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Abstract
Maintaining a longitudinal sample is methodologically important to the

integrity of research conclusions. The amount of effort devoted to retaining samples
varies across research studies. The purpose of this study was to determine the
relationship between the effort needed to interview and track longitudinal
respondents and the respondents’ demographic characteristics, their collateral
information, and various measures of the respondents’ stability. The sample
consisted of 246 mothers of newborns who were interviewed twice over 6 to 12
months as a part of the Volunteer Infant Parent Study. By using eight variables and
latent class analysis, mothers of newborns were categorized into three mutually
exclusive interview and tracking effort (ITE) groups. The three groups consisted of
149 easy-to-interview and track women, 54 difficult-to-track women who required
more telephone calls and 43 difficult-to-track women who required more
unscheduled home visits. Multinomial logistic regression was used to determine what
demographic characteristics, collateral characteristics, and stability measures were

associated with each ITE group membership.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Social work research using longitudinal or repeated measurement
designs requires planning for potential methodological problems. One research
problem that is often either ignored or handled post-hoc is attrition. "Since
attrition cannot be controlled by experimental design, it is perhaps the weakest
link in longitudinal research” (Hansen, Collins, Malotte, Johnson, & Fielding,
1985). Attrition is defined as the withdrawal of subjects from a study after they
are interviewed at one or multiple data collection points (Aneshensel, Becerra,
Fielder, & Schuler, 1989; Ziliak & Kniesner, 1998). When subjects refuse to
continue in the study, become ineligible, or cannot be located or contacted, these
circumstances lead to potential problems with the study's internal and external
validity. If the bias created by attrition is not accounted for properly in the
preanalysis of data, it can lead to serious errors or distortions of the substantive
results (Polak, 1999).

On the other hand, subject tracking and sample maintenance techniques
are often located within the literature on "retention” rather than "attrition.”
Although there are appropriate methods to test and correct for sample attrition
(Wilson & Combs-Orme, unpublished manuscript), the best approach is to
prevent these problems by finding and retaining all the original research
respondents using tracking techniques that are effective. Hansen, Tobler and
Graham (1990) suggest that documentation about the extra care given in data
collection and political relationships within the system in which data collection

occurs may be predictive of tracking difficulty and attrition. Few researchers
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measure any factors related to tracking and retention in order to predetermine
the respondents who may pose more tracking difficulty.

Many studies look at various issues related to sample retention. For
example, Jones, Zhou, and Yates (2000) used random assignment in an
experimental research design to test retention rates after varying the length of
the questionnaire and the amount of monetary incentives. Attrition was reduced
by 10% in the group that completed a shorter questionnaire and received a
monetary incentive. Gilliss et al. (2001) explored the relationship between types
of recruitment and attrition among African-American, Caucasian, and Hispanic
women. Face-to-face recruitment had the lowest attrition rate compared to
broadcast media, printed material, and direct referral. Hudson, Leventhal,
Contrada, Leventhal and Brownlee (2000) found that the recruitment location of
the sample influences retention rates. Attrition was lower for a clinic sample
(16.4%) than for a community recruited sample (27.3%).

When respondents refuse to continue in a research project, they are
protected by human subject review protocols, and researchers have few options
other than to statistically try to account for or replace the refusing respondents.
However, the number of individuals who cannot be located or contacted can be
decreased with adequate and appropriate subject tracking and sample
maintenance methods. All longitudinal designs are at risk for attrition, and
although the current study was a prospective longitudinal panel of mothers
parenting their young children, much can be learned from research and
intervention follow-up studies using other populations who are difficult to track

and reinterview. Indeed, some of the more sophisticated and systematic studies



of attrition behavior have been with populations of substance abusers, the
homeless, the mentally ill, women in abusive relationships, and school children.

Most of the tracking literature describes the methods used in studies that
had low attrition rates (for examples see Hough, Renker, Tarke, Shields &
Glatstein, 1996; Motzer, Moseley & Lewis, 1997; Bootsmiller et al., 1998; Prinz et
al., 2001). These articles serially reported what was done to accomplish low
attrition rates and often used case examples rather than empirical data. The
premise of this literature is that if a research team finds most of its subjects, as
demonstrated by a low attrition rate, then logically their methods worked and
should be used by other researchers. The majority of this paper reviews the
tracking literature for empirically studied tracking techniques and methods, but
the next few paragraphs summarize some of the suggestions from non-empirical
studies, some of which were used in this dissertation study.

Often these non-empirical articles reported tracking and sample retention
strategies directed toward interview staff, respondents, collaterals and agencies
(Bootsmiller et al., 1998). While implementing these suggestions may decrease
attrition rates, there is little if any empirical evidence to support these
suggestions. Some of the more common suggestions included selecting
interviewers with appropriate characteristics (race, life experience, sex, and age).
Correct training, supervision, and moral support for interviewers can lead to a
creative synergy among team members that results in more completed interviews
and location of hard-to-find clients (Bootsmiller et al., 1998; Motzer et al., 1997).
Other projects mentioned creative incentive and payment packages that
increased the number of completed interviews (Bootsmiller et al., 1998). Other

administrative functions included the organization of interview schedules, and
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maintenance of current databases of old and new addresses and telephone
numbers (Motzer et al., 1997).

Respondent-directed suggestions included payment, interview location
(i.e. homeless at homeless agencies), release forms, complete and extensive
contact information, and tracking logs to note leads and dead ends, frequency
and number of mail, telephone, and personal contacts (Sullivan, Rumptz,
Campbell, Eby & Davidson, 1996; Rumptz, Sullivan, Davidson, & Basta, 1991).
Public relation efforts to increase visibility and recognition of the project, these
studies suggest, were useful (logo, business cards, newsletters, flyers, sponsors,
etc.). Other incentives included gifts for children, childcare, transportation,
snacks, appreciation notes, birthday cards, and promotional items such as mugs,
pens, calendars (Robles, Flaherty & Day, 1994; Motzer et al., 1994).

Collaterals are contacts, provided by respondents, who can supply helpful
information that can lead to locating and interviewing respondents. Collateral-
directed suggestions included all the aforementioned suggestions directed
toward the respondent. Many research projects paid incentives to collaterals for
information. Release forms were vital to enlisting the help of collaterals to provide
information about the whereabouts of the respondents.

Agency-directed suggestions included maintaining a relationship with the
original recruitment site/s (e.g. hospital, clinic) in the event an "unlocated”
respondent entered the facility or leaves new contact information. Developing a
"find list" and taking that list to mental health facilities, public health clinics,
morgues, prisons, jails, homeless shelters, or other social services that a
particular population may access, also provided new contact information.

Release forms were vital to collecting information from agencies. For example, in



the case of pediatric samples, a mother signed a release granting access to a
child's pediatric records.

While the above-mentioned tracking and sample retention principles are
useful, often there is no empirical information about these methods or even a
simple numerical description of the tracking techniques. Knowing which tracking
techniques and methods are the most effective would be valuable information to
researchers who develop longitudinal samples. Although tracking articles that
have empirical information about tracking methods are of primary interest, non-
empirically evaluated methodologies were reviewed if they were deemed relevant
to this research study and this sample.

In addition, there are methodologies that try to detect the existence of
attrition bias (Wilson & Combs-Orme, unpublished manuscript). Researchers
who conducted these analyses tried to determine if the study's dependent
variables and subject characteristics differed among the respondents who attrite
out of the sample and those subjects who remain. There is no systematic theory
explaining why people leave samples and no empirical evaluation of any theory
(Fischer, Dornelas, & Goethe, 2001; Rumptz et al., 1991; Cottler, Compton, Ben-
Abdallah, Horne & Claverie, 1996). Often there are no hypotheses about who is
likely to leave a sample other than simple speculation. A comprehensive review
of characteristics of subjects who attrite is used to develop a typical profile of
characteristics and then these characteristics can be empirically evaluated.

After reviewing the literature about empirical tracking methods and the
literature that uses attrition bias detection methods, the literature review in
chapter two of this paper provides an intersection between these two literatures

and to propose a series of research questions that could advance both areas of
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study. This study is the first to create a complex multivariate measurement of
interview effort and to test hypotheses about a theory describing typical attributes
(personal characteristics empirically related to exiting a research sample). Thus,
one of the first goals of the literature review is to quantify the concept of
"interview effort.” Being able to predict interview effort and attrition by personal
attributes would be useful to future longitudinal studies. Different tracking
techniques could be applied to those who had a personal profile that predicted
attrition or interview and tracking problems.

Chapter two of this paper describes the literature that leads to pertinent
research questions and specific hypotheses. The third chapter outlines the
methodology used in the project and the statistical procedures for each
hypothesis. The fourth chapter discusses the statistical results. Chapter five
discusses the value and limitations of this project and makes some

recommendations based on this study of interview/tracking efforts.



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction to Literature Review

"Interview effort” can be defined as all the activities a researcher engages
in to track and interview respondents. Often the term “respondent tracking” is
used to represent the whole interview effort process, but in reality tracking is a
subset of interview effort. Eleven studies were found that had an emphasis on
tracking and interviewing research respondents. The first section of this literature
review categorizes how these studies operationalize tracking and interview effort
and then analyzes the operationalizations (Table 1, all tables are located in
Appendix G).

Good research protocols (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002) emphasize
the need to compare respondents who were retained and interviewed with those
who were not reinterviewed to detect attrition bias. While all longitudinal studies
should complete these comparisons, few do. The second section of this literature
describes the findings from 20 studies that made these comparisons and
measured aspects of "interview effort." Because the respondents in these studies
who were not reinterviewed or who were difficult to track had similarities in their
personal characteristics (Table 2), this section is organized by these
characteristics. The common characteristics that emerged were marital status,
employment, income, education, race, mental health, and substance abuse.
While there are no perfect ways to predict who will require more tracking or who
will not be interviewed, developing some understanding about these common
personal characteristics and their relationship to retention will aid in the

development of retention strategies.



Common throughout the tracking literature is an emphasis on the helpful
information collaterals or other sources provided which can lead to locating and
interviewing respondents. The third section of this literature review discusses
studies that study the use of collaterals. The fact that there are only two available
studies about collaterals demonstrates the lack of empirical research about the
subject.

An additional theme which has not been formally evaluated in the tracking
literature is the relationship between respondents' stability in relationships,
employment, and housing, and the tracking/interview effort required to interview
respondents. Studies that explore these areas are reviewed in the fourth section
of this literature review.

The conclusion of the literature review introduces the research questions
and hypotheses as well as their relationship to the literature reviewed in the first
four sections.

Studies on Tracking/Interview Effort

Conceptualization and measurement of tracking techniques have been
done in several different ways. There are three major ways tracking has been
conceptualized and measured: 1) type of tracking method (telephone, in person
etc.), 2) source used (respondent, collaterals, other agencies), and 3) time
measures related to completing the interview. In the simplest cases, the studies
report simple frequencies of the tracking methods, tracking sources, or time
periods used to complete the interviews. In the more complex cases, studies use
a combination of tracking methods by source or tracking methods by time. These
various tracking classification systems are used to imply the concept of "effort"

expended by the research team to complete an interview and/or to create ordinal

e



groups (e.g. easy, not easy to interview). The following paragraphs review
findings from articles that use one of these three concepts or a combination of
these concepts.

Tracking Method

The major classes of tracking methods are mailing letters, using the
telephone, conducting community visits, using public records, and researching
respondents with internet resources. There are various ways to categorize efforts
into these classes, and different researchers group these methods differently. For
example, Cottler et al. (1996) listed specific activities that were categorized into
telephone, system, and field methods. The next few paragraphs review findings
from four articles that reported tracking methods used to find respondents.

Sometimes researchers are only interested in successfully completed
interviews compared to uncompleted interviews. For example, Crider, Willits, and
Bealer (1971) looked at a four-category tracking conceptualization of mail, long
distance telephone calls, community visits, public records and the percentage of
people successfully found by each of the four tracking methods. They concluded
that long distance telephone calls are the most effective (tracking 81% of the
sample) and visits to respondents' former neighborhoods (78%), schools (73%)
and employers (60%) as other effective methods. Fewer than half of the sample
was located using the most common tracking approach: mailing letters (48%).
The least effective tracking method was using public records such as marriage
licenses (19%), real estate records (8%), and wills (4%).

Other times, researchers only reported the average number of contact
attempts. Aneshensel et al. interviewed 1,023 Mexican (69%) and Caucasian

adolescent girls twice about their fertility-related attitudes and behaviors. In
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addition, they studied participation and attrition issues. They simply recorded the
average number of attempts to complete the interview, which were 4.9 attempts
for respondents and 4.6 for non-respondents. The authors also listed methods
used to locate respondents but did not give any empirical data about the use of
these location methods. The number of contact attempts was not used as a
dependent variable in any analyses.

In a way similar to Aneshensel et al. (1989), who simply added all contact
attempts together, two articles used the sum of contact attempts to divide the
sample into two groups (Robles et al., 1994; Walton, Ramanathan, & Reischl,
1998). In the first example, Robles et al. (1994) studied the "resistant"
respondents who were defined as women with more than four contact efforts,
who were not interviewed at a prior data wave, and who had canceled or not
shown up for the current data collection. The resistant women (n = 88) were
compared to the nonresistant sample (n = 584) to understand the differences in
personal characteristics, including mental health, drug use and social support.
The average number of contacts for the interviewed resistant women (n = 64)
was 7.6 and for the non-interviewed resistant women was 21.0.

In the second example of creating groups from the total number of
contact methods used, Walton et al. (1998) divided their sample into groups with
low and high "follow-up contact difficulty." Ten contact efforts was the cut-off
between high and low effort on "follow-up contact difficulty.” Tracking attempts
were of three types (telephone, mail, and in-person). They reported the median
quartile of respondents requiring five telephone calls, zero letters, and one in-

person visit.
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While both Robles et al. (1994) and Walton et al. (1998) are interested in

tracking difficulty and comparing those who are difficult to interview with those
less difficult to interview, their methods of creating groups by using a set of
defining criteria (Robles et al., 1994) or a cut point (Walton et al., 1998) were not
as effective as using multiple tracking variables to create groups as intended in
this dissertation study. Furthermore, the simple addition of all types of effort does
not capture the actual amount of work involved in locating respondents.
Telephone tracking and community tracking, which requires time-intensive site
visits, differ in the effort expended.

Tracking Source

A tracking source can be defined in different ways. In some studies, it is
only the information provided by the respondent at the first interview. This is
usually the names, addresses and telephone numbers of collaterals (i.e.
relatives, friends, employers, neighbors, and other people who will likely know a
respondent's address and telephone number). In other studies a source is
expanded to other sources found during the tracking and can include landlords,
social service agency personnel, employers, new tenants or neighbors at
respondent's former address, etc. Studying sources can get complicated,
because not every type of source provided by the respondent is used for each
respondent and a source can be used repeatedly. In addition, using fresh
sources (not provided by the respondent) can become complex because it
interacts with the tracking method (i.e. a new address may lead to a letter and/or
a visit). Only two articles were found that used the number of tracking sources

employed.
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Pirie, Thompson, and Mann (1989) reviewed two studies (i.e. Minnesota
and Ontario samples) that followed adolescents who participated in smoking
prevention intervention. Tracking effort level was conceptualized as the number
of unique sources used (1-2, 3-5, 6-10, and more than 10 sources). A unique
tracking source was defined as "a unique telephone number, address or unique
tracking device such as a reverse directory, mailed letter, or driver's license
search (p. 254)." The authors found 46.3% of the Minnesota sample with 1-2
sources, 19.7% with 3-5 sources, 10.4% with 6-10 sources and 16.2% with 10 or
more sources. Interviewing the Ontario sample required more sources, with
14.0% of the sample being found with 1-2 sources, 55.6% with 3-5 sources,
15.7% found with 6-10 sources and 5.5% found with more than 10 sources.
While this research is unique in its approach and provides valuable information,
the decisions about how the number of sources is broken up may change results.
Looking only at number of sources used does not consider the actual difference
in effort expended by telephone calling and field tracking. There is no attempt to
group the sources into categories and no evaluation of how one category of
sources may have been more useful than another.

Bale, Amoldussen and Quittner (1984), in a follow-up study of male VA
substance abusers, do evaluate the sources provided by the respondent. Female
relatives were by far the most often named sources, and were useful in finding
half of the respondents who were not found by using the respondents’ original
addresses or telephone numbers. While these analyses are useful in providing
basic information, they do not provide more specific information that is possible

with multivariate investigation. For example, it would be interesting to know more
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about the personal characteristics of respondents who did and did not name
female relatives.

Ordinal Tracking Groups Created by Method and Source

This section describes studies [or reports] that combined tracking
methods and sources. One (Mackenzie, Funderburk, Allen & Stefan, 1987)
scored respondents on an ordinal scale representing "location difficulty” and
"interview difficulty.” Three articles (Sullivan et al., 1996; Rumptz et al., 1991;
Hartsough, Babinski and Lambert, 1996) placed respondents into ordinal groups
in an attempt to define tracking effort on a continuum from easy to difficult.

Unlike many tracking studies, Mackenzie et al. (1987) attempted to
investigate the status differentiation between "difficult to interview" and "difficult to
locate" of 85 alcoholic men at an eight-year post treatment follow-up. The
investigators kept detailed logs from which an ordinal rating score was given on
"difficulty of location" (0-5 score) and "difficult to interview scale" (0-1 score).
Details about the rating are found in the article. The rating does combine
methods and source, but does not have an intuitive progression from easy to
more difficult efforts. Specific problems in the scoring system include 1) no use of
mail attempts and 2) placing community visits before telephone directory
assistance. Community visits are more labor intensive than phone calls.

Ordinal ranking of methods intermixed with tracking sources is used by
Rumptz et al. (1991) and Sullivan et al. (1996), who used the same sample of
battered women after the 12 month follow-up and after the 24 month follow-up in
both studies. Sullivan et al. (1996) divided and compared the sample into those
who were found through office efforts (easy to locate) and those who needed

more efforts (difficult to locate group). Placement into one of the six categories
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was dictated by the category that led to a completed interview (order-telephone
calls, alternative contacts, alternative in-person contacts, and finally sending
letters).

In another example of rank ordering of tracking efforts, Hartsough et al.
(1996) followed a sample of 492 school-aged ADHD children for 13 years. After a
five-year research pause between 1987 through 1992 with no formal contact
between the project and the respondents, 81.2% of 492 ADHD adults were
interviewed. They empirically described the type of "contact effort” used as mail
only; mail plus one to three calls, and mail plus four or more calls. The majority of
respondents who were interviewed (n = 400) were contacted by mail (41.0%); a
little over one-third needed mail plus one to three telephone calls; and 22%
needed several mailings plus four or more telephone calls. They concluded that
18% of the entire effort was expended in reaching the easiest group within four
months (n = 195). Almost fifty percent of the entire effort was spent on
interviewees who took five or more months to interview (n = 204) and finally, 20%
of the effort was expended on 45 subjects who were not located. Subjects who
were reinterviewed in 1992 were more likely to have parents who consistently
participated in the study, had no arrest history and no history of ADHD (control
group).

The ordinal categories (used by Rumptz et al. and Sullivan et al.) seem
inefficient as only one failed telephone attempt to the actual respondent led to a
home visit. An interviewer could immediately try a telephone call to an alternative
contact to see if the respondent had moved. It is also interesting that Sullivan et
al. did not begin by mailing a letter, a procedure that helps identify those who are

no longer at their original addresses. Almost all of the research studies reviewed
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in this chapter used letters as a preliminary effort to entice respondents to call the
project or to receive forwarding addresses for respondents who had moved. An
additional weakness is that telephone calls and home visits are lumped into one
category although home visits are more difficult, labor intensive and expensive
than telephone calls.

A problem with all three studies, which use ordinal ranking systems, is
that "contact effort” does not differentiate what informant was called and what
address was used. Mailing the same questionnaire several times to the same
address requires less effort than finding and mailing questionnaires to several
different newer addresses for respondents and collaterals. The overall problem
with these methods is that they are dependent on researchers’ qualitative
evaluations of what method or source is valued as more difficult that another.
Furthermore, none of these three studies used "telephone calls" or "visits to
home" variables as continuous variables.

Tracking Time Measurement

Measuring time to complete an interview has also been used to indicate
tracking difficulty. Time has also been measured in different ways. Three articles
were found that used time measurement as an indicator of tracking effort. In the
simplest case, "time to locate" has been reported as an average time between
interviews (Aneshensel et al., 1989).

With a slightly different meaning, "time to interview" has also been
conceptualized as the time required to complete an interview from first contact to
interview completion (Hartsough et al., 1996). Hartsough et al. studied 492
school children in 1972 and again 20 years later. One half of the children were

diagnosed with ADHD. Cumulatively, almost one fifth of the respondents were
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located and interviewed within the first month, 50% within 7 months, 70% within
18 months, and finally, at the completion of the data collection at 28 months, 81%
of the 492 respondents had been interviewed.

Cottler et al. (1996) also used as a primary dependent variable "time to
interview" as an indicator of "hard to reach” in an 18 months post- treatment
follow-up of 479 drug abusers. "Time to interview" was created as a four-class
ordinal group based on length of time in relation to anniversary of follow-up date
(i.e. pre and post interview anniversary follow-up date). This grouping was used
to compare frequencies of three types of tracking: telephone, system and field.
The "telephone tracking" category included telephone calls (placed to family
members and friends, telephone directories, directory assistance, and Haines
Criss-Cross directory). The "field tracking" category included actual visits to
locations, whereas the "system tracking”" category referred to telephone calls to
systems the client may have participated in or to public records. Respondents
who completed the interview within the anniversary period had on average
significantly fewer telephone contacts (4.2 attempts vs. 16.6) and fewer system
contacts (3.2 attempts vs. 7.1) than respondents who completed the interview
post anniversary. There was no significant difference in number of field contacts,
which averaged 2.2 for the whole interviewed sample.

Personal Characteristics of Difficult-to-Interview Respondents

Attrition can be a potential problem in all longitudinal research studies.
There are several attrition bias detection methods. One common method is to
complete a logistic regression with retention status as the dependent variable
and demographics and study variables as the independent predictors. A

significant independent variable indicates that there is a difference between the
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retained and non-interviewed sample regarding that independent variable. While
these attrition bias detection methods are suggested, they are not always
completed. Often there are no hypotheses about who will leave a sample prior to
completing these analyses. There is no systematic theory explaining why people
leave samples and no empirical evaluation of any theory.

This section reviews the conclusions made about respondents who are
not reinterviewed as a proxy for people who are difficult to interview. People who
are difficult to interview include some who will eventually be reinterviewed and
some who will not be reinterviewed. Respondents who are difficult to interview,
once they are interviewed, are then included with the easy to interview
respondents. It is necessary to use a proxy because nothing is known about the
personal characteristics of respondents who are difficult to interview other than
the Bale et al.’s study (1984) that developed a binary rating scale.

Twenty longitudinal studies that met the following criteria were found and
are described in Table 2. Two criteria were determined to be important: 1) The
article had to have either an attrition/retention or tracking emphasis and 2) the
article had to contain a description of an attrition analysis between follow-up
retention status and personal characteristics (demographic) variables. The
personal characteristics of interest here are marital status, employment, income,
education, race, mental health, and substance abuse.

Marital Status

Marital status is one of the commonly measured research variables used
to describe research samples and in statistical procedures. The common marital
status categories are married, single, divorced, living with a partner, separated.

Of the 20 studies in Table 2, only eleven compared marital status between the
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respondents retained and lost. There is agreement across a variety of samples
that respondents who are not reinterviewed are more likely to be unmarried
(Blumenthal, Sung, Coates, Williams, & Liff, 1995; Fischer et al., 2001; Martinez-
Ebers, 1997; van de Berg & Lindeboom, 1998; Walton et al., 1998), living alone
(Bale et al., 1984; Cohen et al., 1993; Mackenzie et al., 1987), or single heads of
households (Martinez-Ebers, 1997). There is some, but less evidence that
recently divorced respondents (Fitzgerald, Gottschalk, & Mofitt, 1998A, 1998B)
are less likely to be reinterviewed. In some research situations, especially with
smaller samples, the "single" and "divorced" categories are collapsed into one
category or the "divorced" and "separated” categories are combined. Finally only
three of the studies found no difference between marital status and retention
status.

Employment

Employment as a construct can be measured several different ways. Usually it is
measured as employed vs. not employed (binary) or measured as full-time, part-
time or non-employed. Some studies evaluate job status (van de Berg &
Lindeboom, 1998) or job type for those who are employed (e.g. trade, service, or
white-collar versus blue-collar). Six of the 20 studies found that employment
status had no relationship to retention status. In five out of the six studies that
found no relationship between employment and retention status, two sample
considerations may explain the lack of a relationship between employment and
retention status. First, more than 50% of the respondents in four of the six
studies were unemployed (Fischer et al., 2001; Katz et al., 2001; Robles et al.;
1994). These are high unemployment rates and may indicate an unusual sample

phenomenon that influenced the attrition rate. Second, two studies had almost
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equal numbers of respondents and non-respondents (Juntenen, Hwalek, &
Neale, 1999; Fischer et al., 2001). Findings from studies with high attrition rates

are viewed with less confidence (Acock, 1997).

Five of the 20 studies found that unemployed respondents were more
likely not to be reinterviewed. Cottler et al. (1996) specifically found that
unemployed respondents were twice as likely to be in the group of respondents
who required a longer period of time to track and find. Unlike the majority of
findings, Bale et al. (1984) found that substance abusers who were employed,
homeowners, and now sober persons were less likely to complete interviews.
Bale et al. (1984) suggests that respondents who are doing well after substance
abuse treatment may avoid interviewers for a variety of reasons, including
prevention of "a painful reminder of unpleasant memories” (p. 900) and a
stressful situation. Martinez-Ebers (1997) found that full-time employed female
heads of household were more likely not to complete the interview.

There are several ways to speculate about the effect that respondents’
employment status has on tracking efforts. Employed respondents are likely to
have less free time for completing surveys. Employment absorbs time and makes
juggling family responsibilities difficult, especially for women. Contacting
employed women using their home telephone numbers is also difficult. The
rigidity of work schedules makes completing a research interview more
challenging and may require multiple contacts for scheduling due to a series of
"no-shows" or cancellations. On the other hand, women who have ability, talent,
and commitment to maintain long-term jobs may be more likely to have the time

management skills needed to make and keep appointments, including research
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appointments. Consequently, the most pertinent flaw in many of the studies
reviewed is the failure to test interactions between employment and education or
employment and marital status, and the failure to see if education might have a
curvilinear relationship with attrition. The differences among subgroups created
by marital status and employment, such as married employed, married
unemployed, and single unemployed, warrant exploration.
Education

Of the 20 studies reviewed, the conclusions about the effect of education
were split. Six studies found non-respondents to have less education than
respondents and six studies found no educational difference between
respondents and non-respondents. Several of the studies that did not find
educational differences used samples with high percentages of high school
dropouts (Katz et al., 2001; Juntunen et al., 1999; Martinez-Ebers, 1997). Of
particular interest are the educational subgroup comparisons completed by
Agosti, Nunes and Stewart (1991) to determine if there were differences in
retention status among the subgroups. In regards to education, Agosti et al.
(1991) determined that intravenous and freebase substance users who
completed treatment had high levels of education and that minority completers
also had higher levels of education than minority dropouts did. There were no
differences in educational attainment between white completers and dropouts.
This careful examination of subgroup differences was not completed in the
remaining 20 studies reviewed (Table 2).
Income

Poverty has been documented to affect family and child outcomes.

Negative outcomes have been seen in poor families and their children regarding
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physical health, mental health, academic and school performance (Seccombe,
2000). Simple income is almost universally measured in research studies and
used as an indicator of socioeconomic status. Ten out of 20 studies compared
income differences between retained and non-retained respondents. Five of the
20 studies found no income differences between respondents and non-
respondents, while five studies found that there were income differences
between respondents. Some of the studies used other economic indicators such
as owning a car and public assistance eligibility (Sullivan et al., 1996; Robles et
al., 1994) as additional economic measures.

