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Abstract

Background: Healthcare and long-term care are crucial to the well-being of people with mild

cognitive impairment (MCI) or dementia. This study investigates the clustering patterns of

healthcare and long-term care use in people with MCI or dementia and the relationships

between changes in cognitive functioning and transitions of care.

Methods: The study used longitudinal data from three recent waves of the Health and

Retirement Study (HRS 2014-2018, N=10,152). MCI and dementia were measured based on

the Langa-Weir Classifications. The outcome measures included five types of healthcare and

three types of long-term care services. Latent transition analyses were conducted to identify

the clustering patterns of care use and map out the transition pathways between different care

classes over time. Multilevel regression analyses were conducted to investigate the

relationships between changes in cognitive functioning and care transitions.

Results: We identified three user groups: medium healthcare and low long-term care (MM-

LC, 56%, n=5,653), high healthcare and high long-term care (HM-HC, 37%, n=3,743), and

low healthcare and low long-term care (LM-LC, 7%, n=736). The progression of cognitive

impairment was associated with a higher probability of transitioning from MM-LC to HM-

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 19, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.06.23296615doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

mailto:xi.chen@yale.edu
https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.06.23296615
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


HC class (β=0.070; p<0.001). An improvement in cognitive functioning was associated with

a higher probability of transitioning from HM-HC to MM-LC class (β=0.039, p<0.05).

Conclusions: Our findings underscore the importance of integration between healthcare and

long-term care. Changes in cognitive functioning are useful indicators for care planning,

resource allocation, and care coordination from diverse care providers.
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Key points

 Three classes of healthcare and long-term care services were identified in the latent

transition analyses.

 The progression of cognitive impairment was associated with transitioning to a class

characterized by more use of healthcare and long-term care services,

 An improvement in cognitive functioning was associated with transitioning to a class

characterized by less use of care in both sectors.
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Healthcare and long-term care for older people with cognitive

impairment in the US: A latent transition analysis

Introduction

Cognitive impairment is a broad spectrum of deficits affecting various aspects of cognitive

functioning in individuals. Cognitive impairment has various stages, progressing from mild

cognitive impairment (MCI) to dementia. The estimated prevalence of MCI among the U.S.

population aged 65 years and older is over 20% 1. Individuals with MCI have an elevated risk

of progression to dementia, the estimated prevalence of which is 10% in adults aged 65 and

older. Cognitive impairment is associated with the onset of functional disability and

progression of long-term illnesses, leading to complex needs for both health and long-term

care. Early identification of cognitive impairment may offer multiple benefits, such as access

to treatment, support, and care planning, and delay of institutionalization.2,3

Both healthcare and long-term care are crucial to the well-being of people with cognitive

impairment. While healthcare services aim to cure a patient’s ill health condition or slow

down the progression of the disease, long-term care provided by formal or informal

caregivers intends to maintain a person’s functional capability and independence in daily

life.4 Existing studies have examined the service use of people with MCI or dementia.

Overall, a diagnosis of dementia is a major determinant of service use, with increased service

use in more severe disease stages, including inpatient admissions,5 physician services, home

health, skilled nursing facilities,6,7 and use of medications.8 People with dementia use

healthcare services more often than community services.9-11 The factors associated with

higher levels of service use include impaired ADL,12 neuropsychiatric symptoms,13

comorbidities,14 older age,15 having received more education,16 not having a spousal caregiver
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or living alone,16 knowledge of available services,17 a larger caregiver burden,18 and having

more care infrastructure.19

A substantial evidence gap remains despite the existing research. First, most of the studies

focus on single types of service use, while more research is needed to identify how healthcare

and long-term care services are combined to meet people’s care needs.19-21 Second, studies

often examine service use at a particular time point, while less attention is paid to

understanding the dynamics of care type transitions.22 Finally, previous studies have tended

to concentrate on service use in later stages of cognitive impairment, i.e., dementia, while

people with MCI already have higher medical costs and receive more informal care compared

to people without MCI.20,23 It is unclear what types of healthcare and long-term care services

are normally being used as cognitive impairment progresses. Yet, such information is crucial

if we want to identify and avoid unmet care needs in people with cognitive impairment.

