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Original Report:

Research Design

IntroductIon

 Retaining racial, ethnic, and other 
underserved minorities into conven-
tional clinic-based and other trials is 
known to be challenging.1-5 Low rates 
of recruitment and retention compro-
mise the ability of researchers to as-
sess and address health disparities in 
the United States, especially among 
disadvantaged groups such as African 
Americans (AA).6 Besides generally 
dismal recruitment rates, widely vary-
ing levels of attrition have been re-
ported from intervention trials. This 
attrition rate ranges from 10% to 80% 

depending on the study population, 
study period, and the intervention. 7-10 
 Factors that have been identi-
fied by previous research studies as 
contributing to retention of AAs in 
randomized controlled trials (RCT) 
should be incorporated into study de-
sign and approaches. Previous stud-
ies showed that community-based 
participatory research (CBPR) ap-
proaches lead to increased recruit-
ment and retention rates.11-15 In fact, 
use of CBPR approaches to promote 
health is recognized as a critical strat-
egy in addressing health inequities 
among socially disadvantaged and 
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Introduction: Retention of racial/ethnic 
minority groups into research trials is neces-
sary to fully understand and address health 
disparities. This study was conducted to 
identify participants’ characteristics associ-
ated with retention of African Americans 
(AAs) in a randomized controlled trial (RCT) 
of a behavioral intervention. 

Methods: Using data from an RCT con-
ducted from 2009 to 2012 among AAs, 
participant-level factors were examined for 
associations with retention between three 
measurement points (ie, baseline, 3-month, 
and 12-month). Chi-square tests and logistic 
regression analyses were conducted to 
compare retained participants to those 
who were not retained in order to identify 
important predictors of retention. 

Results: About 57% of participants (n=238) 
were retained at 12 months. Baseline char-
acteristics that showed a statistically signifi-
cant association with retention status were 
age, marital status, body mass index (BMI), 
intervention group, enrollment of a partner 
in the study, and perceived stress score 
(PSS). Multivariable logistic regression that 
adjusted for age, BMI, and PSS showed the 
odds of being retained among participants 
who enrolled with a partner was 2.95 (95% 
CI: 1.87-4.65) compared with participants 
who had no study partner enrolled. The 
odds of being retained among participants 
who were obese and morbidly obese were 
.32 and .27 (95% CI: .14-.74 and .11-.69), 
respectively, compared with participants 
who had normal weight. 

Conclusion: Having a partner enrolled 
in behavioral interventions may improve 
retention of study participants. Researchers 
also need to be cognizant of participants’ 

obesity status and potentially target reten-
tion efforts toward these individuals. Ethn 
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marginalized communities.11,13,14 
CBPR-based recruitment strategies 
involve community engagement in 
the development and implementa-
tion of culturally appropriate inter-
ventions as well as the involvement 
of members of the target population 
in all aspects of the research (ie, study 
design, recruitment, implementa-
tion, evaluation, and reporting of 
findings).11 Decentralized forms of 
CBPR involve recruitment of par-
ticipants into the study and imple-
mentation of the intervention by the 

retention rates as high as 77%, al-
though there were still many “missed” 
assessment sessions.11 This finding led 
to the hypothesis that individual-
level factors might affect retention in 
RCTs among participants, particu-
larly AAs. The main objective of this 
study was to identify individual char-
acteristics associated with study re-
tention among AA study participants. 

Methods

 Data for this study were gathered 
from an RCT to test the Healthy Eat-
ing and Active Living in the Spirit 
(HEALS) intervention conduct-
ed among AA churchgoers in and 
around Columbia, SC from 2009-
2012.13 Block randomization of 21 
churches was performed by using 
social class and education to create 
two groups: the intervention group 
and control group. For ethical rea-
sons and at the request of the com-
munity, participants in the control 
group could opt to receive the inter-
vention at the end of the one-year pe-
riod of the study; however, data were 
not collected during this time period. 
 After randomization of churches, 
recruitment of individuals took place. 
Details of the recruitment of partici-
pants, using a CBPR approach have 
been reported previously.11,13,21 Indi-
viduals eligible to enroll in the study 
were AAs aged ≥30 years with no pre-
vious cancer diagnosis, or other un-
stable comorbidities. Participants in 
churches assigned to the intervention 
group engaged in 12 weekly then 9 
monthly classes lasting about 1.5 hours 
per class. These sessions were aimed at 
improving diet and physical activity 

