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Over the last two decades, there has been a major switch from
personal to tel ephone interviewing in the United States and many
ot her countries. 1In the United States tel ephone surveys now

conpl etely dom nate the fields of nmarket, canpaign, and public
opinion research. Wile initially the conversion occurred at the
| ow end of the nmarket, the switch-over has since proceeded upscale
to the premumside. Mchigan's survey of consuner sentinents and
behavi ors switched to tel ephone in 1976 and NORC s nati onal

| ongi t udi nal survey of youths adopted tel ephone reinterviewing in
1987. Simlarly, Mchigan's Anerican National Election study has
carried out experinmental conparisons of tel ephone and persona

I nterview ng (Shanks, et al., 1983) and the Bureau of the Census
has conducted a series of simlar experinents (Milry-Liggan, 1983
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and Marqui s and Bl ass, 1985). O her countries are also noving in a
simlar direction (WIson, Blackshaw, and Norris, 1988; Trewi n and
Lee, 1988)

Nunmer ous concerns have been rai sed by the switch-over to
t el ephone surveys. The nost prom nant are node effects and
under coverage bias. Mde effects result from people responding
differently to tel ephone interview ng than to personal
Interviewing. Two comonly observed differences are | ower
response
rates to tel ephone surveys and shorter responses to individual
guestions, especially open-ended questions (G oves and Kahn, 1979;
Shanks, et al., 1983; Smith, 1984). Mbde effects are particularly
I nportant when a tinme series is being changed from personal to
t el ephone interview ng since the nmedium may becone the nessage.
Undercoverage bias results fromthe dual facts that all househol ds
do not have tel ephones and that the characteristics of tel ephone
househol ds differ from non-tel ephone households. For exanpl e,
whil e the tel ephone coverage rate in the United States was 92. 6%
in
1980, it was only 80% for Southern blacks and 67% for other race
Westerners (Census, 1983).

While distinct, these two factors (node effects and
under coverage bias) nmay interact and magni fy one another. For
exanpl e, nonresponse and undercoverage bi as may augnent one
anot her
to increase overall error (Thornberry and Massey, 1983; Shanks, et
al ., 1983; and Freeman, et al., 1982). On NORC s Ceneral Socia
Survey, the proportion male is underrepresented by .040. Anong
t el ephone househol ds on the GSS the undercoverage of nales
I ncreases to .045 (a rise of 12.5%.

Several studi es have been carried out conparing tel ephone and
non-t el ephone househol ds. Mbst have anal ysed surveys conducted by
personal interviews and conpared the attributes of households with
and wi thout tel ephones. Collectively, the results of these
studi es
have been both highly consistent in their portrayal of
t el ephone/ non-t el ephone differences and extensive in their
exam nation of the associates of tel ephone ownership (Appendix 1
sunmari zes these studies). The two main limtations of the
exi sting studi es have been that they are atheoretical and
bi variate. Mst studies have attenpted to denonstrate the degree
of difference between tel ephone and non-tel ephone househol ds on
basi ¢ denographics and on a few vari ables of particular interest
to
t he substance of the survey (e.g., health neasures on the Health
Interview Surveys). Since they are interested in detecting
non-response bias that would occur on particular variables if the
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sanple was restricted to the tel ephone househol d uni verse, they
have not tried to devel op general explanations for tel ephone
ownership. For simlar reasons, nost of the analysis has been
bi variate, sinply correlating tel ephone ownership with variabl es
of

general or substantive interest. (Thornberry and Massey, 1978;
1988; and Steel and Boal, 1988 being the chief exceptions).
Agai n, since the goal was the estimation of potential

under cover age

bias in particular variables, nulti-variate anal ysis was not
necessary.

This research departs fromthe previous literature in two
significant ways. First, we have tried to develop an explicit
predi ctive nodel of househol d tel ephone ownership and second, we
have used nultivariate analysis to determ ne what independent
vari abl es are associ ated with househol d tel ephone ownershi p net of
ot her vari abl es.

Dat a

Anal ysi s was conducted using the General Social Surveys
conducted by the National Opinion Research Center, University of
Chi cago. These consist of 13 independent cross-sectional surveys
of the adult househol d popul ation of the United States conducted
bet ween 1973 and 1987. By pooling surveys together, there are
19,510 cases for analysis. Details on sanpling and other matters
appear in Davis and Smth, 1987.

The GSS contains a standard neasure of the presence of a
t el ephone in the household: 1

May | have your nane and tel ephone nunber just in
case ny office wants to verify this interview?

A. |Is this phone located in your hone?

This item m ght be used to neasure either tel ephone availability
(i.e. access to a tel ephone) or tel ephone ownership (i.e. the
presence in the housing unit of a telephone). W have used it in
the latter fashion.2 A conparison of the proportion reporting

tel ephones in the househol d agrees closely with the figures from
the Health Interview Survey (H'S), 1973-1981 (Thornberry and
Massey, 1983), the Census and Current Popul ati on Survey (CPS),
1980, 1982-1987, (Schm dl ey, 1986b; 1987) and the Crine

Victim zation Survey, 1976 (G oves and Kahn, 1979). Wth certain
all ocation for mssing and uncertain cases, the GSS finds that for
t he pool ed 1973-1987 sanpl es, 90. 7% of househol ds had tel ephones. 3
On an annual basis, the |level of tel ephone coverage tends to run a
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bit |ower on the GSS than on Census surveys, averaging 0.7% | ower
than CPS and H S.

