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¢ƻŘŀȅΩǎ tǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ

ÁOverview of FF study (broadly)

ÁResearch design, response rates, attrition, 
weighting of core FF study

ÁKey information re: variables/documentation

ÁUsing FF core study for 

ĞStudying union status  & HH structure

ĞStudying union history

ĞStudying relationship quality

ĞStudying fertility



OVERVIEW OF STUDY



Study Features

ÁBirth cohort ςfollow cohort of children from birth 
through age 9

ÁMulti-method (surveys, observational assessments, 
height/weight measurements, qualitative interviews, 
medical records, neighborhood data)

ÁCouple data

ĞInterviews with both parents of focal child

Ğ5ŀǘŀ ƻƴ άƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ŦŀǘƘŜǊǎέ ŦǊƻƳ ƳƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
waves



²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ άŦǊŀƎƛƭŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎέΚ 

ÁUnmarried parents and their children

ĞFamilies because biological ties between parents and 
children

ĞFragile because risk of poverty, family dissolution, and 
poor child outcomes

ĞNote: study includes comparison sample of married 
families

ÁDramatic growth: one of three births in U.S.

ÁLarge social class disparities



Original aims of core study

ÁWhat are the capabilities of unmarried parents, 
especially fathers? 

ÁWhat is the nature of parental relationships, and 
how stable are relationships? 

ÁHow do children fare and how does family 
structure and stability affect child wellbeing? 

ÁHow do social policies affect family dynamics and 
child wellbeing?



Studies incorporated into FF

ÁCore telephone survey

ÁAdd on studies

ĞIn-home study

ĞChild care and kindergarten teacher study

ĞMedical records 

ĞTLC3 study (qualitative interviews)



Core FF data

ÁaƻǘƘŜǊκŦŀǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ŀǘ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ōƛǊǘƘ 
and one, three, and five years later

ÁAt birth, in-person interview; follow-ups 
generally by phone

Á¢ƻǇƛŎǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘΧ
ĞCouple relationships (focal parents and with new 

partners)

ĞParent-child relationships  (and with new partner)

ĞChild care and child support

ĞIncome, hardship, public assistance, social support

ĞHealth



3 & 5 year in-home data

ÁCombination of a telephone survey and 
observation/assessment data from home visit

ÁIncludes most of the child outcomes (other than 
some basic health outcomes available in core)

ÁIncludes more detailed self-reported information 
on parenting and home environment than core; 
includes observations of parenting and home 
environment



Child care provider study

ÁAt three- and five-year follow-ups, child care 
provider survey and observations & kindergarten 
teacher survey 

ÁSubset of full sample



Medical records

ÁData abstracted from birth hospitalization 
records

ĞIncludes information on the pregnancy and 
hospitalization

ĞIncludes medical and psychosocial information (e.g., 
results from drug tests)

ÁAvailable for 3,684 births



Time, Love, and Cash among Couples 
with Children (TLC3) study

Á In-depth, semi-structured qualitative interviews with 75 
romantically involved couples

Á Interviews began two to three months after the baby's 
birth, with follow-up waves when child was 
approximately 12 months, 24 months, and 48-50 months 
of age.

ÁTopics include parents' relationship with their partners 
όŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŦŀǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊύΣ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ  ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ 
labor, and ideals and norms about marriage and 
fatherhood

Á Interviews with both members of the couple
ÁDistributed through ICPSR Data Archive:  

http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/cocoon/ICPSR/STUDY/2246
2.xml



Contextual data

ÁCensus tract composition data for first three 
waves

ÁNeighborhood data from 2000 Census files. 

ÁData is available for 4,725 mothers (96% of 
baseline respondents) and 4,069 fathers (83%) 

Á47 variables on demographic composition, 
education, employment, income, poverty, public 
assistance, housing conditions, rent



Currently Available Data

ÁPublicly available

ĞCore telephone surveys for mothers and fathers from 
baseline, 1-year, 3-year, and 5-year waves

Ğ3-year and 5-year in-home data

ĞContract data: contextual data, city/state identifiers, 
stratum/psu, and medical records

ÁRestricted use contract data requires IRB 
approval, $250 fee, data protection plan, faculty 
sponsor (if grad student/post-doc)

ĞSee 
http://www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/restricted.asp



Future Data Releases 

Á3-year child care provider data (2009?)