behaviors while also reducing stress.13

 Data collection occurred at three 
time points, and was usually conduct-
ed at the participating churches. The 
first data collection took place at the 
beginning of the study; the second 
took place three months following the 
start of the study (after the 12 weekly 
sessions); and the third took place 
one year after the start of the study 
(after the nine monthly sessions). 
 At each of the three time points, 
participants completed question-
naires, provided a blood sample 
and wore Body Media’s SenseWear® 
physical activity monitors for 7 days. 
Blood was drawn and analyzed for 
inflammatory markers.13 Selected 
variables included in this analysis 
came from questionnaires that in-
cluded: a food frequency question-
naire (FFQ), Center for Epidemio-
logic Studies Depression (CESD), 
Perceived Stress Scale (PSS), demo-
graphics, health history, Multiethnic 
Identity Measure (MEIM), Pitts-
burgh Sleep Quality Index (PSQI) 
as well as questionnaires on social 
approval, desirability and support. 
 Participants randomized to the 
control group were slightly older than 
participants in the intervention group 
(mean age 57.5 ± 9.6 vs 54.2 ± 10.8 
years). Although participants were 
generally well-educated (39% of in-
tervention group and 44% of controls 
had completed college), intervention 
group participants were more likely 
than the control group to have less 
than a high school education (31% vs 
14%). Overall, the majority of partic-
ipants were women (80%), who were 
much less likely to be married com-
pared with men (56% vs 91%). Indi-
viduals were, on average, obese (mean 

The main objective of 
this study was to identify 
individual characteristics 

associated with study 
retention among AA study 

participants.

partnering site and not study staff.11

 Factors that have been identified 
as influencing retention in weight-
loss trials include age, sex, race, dis-
tance to intervention site, cognitive 
impairment, occupational status, 
education, socioeconomic status, 
smoking, physical activity level and 
depression.9,16-19 A review of 50 stud-
ies of AAs in clinical trials identified 
barriers to retention including lack 
of a study partner, lower educational 
level, and lack of compensation.20

 An earlier study conducted by 
our team found that a decentralized 
CBPR approach led to intervention 
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BMI of intervention group=33.6 
± 7.6, control group=32.6 ± 6.3). 
Details about participants’ recruit-
ment and sociodemographic find-
ings have been previously reported.13

Exposure and Outcome 
Variables
 For the purpose of this study, the 
main outcome variable was retention 
status defined as participation in all 
three data collection time points 
(baseline, three months and twelve 
months). Retention status was di-
chotomized into retained (attended 
all three data collections) and not 
retained (attended only one or two 
of the three data collections). Base-
line characteristics examined with 
respect to retention status were age 
(years), sex (male, female), educa-
tional status (high school gradu-
ate or less, some college, complet-
ed college, and more than college 
education), marital status (single, 
divorced/separated, widowed, mar-
ried), and employment status (unem-
ployed, full-time, part-time, retired). 
 Body mass index (BMI) based 
on measured height and weight (kg/
m2) was also examined and catego-
rized using the following groupings: 
normal weight (18.5 to <25 kg/
m2; overweight (25 to <30kg/m2; 
obese (30 to <40 kg/m2; and mor-
bidly obese (>40 kg/m2). Body fat 
and lean body mass were obtained 
through bioelectrical impedance as-
sessment (BIA).13,22 Other baseline 
characteristics examined were: inter-
vention group (whether the partici-
pant was in the intervention or con-
trol group), road network distance 
from home address to data collection 
sites’ address (miles) utilizing Arc-

GIS Version 10.1 (ESRI, Redlands, 
CA), and enrollment of a partner 
in the study. Enrollment of a part-
ner was examined and categorized 
as “yes” when the participant’s part-
ner was enrolled and “no” when no 
partner was enrolled (partnering was 
a design element to facilitate sup-
port; however, not all participants 
were able to enroll a partner). Per-
ceived stress measured as Perceived 
Stress Score (PSS) and presence of 
depressive symptoms were also ex-
amined. A PSS of ≤20 was consid-
ered low stress while a PSS of >20 
was considered high stress.23 Depres-
sive symptomology was dichoto-
mized into “yes” when the CESD-10 
score was >10 and “no” when ≤10.24

Sample Size
 Of the 412 participants, 238 re-
ported for data collection at time 
points 1,2 and 3 and were clas-
sified as retained. The remaining 
participants (n=174) were classified 
as not retained and included par-
ticipants who attended time point 
1 only, time point 2 only, time 
point 3 only, time points 1 and 2 
only and time points 1 and 3 only. 

