
activities (such as National AIDS Aware-
ness Day or National Condom Week) pro-
vided fewer condoms than schools with-
out such programs. However, when four
schools that were extreme outliers were
removed from the analysis, there was no
longer a significant relationship.

Several other estimates changed sizably
after we removed from the analysis nine
small alternative schools (all from one Cal-
ifornia community) that reported pro-
viding very large numbers of condoms to
their students. The only statistically im-
portant change, however, concerned the
presence of a school clinic: When the nine
outliers were dropped, the mean number
of condoms distributed in programs with
no school clinic fell from 3.2 to 2.1, and the
difference between this mean and that for
schools with a clinic (3.4) became statisti-
cally significant (p=.013). Although ex-
clusion of these outliers also reduced
means for passive consent (to 2.3), for re-
quired counseling (to 1.9), for a maximum
of 10–20 condoms (to 3.6) and for having
other supportive programs (to 1.8), none
of these changes revealed further statisti-
cally significant associations.

Multivariate Analyses
Some school and program characteristics
clearly are interrelated. For example, al-
ternative schools are often small and have
many staff members providing condoms.
Thus, we conducted regression analyses
to estimate the effect of each school and
program characteristic on the mean num-
ber of condoms distributed per student,
independent of all other characteristics in
the statistical model. Because we exam-
ined numerous models, rather than test-
ing specific hypotheses, all of our findings
should be considered exploratory.

The initial results, which included many
school and program characteristics, were
unstable and sometimes counterintuitive.
More intensive analyses of the data re-
vealed four methodological problems.
First, some of the school and program
characteristics were highly skewed; thus,
unless a measure was particularly im-
portant and represented a construct that
could not be tapped with another variable,
skewed variables were dropped.

Second, a few variables were highly in-
tercorrelated. To reduce this problem, we
identified the intercorrelated groups of
variables and retained only those that
measured the important construct most
directly and reliably.

Third, many of the schools in our sam-
ple were in either Los Angeles or New
York and shared common characteristics,

than one-third of schools, students ob-
tained an average of less than one-half
condom per student per year (i.e., one con-
dom for every two students), and in even
fewer schools did teenagers obtain be-
tween one-half condom and one condom
per student per year (Table 3). About two-
fifths of schools provided 1–6 condoms
per student, while small proportions pro-
vided 6–12 or more than 12.

Bivariate Analyses
Because there was such large variation
across schools in the number of condoms
taken, we sought to determine what char-
acteristics of the schools, of supportive
programs and of condom programs them-
selves most affected how many condoms
were distributed.

Seven characteristics appeared highly
related to the number of condoms pro-
vided per student per year (Table 4). Al-
ternative schools provided 7.1 condoms
per student per year, whereas academic
schools provided only 1.8. Similarly,
schools with fewer than 300 students pro-
vided 7.7 condoms per student per year,
compared with only 1.0 in schools with
more than 2,000 students.

Schools in which the ratio of staff pro-
viding condoms to students exceeds 500
per 1,000 (i.e., one staff person for every
two students) provided 19.8 condoms,*
while schools with a ratio below 25 per
1,000 provided only 1.6. Schools with no
set limit on the number of condoms that
could be taken at one time provided 3.4
condoms per student per year, on average,
while those with a limit of 1–2 condoms
provided half as many. Schools where con-
doms were available in baskets provided
8.0 per student per year, while those with-
out baskets provided 2.9. Finally, schools
with comprehensive K–12 sex education
or HIV education programs provided
more condoms per student per year than
those without such programs.

Surprisingly, schools with supportive

both measured and unmeasured; to re-
duce the impact of district-wide com-
monalities, we included dummy variables
for these two school districts in all statis-
tical models.

Finally, the dependent variable (mean
number of condoms distributed per student
per year) was itself highly skewed. Thus,
we removed from the model the nine small
alternative schools that had extremely high
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Table 3. Percentage distribution of schools by
mean number of condoms obtained per en-
rolled student per year

Mean % N

≤0.5 29 94
0.5–1.0 16 52
1.0–6.0 41 135
6.0–12.0 8 27
>12.0 6 19
Total 100 327

Table 4. Mean number of condoms obtained
per student per academic year, by school and
program characteristics

Characteristic Mean N

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS
Type of high school***
Academic 1.8 233
Alternative 7.1 89

No. of students in school***
0–299 7.7 68
300–999 3.2 70
1,000–1,999 2.3 83
≥2,000 1.0 103

Level of high school
Senior 3.3 291
Junior 1.7 26

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
Type of consent required
None 3.0 77
Passive 3.4 230
Active 1.8 17

Counseling required
Yes 3.7 142
No 2.9 163

No. of staff providing condoms
per 1,000 students***
0–24 1.6 95
25–49 2.6 89
50–99 1.9 47
100–499 4.8 60
≥500 19.8 12

Maximum no. of condoms that
can be taken at one time***
1–2 1.7 78
3–4 1.5 48
5–9 2.5 72
10–20 12.3 28
No limit 3.4 75

Condoms in vending machines
Yes 1.1 12
No 3.3 312

Condoms in bowls/baskets**
Yes 8.0 18
No 2.9 306

Has K–12 sex education/
HIV education program**
Yes 4.1 203
No 1.7 121

Has school clinic
Yes 3.4 72
No 3.2 252

Has other supportive activities***
Yes 2.6 240
No 5.8 64

**Difference is statistically significant at p<.01. ***Difference is sta-
tistically significant at p<.001. Note: Significance was determined
by one-way analysis of variance.

*Schools with such high staff-student ratios were small
alternative schools with relatively few students and a
small number of full-time staff members and other pro-
fessionals who were part-time employees at the school.