Predi ctors of Househol d Tel ephone Oanership

Wth tel ephone coverage having been at or above 90%for a
little over a decade, tel ephone ownership can be consi dered as
normal , established behavior and the | ack of a tel ephone as
devi ant
behavior. |In devel opi ng expl anati ons for not having a hone
t el ephone, we consi dered both why people m ght be unable to have a
t el ephone and why they m ght be uninterested in having a
t el ephone.

Revi ew of the results from previ ous studi es, considerations of
devi ant behavior in general, and an eval uation of the costs and
benefits of tel ephone ownership suggested seven initial factors
I nfluencing tel ephone owner shi p:

1) Soci o-econom ¢ status/resources
2) Househol d conposition
3) Cultural background
4) Attachnents
a) comunity/nobility ties
b) civic/political ties
C) group ties
d) personal ties
e) social and institutional alienation
f) m santhropy
5) Counter-normative behavi or
6) Psychol ogi cal well -being
7) Physical well-being

The bivariate relationships of each of these factors are indicated
In Table 1.

SES/ Resour ces

The nost obvious factor limting tel ephone ownership is its
cost. As Table 1 shows, tel ephone coverage rises from 75% anong
the | owest incone decile to over 97% anong the top three deciles.
(For each variable, the GSS menonic is indicated in parentheses
or
a note appears describing how the neasure was created. For full
guestion text, see Davis and Smth, 1987.) Oher indicators of
soci o-econom ¢ status such as occupational prestige, education,

I nterviewer rating of respondent conprehension, and enpl oynent
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status all show simlar relationships. In addition, two
dwel i ng-rel ated neasures, housing tenure and type of structure,
bot h show | ower tel ephone coverage with | ower housi ng status.

Househol d Conposition

Househol d conposition is related to tel ephone ownership in
several ways. First, hone tel ephones can basically be used for
three purposes, 1) to call out, 2) to receive calls, and 3) to
cal |l
your own household. For single person households, the third use
does not apply, so for such households a tel ephone is |ess
functional. Second, by considering the size and conposition of
househol ds along with the inconme and other resource factors
nmenti oned above, we get a crude neasure of per capita famly
I ncone
and a better notion of disposable income. Third, certain groups
such as young nales may be highly nobile (e.g. away from hone
because of socializing or work). Finally, other groups such as
young si ngles may have separate househol ds, but have close ties to
ot her households (e.g. parents or girl/boyfriends) on whose phone
they rely. In brief, the reasons for associations between
househol d conposition and tel ephone ownership are not single
di rensional as in SES, but both diverse and sonetines indirect,
reflecting not just the neasured attributes thensel ves but the
type
of living situation and lifestyles they are associated wth.
Tabl e
1 shows that households with a single adult are the least |ikely
to
have a phone while conversely households with many chil dren under
si x have | ower tel ephone ownership (and presumably | ower
di sposabl e
i nconme). Tel ephone ownership is highest for married and w dowed
peopl e and especially low for the separated, |ower for younger
respondents, and | ower for nales.

Cul tural Background

As with nost technol ogi cal innovations, tel ephone ownership
has been a center/periphery phenonenon, starting wth urban
elites
and spreading out to fringe regions and classes. Wile tel ephone
connection is now accessible to virtually all of the population,
there are cultural sub-groups (e.g. rural blacks in the South) for
whom t el ephone access has becone possible only relatively
recently.
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Table 1 shows the coverage is still |ow anong bl acks, in the
Sout h,
and in rural areas.

Att achment s

Attachnents are used in a broad sense covering one's ties or
connections with the | ocal community, the civic and political
system groups and voluntary organi zati ons, and i nterpersonal
relations. It also covers psychological identification with or
integration with society, its institutions, and individuals. The
key idea underlying all of these diverse factors is that
I ndi vidual s who are unattached (i.e. without various ties and
psychol ogi cal connections) are cut-off from society and that
t el ephone ownership should be | ower anpbng such social isol ates.

Community/ Mobility Ties

This first aspect of attachnents covers neasures of |ength of
community or dwelling residence. Longer community residence
i ndicates nore ties to the cormmunity and a nore stable life in
general. The neasure of residential length serves as a simlar
measure, but also covers the practical matter that getting a
tel ephone installed in certain areas can take sone tinme either
because of service back-ups and/ or because of the necessity of
establishing credit wth the tel ephone conpany. On all three
measures, shorter length is associated wth | ower tel ephone
ownership (Table 1).

Cvic/Poltical Ties

This factor covers participation and interest in the civic or
political system As Table 1 shows, people who did not vote in
t he
| ast presidential election, |lack partisan ties, tend not to have
opi nions on social and political issues, and seldomread the
newspaper have | ower tel ephone coverage.

G oup Ties

Two neasures of participation in the activities of voluntary
groups were available. The first shows that tel ephone coverage
i ncreases with church attendance and the second that coverage
declines as the nunber of group nenberships drops-off.