Analysis
 SAS® Version 9.4 (Cary, NC) was 
utilized to compute chi-square tests 
and to fit logistic regressions in order 
to compare retained to not-retained 
participants with the goal of identi-
fying important predictors of reten-
tion. Bivariate analyses of baseline 
characteristics stratified by retention 
status were examined to identify as-
sociations with retention, and are 
presented as crude odds ratios (OR) 
with 95% confidence intervals (95% 

CI). In the bivariate analyses, par-
ticipants’ characteristics that were 
significantly associated with reten-
tion were age, distance, marital sta-
tus, body mass index, having part-
ner enrolled in the study and stress. 
 A model-building procedure was 
used to fit the best model. Variable 
selection began as a series of bivari-
ate analyses (ie, exposure + potential 
covariate) where covariates with a 
P≤.20 were added to a “full” mod-
el.25-27 The covariates that were en-
tered into the first model (full model) 
were age, BMI, intervention group, 
distance to data collection site, part-
ner status, depression symptoms, 
and employment status. Backward 
elimination procedures were used to 
develop “final” models that included 
all covariates that were statistically 
significant (P<.05) The Likelihood 
Ratio Test (LRT) was also performed 
to assess the difference between 
models as variables were removed. 
The first variable that was taken out 
was depression (P=.84) followed by 
employment status (P=.50), and fi-
nally distance to data collection site 
(P=.30). The final model was based 
on P significant at an alpha <.05 level. 
The final model included age, BMI, 
PSS, Intervention group and enroll-
ment status of partner in the study. 
  Two-way interactions were 
assessed between the four vari-
ables in the final best-fitting 
model (BMI*Intervention group, 
BMI*Partner, BMI*Stress, Interven-
tion group*Partner, Intervention 
group*Stress, Partner*Stress). There 
was statistically significant interac-
tion between BMI and stress (P=.04); 
however, further stratification by 
BMI and stress yielded unstable esti-
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mates because of the small sample size 
in some cells. Complete analysis of all 
observations was carried out because 
there were very few missing observa-
tions in most of the predictor variables 
and the final, ie, the best fitting model 
utilized 374 out of a total of 412 re-
spondents (91% of all observations).

results

 More than half (57%, n=238) of 
participants were retained for all three 
data collection time points. Table 1 
shows the frequency distribution of 
baseline characteristics of participants 
by their retention status. Baseline 

characteristics significantly associ-
ated with retention status in bivariate 
analyses include age, employment, 
BMI, intervention group, partner 
enrolled in the study, and PSS score.
 Simple logistic regression analy-
ses showed that participants who 
had a partner enrolled in the study 

Table 1. Descriptive baseline characteristics of participants and the odds of being retained in the HEALS study, Columbia SC, 
2009-2012

Characteristic Retained, n=238a Not retained, n=174 Crude OR (95% CI)

Age, mean ± SD 57.27 ± 11.08 51.58 ± 11.90 1.04 (1.03-1.06)
Age <41 years 20 (37.04) 34 (62.96) reference

41-50 years 45 (45.00) 55 (55.00) 1.39 (.71-2.74)
51-60 years 81 (66.39) 41 (33.61) 3.36 (1.72-6.55)
>60 years 92 (67.15) 45 (32.85) 3.48 (1.80-6.71)

Distance, mean ± SD 8.52 ± 9.23 10.41 ± 10.26 .98 (.96-1.00
Distance ≥5 miles 116 (52.73) 104 (47.27) reference

<5 miles 114 (63.69) 65 (36.31) 1.57 (1.05-2.35)
Sex Female 193 (58.84) 135 (41.16) reference

Male 45 (52.94) 40 (47.06 .79 (.49-1.27)
Educational status ≤High school 43 (59.72) 29 (40.28) reference

Some college 76 (53.90) 65 (46.10) .79 (.44-1.40)
Completed college 60 (61.86) 37 (38.14) 1.09 (.59-2.04)
>College 57 (64.77) 31 (35.23) 1.24 (.65-2.36)

Marital status Single 26 (49.06) 27 (50.94) reference
Divorced/Separated 40 (62.50) 24 (37.50) 1.73 (.83-3.62)
Widowed 31 (73.81) 11 (26.19) 2.93 (1.22-7.01)
Married 140 (58.33) 100 (41.67) 1.45 (.80-2.64)

Employment Unemployed 20 (51.28) 19 (48.72) reference
Employed full time 111 (53.62) 96 (46.38) 1.10 (.55-2.18)
Employed part time 22 (66.67) 11 (33.33) 1.90 (.73-4.95)
Retired 83 (68.60) 38 (31.40) 2.08 (.99-4.33)