Given the complexity of care needs for people with MCI and dementia, we expect that

healthcare and long-term care services are used in combination and cluster into distinct

groups. By applying latent transition analysis (LTA), this longitudinal study aims to identify

the subgroups of service users and map out their patterns of care transitions over time.

Moreover, we hypothesise that the progression of cognitive impairment is strongly associated

with care transition. An improved understanding of the relationship between cognitive

function and care transition is important for timely access to, and the integration of,

healthcare and long-term care for people with MCI or dementia.

Research methods

Data and sample

The data used in this paper came from three recent waves of the Health and Retirement Study

(HRS), a nationally representative biennial survey of community-dwelling older persons aged
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50 years and over in the US (ethical approval: University of Michigan Institutional Review

Board).24 We focused on those people who participated in the survey and were living with

MCI or dementia in 2014, and we followed them until 2018. MCI and dementia were

identified by the Langa-Weir Classifications.25,26 A cognitive functioning score was derived

for each survey participant based on the HRS data. The cutoff points used for classifying

individuals into the three categories (i.e., normal, MCI, and dementia) have been reported

elsewhere.25 The classification algorithms were validated against the prevalence rates

reported in the Aging, Demographics, and Memory Study (ADAMS). Though the MCI and

dementia classifications are still imperfect, this method accurately identified 78% of HRS

respondents' dementia status (74% for self-respondents and 84% for proxy-respondents).26

In 2014, 18,747 persons aged 50 and over participated in the survey, among whom 4,468

persons were identified as living with MCI or dementia in 2014. Of the 4,468 persons, 3,312

and 2,372 persons participated in the survey in 2016 and 2018, respectively. The rest were

either deceased or lost to follow-up. Mortality was ascertained through the Respondent’s Exit

Interview or Spouse’s Core Interview. If an individual was neither marked as deceased nor

had any observable data entries, such an individual was categorized as 'loss to follow-up'.

More details about sample attribution are reported in the Appendix (Figure A1). There were

in total 10,152 observations across the three waves (i.e., 4,468+3,312+2,372=10,152). Only a

small proportion of observations (<1%) in our sample had missing values.

Outcome variables

The key outcome variables are the use of healthcare and long-term care services. Following

the previous studies 20 and subject to data availability in the HRS, we focused on five

healthcare services, including doctor visits, prescription medication, hospital inpatient stays,

special facilities and services (including adult care center, social worker, outpatient

rehabilitation program, physical therapy, and transportation for the elderly or disabled), and
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outpatient surgery. We examined three types of long-term care, including nursing home

services, formal home care, and unpaid care. All healthcare services, nursing home services

and formal home care services were ascertained in the HRS for the past two years. The use of

unpaid care was restricted to one month before the survey. To focus on long-term nursing

home users, we excluded people staying for less than 30 days. Participants were asked

whether they had difficulties in performing six activities of daily living (ADLs; dressing,

walking, bathing, eating, getting in and out of bed, and using the toilet) and five instrumental

activities of daily living (IADLs; cooking, shopping, making phone calls, taking medication,

and managing money), and if so, who helped them. Informal care recipients refer to those

living at home and receiving help with ADL or IADL difficulties from family members,

while formal home care recipients refer to those receiving paid help. Each type of service was

coded as a binary variable (0=not using service; 1=service user).

Key explanatory variables of interest

The cognitive functioning variable had three categories: normal, MCI, and dementia. We

tracked the changes in cognitive functioning between two adjacent waves. There were three

categories: staying in the same status, progressing in cognitive impairment, and improving in

cognitive functioning. The progression of cognitive impairment includes transitioning from

normal functioning to MCI or dementia or transitioning from MCI to dementia. An

improvement in cognitive functioning refers to transitioning from MCI to normal cognitive

functioning.