Á9-year survey:

ĞPhone interview and in-home and teacher survey

ĞPublic use data released about one year following 
complete data file (2011 or 2012)

ĞDNA data for gene markers



RESEARCH DESIGN, RESPONSE 
RATES, ATTRITION, AND 
WEIGHTING 



Research Design in Brief

ÁProbability sample of 4,898 recent births

Ğ20 U.S. cities (populations of 200,000 or more)

Ğ75 hospitals 

ĞRoughly 3,700 non-marital births; 1,200 marital births

ÁOversample of non-marital births

ÁWhen weighted (with national weights), data are 
representative of births in large U.S. cities 
(populations of 200,000 or more) 

ÁReview sample design paper - Reichman et al. 
2001 available on our website



Core Study Field Periods

ÁBaseline:

ĞFebruary 1998 to September 2000

Á1 year:

ĞJune 1999 to March 2002

Á3 year:

ĞApril 2001 to December 2003

Á5 year:

ĞJuly 2003 to February 2006



Some key information

ÁAt baseline, interview with mother in the 
ƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ōŀōȅΩǎ ōƛǊǘƘ όƛƴ-person); 
father interviewed in hospital or elsewhere 
(phone and in-person)

ÁLargely phone interviews at later waves

Á(Potential) gap between mother and father 
interviews (see cm*tdiff variables)

ÁInterviews conducted in English and Spanish

ÁTeens only interviewed in about 1/3 of hospitals 
(when parental permission was not required)



Baseline Sample Sizes

Mothers Fathers        TOTAL
(births)

Married 1,186 1,050 2,236

Unmarried      3,712 2,780 6,492

TOTAL 4,898 3,830    8,728



Sampling

ÁMultistage stratified probability sample of births 
in 16 large US cities, + 4 extra cities

ĞStep 1: Stratified 77 cities with population >200K by 
strength of labor market, generosity of welfare 
policies, and strictness of child support enforcement 
(high, med, low) 

ĞStep 2: 1 city sampled (PPS) from each of 8 extreme 
cells, designated as large sample city (N=325)

ĞStep 3: 8 cities samples from all non-extreme cells, 
designated as small sample city (N=100)

ĞAdded 4 cities of interest to funders



Fragile Families Study U.S. Sample Cities



{ŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ όŎƻƴǘΩŘύ

ÁMultistage stratified probability sample of 
births in 16 large US cities, + 4

ĞStep 4: Selected hospitals within each city

ÀAll in 5 cities

ÀMost in 13 cities (75% inclusion criterion)

ÀSample in 2 cities (Chicago and New York) 

ĞStep 5: Randomly sampled births within each 
hospital



Design Effects and Representativeness

ÁSampling scheme introduces design effects

ĞHospitals not selected at random in most cities

ÀCould be under-representing high SES population

ĞMothers < 18 included in only 1/3 hospitals

ÁWeights are available to account for design



Response Rates (20 cities)

Mother Father

Unmarried Married Unmarried  Married

Baseline 87% 82% 75% 89%

1 year 90% 91% 71% 82%

3 year 88% 89% 69% 82%

5 year 87% 86% 67% 78%

Ever 86% 96%

Note: Father #s and mother #s for years 1 to 5 are percent of eligible baseline 
mothers.



Baseline Father Response Rates by 
Relationship Status
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Completion rates for in-home

**Phone or home/assessments as percentage of three-year core respondents

Mother - 20 cities Mother - national sample

Total
Married 
at birth

Unmarried 
at birth Total

Married 
at birth

Unmarried 
at birth

Three-year core 86 89 86 86 90 85

Phone or home 79 79 79 79 79 79

Assessments 62 57 64 61 55 63



Missing Data

ÁMissing data considerations necessary re:

ĞFathers (non-response and attrition)

À25% missing at baseline (not random)

ÀAttrition at other waves, but find 5% new dads at each 
wave (roughly); 86% of unmarried fathers at least once

ĞIn-home (attrition)

ÀLose between 20-40% of sample depending on measures

ĞItem non-response (income, earnings, two-cities not 
asked, father characteristics reported by mom)

ĞLongitudinal (attrition)



Approaches to missing data

ÁIn addition to traditional statistical methods, you 
should consider
ĞUsing alternate variable, for example
ÀMedicaid/welfare rather than baseline income

ÀaƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ

ÁMultiple imputation (e.g., Percheski& Wildeman, 
2008; Meadows et al. 2007)
ĞHave data from other waves to inform imputation

ÁWeighting to compensate for loss of one city in 
national sample
ĞLŦ ŀ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ό-5s in data), 

can use alternate set of weights for 15 cities

ĞSee p. 37 of constructing weights documentation



Weighting the FF data

ÁSample design complex

ĞStratified random sample (national cities)

ĞSampling of births (and hospitals)

ĞClustering

ĞOversample of non-marital births

ĞUnderrepresentation of teen births

ÁWeights account for design (selection of births, 
hospitals, cities), nonresponse at baseline, and 
attrition at each wave



Weight up to two populations

ÁWeighting with national sample/weights makes 
the data from the 16 randomly selected cities 
representative of births occurring in large U.S. 
cities (the 77 U.S. cities with populations over 
200,000 in 1994) between 1998 and 2000. 