Body mass index, kg/m2 Normal (18.5 to <25kg/m2) 35 (23.91) 11 (23.91) reference
Overweight (25 to <30 kg/m2) 57 (64.77) 31 (35.23) .58 (.26-1.29)
Obese (30 to <40 kg/m2) 109 (55.33) 88 (44.67) .39 (.19-.81)
Morbidly obese (>40 kg/m2) 35 (50.72) 34 (49.28) .32 (.14-.74)

Intervention group Intervention 111 (49.78) 112 (50.22) reference
Control 127 (66.84) 63 (33.16) 2.03 (1.36-3.04)

Partner enrolled in study No 68 (40.96) 98 (59.04) reference
Yes 170 (68.83) 77 (31.17) 3.18 (2.11-4.79)

Perceived Stress Scoreb High stress (> 20) 27 (43.55) 35 (56.45) reference
Low stress (≤ 20) 199 (62.78) 118 (37.22) 2.19 (1.26-3.79)

Depressive symptomsc Depressive symptoms 39 (48.75) 41 (51.25) reference
No depressive symptoms 183 (61.00) 117 (39.00) 1.64 (1.00-2.70)

Data are n (%) unless indicated otherwise.
a. The main outcome variable (retained) was defined as those participants who attended all three time points while participants who missed either one or two of the time 
points were classified as not retained.
b. Perceived Stress Scale used was measured by the Perceived Stress Scale 10 by MacArthur Research Network. A stress score of ≤20 was considered as low stress while a 
stress score of >20 was considered as high stress.
c. Depression was assessed using the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression (CESD-10) scale. Depression symptom was dichotomized into depressive symptoms 
when the score was >10 and no depressive symptoms when ≤10.
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were more likely to be retained. The 
mean age among participants who 
were retained at all time points was 
higher than the mean age of partici-
pants who were not retained. Par-
ticipants with higher educational 
attainment had a higher likelihood 
of being retained. Participants with 
higher BMI were less likely to be 
retained, with morbidly obese par-
ticipants being the least likely of the 
BMI groups to be retained (Table 2). 
 Multivariable logistic regression 
(Table 2) showed that the odds of 
being retained among participants 
who had a partner enrolled in the 
study was three times higher (OR 
= 2.99,95% CI: 1.89-4.72) than 
among participants who had no part-
ner after adjusting for age, BMI, in-
tervention group, and PSS score. The 
odds of being retained among partici-
pants who were obese and morbidly 
obese were .36 and .29 (95% CI: 
.16-.82 and .12-.73), respectively, 
compared with participants classified 
as normal weight. The odds of be-
ing retained among participants who 
were aged 51-60 years and aged >60 
years were 2.84 and 2.40 (95% CI: 
1.33-6.06 and 1.14-5.03, respective-
ly, compared with participants aged 
<41 years in the multivariable model 
(Table 2). PSS score did not have a 
statistically significant association 
with retention status in this analysis.

dIscussIon

 We found that overall retention 
in this study, defined as attending all 
three data collection time points, was 
57%. This is on the low end of the 
range of retention rates reported by 

other minority population studies in 
the United States, where rates range 
from 56% - 90%.4,28-31 Warner et al 
found that 56.2% of participants in 
a weight-loss trial completed all four 
data collection time points evenly 
spaced at six months interval.31 We 
found that control group alloca-
tion, normal BMI, having a partner 
enrolled in study, and low levels of 
stress (at least in crude analyses) were 
associated with increased retention.
 The finding that participants who 
had a partner enrolled in the study 
were about three times more likely 
than participants without a partner 
to be retained has important impli-
cations for behavioral trials in which 
recruitment of partners into the study 
can be incorporated into the study 
design. Having a partner enrolled in 

the study is a crude measure of so-
cial support. However, future stud-
ies are needed to examine nuances 
of social support such as type of sup-
port provided (eg, emotional or in-
strumental) and whether all support 
coming from the partner is positive.
 Participants with higher baseline 
BMI were less likely to be retained. 
This is similar to previous studies in 
which higher baseline BMI was a 
predictor of attrition.17,32 One reason 
why obese participants may be less 
likely to be retained is because of the 
stigma associated with being over-
weight and obese, especially within 
trials that include diet and physical 
activity behavior change.33 One study 
also suggested that weight loss within 
the first two weeks of studies predict-
ed retention.19 While weight loss was 

Table 2. Multivariable logistic regressiona of participants’ characteristics 
associated with retention of participants

Multivariable logistic regressiona

Adjusted OR (95% CI)