The mixture of findings regarding income may be explained by an
interesting finding reported in Fitzgerald et al.'s (1998A) work with the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), a panel which has been in effect since 1969
and which reports 50% accumulative attrition. Attrition occurs at higher rates in
PSID groups with lower socioeconomic status, particularly those with unstable
earnings. In regards to income, those who leave are more likely to be on welfare.
However, Fitzgerald et al. (1998a, 1998b) found that high-income families were
more likely to attrite than middle-income families. This suggests that both families
with higher and lower income might be more likely to leave a sample. If families
from both high and low income are more likely to leave a sample, a test of
curvilinear relationships between attrition and income, which requires quadratic
adjustment in regression analyses, would be used. While Fitzgerald et al. did
examine the curvilinear property of income, none of the other studies in Table 2

did.
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Race

Eleven of the 20 studies report findings regarding race and retention
status. Seven out of the 11 found that minorities were less likely to complete the
study. Four of the studies found no racial differences and three of studies had
homogenous African-American samples (Blumenthal et al., 1995 and Katz et al.,
2001) as well as a Dutch sample (van de berg & Lindenboom, 1998).

The PSID attrition rates among Caucasians, African-Americans, and
"other" racial groups are vastly different (Fitzgerald, 1998a, 1998b). The "other”
category dropped 20% in the first year and by 1989 only approximately 30%
remained. Initially Caucasian and African-Americans had similar attrition rates;
however, by 1975 increasing numbers of African-Americans left the sample,
resulting in 59% of the original number of Caucasians and 49% of the original
number of African-Americans remaining in the sample by 1989. As a
consequence of these attrition rates, the PSID has continued to draw minority
respondents as replacements. Fitzgerald et al. (1998a, 1998b) do not discuss
possible explanations of this attrition trend in relation to race and ethnicity.
Although Gilliss et al. (2001) propose that African Americans are hesitant to
participate and remain in longitudinal research because of past ethical abuses
such as the Tuskegee syphilis study, it is likely that the respondent's race in and
of itself does not explain respondents leaving a sample. Economic, social, and
occupational barriers for USA’s minority groups can explain minority attrition. For
example, the PSID “other” ethnic category contains greater numbers of newer
immigrant groups who move often and don’t have property ownership at the

same level as that of Caucasians and African Americans.
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Mental Health and Substance Abuse

Studying psychiatric and/or substance abusing populations has many
challenges. One of the problems is tracking and interviewing respondents who
have mental health and/or substance abuse problems. In fact, there is a
developed literature on tracking techniques (Cottler et al., 1996; Bootsmiller et
al., 1998) for these populations. It is likely that almost all samples will have
respondents who have mental health problems and/or substance abuse
problems as documented by the following population estimates from of the 2001
Household Survey (National Household Survey on Drug Abuse, 2001). There
were an estimated 14.8 million adults age 18 or older with severe mental iliness
as categorized by the DSM V. “Severe” is defined by several symptoms of the
diagnosis and marked impairment in social or occupational functioning (APA,
1994). The percentage of females with severe mental illness was higher than the
percentage of males (8.8 vs. 5.6 percent). Overall, the Household Survey found
that 15.9 million Americans age 12 and older used an illicit drug in the month
immediately prior to the survey interview. As an indicator of alcohol problems, a
2001 statistic showed more than 1 in 10 Americans or 25.1 million persons
reported driving under the influence of alcohol at least once in the 12 months
prior to the interview.

Logically, the combined effects of substance abuse and SMI would
increase needed tracking efforts. Criteria for substance abuse include the failure
to fulfill various roles, legal problems related to substance use, and social and
interpersonal problems (APA, 1994). These same problems also make
respondents difficult to track and interview. The relationship between drug use

and SMI seems to be stronger than the relationship between alcohol use and
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SMI. The Household Survey found adults who used illicit drugs were twice as
likely to have SMI as adults who did not use an illicit drug. For this reason,
greater interview and tracking effort may be found with illicit drug users who also
have SMI.

Given the prevalence rates of substance abuse and mental health
problems, it is likely that any longitudinal sample will have respondents who have
these problems and that they will be more difficult to interview. Of the 20 studies
reviewed, only five of the studies compared mental health status among those
who completed the study with those who did not. Four out of five of the studies
found that non-respondents in their samples were more likely to have more
severe mental health impairment and hospitalizations (Fischer et al., 2001);
Attention Deficit Disorder (Hartsough et al., 1996), and higher levels of
depression.

Seven out of the 20 studies compared various indicators of substance
abuse between respondents and non-respondents. Five out of seven of the
studies found that respondents who used substances (Cohen et al., 1993;
Fischer et al., 2001; Snow, Tebes, & Arthur, 1992), had relapsed (Walton et al.,
1998) or were more severely impaired by substance abuse problems and had
previous treatment (Bale et al., 1984) were more likely to be non-respondents.

Respondents' Collaterals

Collaterals can be extremely important in finding respondents who cannot
be located. Respondents in research studies are often asked to provide the
names, numbers and addresses for collaterals who can help locate the
respondent if the respondent moves. Collaterals can be relatives, friends,

employers, neighbors, and other people who will likely know a respondent's



25

address and telephone number. Five studies (Bale et al., 1984; Dilonardo,
Kendrick, & Vivaldi, 1993; Senturia et al., 1998; Juntunen et al., 1999; Howard &
Beckwith, 1996) are discussed in this section; however, only three actually
quantify or test the relationship between the respondent or collateral, the type of
collateral information, the usefulness of collaterals, or the quality and
completeness of collateral contact information.

In a review of methodological problems common in research samples of
substance abusing women, Howard and Beckwith (1996) noted that a
respondent's participation in a research study could be affected by difficult
interpersonal relationships. Other studies in this review agree (Dilonardo et al.,
1993; MacKenzie et al., 1987) that relationships with other people can be
indicators of tracking difficulty. Unstable, discordant and violent relationships can
lead to hiding from family members, past boyfriends or husbands. This can result
in respondents frequently moving, obtaining unlisted telephone numbers, and
collaterals who are suspicious and refuse to give information about respondents.

Bale, Arnoldussen and Quittner (1984) studied the relationships and
usefulness of contacts. They found that in locating male alcoholics, the
relationship most often listed was "mother" and this relationship was the most
useful in finding unlocateable respondents. Specifically, Bale et al. found that half
the men in the sample gave their mothers as collaterals and 28% of these
mothers were useful in tracing the respondents. Relatives were useful in finding
52% of the male respondents. In a non-empirical observation, Dilonardo et al.
(1993) concur with Bale et al. that mothers, girifriends, siblings or other relatives
are useful collaterals while tracking and interviewing psychiatric patients over a

two-year period.
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Overall, the literature seems to suggest that female (Howard & Beckwith,
1996; Dilonardo et al., 1993; Bale et al., 1984) collaterals provide more
information and are more useful in finding respondents than male collaterals.
However, there is little empirical literature, other than Bale et al.’s investigation of
the usefulness of collateral contacts based on relationship type (i.e. mother,
father, etc.) or sex of the respondent or the collateral.

In addition, there is some evidence of a relationship between retention
status and number of collaterals provided. While studying African-American and
Hispanic families with young asthmatic children, Senturia et al. (1998) found that
families who stayed in the sample had more contact names, less family stress
and more social support than those not interviewed at follow-up. The findings
from this study, taken with Howard and Beckwith's comments, highlight that
respondents with positive collateral relationships may be easier to interview.

While it seems like an obvious statement, collecting complete respondent
location information at the beginning of the study is vital to reducing tracking
effort (Desmond, Maddux, Johnson, & Confer, 1995). Respondents who do not
provide adequate recontact information for themselves or for their collaterals are
likely to be more difficult to interview. (Desmond et al., 1995; Pirie et al., 1989).
Juntunen et al. (1999) studied a bicultural high-risk Hispanic sample. These
authors found that respondents not reinterviewed had provided inadequate
recontact information. Similarly, Bale et al. (1984) found a relationship between
the quality and completeness of the recontact information and retention.
Evaluation staff involved in intervention trials often experience difficulty tracking
respondents because program staff fails to get the necessary information

(Hudson et al., 2000; Juntunen et al., 1999).
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Respondents' Measures of Personal Stability

Aneshensel and her colleagues (1989) created a respondent "stability
index" and studied it in conjunction with retention status. Aneshensel, et al.
(1989) used a sample of 1,023 Mexican-American and non-Hispanic Caucasian
female adolescents in a longitudinal study regarding sexual behavior. A stability
index with scores from zero to three was created by adding three items: not
always living with both parents, parents’ unmarried, and moved since age six.
Having several instability indicators was associated with a reduced probability of
being reinterviewed. One of the weaknesses of this study is the binary
measurement of subject moves (i.e. moving one time since age six is
qualitatively different from moving every year since age six).

Aneshensel et al. (1989) tried to quantify social stability by using a set of
three indicators. Respondent stability seemed have a strong relationship to
sample loss. This initial work with the concept of respondent stability raises some
interesting questions. Can stability be broken into categories such as
relationships (significant other and extended family), housing, and employment?
Do these categories, as an aggregate, have an influence on interview effort, or is
one category more predictive than other categories? None of the studies in the
tracking literature measured respondents’ overall stability using the contact
information from multiple interviews. It is likely that stable respondents who have
the same jobs, partners, addresses, telephone numbers, and collaterals at
multiple interviews are easier to locate and interview.

The literature reviewed in the following section is organized by telephone
and address stability, relationship stability, and employment stability. It is

important to realize that the concept of "employment stability” is similar to and
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informed by the demographic discussion of employment. Likewise, the concept of
"relationship stability” is similar to and informed by the demographic discussion
on marital status and the discussion on collaterals.

Telephone and Address Stability

Katz et al. (2001) found that over 50% of people lost to attrition also had
alternative contacts whose telephones were out of service. This finding could
imply that respondents gave bad information or that respondents had moved or
had their telephones disconnected. However, during the course of a longitudinal
study, accurate contact information can change for a variety of reasons. The
reason for the change or whether the initial recontact information was incorrect
may never be known. The researcher may only know that the number is out of
service. Sullivan and his colleagues (1996) were the only researchers who noted
the number of respondents with telephone numbers out of service (43% by the
final interview). Most of the tracking studies did not report the number of
respondents with telephone numbers out of service or the respondent's number
of residential moves.

A great deal of retention attention has been directed towards maintaining
samples of homeless individuals due to the transient nature of this population.
Tracking and maintaining contact with those who are homeless is a serious
problem in homelessness research. As could be expected, a residentially stable
respondent (homeowner or long-term renter) is easier to track by telephone or
letter. Type of housing and number of housing arrangements play an important
role in sample retention. Respondents who move frequently, live in rental

property (Fitzgerald et al., 1998A), have a history of homelessness or have used
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shelters are likely to require more interview and tracking effort (Cohen et al.
1993).

Mackenzie et al. (1987) considered the influence of residential adjustment
and retention. "Residential adjustment” includes number of residences, types of
residences, longest residence, and area of residence. Respondents who had
ever lived outside the geographic study area, had frequent moves, and those
who had lived in public (i.e. rooming houses, institutions, etc.) vs. private
residences were more difficult to find and interview. Mackenzie et al. (1987)
measured "difficult to find" and "difficult to interview" as separate measures and
found that residential adjustment had a strong effect, but a different relationship
to each variable. "Residential adjustment” was correlated positively with difficult
to interview and negatively with difficulty of location. Thus the people with
residential stability were the easiest to find, but frequently did not want to be
interviewed.

Aneshensel et al. (1989) found that respondents who had residential
stability versus mobility were more likely to be reinterviewed. In Anseshensel et
al.'s study, respondent stability as a single variable explained more of the
variance of the retention status than any other study variable.

Cohen et al. (1993) followed 163 homeless participants who were
measured on community functioning, residential instability, shelter use, hospital
days, and CMH contacts, and discovered that respondents who used fewer
services, lived alone, lived in multiple counties, and had substance abuse
problems were harder to retain. These authors introduce the concept of "passive
refusers" (those who never actually refused, but never agreed) and compared

"passive refusers" to those who outright refuse to continue in a study. Perhaps
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these passive refusers are the ones who pose more tracking difficulty because
they are attempting to elude research interviews.

Relationship Stability

As seen in the demographic discussion of marital status and retention,
married individuals seem to be the easiest to interview. Respondents who live
alone, are unmarried, single, or divorced are less likely to be reinterviewed
(Mackenzie et al., 1987, Bale et al., 1984, Walton et al., 1998, Blumenthal et al.,
1995). People with poor global social functioning (fewer friends and social
experiences) (Mackenzie et al., 1987) and lower social support from relatives
(Robles et al., 1994; Dilonardo et al., 1993) also are less likely to be interviewed.
While these point-in-time indicators of relationships provide information, what has
not been measured is how changes in relationships from one data collection to
the next may predict the level of interview effort required to complete the
interview.

Employment Stability

Crider et al. (1971) successfully tracked 60% in their sample using
employer information during 1957. However, employment has changed over the
last several decades and has essentially been restructured in ways that impede
employment stability. Companies are hiring temporary or regular part-time
workers with no benefits and often there is little job stability for lower-paying jobs
(Collins & Yeskel, 2000). No studies were found that looked at stability of
employment from one data collection period to the next. Other factors regarding
employment that may influence stability are type of job, occupation status
assigned to the job, and the benefits package. Few studies gather the necessary

information to understand the relationships between employment and retention.
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Van de Berg and Lindeboom's study (1998) about employment duration and
panel attrition measured occupational level of job complexity. They found that
attrition was related to employment in jobs with lower occupational levels and
short employment periods (i.e. changing jobs more frequently).

The literature reviewed about measurement of interview and tracking
effort and respondents’ characteristics, collaterals and personal stability suggests
several research questions and hypotheses. The following section specifies the
questions and hypotheses while providing a succinct justification for each.

Research Questions and Hypotheses and Their Relationship to the Literature

(Table 6)

Research Question One: Interview/Tracking Effort

What are the psychometric properties of the interview/tracking effort variable?

In the literature reviewed above, there are no adequate models for
measuring "interview effort.” None of the studies reviewed used one continuous
measure to combine various interview/tracking efforts into one variable or used
more than two or three variables to create interview/tracking effort groups. For
this study, groups measuring interview/tracking efforts (ITE) are created from
several different aspects of the interview/tracking process.

For the purpose of this discussion, people who attrite out of a sample are
assumed to have extensive tracking completed before they are determined to be
unreachable. Excluding the cases that attrite would truncate the higher range of
interview effort score. Several of the studies reviewed did not include tracking
efforts for those not interviewed (Cottler et al., 1996, 1987) or were unclear about
whether those not interviewed were included. Tracking efforts for all individuals

from the original sample are included in this study and this provides a more



32

accurate understanding of ITE because often the non-interviewed respondents
require the most effort.

Research Question Two: Demographics and Mental Health

What demographic and mental health variables predict the interview/tracking
effort score for mothers of newborns?

Few studies have quantitatively described extensive tracking efforts with
female samples and none with mothers of newborns. In light of this gap, the
empirical rigor and evaluation of tracking efforts in this present study may be
useful to researchers who are specifically interested in samples of mothers of
newborns. As stated in the introduction, the reviewed attrition literature
suggested that attrition in a variety of samples is related to marital status,
employment, income, education, race, mental health, and substance abuse.
Research question two asks what demographic variables predict
interview/tracking effort scores. Five specific hypotheses related to demographic
findings are developed based on the attrition literature reviewed above, and the
pertinent findings are summarized in the next five paragraphs.

Both married and single mothers have been identified as having higher
attrition rates (Martinez-Ebers, 1997). Being unmarried is commonly found to be
related to attrition (Van de Berg & Lindeboom, 1998; Fischer et al., 2001;
Fitzgerald et al., 1998). Likewise, unemployment episodes and short work
episodes or unstable work history have been found to be predictors of attrition
(Van de Berg & Lindeboom, 1998; Blumenthal et al., 1995). However, the
literature is lacking in attempts to empirically evaluate whether employment is

differentially related to tracking difficulty based on marital status.
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Hypothesis 2a: Marital Status and Employment. There is an interaction

between marital status and employment. Specifically employed married and
single mothers and unemployed single mothers are more difficult to interview.
Unemployed married women are the easiest to interview.

Some researchers found that income is not related to attrition (Martinez-
Ebers, 1997; Ellickson, Bianca, & Schoeff, 1988; Aneshensel et al.; 1989).
However, while analyzing the PSID, Fitzgerald et al. (1998a; 1998b) found that
both high and low income families left the sample. This suggested the possibility
of a curvilinear relationship for income. Other researchers reported that less
educated individuals were at higher risk of leaving samples (Sullivan et al., 1996;
Polak, 1999; Fitzgerald et al., 1998; Aneshensel et al., 1998). However, income
and education are highly correlated. Likewise, an interaction between income
and education might exist. No literature was found that tested these possible
curvilinear or interaction relationships of income and education with attrition or
tracking difficulty.

Hypothesis 2b: Education. Women who have higher levels of education

are easier to interview.

Hypothesis 2c: Income. Poor women are more difficult to interview than

wealthy women.

Commonly, minorities are more likely to leave samples (Fitzgerald, et al.,
1998a; 1998b; Aneshensel et al., 1989 Agosti et al., 1996; Sullivan et al., 1996).
While African-Americans have been thought to be skeptical of research (Grinnell
& Unrau, 2005), itis likely that both poor and the wealthy African-American
mothers are more difficult to interview. No studies have tested a potential

interaction between race and income.
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Hypothesis 2d: Race and Income. Both poor and wealthy African-
American women require more interview/tracking efforts than Caucasian women.
The negative relationship between income and interview/tracking effort is weaker
for African-American women.

As seen from the tracking work completed within substance abuse,
mentally ill, and homeless populations, more effort is needed when working with
these populations. In fact, several studies (Walton et al., 1998; Howard &
Beckwith, 1996; Cohen et al., 1993; Juntunen et al., 1999; Fischer et al., 2001)
found that those who had relapsed or were currently using were more likely to be
lost. Dilonardo et al. (1993) concluded that persons with both mental health
diagnoses and active substance abuse were at highest risk for attrition. Certainly,
these behaviors in samples of women might influence interview difficulty. Sullivan
et al. (1996) and Robles et al. (1994), both using samples of women, found a
relationship between higher levels of depression and difficulty in locating
respondents. Few studies have examined whether women who have substance
abuse and/or mental health problems require more interview/tracking effort.

Hypothesis 2e: Mental Health and Substance Abuse. Women who have

mental problems and those who have substance abuse problems are more
difficult to interview. Women who have both substance abuse and mental health
problems are the most difficult to interview.

These demographic variables are analyzed for simple relationships
(without control variables) with interview difficulty. Often the only information
available about research respondents is demographics. Certainly there are
unmeasured variables and control variables that would explain more variance in

interview/tracking difficulty, the primary dependent variable for this study.
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However, what is of interest is the use of demographics to determine the
respondents to target for more intense tracking. Thus the individual effect or
interaction of each of marital status with employment, income, income and
education, race, race and income, homelessness, substance abuse, and mental
health are tested first and then with the entire set of demographic variables.

Research Question Three: Positive Relationships and Collaterals

Are respondents who have positive relationships with their collaterals easier to
interview/track and does this differ by race? Are there differences in
interview/tracking efforts for respondents based on the type of collateral listed?
Does inadequate recontact information influence tracking difficulty?

Collaterals can be extremely important in finding respondents who cannot
be located. Respondents in research studies are often asked to provide the
names, numbers and addresses for collaterals who can help locate the
respondent if respondents move. Few studies actually quantify or test the
influence of quality of collateral information, the type of collateral information, or
the usefulness of collaterals. This current study examines these aspects of
collaterals individually and within a regression model. And, this study provides
additional information about collateral relationships using a female sample.
Moreover, this study explores the relationship between tracking difficulty and
other aspects of the mother-respondent relationship, such as the respondent’s
perception of their bond with her primary caregiver and the respondent’s
perceptions of the quality of their relationship with their mother, father, and
siblings.

The quality and completeness of collateral information limits effective

tracking (Juntunen et al., 1999). This study had interviewers at the hospital who
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consistently did not get two collateral contacts. (In the Volunteer Infant Parent
Study sample, 38.2% of respondents had one or no collaterals listed.) Although
this methodological problem is a flaw, it also allows for a sufficient respondent
sample of incomplete tracking information for a test of hypothesis 3d.

Hypothesis 3a. Respondents who listed mothers or grandmothers are

easier to interview.

Hypothesis 3b. Respondents with positive relationships with family,

friends, and their spouses are easier to interview.

Hypothesis 3c. Respondents who report positive bonding with their

primary caregivers are easier to interview. Specifically, respondents with higher
scores on the PBI's "care” subscale have lower interview/tracking effort scores
and respondents with lower scores on the PBI's "overprotection” subscale have
lower interview/tracking effort scores.

Hypothesis 3d. Respondents with fewer collaterals listed in the

recruitment interview (time 1) are more difficult to interview.

Research Question Four: Stability

What influence do stability indicators have on efforts to interview? Is there one
stability indicator that is more important in predicting efforts to interview?
Several studies indicated that respondent stability issues are a factor in
successfully tracking and interviewing respondents (Aneshensel et al., 1989).
The literature reviewed above demonstrated a relationship with employment
stability. Respondents who have jobs, have low job turn-over, and have stable
earnings (Fitzgerald et al., 1998a, 1998b, van de Berg & Lindeboom, 1998) are
less likely to attrite. Similarly, married people are often easier to find (Martinez-

Ebers, 1997; van de Berg & Lindeboom, 1998; Dilonardo et al., 1993; Mackenzie
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et al., 1987) and those with unstable marriages are more likely to attrite
(Fitzgerald et al., 1998a, 1998b).

Although the prior section and research question three examine issues
about collaterals, the stability of the relationship among the respondents and their
listed collaterals is examined within this research question. Howard and Beckwith
(1996) suggested that women with interpersonal difficulty are difficult to retain in
research studies. No studies were found that examined stability issues around
the collateral-respondent relationships. Also, none looked at the relationship
between respondents who consistently used the same collaterals and
respondents who changed collaterals.

Logically people who move more often or have unstable migration
histories (Fitzgerald et al., 1998a, 1998b; Mackenzie et al., 1987) are more
difficult to interview. Housing type has also been demonstrated to have a
relationship to attrition. Specifically, respondents who own or who are buying
houses are more likely to remain in a sample.

This study is the first to examine a variety of stability indicators and
classify these stability indicators into a comprehensive system of stability that
includes employment stability, relationship stability, collateral stability, and
residential stability. This study evaluates a comprehensive system of stability to
determine if one type of stability is more germane to interview/tracking effort or if
these stability indicators are cumulative.

Hypothesis 4a. Women who have employment stability are easier to

interview. Women who have the same jobs at time one and time two have lower

interview/tracking effort scores.



38

Hypothesis 4b. Women who have relationship stability are easier to

interview.
Women who report the same collaterals at time one and time two are easier to
interview.

Hypothesis 5¢c. Women with stable collaterals are easier to interview.

Hypothesis 4d. Women who have moved more than two times before or

after delivery are more difficult to interview.

Hypothesis 4e. Women who own homes are easier to interview than

women who live in other housing types.
Hypothesis 4f. Women with more instability (employment, marital,

collateral, shelter experience, residential) are more difficult to interview.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODS
Design

This study is part of a larger longitudinal prospective panel study of
mothers and their newborn infants titled the “Volunteer Infant Parent Study”
(VIPS; Combs-Orme, Cain & Wilson, 2004; Cain & Combs-Orme, 2005; Combs-
Orme & Cain, 2006; Page, Combs-Orme & Cain, under review). This larger study
was primarily interested in various aspects of parenting practices used with
infants. This sub-study uses some of the self-report survey data collected by
trained interviewers at two points in time and quantitative data from content
analyses of tracking logs maintained for each respondent.

Human Subjects Review

The University of Tennessee Institutional Review Board (IRB 4033-B)
approved the VIPS project. Several steps were taken to protect the rights of the
subjects who participated in this project. First, at recruitment, the project and
informed consent were explained to potential subjects. Second, the respondents
signed and received copies of the informed consent (Appendix A), in which they
agreed to participate in the recruitment and follow-up interviews conducted in
their homes when the children were approximately six to twelve months old.
Respondents were told of their right to withdraw from the study and that all
information provided would be confidential.

The following procedures were followed to insure that respondent
information and answers to research questions were confidential. First, subjects
were assigned identification numbers that were used with subject data entered
into computer files. Thus respondents’ names were never entered into the

computer files that contained responses to research questions. Second,
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identification numbers and identifying subject information (names, telephone
numbers, address, and collateral information) needed to complete the follow-up
interview were kept in a separate, locked location.

Sampling

Recruitment Interview

The Volunteer Infant-Parent Study recruited 246 new mothers who had
given birth in the Mother-Baby Unit at The University of Tennessee Medical
Center in Knoxville, Tennessee from February 1, 1999, to November 2, 1999.
Information is given below about the sampling procedures, the mother-baby unit,
and the medical center.

The sample of 246 mothers and their infants was drawn between
February and November of 1999 from a mother-baby unit that delivers 3,200
babies annually. On average, the discharge of vaginally delivered babies was
within 24 hours, and 48 hours for cesarean section delivered babies. Most of the
sample women were interviewed in their private hospital rooms within 12 to 36
hours after delivery. Despite an ongoing relationship between the research team
and this hospital, probability sampling from enumeration of delivering patients
was not possible. Thus, one of the four rotating interviewers was on the unit for a
total of about 20 hours a week (sometimes including weekends) during the 10-
month data collection period.

The following procedures were used to recruit mothers. No efforts were
made to interview mothers with any particular risk characteristics, although
mothers who were too ill, psychotic or intellectually limited to give informed
consent and mothers whose babies died or who were to be adopted were not

interviewed. In addition, because the larger study required a sample with a
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sufficient proportion of African-Americans to allow race-related differences in
parenting and because Knoxville and Knox County has only an 8% (2000, U.S.
Census Bureau) African-American population, African-American mothers were
over-sampled. This was accomplished by approaching all African-American
mothers on the unit first and recruiting Caucasian mothers in the remaining time
that interviewers were present. UTMC provides the regional high-risk perinatal
program for high-risk pregnant women from the surrounding mountainous
counties. Therefore, although UTMC is located in an urban location, the
population of delivering women includes women from several surrounding East
Tennessee counties, which are rural and Appalachian in culture. Thus to aid in
over-sampling African-American women, African-American women who lived
within an hour’s drive were also interviewed. Recruitment of Caucasian mothers
was limited to Knox County and surrounding counties within a half-hour drive
from the hospital. As a result of these techniques, 42% of the sample is African-
American (n = 103).

Interviewers approached the mothers in their rooms to explain the nature
and purpose of the research project and the informed consent process. There
were a few refusals to participate; most related to lack of time due to early
discharge, mothers’ being sleepy or in pain, or the presence of visitors in
mothers’ rooms. The thirty-minute interviews were conducted in private and free
refreshments in the hospital cafeteria were offered as an inducement for visitors
to leave the mothers’ rooms. After the interview, women were given a $10.00
Wal-Mart gift certificate and VIPS refrigerator magnets reminding respondents to

call the VIPS project if they moved.
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Tracking Procedures

Several different procedures were used to locate the research sample at
follow-up. At the recruitment interview, respondents provided current addresses,
telephone numbers, type of housing (house, apartment complex, apartment in a
house, or mobile home), length of time at the current address, names under
which telephone numbers were listed, email addresses, plans for moving, and
employment information for self and partner. The interviewers asked for the
names, addresses, telephone numbers, and relationships of two contact persons,
and in the event the respondent had no telephone, the name and number of
person who could relay messages.

Six-Month Follow-Up Interview

At the time of follow-up, extensive logs (Appendix B) on tracking activities
were completed by the interviewers and other project staff. Approximately three
letters were sent: the first, a thank-you letter for participating in the project; the
second, a three-month contact letter; and then a letter four weeks before the
scheduled six-month follow-up. “Return address requested” was stamped on the
envelope so that forwarding information, if available, would be provided.
Interviewers called respondents to arrange the follow-up interviews. If the
telephone number was incorrect, the information from the hospital locating and
tracking information form was used. Collaterals, employment sources, etc. were
contacted. In addition, priority letters to respondents and letters to collaterals
requesting additional information could be sent. If there was continued difficulty in
contacting the respondent, computer-tracking resources were used (e.g. “reverse
look up” directories that assist in finding names and phone numbers for

respondent and collateral addresses). VIPS had a research assistant who
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developed relationships with public housing managers and the local utility board.
Often respondents would move to a different, often larger, unit in the same
Department of Housing and Urban Development complex (i.e. public housing) or
to a different public housing complex in a different part of the city. Community
tracking included visits to respondents’ addresses and to collaterals if telephone
numbers were no longer accurate.