Control variables

We controlled for demographic factors, socioeconomic status, and health conditions. Our

demographic variables consisted of age, gender, ethnicity, and marital status. The ethnicity

variable had three categories: white American, Black/African American, and other ethnicities.

The marital status variable was dichotomised: 0=single (never married, separated, divorced,
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widowed or spouse absent) and 1=married. Regarding socioeconomic status, we focused on

years of education (range: 0-17) and annual household income. We controlled for the number

of ADL difficulties, IALD difficulties, and chronic diseases.

Analytic strategy

Our analyses consisted of two stages. Stage one involved identifying the patterns of care

utilization and transitions based on latent class analyses (LCA) and latent transition analyses

(LTA). The HRS contains rich information on a wide range of care services. LCA/LTA

reduces data dimensionality and information complexity, which facilitates resource planning

and care coordination in practice.20,22,27 We first conducted LCA for each of the three waves

to decide the optimal number of classes. We evaluated the log-likelihood, BIC value, entropy,

and average posterior probability (APP) of different solutions.28 On balance, the three-class

model had the most satisfactory model fit and classification quality and thus was considered

the optimal solution (Table A1 in Appendix). We then constructed a three-class latent

transition model. The model specification can be found in the Appendix. We derived the

transition matrices of care utilization from the LTA model. Mortality and loss to follow-up

were treated as the absorption states to avoid attrition bias. The LTA model was built using

Mplus version 8.4.

Stage two involved converting the transition matrices derived in stage one into dichotomised

transition variables (0=staying in the same status and 1=making transitions between two

adjacent waves), which were then treated as outcome variables and regressed on the cognitive

functioning variables in linear probability models. Random intercepts were added to the

regression models to account for intra-individual correlation.29 This resulted in a two-level

linear probability model. Details about model specifications are reported in the Appendix.

While all observations across the three waves of the HRS were used to build the LTA models

in stage one, the regression analyses in stage two were based on the transition variables
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created from two adjacent waves. This means the sample sizes in the two stages of analyses

were different.

Attrition and transition are competing events. The attrition sample was not included in the

regression models because it contained neither information on the key regressors (i.e.,

changes in cognitive functioning) nor information on the outcome variable (i.e., transitions in

care utilization). Regression analyses were conducted using Stata version 17.

Results

The characteristics of the pooled sample (HRS 2014-2018) are reported in the second column

of Table 1. Sample characteristics in the base year and the two follow-up surveys are reported

in Tables A3-A5 in the Appendix. Twenty-nine percent of the pooled sample had dementia,

and 54% had MCI (Column 2, Table 1). A detailed breakdown of cognitive functioning by

the year of survey is reported in the appendix (Table A2). All of the sample in 2014 had MCI

or dementia, among whom 957 and 764 persons reversed to normal cognitive functioning in

2016 and 2018, respectively (Table A2). In total, 17% of the pooled sample were back to

normal cognitive functioning (Column 2, Table 1). The average age of the sample was 74.2

years. Fifty-nine percent of the sample were females, and 57% were White Americans. The

sample had on average 10.7 years of education, and the mean value of the annual household

income was $34,345.

Table 2 shows the proportion of people who used healthcare and long-term care services

broken down by the year of the survey. Around 90% of the sample visited doctors or took

prescription medication. Around 40% of the sample reported hospital inpatient stays. One-

quarter of the sample used specialist facilities, and one-fifth had had outpatient surgeries. A

third of the sample used informal care, whereas 24% used formal home care. More than 10%

of the sample had lived in a nursing home for more than 30 days.
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The results of the three-class LTA model are reported in Figure 1. People in class 1, labelled

as the low healthcare and low long-term care class (LM-LC), had a moderate probability of

visiting doctors and a low probability of using all other care services. People in class 2 were

labelled as the medium healthcare and low long-term care class (MM-LC). This class was

characterised by a high probability of visiting doctors and taking medication and a moderate

probability of having inpatient stays and outpatient surgeries. People in class 3 had a high

probability of using all care services and were labelled as the high healthcare high long-term

care class (HM-HC). The MM-LC class was the major class, with 56% of the sample

(n=5,673) belonging to this group. While 37% of the sample (n=3,743) belonged to the HM-

HC group, only 7% (n=736) were classified into the LM-LC group. The sample

characteristics broken down by the three latent classes are reported in columns 3-5 in Table 1.

