
data in the lower portion
of the table refer only to
14–17-year-olds whose
mother was interviewed.
(For 17% of 14–17-year-
olds, we interviewed an-
other parent or a surro-
gate parent.) Statistically
significant (p<.05) dif-
ferences within area over
time are indicated by an
asterisk.

As the table shows,
the changes in design be-
tween the two waves
yielded significant dif-
ferences in the samples
by age, race and gender.
The differences over
time are less pronounced
for the family back-
ground measures; only
differences by mother’s
age at first birth in the
city sample, and by mother’s marital sta-
tus in the catchment sample, are statistically
significant (p<.05). 

Because we were interested not only in
the impact of the RESPECT project on clin-
ic use and rates of pregnancy and birth,
but on the consequences for all dimen-
sions of teenagers’ reproductive experi-
ence, we selected a large set of outcome
measures from the interviews, including
teenagers’ knowledge, attitudes and be-
haviors regarding sexuality, fertility, con-
traception and use of family planning clin-
ics.* For the purposes of our analysis, all
of the measures were dichotomized.

Our analysis gauges the effectiveness
of the RESPECT project by examining the
pattern of change over time among these
variables in the catchment areas compared
with that observed in the entire city. Al-
though the simplest way to do this would
be to compare the within-area time trends,
the differences in the samples’ composi-
tion (see Table 1) would distort the com-
parison. Thus, we used multivariate lo-
gistic regression to standardize the
samples. We pooled the cases from the
four subsamples into one dataset and cre-
ated indicator variables for wave and area.
For each outcome, we then estimated a lo-
gistic regression that included a set of con-
trol variables, the wave and area indica-
tors, and an interaction term for wave and
area as covariates. The coefficient and
standard error for the wave indicator
show the magnitude and significance of
the change over time, controlling for com-
positional differences among the samples.
The corresponding figures for the inter-

viewed immediately after they were
deemed eligible, while in Wave II, the full
sample was recruited before the interview
phase was initiated, so an average of seven
months elapsed between recruitment and
the actual interview. 

The response rates for the first and sec-
ond waves were 84% and 76%, respec-
tively. These are the ratios of the number
of households in which at least one per-
son was interviewed to the number of el-
igible households in the initial screening.
As such, they slightly overestimate the
true response rates, since approximately
6% of households refused screening in
both waves and, in several instances, only
some of the eligible household members
were interviewed. The somewhat lower
response rate for the second wave is most
likely due to the longer period of time be-
tween the initial screening and the inter-
view. Only a small minority of inter-
viewed parents refused to permit their
teenager to be interviewed (5.5% in Wave
I and 6.1% in Wave II).

We were concerned about possible bias
resulting from using a phone-based sam-
ple, since excluding households without
phones removed the most disadvantaged
portion of the population from the sam-
ple and using a reverse directory elimi-
nated households with unlisted telephone
numbers. Therefore, we compared char-
acteristics of mothers interviewed in our
city-wide samples with those of Philadel-
phia County mothers of 14–17-year-olds
in the 1990 Census 5% Public Use Micro-
data Sample. The comparison showed no
systematic differences between the survey
sample and the census sample.

In this evaluation, teenagers are the unit
of analysis; we appended information
from the parents’ interviews to the teen-
agers’ data records. Our analysis is re-
stricted to black and white adolescents,
due to the limited number of teenagers of
other races (204). The 272 teenagers in the
longitudinal panel were assigned ran-
domly to a single survey round; that is,
one-half were counted as respondents to
Wave I and the other half were counted as
Wave II respondents. Extensive explo-
ration produced no evidence that the in-
clusion of reinterviewed cases introduced
any bias into the analysis. The total sam-
ple for analysis equals 1,961 teenagers. 

Table 1 presents selected demographic
and socioeconomic characteristics of the
teenagers included in the four subsamples
used for analysis. The family background

action term show whether the change over
time was, in fact, different by area.

Because of cost constraints early in the
project, the first wave city sample was
quite small compared with the other sub-
samples. Power analysis indicated that
this small sample size limited our ability
to discern differences between the samples
in changes over time. That is, coefficients
on the wave-area interaction term that are
different from zero may not appear to be
statistically significant unless they are
large, corresponding to a time difference
in the catchment areas twice as large as
that in the entire city. Because of this lim-
itation, we discuss the magnitude and di-
rection of our results as well as their sta-
tistical significance.

Nevertheless, our study has at least
three advantages over previous studies of
the effects of family planning service re-
sources on the teenage population. First,
it is prospective. We interviewed cross-sec-
tions of teenagers in catchment areas and
in the city as a whole, both before and after
the implementation of the RESPECT proj-
ect. In contrast, previous studies relied
upon cross-sectional areal data at one point
in time, which limits the extent to which
causal connections may be drawn. Second,
since the catchment areas of the clinics
were carefully defined by the clinics them-
selves, we can expect a correspondence be-
tween the services and the population; this
was not the case with prior studies that
used state or county data. Finally, because
of the detailed information collected in our
interview, we can examine a much broad-
er range of outcomes than studies that re-
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Table 1. Percentage of respondents to the Philadelphia Teen Survey,
by characteristic, according to area sampled and year of survey

Characteristic Catchment areas Entire city

Wave I Wave II Wave I Wave II
1988 1991 1988 1991

All Ages (N=907) (N=680) (N=117) (N=257)
14 14 18* 9 18*
15 15 17 21 16
16 21 24 18 29
17 26 22 26 22
18 23 19 27 16

Black 46 52* 41 34

Female 82 79 81 60*

Ages 14–17 (N=576) (N=398) (N=70) (N=156)
Family receives welfare 8 10 7 5
Mother was <20 at first birth 34 36 41 22*
Mother’s education

High school graduate 47 46 56 48
Beyond high school 39 42 34 42

Mother currently employed 77 78 70 68
Mother’s marital status

Currently married 65 60* 57 65
Never married 5 8 7 7

*Difference across wave within area significant at p<.05.

*The specific items used in the questionnaire are avail-
able from the authors upon request.