Data Collection

The following data were collected for the larger VIPS study at the
recruitment (hospital) and follow-up interviews. Not all the measures described
below are used in the current study. During the recruitment interview,
demographic data, transience and homelessness, the Adult Adolescent
Parenting Inventory (AAPI; Bavolek & Keene, 1999), the Neonatal Perception
Inventory (NPI; Palisin, 1981), the Parental Bonding Inventory (PBI; Parker,
Tupling & Brown, 1979), and the Maternal Concerns Scale (MCS; Combs-Orme,
Martin, Fox & Favor, 2000; Combs-Orme et al., 2004) were collected (see
Appendix C for the recruitment interview). In addition, tracking logs were coded
for tracking statistics (see Appendix D for the Tracking Coding Form).

At the follow-up interview, demographic data, the Life Events Inventory
(LEI; Cochrane & Robertson, 1973), Family Resource Scale (FRS; Dunst & Leet,
1987), Parenting Stress Index-Short Form (PSI-SF; Abidin, 1995), Infant-Toddler
Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment (IT- HOME; Caldwell &
Bradley, 1984), Michigan Infant Behavior Survey (MIBS; McDonough, 1995),
Young Adult Self Report (YASR; Achenbach, 1997) were collected. A complete

copy of the six-month interview is located in Appendix E.
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Measurement

The primary dependent variable in this study is the total score of a
constructed scale titled "Interview/Tracking Effort.” This scale consists of the
eight questions, four dichotomous and four count (see Table 3). The responses
to these questions were coded from the tracking logs maintained for each
respondent. One interviewer (the author of this study) reviewed all the tracking
logs using the code form contained in Appendix D. VIPS project personnel had
frequent and regular team meetings. During these meetings, the person
responsible for coding the tracking logs trained interviewers about tracking record
maintenance and resolved any questions regarding tracking logs.

The following variables and values each contributed one point to the
summative scale: telephone at recruitment interview (none); telephone at six-
month interview (none); respondent had the same phone at both interviews (no);
and respondents had the same address at both interviews (no, different
addresses). Respondents who had the same address and the same telephone
number at both interviews received zero points for the four items. The following
four continuous variables contributed the number of points corresponding to the
count for that variable: total number of telephone calls, total number of no-shows
for interview appointments, number of collaterals contacted, and number of
unscheduled visits (e.g. a respondent who had 10 telephone calls would be given
10 points). Thus, respondents with higher scores required more interview efforts.
All eight of these variables are listed in Table 3, Appendix G.

Demographic and Mental Health Data

The demographic data used in this study include the following: marital

status at the recruitment and the follow-up interviews, age, race, employment
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status at both interviews, education, income, and indicators of problems with
mental health and substance abuse (Table 4).

Marital Status. Marital status was coded using the following categories
during the recruitment interview: 1) married and living with husband, 2) married
but not living with husband, 3) divorced not living with a partner, 4) unmarried
and living with a partner, and 5) unmarried, and not living with a partner. During
the six-month interview a sixth marital status category was added 6) divorced
and living with a partner.

Race. Race had two categories African-American (n = 103, 41.9%) and
Caucasian (n = 143, 58.1%).

Age. Age ranged from 14.17 to 41.95 (M = 23.97, SD = 6.01). Age was
calculated using the dates of the interview and the mother's birth.

Employment. Employment had three categories (part-time, full-time, and
not employed) at the recruitment interview, but was expanded to eight categories
at the six-month interview to also capture respondents who were students (1)
part-time job, not in school; 2) part-time job, in school; 3) part-time job, school
next term; 4) full-time job, not in school; 5) full-time job, in school; 6) no job, no
school; 7) no job, in school; 8) no job, school next term).

Education. Education was used in most analyses as a continuous
variable. However, the original education categories coded on the VIPS
recruitment interview were collapsed into the following six categories in order to
describe the sample: less than high school education (n = 46), high school
graduate (n = 50), GED completion (n = 17), vocational education for one to
three years (n = 30), some college for one to three years (n = 38), and four or

more years of college (n = 32).
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Income. Annual family income was coded at both interviews into 10
ordinal categories ranging from the first category of under $5,000 to $75,000 and
over. This income classification was devised from the U.S. Census. In some
analyses income was used as a continuous measure.

Mental Health and Substance Abuse Problems. Mental health and

substance abuse problems were measured using the Young Adult Self-Report
(YASR, Achenbach, 1997).

YASR was designed to identify syndromes or problem patterns that are
likely to occur together in young adults. There are nine problem subscales titled
anxious/depressed, withdrawn, somatic complaints, thought problems, attention
problems, intrusive, aggressive behavior, delinquent behavior, and other
problems. Two of the subscales (anxious/depressed and withdrawn) are totaled
into an internalizing scale; three of the subscales (intrusive, aggressive behavior,
delinquent behavior) are totaled into an externalizing scale; the internalizing
score, externalizing score, and the other four problem scales (somatic
complaints, thought problems, attention problems, and other problems) are
totaled into a total problem score. In addition, there are five adaptive functioning
scales (friends, education, jobs, families, and spouse) that can be combined into
a mean adaptive score. In addition, there is a subscale measuring substance
use. All these subscales scores for the VIPS sample can be converted to T-
scores that can be compared to a normative sample's dispersion of T-score.
These comparisons determine if a score falls into a clinical range. Achenbach
(1997) reported one-week test-retest reliability of .84 for the YASR problem

subscales, .82 for the YASR mean adaptive scale, and .92 for mean substance
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use subscale. Published mean long-term stability (for intervals averaging 39
months) was .58.

For this study, the nine problem scales, the substance abuse scale, and
the total problem scale were used to examine hypothesis 2e.

Positive Relationships and Collaterals

Collateral Relationship. The relationship with each collateral provided by

the respondent was recorded on the interview form. Collateral contact forms
were coded into the following categories: no collateral listed, respondent refused
to give collateral information, unknown relationship, Respondent's (R’'s) mother,
R's father, R's grandmother, R's grandfather, friend/neighbor, R's or partner's
work, R's sister, R's brother, R's in-laws or anyone related to R's partner. These
categories are empirically and logically collapsed in order to have sufficient
sample sizes for group comparisons.

Quality of Relationship. The YASR's adaptive scales, which measure

relationships with a respondent’s friends, family and spouse, were used to
evaluate research question four. The items from the “friend” subscale asked
about the number of friends and amount of contact with friends (items YY1-YY4).
The items from the “family” subscale evaluated the respondent's relationship with
other family members as worse, average or better than average (YY21-23). The
“spouse/partner” subscale measured a variety of relationship issues (YY25-
YY31). A higher score represented a better quality of relationship.

Quality of Parental Bond. The Parental Bonding Instrument (PBI; Parker

et al., 1979) was used at the recruitment interview (Appendix C). The PBIl is a 25-
item instrument that measures the respondent’s perceptions of her primary

caregiver on two dimensions of caring and overprotection. Participants were
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asked to rate their primary caregivers on 25 items using a four-point Likert scale
from “very like” (1) to “very unlike” (4).

The care subscale has 12 items allowing for a maximum score of 36.
Higher scores are more desirable on the care subscale and indicate greater care
or affection and warmth, and lower scores indicated indifference and neglect.
The overprotection subscale has 13 items allowing for a maximum score of 39.
Higher scores are less desirable and indicate greater overprotection,
intrusiveness, control, and prevention of independent behavior.

The overall measure and the subscales (care and overprotection) have
shown acceptable test-retest (.76 and .63 respectively) and split-half (.88 and .74
respectively) reliability (Parker et al., 1979). Published inter-rater reliability was
.85 for the care subscale, .69 for the protection subscale (Parker et al., 1979).
Published concurrent validity was determined by comparing raters’ scores to
interview scale scores and was above .75 for the care subscale, and .45 for the
overprotection subscale (Parker et al., 1979).

Number of Collaterals. Respondents were given one point for each

collateral listed at the time of the recruitment interview.
Stability

Respondents' stability were measured in the following dimensions:
employment, relationship, and residential.

Employment Stability. A respondent’s place of employment at the

recruitment interview was compared with the respondent’s place of employment
at the six-month interview and the following five categories were created.
0 different jobs at time 1 and time 2

1 same job at time 1 and time 2
2 no job at time 1 and time 2
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3 no job at time 1 and a job at time 2
4 job at time 1 and no job at time 2

Employment stability was created from collapsing categories 0, 3 and 4
into an unstable employment category. The final employment stability variable

had the following three categories.

0 Unstable employment
1 Same jobs both interviews
2 Unemployed both interviews.

Relationship Stability. Marital status at recruitment and follow-up

interviews was compared and a binary variable created, with a score of one for
those with changes.

Collateral Stability. Collateral stability was measured using a three-

category variable: 1) telephone numbers and/or addresses were used and
collateral was available; 2) telephone was disconnected or letter was returned;
and 3) collateral stability unknown because no collateral contact was attempted
or needed.

Number of Places Lived. The number of moves was collected at the

recruitment and follow-up interviews. At the recruitment, respondents were asked
the number of places lived in the year prior to the recruitment interview. At the
six-month interview, respondents were asked the number of places they lived in
during the time period between recruitment and the six-month interview.

Homeless or Shelter Experience. Respondents who indicated that they

had been homeless or had lived in shelters were coded as “1” in a binary

variable.
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Total Stability Factors. This summative index is coded higher for

problems in stability areas. The following six stability variables and values
contributed one point to this index: employment (changed employment situation);
relationship (had a different relatic;nship situation); collateral changes (collateral
was unstable); number of places lived at recruitment (more than one location);
number of places lived at six-month interview (more than one location); and
shelter/homelessness experience (had lived in a shelter or experienced
homelessness).

Housing Type. Housing type was coded during the follow-up interview.
Housing was coded as single family home (n = 111); mobile home (n = 27);
apartment housing, private (n = 18); apartment, public (n = 50); and apartment,

not sure (n = 20).
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

Introduction

The theory, logic and research questions used to develop models for
testing research questions are of utmost importance. Initially, the literature review
and resultant research questions in this dissertation study led to an analytic
model exploring a continuous measurement tool that summed eight interview and
tracking effort (ITE) variables (see Table 3 for a complete description of the eight
items). Linear regression of tracking and interview effort was planned with a host
of demographic and independent variables. However, as a whole, the eight-item
scale did not result in sufficient reliability (coefficient alpha = .45; standardized
coefficient alpha = .66). One possible reason that this set of items doesn’'t have
internal consistency reliability is that the latent variable underlying these items is
qualitative, not quantitative. While linear regression is appropriate in situations
when quantitative latent variables are suspected, latent class analysis can
examine qualitative latent variables. The research questions are still important;
however, the analytic approach was changed to latent class cluster analysis.

There is much to recommend latent class cluster analysis for analyzing
these research questions. Much of the tracking interview literature uses various
arbitrary methods to create ordinal groups of respondents on a continuum of
easy to difficult to track and interview (e.g. groups created by time to track or by
tracking methods). In contrast, latent class analyses use a set of indicators,
rather than one or two variables, to identify groups of individuals who are
homogenous with regard to the indicator variables. In addition LCA allows
empirical exploration to determine if qualitatively distinct groups exist and, if so,

to determine the nature of these groups. This approach is called a person-
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centered approach. In this dissertation, tracking and interview effort groups are
determined and serve as the dependent variable in a series of multinomial
logistic regressions answering the research questions.

This chapter has three major sections. First, specific data analysis issues,
such as missing data, reliability of measures and attrition analyses, are outlined.
The second section presents the results from the latent class analyses using the
tracking interview effort indictors. Within this second section the descriptive
results for the entire sample are contrasted with descriptive results of the three
latent classes. The last major section describes the results of the multinomial
logistic regression and answers research questions two, three and four. Woven
throughout the sections are specific details about latent class cluster analysis
and multinomial logistic regression.

Preanalysis Data Issues

Missing Data

While a brief summary of missing data is presented here, a more
expansive discussion of decisions made regarding missing data is discussed in
Appendix F. Often there were proxy variables that were substituted for missing
data in a survey. For example, the interviewers were asked to observe the
respondent’s type of housing (i.e. single family, apartment, etc.) at follow-up.
Since respondents had been asked about housing type at recruitment, if this
variable was not provided at follow-up and if the respondent still lived at the same
address, the recruitment variable was used at follow-up.

Eight items were used to determine latent class group membership, the
main dependent variable used in most analyses. The eight items were coded

from the six-month (6M) tracking logs (Appendix B) using the code form
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(Appendix D). Seven out of eight variables had no missing data. The one variable
with missing data, telephone at 6M interview, was unavailable for 11 cases. Data
for these 11 cases were imputed using Latent Gold (Statistical Innovations,
2003), the statistical package used to calculate latent classes.

There were no missing data for race, age, marital status, education and
employment. Income had missing data for four respondents at recruitment and
eight respondents at the six-month interview. For the two respondents who never
provided an income level, income was imputed using expectation-maximization
(Acock, 1997) with age, education, employment, income, and marital status used
in the imputation. Known income level from one of the interviews was substituted
for the unknown income level for the other interview when available (n = 6).

Two standardized measurement tools were used in these analyses: the
Parental Bonding Inventory (PBI; Parker et al., 1979) and Young Adult Self
Report (YASR; Achenbach, 1997). The PBI was entirely missing for two of the
246 respondents (0.8%). Two other respondents had missing data for one or two
PBI items. EM was used to impute the missing values for only the latter two
respondents using the remaining items on the PBI.

The YASR was completed at the second interview. No imputation was
used for the women (n = 33) who had missing YASR questions. Nineteen of the
33 women dropped out of the sample at the second data collection and the other
14 women did not complete the YASR for the following reasons: abbreviated
telephone interviews (n = 11), refused to finish the interview, or someone other

than the mother completed the survey.
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Reliability
Coefficient alpha was completed for the measures used in this study
(Table 7). As discussed earlier, the alpha for the eight interview/tracking effort
items was poor. Most of the scales had excellent reliability (.79 to .93) with the
exception of the Family, Friends, and Spouse subscales of YASR (.04 to .48).

Attrition Analyses

Often, binary logistic regression is used to identify relationships between
participation in a study and a set of independent variables. Binary logistic
regression tests an overall model, using a chi-square test and a significance test.
In addition, the Odds Ratio (OR) is calculated for each independent variable in
the model, which quantifies the strength and direction of a relationship between
the independent and dependent variables when controlling for other variables in
the model (Agresti, 1996). The OR for categorical independent variables is made
up of the odds of the categories as compared to a reference category. An OR
value of 1 indicates that the odds of being in each category of the categorical
independent variable are the same for each level of the independent variable.
This also means that there are no relationships between any of the independent
variable categories and the dependent variable. Models containing more than
one independent variable partition the total variance so that the relative
importance of each independent variable can be compared.

Respondents who completed both interviews (n = 227) were compared to
respondents who did not complete the six-month interview (n = 19) to determine
if there were differences in the odds of participation between the two groups on
demographic characteristics and independent variables collected at recruitment.

Binary logistic regression was used with six-month interview participation as the
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dependent variable, coded as yes (1) and no (0). Dummy coding was used with
the categorical independent variables. The reference group for the independent
variable is noted below when there was a relationship between participation and
a categorical independent variable. The likelihood of participation in the second
interview did not differ by marital status (X?(3) = 0.70, p = .87), employment
status (X?(2) = 0.90, p = .63), income (X?(1) = 0.05, p = .82), race (X*(1) = 0.22,
p = .64), education (X?(1) = 0.48 , p = .49), age (X?(1) = 1.01, p = .31), or by the
entire set of demographic variables (X?(10) = 3.39, p = .97).

Regarding the independent variables used in hypotheses to evaluate
social support and collaterals (research question three), the only significant
variable affecting the likelihood of participation was the overprotection subscale
of the PBI (X2(1) = 4.16, p = .04, OR = 0.94). The odds of participating in the
sample were lower for those with higher PBI overprotection scores. The mean
PBI overprotection score for respondents (n = 227) was 16.09 (SD = 7.57) and
the mean PBI overprotection score for non-respondents (n = 19) was 19.89 (SD
= 8.05).

Two of the eight variables (collateral stability and number of places lived
for the previous year at the recruitment interview) used to study the effect of
respondents’ stability influenced the likelihood of participation in the follow-up
interview. To review, “collateral stability” is a three-category variable with the
subsequent categories and codes: stable collaterals (0), unstable collaterals (1),
and unknown collateral stability (2). For this attrition analysis, stable collaterals
were selected as the reference group and dummy coding was used.
Respondents with unstable collaterals had lower odds of remaining in the sample

than respondents with stable collaterals (X?(2) = 16.25, p = .00, OR = 0.20, p =
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.00). Respondents who moved more frequently also had lower odds for
remaining in the sample (X*(1) = 5.43, p = .020, OR = .67, p = .01). Participants
in both interviews (n = 227) had lived an average of 1.71 places (SD = .96), while
the non-respondents (n = 19) had lived an average of 2.44 places (SD = 2.09).

Attrition analyses were also completed with the dependent variable
(interview-tracking effort group assignment). This three value dependent variable
was computed using LCA, and discussions related to LCA and this variable are
located later in this chapter. Dummy coding was used with group one (the
easiest- to-track women) as the reference group. Participation was highly related
to the interview-tracking effort (last variable in Table 12). Women who were easy-
to-track finished the six-month interview, while more of the difficult-to-track
women did not complete the interview. Group one had only 1.3% attrition; group
two, 18.5%; and group three, 16.3%. Group two respondents were less likely to
complete the second interview than group one (X?(2) = 22. 64, p = .00, OR =
0.06, p = .00). Similarly, but to a slightly lesser degree, respondents in group
three were also less likely to participate in the second interview than group one
(X?(2) = 2264, p =.00, OR = 0.07, p =.00).

Latent Class Analysis

The purpose of this dissertation is first to determine whether different
subtypes of women exist in regards to the amount of effort it takes to track and
interview them. The next step will be to explore the qualitative and quantitative
characteristics of the subtypes and whether the subtypes are related in a
theoretically predictable manner to external variables.

The first step uses latent class models, one type of finite mixture models,

to create groups with similar responses or patterns of observed variables in a
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multidimensional space (Bartko & Eccles, 2003). This can also be considered a
person-oriented approach, which has been defined as creation of groups
containing “individuals who are similar to each other and different from
individuals in other categories” (p. 883, Muthen & Muthen, 2000). A latent class
model is useful if the sample consists of different subtypes, and if it is not known
beforehand which participant belongs to which of the subtypes. The subtypes
may differ qualitatively (e.g., a respondent had the same phone at both
interviews) or quantitatively (e.g., the number of telephone calls to a respondent
needed to complete the interview). The latent variable in the latent class model is
categorical, and the number of categories (i.e., number of latent classes)
represents the number of different clusters of participants in a sample.

Latent Gold (Statistical Innovations, 2003) was the statistical program
used to complete the latent class cluster analyses. Latent Gold uses the
likelihood approach of expectation-maximization (EM) estimation method to
iteratively determine the clusters or groups. One of the three strengths of this
analytic model is that it doesn’t require the assumptions of linear relationships, a
normal distribution, and homogeneity of the data. Second, probability estimation
is used to classify persons into clusters based on estimated probabilities of
membership into each cluster. Thus in a model that has specified three groups or
clusters, each person has an estimated probability of membership in each of the
three groups. The third strength is that observed indicator variables can be
ordinal, nominal, count or continuous variables (Statistical Innovations, 2003).

A simple latent cluster class model has two major components: indicators
and classes (or groups). Making substantive changes to both these components

and comparing the results lead to meaningful and interpretable models. In
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addition, the model needs to be computed several times because the EM
iteration estimation procedure uses random seed starting values. Different
starting values can change results over successive computations of the same
model. Unstable data can lead to a local optima problem, which is a convergence
on a local solution rather than the “true (global) maximum of the likelihood
function” (p. 65, Hagenaars & McCutcheon, 2002). After the data fit to the model
are found to be stable, the same random seed value can be used to replicate the
results.

Latent class models serve to cluster participants. In other words, the
latent categorical variable is used to model heterogeneity. In the classic form of
the latent class model, observed variables within each latent class are assumed
to be independent. Although in variations of the classic model this assumption is
relaxed, no specific structure for the covariances of observed variables is

specified (Lubke & Muthen, 2005, p. 22).

The basic idea behind traditional latent class (LC) models is that
responses to variables come from K distinct mutually exclusive and exhaustive
populations called latent classes. Respondents in a given latent class are
homogeneous with respect to model parameters that characterize their

responses.

As mentioned above, the local independence assumption is the basic
assumption of the standard LC model. Lack of fit of a LC model is caused by
violation of this assumption. The usual way to proceed is to increase the number
of classes until a model with an acceptable fit is obtained. An alternative model

fitting strategy is to relax the local independence assumption by allowing for
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associations between indicators, as well as direct effects of covariates on the

indicators (LG Technical Guide, 2005, pp. 22-23).

The most general latent class cluster model is the model used for mixed
mode data. This model is used when one has y variables of different scale types.
The structure that serves as the starting point is (again) the local independence
structure that is also used for categorical and continuous variables. For each
indicator, the user has to specify whether it is nominal, ordinal, continuous, or a

count. (LG Technical Guide, 2005, pp. 25-26).

Latent classes are unobservable (latent) subgroups or segments. Cases
within the same latent class are homogeneous on certain criteria, while cases in
different latent classes are dissimilar from each other in certain important ways.
Formally, latent classes are represented by K distinct categories of a nominal
latent variable X. Since the latent variable is categorical, LC modeling differs from
the more traditional latent variable approaches such as factor analysis, structural
equation models, and random-effects regression models that are based on

continuous latent variables (LG User’'s Guide, 2005, p. 6).

Models are evaluated by using fit indices, which are “evaluations of how
well the expected cell counts under the model replicate the originally observed
cell counts” (p. 66, Hagenaars & McCutcheon, 2002). Several fit indices and
statistics need to be compared simultaneously to determine which model best fits
the data. The most commonly used are the likelihood ratio chi square (L?), Akaike
information criteria (AIC), and Bayesian information criteria (BIC). Models with

more classes and indicators usually have a better fit. However, an overriding
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principle in fitting data is parsimony. Interpreting models with excessive numbers
of classes and indicators can be complex.

The fit indices are divided into two groups, those that evaluate the overall
model (L%, AIC, BIC) and those that evaluate the classification of the cases into
the classes (classification error, entrophy R?, and R?). A brief review of the fit
indices follows (Hagenaars & McCutcheon, 2002).

The likelihood ratio (L%) compares the expected to the observed cell
counts, creates a probability of acceptance test (p-value) and is useful for
comparing similar models that differ in the number of classes indicated. The L?
can only be used to compare models with the same number of indicators.

Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) corrects L?for number of estimated
parameters. Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC) corrects L? for number of
estimated parameters and sample size. Both are used for comparing models with
different numbers of indicators. Smaller AIC and BIC values are desired.

Three other statistical indicaftors also are used to evaluate a model fit.
The first, classification error, is the “proportion of cases that are expected to be
misclassified” (p. 62, Latent Gold, 2003). Values close to zero are desired. The
second indicator, entrophy R2, and the third, R-squared (RZ), both evaluate the
model's success in predicting class memberships. Values close to one are
desired.

Consideration and comparison of the aforementioned statistical indicators
determined which LC model was used for creating the primary dependent

variable: interview/tracking effort group assignment.
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Research Question One: What are the Psychometric Properties of the
Interview/Tracking Effort Variable?

L C Models with various numbers of clusters or groups were specified and
compared using the fit indices. The results of comparing four LC models are
displayed in Table 9.

In addition to changes in number of clusters in these models, direct
effects between variables with large bivariate residuals were also included with
each model. When a latent class cluster model is fitted, there are bivariate
residuals between each pair of nominal variables. The absence of significant
residuals is another indication that the model fits the data well. The four nominal
variables that had bivariate residuals are listed in Table 10. Bivariate residuals
larger than 3.84 need to be corrected by estimating the direct effect between the
two variables (p. 78, Latent Gold, 2003). The direct effects between the two pairs
of indicators with high bivariate residuals (Table 10, 6.28 and 5.78) were
included. This inclusion aided in a more accurate classification of cases into
clusters and improved model fit.

Latent class model C (Table 9) was selected over the other models
because it had the highest R? value and only a marginally higher classification
error. The three classes statistically differed on all of the eight indicators (Table
11).

Comparison of Interview/Tracking Classes and Latent Class Indicators

There were clear differences in tracking activities among the three groups
regarding all eight tracking indicators. Table 11 compares the means, standard

deviations, or frequencies and percentages for the three groups. Figure 1 also
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illustrates the differences in the three groups of women regarding in relation to
the tracking indicators (All figures are located in Appendix G.).

The largest group (n = 149) was the easiest to track and had the highest
percentage of women who had telephones at recruitment, telephones at follow-
up, the same telephone number at both interviews and no moves since giving
birth. The easiest group as a whole had few unscheduled visits (M = 0.01 visits,
SD = 1.38; Mode = 0, range 0 to 1) and “no-shows” for scheduled appointments
at their homes (M = 0.09 no shows, SD = 0.29; mode = 0, range = 0 to 1). They
also had fewer collateral contacts (M =0.66 collateral contacts, SD = 0.80; mode
=0; range = 0 to 3).

Group two (n = 54) and group three (n = 43) both required more tracking
efforts, but in different areas. Both groups two and three exceeded the easiest
group in the percentage of women who had moved. Both were equal in having
different telephone numbers at the recruitment and six-month interviews. The
real difference between tracking groups two and three translated into more
telephone calls for group two and more unscheduled visits for group three. For
group two, collaterals often were contacted and provided telephone numbers for
respondents or confirmed that the recruitment telephone numbers were correct
or incorrect. Alimost two-thirds of group three had no telephone at recruitment.
The percentage of women in group three with no telephone increased to almost
three-fourths at the six-month interview. Group three required the least number of
calls of the three groups, but had the largest mean for the number of
unscheduled visits. Group three didn’t have telephones so unscheduled visits

were required more often.
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Correlations among the indicator variables are shown in Table 8. Number
of unscheduled visits (variable 1 in Table 8), collateral contacts (variable 4), and
same phone (variable 8) were intercorrelated with all eight variables. All
significant relationships were correlated in a positive direction. While 22 of the
possible correlations were significant, only one correlation was greater than .45.
These results indicated that all of the indicators provided significant information
for measuring interview/tracking effort.

Multinomial Logistic Regression

Multinomial Logistic Regression (MLR) is used with nominal dependent
variables and nominal, ordinal, or continuous independent variables. The ITE
group assignment was considered a nominal dependent variable because,
although one group required less interview/tracking effort, the difficult-to track
groups were not ordered or ranked into more or less effort. MLR is an extension
of logistical regression and uses an iterative maximum likelihood estimate (MLE)
to calculate effects of independent variables on ITE group assignment (SPSS,
2004). When specifying the MLR model, a reference category within the
dependent variable is selected. In this case, all the contrasts were made to the
easy-to-track group. In addition for categorical independent variables all the
contrasts were made to the hypothesized category (e.g. ITE group membership
for married women were compared to ITE group membership of other marital
categories). Categorical independent variables were coded so the desired
reference group had the highest numeric code. For all analyses SPSS’s MLR
module was set to automatically dummy code the highest numeric value of a
categorical independent variable (i.e. race, marital status) as the reference

group. The Odds Ratio, an important statistic for interpreting the MLR results, is
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defined by division of the odds of being in group one (easy-to-track) by the odds

of being in another ITE group given the single or combination of independent
variables. The Wald statistic tests whether an independent variable has no (zero)
effect on the odds of assignment to the two groups in the contrast (Long, 1997).
Hypotheses associated with research questions two through four were tested
using MLR.

Henceforth the three IET groups or classes will be referred to as the
easy-to-track group (group one), more telephone calls group (group two) and the
more unscheduled home visits group (group three).

Research Question Two: What Demographic and Mental Health Variables

Predict Interview/Tracking Effort Group Membership?