Table 3 shows the probabilities of transitions between the different classes. The raw numbers

underlying the transition probabilities are reported in Table A6 in the Appendix. Among the

334 people in the LM-LC class in 2014, 15% moved to the MM-LC class and 3.0% moved to

the HM-HC class in 2016. There were 240 people in the LM-LC class in 2016, among whom

3.3% moved to the MM-LC class and 3.8% moved to the HM-HC class in 2018. Among the

2,428 people in the MM-LC class in 2014, 9.8% moved to the HM-HC class in 2016. Among

the 1,839 people in the MM-LC class in 2016, 6.0% moved to the HM-HC class in 2018.

Among the 1,706 people in the HM-HC class in 2014, 3.8% moved to the MM-LC class in

2016, and among the 1,233 people in the HM-HC class in 2016, 4.8% moved to the MM-LC

class in 2018.

Three transition pathways were most common in the transition matrices: (1) from the LM-LC

class to either the MM-LC or HM-HC class vs. staying in the LM-LC class; (2) from the

MM-LC class to the HM-HC class vs. staying in the MM-LC class; and (3) from the HM-HC

class to the MM-LC class vs. staying in the HM-HC class. These three pathways were
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converted into three binary outcome variables, which were then respectively regressed on the

transitions of cognitive functioning and control variables in three regression models 1-3

(Table 4). Since the proportions of people in other transition pathways are negligible (<0.5%),

they were not further investigated.

Model 2 in Table 4 shows that an improvement in cognitive functioning was associated with

a lower probability (β=-0.036, p<0.01) of transitioning from the MM-LC to HM-HC class

than staying in the MM-LC class. Model 3 shows that cognitive functioning improvement

was associated with a higher probability of transitioning from the HM-HC to MM-LC class

than staying in the HM-HC class (β=0.039, p<0.05). People experiencing a progression in

cognitive impairment had a higher probability to transition from the MM-LC to HM-HC class

than to stay in the MM-LC class in model 2 (β=0.070, p<0.001); and a lower probability to

transition from the HM-HC to MM-LC class than to stay in the HM-HC in model 3 (β=-0.041,

p<0.05). There is no strong evidence that changes in cognitive functioning were strongly

associated with transitions from the LM-LC to other classes (Model 1).

The initial status of cognitive functioning matters. People with MCI or dementia in the

previous wave were more likely to transition from the MM-LC class to the HM-HC class by

the next wave. In addition, the probability of transitions from the MM-LC class to the HM-

HC class was lower among females and higher among older adults and people receiving more

years of education. Both the likelihood ratio test of the random intercept and the coefficient

of intra-class correlation suggest that individual-level transitions were strongly correlated

over time and thus should be accounted for in a multilevel model.

Discussion

Drawing on longitudinal data from a nationally representative survey, this study investigated

the trajectories of healthcare and long-term care utilization in people with MCI or dementia in
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the US. The latent transition analyses show that people with cognitive impairment did not

choose care forms randomly but used specific combinations of services to meet their complex

care needs, which is consistent with findings from other countries.20,27

Although more than half of the sample stayed in the same care utilization group, which

indicated a degree of stability over time, a noticeable proportion transitioned to other groups.

It was common that people transitioned from the LM-LC group to the MM-LC group or from

the MM-LC group to the HM-HC group, which represented more engagement with

healthcare and long-term care services. Meanwhile, a decline in the utilization of care

services was also observed with around 4.5% of the sample transitioning from the HM-HC

group to the MM-LC group.