Per sonal Ties
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For two of our three nmeasures of the nunmber or frequency of
personal ties, tel ephone coverage is |lower for the nore isol ated
i ndi viduals. But for socializing evenings with famly, friends,
and nei ghbors, a curvilinear relationship appears. Tel ephone
coverage is highest (93% for the nodal group which averages one
socialization visit to each of the groups each nonth. Coverage
then declines as one noves away fromthe node. As anticipated,
coverage dropped to 82% anong t hose who never socialize, but
counter to our expectations, telephone coverage al so di m ni shes
for
t hose who socialize nore frequently, falling to 80% for those who
socialize daily. W believe that this group may represent the

type
of satellite househol d di scussed above in the Househol d
Conposi tion

section, households that continually interact with other
househol ds
and use their tel ephones.

Social and Institutional Alienation

Qur two neasures of confidence in economc institutions show
t hat tel ephone coverage is | ower anong the di senchanted, but no
hint of a simlar relationship appears for the two political
institutions. Srole's anom a scal e however does show t hat
t el ephone coverage is | ower anong the alienated.

M sant hr opy

Qur m sant hropy neasures differ fromthose in the previous
section by referring to personal attitudes and behaviors rather
than being directed at society and its institutions. Those who
bel i eve that people are not trustworthy, fair, and hel pful to
ot hers have | ower tel ephone coverage. Simlarly, respondents that
were judged as | ess cooperative by the interviewer are less likely
to have tel ephones. (The curvilinear relationship with
I ntervi ewer
rati ng of cooperation is not especially nmeaningful since 81% of
respondents are in the top, "friendly" category and only 0.4%in
the "hostile" category.)

Count er - Nor mati ve Behavi or

In general, the previous sections have shown that tel ephone
coverage is highest for the normative groups (either in terns of
the ideal nornms, such as voting or practicing norns such as
socializing patterns). This section used two nornmative neasures
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that did not fall into the broad attachnent factor discussed
above.

Ever having beed arrested worked as predicted with those reporting
an arrest in the past being much less likely to have a tel ephone.
The ot her neasure, personal use of alcohol, showed a curvilinear
pattern simlar to socializing with the nodal group of noderate
dri nkers show ng the highest coverage rate.

Psychol ogi cal Wl | - Bei ng

Primarily since we thought that the socially isolated would
be
| ess psychologically well-off than the majority of socially
i ntegrated individuals, we predicted that coverage woul d be | ower
for the unhappy and dissatisfied. The results consistently
supported this pattern with coverage droppi ng as general happi ness
and satisfaction with friends and famly fell and as life was
descri bed as duller.

Physi cal Wl | -Bei ng

Poor physical well-being should be associated with | ow
t el ephone coverage because 1) individuals with nore health
probl ens
are likely to have higher nedical expenses and therefore | ower
di sposabl e i ncone and 2) because a tel ephone may not be useful for
those wth certain physical ailnents (e.g. speech and hearing
difficulties). Table 1 indicates that coverage was | ower anong
those who rated their health nore negatively and who had had nore
medi cal problens over the |last five years.

In sum substantial support was found for all of the
hypot hesi zed predictors of tel ephone ownership. But this tells us
relatively little since with up to 19,000 cases it is not too hard
to find significant rel ati onshi ps and because bivariate
associ ations may not indicate relations net of other predictors.
For exanple, the | ower coverage anong bl acks could be nerely a
function of the | ower income and Sout hern | ocal e of blacks or the
| oner coverage anong the unhappy mght reflect only their relative
soci al isolation (as suggested above).

Met hods

Si nce tel ephone ownership was a di chotony, we used | ogistica
regression rather than standard OLS nultiple regression.4 W also
re-ran a nunber of our nodels using OLS nultiple regression as
wel |
as using log-linear analysis that allowed all possible
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I nteractions
and found the results highly simlar to the basic | ogistical
regressi on reported bel ow.

A special problemcanme fromthe fact that only a sub-set of
vari abl es exam ned in Table 1 appeared on all 13 GSSs. Sone
appeared on only a single survey and nost appeared on two out of
three GSSs, followi ng our standard rotation patterns. Because of
this, we devel oped a basic annual nodel that included only the
Itens that appeared on all surveys. This nodel (discussed in
Tabl e
2 below) was then used with various conbi nations of additional
variables. This neans that instead of a single predictive nodel
with all variables included, there are a series of nmultiple
regressions that control for the annual regression nodel and
sub-sets of the non-annual vari ables.

A third probl em arose because of item non-response. Certain
vari abl es in our nodel were asked only of sub-populations (e.g
occupational prestige was asked only of those who had worked for
pay for at |least a year) and the various scales all had sone
m ssing data. W tried to avoid the inclusion of variables that
del eted | arge nunbers of cases and checked to see how their
I ncl usi on or exclusion affected the distribution of tel ephone
ownership and the rel ati onshi p between other predictors and
t el ephone ownership. This attenpt to keep the case base | arge and
representative led to various prelinmnary anal yses and the
del eti on
of variables that nmade no i ndependent contri bution.