ÁWeighting with city-level sample/weights makes 
the data from all 20 cities in the sample 
representative of births in their particular city in 
year in which the baseline data collection took 
place for that city.



Weights on the public files

ÁBase weight and replicate weights for each 
sample/population/wave

ĞNational (16 cities) OR full sample (20 cities) 

ÀMothers, fathers, couples

ÀBaseline, one-, three-, and five-year

ÁBasic weight is a sampling weight 

ĞImplies number of people in the population 
represented by the sampled individual 

ĞSet using the pweight option in Stata 



Wave National level weights City level weights

Basic 
weight Replicate weights

Basic 
weight Replicate weights

Baseline m1natwt
f1natwt

m1natwt_rep1-m1natwt_rep33 
f1natwt_rep1-f1natwt_rep33

m1citywt
f1citywt

m1citywt_rep1- m1citywt_rep10
f1citywt_rep1- f1citywt_rep10

One-Year m2natwt
f2natwt

m2natwt_rep1-m2natwt_rep33 
f2natwt_rep1-f2natwt_rep33

m2citywt
f2citywt

m2citywt_rep1- m2citywt_rep10
f2citywt_rep1- f2citywt_rep10

Three-year m3natwt
f3natwt

m3natwt_rep1-m3natwt_rep33 
f3natwt_rep1-f3natwt_rep33

m3citywt
f3citywt

m3citywt_rep1- m3citywt_rep10
f3citywt_rep1- f3citywt_rep10

Five-year m4natwt
f4natwt

m4natwt_rep1-m4natwt_rep33 
f4natwt_rep1-f4natwt_rep33

m4citywt
f4citywt

m4citywt_rep1- m4citywt_rep10
f4citywt_rep1- f4citywt_rep10

Weighting variables

bƻǘŜΥ /ƻǳǇƭŜ ǿŜƛƎƘǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƭŜǎΦ  .ŜƎƛƴ ǿƛǘƘ άŎέΦ



Flag variables

ÁEach weight has comparable flag variable

ĞIndicates whether the person is in that sample and 
has a completed interview (e.g., cm3natsmindicates 
mother three-year national sample or cc4citsm
indicates couples both interviewed in five-year all 20 
cities)

ÁUse for Ns, to compare weighted/unweighted
results, in subpopŎƻƳƳŀƴŘΣ ŜǘŎΧ



Variance estimation

ÁTwo different approaches to variance estimation 

ĞEmploying replicate weights (public and contract data)

ĞSpecifying Stratum/PSU and Taylor Series methods 
(for restricted use contract data only)

ÀWill not discuss today

ÁApplying weight without replicate weights or 
stratum/psu will get you correct point estimates, 
but incorrect standard errors



Replicate weights

ÁUsed in place of stratum and psu

ÁMask location of respondents, while still allowing 
for estimation of variance

ÁRequire using jackknife estimation of standard 
errors



Stata syntax for replicate weights

svyset [pweight=BASICWEIGHT], jkrw(REPLICATES, 
multiplier(1)) vce(jack) mse

For  an analysis of baseline mother data for the national 
ǎŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ōȅ ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎΧ

svyset [pweight=m1natwt], jkrw(m1natwt_rep*, 
multiplier(1)) vce(jack) mse

¢ƘŜƴ ŀŘŘ άǎǾȅΥέ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘǎΧ



Marrieds versus unmarrieds

  Key:   pr opor t i ons  =  cel l  pr opor t i ons
                       
    Tot al              1
            
    1 Yes         . 6017
     0 No         . 3983
                       
mar r i ed?    pr opor t i ons
t           
r esponden  
ed -  I s     
Const r uc t   
                       

                                                Des i gn df           =        32
                                                Repl i cat i ons       =        33
                                                Popul at i on s i ze    = 1131308. 4
Number  of  s t r at a   =         1                  Number  of  obs      =      3442

( r unni ng t abul at e on est i mat i on sampl e)
.  svy :  t ab cm1mar f

          Tot al         4, 898      100. 00
                                                    
          1 Yes        1, 187       24. 23      100. 00
           0 No        3, 710       75. 75       75. 77
 - 9 Not  i n wave            1        0. 02        0. 02
                                                    
       mar r i ed?        Fr eq.      Per cent         Cum.
  I s  r espondent   
  Const r uc t ed -   