We found that the progression of cognitive impairment was often accompanied by a

heightened utilization of healthcare and long-term care, whereas an improvement in cognitive

functioning went in tandem with a decrease in care utilization. Care needs are the most

immediate driver of care use.12-14 While many existing studies have investigated the need for

healthcare and long-term care separately, our study shows that cognitive impairment is a

strong driver of care utilization in both sectors. More importantly, the current level of and

changes in cognitive functioning not only indicate the existing need for care services but also

provide valuable information about how care utilization might change in the future.

Our research findings have important policy implications. First, the combined use of

healthcare and long-term care among people with MCI or dementia brings to the fore the

importance of care integration and coordination. Meaningful collaboration, information

sharing facilitated by communication technology, joint training, and the designation of care

coordinators between the two sectors are fundamental to healthcare and long-term care

integration.21,30 Integrated care is expected to play an increasingly significant role considering
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that the number of people with MCI or dementia will continue to rise with population

ageing.1

Second, practitioners and policymakers may want to closely monitor individuals’ changes in

cognitive functioning over time and make plans regarding care arrangements accordingly.

Early planning allows for sufficient time for resource allocation, which promotes the timely

delivery of personalised care and decreases the risks of unmet care needs.

Finally, our analyses showed that continued increases in care demand are not inevitable

outcomes in people with cognitive impairment. Healthy ageing policies, especially those

promoting brain health and improving the detection or prevention of MCI, hold great

potential in addressing the economic challenges posed to the health and long-term care

systems across the world.

The limitations of the study should be acknowledged. First, our study reported a strong

association between changes in cognitive functioning and transitions in care utilization, while

disentangling the direction of causality will be challenging. Second, the analyses focused on

whether people used individual services, but did not touch upon the frequency and intensity

of care use. Finally, care utilization was based on self-reported and recalled information,

which can be subject to recall bias.

Conclusion

People with MCI or dementia form distinct groups in the utilization of healthcare and long-

term care. Changes in cognitive functioning are among the most important predictors of care

transitions and thus can be useful indicators for policymakers in terms of facilitating care

integration, optimizing resource allocation, and coordinating care supply from diverse

providers.
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Table 1 Sample characteristics, pooled sample of HRS 2014-2018 (N=10,152)
Entire sample LM-LC MM-LC HM-HC

Proportion (%) or mean
Cognitive functioning
Normal 17 21 21 10
MCI 54 61 61 43
Dementia 29 17 18 47
Age 74.2 67.0 72.3 78.6
Gender
Male 41 46 42 37
Female 59 54 58 63
Race/ethnicity
White American 57 43 54 64
African American 32 37 34 27
Other race/ethnicities 11 20 12 9
Marital status
Single 60 77 56 63
Married 40 23 44 37
Years of education 10.7 10.2 10.6 10.9
Annual household income ($) 34,345 28,692 35,364 33,964
Number of ADL difficulties (0-6) 1.12 0.31 0.46 2.28
Number IADL difficulties (0-5) 1.06 0.28 0.40 2.23
Number of chronic diseases (0-9) 0.25 0.14 0.22 0.33
n 10,152 736 5,673 3,743
Notes: LM-LC: low health care and low long-term care; MM-LC: Medium health care and
low long-term care; HM-HC: High health care and high long-term care
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Table 2 Proportion of people using health and long-term care with 95% Confidence Intervals,
HRS 2014-2016 (N=10,152)

2014 2016 2018
Doctor visits 90.6 (89.7, 91.4) 90.1 (89.1, 91.1) 89.0 (87.7, 90.2)
Prescription medication 92.6 (91.7, 93.3) 92.3 (91.4, 93.2) 92.7 (91.6, 93.7)
Hospital inpatient stays 43.0 (41.6, 44.5) 43.0 (41.4, 44.7) 39.1 (37.1, 41.0)
Specialist facilities 24.4 (23.2, 25.7) 25.0 (23.6, 26.5) 24.0 (22.3, 25.8)
Outpatient surgery 20.1 (18.9, 21.3) 20.6 (19.3, 22.0) 18.8 (17.2, 20.4)
Informal care 33.8 (32.4, 35.2) 32.8 (31.3, 34.4) 32.0 (30.2, 33.9)
Formal care 24.2 (23.0, 25.5) 25.1 (23.6, 26.6) 23.4 (21.8, 25.2)
Nursing home 15.5 (14.4, 16.5) 15.0 (13.8, 16.2) 11.8 (10.6, 13.2)
n 4,468 3,312 2,372
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Table 3 Transition matrix of healthcare and long-term care utilization, HRS 2014-2018
(N=10,152)