Research question two contains several specific predictions about
the individual effects of the demographic variables on interview/tracking effort. A
series of multinomial logistic regressions were completed regressing
interview/tracking effort (three classes) with all six demographic variables
individually (marital status-5 categories, employment-3 categories, income, age,
education, and race-2 categories). At times marital status and employment were
recoded to four categories and two categories respectively for the following
reasons. There were few women in the divorced and separated categories, and
theoretically these women'’s relational status was close and thus were combined
(i.e. some type of disruption in the marriage relationship). Later in the
dissertation, the women'’s job stability was studied. Combining part-time and full-
time working women into one group created a larger group for noting changes in

employment.



65

The results of these individual analyses for research question two are
located in Table 14. The results in the text are organized around the related
hypotheses. Tables 12 and 13 also provide descriptive information about the
variables used to address question two.

Hypothesis 2a: Marital Status and Employment

There is an interaction between marital status and employment. Specifically,
employed married and single mothers and unemployed single mothers are more
difficult to interview. Unemployed married women are the easiest to interview.

Main Effects of Marital Status and Employment. Interview/tracking effort

group assignment was the dependent variable in the multinomial logistic
regression. The two-category employment variable was used. Women who
worked either full-time or part-time were coded “1” and unemployed mothers
were coded “2.” As hypothesized unemployed mothers were the reference group.
For marital status a four-category variable was used and the reference group
was “married” women coded “4.” The other three marital status categories were
respectively “divorced or separated,” “unmarried living with a partner,” and
“unmarried living alone.”

There was a relationship between marital status and interview/ tracking
effort group assignment (X? [6] = 18.49, N = 246, p = .005). Interview/tracking
effort group assignment was the dependent variable and was regressed on a
four-category marital status variable. Women who were separated, living with
non-married partners, or living alone were more difficult to track and required
more telephone calls. Separated mothers were 4.7 times more likely to be in the
group requiring more telephone calls than married women (Wald [1] = 5.89, p =

.02, OR = 4.74). This relationship was also true to a lesser degree for mothers
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living with unmarried partners (Wald [1] = 4.75, p = .03, OR = 2.59) and mothers

living alone (Wald [1] = 5.38, p = .02, OR = 2.52).

The group requiring more home visits (group three) differed from the
easiest-to-track group in only one of the marital categories. Mothers living alone
were 4.0 times more likely to be in the difficult-to-track group requiring more
home visits than married women (Wald [1] = 9.99, p = .00, OR = 4.02].

Married women in this sample required fewer interview and tracking
efforts. Almost half of the women in group one were married, compared to one
quarter in group two (22.2%) and group three (20.9%). Figure 2 illustrates the
marital status differences in the three interview/tracking effort groups.

There was also a relationship between employment and interview/
tracking effort group assignment (X? [2] = 9.19, N = 246, p = .01). This
relationship was only found between the difficult-to-track group requiring more
home visits and the easiest-to-track group. Interview/tracking effort group
assignment was regressed on a two-category employment status variable. It was
3.5 times more likely for unemployed women to be in the difficult-to-track group
requiring more home visits (group three) than in the easiest-to-track group (Wald
[11=6.42, p = .01, OR = .28). The difficult-to-track group requiring more home
visits did have the largest percentage of unemployment (88.4%) of the three
groups. Figure 3 illustrates the employment status differences of the three
interview/tracking effort groups.

Interaction Effects of Marital Status and Employment. For these analyses,

the main interest was to determine whether marital status and employment

interacted on the odds of class membership. The reference group for testing the
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interaction was unemployed married women, who were predicted to be the
easiest to interview.

A custom model was defined in the multinomial logistic regression
procedure. Interview/tracking effort was regressed on the employment (2
categories) and marital status (4 categories) interaction. The overall model
examining the interaction between the two variables was significant (X? [14] =
29.19, N = 246, p = .01). In comparing the difficult-to-track group requiring more
telephone calls to the easy-to-track group, one significant interaction was found.
Employed separated/divorced women were 16 times more likely to be in the
more telephone calls group than unemployed married women were (Wald [1] =
5.18, p=.02, OR = 16.29). In comparing the group requiring more home visits
with the easiest-to-track group, one significant interaction was also found. For
mothers who were both unemployed and living alone, the odds of being in group
three versus group one were almost three times higher than for unemployed
married women (Wald [1] = 4.83, p = .03, OR = 2.88).

Thus there was evidence to support an interaction between marital status
and unemployment in predicting interview/tracking effort group assignment. More
unemployed married women were assigned to the easiest-to-track group (25.5%)
and more single unemployed women were assigned to the difficult-to-track group
requiring more home visits (46.5%). Divorced or separated women made up
11.2% in the difficult-to-track group requiring more telephone calls, while
divorced or separated women made up only 4.7% in the easiest-to-track group.
When combining the two difficult groups, nine divorced or separated women

represented 13.4% of the 67 women assigned to the more difficult tracking
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groups (groups two and three). Table 15 is a frequency table of the marital status
and employment interaction, and Figure 4 shows the ITE group differences.

Hypothesis 2b: Education

Women who have higher levels of education are easier to interview.

A multinomial logistic regression model regressing ITE group assignment
on a continuous education variable found a statistically significant relationship
between education and ITE group assignment (X* [2] = 15.15, N = 246, p = .00).
Educational level had no relationship with interview/tracking difficulty when
comparing group membership between the easiest-to-track group and the more
telephone calls group. However, the higher the educational level of the
respondent, the smaller the odds of being in more unscheduled home visits
group as compared to the easiest to track group (Wald [1] = 11.65, p = .00, OR =
.83). Mothers in groups one and two were more educated than women in the
difficult-to-track group requiring more home visits. Figure 5 shows the mean
educational differences of the three groups.

Hypothesis 2c: Income

Poor women are more difficult to interview than wealthy women.

Overall there was a statistically significant relationship between income
and tracking/interview effort (X? [2] = 21.28, N = 246, p =.00), with poorer women
being more likely to require more tracking effort. The higher the income, the
smaller the odds were of being in the class requiring more telephone calls (Wald
[11=4.57, p = .03, OR = .86) as opposed to the easiest-to-interview group. To a
greater degree, the higher the income, the smaller the odds of being in the more

home visits group as opposed to the easy-to-interview group (Wald [1] =16.03, p
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=.00, OR =.70) (see also Figure 6). The relationship of income and
interview/tracking effort was further examined in the next analyses.

Hypothesis 2d: Race and Income

Both poor and wealthy African-American women require more interview/tracking
efforts than Caucasian women. The negative relationship between income and
interview/tracking effort is weaker for African-American women.

Main Effects of Race and Income. For these analyses the primary interest

was to determine if an interaction existed between race and income regarding
the odds of being classed into the easiest-to-track group versus the two more
difficult-to-track groups (groups two or three). A main effect was found for income
as summarized above. A main effect was also found for race (X*[2] = 8.62, N =
246, p =.01). There were no differences between the odds of being assigned to
the easiest-to-track class (group one) and more telephone calls group (group
two) for African-American women. However, it was 2.77 times more likely for an
African-American woman to be a member of the more home visits group (group
three) than in the easiest-to-track group (Wald [1] = 8.20, p =.00, OR = 2.77).
Figure 7 shows the difference in racial profiles of the three interview/tracking
effort groups.

Interaction Effects of Race and Income. To test interaction between race

and income, a custom model was defined in the multinomial regression
procedure. Interview/tracking effort was regressed on race (African-American
and Caucasian) and income (continuous) as well as the interaction. The overall
model produced significant results (X? [4] = 22.74, N = 246, p = .00). For white

women, the larger the income, the smaller were the odds of being in group two
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(Wald [1] = 4.56, p = .03, OR = .86) or in group three (Wald [1] = 16.03, p =.00,

OR = .68) than of being in the easiest-to-track group (group one).

Figures 6 and 7 represent the main effects of income and race with class
membership while Figure 8 illustrates the interaction of income and race with
class membership. For all three interview/tracking effort classes white women
were wealthier than African American women. The direction of the relationship
was the same for all three classes. However the mean slopes were parallel for
classes one and two. An orderly interaction was represented in the degree
change in the slope for white women from classes one and three (p. 511,
Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991).

There was no statistical evidence to support a relationship between
income and ease of tracking and interviewing African American women. However
such a relationship did exist for white women with regard to membership in either
the easy-to-track group or the unscheduled-visits-required group.

Hypothesis 2e: Mental Health and Substance Abuse

Women who have mental problems and those who have substance abuse
problems are more difficult to interview. Women who have both substance abuse
and mental health problems are the most difficult to interview.

There was no statistical evidence to support this hypothesis after
regressing interview/tracking effort on the nine YASR mental health subscales
(anxiety/depression, withdrawal, somaticism, thought disorder, attention,
intrusion, aggression, delinquency, and other problems). The overall model was
not statistically significant (X? [18] = 15.35, n = 213, p = .07) and there were no
statistically significant relationships between any of the nine subscales and

interview/tracking effort group membership (see section 10 of Table 14). In



71

addition, there were no statistical relationships between the Internalizing,
Externalizing, or the Total Problems composite scores (see section 11 of Table
14) and tracking groups. The interview/tracking effort variable was also
regressed on the number of days of drinking and the number of days using
drugs. Neither of these substance abuse indicators had a relationship with the
interview/tracking effort in this sample (see sections 12 and 13 of Table 14).

Multinomial Logistic Model Containing All Demographic Variables

Finally, a multinomial logistic regression regressing interview/tracking
effort was completed with all the demographic variables (marital status-5
categories; employment-3; income, age, education, race-2). The overall model
was significant, but none of the individual variables were significant. These
results are located in Table 14, section 9. Multicollinearity was examined and
found not to be a problem. All the tolerance levels were over .20 and within an
acceptable range, with most over .50.

Research Question Three: Social Support and Collaterals

Hypothesis 3a

Respondents who list a mother or grandmother are easier to interview.

A multinomial logistic regression was used to regress interview/tracking
effort groups on a binominal variable to differentiate between the 137 women
who listed a mother or a grandmother as collaterals at recruitment and those who
did not. The overall model was not significant (X? [2] = 3.05, N = 246, p = .22)
and thus there were no differences in the odds of group assignment between the
easiest-to- track women who listed their mothers or grandmothers as collaterals

and the women in groups two and three (Table 17).
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Hypothesis 3b
Respondents with positive relationships with family, friends, and their spouses
are easier to interview.

These hypotheses were tested using the three YASR subscales
evaluating relationships with family, friends, and spouse. The results from
multinomial logistic regressions regressing ITE group assignment with the three
subscales were not significant (Table 17). Low coefficient alpha estimates for the
family (.47), friends (.25), and spouse (.03) YASR subscales contributed to the
lack of support for hypothesis 3b.

Hypothesis 3c

Respondents with positive bonding with their primary caregivers are easier to
interview. Specifically respondents with higher scores on the PBI's "care”
subscale have lower interview/tracking effort scores and respondents with lower
scores on the PBI's "overprotection” subscale have lower interview/tracking effort
scores.

The Parental Bonding Instrument measures two aspects of parenting,
“care” and “overprotection.” The overall multinomial logistical model specifying
ITE class assignment with the PBI “overprotection” subscale was not significant.
However there was a significant difference between the groups regarding the
“care” subscale (X?[2] = 6.31, n = 244, p = .04). The easiest-to-track group’s
“care” scores averaged 30.32 (out of a possible 36), while women in groups two
and three scored 27.14 and 28.70, respectively (F (2, 241) = 3.34, p = .04, Table
16). There were no significant differences in the odds of women being assigned
to the easiest-to-track group versus the group which required more unscheduled

home visits. However, when comparing the easiest-to-interview women with the
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difficult-to-track women in group two, the higher their “care” scores were, the
lower the odds were of being assigned to group two (Wald [1] = 6.08, p = .01,
OR = 0.95).

Hypothesis 3d

Respondents with fewer collaterals listed in the recruitment interview (time 1) are
more difficult to interview.

The results of a multinomial logistic regression model testing ITE group
assignment with the number of collaterals listed at the recruitment interview was
significant (X?[2] = 7.17, N = 246, p = .03). Specifically, the more collaterals
named at recruitment, the higher the odds were of being assigned to the more
telephone calls group (Wald [1] = 6.02, p =.01, OR = 1.77). ITE group two
averaged 1.93 collaterals and groups one and three averaged 1.64 and 1.60
collaterals (F (2, 243) = 3.59, p = .03). The hypothesis was not supported. The
difficult-to-track women who required more telephone calls (group two, mean
number of collaterals = 1.93) gave more collaterals than the easy-to-track women
(group one, mean number of collaterals = 1.64).

Research Question Four: Stability

Hypothesis 4a

Women who have employment stability (same job at time 1 and time 2) are
easier to interview.

The employment stability variable created to test this hypothesis
compared women who were always unemployed (reference group, n = 112) to
first, women who continued in the same jobs (n = 32); and second, to a group of
women who had either different jobs at the two interviews or were employed at

only one of the two interviews (n = 82) (see Table 18). The first two groups were
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considered stable, while the latter group was deemed to be “unstable” in
employment. The overall multinomial logistic model regressing ITE on
employment stability was significant (X?[4] = 13.22, n = 226, p = .01). The
reference group was women who were always unemployed. There were no
differences between “stable” women (those who had the same jobs and those
who were always unemployed) in the odds being assigned to a group (group two:
Wald [1] = 2.46, p = .12, OR = 2.16 and group three: Wald [1] = 3.51, p =.06, OR
= 0.14). There was a difference in tracking difficulty between “always
unemployed” women and women with “unstable” employment. Specifically, the
odds of being assigned to the more telephone calls group (group two) over the
easiest-to-track group were 2.22 times higher for women with unstable
employment than those always unemployed (Wald [1] = 3.51, p = .04, OR =
2.22). The percentage of “always unemployed” women did vary for the three ITE
groups (49.7% to 25.9% to 55.8%). Figure 10 illustrates this difference in ITE
groups.

Hypothesis 4b

Women who have marital stability are easier to interview.

Approximately one-fourth (n = 53, or 21.2%) of the sample indicated a
change in marital status from recruitment to the six-month interview. However,
these mothers were spread almost equally across the three ITE groups.
Consequently, it appeared that marital stability had no effect on tracking difficulty.
(X?[2] =1.28, n = 227, p = .53). The similarity of the three ITE groups with regard

to marital stability is shown in Figure 11.
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Hypothesis 4c

Women who have listed stable collaterals are easier to interview.

A three-level variable (unstable, stable, and unknown) indicating collateral
stability was created for each respondent. An “unstable” collateral was
determined if a respondent has at least one collateral whose telephone was
disconnected or who had a wrong telephone number. A “stable” collateral was
determined if a telephone call was completed to one or all of the collaterals. An
“‘unknown” was coded if there was no reason to contact a collateral because
contact was easily established with the respondent. Figure 12 shows the three
categories across the ITE groups.

A multinomial logistic regression model regressing ITE groups on
collateral stability shows there was a relationship between collateral stability and
ITE group assignment (X?[4] = 56.07, n = 244, p = .00). The reference group was
the easy-to-track group with “unknown” collaterals. The Pseudo R-Square value
of .21 indicated that this particular variable explained more variance in the ITE
groups than any other variable used in this study. The three categories contained
within this variable were interesting because there was no need to contact
collaterals for respondents who were easy to complete. These collaterals
represented something different than the collaterals who were stable and those
who were not stable (Table 18 shows frequency distributions).

When the easiest-to-track group’s unknown respondents were the
reference group, all the odds of group assignment were significant. Clearly the
easiest-to-track respondents had the highest percentage of “unknown”
respondents, 52.3% for group one compared to 9.3% for group two and 16.3%

for group three. Figure 12 illustrates the nature of these relationships.
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Comparisons of Unstable with Unknown Collaterals. The odds of being in

the more telephone calls group (group two), compared to being in the easiest-to-
track group were almost 20 times higher for women with unstable collaterals than
for women with unknown collaterals (Wald [1] = 23.81, p = .00, OR = 19.85). This
was also true of the odds of being in more unscheduled home visits group (group
three) as compared to easiest-to-track group (Wald [1] = 25.10, p =.00, OR =
16.81).

Comparisons of Stable with Unknown Collaterals. The odds of being

assigned to the more telephone calls group over the easiest-to-track group were
9.25 higher for women with stable collaterals than those with unknown collaterals
(Wald [1] = 19.17, p = .00, OR = 9.25). This was also true to a lesser degree
when comparing the more unscheduled home visits group (group three) with the
easiest-to-track group. The odds of being assigned to group three over the
easiest-to-track group were 3.59 times higher for women with stable collaterals
than those with unknown collaterals (Wald [1] = 7.25, p = .01, OR = 3.59).
Hypothesis 4d

Women who have moved more than two times before or after delivery are more
difficult to interview.

This hypothesis was tested with three multinomial logistic models
regressing ITE groups on three individual variables: 1) number of places lived in
the year prior to the recruitmentinterview, 2) number of places lived in between
recruitment and the six-month interview, and 3) shelter or homeless experiences
at any interview. The models testing the number of places lived at the six-month
interview (X?[2] = 13.61, n = 221, p = .00) and shelter or homeless experiences

(X%[2] = 8.17, n = 226, p = .02) were significant. Mothers who lived in more
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places had greater odds of being placed in the more telephone calls group
(group two) over the easiest-to-track group (Wald [1] = 11.78, p = .00, OR =
2.35). Figure 13 diagrams the means of these two variables across ITE Groups.

Mothers who had an experience of homelessness or living in a shelter
were 3.88 times more likely to be a member of the group requiring more
telephone calls (group two) than mothers in the easiest-to-track group (Wald [1] =
8.41, p = .00, OR = 3.88).

Hypothesis 4e
Women who own homes are easier to interview than women who live in other
housing types.

This hypothesis was tested with the housing type variable (single family,
private apartment, public apartment, unsure apartment, or mobile home). The
reference group was the easiest-to-track women who live in single family homes.
The overall model regressing ITE groups on housing type was significant (X*[8] =
16.66, n = 226, p = .03). Mothers who lived in public housing as opposed to
single family homes had 5.83 times higher odds of being assigned to the more
home visits group (Wald [1] = 13.77, p = .00, OR = 5.83). This finding is depicted
in Figure 14.

Hypothesis 4f

Women with more instability indicators (employment, marital, collateral, shelter
experience, residential) are more difficult to interview.

Interview/tracking effort group assignment was regressed on the number
of instability factors (see Table 5 for description), using multinomial logistic
regression. The overall model was significant (52 [2] = 14.82, N = 246, p = .00).

The more instability factors a respondent had, the greater were the odds of her
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being assigned to group two over the easiest-to-track group (Wald [1] = 13.84, p

=.00, OR = 1.69, Table 19). This was not true when comparing group three to
the easiest-to-track group. The average number of instability factors was 1.44 for
group one and 2.17 and 1.60 respectively for groups two and three. Figure 15
represents the distribution of stability sums across ITE groups and Figure 16

shows mean differences across the ITE groups.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Maintaining a high proportion of respondents is fundamental to building
evidence that a longitudinal research study’s conclusions are accurate. Two
crucial tools in maintaining a sample are the tracking and locating of
respondents. The Volunteer Infant Parent Study (VIPS) devoted extra care and
consideration to tracking and locating respondents and consequently interviewed
93% of the recruitment sample six to 12 months later. The effort needed to track,
locate and interview respondents in the VIPS longitudinal study was used to
place women into interview/tracking effort (ITE) groups. Three distinct groups of
women emerged in the types of tracking and amount of tracking effort needed.
This chapter reviews the important findings regarding the ITE groups, discusses
the strengths and weaknesses of the study, proposes some future research
ideas, and concludes with some research and policy suggestions.

Important Findings

General Differences Among Respondents

Past studies examining tracking have used simple categories for types of
tracking (phone, mail and in-person) (Cottler et. al., 1996; Crider et al., 1971;
Rumptz et al., 1991), sources of helpful information (Pirie et al., 1989; Bale et al.,
1984) and/or measurement of time to locate respondent (Aneshensel et al.,
1989; Hartsough et al., 1996). This current study differed from previous studies in
that it combined eight variables to measure aspects of tracking and interview
effort. The statistical method used to create three ITE groups was latent class
analysis (LCA), which is the best available method for clustering similar
respondents into subgroups. The three groups created by latent class analyses

can be characterized as one large easy-to-interview and track group and two
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smaller, more difficult groups. This study then examined the women who made
up the easy-to-track group and compared them to the women in the two different
difficult-to-track interview groups, using multinomial logistical regression. There
were clear differences among these groups regarding the effort needed to track
and interview the women.

Overall it was encouraging that out of the 246 women in this sample the
maijority (60%) were relatively easy to track and interview. The easy-to-track
women required an average of only four phone calls and generally kept
scheduled interview appointments. For most of the easy-to-track women, it was
not necessary for study personnel to contact collateral sources (M collateral
contacts =.66) or make unscheduled home visits (M unscheduled visits = .01).
This ease in interviewing was remarkable considering that one-third of the easy-
to-track group had moved since their hospital interviews. This fact provided
evidence that the act of moving by itself did not make women difficult to track and
interview.

The remaining women (n = 97) did pose greater challenges and required
more effort to locate and interview. The latent class analysis divided the more
difficult to track and interview women into two groups. These two difficult groups
differed in two primary ways. One difficult-to-track group averaged 13.0
telephone calls while the second difficult group (group three) averaged only 3.5
telephone calls. Just over seventy percent (71.1%) of the third group didn’t have
telephones at the time of the six-month interview. As a consequence of lower
levels of telephone service, the third group had a lower telephone call average
than the easy-to-track group (3.5 vs. 4.2 calls). The third group required on the

average two unscheduled home visits to complete the interview. The ITE groups
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were referred to as the easy-to-track (group one), more telephone calls group
(group two), and the more unscheduled home visits group (group three).

The distinction between the latter two more difficult groups is important
because telephone calls are less expensive and require less time and manpower
than home visits. So in some regards, if the groups were rank ordered, group two
might be considered an “easier” group to track and interview than the more home
visits group (group three). Nevertheless, in studies with higher attrition rates
(VIPS had 7%) women from these two difficult groups would have been dropped
from the study because they required extensive interview/tracking efforts.

However, at some point the question must be posed: “how many
telephone calls are too many calls and how many too few?” There are
diminishing returns with calls as respondents and collaterals may have negative
emotional and behavioral responses to repeated telephone calls. Some
behaviors noted in this research study include ignoring telephone messages and
screening telephone calls by using caller id. At some point the research team
may have been better off visiting the respondents’ homes to explore and make
personal connections with respondents and/or collaterals. In other situations
there is no obvious explanation for women avoiding the second interview. In one
instance, an interviewer called the respondent repeatedly with no response. A
second interviewer made an unscheduled visit and completed the interview. The
respondent asked the second interviewer to say “hi” to the first interviewer who
had put extensive telephone effort into contacting the woman.

The eight interview/tracking indicators used to create the three ITE
groups were all significantly different among the three ITE groups (Table 11). The

two more difficult groups had more changes in address (group one, 34.9%; group
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two, 70.4%; and group three, 53.5%), needed more collateral contacts (group
one, M = 0.66; group two, M = 2.78; and group three, M = 2.19), and more
frequently changed telephone numbers (group one, 38.9%; group two, 83.3%;
and group three, 83.0%) or had no telephones at the second interview (group
one, 6.7%; group two, 16.7%, and group three, 71.1%).

In order to further understand the differences among the groups, a series
of hypotheses were tested about the respondents’ personal demographics,
collaterals named at the interview, and stability.

Personal Characteristics of Difficult-To-Track Women

At the beginning of this study, five predictions were made about the types
of women who were expected to be more difficult to track. Three out of the five
were found to be related to interview effort. First, in combination, marital status
and employment status are useful characteristics in making guesses about the
potential level of tracking difficulty research subjects may pose. As seen in the
attrition literature reviewed earlier and also in this study, unemployed married
women were the easiest to interview. Two unique groups of women,
separated/divorced employed women and single unemployed women, when
contrasted to unemployed married women, posed significant difficulty in
completing interviews.

Difficulty in Interviewing and Tracking Separated/Divorced Employed

Women. Separated/divorced employed women required more telephone tracking
and were more concentrated in ITE group two. The literature review found that
there was some evidence supporting the fact that newly divorced people
(Fitzgerald et al., 1998a, 1998b) and women with difficult interpersonal

relationships (Howard & Beckwith; 1996) were more likely to attrite. Likewise,
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Martinez-Ebers (1997) show that full-time employed female heads of household
were difficult to interview. The findings from this study confirmed this, but also
emphasized a strong relationship between being employed and being separated
or divorced. This study found that employed divorced/separated women were
16.3 times more likely than unemployed married women to be in the difficult-to-
track group requiring more telephone calls than in the easiest-to-track group

In 2003, the United States’ annual divorce rate was reported to be half the
annual marriage rate (CDC, 2004). Separated and divorced women will
participate in future research studies and as a consequence of their divorces,
women will often have significant household changes, such as changes in
location, telephone number, job status, and available spare time. Consequently,
most researchers will need to consider, evaluate, and anticipate the
separated/divorced women in their samples and the unique interview and
tracking effort they may require.

Difficulty in Interviewing and Tracking Single Unemployed Women. The

second unique group that was difficult to track was single unemployed women.
Unmarried (Blumenthal et al., 1995; Fischer et al., 2001; Martinez-Ebers, 1997;
van de Berg & Lindeboom, 1998; Walton et al., 1998) and living alone
respondents (Bale et al., 1984; Cohen et al., 1993; Mackenzie et al., 1987) as a
group have been identified as more likely to attrite. In the current study’s sample,
the percentage of unemployment was similar for the easy-to-track women
(49.7%) and for the women in group three (55.8%), but being unemployed
functioned differently for the women in the third group. This difficult-to-track group
required repeated home visits—made in an attempt to catch a woman at home or

to gather more information. Unscheduled home visits are labor-intensive, but
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home visits are required to keep single unemployed women in the research
sample. Often, unemployed single women live in substandard housing in
potentially dangerous neighborhoods. They are poor and don’'t have telephone
service. Researchers may feel disinclined to allocate the effort needed to retain
these women, and middle-class university-related interviewers may be less
motivated to visit these neighborhoods for a variety of reasons. However,
research studies without information gained from these women will not provided
accurate findings. Social work research in particular must be concerned with
retaining single, unemployed mothers, because social work practitioners are
especially likely to work with these high-risk populations.

The differences between the easiest-to-track group and the group
requiring more home visits were strong and spread across many variables. The
women in the third tracking group were unemployed and single, less educated,
poorer, and more likely to be African American.

Analysis of Minority Status. The prediction about wealthier African

American mothers being easier to track was not supported. However, while
examining the potential interaction between race and income in this sample,
wealthier Caucasian women were more likely to be easier to interview (Figure 8).
When race was examined alone, it was discovered that African American women
make up a larger proportion of the third tracking group (60.5%) than the easiest-
to-track group (35.6%). The large minority proportion seen in the two difficult-to-
track groups echoed the PSID (Fitzgerald 1998a, 1998b) examination that
discovered different attrition rates among racial groups. In this study’s findings
about minority groups and attrition, findings of Fitzgerald et al.’s studies were

confirmed. Minorities have higher attrition rates because they require more
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challenging tracking and interview efforts (home visits) and have lower incomes
(resulting in their not having telephones).

In a study of 60 African Americans, Freimuth et al. (2001) discovered that
lack of research knowledge, its purposes and procedures, along with distrust of
white doctors and research, led to reduced minority research participation.
Researchers have described minorities as “hard to reach” or “difficult.” This study
uses these words to characterize groups, but tries to explain the broader context
in which minorities communities live (Freimuth et al., 2001). The variety of
differences between the easy-to-track women and the women requiring more
home visits—race, poverty, educational quality, and unemployment—are actually
intertwined. Educational quality is linked to community income levels. As
Freimuth et al. concludes, accurate knowledge about research, its purposes and
procedures is delivered via quality education in high schools and colleges.
College attendance and high school completion are lower for minority groups.

African Americans’ distrust of research has historical roots in medical
experimentation with African Americans during slavery, human radiation
experiments conducted by the US government, birth control studies on women of
color and the Brooklyn Jewish Chronic Disease Hospital and Willbrook Hospital
cases (Freimuth et al., 2001), and the Tuskegee Syphilis Study of Untreated
Syphilis in the Negro Male, 1932-1972 (see final report of the President’s
Advisory Committee for a discussion of abuses of human subjects). While others
point to the “distrust” factor, Robertson (1994) finds that little is known about the
mechanics of how mistrust affects participation. While the ethical violations found
in the above research have been corrected with strict procedures to protect

research participants, popular media outlets in the forms of movies,
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documentaries, and plays continue to expose past injustices toward African
Americans.