Age 
   <41 years reference
   41-50 years 1.36 (.63-2.89)
   51-60 years 2.84 (1.33-6.06)
   >60 year 2.40 (1.14-5.03)
Body mass index(kg/m2)
   Normal (18.5-24.99kg/m2) reference
   Overweight (25-29.99 kg/m2) .47 (.19-1.15)
   Obese (30-39.99 kg/m2) .36 (.16-.82)
   Morbidly obese (>40.00 kg/m2) .29 (.12-.73)
Perceived Stress Scoreb

   High stress(>20) reference
   Low stress(≤20) 1.70 (.90-3.10)
Intervention group
   Intervention reference
   Control 1.44 (.91-2.27)
Partner enrolled in study
   No reference
   Yes 2.99 (1.89-4.72)

a. Adjusted for body mass index, age, perceived stress score and partner enrolled in the study. 
b. Perceived Stress Scale used was measured by the Perceived Stress Scale 10 by MacArthur Research 
Network. A stress score of ≤20 was considered as low stress while a stress score of >20 was considered as 
high stress.
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not a goal of this particular study, the 
addition of tracking weight or other 
observable changes may help par-
ticipants who are obese be retained 
in lifestyle behavior change studies.
 The odds of being retained among 
participants with low stress (PSS score 
of <20) was about two times as likely 
when compared with those with high 
stress level though the effect size de-
creased and became non-significant 
in the multivariable logistic analysis. 
Future studies with larger sample 
sizes and longer-term endpoints 

complete the 24-month visit than 
those in the usual/control group.31 
 One strength of this study is the 
availability of a wide range of covari-
ates that were utilized in the analysis. 
To our knowledge, this is the first 
study that was able to identify the 
role of enrolling a partner and the 
ability it may have in determining 
retention of AAs in RCTs. Also, in 
assessing the role of obesity, we have 
identified obesity as a predictor of low 
retention. Limitations of this study 
include that it was conducted over a 
relatively short one-year period; and 
because of a relatively small sample 
size, we could not conduct sub-group 
analyses to assess the interactions be-
tween stress and BMI. Additionally, 
due to the slow development of both 
increasing BMI and increasing stress, 
examination of interactions between 
these two variables may require stud-
ies with longer follow-up time. As 
noted above, our assessment of part-
ner status is a crude measure of social 
support, but the nuances of social 
support that could increase retention 
should be examined in future studies.

conclusIon

 In conclusion, having a partner 
involved in behavioral trials may be 
a good strategy to improve retention. 
Ironically, persons who are catego-
rized as obese and morbidly obese, 
who potentially could have benefit-
ted the most from the HEALS in-
tervention, were less likely to stay in 
the program. It would be important 
to understand the reason for the lack 
of retention among obese and mor-
bidly obese individuals. Future stud-

ies are needed to elucidate whether 
this lack of retention could be due 
to infirmity, embarrassment or low 
self-efficacy, or discouragement based 
on perceived success factors (eg, lack 
of weight loss during trial). Exami-
nation of these variables as well as 
the interaction between BMI and 
stress and the more nuanced role of 
social support should be examined 
in studies with longer follow-up to 
add to our understanding of reten-
tion, especially the retention of AAs.

AcknowledgMents

 The authors wish to acknowledge the 
contributions of Ms. Ernie Weisner and 
Ms. Kendrea Knight for participant and 
church recruitment. The authors also wish 
to acknowledge the community partners 
who made significant contributions to the 
conduct of the study including Maureen 
Byrd, McLeod Hospital, Cumberland 
United Methodist Church, Mt. Zion African 
Methodist Episcopal Church, Monumental 
Baptist Church, Majority Missionary Baptist 
Church, Trinity Baptist Church, Levi Park 
Community Center, and Florence County 
Parks and Recreation. 

Compliance with Ethical Standards
 Funding: Funding was provided by the 
National Cancer Institute, National Institute 
on Minority Health and Health Dispari-
ties (NIMHD) for the HEALS study [R24 
MD002769 Hebert, JR (PI)]. Dr. Hébert 
also was supported by an Established Investi-
gator Award in Cancer Prevention and Con-
trol from the Cancer Training Branch of the 
National Cancer Institute [K05 CA136975 
Hébert, JR (PI)]. The content is solely the 
responsibility of the authors and does not 
necessarily represent the official views of the 
National Institutes of Health.
 Research involving human participants: 
Our research was approved by the Univer-
sity of South Carolina’s institutional review 
board and all procedures followed were in 
accordance with the ethical standards of the 
IRB and the Helsinki Declaration of 1975, as 
revised in 2000.
 Informed Consent: Informed consent 
was obtained from all participants included 
in this study.