Mul tivariate Anal ysis

Table 2 gives the basic annual nodel. It conatins all
vari ables in our theoretical nodel that have been asked in all GSS
years. In parentheses is the category or end of the scale
associated wth | ow tel ephone ownershi p. The substantive
conclusions wll be discussed with Table 3. Fromthe origina
19,510 cases, we have 16, 110 remai ning. The variable accounting
for the single |largest deletion of cases was occupati onal prestige
(-1,255 cases). Wth occupational prestige excluded fromthe
anal ysis, the proportion of cases with tel ephone in the annual
nodel does not significantly differ fromthe total before
exclusions. Wth the inclusion of occupational prestige, the
percent owni ng tel ephones falls to 88.2% from 91.2% a significant
decline. However, an inspection of the nodels with and w t hout
t he
I ncl usi on of occupational prestige showed no appreciable change in
the other associations, so prestige was retained in the anal ysis.
Tabl e 3 shows the relationship of our predictor variables
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after nultivariate controls.5 In all cases we are controlling for
the variables in the annual nodel. For those variables in the
annual nodel the coefficients reported in Table 3 are the sane as
reported in Table 2 since no nore controls are entered in the
regressi on equations. For variables that are not in the annual
nodel , the annual variables are always controlled for.

Al'l of the SES/resource variables remain significant with
I ncome being the strongest predictor, but not explaining the other
SES associ ations. Anong househol d conposition, all variables are
I ndependent predictors of ownership with age being the strongest
associate. Simlarly, the three cultural variables, region,
rural /urban, and race, all independently contribute. Attachnent
shows a nore m xed record. Personal ties fail to show any
I ndependent rel ationships, but all of the other types of
attachnents show sone i ndependent relationship to tel ephone
ownership. Overall, the non-tel ephone owners bears the clear
profile of social isolates. They tend to be residentially nobile,
not to read newspapers and not to have voted in the |ast
presi dential election, not to attend church nor belong to other
vol untary organi zati ons, have |ow confidence in banks and high
soci al alienation, and be skeptical of human nature. Wil e nost
of
t hese associ ations are nodest, they collectively describe the
non-t el ephone owner as one with fewties to society in general
Tabl e 3 al so shows that respondents wth arrest records tend not

to
be tel ephone owners. (Al cohol usage was dropped fromthe
anal ysi s).

Finally, in general, psychol ogical and physical well-being do not
appear related to tel ephone ownership. Only low famly
satisfaction has a significant association.6

In many regards, people with no telephone in their househol ds
are outsiders. They are outside the econom ¢ nmai nstream from
regional and racial sub-cultures, wth weak attachnent to society
and its processes and institutions. They also tend to be in
transition, young adults with perhaps their bed but not their
phone
out si de the parental househol d, separated peopl e changing both
their marital status and domcile,7 recent novers and perhaps
peopl e about to nove, and the econonmically margi nal about ready to
slip into honel essness or institutional care. They differ nost
fromthe tel ephone owning majority in their |ow incone, 8 but
I nconme, while the single strongest predictor of telephone
ownership, is far fromthe only inportant determ nant.

Concl usi on
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Si nce non-tel ephone owni ng househol ds are so distinctive and
vary in several different ways, it is highly inportant to
seriously
wei gh their exclusion fromtel ephone surveys. Wile the small
percentage w thout phones mnimzes the bias introduced by their
exclusion, their distinctive traits can significantly effect such
i ndi cators as the unenploynent rate and various health care
nmeasures (Ml ry-Liggan, 1983; Thornberry and Massey, 1983; and
Trew n and Lee, 1988). Although concerns about dropping tel ephone
coverage rates in the United States due to the break-up of AT&T
(Auf der hei de, 1987), do not appear to have yet been realized
(Schm dl ey, 1986a; 1986b; 1987), the absolute and relative rise in
the cost of basic, l|ocal tel ephone service raises the possibility

that either the coverage rate will fall in the future or that the
already major SES differentials between household with and w t hout
tel ephones will increase and magnify the overall bias in tel ephone
surveys. Endnot es

1 In the 1973-75, 1977, 1980, 1982, 1983, 1984, and 1987
surveys

the question asked, "May | have your nane and tel ephone
nunber just in case ny office wants to verify this

I ntervi ew?
A. |Is this phone located in your own honme?" Response codes
are 1) No phone nunber 2) Refused phone nunber, 3) Phone in
home, 4) Phone not in honme (SPECI FY WHERE PHONE | S LOCATED),
and 5) Location of phone not given. |In 1978 "just" was
omtted. In the 1976 survey it was, "Do you have a
t el ephone? A. How many phone nunbers altogether do you
have? May | pl ease have your name and (one of) your

t el ephone
nunber (s) just in case | have left sonething out in this
interview? B. |Is this phone Ilocated in your own hone?" In
1985 and 1986, the question asked "to make sure | conducted"

i nstead of "to verify".
In the 1973 and 1974 surveys and the bl ock quota hal ves of

t he
1975 and 1976 surveys the information used cane only from

t he
questionnaire. In the full probability halves of the 1975
and 1976 surveys and in the 1977, 1978, 1980, 1982-1987 full
probability surveys, information fromthe screener was al so
used to obtain the maxi num anount of usable information (see
bel ow) .

1977-83
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OBTAI' N TELEPHONE | NFORIVATI ON

A. Tel ephone no.

Area Code / 1
No phone ... 2
Refused ... ... L 3
B. |f phone nunber given, code |ocation of phone:
I n household  ................. 4
In home of neighbor .............. 5
O her (SPECIFY) ... .. .. .. ..... 6
1984- 87

If | have to talk with (SELECTED RESPONDENT), what phone
nunber should | use?