While women who were unemployed and single, less educated, poorer,
and African American were harder to track, some other characteristics were ruled
out as indicators that could predict interview/tracking difficulty. Specifically,
mental health and substance abuse differences didn't exist among the three
tracking groups.

Mental Health and Substance Abuse Issues. The Young Adult Self Report

(YASR; Achenbach, 1997) was used to determine mental health and substance
abuse problems. Two of the main ideas measured in the YASR are internalizing
and externalizing groups of syndromes. Mental health problems considered to be
internalizing are anxiety, depression, and withdrawal. The externalizing group of
syndromes include outward behaviors of intrusion, aggressiveness, and
delinquency. There have been established differences between people who have
primarily internalizing problems versus people who have primarily externalizing
problems. The YASR has a history of demonstrated validity and reliability in
identifying young adult mental health problems. However, in this sample few
women were identified with clinical mental health problems. Certainly a major
flaw of the current study is that the measurement of substance abuse was limited
to three narrow items in the YASR. No direct questions were asked about the
respondent’s mental health or substance abuse, current or past treatment. Often
a simple question asking about mental health treatment can identify people with

past mental health problems.
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Social Support Differences Between ITE Groups

Importance of Collaterals. In the literature, there has been limited

examination of the nature and relationship among social support and collaterals
and interview/tracking effort. Collateral information has been considered
important in interviewing and locating respondents who move or change phone
numbers because collaterals were contacted to get information about
respondents’ new telephone numbers and addresses. Choosing people as
collaterals is a personal process. Theoretically, respondents choose people they
are socially connected to, whom they may trust or to whom they are related.
Generally these people can be relied on to provide social support during times of
personal need. However, people have different levels of social support and
commitment from collaterals. In some situations a substance abuser may have
little to no social support from her friends or family members because of her
behavior and instability. For example, suppose a substance abuser participates
in a research study and lists someone as a collateral with whom she has limited
contact. This collateral would not be useful to the research team as they are
trying to contact the respondent who had gone missing. This example illustrates
just one of the infinite situations involving ineffective collaterals.

Analysis of Collateral Types. Some basic ideas about collaterals were

explored in this study. First, the listing of a mother or grandmother as a collateral
did not make a woman easier to track as suggested by Bale et al. (1984) and
Dilonardo et al. (1993). Second, in this study, then lack of acceptable reliability
estimates for the YASR relationship subscales render an inability to adequately
understand the relationship between interview/tracking effort and the quality of

the respondents’ relationships with their families, friends and spouses. There
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also was little evidence to indicate that there was a relationship between the
tracking effort and respondents’ bonding to their primary care-takers as indicated
by the dimensions of control and overprotection measured by the Parental
Bonding Instrument (PBI). However, the women did differ in respect to their PBI
bonding dimension which measured care, involvement, affection, cooperation
and sensitivity (Parker et al., 1979). The easy-to-track women rated their mothers
(or primary care taker) as more caring than did the women who required more
telephone calls.

Significance of Number of Collaterals. Women who reported more

collateral contacts were more likely to be in the difficult-to-track group requiring
more phone calls, but not in the group requiring more home visits. This finding
might indicate that some women knew they needed to provide more collaterals
because they knew they would be more difficult to interview. Another possibility is
that the research interviewers assessed and asked unstable respondents to
provide more collateral contacts. Respondents were asked several questions at
the first interview which were related to housing stability. As a consequence,
women who indicated they had moved several times in the last year, sometimes
had no place of their “own” to sleep and/or had lived in shelters were asked for
more collaterals. Perhaps women should be allowed to self identify their own
vulnerability and instability.

Stability Differences Between ITE Groups

Definition of Stability. The idea of stability is used in several different

disciplines. The Oxford English Dictionary (Simpson & Weiner, Eds.; 1989) was
the source for the following discussion of the concepts, analogies, and

paraphrased definitions for the terms “stability” and “stable.” Stability in physics
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means resistance to change, immunity from destruction or essential change. In
regards to color, it means permanence and resistance to other chemicals which
may influence the color. In electronics, unstable systems will not be effective in
maintaining variables at the desired value. In navigation and sailing, stability is
the ship’s ability to hold steady and return to natural position of equilibrium after
external forces act on her. In mechanics “stability of position” means safety
against displacement by turning, and safety against displacement by sliding is
called “stability of friction.” When stability is applied to a person it is regarding a
person’s character and disposition of standing fast, fixity of resolution or purpose,
settled in character, not fickle, changeable or frivolous, trustworthy, sound in
counsel and judgment.

Stability as a concept has had no application within the social work
literature, although there has been some investigation within the Systems
Theory’s concept of “equilibrium” and “steady state” (Zastrow & Kirst-Ashman,
2004). However, stability does have application to parenting and the family unit.
The idea of stable families conveys the idea that even when any external forces
such as job changes or relationship changes occurs the family returns to
equilibrium and continues to function. External forces are sometimes unknown or
arbitrary, but in other instances external forces result from parental actions and
choices. Another family application of the “stability” concept relates to the
differences between families who don't have situations arise in which they
experience external forces and families who repeatedly and frequently
experience external forces. Families who experience more pervasive external
forces will experience more instability. The theoretical development by the author

of this dissertation suggests the commonsensical idea that families who are
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stable across time and across situations may produce family members who are
more functional.

Scope of Stability in the Study. Although stability is a potentially very

fruitful topic, this dissertation did not measure “stability” itself. Rather, some of
the external forces or factors which can influence or contribute to stability and
equilibrium were measured to see if they related to the tracking effort needed to
interview families. The items which were thought to measure and influence
personal stability were employment, relationships with partners and with
collaterals, housing, housing type and a sum of all of these factors. Women who
were more stable and had fewer changes in the prior areas were predicted to be
easier to interview and track. Five out of the six predictions made about stability
and the effort need to track women were supported. One finding regarding
women'’s relationship stability did provide an interesting, but unexpected finding.

Employment Stability. Employment stability does predict tracking

difficulty. Women who were always unemployed and women who remained
employed at the same jobs were easier to interview and track. These women can
be considered stable. Women who were always unemployed and home caring
for their babies comprised roughly half of the easy-to-track women (group one,
49.7%) and slightly over half the women who needed more home visits (group
three, 55.8%). Women who were older tended to be employed at the same jobs
across time. Women who had unstable job situations in the months after their
babies were born were more difficult to interview and track and specifically
needed more telephone contacts (11.8 calls). Meanwhile women who had stable
employment situations (i.e. no job at either interviews or the same job at both)

required the same number of telephone calls (1.7 calls) as each other. These
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were considerably fewer than the average six telephone calls needed for the
entire sample of women.

Relationship Stability. Relationship stability did not play a role in the

difficulty experienced in tracking women. Interestingly, one-fourth of the entire
sample did have changes in their marital status situation between the two
interviews. This change of marital status was equally distributed across the three
interview/tracking effort (ITE) groups. This seemed contrary to the demographic
differences found among the groups with regard to marital status. Perhaps this
could be explained by women prior to the birth of their babies making the choice
to separate/divorce and remain single. It is important to add that women may not
have been the ones to make the choice to end the relationship with their babies’
fathers. They may have had male partners who were unstable, and the male
partners may have chosen to end the relationship. The birth of a child is a
momentous occasion in general, and the women who chose or experienced the
loss of a partner prior to the birth of their babies could be considered more
unstable than women who made relationship changes six to eight months after
the birth. For example, in studying a sample’s parenting behaviors, the literature
shows that marital status and satisfaction are related to quality of parenting.
Special care to retain respondents who might experience break-ups should be
considered.

Collateral Stability. One of the more significant findings in this study was

the effect that the women’s collateral stability had on determining the
interview/tracking effort. To review, the “unknown” collaterals were never
contacted because they were not needed to locate and interview respondents.

“Stable” collaterals were contacted and had the same phone numbers and/or
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addresses as reported by the respondents at the hospital interview. “Unstable”
collaterals were those who had disconnected telephones or inaccurate
addresses. The easy-to-track respondents had 7.4% “unstable” respondents, in
contrast to the ITE groups two and three who had 25.9% and 37.2% “unstable”
respondents, respectively. People tend to associate with other people in similar
life circumstances as their own. People usually develop social networks with
people who are in similar employment, educational, economic, or relationship
situations, and who share religious commitments and beliefs. It is likely that
unstable respondents will have unstable collaterals.

Housing Stability. Women in group two (difficult with more telephone

calls) had more housing instability, which included more transient housing
experiences, homelessness and shelter experiences. Meanwhile, women who
required more home visits (group three) were more likely to live in public housing
apartment complexes. Thus the current study concurred with past studies that
indicated the importance of a respondent’s type of housing (Fitzgerald et al.,
1998a, 1998b), number of housing arrangements (Mackenzie et al., 1987;
Aneshensel et al., 1989), and homelessness (Cohen et al., 1993) to sample
retention and the effort needed to interview and track respondents.

Stability Index. Following the logic behind Aneshensel and her colleagues

(1989), a respondent “stability index” was created and studied with interview and
tracking effort group assignment. Six items were summed together and the
scores ranged from 0 to 5 (see Figures 15 and 16). The sum of instability factors
did differ between the easy-to-track mothers (M sum of instability factors = 1.44)
and the difficult-to-track group requiring more telephone calls (M = 2.17). There

were no differences between the sum of stability factors for the easy-to-track
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women and the women requiring more home visits. These results indicated that
personal stability as measured in this study was similar for easy-to-track women
and women who required more home Vvisits.

Impact of Factors on Interview/Tracking Effort. While the study focused

on tracking effort and its implications for longitudinal research, the results also
offer a different way of measuring family stability. It seemed that the women in
the two difficult-to-track groups differed in that one (more telephone calls group)
had greater instability in employment, collaterals, housing, and intimate
relationships and the other did not. While the group requiring more telephone
calls did have more collaterals, their average caring bond, as measured by PBI,
was lower than the easy-to-track group. While both difficult-to-track groups were
economically poorer than the easy-to-track women, the women who required
more home visits posed tracking problems directly traceable to their poverty and
the broader effects of inadequate economic resources. There also seemed to be
evidence that this economic instability was pervasive and shared by the family
members and friends respondents listed as collaterals. Aimost one-third (37.7%)
of group three’s collaterals were unstable as demonstrated by changes of
address and disconnected telephone numbers.

Current Study Strengths

Selection of Sample

One of the strengths of this study addressing the effort expended to track
and interview women was that it used a sample of normal mothers giving birth to
newborns. The sample was drawn from the population of women giving birth at a
University-affiliated, publicly-funded hospital in a southeastern city. Few studies

examined tracking issues with mothers of newborns.
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A high priority was given to selecting African American respondents. This
adequate representation of African Americans allowed for fair comparisons in
respect to race. Respondents were not identified nor selected for any other
reason other than race. As a result there was variability on demographics (race,
income, age, marital status) that allowed for examination of demographic
differences (Katz et al., 2001).

Another strength was that the follow-up was non-clinical. The team did
not measure outcomes after a treatment or intervention. Tracking and
interviewing respondents post treatment may result in unmeasured behaviors
that influence respondents’ interest and desire to complete additional research
interviews. For example, relapsed respondents after rehabilitation may be
unwilling to complete interviews.

In addition, the VIP sample retention at follow-up was high (93%).
Comparisons of respondents to non-respondents found little evidence to support
differences between the two groups. In addition to low attrition, missing data
were limited and care was given to finding proxy variables within the data set
when possible (Appendix F). EM was used when appropriate. EM is a superior
method for missing data (Acock, 1997).

Careful consideration was given to maintaining the sample size and
integrity for all the analyses. Other studies often drop those who were not found
or interviewed. This study was able to use respondents who didn’t complete the
six-month interview. The 19 women who were not interviewed twice had the
necessary variables and could be added into the LC analysis. A model which
explores interview and tracking difficulty must include the women who attrited out

of the sample.
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Statistical Methods Utilized

Past studies that examined tracking have used simple categories for the
type of tracking (phone, mail and in-person), the sources of helpful information,
and/or measurement of time it took to locate the respondent. This study differed
because instead of using only one to three variables to group respondents, eight
variables were used together to measure aspects of tracking and interview effort.
The latent class analysis used in this study clustered women who were alike in
respect to the effort needed to track and interview them. This multivariate LC
method of creating similar groups of women in the context of the efforts needed
to interview and track them in a longitudinal study has not been used before.
Tracking effort can be different from interview effort. Some women may be
difficult to track, but they may be willing to be interviewed once they are located.
The reverse situation could also exist: women who are easy to track may not
wish to be interviewed. The finer nuances of differences among tracking and
interview efforts have not been explored in this dissertation. The strength of the
LC method was that a mixture of both tracking and interview difficulty was
included in the ITE group assignment.

Current Study Limitations and Weaknesses

Use of Proxy in Literature Review

No previous research has addressed the question of whether difficulty in
interviewing and tracking survey respondents in longitudinal research is related
to characteristics such as race, age, etc. Therefore attrition analyses comparing
the demographics of women who attrited out of the sample were used as proxy
for women who are difficult to track. Hypotheses were developed from studies

which looked at attrition analyses. The findings from this study were compared to
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those studies. However, the characteristics of women who are difficult to track
but who ultimately complete an interview are likely different from women who
attrite and are not reinterviewed.

Effectiveness of Measurement

This study was not designed to examine tracking and interview effort. As
a consequence two vulnerabilities are noted in the effectiveness of
measurement. The first flaw is related to the differences in interviewers tracking
performances. The second flaw, discussed in the last two paragraphs in this
section, is regarding the post-hoc conceptualization of respondents and
collaterals stability.

Five different interviewers completed the tracking logs during data
collection (Appendix B). These logs were used to create many of this study’s
variables. At times, interviewers did not give priority to recording tracking efforts.
As a consequence, the logs often contained incomplete information regarding
telephone numbers dialed and incomplete dates. Coding the variables from the
tracking logs was an ongoing process, which involved questioning interviewers
about incomplete information. While this clarification effort improved the quality of
the data, there was only one coder and thus no coding reliability test was
possible.

There were some differences among the five interviewers regarding
tracking styles. A complete analysis of the differences is beyond the scope of this
dissertation, but a brief exploration discovered that during the six-month tracking
process, two of the interviewers were far more likely to attempt unscheduled
home visits. One interviewer at the hospital routinely did not collect information

regarding second collaterals.
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Other interviewer characteristics may have played a role in the
interview/tracking effort. Identified characteristics include “being energetic,
enjoying contact with a wide range of people, starting informal relationships
easily, budgeting time well, trying to achieve accuracy and order with large
amounts of detail, ability to persist despite frustrations” (Cohen et al., 1993).
Furthermore the issue of tracking effort differences among the interviewers in this
study would require exploration of mixed-race and same-race
interviewer/respondent because 42% of the sample was African American and
there were Caucasian and African American interviewers.

Finally, most of the variables used in these data have not been explored
by other researchers and were created for this project. This lack of guidance from
prior research is most keenly seen in the “stability” conceptualization.
Measurement could be improved perhaps by simply asking the respondent to
assess her own stability. More information could be collected about the
relationship between respondents and their collaterals. The conceptualization
and accuracy of the collaterals’ stability variable could have been improved if
every collateral had been contacted, but this expense was not justified, given the
purpose and resource needs of the larger study. The collateral stability variable
would have been a two-level variable measuring “stable and unstable,” rather
than a three-level variable measuring “unknown, stable, and unstable.”

The overall purpose of this study was to discover information about
groups of people who are more difficult to track. While instability made women in
group two more difficult to interview, what is not known from this study is the
function or purpose for this instability. Women move because they have more

children than their home can house. Women change jobs to accommodate new
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babies for a variety reasons some of which include fewer work hours, less
responsibility and stress, and to improve access to quality childcare. Thus,
women may have been unstable for good reasons. Certainly a flaw in this study
was the failure to evaluate women'’s reasons.

Mental Health and Substance Abuse Measurement

Contrary to the literature, there was no evidence to support that mental
health or substance abuse problems influenced the interview/tracking effort. Two
reasons may explain this finding. First, the YASR identified only a few women
with these problems. The YASR focuses on internalizing and externalizing. A
better measurement plan would have asked the women to indicate if they ever
had mental health treatment. Also, using three single items, the YASR does only
a limited measurement of substance abuse.

Limitations in Generalizability

There are several limitations to the generalizability of the findings from
this study. This sample was not a probability sample. The hospital from which the
sample was selected is publicly funded and may draw a larger proportion of poor
women due to its history of treating the poor. Also, because women were
interviewed in private, the interviewers may have selected women who had less
social support and were more socially isolated (i.e. had fewer visitors). Finally,
the reasons for nonparticipation for the few women who refused to participate
were unknown. In fact, there is little information about the women who didn’t
participate, and as a consequence no comparisons can be made between
participants and refusers. These comparisons often bolster a claim to the

representativeness of a sample.
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Suggested Future Research

Comparison of Difficulties in Tracking and Interviewing

Overall it was considered a strength to include aspects of tracking
difficulty and interview difficulty together in the LC model; however, it would also
be worthwhile to explore the differences between these two concepts. Personal
instability as a concept is extremely interesting and may be a fruitful direction for
future research. In this study the concept of personal stability was measured
across multiple aspects of a person’s life: employment, marital relationship,
collateral relationships, housing, and use of shelters. However, each of these
stability aspects was measured in a simple, limited manner and at times was
devised post hoc.

An example of a simple limited construction of stability indicator is
employment stability, which was measured by a three-level variable (stable job,
changed jobs, never employed). Further research might compare
interview/tracking effort by the type of job, occupational status assigned the job,
and the presence or level of benefits provided by the job as observed by van de
Berg and Lindenboom'’s study of employment and attrition (1998).

Use of Different Statistical Models

Additional research focusing on these data might explore statistical
models that would rank respondents into ordinal ITE groups rather than nominal
ITE groups. This would allow for exploration of the distances between the
tracking groups and determine which of the two difficult-to-track groups is more

difficult.
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Examination of Parenting Styles with Interview/Tracking Effort

This dissertation examined the differences among groups of women
regarding the effort it took to interview and track them in longitudinal study. The
VIPS project as a whole examined a variety of parenting and infant variables that
were not examined in this study. Further effort could explore the relationships
among interview/tracking effort, personal stability and parenting, and these five
other scales: AAPI, NPI, HOME, PSI, and LEI. The Adult-Adolescent Parenting
inventory (AAPI; Bavolek & Keene, 1999) measures child-rearing attitudes of
parents regarding inappropriate expectations of children, parental lack of
empathy, strong belief in the use of corporal punishment, reversing parent-child
role responsibilities, oppressing children’s power and independence. The
Neonatal Perception Inventory (NPI, Palisin, 1981) measures mothers’
perceptions of their infants’ daily care. Another instrument, the HOME (Caldwell
& Bradley, 1984), used in the study to measure the condition and minimal quality
of the home environment, might function differently for the ITE groups. Parenting
stress levels (Parental Stress Inventory, PSI, Abidin, 1995) and the number of
stressful life events (Life Events Inventory, LEI, Cochrane & Robertson, 1973)
also might differ among the three ITE groups.

Some initial questions that could guide this further research effort would

include:
1) Are there differences in parental attitude (inappropriate expectations,
use of corporal punishment) among women in different ITE classes
(AAPI)?
2) Do mothers in the easiest-to-track group have different parental

perceptions of their infants’ daily care needs (NPI)?
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3) Do mothers who demonstrate more personal stability have lower
Structure, Surveillance and Sustenance scores on the HOME
inventory? Do mothers in different ITE groups support and promote
socio-emotional function of their infants differently?

4) Do mothers in different ITE groups experience parental stress (PSI)
and life stress (LEI) differently?

Examination of Infant Experiences and Interview/Tracking Effort

Finally, the VIPS project piloted a new questionnaire called the Infant
Experiences Survey (Combs-Orme et. al., 2003). The Infant Experiences Survey
scrutinized and observed the experiences of infants regarding their daily
schedules for sleeping, eating and bathing; exposure levels to different foods and
stimulating activities; and basic parental understanding of emergency health
care. An analysis of the differences among the three ITE groups regarding the
experiences of infants might demonstrate the different environments and
experiences of infants with unstable parents.

Examination of Respondents’ Motivation

This study didn’t measure some important aspects regarding participation
in a research study. The greatest influence on a respondent’s participation in a
research study may have to do more with internal motivation rather than
demographics and personal stability. The subject must be willing to participate,
and this was not measured.

Finally, while it is interesting to know the relationships among interview
and tracking effort and a respondent’s demographics and personal stability, this
is primarily a methodological issue of maintaining a research sample. In terms of

social work intervention and prevention activities it would be more interesting to
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know how treatment attrition is related to infant and family outcomes. The
important issue for practice is that better longitudinal samples would provide
more valid information for evidence-based practice. Those we lose are those we
need the most.

Practice and Policy Implications

What is clear from this study is that several items can help researchers
interview and track respondents. The following suggestions are for research
practice.

Utilization of Attrition Risk Survey

All respondents who enter a study should be given a thorough set of
attrition risk questions to predetermine respondents with potential problems for
tracking and interviewing (i.e. attrition risk). This interview/tracking effort risk
assessment could be the basis for a long-term study of the accuracy and value of
predicting interview/tracking difficulty and attrition.

The first section of the attrition assessment would evaluate the
respondent’s demographics. The results from this current study indicate that
women who are married and unemployed and white are the lowest risk. Women
with the following demographics need to be considered as higher risks: divorced
or separated from their partners; single and unemployed; high school drop-outs;
incomes less than $10,000 a year; and childbirth before the age of 22. Such an
assessment might also attempt to ascertain the strength of the partner/spousal
relationship to determine divorce or separation potential.

The next section of an attrition assessment would inquire about the
respondent’s telephone history, housing history, and employment stability. Some

possible questions are suggested.
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1) Telephone history: How many different phone numbers have you (the
respondent) had in the last two years? Has your telephone service ever
been discontinued? What is your telephone number? How long have you
had this number? Is there a relative, friend or neighbor who will give you a
message?

2) Housing history: What type of housing do you live in? How long have you
lived there? Do you have any plans to move? Would you like to move if
the opportunity arose? How many different places have you lived in
during the past year? Was there ever a time when you had nowhere of
your own to sleep? Have you ever had to use a shelter of some kind
(domestic violence or homelessness)?

3) Employment stability: How many different jobs have you had over the
past two years? Do you plan to stay at your current job?

The final section of the interview/tracking effort assessment would
evaluate the quality of the collaterals given by the respondent. It is important to
identify collaterals who have unstable telephone and housing histories and treat
respondents with unstable collaterals as high risk in need of more
interview/tracking effort. Some of the prior mentioned respondent-directed
questions should be asked about collaterals.

1) Collateral housing stability: How longhas ___ (collateral's name)
lived at this address? Does he/she plan on moving? Is this address a
house, apartment, etc.?

2) Collateral telephone stability: You have (collateral’'s name)
phone number memorized. How long do you think (collateral’s

name) has had this number?
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Prevention of research attrition must be implemented with respondents
who have higher risk in a proactive, dedicated, and deliberate manner. Normal
tracking and sample maintenance activities need to be practiced with the
respondents who have lower attrition risk. Discussing the attrition prevention
literature is beyond the scope of this dissertation, and the reader is referred to
the bibliography for attrition prevention suggestions. Attrition prevention does
pose additional methodological problems because some respondents will receive
additional tracking activity. In experimental designs, having some respondents
receive different tracking activities could interfere with intervention fidelity and
thus change respondents’ outcomes. However, an argument can be made that
some respondents do receive different levels of tracking after the fact.
Predetermining who gets additional tracking is preemptive rather than post hoc.

Require High Retention in Professional Activities

Other policy suggestions relate to professional journal editors to only
publish studies with acceptable retention rates (no less than 85%). After all,
findings from studies with high sample attrition are suspect and an external target
would ensure that importance and considerable effort are dedicated to sample
maintenance. Adequate funding for interview and tracking effort is extremely
important. Federal funding agencies examine attrition rates of funded longitudinal
studies, but greater compliance to retention level must be linked to continued
funding of longitudinal research.

The level of sample contact implied in this section requires time and
expense and may not be feasible. As a result of these proposed policy
suggestions, less research may be funded and published, but research quality

will improve with higher retention rates.
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Appendix A: Volunteer Infant Parent Study Informed Consent Form

We are asking you to be part of a study being done by Dr. Terri Combs-Orme of
the University of Tennessee to learn what helps Tennessee babies develop into strong,
healthy children and what kinds of parenting practices Tennessee families use while
their children are growing up.

Being part of this study will involve an interview today of about 15 minutes to
tell us some things about you and your feelings. Some of the questions are about private
and personal matters, such as your health and how you care for your children. We also
will ask you some questions to allow us to call you later so we can interview you
again in your home when your baby is about 6 months old.

Protections for you. We hope you will be part of this study, but you do not have
to. If you do, what you tell us will be kept strictly confidential and stored on a computer
without your name and only a study number, where no one but the researchers can see it.
No member of your family or anyone at this hospital will know your answers to our
questions. If you want to participate but do not want to answer some of the questions, you
may skip those questions. If you want to, you may drop out of the study later, too.

We hope you will decide to help us with our study, but if you decide not to, it
won't affect the services you get from this hospital or the State of Tennessee, and we will
collect no information about you. If you agree to participate and change your mind later,
you may call the telephone number on the bottom of this form and the information about
you will be removed from our files and destroyed.

Risks and advantages. The only benefit to you is the chance to express your
opinions and to help us learn things that could help children and lead to better services for
Tennessee families. Because we recognize that being part of this study will take your
time, you will receive a $10 gift certificate for completing our short interview today,

The research director's name and telephone number are listed below. If you have
questions or concerns, you may call her.

Your signature below says that you want to answer our interview questions today.
Thank you for helping us with this important study.

Parent Date
Co-signature (if parent is Research Director:
under age 18) Terri Combs-Orme, Ph.D.

(423) 974-3704

Interviewer
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Appendix B: Locating Log VIPS Follow-Up Interview

Respondent ID Name

Recruitment interview date Projected date of followup

IMPORTANT: Mark all tracking activities and outcomes below. There will be no article if we
do not get accurate data on all efforts & the outcomes of those efforts.

Dates & outcomes of all telephone calls and letters: code no answer (NA), answering machine
(AM), left message & name person (LM with ), wrong number (WN), type of letter sent
(LS to ), and returned letter (RL). In the fifth columm, note any feelings you have about
untruthful information given by phone or impressions that the person you speak with is reluctant,
nervous, etc. ANYTHING! Attach a continuation sheet if you run out of space. Clearly indicate
refusals, reasons for refusals and actions taken.

Initials DATE & TIME OF NA, AM, LM, WN, LS, RESULTS/COMMENTS
CALL ANSW /PLANS
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Appendix C: Hospital Interview

Not for distribution

Volunteer Infant Parent Study (VIPS)

University of Tennessee

Dr. Terri W-Me,
Principal Investigator




Volunteer Infant Parent Study (VIPS)

Date D
intarviawer initiaks

1. Race/ethnidity (observed; DO NOT ASK)

Firstwe'diike to know a Iittle about your baby.

2. 1s your baby a (circie one:) girt or boy? Whal is his/her first name?
3. How much did yow babyweigh? ______ lbs. _____ oz

Next we would like to know a little about you.

4. What is your date of birth? =l - o
MM MM DD DD Yy ¥y

S. Are you cutrently [PUEASE STOP ME WHEN YOU HEAR YOUR MARITAL STATUS).

1 Mamried and living with husband

2 Married but not iving with husband
3 Oivorced, not kving with a partner
4 Unmarried, but #ving with a partner
5 Uamarried, not living with a partner

6. Who wifl ive in the housahold with you and your baby? (Check all who apply:)

| Biological father of baby

| Sibling of baby (Circle brother of sister) age
| Sibling of baby (Circle brother or sister) age
Sibling of Circle brother or sister]

| Sibling of baby (Circle brother of sister) age ___
_Step-father of (mother’s unmarried

Grandj Circle imother or grandfather)
Mother's: (Circle brother or sister)

| Mother's: (Circle brother o sister)

7. What is the highest grade in school that you have completed? (Circle the
appropriate code betow):

117
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Elameritany:. ¢+ 2 2 4 i Cofloga: 18. 1 year
19, 2ysers
High schod): § lo u 12 20. 3yenrs
GED: 13 Qakien andpasesd) 21. 4 years
22, 5> years
Vocational Training (Beyond high schogl):
14, <1 yoar
15. 1 yoar
16. 2 years
17. 3+yoars Check if auvently enrolied _.

