQenand, SEMOENA Nnsa, &L, 7

D No sabe

D N
O

Para estar mas cerca osl

O

Fars quadsrse en uns
rési3encla eslacional ¢ una

s8gunda residencia
e Si mas personas viven aqui, continie con la Persona 2.

Form CC-1ES) [6-3-2005)
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WMo 02 nacimianis

B ; Cusl es la raza de la Persona 17 Marque [X] una o mds razas.

Las personas en los Estados Unidos provienen de muchos paises,
tribus y grupos cuhurales. ;Cudl es la ascendencia o tribu de la
Persona 17 For sjempin, itslsns, sfncsns smencana domnicans,
Soura jamacens, ching peousiens, saivsaomnens, Absebud Siowr

iVive 0 se queda a veces la Persona 1 en algin otro lugar?

]:[ 8- r.hruuem 0dss (@5 rarones gue apiguen.

[0 parassistr s tauriversizsa [ For un arregio 0s
cusioala de rifics

D Mientras esta en la

Lgar 3 tratao
[ mentras asts en e CArM 0 priston
sardclo millar [ mienvas esta enun

hogar e convalecencia
D For dguna olra razon




Appendix A

2005 National Census Test Bilingual Form (Panel 20)

- Person 2 " Persona 2

o What is Person 2's name? Frinf nams bsiow. £ Cual es el nombre de la Persona 27 Esonbs & confrvscian
Last Narme & nompre en lsrs de mode.

NEEEEEEE NN o
First Name Mi .

| | | | | | o | | | | Momore Inicial
How is this person related to Person 17 Aan Eowe bor. 9 Como &5t esta persona relacionada con la Persona 17
[ tusbanda or wite O sorvindzw or aaughisr-n-law Msroue [Euia cssiiie
O skicgica scn or qaugnter [ atner retatve [ Eespzes o espesa O vama o nusra
D Adopled 500 OF daughier D Reomer or boarder D Hijo o hia biokxglco(a) D Otre parienta
[ stepeon e stepasugntar [ Housemate o rocmmans O Hio o ria adeeteia O inquitne(a) ¢ pugsioga)
[ sretner o sisser 0 unmarriea partnee O Hisstre o rijsstra O (3) 0@ Cas3 0

‘ a2 cuato

O Fatner r metner O Foster chiacr soster agut O Hermanc o nemana O _

Granacnla D Qtner nonrelative D Padre ¢ madre O Compaiercs) no casada(l)

. . Hilo{3) d@ cnanza o aquits
O rareatin-aw 0O mewis) Balo custodia
O svegroga O ave noparinte

What is this person’s sex? Mark [X]ONE box i Cudl e &l sexo de esta persona? Margue | X] UNA cesiis
O wmaie O remae O sasscuino [ remenine
What is this person’s age and what is this person’s date of birth? 4 Cudl es la edad de esta persona y cudl #s su fecha de nacimiento?
Age on Exint NUMBErs N Boxes. Eagsd el 15 de EsoriDa ios nOMaros en i3 casilas.
September 15, 2005 Month Cay Year of brtn seplismbre 92 2005 s Dia Aflo 32 nacimianiz

Is this person of His panic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
Yes D No

4Es esta p de origen hisg latine o espanal?
S Mo
1Cudl e 1a raza de esta persona? Marque [Xuna o més rezes.
Fars &5 08 0enso, ongen MASpEND NO 5 LNE rals.
O snca o caucssica
[ negra o anicana amencana
D India amaricana o nathva d2 Alaska
O asianea
Mabiva de Hawall u olra O las klas dal Facifcs
O aguna otrarazs

What is this person’s race? Mark [£] one or more races.
For this census, HIS_DS".\C ongins ane not reces.