We found that control 
group allocation, normal 
BMI, having a partner 
enrolled in study, and 

low levels of stress (at least 
in crude analyses) were 

associated with increased 
retention.

should test whether incorporation of 
stress reduction strategies encourages 
retention among AAs. A previous 
study showed that three one-on-one 
educational sessions were success-
ful in reduction of stress among AA 
women.34 Our current study found 
that participants in the intervention 
group were less likely to be retained 
compared with those in the control 
group. This is similar to a finding 
among minorities whereby interven-
tion participants were less likely to 



Ethnicity & Disease, Volume 27, Number 3, Summer 2017 271

Predictors of Participant’s Retention - Babatunde et al

Conflict of Interest
 No conflicts of interest to report. 

Author Contributions 
 Research concept and design: Babatunde, 
Adams, Eberth, Davis, Hurley, Brandt, He-
bert; Acquisition of data: Babatunde, Adams, 
Wirth, Davis, Drayton, Hurley, Brandt, 
Hebert; Data analysis and interpretation: 
Babatunde, Adams, Wirth, Eberth, Sofge, 
Choi, Harmon, Drayton, Hurley, Armstead, 
Hebert; Manuscript draft: Babatunde, Ad-
ams, Wirth, Eberth, Sofge, Choi, Harmon, 
Hurley, Brandt, Armstead, Hebert; Statistical 
expertise: Babatunde, Adams, Wirth, Eberth, 
Sofge, Hurley, Hebert; Acquisition of fund-
ing: Adams, Brandt, Hebert; Administrative: 
Babatunde, Adams, Eberth, Sofge, Choi, 
Harmon, Davis, Drayton, Brandt, Armstead, 
Hebert; Supervision: Adams, Drayton, Hur-
ley, Hebert

References 
1. Schmotzer GL. Barriers and facilitators to par-

ticipation of minorities in clinical trials. Ethn 
Dis. 2012;22(2):226-230. PMID:22764647.

2. Joseph G, Dohan D. Recruiting minori-
ties where they receive care: institutional 
barriers to cancer clinical trials recruit-
ment in a safety-net hospital. Contemp 
Clin Trials. 2009;30(6):552-559. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2009.06.009. 
PMID:19580887.

3. Yancey AK, Ortega AN, Kumanyika SK. Ef-
fective recruitment and retention of minority 
research participants. Annu Rev Public Health. 
2006;27(1):1-28. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev.publhealth.27.021405.102113. 
PMID:16533107.

4. Hartlieb KB, Jacques-Tiura AJ, Naar-King S, 
Ellis DA, Jen KL, Marshall S. Recruitment 
strategies and the retention of obese urban 
racial/ethnic minority adolescents in clinical 
trials: the FIT families project, Michigan, 
2010-2014. Prev Chronic Dis. 2015;12:E22. 
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd12.140409. 
PMID:25695260.

5. Salman A, Nguyen C, Lee YH, Cooksey-
James T. A review of barriers to minorities’ 
participation in cancer clinical trials: implica-
tions for future cancer research. J Immigrant 
and Minority Health. 2016;18(2):447-453.

6. Jia H, Lubetkin EI. The statewide bur-
den of obesity, smoking, low income and 
chronic diseases in the United States. J 
Public Health (Oxf). 2009;31(4):496-505. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdp012. 
PMID:19251766.

7. Colombo O, Ferretti VV, Ferraris C, et al. Is 
drop-out from obesity treatment a predictable 
and preventable event? Nutr J. 2014;13(1):13. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1475-2891-13-13. 

PMID:24490952.
8. Dansinger ML, Gleason JA, Griffith JL, Selker 

HP, Schaefer EJ. Comparison of the Atkins, 
Ornish, Weight Watchers, and Zone diets for 
weight loss and heart disease risk reduction: 
a randomized trial. JAMA. 2005;293(1):43-
53. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.293.1.43. 
PMID:15632335.

9. Moroshko I, Brennan L, O’Brien P. Predic-
tors of dropout in weight loss interventions: 
a systematic review of the literature. Obesity 
Reviews. 2011;12(11):912-934.

10. Mutsaerts MA, Kuchenbecker WK, Mol BW, 
Land JA, Hoek A. Dropout is a problem in 
lifestyle intervention programs for overweight 
and obese infertile women: a systematic 
review. Hum Reprod. 2013;28(4):979-986. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/det026. 
PMID:23427235.