8. Are you employed part-time, fuill-time, or not at all now?
Part-tme (Ask 8A)
___Fulttime (Ask 8A)
Not employed

B8A. What is your job?

9. In the past year, how many chikiren of yours or other children for whom you had
responsibility were lving with you? -_____ children

8A. Please tell me the ages of those children:

10. mum:m,mmmmmmnw,mmam
apartments of your own, homes of friends and reiatives with whom you've stayed, shelters, or .

ather places? places

11. Was thefe a ime in the last ysar when you had nowhere of your own to sieep?
1=No
2=Yen

12. Was there a tima in the last year when you stayed In a sheiter of sama kind?

1=No(GotwQ. 11)
2=Yes

13. What kind of a sheiter was that?
13A. Howmany nights did you staythare? _______ mights

14. Next,from this sheet would you please teli me your famity's total yearly income?
Just tell me the letter, pleasa. [Answer card #1}

A = Under $5,000 G = $35,000 - $49.999
B = $5,000 - $9,989 H = $50,000 - $59.999
C = $10,000 - $14,999 1=$80,000 - $74,699

D = $15,000 - $19.989 J =$75,000 and over

E = $20.000 - $24,939
F = $25,000 - $34,999
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At one time or her, many mothers are d about some of the things
involved in raising theirchildren. I'm sure you've thought about various ways that
having this baby wlll change your life.

MC 1. For the next few months, what kinds of things concem you about ___ and
taking care of him/her?
MC2. What do you think your major jobs as ‘s mom will be in the next few

months? {If she doesn't understand, probe with: “During a baby’s first 6 months of life,
what do you think are the most important things the mother does to take care of the
baby's needs?"]

MC3. Can you tefl me about any concems you have about your own parenting skilis or
abilities?

MC4. Do you have any concems about the spedific kinds of things newboms do, such
as their sleeping crying, or feeding?

MCS. What about ‘s health? Any concems?
MC6. How about ‘s health care?

BB1. For the last question in this section, | would like to know what you know about the
“Baby Your Baty” program. Have you ever heard of "Baby Your Baby?*

__1=No
— 2=Yes (Ask MC6A and MC6B)

BB2. Can you tell me where or how you have heard of this program?

BB3. Please teil me m your own words what you know about the "Baby Your Baby"
program. (Write below or on back.)



120

Now let ma mention'some concerns tther mothers have told us about. For the following,
lease tell me, yes or.no, whether this Is a concern to ¥ou.

Goncem No=0 | Yes.|fYes, Ask: Ona
(Goto | scale from 1 to 10,
next) | where 1 is not much
and 10 is a very great
deal, howmuch does
this cancern you?

| Mcs. That you wil have enough food to feed your baby 0o | 12345878910
| MC?. Thet your kids and you will atways have a place to live 0 12345678910
MCS. That youi wil be able to keep your kids safe 0. | 12345678910
MC. That you can find somteone to takecsre of your baby o | 12345678910
when you need & B

| MC10.. That your baby's father will provide for hiser neads 0 | 12345678910
MC11. That your Kids might be taken away from you o | 12345678910
MC12. That yois kids tie you down (0o much 0 | 12345678910
MC13. That you can get ko #e doctor when your child s sick 0 | 12345678910
MC14. Thet you won't be able to coritral your child 0o | 12345678910
MC15. That you could be 5o tired that you would physicaity 0 | 12345678910 .
fuirt your baby sormetims i

MC16. That your child would be 50 bad that you could o | 12345678910
physically hurt himvher

MC17. That your baby's father would physically hurt him/her 0 | 12345678910

#C14. That your baby's father might neglect himvher 0 | 12345678810

MC19. That sameone might report you for abuse or aeglect to | O 12345878910
the police or other authorities

MC20. That you will be able 1o buy madicive when your baby o | 12345678910

s sick

MC21. That you might not give your child as much atiantion 1] 12345678910
as ha/ghe needs

MC22. That you will take good enough care of your baby 0 123456789810

MC23. That you might abuse your baby '

MC24. That you might neglect your baby.

MC25. Thal someone elsa who is caring for him/her might 0
abuse your beby

MC26. That someone else who is caring for himher might 0 12345678810
nag\odygurhaby

12345673910
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g id Yy

Average Baby
You probably have some ideas of what most ktte babies are like. From the answers on this
card, please tell me which answer you think best describes the average baby. [Answer card
)

NP1. How much crying do you think the average baby does?

A great deal a good bit moderale amountt  very little none
NP2, How much touble do you think the average baby has in feeding?

Ageatdeal agoodbRt  moderaleamount  very lite one
NP3. How much spiting up or vomiting do you think the average baby does?
Agreatdeal  agoodbt  moderate amount  very ktle  none
NP4, How much difficutty do you think the average baby has in sleeping?

A greatdeal a good bit moderale anount very ttle none

NPS. How much difficulty does the average baby have with bowel movements?

A great deal agoodbit  moderate amount  very fitlle ‘none

NP6. How much trouble do you think the average baby has in ssttling down fo a predictable
patten of eating and sleeping?

A great deal a good bit moderate amount  very little none

Your Baby
While it is not possible to know for cerlain what your baby wil be like, you probably have some
idea of what your baby will be like. Please tell me which answer you think best descibes what
your baby will be like.

NP7. How much aying 0o you think your baby whl do?

A great deal agood bit modarate amount  very little none
NP8. How much troubie do you think your baby wil have feeding?

A graat deal a good bit moderate amount  very little none
NP9, meMwmmﬁﬁmdomebahiwﬁM?

A great deal a good bit moderate amount very little none

NP10. How much difficulty do you think your baby will have sleeping?
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Agreaideal agoodbt  moderate amount  very e  nome
NP11. Howmuch difficutty do you expect your baby 1o have with bowe! movements?
Agesidesl  agoodbif madersleemouni - veryille  none

NP12. How much trouble doyou MMmhﬁbyMlmmﬁngdwnbaprwidabb
pattern of eating and sleaping?

A great deal agoodbit  moderats amount  very little none

Now | will read you 40 stataments about parenting and ratsing childen. You
decide the degree to which you agree or disagree with each using the
responses on this card. (Answercard #3)

As you , please respond to the state truthfully. There is no
advantage in glving an untrue response because you think it is the rightthing to
say. There realily is no right or wrong —only your oginion. Also, please
respond to the stat as quickly as you can. Give the first natural response
that comes to mind. If there is anything you don‘t understand, or if you hear a
word you don't know while responding to a ask me for help.




1. Childran should keep Uieir fesiings 10 themsaives.

2. Chidren shouid do what they'retokd to do. when
they're told to do it It's that simple.

3. Parents should be able to confide in their childran.

4. Chidren need 10 be alowed freedom (o explore
theirworld in safety.

S. Spanking teaches children right from wrong.

6. The sooner children leam 10 feed and dress
themseives and use the toilet, the betler off
they wifl be as adufts.

7. Chidren who are one yeas old should be adle o
stay away from things that could harm them.

8. Children should bepotty trained when they are
fready and not before.

9. A cartain amourd of faar is necessary for
children 1 resged thelr parents.

10. Good chidren always cbey their parands.

11. Children should know whast thelr parents need
without bieing told.

12. Children shouid be ught toobey their parents at
all imes. :

13. Chiidren showkd be aware of ways 10 comdort
their parents after @ hard day's work.

14. Parents who nurture thermsalves make better
parents.

15. tt's OK to spank as a last resort.

16. "Because | said sot" is the only reason parents
need 10 give.

17. Parents need to push their chidren to do better.

18. Time-out is an effective way 1o children

19. Children have a resparsibifity to plesse their
parents.

20. There is nothing worse than a strong-willed two-
year old.

21. Children leam respect thyough strict discipéne.

4
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22. Chikdren who feel secisre GREQIoW up expecti
-toarrauch—

23. Sometimes spanking is the only thing thatwill
work.

24, Children can leam good disdipline without being’
spanked. -

25. A good spanking lets chiidren lhow parents mean
business

28. Spanking teachies diiidren it's alright to hit others.

27. Children shaud be resporsibie for the welk-being
. of thelr parents.

28. Strict discipiine Is the best way fo raise chidren.

zg.mummuhemm'mm.

30. Chadren who recelve praise will think too much of
tharseives. - .

31. Chuidren need discipine, not spanking.

32. Hitting a child out of love is different than hitting a
child out of anger.

. 33. in tather's absence, the son needs 1o become the

man of the house.
34. Strong-willed children musst be taught fo mind their
parerms.

35. A good child will comfort both parents afler they
have argued.

36. Parents who encourage their children 10 talk to
them only end up kistening fo compiastts.

37. A good spanking never frurt anyone.

38. Babies need to leam how to be considerate of the
needs of their mother.

39. Letting a child sleep in the parent's bed every now
and then is a bad idea.

40. A good child sleeps through the night.

SA A ‘P SD
SA A D SO
SA A D S0
SA A o
SA A [ sD
SA A o sD
sA A o SO,
SA A D sD
‘SA A o SO
sA A D so
SA A D SO
sa A D sD
SA A ‘D sD
SA A D so
sA A ] S0
SA A D SD
sA A D sD
SA A 0 sD
SA A D so



125

The next questions list various attitudes and behaviors of parents. As
you remember your mother or father from your first 16 years, wouid .
you tell me, using the answers on this card, which one describes the
parent who cared for you most. Was that your mother? :
Parent: - [Answer card #4]

Vey M.
Vary
ke N

Mod.
CL

unike
PB1. Spoke to me with a warm and friendly voice |
| PB2. Did not help me as much as | needed |
PB3. Let me do those things | liked doing
PB4. Seemed emotionally cold to me
PBS5. to understand blems and worties
PB6. Was affectionate fo me
PB7. Liked ma to make my own decisions |
P88. Did not want me to grow up |
PB9Y. Tried to comol everything | did
PB10. invaded my privacy
| PB11. Enjoved talking things over with me
PB12. Frequently smiled at me
PB13. Tendedto bsby me
PB14. Did not seem to understand what | needed or
wantad
B15. Let me dedde things for myself
PB18. Made me fieel | wasn't wanted
PB17. Could make me feef better when | was upset
PB18. Did not talk with me very much
PB19. Tried to make me dapendent on her

PB20. Felt 1 coutd not look after myself unless she was
around

PB21. Gave me as much freadom as | wanted
PB22. Let me go out as often as | wanted

PB23. Was cvarproleciive of me
PB24. Did not praise me
PB25. Let me dress in any way | p

-
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VIPS Locating and Tracking information

Date of interview: Interviewer initials 1D
Mather's name: 008:
Husband/partner's name___

Could | have your msiden name, or any otfver name you sometimas use?
Baby's first and last came:

The next questions help us locate you so we can make an appointment to come
to your home and interview you again when your baby is about 8 months old.
This information will be kept in a separate, locked cabinet away from the answers
you have given. )

_.Mother has lived in a shelter in the last year
___Babyispremature ’

Cumrert address and telephone:

(]
isthata___house Name of subdivision

3 " 2 1

—ap (name of P —J

___apartmeni in a house ___ mobile home (name of park )

I DO NOT ACGEPT A POST OFFICE BOX OR A SHELTER AS AN ADDRESS.
ASK FOR ADDRESS WHERE MOTHER IS GOING AT DISCHARGE.

How long have you lived at this addk ?

Name under which the telephone is listed & relationshi

p

If na telephone: May | have the name and telephone number for a person who can give
you a g6?

Some peopie have email on their p & like to icate that way. Do
you do that? Email ad:

GOTONEXTPAGE GO TONEXTPAGE
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Respondent ID

Name, Address and telaph ber of two peopie who always know how to get in
touch with you: (Include relationship.) These people do not have to five in Knoxvifle.
18 2}

Phone __ Phone

F 0 i Relationship: ___

Do you think you might move anytime in thenextyear? ____ Yes No

If Yes: Where do you think you might move?

Place of employment, address & phone:

Husband/px r’'s place of empiloy ck & phona:

Email

The next 3 items are optional, but sometimes they help us locate people who
move and forget to cafl us. May | have your—

Driver License State & number (optional): Cartag #
Social Security Numb

P detai
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Appendix D: Coding VIPS Six-Month Follow-Up Interview

Respondent ID Name

Recruitment interview day 6-Month interview day

*1. Respondent had phone at time of recruitment Y

N

*2. Respondent had phone at time of 6-Month interview (Y answer 2a) Y N
*2a. Respondent had same phone number at 1* and 6-M interview Y N

*3. Respondent resides at same address at 6-Month interview Y N

4. Number of collaterals named at recruitment 0.1 2 3

*5. Total number of phone calls to complete interview (all calls)

*6. Number of no-shows

*7. Number of cancellations

8. Number of calls respondent initiated to VIPS project

9. Total number of letters sent (including resent letters)
9a. Number of priority mail letters

*9b. Number of returned letters

*10. Total number of resources used to locate respondent
Check resources used

10a. First collateral

10b. Second collateral

10c. WWW

10d. KUB

10e. Apartment manager

10f. Other (specify )
10g. Other (specify )

*11. Total number of drive bys
Indicate number of each types of drive by

11a. Attempted visit without appointment

11b. Scheduled appointment

11c. Completed interview without an appointment
11d. Collateral drive by

12. Total time (in minutes) to complete

*indicates items used in latent class analysis



Appendix E: Six-Month Follow-up Interview

Revised 91599

interviewer st_.

Nalghborhood

01. kterviewer cdservation: MM“MMBMW:W
{0 = unpleasar, 10 =very plesant) Rating: ___

02. interviewer obsasvation: How well kept are the of the nthe igte vicinity of
the respondant's home? (0 = vary poorty kept, 10 = very well kept) Rating: ___
Outzide of dwelliag;
03. Type of housing: 1 = single family home
g-«mm
4 = duglex, not sure pdvate or public
§ = apmtvart private
6 = apar¥Tere, publc

7 = apastnastt, not sure

O4. Interviewer observaiart mummwmammr:mm-m
from 0 o 10(0 = very poor cxndiban, 10 = well ) Rating:

[ 08. Trash or debris visible (not in covered cans)

07 Dangerous objects, e.g. pointed objects, hammers, saws, hedge-
trimmers

09. Child's toys (tricydle, swings, etc.) |
0104
o11. Adults “loitering” on street or in front of residence

129
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Introduction

mmmmm again for helping us with the study. Ours will be the first
study Hike thia about bables’ exparioncas, and we greatly appreciate your taking your
valusdle time forus.

Lot me remind you that the purposs of the study Is to document how babies and
toddlers live in thelrhorms andcommunities and what kinds of emperiences they hsve.
Thers are no right or wrang answers to our questians—oanly what is true for your baby.
Everything that you say to me today is completely confidential.

Do you have any questions?
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Demographic Changes inFamily  Tima begun
First we have a few quustiane sbout youwr family circumstances. :

D1. Right now, who s iving in the household with you and your bby? {Gheick &l who apply
in 13t colsamn:}

NOW  ANY DAYS

[ bing obaby G vorerorsserioge | | | |

Sibling of baby (Circle brother or sister) age_ [ [ ]

[Favers romtroverorsmay ||| |

YT —— N

SR T W S S

D2. Have any other peopie fived here for part of tha ime in the last 6 months, for as long as a month?
Checkfnaoe_______ i answwr is YES:
Who is that (relstianship, Mwmnﬂmwtn 2nd colurna sbove)?

03. FOREACH PERSON NAMED IN D2: How many days were they living with you [Witfte 8 of days in
3rd column)

M&nﬁMWMMWMuM?

3 Divorced, not iving with a pertne
4 Unmammied, tut iving with a partner
S Urmarried, not living with a parther
6 Divarced, fving with a parther
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D3. Are you employed part-time o fulitime, going to school, of none of these now? [Check one

___Part-time job, not in school
___ Part-time job, in school

___ Part-time job, school nextterm
_— Fulk-time job, net in schoal

1z, Fuli-time job, school next term
T No job, no school
___No job, in schodl now
—_. No job, schoal next tem

— Ful-time job & In school

0D4. What is your job?

DS. Have you changed jobs, or hat any major jobs changes, such as different hours
or responsibliities in the last 8 months?
Clrcle one: No

Yes (Ask DS}
D8. On the whole, would you describe those changes as positive or negative?

Circleone: Positive  Negative . ddixed Can't say
i

ITE

lDlWWdmemebgMﬁ .

D8. Are you generaily safisfied with your Job and school situation, or would you
rather be [warking/nat working, i schagknat in schooll?
Circle onie: A. Generafly satisfied
6. Would prefer a different arangement

D9. During the last 6 months, how many different placas have you and your bady ived, incuding houses
and apartments of your own, homes of Srands and relatives with whom you've stayed, shettars, or other
places? places

D10. Was there a time in the last 6 months when you had nowhere of your own 1o sieep? No
Circieone:  Yes
D11. Was there a ime in the last 8 months when you stayed in a sheler of some kind?

Circlaone:
i D12. What kind of @ shelter was that?

s D13, How ety hights did you stay
there? nights




14. Was there a time in the last 6 mon

ths when your baby stayed with friends or family or somewhere

without you because you were staying somewhere thatwasa'tsafe for himher? Circieone: No Yes.

D15, DOWHW |

How do you get health care for himvher?
Verbatim:

D17. Is that TennCave or another kind of insurance?
___TennCare
__Other
- Doom‘iknowﬂ’mviuer i
D18. In the Iast 8 months, have you had any problems
with &, such as getting your card or getting in to see a
doctox of anatherkind of provider?7Clrcle one: No
Yes

020. in the last 6 months, have you had any
problems with your F amiies First beneffits,
such as your check being late? *
Circieone: No

Yes

D21. Do you rent or own your horme?
Clrcle one:  Rent

D23. Next, from this sheet would you

please tell ma your tamily's tgtal yearty Income? Please include all

sourtes, nduding child 2 ppont and the money cortritua by other paaple who live in your househald.
Justiell me the letter. please. [Answar card #1]

A= Under $5,000

8 = $5,000 - $9,999

C = $10,000- $14,999
D = $15,000- $19,999
£ = $20,000 - $24,999

F = $25,000 - $34.990
G = $35000 - $49,999
H = $50,000- $59,809
1 = $80,000 - $74,999
J=$75.000 and over

133
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Relatlonship with Father

There are 3 seclions below, based on whether the beby’s father Is IMng
with the mother and whether she is still in with a nor

father.

Unless mother s otherwi idential
partner/husband is baty’s lather. lf mother hns with a partner who is
not the father and is aiso In contact with the (ather, camplete both
Sections A and 8.

___ Chieck here f motfier volimteers that tuisbind or partner is not father & ask Section A below:

F1..00'you and your baby heve contsct wi the baby'a bic fatiser?
Sheseccy: _ | When is the tast time you spole

Yes {Alvo ask Section C person) | Wit hin?
F2. Does your tusband/partner act as a tather ? (Probe: Does he heip take care of and
support himvher, for exarpie?) ‘
Circle ane:

No

Yas

F3. in a typical week, how many hours. that your baby is awake is your haby's father home with you and
yourbaly? ____ HOURS

F4. In a typical week, how many total hours is your baby’s father home alone with ___ and
responsiie for his/her care? HOURS

tn a typical week, how many limes does your baby's father:

F5, Feedthebabyannalabom?
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On a typical week-end day or daj that he is home d day, bow many times does the baby's father:
TTIMES |

F18. Do you stil have Contad with the baby's

Cixieom: +l F19. When s the Last time you saw
Yes: Ask the foBowing questars OA':"‘F.;O”I ml—m—‘
next section

F20, What kind of custady arrarngement do you have with the batry's faiher, for example visitatians
fights? [Circie caredt answer below]

No legal sTangamests [never been to cust)

babyj

m.h-wmmmmmfmm

F25. How much child support do you usually get from the father in a month?__

F26. How much did the courl award per month?
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* y

sk this awction i inother Pvas with edutt mald, inchuding boyirlend (notbeby's father), adult
relative, or ofher,

F27. You 4 that fyour Jithar adut male] lives with you, lnamwedghowmntha
that your baby is awake is he bome with you and your baty? _,_

an‘lnawm.mmwmummmm and respomible for hisher
care? HouRs"
In 3 typical week, how many times doss [this persen}:

| TIMES |
|

£29. Feed the baby a meal or bottie?

[Pt Chorgehobavyaciper |

| Fa1. renhebaby'umyw
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Infant Experiences Survey®. .

Now('d like to'ask you some questans about your baby's expestances. | knowthat you may not
be with your baby all the time 5o you may notknow forsure sbout some of the things that Have
happened when you weren'tthers, but pisase just anewer o the best of your

First, please fell me 3 things about BABY..

A R A e et e S [y g S
NN T T e SR AN T
L T R e e e e e S

Okay, now let’s talk about a typical day for you and BABY. Were you and your baby together
most of the day yesterdsy? [if nat go back one day umti! you have a day that the child was with
the mother most of the day. Day was i

We're briarsted in the regular routine that your baby has, so as you anmmyqtnﬂlont,bd
free to let me know if any of your answers are very different from the usual situstion, and why.

N1. What ime did BABY get up? __ ___ Does your baby get up at ebout the same time every moming?
Circle one:  No
Yes [Note any canurrents or axpianation befow]
N2. ¥When did he/she take a nag? ___Does your baby have a usual nap-time?

Circie one: No
Ynmmmymunmluuﬂmhm]

N3. WMlemmmhmwwnmmdmhm back or stomach? Do

Stomach both
_—_ Vansg/oneysstarday, one usual

N4. What time did he/she go to bed at night? Does your baby have a reguiar 6me o go 0 bed at
night? I

Circie one: No
Yes [Note any comments or explanatian below]

NS. Yesterday, did he/sha aat at his reguiar Smes to eat? (Pareh vbath otis below]
Circle ane: .

oy Hasmpdtrﬁadﬁms
___ Does not have regular meal fmes
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You may not remember all of these, but please jusi answer as best you can. Plem tell me
approximately when you introduced ycur baby to the follawing foods: =

| Months Not
. ; N
| NB. Cereal with a spoon |

Have you offered .U'Bbmmhingy
[ ~[No | Yes]

N15. How old was he/she when he/she siopped
breast-feading? - months
__Sulis
N16. Does ___ take a bottie?
Circloone: No

Yes

u|1.ameMW.mmmmmmmmmmemwa
messy games does BABY enjoy, such as finger-painting or mud-piea, or even glaying with his/har food?
Verdatim:

N18. Oid he have a bath yesterday at the usual $me for histher bath?

one:
No
) Yes
N19. How does your baby bathe, in the sk ora baby tub, or in the big bath wb?
{[Circle respanse below]
Sink
8ig bath tub
Baby tub
Varies .
How many thmes did someone chack ‘s diaper yasterday, to see i it needed changing?

Check ane below, Do not snswer both:

N20. times OR N2l every _ hous



N22. Hmmbmaummmbﬁyh&wmmm 8y, and how did you do that?
check undble t answer this question
{Note: lfmeosnry.probtwlk‘cu(yol.&-hﬂ

Ways (verbatim; list all):
N23.

N27.

w;‘mwinmmmmu&wmmﬂmﬁdmw
N28. Have a story read to himer by sameane? Circleons: No - Yes
N28. Did heishe have a 30ng sung 1o hivher by eamarne? Circleone: No  Yes

R T D e N L e S S Y

I'd like to Lak aboul the things your child plays with for a mment. These ¢an indude favorite loys, things
in your kitchen e spoans or cups. even things like boxes or toals. What3 things are his’hey favorites ?
N30. Toy 1

N31. Toy 2_
N32. Toy 3

N33. Mast of us wish we had 2l the maney in the workd 10 buy for our Gdren, but sametimes we fesl
that we can’t buy things that would reaily help fhem grow and leam. Are (here (Oys or Gther things you
would fike o gat for BABY but feel that you can’t afford?

Circie one: No

Yes
B, WMamﬁlose mmgs?

N.35
N36.

I‘mh&dinmwmmmmﬁm Hke new words or how t0 ouw. Mothers do this in
many differant ways. Can you tell me what you do
____ Coud not answer after probe. potocnmph Neoj
N37.
N38.
N3g.
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Let's talk about an emampile. Say, sitting up. What kinds of things did you do to encurage BABY to sit up
on hismer own?

N40.

N4t.

N42,

N43. Did your chiid go anywhere in a car yestarday? Clrch No Yes

Does hefshe fike to go places in the car?

N44, The last time sshewent somewhera in a car, was hisher car seat fading the front or the back of the
car? Check one below:

—_Back
— Wasnin a car seat

N45. Does he/she lie thecar seat?
Circle one: No
Yes

-N48. [Since he/she doesn'l e it] do you aver give him a break fram sitting in the car seat when
he/she’s in the car? Clrcle one: © No

Yes .
NA47. Did your baby go outside to play or for a wak yestersay?
Circte one: No

Yes
No with “too cold™ or “raining” or “sick” valurrteersd

'm interested in how oftan your. baby goes outsida to play or for a walk when he or she is not
sick and things are pretty normal.

PEERTE ; s+ REGERI S S Bl

N4g. How ofien when the weather is cald? times ____Mo cold since bith

R Tl P e i oV i e R ST e e s S
Yes

N52. Which shots has your baby goden?  ___Volurteers “all of theém”
Check immunizations volunteerad: __ OTP (dphtheris, tstanus & pertussis)
___Pdiio

Hepatits B
Hib (Haermophilus, influenza type b)



NSS.MIFHWMM‘)_EWWBM'? Clrcle one:  No

Hmewlmabdnwmm&mmmy&rbab&m.

NS4, Condition 1

NSS. Condition 2

N56. Condition 3

N57. Has your baby's doclor or nurse ever sald that yous baby is $00 smal or daesn't weighenough for
hisherage? Circlecne:  No

Yes
When was at the doclor las(?  [Camplete eithar N58 or NSB]

NS8. Date; ! ! OR NS89, weeks ago

De Yr
How mudh did he/shs weigh hen? NBO. ___ pmamnds . NE1. ____ourcse

N&3.

N64.

N71.
N72. Does anyane in your home smcke? Circle one:  No
Yes
N73. How aften is your beby in ths same room arrywhere, act just at home, with cigarette smoke of in a
car with sameone smoking? Check one. All the time fraquer®y
Never

N74. Check if ton caused discomfar to Respovdent
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AR

N76. How manydays perweek? ____
N77. How many hours per week ishe/she Ihere?

N79. Who staysmthBABY whenyougoout?Doynu havepst
one or twa folks who do that for you?Circie one:  No
Yes

Part of whal we are very interestad in is what kinds of places babies go in their communities.
Remember-

—here are no right or wrong answers here, just a trus pictue of your baby's experiences. In
a typical week, how many ¥imes does your batry go:

[ [mes
NEG. Tolhehnmdfnmdsandvelames

N86. To the park or playground

Plaase tell me about how many tmes your baby goes to any other placas that | didn't fist. [
name ane above, put in table sbova))

N90. So in a typical week, about how many times does your chikd get out of the house, elther to one of
the piaces | menticned or scmewhers sise? times

No1, Huyourbwywwmmmalrm of refative of yours withaut you there?
Circle one:  No NS2. Was that aways a amly member?  Circle one: Mo
Yes

Yes—————+l

N93. What is the longest resmber of days that your chidd stayed over
with sameone etse when you weren't with him or he? days

(Vierbatim explanation about s or close el fréend:]




Boecausewe are interested in your baby’s life and experiences, | would Hke to:seewhare heishe
3 sleeps, eats, plays, and bathes, If you don't mind.
{ Cleanliness Issues:

103. At least one family pictura visible

N10S. Open, unscraened windows S I

attachment to table)

| N116. Baby seat or carier (not car sast)

{ N117. Child has own room (even if other chikd shares)

i

N119. Child sleaps in other adult's room Na Yes -

143
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As you are fouring the house:

N121. Do you have a firstaid kit?
Circie one: No
Yes

N122. Doyoumvlu\ympdboucmMmehw Mmemmmmm
throw up # they swalow something paisonous?
rele one:
Yes

Doesn’t recognire term
N123. Do you know CPR?
Clrote one: No
Yes

N124. Do you know what would you would do if the baby dhokes on samrething?
No

Circleona:
Yes
“Slap on back”
N125. Do you have a fire extinguisher?
Clrcle one:  No
Yes ‘
N128. D0 you own any guns? | N127. Ace a2 guns kept in a lkocked location?
Circle one: No Circieone: No
Yes—* Yes

N128. Ase ey stored Ioaded or unloaded?