Tel ephone nunber given: ( )
AREA CODE NUMBER

A. Code | ocation of phone:

I n household ... ... ... . ... 1

In home of neighbor ................. 2

O her (SPECI FY) 3
B. |If no nunber given code:

No phone L 4

Refused L 5

2 We found, as Thornberry and Massey, 1983, that the proportion
with a phone avail able but not within the housing unit is
small, and that the location and status of the avail able

phone
are diverse.

3 Si nce non-tel ephone households tend to have fewer adults than
t el ephone househol ds, the % of adults living in tel ephone
househol ds is about 1.2 percentage points higher than the %

of
househol ds with tel ephones.

4 We used the LOG T procedure of SPSSX' s PROBIT routine.

5 Controls were run with and without the insignificant annual
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vari abl es included (COOP, # of Don't Knows, and

parti sanshi p).
No notabl e differences appeared and the coefficients reported
in Table 3 are with these vari abl es excl uded.

6 Two variabl es reverse sign fromthe bivariate rel ationships
di scussed in Table 1. People with | ow confidence in business
tend to own a tel ephone as do those with strong partisan
| eani ngs. Wile both associations approach a coefficient of
2.0, neither reversal is statistically significant.

7 Usual Il y one of each separated pair is in a new and often
tenporary residence. W tried the basic annual nodel with
marital status coded as separated vs. not separated and found
separated people less likely to have phones with all controls

in Table 2.
8 Wil e i nconme captures nuch of the picture, it fails to
measur e

t he whol e issue of resources since it only crudely indicates
di sposabl e i ncone, does not consider assets or wealth, and

may
not discrimnate enough at the | ower end of the incone scale.
The material state of phonel ess households is dramatically
| oner than househol ds with phones. Wile only 4.5% of
t el ephone househol ds conpl ai ned about cracks in the walls and
ceiling being a big problemand 5% nenti oned cockroaches, the
figures anong phonel ess househol ds were 15% and 20%
respectively (Goves and Kahn, 1979). Simlarly, while 86%
of

t el ephone househol ds had cars in 1970, only 62. % of those
wi t hout a tel ephone had a car (Tull and Al baum 1977).

Table 1
Characteristics of Households wth
Tel ephones
Vari abl es % Wth Phone Probabilitya Eta
1. Resources/ Soci o- Econom ¢ St at us
Fam |y | nconeb
Lowest decil e
75. 3 . 000 . 247
2nd " 82.5
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83.

85.

92.

79.

96.

94.
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Tabl e 1 (Conti nued)
Characteristics of Households with
Tel ephones
Vari abl es % Wth Phone Probabilitya

Et a

2. Househol d Conposition
# of Adults (ADULTS)

1

84. 8 . 000 . 119
2 91.8
3 95.1
4 94.1
5+ 93.2

# of Children Under 6 (BABIES)

0
91.8 . 000 . 083
1 87.4
2 84.5
3 80.5
4+ 79. 3
Marital Status (MARI TAL)
Marri ed
92.9 . 000 . 138
W dowed 93.1
D vor ced 86.5
Separ at ed 75. 6
Never Married 86. 3
Age (AGE)
18- 29
84.5 . 000 . 130
30- 39 90. 8
40- 49 92.9
50- 64 93.5
65+ 94. 4
Sex ( SEX)
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. 044
91.8

Table 1 (Conti nued)

Characteristics of Households wth

Mal e
89. 3 . 000
Femal e
Vari abl es

Eta

3. Cultural Background
Race ( RACE)
Wi te
92.1 . 000
Bl ack
O her

Regi on ( REG ON)

New Engl and
97.0 . 000

M ddle Atlantic

East No. Central

West No. Central

South Atlantic

East So. Central

West So. Central

Mount ai n

West

Rur al / Ur ban ( SRCBELT)

Large Central Cties
89.7 . 000

Medi um Central Cities

Suburbs, L.C C

Suburbs, M C. C.

G her Ur ban

O her Rural

4. Attachments
A, Community/ Mobility Ti

Tel ephones

% Wt h Phone

. 128
80.
85.

N B

. 144
92.
94.
94.
86.
83.
83.
90.
92.

ONOI~ADMOPRFRO®

. 104
87.
95.
94.
91.
86.

©Rr ©ONPR

es

Years in Conmunity (LOCLI VED)

Less than One Year
85. 2 . 019
1-3 years
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82.

80.

94.

90.

91.

7

4

6

9

6

4-10 years 91.9
More than 10 years 94.0
Entire life 91.8

Years in Community (LIVECOM

0 years
. 511 . 238
1-3 years 91.1
4-10 years 91. 4
Over 10 years 92. 3
Years at Present Residence (LIVEHOVE)
O years
. 034 . 240
1-3 years 87.8
4-10 years 93.0
Over 10 years 97. 2
Table 1 (Conti nued)
Characteristics of Households with
Tel ephones
Vari abl es % Wth Phone Probabilitya
Attachnments (Conti nued)
B. Cvic/Political Ties
Vote in Last Presidential Electione
Vot ed
. 000 . 186
Didn't vote 83.3
Parti sanshi p ( PARTYI D)
Strong
. 000 . 055
Weak 91.7
Leaner 91.1
No Party 86. 7
Gave "Don't Know' to Policy Itensf
O Don't Knows
. 000 . 068
1 90.4
2 89.5
3+ 86. 4
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Reads Papers ( NEW5S)