O writs or caucasian
[ sisck, atican am., or Nego

Amarican Indian or Alaska Native
D Aslan
D Native Hawallan or Other Paciic Islander
O soms omer race
People in the United States are from many countries, tribes,
and cultural groups. What is this person's ancestry or tribe?
For exampis, taisn, Afican Amencan, Domincan, Alsut,
Jsmscan, Chinese, Pskistan, Sabsdomn, Rosebud Sicux,
Nigeran, Samoan, Russian, sc.

D Coant know
o Doss this person somatimas live or stay somswheare sles?
O ne O ves - e [E ai raasons mar ooy

[ rostengconege [ Forachig custaay

Las personas en los Estados Unides provienen de muchos paises,
tribus y grupos culurales. ;Cudl es la dencia o ibu de esta
persona? For sempb, f2ieng, SMcans smencans, oMINCEns slsurs
Jamacsns, ching psguistans, savsdomens, Rosedud Sioux, ngenana,
S&MOANS, NS4 éc rd

0 no sane

LVive o e queda a veces ssta parsona en algin otro lugar?

D L] D £l - Margue Ei‘?ﬂﬁ igs razones gue aoiguen.
[:I Para asisir a 13 uriversidad D For un arragio g2

To be closar ta work smangeme [0 Para extar mas cerca ot cusicala e rifce
[ whiein |all of prisan liger 02 tracalo [ nientres esta enia
[T wrie in the mitary [T smont one carcel o priskn
Wi In & rursing home jentras 2sla en
To slay at a seazonal 9 ssricio militar [ nisntras esta enun

or sacond residence | ] For anotner reascn D Para quedarse en una hogar de corvalecencia

residencia estacional o una D For diguna otra razon
segunda residencia

Si mas personas viven aqui, continde con la Persona 3,

(T

oO— 90 Q00 00

e If more people live here, continue with Person 3.

Form DC-1EE) (352005

040106 ||
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2005 National Census Test English Form (Panel 4)

Uit Stanes «

Censb;s

2005 National Census Test

This i the offiaal form for all the pecple at this address.

You nay elher anewer thie form on the nternet al

m.m#ﬂi OF Ml cut thie paper form.
ea of pen

Start here
Betore pou anewer Cusslion 1, count the paople Iving
In thie howss, apartment, or moble hone udng cur
Juidedines:
Bl the 5 pe P Do NOT hatuds the o6 pegple:
» Pacpie wnz Ivahers » Cobiga Sdanhs who s peay
mosict hetima, aven » Armiad Foroas personna
1vs soma whars
sanhe bror 8
« Pacphs who [ve or stay
» Roommales o boanders sOMewnade ke noetaf
» Chikdren IMing hera, haine
Irehsting Reter chben |, pacrizwne,
-Pr 'suyl?nun.n -x'g:lbl L2005, arein
b 2005 whz -arwranghoma
P‘uﬁ.‘“ stay - amental hosptal
- acomectional tac iy
(axample: ol

1. How many pecplke wers lving or staying Inthk house,
apariment, of mobik home on Septenter 15, 20057

e

2. Were there any puTh
ﬂﬁplm |5 206 that you did mﬂrﬁuﬁs In
Owstion 17 Mk Do vats Ty
O Criien sech as reaton babias o ISt chien
O Raanes 2.0h 23 sl e, cousbs o6 kews
O Morvelativas, 2.ch 28 DM o - 0 baby Stai
O Pecple smarg hars tamgzeaty
0 W3 33 Monal peopks

3.k thks howse, aparment, ormobik homs —
Mark @ ONEbox
a ::ma m&mu :n'u:mmmruut:u Wit 3

K417 Pl AaTS o5ty 53

] Dma“‘\:uu ST uhl’l:nuu‘cl:mm
4 anargage or a7

O ramr
O Coapkdwios prmant of REs
4. Whal k your telsphonenunbaer? We may &l ¥ we
=i et R Rl BT
arvalom - s

AR Mo, 0BT 53 15 Agprovel Expres 08305008
(sow DC-1D wosm )
UVECENSUSBUREAU

USCENSUSBUREAU

Itis quick and sasy, ard your ars wars are protoctad by law.