11. Adams SA, Heiney SP, Brandt HM, et al. A 
comparison of a centralized versus de-cen-
tralized recruitment schema in two com-
munity-based participatory research studies 
for cancer prevention. J Community Health. 
2015;40(2):251-259. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10900-014-9924-9. PMID:25086566.

12. Fouad MN, Johnson RE, Nagy MC, Person 
SD, Partridge EE. Adherence and reten-
tion in clinical trials: a community-based 
approach. Cancer. 2014;120(suppl 7):1106-
1112. https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.28572. 
PMID:24643648.

13. Hébert JR, Wirth M, Davis L, et al. C-
reactive protein levels in African Americans: a 
diet and lifestyle randomized community trial. 
Am J Prev Med. 2013;45(4):430-440. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2013.05.011. 
PMID:24050419.

14. Cruz TH, Davis SM, FitzGerald CA, Canaca 
GF, Keane PC. Engagement, recruitment, and 
retention in a trans-community, random-
ized controlled trial for the prevention of 
obesity in rural American Indian and Hispanic 
children. J Prim Prev. 2014;35(3):135-149. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-014-0340-9. 
PMID:24549525.

15. Greiner KA, Friedman DB, Adams SA, et al. 
Effective recruitment strategies and commu-
nity-based participatory research: community 
networks program centers’ recruitment in 
cancer prevention studies. Cancer Epidemiol 
Biomarkers Prev. 2014;23(3):416-423. https://
doi.org/10.1158/1055-9965.EPI-13-0760. 
PMID:24609851.

16. Chatfield MD, Brayne CE, Matthews FE. 
A systematic literature review of attrition 
between waves in longitudinal studies in the 
elderly shows a consistent pattern of dropout 
between differing studies. J Clin Epidemiol. 
2005;58(1):13-19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jclinepi.2004.05.006. PMID:15649666.

17. Greenberg I, Stampfer MJ, Schwarzfuchs D, 
Shai I; DIRECT Group. Adherence and suc-
cess in long-term weight loss diets: the dietary 

intervention randomized controlled trial 
(DIRECT). J Am Coll Nutr. 2009;28(2):159-
168. https://doi.org/10.1080/07315724.2009
.10719767. PMID:19828901.

18. Spring B, Sohn MW, Locatelli SM, Hadi S, 
Kahwati L, Weaver FM. Individual, facility, 
and program factors affecting retention in 
a national weight management program. 
BMC Public Health. 2014;14(1):363. https://
doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-363. 
PMID:24735508.

19. Yackobovitch-Gavan M, Steinberg DM, 
Endevelt R, Benyamini Y. Factors associ-
ated with dropout in a group weight-loss 
programme: a longitudinal investigation. J 
Human Nutr Dietetics. 2015;28 Suppl 2:33-
40.

20. Otado J, Kwagyan J, Edwards D, Ukaegbu A, 
Rockcliffe F, Osafo N. Culturally Competent 
Strategies for Recruitment and Retention of 
African American Populations into Clini-
cal Trials. Clin Transl Sci. 2015;8(5):460-
466. https://doi.org/10.1111/cts.12285. 
PMID:25974328.

21. Harmon BE, Adams SA, Scott D, Glad-
man YS, Ezell B, Hebert JR. Dash of faith: 
a faith-based participatory research pilot 
study. J Relig Health. 2014;53(3):747-759. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10943-012-9664-z. 
PMID:23224838.

22. Mathews EM, Wagner DR. Prevalence of 
overweight and obesity in collegiate American 
football players, by position. J Am Coll Health. 
2008;57(1):33-38. https://doi.org/10.3200/
JACH.57.1.33-38. PMID:18682343.

23. Gholson GK, Mwendwa DT, Wright RS, 
Callender CO, Campbell AL. The Com-
bined Influence of Psychological Factors on 
Biomarkers of Renal Functioning in African 
Americans. Ethn Dis. 2015;25(2):117-122. 
PMID:26118136.

24. Berg CJ, Cox LS, Choi WS, et al. As-
sessment of depression among African 
American light smokers. J Health Psy-
chol. 2012;17(2):197-206. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1359105311414953. 
PMID:21775497.

25. Wirth MD, Shivappa N, Hurley TG, Hébert 
JR. Association between previously diagnosed 
circulatory conditions and a dietary inflam-
matory index. Nutr Res. 2016;36(3):227-233. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nutres.2015.11.016. 
PMID:26923509.

26. Wirth MD, Hébert JR, Shivappa N, et 
al. Anti-inflammatory Dietary Inflam-
matory Index scores are associated with 
healthier scores on other dietary indices. 
Nutr Res. 2016;36(3):214-219. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.nutres.2015.11.009. 
PMID:26923507.