Dai | y

94.5 . 000 . 152
Few tines a week 88.5
Weekl y 88.0
Less than weekly 83.2
Never 80.9

C. Goup Ties

Church Attendance (ATTEND)
Weekl y

94.5 . 000 . 095
Mont hl'y 90. 3
Less than Mnthly 89.1
Never 87.2

Menbership in Voluntary Organi zati ons ( MEMNUM
0
83.5 . 000 . 165
91. 2
93.5
96.0
+ 95.1

A WNPEF

Table 1 (Conti nued)

Characteristics of Households with
Tel ephones

Vari abl es % Wth Phone Probabilitya Eta

4. Attachnents (Conti nued)
D. Personal Ties
Soci al i zi ng Evenings with Fam |y/Friendg
Al nost Daily (3-5)

79.6 . 000 . 095
(6-8) 89.1
(9-11) 91.1
Mont hly (12-14) 92.7
(15-20) 91.4
Never (21) 82.0
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# of Friends (FRI NUM

0

85.7 . 009 . 189
1-3 88. 4
4-6 93.9
7+ 92.6
# of People You Discuss Problens with (NUM3 VEN)
0

87.3 . 005 . 079
1 91.1
2 91.6
3+ 93.6

E. Social and Institutional Alienation
Confi dence in Major Conpani es ( CONBUS)

G eat deal
92.5 . 000 . 054
Only sone 91.0
Hardl y any 87.4
Confi dence in Banks ( CONFI NAN)
G eat deal
91.9 . 000 . 066
Only sone 91.3
Hardl y any 86.0
Confidence in Executive Branch ( CONFED)
G eat deal
90.6 . 103 . 016
Only sone 91.1
Hardl y any 90.0
Confidence in Legislative (CONLEQ S)
G eat deal
89. 6 . 041 . 020
Only sone 91.2
Hardl y any 90.5

Table 1 (Conti nued)

Characteristics of Households with
Tel ephones
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Vari abl es
Anom ah
Not Alienated (1)
92.1 . 000
(2)
(3)
Ali enat ed (4)

4. Attachnents (Conti nued)

F. M sant hr opy

Hobesi an Worl d Vi ew

Negati ve towards
peopl e
84.7 . 000

Positive towards
peopl e

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

% Wth

. 078

92.
89.
86.

. 140

83.
88.
89.
92.
93.
95.

Phone Probabilitya Eta

o~

A OOCIOO O SN

I nterviewer Rating of Cooperation (COOP)

Friendly, interested

91. 8 . 000
Cooperati ve

Restl ess, inpatient

Hosti |l e

. 083

85.
86.
95.

5. Count er-nor nati ve Behavi or
Arrested for Crinme (ARREST)

Yes
80. 6 . 000
No

Al cohol Consunpti onj

Doesn't drink
89. 3 . 000

Dri nks, never drunk

Soneti nes drunk

6. Psychol ogi cal Wl -Bei ng
Gener al Happi ness (HAPPY)

Very

. 115

91.

. 068

92.
88.

O N o1

o ©
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93.5 . 000 . 105
Pretty 90. 7
Not too 83. 2

Tabl e 1 (Conti nued)

Characteristics of Households wth
Tel ephones

Vari abl es % Wth Phone Probabilitya Eta
Satisfaction wwth Famly (SATFAM
Very great
92.3 . 000 . 108
G eat 91. 4
Quite a bit 90.1
A fair anount 86. 4
Sone 82.2
Alittle 78.8
None 78. 6

6. Psychol ogi cal Wl -Being (Conti nued)
Satisfaction with Friendshi ps ( SATFRND)

Very great

92. 4 . 000 . 096
G eat 91.8
Quite a bit 89.5
A fair anmount 86. 6
Some 82.0
Alittle 80. 4
None 80.5
Lifeis ... (LI FE)
Exciting

92.0 . 000 . 082
Rout i ne 90. 6
Dul | 81.0

7. Physical Well-Being
Sel f Rating of Health (HEALTH)
Excel | ent
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92.8

91.4

87.4

a -

. 000 . 071
Good 90.9
Fair 88. 2
Poor 85.6

Satisfaction with Heal th ( SATHEALT)

Very great
. 000 . 058

G eat 91.6

Quite a bit 90. 4

A fair anount 89. 8

Sone 87.7

Alittle 85. 4

None 84. 2

Table 1 (Conti nued)
Characteristics of Households with
Tel ephones
Vari abl es % Wth Phone Probabilitya Eta

Hospitalization/Disability (HOSDI S5)
Yes, |last year and
previ ous 4 years

. 000 . 048
Yes, |ast year 91.3
Yes, previous 4 years 91.8
No 91.3

probabilty cal cul ati ons use SRS assunpti ons.

b - Various inconme variables (I NCOVE, | NCOVE77, | NCOVES2,
| NCOVE86)

and

c -

were cut into indicated deciles. These were the |argest
nunber
of categories that could be reasonably natched across years