.  t ab cm1mar f



Other comments re: weights

ÁNo longitudinal weights

ĞSuggest using weight of wave with largest N 

ÁNo weights for in-home or child care 

ĞBut questionable whether would even be prudent to 
weight given attrition

ÁReview weights documentation (both products) 



KEY INFORMATION RE: 
VARIABLES/DOCUMENTATION



Key documentation

ÁDocumentation page 
http://www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/documentation.asp

ÁQuestionnaires 
ÀQuestionnaire maps on website provide key to sections by wave

ÀMother/father not necessarily same question numbers

ÀVariable names essentially line up with question numbers

ÁGuide to the public use file
ĞHighly encourage you to read.  Most answers are found there.  

Also FAQs on website.

ÁCore scales documentation

ÁWeights documentation and design paper

ÁCodebook (tabulations of all variables)

Á In-ƘƻƳŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŜ

http://www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/documentation.asp


Key identifiers

ÁAll files include a family id number (idnum) which 
can be used to merge mothers to fathers, across 
waves, and to collaborative data files

ÁAlso files also include IDs for mothers (mothid*) 
and fathers (fathid*) that can be used for 
merging across waves and to check other merges



Variable naming

ÁAll of the core raw variables (questions in the survey) are 
named with
Ğ m/f ςdepending on whether mother or father reported on it

Ğ 1,2,3,4  ςwave indicator (1=baseline, 2=one-year, 3=three-year, 
4=five-year)

Ğ question # ςthe number/letter of Q in the survey instrument

Ğe.g., m1a12 = mother baseline question a12

Á/ƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ǎǘŀǊǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ άŎέΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƳκŦ 
for mother/father, a wave indicator, then a mneumonic
for what variable is (e.g., cm1age or cf2fint)

Á In-home variables are just question number

ÁContextual variables are tmXvarwhere X = wave and 
var=mneumonic



Important values

Á-9  -- not in wave (non-respondent in that wave)
Ğ -- no mothers were non-respondents at baseline

Á-8  -- out of range (rare)
Á-7 (also -10/-14) ςdid not apply
Á-6  -- skipped the question (b/c it did not apply to them 

OR we effectively know the answer b/c of prior 
information we obtained)

Á-5 ςnot asked in the version of the survey they received  
(most often this is b/c the question was added after the 
survey was already fielded in the first 2 cities)
Ğ18-cities only; 2 cities not asked

Á-3 ςmissing (rare)
Á-2 ςŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ
Á-1 -- refused



ΨwŀǿΩ ±ŀǊƛŀōƭŜ 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜ

aм.оΥ ά²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ōŜǎǘ 
ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ȅƻǳǊ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ώōŀōȅΩǎ 
father]?

Freq.     Percent        Cum.

------------ +-----------------------------------

- 6 Skip |      1,215       24.81       24.81

- 3 Missng |          5        0.10       24.91

- 1 Refuse |          4        0.08       24.99

1 Steady |      2,577       52.61       77.60

2 on - off |        461        9.41       87.02

3 Friend |        305        6.23       93.24

4 Hardly |        180        3.67       96.92

5 Never |        151        3.08      100.00

------------ +-----------------------------------

Total |      4,898      100.00



Constructed variables

Á Demographics
Ğ Age, age at first birth, age at marriage, child sex, child low birth 

weight, number of children

Á Relationship status
ĞMom/dad relationship status at each wave with biological parent of 

focal child and new partners (c*rel*; c*mar*)

Á Household composition
Ğ Number of adults/children
ĞGrandparent of focal child in household

Á Sample flags
ĞWhether mom/dad was interviewed (c*int) & if not, why (c*samp)
Ğ Spanish interview
Ğ Participated in in-home study

ÁOther
Ğ HH income, depression/anxiety



Constructed Variable Example

CM1RELF: Household relationship

Constructed - |

Mother's |

romantic |

relationship |

with father |

at baseline |      Freq.     Percent        Cum.

-------------- +-----------------------------------

- 3 missing |          1        0.02        0.02

1 married |      1,187       24.23       24.25

2 cohab |      1,784       36.42       60.68

3 visiting |      1,274       26.01       86.69

4 friends |        297        6.06       92.75

5 hardly talk |        177        3.61       96.37

6 never talk |        152        3.10       99.47

7 fath unknwn |         26        0.53      100.00

-------------- +-----------------------------------

Total |      4,898      100.00