27. Wirth MD, Hébert JR, Hand GA, et al. 
Association between actigraphic sleep 
metrics and body composition. Ann Epi-
demiol. 2015;25(10):773-778. https://doi.

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22764647
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2009.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2009.06.009
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19580887
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.27.021405.102113
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.27.021405.102113
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16533107
https://doi.org/10.5888/pcd12.140409
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25695260
https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdp012
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19251766
https://doi.org/10.1186/1475-2891-13-13
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24490952
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.293.1.43
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15632335
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/det026
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23427235
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-014-9924-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-014-9924-9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25086566
https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.28572
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24643648
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2013.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2013.05.011
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24050419
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-014-0340-9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24549525
https://doi.org/10.1158/1055-9965.EPI-13-0760
https://doi.org/10.1158/1055-9965.EPI-13-0760
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24609851
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2004.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2004.05.006
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15649666
https://doi.org/10.1080/07315724.2009.10719767
https://doi.org/10.1080/07315724.2009.10719767
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19828901
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-363
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-363
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24735508
https://doi.org/10.1111/cts.12285
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25974328
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10943-012-9664-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23224838
https://doi.org/10.3200/JACH.57.1.33-38
https://doi.org/10.3200/JACH.57.1.33-38
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18682343
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26118136
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105311414953
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105311414953
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21775497
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nutres.2015.11.016
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26923509
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nutres.2015.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nutres.2015.11.009
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26923507
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annepidem.2015.05.001


Ethnicity & Disease, Volume 27, Number 3, Summer 2017272

Predictors of Participant’s Retention - Babatunde et al

org/10.1016/j.annepidem.2015.05.001. 
PMID:26071309.

28. Arnold KB, Hermos JA, Anderson KB, et al. 
Retention of black and white participants in 
the selenium and vitamin E cancer preven-
tion trial (SWOG-coordinated intergroup 
study S0000). Cancer Epidemiol Biomark-
ers Prev. 2014;23(12):2895-2905. https://
doi.org/10.1158/1055-9965.EPI-14-0724. 
PMID:25242051.

29. Eakin EG, Bull SS, Riley K, Reeves MM, 
Gutierrez S, McLaughlin P. Recruitment 
and retention of Latinos in a primary care-
based physical activity and diet trial: The 
Resources for Health study. Health Educ Res. 
2007;22(3):361-371. https://doi.org/10.1093/
her/cyl095. PMID:16963726.

30. Gilliss CL, Lee KA, Gutierrez Y, et al. 
Recruitment and retention of healthy 
minority women into community-based 
longitudinal research. J Womens Health 
Gend Based Med. 2001;10(1):77-85. https://
doi.org/10.1089/152460901750067142. 
PMID:11224947.

31. Warner ET, Glasgow RE, Emmons KM, 
et al. Recruitment and retention of partici-
pants in a pragmatic randomized inter-
vention trial at three community health 
clinics: results and lessons learned. BMC 
Public Health. 2013;13(1):192. https://
doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-192. 
PMID:23496916.

32. Honas JJ, Early JL, Frederickson DD, 
O’Brien MS. Predictors of attrition in a large 
clinic-based weight-loss program. Obes Res. 
2003;11(7):888-894. https://doi.org/10.1038/
oby.2003.122. PMID:12855759.

33. Smith KL, Straker LM, McManus A, Fenner 
AA. Barriers and enablers for participation 
in healthy lifestyle programs by adolescents 
who are overweight: a qualitative study of 
the opinions of adolescents, their parents 
and community stakeholders. BMC Pediatr. 
2014;14(1):53. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-
2431-14-53. PMID:24552207.

34. Wesley Y. Reduce stress: a stress reduction 
project for pregnant black women. J Cult Div-
ers. 2006;13(4):208-216. PMID:17338491. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annepidem.2015.05.001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26071309
https://doi.org/10.1158/1055-9965.EPI-14-0724
https://doi.org/10.1158/1055-9965.EPI-14-0724
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25242051
https://doi.org/10.1093/her/cyl095
https://doi.org/10.1093/her/cyl095
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16963726
https://doi.org/10.1089/152460901750067142
https://doi.org/10.1089/152460901750067142
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11224947
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-192
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-192
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23496916
https://doi.org/10.1038/oby.2003.122
https://doi.org/10.1038/oby.2003.122
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12855759
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2431-14-53
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2431-14-53
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24552207
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17338491