I ncone codes.
If either respondent (WRKSTAT) or spouse (SPWRKSTA) were
unenpl oyed or coded other (nostly disabled) on | abor force
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participation, case was in first category.
d - Trailers, partly commercial structures, and other non-
traditional
dwel I'i ng units.
e - Conbination of variables (VOIE72, VOTE76, VOTE80, and
VOTES84) .
f - Count of "Don't Knows" responses to 22-24 attitude itens on
each
survey. Yearly mxture varies due to rotation pattern of
gquestions. Full details avail able from author.
g - Additive scale of SOCOVMUN, SOCREL, and SOCFREND
h - Additive scal e of ANOM A5, ANOM A6, and ANOM A7.
i - Additive scale of TRUST, HELPFUL, and FAIR  HELPFUL reverse
coded.
] - Conbi nes variables DRI NK and DRUNK

Table 2

Logi stic Regression Predictors of
Househol ds with Tel ephone: Annual Itens Only

(Standardi zed Logit Coefficients)

Fam |y I ncome (Low) -16.1
Age (Young) -13.8
Regi on ( Sout h) -10.6
Sex (Mal e) -9.3
# of Adults (Few) -8.5
Voted (Didn't) 8.4
Church Attendance (I nfrequent) -6.3
Rural / Urban (Rural) 6.2
Educati on (Low) -6.1
Race (Bl ack) 4.8
Conpr ehensi on (Low) 3.7
# of young children (Many) 3.6
Unenpl oyed (Yes) 3.1
Qccupational Prestige (Low) 2.7
Marital Status (Not Married) 2.3
Parti sanship (Strong) -1.8
DKs ( Many) 1.6
Cooperati on (Low) 1.0

(16110)

The category in parentheses is the group or value that has | ess
t el ephone coverage. Thus a negative coefficient nmeans not having
a tel ephone is associated with the category in parentheses.
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The standardized logit coefficients are the |ogit regression
coefficients divided by their standard error. W are considering
all standardi zed coefficients of 2 or greater to be statistically
significant (SRS assunptions).

Tabl e 3

Logi stical Regression Predictors of
Househol ds with Tel ephones

1. Resourses/SES St andar di zed Logit N

coefficienta

| ncone (Low) -16.1 (16, 110)
Cccupational prestige (Low) -2.7 (16, 110)
Educati on (Low) -6.1 (16, 110)
Conpr ehensi on ( Poor) 3.7 (16, 110)
Enpl oynent St atus (Unenpl oyed) 3.1 (16, 110)
Dwnel ling Tenure (Renter) 4.0 (3, 755)
Dwel I'i ng Type
(Not single, famly unit) 3.9 (3, 755)
2. Househol d Conposition
# of Adults (Few) -8.5 (16, 110)
# of Children Under 6 (Many) 3.6 (16, 110)
Marital Statusb
(Not married, except w dowed) 2.3 (16, 110)
Age (Young) -13.8 (16, 110)
Sex (Mal e) -9.3 (16, 110)
3. Cultural Background
Race (Bl ack) 4.8 (16, 110)
Regi onc ( Sout h) -10.6 (16, 110)
Rural / Urban (Rural)d 6.2 (16, 110)
4. Attachnments
A. Comunity Ties/Mbility
Years in Community - LOCLIVED
(Short tine) -0.8 (1, 262)
Years in Community - LIVECOM
(Long Ti ne) 1.6 (1,179)
Years at Present Residence
(Short Tine) -3.7 (1,179
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B. Cuvic/Political Ties

Voted (Didn't) 8.4 (16, 110)
Parti sanship (Strong) -1.8 (16, 110)
DKs ( Many) 1.6 (16, 110)
Newspaper Readi ng (1 nfrequent) 2.5 (8, 762)

Tabl e 3 (Conti nued)

4. Attachnents (Continued) St andar di zed Logit N

coefficienta

C. Goup Ties

Church Attendance (I nfrequent) -6.3 (16, 110)
G oup Menbership (Few) -3.7 (8, 003)
D. Personal Ties
Soci al i zi nge
Lots vs. noderate
and little (Lots) -0.9 (8, 794)
Little vs. noderate
and lots (Little) -1.8 (8, 794)
# of Friends (few) -0.4 (1, 179)
# of Discussants (many) 0.7 (1, 262)
E. Social/lnstitutional Alienation
Confi dence in conpanies (Low) -1.8 (11, 312)
" in Banks (G eat) 2.1 (11, 312)
Anom a (Alienated) 2.8 (8, 322)
F. M sant hropy
Hobesi an Scal e (M sat hropi ¢) -2.3 (8,003
Cooper ati on (Non-cooperative) 1.0 (16, 110)
5. Counter-Nornmative Behavi or
Arrested (Been arrested) -3.3 (8, 322)
6. Psychol ogi cal Wel | - Bei ng
Happi ness (Unhappy) 0.9 (11, 312)
Fam |y Satisfaction (Low 2.6 (11, 312)
Friend Satisfaction (Low 0.5 (11, 312)
Life Activity (Dull) 0.6 (8,322)
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7. Physical Well-Being

Self-rating of Health (Poor) 1.9 (8, 322)
Heal th Sati sfaction (Low) 0.8 (11, 312)
Hospitalization/Disability (Yes) 1.6 (7,399)

The category in parentheses is the group or value that has | ess
t el ephone coverage. Thus a negative coefficient neans not having
a tel ephone is associated with the category in parentheses.

a Used LOA T nodel on SPSSX PROBIT routine: (LOG (p/(I-P))/ 2) +

5) = intercept + BX.
b Marital status coded married and w dowed vs. divorced,
separ at ed

or never narri ed.
c Regi on coded Sout h/ Non Sout h.
d Rural /Urban coded suburb of large central city, suburb of
smal | er
central city, other urban, large central city, smaller central
city, rural.
e Dumry variables fromadditive sociability scale.
First is cut 3-6 vs. 7-21 and second is cut 20,21 vs. 3-19.