5. Next, I an owner of renier of this house or apartment Ihes hers,
prnt ihe person’s nane beow. F an cwner of renter doss nol Ive
here, print Ihe name of any adut INIng here. This Is Person 1.
fn Bemeatpage. e Wl a3k about B olher peopke o courded
kR Owston 1)

What ks Person 1's name? Pt same Selow
Last Hare

Fra Hama L]

o

What I Pereon 1'% sex? M (Z) ONE bax
O us O Femes

N

What k Ferson 1'% dak of binth and what Ie Person 1'% age?
Errtnumbersk bones

Moah Oy Vi cibdth Aga 00 Sapta b 15, 20E

o

- ls Perecn 1 of Hispank, Latino, o Spankh origin?
Ovws Ow

o

. What s Person 1's race? Mark (@) ons or mors e
For b5 cansus MEpanic ofges are ol e
O wria o Cascarian
[ eack azan an, o Megs
LI arerican irdin o Aksa Hars
O aan
[T s Hawaion 0 Ot Fadiie lr
O 2ore cher 0%

10. People Inthe Lnted Staks are from many countries, tites, and
«lll\nlL e What k Person 1% ancesry or inibe 7 For ausr
Malsy ARty Anertsr, Dombiss Al aTuist Chhess, Fal'san)

Savacoras, Focad s Shax Nierss Sancen, Russbs, ok 4

0O pertinw

11. Does Person 1 somelimes I of say somentiars des?
O re O ves—vak Dalsams Rl gy
[0 Toasnd cclege O Ferachescunoy
OO rans coee mwors arargereet
I wrdain re mmary

a T::u asayonal
:I!IﬂMbiIS

O wae s jai e pazon
a Wik namning fore
O Ferasates eason

=+ ITmoes people Ive here, continue with Pereon 2.

28
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2005 National Census Test English Form (Panel 4)

’_Person 2

1. Whatis Person2’'s name? Print name balow.
Last Name | | |
First Nama | | | Ml

2. How is this person related to Person 17 Mark (X) ONE box.
[ Husbandwife O Otherrelative — Pritexsct relstonship. 7
[ Natural-boen son'daughier
O Adopted sondaughter
[ stepsonistepdaughter i NOT RELATED to Person 1:

O Bratharsister O Foomer, boardar

[ Fathermother O Housamate, roommate
[ Grand:hid O Unmaried panner

O Pasentindsw O Foetarchid

a Sorvinlawdaughier-in-law [ othernenrslative

3. Whatis this person’s sex? Mark (X) ONE box.
[ Male [ Femde

4. Vihat is this person’s date of birth and what is this person’s age?
Print numbers in boxes.
Manth Dty Year of birth Age on Seplember 15, 2006

5. ls this person of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
O vYee Owo

6. What is this person’s race? Mark (F) one or more races.
For this census, Hispanic origns are not races.

[T white or Caucasian
[ Black, Afrizan Am., or Nagro
I American Indian or Alaska Native
O ssian
[ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islande
[ scme other race
7. People in the United States are from many countries, tribes, and
cultural groups. What is this person’s ancestry or tribe? For exampla,

Italian, African Amencan, Dominican, Aleu, Jamacan, Chinase, Pakistani,
Salvadoran, Rosabud Sioux, Niganian, Samoan, Russian, etc.

I Don't know

8. Does this person sometimes live or stay somewhere else?
O No [0 Yes— task (F)aff mssons tat sgply.

O Toatend colege [ Forachild custody
[ Tobe dhoeer to werk arrangemeant
[T Whilein the military O vihieinjsil or prisca

[ Tostavats seasensl L Whiginanursinghams
or second residence [ Foranotherraason

=» If more people live here, continue with Person 3.

USCENSUSBUREAU 29
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