Usalosded
| Varfes

N128. Is the anvmsnifion stored in a separate, lock ed location?
Circte one:
Yes

Nywdon!uﬁnd.lhmlqmdanwnmmmmh*umwmm&

study ab give during pregnancy and infancy. They
mnolmhhdhourmm wyoullnydtbh-nlmllu but we would really
appradiate your help.

N129. Did you receive any camseiing about HIV or AID'S during yous pregnancy from a physician or any
other heatth care provider?

Cirslg one: No
Yes




delivering your baby?
Circle one: . No
Yes

N130. Were you affered HIV festing st any Gme during your pregnancy or withiks lour weeks aiér

N131. Did you recsive HYV testing during the time you were pregnarnt or within four weeks afler
defivering your baby?

Clrcls one: No

Yes
Nisz;Na\ymm mbumhuadocbrmoﬂmhmdemvb«uw
testing himvher for AIDS or HIV?

Yes

145



146

Life Events inventory

This section covers some of the things that happen to families. Please
teitme any of the g events have happ toyou inthelast 6
months: [Circte a response on neach linelit]

L2. Did you go deep in debt?

L2 Dldywa«emptsuleide?

L14. Did a close friend o member of your immediate farnlly die?.

| L15. in the last 6 months, haveyouhadprublanﬁvdﬂ!alytandlmpsor
‘mmmchaalthpmblum'? %

L1s Dodyour iand or olsemllveshywr
housemk!ge(dmrkuﬂakudmgsfmquenlyhﬂmhstﬁmnmﬂ

L19. Did you become pregnant in the last 6 months?
B *
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Family Resource Scale .

The next few questions are designed to assess whether or not you
and your family have adequate resources (time, money, energy, and
so on) to meet the feeds of the. For each item, please tell me the Anwwer
which response bast describes how well the needs have been met Card
on a consistent basis in your family in the last 6 months. Please use L
Alm:l—
‘adequate

this card to teft me the best answer for each one. -

To what axienl are the following resquces  Doss  Notatsll  Seldom = Sometimes  Usually
acequate for your family: not adequets adequate  adequate  adequate

s

F4.sluryw'anﬂy

F8. Good job for yoursef or spouse

“ U K5 -
F10. Public assistance (SSI, AFDC,
Medicaid, eic.)

F12. Time to getenough sleep/rest NA 1 2 a Y 5



F18. Telephoneoracoesstoa - NA i 2 3 4 - 5
phone
F20, Child cace/day care for your NA 1 2 3 4 5

F22. Dental carefor your family

F26. Toysforyour child(ren)
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Famiies and ladividuits have different relglods practices, and some
Caniliies ate not religloubat odt. - ]

: than once .
Circis one. ;Moraa once/meek A ©

For the fallowing statements, please tell me whether they are definitely true of you, tend to be
true, tend not to be true, or are definitely not true.

Circte one: 1 Definitely trus of me
2 Tends to be frue
3 Unsure
4 Tends not 0 be true
5 Definitely not true
T B R

Circle one: 1 Definitely true of me
2 Tends (o be true
3 Unsure
4 Tends not to be true
5 Definitety not true




‘Now Pa ke © 4k 2 fow more giisetiony “mwl

Now we'd like to know how much your baby cried o a typical day during the last week.
How much during the night? e

#413. s your child difficutt &0 feed, for xample spitting up, sucking problerns, or rekusal 1o 6at?
No
Circle ane:  Yes :
Sometimes
You toid ms your baby slept about (hounkﬂmnu)mm;daymd
{(hours/minutas) during the aight.

M14. Do you think thia is too fittle, (oo much, ar about the right amount?

Clrcie one:  About right
Toolitile
Too much

) om No '
Yeos .

You told me your baby cries about {hours/mimutes) during the day and
(hours/minutes) during the night. :
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Circlaana:  Abaut the same
WMy baby cries more
My baby cries less




1563

M26. What do you do when your baby misbehavas?
Vierbatim:

M27. In the last week, have you sp for Ang?Clrcle one:  No
Yes

in the following questions we would fike to know the answer that best
describes yourfeefings about some statements. While you may not fnd
that any of the answers exactly state your feelings, please choose the
one that comes closast to describing how you feel Your first reaction
(0 each statement should be your answer. [Clrcle one response on
each kine.]

Please select your best answer for each one from this card.
[ANSWER CARD #5]
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, 7~ . _ B < o 5 ]

P8. | am unhappy with the last purchase of clothing | made for myself.

Pa,HavingacMIdhasrnorepfoblemsmanlexpeﬂedmymlaﬁonsmn 1 2 3 4 5

P10. Whmlg:hlpmyluuyowmﬁmvw_

Ptd.  Most imes | feel that my child does not tike me and does not want to be 12 3 a4 5
dose 10 me.

P16. When | do things for my chitd | get the fealing that my efforsarenol 1 2 3 4 5
appraciated very much.

P18. Myumuowﬂmbhanaqmummm 1 2 3 4 5
Adapted and reproduced by special permissian of the

Publisher,
mnmmum index - QMMWWRM&D Cowim 1995
byPAR, inc. Further without PAR, inc.




1. not very good at being a parent, |
2. a petson who has some trouble being a parent,

ANSWER 3. anaverags parent, ¥ 2 3 4 5
CARD #6 4. a hatier ¥ran Sverage parent,
5. a very good parent.

P32.I have found that getting my child to do something or stop doing something

i
1. much harder than | expecisd,
Answer 2. somewhat harder than | expactad,
Card #7 3. about as hard as | expectad, 1 2 3 4 5

4. somewhat easier than | expected, ,
5. much easier than t expected.

Adspied and reproduced by of . g Inc.
FL 33556, from the Perentp Siress index - Short Form by Richard R Abidin, £4.0 ., Copyright 1960, 1995 by
PAR, inc.Further reproduction s prohbiisd wilhout parmissas: from PAR, Inc.
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1= 10+

P:E,MydidumulbbomdQMnMImw

Adspiad snd rep 5 shsher, Py > Inc. Odesss.
FL 33656, from U Parering Strees lndex ~ Short Foma 2y Richend R_ Abidin, E1LD,, Copyright 1990, 1005 by

PAR, inc. Furthes fam PAR, Inc.




Young Adult Sel Report{ ReVisdl®

mmmumalmmww InmuMhMMmmﬂ
want to look on this & the questiom:

Wt‘mhwmwdmmmywm?lbonammmwu)ht

[Resdand check one:]  ___None _ 1

2or3 4 or more

YY2. About how many times a month do you have contact with any of yaur dose friends? (lncuding in-
person contacs, phone, letiers, e-madl)

[Read and check one:} —_lessthan1 1or2 3 of more
YY3. How wel do you get alang with your cluse friends?

[Read and checkone:] .  ____ Nolwel Averags Very weoll
YY4, About how many tmes a monih do YOU invita any peophs 10 your home?
[Read and check one:) Less than 1 10r2 3or mare

fRespmrets soums_a= st s =
—#curr-MywoMlntchéoLnth“bM. .
YYS. Atany tima in the past 8 months, did you aftend school, colege. or arly dther educalional or Vaking
program? ‘

Check one: No — please siip to Section M. Job.
Yes - what kind of schodl or ugram?
———» YV6. What degree or digiorma are you seeking? Msjor?

YY7. When do you expectto receive yous degree of diploma? S

~—+For the following statements, plsese tell me whether each is nattrus, somewhat or sonmetimas
true, or very true or often true for you:

Circle one for each statement: Answer card #3
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~—if eurrently emplayed, go directly to Y14, below.
YY13. Ataqy ime in the past 6 months, did you have any peid jobs (Inciuding military service)?

i

|

! No-- please skip to Section IV. Family.
Yes —please describe your job(s)

Forthe ing state Please toll me eachis not true, somewhat or sometimes
true, or very tite or often true for you:

%rcla one for each statement: Answer card #8

YY15. { have trouble getling along with bosses. =0 AR

Compared with cthers as worse, average. or batiar, how well do you [Check response befow]:

Worse | Average | Betler No
Contact

YY21. Get along with your brathers —1have no brothers

and sisters? or sisters

YY22. Get along with your mother? — Mother is
demaved

YY23. Get along with your father? H ___ Fatheris
deceased

i Hying with spouse or partrer, go directly to Y25 on next page.
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lrno(um-awm with spouse or partner,, ask Y24:

YYZ24. Aimymnupdenm did you ve with a spouse or with a partner?
0 No- please skip to Secion V1.
OYes (AMYH v31)

memmmwmmmnu not true, comewhat or somstimas
true, or very true or oftan Sue for you:

Circieone for each siaemant: ANSWER CARD #8
A S S TR T IR S e el L e e |

Y\‘slgenlongwe«wihmyspmseam 01 2

W27lfeaisallsﬁwmmysmlwmef 0 1 2

Mysmeapmﬂmand!d}sagruabmﬁimzmgem suchaswhere 0 1 2
we live

YY314|u(lm/sorp:'nfsM ) 1 2.

VL | will read afist of lisrms that descrihe peapie. For each item, please tell me 0, 1, or2 to
descaibe yourseff over the past 6 months. | am going to read the quastions, but you might want to
fook on this form to be sure you understand the questions.

Clrcie one for each statement:

Y1. | act too young for my age

Yslm'tqﬂmynuﬁdlmm#m 0. -4 2

Y|1 lmmwmm 0

Y‘l"eeleonfusednrinaﬁm 0-1 2
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s

5 Pt = Sl e
Y15. { am preity honest O " 2

|ns.!.0f
ing bad ; ’ 0 1 2

Yh.lnmhupusinaadwkmut
5203
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Y48. {can do cerlain things better than other people OF W= 33

YS6e. Rashes or ofher skin problesTs bt 2
AWkl es: X i “

¥58g. Variting, throwing up b 1 O 2
d

¥56i. Numbness or tingfing in body parts ; NG Tl )

YB0. There is very litte that | enjoy

Y

Y64 lwm‘dmfnrb-wlﬁoeoph!m-huoﬂedmymam
W :

“-.r. 5 -
Y66. | repaat certaln acts over and over o 1 2
e

Zy

think aren’t here

sep bl

Y74. § show off or down ) o 1 2
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'Y78. | have trouble making decisions 1y : T

_Yw,lmuphrmyrigm 0yt -2

Y100. | have trouble apiﬂg 9 1 2



Y114. I failto pay my debts or meet other finandial responsibilities T 2
Y116. | worry about my relations with the opposite sex P

ol IR
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PDHEWQMMFM#MINTM
Place a plus (+) or minus () hmmwwmnmmmu Mwm
vtlllorllﬂnpmt that the canditarrs or evénts sre
‘anvirgrmert. Enter the sutrtutils and the total 6o ihe.record sheet.

|; Regponsivity

Fnl l;neously vocalized ta child at least twice. !
[~ Pant ik ikt e ofcomerpononcisbg st~ | |
| Pantintaes et g e |
e =
7. Parstpornts o cogpe s gy ||
(12 oot vocaconveys poteosigaiovars s ||

Parent respands positively to praise of child ofiered by visitor.

H12. | Parentdoes not shout at chid.

H20. 1 Chila care. if used. Is provided by one of three regular substitutes.

H22. | Child gets out of housa at least four times a week. -

m Child has a special place for toys and treasures. - -
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IV. Lsaming materials
H26. | Muscle activity toys or equipment.

H28, | Strofier or walker, kiddle car, scooter, or tricycl. o)
(33 F i

H30. | Cuddiy toy of rofe playing toy. [ i

;_H32. |movﬁuﬁonbya.

H34. | Toys for iterature and music.

V. involvement

H3S. | Parent keeps child m visual range, looks at often.

Be sure to complete the foliowing page before doing another intarview!!!
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Flnal evaluation of the interview:
11: index chiid was: Circle one:

Present all during Intandew
Present for mora than % of inarview
Presant for less than % of interdew
Not present for any of interview

12. Wike there, index ohitd was: Circle ane:
Awaka ol during Carview
Awaks formore than % of Interview -

Awaka for less than ¥ of intandew
Not awakefor any o imeiview

13. Other adutts were: [Circie onef:

Notins the home )  :
in the hom but not in Intesview (peing trough briefly OK)
in the home and present soms for overing® neardy].
Nesror in the room through most of the Iderview

14. Were any ather children in the hame during your inferview? No |Yes
15. Were any other aduls in the hame during the intarview? LNo |Yes
16. Did you aver have the feefing that the R was being evasive or less No |Yes
than tuthful?

17. Were there any intermuptans of more than a few seconds, such as No |Yes
phone calis, attending to children, or cxwenatiss with others?

| 18. Any unusual crasTstances (desaibe below) No |Yes

No

| 1S. Did R offer you a drink or snack?

010. Respandent lives on what fioor of dweting? Floor ___

O11. How many stories inside Respond: s home?

Time ended __




WVIPS 6-Month Locating and Tracking information

Date of 6-month interview: _______ Interviewer iniiais 0
Mom's name: Anhandertivers name _..
Subdivision name . Apt bomysax name

Emall add Cartag#

Ptace of employment, address & phone (Circle: seif or partner )
Do you think you might move anytime in the next ysar? Yes No

tf Y es:Whesedo you think you right move?

N now adfamiphaie since recrultment imervisw:
Cument ad and tek

house rtment % t in house ___moblle home

- PR » —apar

Time atthis address

Name under which the telephone is listed & retationship

f no telephone:
Name and telephone number for a person who can give you a message:

1f was hard to find for any ceason:

Name, add and tsieph ber of closest relative or friand, in case we have trouble

finding you. These people do not have to iive in Knoxville.
1 2.

Phone Phone
Relationship: Relationship:
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Appendix F: Missing Variable Data

Indicators of Latent Classes

Eight items were used to determine latent class group membership, the
main dependent variable used in most analyses. The eight items were coded
from the Six-Month Tracking Logs (Appendix B) using the code form (Appendix
D). Seven out of eight variables had no missing data. The one variable with
missing data, phone at six-month interview, was unavailable for 11 cases. Data
for these 11 cases was imputed using Latent Gold (Statistical Innovations, 2000),
the statistical package used to calculate latent classes.

Demographics

There was no missing data for race, age, marital status, education, and

employment.

Hospital and Six-Month Income. At the hospital interview four

respondents either didn’t know or refused to give their income level. During the
six-month interview eight respondents either didn’t know or refused to give their
income level. Only two of these respondents did not have income at either
interview. Respondents who had given an income level at one of the two
interviews had the same income value assigned to them for the other interview.
For the two respondents who never provided an income level, income was
imputed using EM with age, education, employment, income, and marital status.

The imputed value was rounded to a whole number.
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Collateral Variables

The following variables were coded from collateral information located on
both the Hospital and Six-Month Locating and Tracking form (Appendix B):

1. Number of collaterals listed at the hospital

2. Type of collateral relationship for the maximum of three collaterals at both
interviews

3. Sex of collateral for the maximum of three collaterals at both interviews

4. Any changes in the persons listed as collaterals (collateral change)

5. Known phone and address changes of any of the collaterals (collateral
stability)

During the time lapse between the six-month interview and the coding of
collateral variables, 21 of the Six-Month Locating and Tracking Information forms
were lost. In addition, for one case, both the Hospital Locating and Tracking and
the Six-Month Locating and Tracking Information forms were lost. See Table A1
for detailed information related to this problem.

No collateral variables could be coded for the case (521) with all locating
and tracking information lost. Coding collateral changes from the hospital
interview and the six-month interview was complex for the 21 cases with missing
forms. Fortunately, a short telephone interview, containing five substantive
questions and location information, was conducted in the Fall 2000 and Spring
2001 (Wave 3). The telephone interviewers maintained a separate log of all
telephone efforts to locate and interview respondents. Information from the Six-
Month Locating Log, the hospital locating and tracking form, and the new
information available from completed Wave 3 telephone interviews was used to

completely code collateral changes and collateral stability for 13 of the 21 cases
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and to partially code for eight out of the 21 cases. For example, if an attempt to
contact a respondent’s collateral was recorded at the Wave 3 telephone interview
then collateral stability could be coded. At times the interviewers failed to
completely fill out collateral information at the six-month interview. In these
situations it was assumed that the collaterals were the same at the hospital and
six-month interview.

Table F1. Coding Collaterals for Cases with Missing Forms

Id Number Collateral coding sources

521 Unable to code

330 used telephone interview logs to code

335 used telephone interview logs for partial completion
337 used telephone interview logs to code

338 used telephone interview logs to code

340 used telephone interview logs to code

344 used telephone interview logs for partial completion
345 collaterals where listed in the log

346 used telephone interview logs to code

347 used telephone interview logs to code

348 used telephone interview logs for partial completion
352 used telephone interview logs for partial completion
355 used telephone interview logs to code

359 used telephone interview logs to code

370 used telephone interview logs to code

374 used telephone interview logs for partial completion
462 used telephone interview logs to code

465 used telephone interview logs to code

475 used telephone interview logs for partial completion
479 used telephone interview logs for partial completion
485 used telephone interview logs to code

556 used telephone interview logs for partial completion

*Respondent missing both hospital and six-month “Locating and Tracking Information” Form

Stability Variables

Housing Type. Two variables were collected regarding the respondents’
types of housing at the second interview. The respondents were asked at the end

of the interview, while collecting tracking and locating information, their type of
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housing; and the interviewer observed and recorded the housing types prior to
beginning the interviews.

The observational variable had more values and tried to differentiate
between private and public housing for duplexes and apartments. These two
variables were compared and used to fill missing values. For example,
respondent values were used in the case of the 18 telephone interviews, when
there was no opportunity for the interviewer to observe the housing type. An
additional problem was that early copies of the interview forms didn't allow for the
interviewer to indicate a mobile home. Thus an additional 12 mobile home
residences were differentiated from single-family dwellings using the
respondents’ responses to second variable: housing type. In the few cases that
there were discrepancies between the respondent’s response and the
interviewer’s observation, the respondent’s response was used. An exception to
this rule was used for respondents who had “duplex” coded. There were nine
duplexes indicated by respondents and eight duplexes indicated by the
interviewers. There was agreement in only four of the cases. Thus due to the
small group size, duplexes were recoded as apartments and the private, public or
unsure specification was retained.

Length of Time at Address (Hospital). There were nine cases with missing

data at the hospital for the length of time a respondent had lived at their address.
The following rule was used. The number of places lived in the last year
(hospital) was divided by 12 months and that length of time was substituted. For
example, two months was imputed for respondent 282 who indicated living six

different places over the last year during the hospital interview).
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Length of Time at Address (Six-Month). This item was missing for 26

cases. The addresses for both interviews and the number of places lived in the
last six months was available for these 26 cases. These two variables were used
to calculate length of time at address. If the respondent had the same address at
both interviews, address length from the first interview was added to the time
between the two interviews. When the respondent did not have the same
address at both interviews, the number of moves in the last year, recorded at the
six-month interview was divided by six months and that length of time was
substituted. For example, if a woman had lived two places in the last six months
she was give three months at current address. Similarly, if the woman had lived
in one place in the last six months, six months were added to her hospital
response to length of time at current address.

Places lived in the last 6 months (Six-Month). The number of places

respondent had lived in the last six months was missing for six cases.
Respondents who at different addresses at each interview were given a “two” to
indicate having lived at two addresses and respondents who were at the same
address for both interviews were given a “one.”

Employment stability. The employment stability variable has the following

categories: 1) different jobs, 2) same job, 3) no job at both interviews, 4) no job at
hospital, job at second interview and 5) job at the hospital, but no job at the
second interview. The following variables were used to determine employment
stability:

1. Employment status at the hospital (part-time, full-time, unemployed)

2. Employment status at the six-month interview (recoded into above

values)
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3. Name and address of employer on the locating form at the hospital
interview
4. Name and address of employer on the locating form at the six-month
interview
Comparison of these four variables and coding of employment stability was
possible for 226 of the 227 cases.
Scale Data

Parental Bonding Inventory (PBI). Two respondents did not complete the

PBI at the hospital interview. Two other respondents had missing data for one .
and two items. EM was used to impute values for the latter two respondents
using the 25 items on the PBI.

Young Adult Self Report (YASR). Of the 14 people with missing data on

the YASR, 11 had completed abbreviated telephone interviews, one refused and
another interview was completed by the baby’s grandmother. Only one case had

missing data on the somatic subscale. No attempt was made to impute this data.
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Authors/Year Sampl Retentio Sample Original Study Interview Effort Groups Tracking Other Measures
e size n Rate Purpose Methods
(Emplrical)
Aneshensel 1,023 85.4 Adolescent Fertility related Average number  None No empirical Average time to
et al. (1989) girls (69% attitudes and of contacts detail interview
Mexican or behaviors
Mexican
American)
Bale et al. 107 93.5 Veteran Outcome Time to complete  None % Useful of Discriminant
(1984) substance assessment post  (continuous) Collaterals function analysis
abusers inpatient Institutional rank ordering
substance abuse sources study variables to
treatment time to locate
Cottler et al. 479 96.6 Drug users HIV prevention Time to complete  Time to Phone -contacts by time
(1996) (ordinal) complete used  System -tracking
to create group Field methods by time
-predictors of 2
time groups
Crider et al. 320 96.9 Sophomores Long term study Tracking Mail " % found by each
(1971) from 67 of adult methods used  Telephone tracking method
Pennsylvania outcomes to create Community visits
counties groups Public records
Hartsough et 492 81.0 Community Long-term follow  Time to complete  Tracking Mail Tracking effort by
al. (1996) sample up of ADHD (effort expended) methods used  Mail, 1-3 calls time and
sample (non and Type of to create Mail, 4 or more interview
ADHD control contact (ordinal)  groups calls completion

group)

Tracking Efforts
with the highest
return




Table 1. Continued

Authors/Year Sampl Retentio Sample Original Study Interview Effort Groups Tracking Other Measures
esize nRate Purpose Methods
(Emplrical)
MacKenszie et 85 93.0 Male Outcome Ordinal scale None 0 Located at Predictors of
al. 1987 alcoholics assessment of developed from address location difficulty
post treatment tracking 1 Information
behavior methods from neighbors
2 Contact
collaterals
3 Combination
4 Combination
plus telephone
directory
5 Other sources
Pirie et al. 7124 92.6 Minn. Jr. high Smoking Sum of sources  Ordinal groups  None None
1989 students prevention used created by
662 90.7 Ontario Jr. Smoking number of
high students prevention sources used
Robles et al. 88 79.6 Subset of Effects of Sum of contacts  Tracking None -contacts by
1994 resistant prenatal methods used completion status
female substance use to create -comparisons
subjects from groups between
larger sample resistant (88) non
resistant (585)
Rumptz et al. 139 94.0at12 Female Outcome Ordinal scale Easy and Ordinal Groups = Comparisons
(1991) month survivors of assessments developed from  difficult to -Phone 1x between easy
Sullivanetal. 141 97.0at24 spousal abuse post shelter tracking locate grouped  -House 1x and difficult to
(1996) month methods by those -Letter sent locate and study
requiring only -collateral variables
office based phone
strategies -Collateral visit
-Collateral letter
Walton et al. 96 97.0 Substance Outcome Sum of contacts Low and high None -comparisons of
1998 abusers assessment of contact groups contact difficulty
relapse with reuse and
prevention other study
program variables

GLl



Table 2. Personal Characteristics of Research Respondents not Reinterviewed at Follow-Up in Studies with Attrition,
Retention or Tracking Emphasis

9.l

Authors/ topic Sample Marital Employment Income Education Race Mental Health  Substanc
Status e Abuse
Agosti et al. Cocaine users in No difference Intravenous African
(1996) Attrition  intervention study using and African  American or
American Hispanic
dropouts had
lower education
Aneshensel et  Adolescent Adolescents No difference No Low parental Mexican
al. (1989) females survey of  with single or difference  education American
Panel sexual behavior unmarried
participation parents
Bale et al. Male veteran Living alone employed Previous
(1984) substance users treatment
Tracking post treatment and longer
treatment
Moderate
drinking
Blumenthal et  African American  Single unemployed Lower Less Education Sample
al. (1995) women in Cancer income 100%
Recruitment Prevention African
and Retention  Intervention American
Cohen et al. Homeless Not married No Substance
(1993) and living difference abuse
Tracking alone problems
*Cottler et al. Drug using and unemployed No difference No No difference
(1996) HIV prevention difference
Retention Intervention
Fischer et al. Psychiatric Not married No difference Lower Minorities Severe Substance
(2001) Attrition  Patients income psychiatric abuse
impairment
and more

hospitalization




Table 2. Continued

Authors/ topic Sample Marital Employment Income Education Race Mental Substance
Status Health Abuse
Fitzgerald et al. Michigan Panel . Not married, Unemployed Lower Lower education  Minorities
A (1998) Study of Income recently earnings
Attrition Dynamics (PSID) - divorced and
unstable
earnings
Fitzgerald et al. Michigan Panel divorced/ unemployed Less Less educated Minorities
B (1998) Study of Income separated family families ("other race"
Attrition Dynamics (PSID) income higher than
African
American)
Hartsough et ADHD/control More likely to
al. (1996) group long term have ADHD
Tracking outcome research than be in
control group
Juntenen etal. HIV high risk No difference  No difference No No difference No No
(1999) substance abuse difference difference difference
Tracking users
Katz et al. African American  No difference  No difference No No difference 99% of
(2001) low income difference sample
Retention mothersin a (Medicaid African
parenting enrolliment American
intervention )
Mackenzie et Alcoholic men Not married
al. (1987) post inpatient and living
Retention treatment alone
N=85
Martinez-Ebers Low income Single heads  FT employed No No difference Non white
(1997) Parents of of households difference
Retention alternative school

children

L)



Table 2. Continued

8LL

Authors/ topic Sample Marital Employment Income Education Race Mental Substance
Status Health Abuse
*Robles et al. Pregnant women No difference  No difference No No difference No Higher levels  No
(1994) participating in difference difference of depression  difference
Retention prenatal clinic Higher
N=829 numbers of
life events.
Less social
support
Rumptz et al. Battered women Less likely Less education Non white Higher levels
(1991) post shelter to have of depression
Tracking intervention access to More
N=133 cars psychological
Sullivan et al. and physical
(1996) abuse
Retention
Snow et al. Adolescent Student sample Substance
(1992) Attrition  substance abuse use
prevention study (tobacco,
N=1,117 alcohol,
marijuana
and hard
drugs)
vande Berg & Netherlands labor  Not married More un- No difference Dutch
Lindeboom panel survey employment sample
(1998) Attrition episodes,
shorter
employment
spells, lower
job skills
*Walton et al. Substance Not married Substance
(1998) abusing men post reuse
Tracking .

In this table a notation of "no difference” implies that a statistical evaluation was completed and there were no differences
between those interviewed and those not interviewed. A blank space indicates there was no information or no statistical

evaluation about this personal characteristic.
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Table 3. Indicator Variables for Interview and Tracking Effort (ITE) Classes

ltem Coding
Respondent had a phone at recruitment 0 yes
interview 1no
Respondent had a phone at the 6 month 0 yes
interview 1no

Respondent had the same phone at both
interviews

Respondent had the same address at
both interviews

Total calls between project and
respondent

Number of no shows for interview
appointments

Number of collaterals contacted to locate
and interview respondent

Number of unscheduled visits to
respondents or collaterals homes to get
information or complete the interview

0 yes same phone
1 no different phone numbers

0 yes same address
1 no different addresses

Count variable ranging from 0 to 26 calls

Count variable ranging from 0 to 3 no
shows

Count variable ranging from 0.to 9
collaterals

Count variable ranging from 0 to 9
unscheduled visits




180
Table 4. Demographic Variables

Varlable

Coding

Marital status (5 category)

Marital status (4 category)

Employment (3 category)

Employment (2 category)

Education

Age

Income

Race

YASR Scales

Married and living with husband*
Married but not living with husband
Divorced, not living with a partner
Unmarried, and living with a partner
Unmarried, not living with a partner

Separated or divorced, not living with a partner
Unmarried, and living with a partner
Unmarried, not living with a partner

Married and living with husband*

Unemployed*
Part-time
Full-time

Working part-time or full-time
Unemployed*

Continuous variable ranging from 8 grade to 5 +
years of college

Continuous variable ranging from 14 to 42

(In some analyses income is used a continuous
measure.)

