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the outcome variable) included; this approach produced 
adjusted group means or proportions for comparison. 
Intervention effects, when found, indicate that the mean 
of the postintervention variable (e.g., knowledge of HIV 
and other STDs) differs signifi cantly between the inter-
vention and control groups, assuming equivalent values 
at baseline. Because the baseline measure is included as a 
covariate, the adjusted postintervention mean refl ects the 
residualized change in the outcome; that is, when an ef-
fect is signifi cant, the intervention group reports a signifi -
cant change (increase or decrease) in the outcome variable 
when compared with controls. 

This method was chosen so that results could be com-
pared with the published results of the original BPBR 
study, using the same statistical method.9 However, be-
cause of the randomization at the school level, possible 
intragroup (school) correlation needed to be considered. 
Thus, all analyses were also conducted using the cluster 
option in STATA, which adjusts the standard errors of es-
timates for intragroup correlations, but does not affect the 
estimates themselves.19 Owing to the intuitive presenta-
tion of the adjusted means and proportions of the general 
linear model, these estimates are presented, yet the statis-
tical signifi cance of differences between the intervention 
and control groups is based on the adjusted results from 
STATA.

Finally, we conducted stratifi ed analyses to explore the 
intervention effects by gender, location and race. 

RESULTS
A total of 1,357 ninth and 10th graders were enrolled in the 
study and completed the baseline questionnaire. Of these, 
99% completed the immediate posttest, 97% completed the 
four-month follow-up and 92% completed the 12-month 
follow-up. Rates of follow-up did not differ between the 
intervention and control groups. However, compared with 
students who completed every questionnaire, students lost 
to follow-up were older (15.7 vs. 15.1, p<.001) and more 
likely to be male (62% vs. 47%, p=.003) and nonwhite 
(67% vs. 50%, p<.001). They also were less likely to live 
with two parents (40% vs. 63%, p<.001), attended fewer 
sessions (70% vs. 89%, p<.001) and lived in neighbor-
hoods with a higher average proportion of households at 
or below the poverty level (21% vs. 14%, p<.001).

Baseline Characteristics
Students in the intervention and control groups were near-
ly the same age (15.2 and 15.1, respectively). Proportions 
of students in the ninth and 10th grades (average, 46% 
and 54%, respectively) were similar in each group, as were 
the proportions living with two parents (61%) and hav-
ing at least one parent with some postsecondary education 
(60%—Table 1, page 14). However, females represented 
a larger proportion of the intervention group than of the 
control group (56% vs. 49%), and intervention students 
lived in neighborhoods with a higher average proportion 
of households at or below the poverty line (16% vs. 14%). 

 TABLE 4. Adjusted mean comparisons of cognitive mediators between intervention and control groups at immediate posttest and at four- and 
12-month follow-up, by gender

Outcome Males Females

Immediate 
posttest

Four months  12 months Immediate
posttest

Four months 12 months

Inter-
vention

Control Inter-
vention

Control Inter-
vention

Control Inter- 
vention

Control Inter-
vention

Control Inter- 
vention

Control

Knowledge
Condoms 4.06 2.86*** 4.15 3.52** 4.25 3.69** 4.06 2.82*** 4.12 3.38** 4.11 3.61**
STDs 5.13 4.69*** 5.05 4.85 5.12 4.95 5.33 4.92*** 5.11 4.92* 5.15 4.95*

Effi cacy
Impulse control 3.44 3.22** 3.30 3.14 3.39 3.20 4.42 4.41 4.44 4.43 4.53 4.47 
Condom negotiation skills 3.98 3.76*** 3.93 3.72** 4.02 3.78** 4.25 4.19 4.17 4.12 4.25 4.32
Condom technical skills 4.32 4.07** 4.24 4.10 4.31 4.22 4.29 3.91*** 4.23 4.02** 4.19 4.16

Beliefs
Condom use 4.63 4.56 4.58 4.41 4.50 4.46 4.84 4.82 4.77 4.75 4.65 4.69
Condom use hedonistic 2.37 2.41 2.40 2.40 2.32 2.41 2.12 2.12 2.15 2.14 2.13 2.08
Condom use prevention 3.45 3.27** 3.40 3.29 3.34 3.33 3.38 3.05*** 3.21 3.17 3.16 3.11
Abstinence 2.83 2.83 2.68 2.63 2.58 2.59 3.40 3.41 3.26 3.25 3.14 3.08

Perceived peer beliefs
Sexual activity u u 3.20 3.29 3.33 3.44 u u 2.55 2.62 2.65 2.82*
Condom use u u 4.25 4.12 4.22 4.11 u u 4.55 4.45 4.33 4.34

Intentions
To have sex 3.42 3.43 3.44 3.53 3.62 3.58 2.71 2.77* 2.76 2.90* 3.01 3.15
To use a condom 4.51 4.40 4.43 4.22 4.48 4.32 4.71 4.62 4.53 4.49 4.45 4.54  

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. Notes: Scale ranges were 0–7 for knowledge of STDs and 0–5 for all other outcomes. Immediate posttest models were adjusted for age, ethnicity, sexual 
experience, neighborhood socioeconomic status and baseline scale value. Follow-up models were adjusted for the same factors plus session attendance. Signifi cance levels for 
all models refl ect adjustment of all standard errors for intragroup correlation (e.g., possible clustering at the school level).  u=unavailable.
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