2016
2014 LM-LC MM-LC HM-HC Mortality Loss to follow up Total number
LM-LC 67.4% 15.0% 3.0% 3.9% 10.8% 334
MM-LC 0.3% 70.6% 9.8% 10.5% 8.7% 2,428
HM-HC 0.4% 4.4% 57.7% 30.3% 7.2% 1,706

2018
2016 LM-LC MM-LC HM-HC Mortality Loss to follow up Total number
LM-LC 62.5% 3.3% 3.8% 4.2% 26.3% 240
MM-LC 0.1% 70.6% 6.0% 8.0% 15.2% 1,839
HM-HC 0.3% 4.8% 54.4% 24.6% 15.9% 1,233
Notes: LM-LC: low healthcare and low long-term care; MM-LC: Medium healthcare and low
long-term care; HM-HC: High healthcare and high long-term care
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Table 4 Association between changes in cognitive functioning and transitions in the utilization of health and long-term care, two-level linear
probability models

Model 1: Transition from LM-LC
class to MM-LC or HM-HC class

Model 2: transition from MM-
LC class to HM-HC class

Model 3: transition from HM-HC
class to MM-LC class

Coefficient (95% confidence interval)
Unchanged cognitive functioning Ref. Ref. Ref.
Improved cognitive functioning 0.014 (-0.054, 0.083) -0.036** (-0.059, -0.013) 0.039* (0.005, 0.072)
Progression in cognitive
impairment

0.030 (-0.057, 0.118) 0.070*** (0.041, 0.098) -0.041*(-0.076, -0.005)

Normal cognitive functioning Ref. Ref. Ref.
MCI 0.030 (-0.061, 0.121) 0.047** (0.017, 0.076) -0.049* (-0.095, -0.004)
Dementia 0.047 (-0.098, 0.191) 0.107*** (0.062, 0.152) -0.052 (-0.108, 0.004)
Age 0.003 (-0.002, 0.008) 0.005*** (0.004, 0.006) -0.001 (-0.002, 0.001)
Male Ref. Ref. Ref.
Female 0.038 (-0.053, 0.129) -0.027* (-0.053, -0.001) -0.006 (-0.036, 0.024)
White American Ref. Ref. Ref.
African American -0.074 (-0.183, 0.035) -0.017 (-0.046, 0.012) -0.015 (-0.047, 0.018)
Other ethnicities -0.022 (-0.145, 0.100) -0.033 (-0.075, 0.009) 0.013 (-0.039, 0.065)
Single Ref. Ref. Ref.
Married 0.040 (-0.070, 0.150) 0.024 (-0.002, 0.050) -0.007 (-0.038, 0.023)
Years of education 0.011 (-0.002, 0.231) 0.007*** (0.003, 0.010) 0.000 (-0.004, 0.004)
Household income 0.003 (-0.007, 0.013) -0.004 (-0.010, 0.002) -0.007 (-0.017, 0.002)
ADL difficulties 0.057** (0.015, 0.099) 0.012 (-0.001, 0.025) -0.001 (-0.009, 0.007)
IADL difficulties -0.070** (-0.121, -0.018) 0.006 (-0.009, 0.020) -0.025*** (-0.035, -0.015)
Chronic diseases 0.006 (-0.060, 0.072) 0.005 (-0.014, 0.025) -0.009 (-0.029, 0.010)
n 441 3,335 1,792
LR test of random effects χ2(1) = 45.0*** χ2(1) = 56.5*** χ2(1) = 6.8**
Intra-class correlation 0.756 0.510 0.325
Notes: (1) LM-LC: low healthcare and low long-term care; MM-LC: Medium healthcare and low long-term care; HM-HC: High healthcare and
high long-term care. (2) For outcome variables, transition in care utilization was coded as 1 and staying in the same class was coded as 0. (3)
Ref.: reference category; (4) The income variable was logarithmically transformed. (5) *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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Figure 1 Item response probabilities of the latent transition model, HRS 2014-2018
(N=10,152)