< 5,000

5,000 - 9,999

10,000 — 14,999

15,000 — 19,999

20,000 — 24,999

25,000 - 34,999

35,000 — 49,999

> 50,000

African-American
Caucasian

Anxiety/depression
Withdrawal
Somaticism
Thought

Attention

Intrusion
Aggressive
Delinquent
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Variable

Coding

Other problems
Internalizing

Externalizing

Total problems

Days drunk (count variable)

Day using substances (count variable)

*Reference group
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Table 5. Independent Variables

Varlable

Coding

Mother/grandmother collateral

YASR Family
YASR Friends
YASR Spouse

PBI Care
PBI Overprotection

Number of collaterals

Employment stability

Marital status stability

Collateral stability

Places lived in last year

(recruitment)
Places lived in last 6M

Homeless or shelter

experience

Housing type

Sum of instability factors

0 No mother or grandmother listed
1 Mother or grandmother listed as collateral*

Mean of 3 items
Sum of 4 items ranging from O to 9
Sum of 7 items ranging from -5 to 8

Sum of 12 items ranging from 0 to 36
Sum of 213 items ranging from 0 to 38

Count ranging from O to 3

0 Unstable employment
1 Same jobs
2 Unemployed both interviews*

0 No change in partner status
1 Partner status changed from recruitment to 6M *

0 Phone or address used and collateral was
available

1 Phone disconnected or letter returned

2 Unknown*

Count ranging from O to 9

Count variable ranging from 0 to 6

0 No homelessness or shelter experience
1 experienced homelessness or lived in shelter at
recruitment or 6M interview

5 Apartment, private

6 Apartment, public

7 Apartment, not sure
8 Mobile home

10 Single family home*

Count ranging from O to 6

*Reference group
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Table 6. Research Questions, Hypotheses and Measurement

Research Question

Hypotheses

Measurement

Research question one:
Interview/Tracking
Effort

What are the
psychometric properties
of the interview/tracking
effort variable?

Research guestion two:

Hypothesis 2a: Marital status

Demographics and
Mental Health

What demographic and
mental health variables
predict
interview/tracking effort
class assignment?

and employment. There is
an interaction between
marital status and
employment. Specifically
employed married and single
mothers and unemployed
single mothers are more
difficult to interview.
Unemployed married women
are the easiest to interview.

Interview/Tracking Effort Scale (ITES)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

Did the respondent have a
telephone at the recruitment
interview?

Did the respondent have a
telephone at the six-month
interview?

Did the respondent have the
same telephone at the
recruitment and six-month
interviews?

Did the respondent have the
same address at telephone
interviews?

How many telephone calls were
made to complete the interview?
This variable includes all
telephone attempts made by
interviewers to respondents and
their collaterals. This also
includes calls that the
respondent initiated to the
project.

How many times did the
respondent fail to keep a
scheduled interview
appointment?

How many collaterals contacts
were made while trying to
establish contact with
respondent? This variable is a
count of all attempts and may
include multiple attempts to 1 or
more collaterals

How many "in person” attempts
were made to contact
respondent or their collaterals?
This variable includes attempts
made to find respondents by
talking to apartment managers or
collaterals (family, friends,
neighbors, employers) supplied
during the recruitment interview.

ITES
Marital status
Employment status
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Table 6. Continued

Research Question

Hypotheses

Measurement

Research question

Hypothesis 2b: Education.
Women who have higher levels of
education are easier to interview.
Hypothesis 2c: Income. Poor
women are more difficult to
interview than wealthy women.

Hypotheses 2d: Race and
income. Both poor and wealthy

African-American women require
more interview/tracking efforts
than Caucasian women. The
negative relationship between
income and interview/tracking
effort is weaker for African-
American women.

Hypothesis 2e: Mental health and
substance abuse. Women who
have mental health problems and
those who have substance abuse
problems are more difficult to
interview. Women who have both
substance abuse and mental
health problems are the most
difficult to interview.

Hypothesis 3a. Respondents who

three: Social support
and collaterals. Are
respondents who have
positive relationships
with their collaterals
easier to interview and
track and does this
differ by race? Are
there differences in
interview/tracking
efforts for respondents
based on type of
collateral listed? Does
inadequate recontact
information influence
tracking difficulty?

list a mother or grandmother are
easier to interview.

Hypothesis 3b. Respondents with
positive relationships with family,
friends, and their spouse are
easier to interview.

ITES
Educational Status

ITES
Income

ITES
Race
Income

ITES
YASR

ITES
Collateral relationship at
time 1

ITES
YASR
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Research Question

Hypotheses

Measurement

Research question four:

Hypothesis 3c. Respondents with

positive bonding with their primary

caregiver are easier to interview.
Specifically respondents with
higher scores on the PBI's "care"
subscale have lower
interview/tracking effort scores
and respondents with lower
scores on the PBI's
"overprotection” subscale have
lower interview/tracking effort
scores.

Hypothesis 3d. Respondents with
fewer collaterals listed in the
recruitment interview (time 1) are
more difficult to interview.
Hypothesis 4a. Women who have

Stability What influence
do stability indicators
have on efforts to
interview? Is there one
stability indicator that is
more important in
predicting efforts to
interview?

employment stability are easier to
interview.

Hypothesis 4b. Women who have
relationship stability are easier to
interview. Women who report the
same collaterals at time 1 and
time 2 are easier to interview.
Hypothesis 4c. Women who have
listed stable collaterals are easier
to interview

Hypothesis 4d. Women who have -

moved more than two times
before or after delivery are more
difficult to interview.

Hypothesis 4e. Women who own
homes are easier to interview
than women who live in other
housing types.

Hypothesis 4f. Women with more
instability indicators (employment,
marital, collateral, shelter
experience, residential) are more
difficult to interview.

ITES
PBI

ITES
# of collaterals

ITES

Employment stability
calculated from recruitment
and follow-up interviews

ITES

Relationship stability
calculated from recruitment
and follow-up interviews

ITES

Collateral stability calculated
from recruitment and follow-
up interviews

ITES

Number of moves at
recruitment

Number of moves at follow-
up

ITES

Housing type at time 2

ITES
Addition of instability
indicators
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Table 7. Measure Reliability

Scale Standardized Alpha  Total Items (ltem Number or Description)
ITES .658 8 (Table 3)
YASR
Total problems .932 125 (YA1-YA116)
Internalizing .879 24 (anxious-depressed and withdrawn
subscales)
Externalizing .823 28 (intrusive, aggressive behavior, and
delinquent behavior subscales)
Family 470 4 (YY1-YY4)
Friends .258 3(YY21-YY23)
Spouse .035 7 (YY25-YY31)
PBI
Care .873 12
Overprotection 792 13
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Indicator 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
variable

1. Unscheduled

visit

2. No show .28 **

total

3. call total 13* 37

4. collateral .38**  .15* .43**

contacts

5. phone at 22** -08 -10 27

recruitment +

6. phone at 43" -.06 -.05 30 .26

6M+

7.same 23 10 28" .42** 05 205"
addresses+

8. same 39** 13" .20 57 .36** .43** .60**
phone+

* statistical significant at p = .05 level
** statistical significant at p = .01 level
+ Spearman’s rho
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Table 9. Fit Indices for Latent Class Model with Interview/Tracking Effort

Indicators

=
s K .
E 0 I S & E =
T 8 % = = 25 8 2
8 © 35 O O o 2 o
= £ O m m 4 Oou w r O
A 8 1 4356.39 -1583367.3 197548 .00 1.0 1.0 246
B 8 2 393795 -1583785.8 1507.48 .05 79 .82 170,76
C* 8 3 3820.84 -1583902.8 1346.34 .067 .82 .83 149,54, 43
D 8 4 3790.87 -1583932.8 1261.32 A11 .78 77 90, 69, 47,
40

*Model C is the final model used to classify respondents into three

interview/tracking effort classes.
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Table 10. Significant Bivariate Residuals in Model C Prior to Estimation

Same phone Same address Phone at Phone at 6M
recruitment
Same phone 6.28 2.67 3.15
Same address 5.78 0.40
Phone at 0.85

recruitment
Phone at 6M
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Table 11. ANOVA and X? Comparisons between Interview/Tracking Classes and
Interview/Tracking Effort Indicators

Interview/Tracking Effort Classes
1 2 3 Comparing 3 Classes
n= 149 n =54 n=43
Indicator Variable N % or N % or N % or F X2 p
M(SD) M(SD)  M(SD)
1. Unscheduled .01 1.06 212 65.33 .00
visit (1.38) (1.60) (1.98)
2. No show total .09 63 .09 2266 .00
(.29) (.94) (.37)
3. Call total 4.19 13.09 3.49 194.95 .00
(2.45) (4.50) (2.17)
4. Collateral .66 2.78 219 73.01 .00
contacts (.80) (1.76) (1.47)
5. Phone at no 11 10 16 23.88 .00
recruitment 7.5% 18.5% 37.2%
6. Phone at 6M no 10 8 27 81.20 .00
6.7% 16.7% 71.1%
7. Same addresses no 52 38 23 21.28 .00
34.9% 70.4% 53.5%
8. Same phone no 58 45 40 58.18 .00
38.9% 83.3% 83.0%
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Table 12. Demographic Characteristics of the Recruitment Sample, the Six-
Month Sample and the Three Interview/Tracking Effort Classes

Interview/Tracking Effort

Classes
Sample 6M 1 2 3
N=246 Sample | n=149 n=54 n=43
n =227
Characteristic N % or N%or | N%or N%or N%or

M(SD) M(SD) | M(SD) M(SD M(SD

Marital Status

Married 87 87 66 12 9
35.4% 383% | 443% 222% 20.9%
Separated 10 9 6 3 1
4.1% 4.0% 4.0% 5.6% 2.3%
Divorced, living 6 3 1 3 2
alone 2.4% 1.3% T% 5.6% 4.7%
Divorced , living 2
with partner 9%
Living with partner 58 49 34 16 8
23.6% 21.6% | 22.8% 29.6% 18.6%
Living alone 85 7 42 20 23
34.6% 339% | 282% 37.0% 53.5%
Employment
Unemployed 174 128 101 35 38
70.7% 56.4% | 67.8% 64.8% 88.4%
Part-time 25 37 17 5 3
10.2% 16.3% | 11.4% 9.3% 7.0%
Full-time 47 62 31 14 2
19.1% 27.3% | 20.8% 25.9% 4.7%
Income 3.7 3.84 4.20 3.37 242
(2.42) (1.50) | (2.47) (2.40) (1.58)
< 5,000 7 60 32 19 20
28.9% 26.4% | 21.5% 352% 46.5%
5,000 - 9,999 27 31 16 7 4
11.0% 13.7% | 10.7% 13.0% 9.3%
10,000 - 14,999 33 26 20 6 7
13.4% 15% | 134% 11.1% 16.3%
15,000 - 19,999 23 15 13 4 6
9.3% 6.6% 8.7% 7.4% 14.0%
20,000 - 24,999 20 24 11 4 5
8.1% 10.6% 7.4% 7.4% 11.6%
25,000 - 34,999 29 28 22 6 1
11.8% 123% | 148% 11.1% 2.3%
35,000 - 49,999 22 19 17 5 0
8.9% 94% | 11.4% 9.3%
> 50,000 21 24 18 3 0

8.5% 10.6% | 12.1% 5.6%
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Table 12. Continued

Interview/Tracking Effort

Classes
Sample 6M 1 2 3
N=246 Sample |n=149 n=54 n=43
n =227
Characteristic N % or N%or | N%or N%or N%or
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Race
Caucasian 143 96 30 17
48.0% 64.4% 55.6% 39.5%
African American 103 53 24 26
41.9% 356% 44.4% 60.5%
Education
< 11 grade 78 39 17 22
31.7% 262% 31.5% 51.2%
GED 17 8 6 10
6.9% 54% 11.1% 23.3%
High School 50 3 9 3
20.3% 208% 16.7% 7.0%
Vocational 31 17 9 5
12.6% 11.4% 16.7% 11.6%
<4 yrs. College 38 27 10 1
15.4% 18.1% 18.5% 2.3%
>4 yrs. College 32 27 3 2
13.0% 18.1% 5.6% 4.7%
14.0 14.7 13.7 121
(4.1) (4.4) (3.5) (3.0)
Age
14-18 50 28 10 12
20.3% 188% 18.5% 27.9%
19-23 94 50 22 22
38.4% 33.6% 40.7% 51.2%
24-28 53 35 12 6
21.5% 23.5% 22.2% 14.0%
28-34 30 24 4 2
12.2% 16.1% 7.4% 4.7%
35-42 19 12 6 6
7.7% 81% 11.1% 11.1%
24.0 24.6 24.0 21.8
(6.0) (6.2) (6.3) (4.5)
Completed 246 227 147 44 36
Interview (98.7) (81.5) (83.7)




Table 13. YASR Subscales

Interview/Tracking Effort

Classes
Sample 1 2 3

n=214*| n=139 n=39 n=36

YASR Subscales M(SD M(SD) M(SD  M(SD)
Anxiety/ 8.0 7.8 9.1 7.3
Depression (6.0) (5.9) (6.5) (5.7)
Withdrawal 2.9 2.83 28 3.2
(2.2) (2.2) (2.0) (2.5)

Somaticism 4.64 4.6 4.6 4.8
(3.5) (3.7) (3.1) (3.4)

Thought disorder .54 .54 .59 .50
(.96) (1.0) (.85) (.81)

Attention 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.6
(2.0) (2.0) (2.0) (1.9)

Intrusion 25 24 3.0 2.1
(2.1) (2.1) (2.3) (1.9)
Aggression 4.2 4.0 5.0 43
(.24) (3.4) (3.8) (3.8)
Delinquency 8 .82 97 .58
(1.2) (1.3) (1.4) (.90)
Other problems 15.2 15.0 16.4 16.3
(7.5) (7.4) (7.4) (8.0)
Raw internalizing 10.9 10.6 11.9 10.5
(7.4) (7.4) (7.5) (7.4)
Raw 7.5 7.3 8.9 6.9
externalizing (5.6) (5.6) (6.2) (5.0)
Total Problems 41.5 40.7 45.1 40.6
(22.9) (22.9) (22.7) (23.5)
Days Drinking 5 49 .68 .58
(1.5) (1.3) (1.7) (1.7)

Days Drug Using 29 3.6 .28 3.1
(19.1) (22.3) (1.6) (16.0)

* Four teen of the 227respondents did not complete the YASR at the 6M interview.
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Table 14. Effects of Multinomial Logistic Regression of Interview/Tracking Effort

on Demographic Variables

Interview/ Tracking Effort Classes

Class 2* Class 3*

Variable X

Exp Wald p Exp Wad p
(B) (B)

1. Marital Status  18.49
(4 categories)

Married**

Separated/

Divorced

Living with

partner

Living alone

471 589 .01]3.14 2.18

259 475 .03]1.72 1.06

252 538 .02]4.02 9.99

14

.30

.00

2. Employment 9.19
(2 categories)
Unemployed**
Part-time/Full-

time

114 158 69| 0.28 6.42

.01

3. Hypothesis 29.19
2a:
Employment
and marital
status
interaction
Employed and
separated/
divorced
Unemployed
and Separated
/divorced
Employed and
living with
partner
Unemployed
and living with
partner
Employed and
living alone
Unemployed
and living alone
Working and
married
Unemployed
and married**

1629 ' 518 .02 .00

271 149 22| 238 1.156

1629 320 .07 ]| 048 0.44

226 214 14| 138 0.32

3.02 254 11| 1.58 0.35
247 3.06 08| 288 4.83

097 000 96| 0.7 2.65

.28

.51

57

.55

.03

.10

4. Hypothesis 15.15
2b: Education

094 235 12| 083 1165

.00
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Table 14. Continued

Interview/ Tracking Effort Classes

| Class 2* | Class 3*

Variable x? p Pseud [Exp Wad p Exp Wad p

oR? [B) (B)
5. Hypothesis 21.28 .00 .08 4.57 .03 ] 0.70 16.03 .00
2c: Income
6. Race 8.62 .01 .03
Caucasian**
African- 145 132 25 | 2.77 8.20 .00
American
7. Hypothesis 2274 00 .09
2d: Race and
Income
Interaction
African- 088 1.40 24 || 0.78 3.77 .05
American and
income
Caucasian and 0.86 4.56 .03 | 068 16.03 .00
income
8. Age 8.37 .01 .03 098 0.40 .53 || 0.91 7.14 .01
9. All 43.02 .00 .16
Demographics
Marital Status
Married**
Separated 212 0.82 .37 | 0.38 0.82 37
Divorced 1035 3.19 .07 110.29 2.7 .10
Living with 198 1.78 .18 || 0.64 0.52 47
partner
Living alone 197 145 .23 | 1.03 0.00 96
Employment
Unemployed**
Part-time 1.04 0.00 94 | 0.56 0.72 40
Full-time 193 1.82 .18 | 0.42 1.01 32
Race
Caucasian**
African- 1.00 0.00 99 | 1.68 1.30 26
American
Age 1.00 0.00 .97 | 0.98 0.28 .60
Grade 0.96 0.36 .55 | 0.91 1.85 A7
Income 093 057 .45 | 0.82 3.30 .07
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Table 14. Continued

Interview/ Tracking Effort Classes

Class 2* I Class 3*

Variable x? p Pseud [Exp Wad p Exp Wald

oR? |(B) (B)
10. Hypothesis 15.35 .64 .07
2e: Mental
Health and
Substances
Abuse
Anxiety 1.04 079 .37 | 0.93 1.89 A7
Depression
Withdrawal 087 138 24 | 1.14 1.23 27
Somaticism 093 113 .29 | 1.00 0.00 97
Thought 098 0.01 92 | 0.91 0.16 .67
disorder
Attention 086 130 .25 | 1.08 0.26 61
Intrusion 1.08 05 .45 | 0.90 0.88 35
Aggression 110 130 .25 | 1.07 0.53 .45
Delinquency 104 005 .82 | 0.68 2.60 A1
Other problems 1.03 033 57 | 1.04 0.57 45
11. YASR scales 4.23 .64 .02
Raw 1.04 032 .57 | 097 0.26 .61
internalizing
Raw 109 18 .18 | 0.95 0.55 46
externalizing
Total Problems 098 0.54 46 | 1.02 0.46 .50
12. Days 0.54 .76 .00 1.09 053 .47 | 1.05 0.14 71
Drinking
13. Days Drug 200 37 .01 095 039 .53 | 1.00 0.02 90
Using

*Class 2 and 3 are compared to class 1.
** Reference group for that variable
+Pseudo R? used is Cox and Snell



Table 15. Frequency Comparisons of Marital Status and Employment by

Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Total
Working Unemployed  Working unemployed  Working uzemploy
N (% e
witl(1in
class)
Married 28(18.8) 38(25.5) 5(9.3) 7(13.0) 1(2.3) 8(18.6)
Divorced/ 1(0.7) 6 (4.0) 3(5.6) 3(5.6) 0 3(7.0)
separated
Living with 10(6.7) 24(16.1) 6(11.1) 10 (18.5) 12.3) 7(16.3)
partner
Living 9(6.0) 33(22.1) 5(9.3) 15(27.8) 3(7.0) 20(46.5)
alone
Total 48(32.2) 101(67.8) 19(35.2) 35(64.8) 5 (11.6) 38(88.4) 246
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Table 16. ANOVA and X? Comparisons between Interview/Tracking Effort

Classes and Collateral Variables for Research Question Three

Interview/Tracking Effort Classes

Sample 1 2 3 Comparing 3
(n=246) | n=149 n=54 n=43  Classes
N%or | N%or N%or N%or F X p
M(SD) | M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) (df) (df)
Mother or 137 85 33 19 3.1 22
Grandmother 55.7% | 57.0% 61.1% 44.2% (2)
collateral
YASR relationship
Family(mean) n=217 | n=141 n=42 n=34 2.59 07
1.34 1.40 1.24 1.25 (2,
(1.34) (.47) (.50) (.49) 214)
Friends n=220 | n=142 n=42 n=36 0.22 .80
6.53 6.54 6.67 6.36 (2,
(20)| (2.11) (1.98) (1.66) 217)
Spouse n=160 | n=113 n=27 n=20 1.98 34
4.15 4.35 3.41 4.00 (2,
(3.57) | (2.96) (3.41) (2.86) 157)
PBI**
Care 2934 | n=148 n=53 n=43 3.34 04
(7.98) 30.32 27.14 28.70 (2,
(7.19)  (9.91) (7.47) 241)
Overprotection 16.39 | n=148 n=53 n=43 0.58 .56
(7.66) 15.96 17.02 17.07 (2,
(7.85) (8.19) (6.24) 241)
Number of 1.70 1.64 1.93 160 3.59 .03
Collaterals (.72) (.72) (.67) (.72) (2,
: 243)
None 8 5 0 3
3.3% 3.4% 7.0%
One 87 59 14 14
354% | 39.6% 25.9% 32.6%
Two 122 69 30 23
496% | 46.3% 55.6% 53.5%
Three 29 16 10 3
118% | 10.7% 18.5% 7.0%

*28 (11.4%) missing **2 (.8%) missing



Table 17. Effects of Multinomial Logistic Regression of Interview/Tracking Effort

with Research Question Three Variables
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Interview/ Tracking Effort Classes

Class 2* Class 3*

Variable X2 p Pseud |Exp Wal p Exp Wald p

oR*|B) d (B)
Hypothesis 3a
No mother or 305 .22 .01 084 027 60| 220 1.68 .14
grandmother
collateral*
Hypothesis 3b
YASR
Relationship
Family(mean) 5.16 .08 .02 050 357 06| 052 2.62 11
Friends 048 .80 .00 1.04 014 71| 096 0.21 64
Spouse n=160 212 35 .01 091 2.1 15| 0.96 0.24 62
Hypothesis 3c
PBI
Care 6.31 .04 .03 095 6.08 .01] 0.97 1.58 21
Overprotection 116 .56 00 1.02 075 39| 1.02 0.70 40
Hypothesis 3d
Number of 717 .03 .03 177 6.02 014§ 0.92 0.11 5
collaterals

*reference group are women who listed a grandmother as a collateral
**optimal parenting is the reference group
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Table 18. ANOVA and X*> Comparisons between Interview/Tracking Effort

Classes and Stability Variables

Interview/Tracking Effort Classes

Sample 1 2 3 Comparing 3 Classes
(n=246) |n=149 n=54 n=43
Variable N%or |[N%or N%or N%or F X? p
M(SD) |M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) (df) (df)
Employ. Stability* 1.79 11.65 .02
Same job 32 22 9 1 (2,242) (4)
13% | 14.8% 16.7% 2.3%
Different jobs, no 82 50 21 11
job 1, job 2 or job 1 333% | 336% 389% 25.6%
and no job 2
Always unemployed 112 74 14 24
455% | 49.7% 259%  55.8%
Marital stability** 1.32 .52
Change in marital 53 33 13 7 2)
status 21.5% | 221% 24.1% 16.3%
Collateral stability 52.94 .00
Stable 113 59 35 19 (4)
459% | 396% 64.8% 44.2%
Unstable 4 11 14 16
16.7% 74% 259% 37.2%
Unknown 90 78 5 7
36.6% 52.3 93% 16.3%
Housing Stability
Number of places 1.76 1.67 2 1.79 A7
lived at recruitment (1.09) (0.91) (1.21) (1.46)
Number of places 14 1.31 1.81 1.38 8.34 .00
lived at 6M (.71) (.61) (.97) (60) (2,218)
Homeless/Shelter 27 11 11 5 9.20 .01
Experience 11.0% 74% 20.4% 13.2% (2)
Housing Type 17.51 .02
(8)
Single family 111 82 20 9
451% | 55.0% 37.0% 20.9%
Apartment, private 18 1 3 4
7.3% 7.4% 5.6% 9.3%
Apartment, public 50 25 9 16
203% | 16.8% 16.7% 37.2%
Apartment, not sure 20 11 5 4
8.1% 7.4% 9.3% 9.3%
Mobile home 27 18 6 3
11.0% | 121% 11.1% 7.0%
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Table 18. Continued

Interview/Tracking Effort Classes

Sample 1 2 3 Comparing 3 Classes

(n=246) |n=149 n=54 n=43
Variable N%or |[N%or N%or N%or F X p

M(SD) |M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) (df) (df)

.001

Sum of Instability 1.63 1.44 2zt 1.60 /.83
Factors (6 items) (1.18) | (1.12) (1.34) (.98) (2,243)

*8.1% (20 cases) had missing data for this variable
**7.7% (19cases) had missing data for this variable
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Table 19. Effects of Multinomial Logistic Regression of Interview/Tracking Effort

with Research Question Four Variables

Interview/ Tracking Effort Classes

Class 2*

Class 3*

XZ
(df)

Variable

Exp Wald p

(B)

Exp Wald »p
(B)

13.22
(4)

Hypothesis 4a
Employment
stability
Always
Unemployed
Same job
Different jobs; no
job1 job2; job 1
and no job 2
Hypothesis 4b
Relationship
stability
No change in
relationship
Change in
relationship
Hypothesis 4c
Collateral
stability
Stable
Unstable
Unknown*
Hypothesis 4d
Housing
stability
Number of
places lived at
recruitment
Number of
places lived at
6M
Homeless/
Shelter
Experience
Hypothesis 4e
Housing Type
Single family
Apartment,
private
Apartment,
public
Apartment, not
sure
Mobile home

1.28
)

56.07
(4)

3.34
()

13.61
(2

8.17
2)

16.66
(8)

.01

.53

.00

19

.00

.02

.03

.01

.20

.01

.06

.04

.07

2.16
2.22

0.69

9.25
19.85

1.29

235

3.88

1.48

1.86

137

2.46
3.51

0.93

19.17
23.81

3.34

11.78

8.41

0.03

0.71

1.10

0.34

A2

34

.00
.00

.07

.00

.00

87

40

.30

.56

0.14
0.68

3.51
0.91

1.20 0.15

3.59
16.81

7.25
25.10

1.12 0.48

1.21 0.36

1.82 1.09

3.31 3.09

583 13.77
3.31 3.09

1.52 0.34

.06
.34

.70

.01
.00

49

.55

.30

.08
.00
.08

.56




Table 19. Continued
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Interview/ Tracking Effort Classes

Class 2* Class 3*
Variable X* p Pseud |Exp Wald p Exp Wald »p
(df) oR2 | ®B) (B)
Hypothesis 4f
Sum of 1482 .00 06 | 169 1384 .00 | 1.13 069 .41
Instability 2)

Factors (6 items)
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Appendix H: Figures
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Figure 1. Comparison of Conditional Membership Probabilities for the
Three Tracking Groups on Tracking Indicator Variables (Model C)
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Figure 2. Percentage Comparisons of Mothers’ Marital Status by
Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 3. Comparison of the Percentage of Employed and Unemployed Mothers
by Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 4. Comparison of Mothers’ Marital Status and Employment by
Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 5. Comparisons of Mothers’ Mean Years of Education by
Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 6. Comparisons of Mothers’ Mean Household Income by
Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 7. Percentage Comparisons of Mothers’ Observed Race by Interview/
Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 8. Comparison of Mean Income for African-American and Caucasian
Mothers by Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 9. Percentage Comparisons of Number of Collaterals with
Interview/Tracking Effort Groups




213

60
50 - S
—e— Easy-to-track
o 40
c
g 30 - —a— More telephone
[ calls
Re: 20 —a— More home \visits
10
0 ‘ l
Job changes Always Same job

unemployed

Employment Stability

Figure 10. Percentage Comparisons of Employment Stability with
Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 11. Percentage Comparisons of Partner Stability by Interview/Tracking
Effort Groups
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Figure 12. Percentage Comparisons of Collateral Stability by Interview/Tracking

Effort Groups
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Figure 13. Mean Comparisons of Housing Stability Variables by
Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 14. Percentage Comparisons of Housing Type by Interview/Tracking
Effort Groups
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Figure 15. Percentage Comparisons of Sum of Instability Indicators by
Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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Figure 16. Comparisons of Mean Number of Instability Factors by
Interview/Tracking Effort Groups
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As an adolescent Elizabeth E. Wilson realized that compassion, non-
judgmental attitudes, social justice, and interest in individual's stories were
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