Appendi x 1:
A Summary of Studi es of Denobgraphic Factors
Rel ated to Tel ephone Oanership

As Tables A 1 and A 2 sunmarize, there is great consistency
both within the United States and cross-nationally on the
bi vari at e
denogr aphi ¢ associ ates of tel ephone ownership. Mst rel ationships
hol d up across all studies and countries.

First, tel ephone coverage is greater in urban areas than in
rural areas, although in countries with very high overal

t el ephone

penetration (e.g. Canada, France, Denmark, and Norway) the
difference is rather small. Second, in the United States coverage
Is lower in the South. Simlar regional differences prevail in at

| east sone other countries (e.g. Ireland and Israel), but regional
categorizations are country specific and are hard to conpare
Cross-
nationally. Third, in the United States coverage is | ower anong
non-whites. No racial information was avail abl e from ot her
countri es.

Fourth, tel ephone coverage is always | ower anong those with
| ower incones, the unenpl oyed, those in manual or |ow prestige
occupations, and the | ess educat ed.
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Fifth, tel ephone coverage is consistenly lower for renters
and
people living in apartnments or trailers rather than single, famly
homes. Only the relationship wiwth renting has data from both the
United States and other countri es.

Si xt h, househol ds w thout tel ephones tend to be headed by
younger persons, unmarried people, and perhaps nales (data exists
only for the United States and even in the United States the
relationship is uncertain). Non-tel ephone households also tend to
be either smaller than average or |arger than average.

Table A 1
Characteristics of Households wth

Tel ephones
in the United States

St udi es
Vari abl esa A B C D E F G
H I
Rural - Urban (Rural) + * * * + * +
+ +
Regi on (Sout h) + * * * + + *
+ +
Race (not white) + + + + + * +
+ +
| ncome (Low) * * * * + + +
+ +
Unenpl oyed (Yes) * + * + + * *
* +
Cccupation (Manual) * * * + * * *
* *
Educati on (Low) * + + + + * +
+ +
Housi ng (Renter) * * + * + * +
* *
Housing (Trailer) * * * * + * +
Housi ng (Apartnment) * * * * + * +
* *
Age of head (Young) * * + * +bh o+ +
* *
Marital Status (Single) * + * + + * +
+C +
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Househol d size (Snall) * * + * +d * *
+e +f

Sex (Mal e) * + 0 + + * -g
+ *

A=Census, 1980

B=Mul ry- Li ggan, 1983

C=Freenan, et al., 1982

D=Vl fe, 1979

E=Gr oves and Kahn, 1979
F=Schm dl ey, 1986a; 1986b

G=Tul | and Al baum 1977

H=Thor nberry and Massey, 1978; 1983
| =Thornberry and Massey, 1988

a A "+" means that phone ownership is | ower anong the group in
par ent heses.

A "-" neans that phone ownership is higher anong the group
I n parent heses.

A "o0" neans phone ownership doesn't differ by groups.

A "*" means that this variable was not used in study.

b Respondent's age, not head's.

c Smal | difference, bigger difference anong separat ed.

d Nunber of adults.

e Non- phone househol ds are both smaller and | arger than
aver age.

f Non- phone househol d are both smaller and | arger than average
see al so

Makl an and Waksberg, 1988
g Sex of head of
househol d. Table A 2

Characteristics of Households with

Tel ephones
Qutside the United States

Vari abl es AU AS CA DE FI FR GE GR HU IS
NE NO SP KU

Rural - Urban (Rural) + + + + o+ o+ 4+ o+ o+ 4+
+ o} + *

| ncome (Low) + % +  * + O+ o+ o+ o+ o+
+ + * +

Unenpl oyed ( Yes) + + * * * * * *
* * * +

Qccupati on ( Manual) * + * + % * * + +

+ ok x +
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Educati on (Low) * * * * * * * * * *
+ * * *
Housi ng (Renter) + * +  x * LA * * *
* * * +
Age of head (Young) + % * +  x + x % + %

+ * * +a

Marital Status (Single)
+ * * +

Househol d size (Small) b * + * * b * * * +b
+b + + *

*
*
*
+
*
*
*
*
*
*

AU=Austrlia AS=AUSTRIA CA=Canada DE=Demark FI=Finland
FR=France Ge=CGernmany (West)

GR=Greece HU=Hungary |S=Israel NE=Netherlands NO=Norway
SP=Spain UK=United Kingdons

a Non- phone househol ds headed by very young and very ol d.
b Non- phone househol ds are both smaller and | arger than average.

Source: Steel and Boal, 1988; Trewin and Lee, 1988; W/ son,
Bl ackshaw, and Norris, 1988.
Countries rated on two or nore vari abl es were i ncl uded.
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