Notes: LM-LC: low health care and low long-term care; MM-LC: Medium health care and
low long-term care; HM-HC: High health care and high long-term care
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Appendix

Specification of the statistical models

The latent transition model in the study was specified as follows:

� � = � =
�1=1

3

�2=1

3

�3=1

3

[��1��2|�1��3|�2
�=1

3

�=1

8

��,�=1

2

��,��,�|��

�(��,�=��,�)]������ (1)

Where � � = � denotes the joint probabilities of a vector of responses for the eight types of

care services across three time points, ��1 denotes the probabilities of membership in each

latent class at time 1, and ��2|�1 denotes the probabilities of memberships in each latent class

at time 2 conditional upon belonging to a particular latent class at time 1. ��,��,�|��

�(��,�=��,�) denotes

the time-specific probability of using a particular type of service conditional upon belonging

to a latent class (i.e., item response probability). Item response probabilities were assumed to

be equal across time (namely, ��1 = ��2= ��3 ) for model parsimony.
28 We derived the

transition matrices from the LTA model. Death and loss-to-follow-up were included in the

LTA models and treated as absorbing states in the transition matrices.

We specified the two-level linear probability models as follows:

����,�+1 = � + �1 × ����,�+1 + �2 × ����� + ��� × ��� + �� + ��� (2)

Where ����,�+1 is a particular type of care transition for individual � from time point � to time

point � + 1 (� = 1,2) , ����,�+1 denotes the transitioning in cognitive functioning from � to

t+1, ����� denotes the status of cognitive functioning at time point �, and ��� is a vector of

control variables. �1 , �2 , and ��� are their respective coefficients. �� denotes the level-two

individual-specific error (i.e., random intercept) and ��� is the level-one error term.
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Table A1 Model fit and classification quality of exploratory latent class models
2014

Two-group
model

Three-group
model

Four-group
model

Five-group
model

Log-likelihood -15722 -15557 -15510 -15481
BIC 31587 31333 31315 31333
Entropy 0.633 0.610 0.573 0.561
APP
Group 1 0.894 0.909 0.753 0.561
Group 2 0.906 0.788 0.844 0.698
Group 3 0.858 0.772 0.800
Group 4 0.695 0.643
Group 5 0.701

2016
Two-group
model

Three-group
model

Four-group
model

Five-group
model

Log-likelihood -11547 -11450 -11414 -11399
BIC 23232 23111 23113 23154
Entropy 0.611 0.603 0.509 0.499
APP
Group 1 0.901 0.890 0.844 0.640
Group 2 0.880 0.805 0.773 0.617
Group 3 0.802 0.846 0.750
Group 4 0.618 0.903
Group 5 0.623

2018
Two-group
model

Three-group
model

Four-group
model

Five-group
model

Log-likelihood -8252 -8199 -8171 -8153
BIC 16636 16600 16614 16648
Entropy 0.590 0.593 0.671 0.646
APP
Group 1 0.871 0.818 0.807 0.702
Group 2 0.890 0.827 0.833 0.695
Group 3 0.741 0.829 0.743
Group 4 0.801 0.647
Group 5 0.834
Note: APP: average posterior probability
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Table A2 Number of people in the three cognitive groups in the base line and follow-up
surveys

2014 2016 2018
Normal - 957 764
MCI 3,156 1,404 947
Dementia 1,312 951 661
Mortality - 784 1,245
Loss to follow up - 372 851
n 4,468 4,468 4,468
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Table A3 Sample characteristics, HRS 2014 (N=4,468)
LM-LC MM-LC HM-HC

Proportion (%) or mean
Cognitive functioning
Normal - - -
MCI 81.74 80.72 54.10
Dementia 18.26 19.28 45.90
Age 65.97 71.90 78.50
Gender
Male 45.81 43.57 37.05
Female 54.19 56.43 62.95
Race/ethnicity
White American 45.15 57.27 68.05
African American 34.85 31.96 24.44
Other race/ethnicities 20.00 10.78 7.50
Marital status
Single 76.35 54.65 61.66
Married 23.65 45.35 38.34
Years of education 10.42 10.69 11.06
Annual household income ($) 31109.17 35836.14 34063.27
Number of ADL difficulties (0-6) 0.23 0.45 2.28
Number IADL difficulties (0-5) 0.28 0.38 2.23
Number of chronic diseases (0-9) 0.11 0.22 0.33
n 334 2,428 1,706
Notes: LM-LC: low health care and low long-term care; MM-LC: Medium health care and
low long-term care; HM-HC: High health care and high long-term care
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Table A4 Sample characteristics, HRS 2016 (N=3,312)
LM-LC MM-LC HM-HC
Proportion (%) or mean

Cognitive functioning
Normal 37.92 35.62 17.11
MCI 46.67 47.20 34.39
Dementia 15.42 17.18 48.50
Age 66.96 72.42 78.68
Gender
Male 47.50 41.49 37.79
Female 52.50 58.51 62.21
Race/ethnicity
White American 42.37 53.95 63.96
African American 37.29 34.01 27.84
Other race/ethnicities 20.34 12.04 8.20
Marital status
Single 77.08 55.01 63.99
Married 22.92 44.99 36.01
Years of education 10.13 10.52 10.88
Annual household income ($) 26663.16 35467.70 32714.61
Number of ADL difficulties (0-6) 0.36 0.46 2.30
Number IADL difficulties (0-5) 0.28 0.42 2.24
Number of chronic diseases (0-9) 0.16 0.24 0.37
n 240 1,839 1,233
Notes: LM-LC: low health care and low long-term care; MM-LC: Medium health care and
low long-term care; HM-HC: High health care and high long-term care

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 19, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.06.23296615doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.06.23296615
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Table A5 Sample characteristics, HRS 2018 (N=2,372)
LM-LC MM-LC HM-HC
Proportion (%) or mean

Cognitive functioning
Normal 41.36 38.12 20.02
MCI 41.36 44.03 32.46
Dementia 17.28 17.85 47.51
Age 69.19 72.91 78.61
Gender
Male 45.68 40.11 36.19
Female 54.32 59.89 63.81
Race/ethnicity
White American 40.88 49.50 58.83
African American 38.99 37.38 32.09
Other race/ethnicities 20.13 13.12 9.08
Marital status
Single 77.78 57.75 63.31
Married 22.22 42.25 36.69
Years of education 9.93 10.42 10.84
Annual household income ($) 26712.78 34146.33 35667.97
Number of ADL difficulties (0-6) 0.39 0.48 2.25
Number IADL difficulties (0-5) 0.30 0.42 2.19
Number of chronic diseases (0-9) 0.17 0.20 0.27
n 162 1,406 804
Notes: LM-LC: low health care and low long-term care; MM-LC: Medium health care and
low long-term care; HM-HC: High health care and high long-term care
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Table A6 Number of people making transitions in the utilization of healthcare and long-term
care, HRS 2014-2018

2016
2014 LM-LC MM-LC HM-HC Mortality Loss to follow up Total
LM-LC 225 50 10 13 36 334
MM-LC 8 1,714 238 256 212 2,428
HM-HC 7 75 985 517 122 1,706

2018
2016 LM-LC MM-LC HM-HC Mortality Loss to follow up Total
LM-LC 150 8 9 10 63 240
MM-LC 1 1,299 111 148 280 1,839
HM-HC 4 59 671 303 196 1,232
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Figure A1 Flow Chart: Analytical sample using three waves of HRS (2014, 2016 ,2018)
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