
had sex (36%; standard deviation, 37—not shown). Half

of women had a history of STDs.

Classification TreeAnalysis

Figure 1 depicts the results from classification tree anal-

ysis, including the classification variable and the cut point

for each split. Within each node is shown the proportion

of women who had received an STD diagnosis between

the baseline and follow-up assessments.

The first split was based on whether the participant

livedwith the partner with whom she had conceived. The

node representing women living with their partner did

not split again; the node representing those not living

with their partner split into three groups on the basis of

depression score: low (score of 11 or lower), moderate

(12–19) and high (greater than 19). Three more splits

took place. The node representing women with high

levels of depression was further split by their history of

an STD, and the node representing those with moderate

levels of depression was further split by perceived

susceptibility to STDs. Finally, the node comprising

women who thought they had no chance of acquiring

an STDwas split by social support. Therefore, the analysis

resulted in seven terminal nodes.

The STD infection rate for the sample overall (node 0)

was 19%; the 95% confidence interval around that rate

was 15–22.We categorized the rate in each terminal node

as high if it exceeded the upper limit of that confidence

interval, as moderate if it was within the confidence

interval and as low if it was below the lower limit. Thus,

nodes 7, 8 and 10 represented women with a high

incidence rate (33–61%); node 3 represented women

with a moderate rate (16%); and nodes 2, 9 and 11

represented women with a low rate (6–11%).Women are

therefore classified as being at high risk if they did not live

with their partner, had amoderate level of depression and

perceived some chance of getting an STD (node 7); they

did not live with their partner, had a high level of

depression and had a history of an STD (node 8); or they

did not live with their partner, had a moderate level of

depression, perceived no chance of getting an STD and

had low social support (node 10). These classifications

form the basis of a classification tree tool, which clinicians

could use to identify individuals at high risk of STD

during pregnancy (Figure 2).

The tree achieved adequate cross-validation. There was

no marked difference between the misclassification rates

of the entire sample and of the cross-validated estimate

(17% vs. 20%).

Subgroup Characteristics

The groups defined by the seven terminal nodes differed

with respect to some of the key demographic and sexual

risk variables: multiple partnerships, unprotected sex

with a risky partner, STD history, condom use and

relationship status (Table 2). However, the relationships

were not linear. For example, women in node 7 and node

2 (high- and low-risk groups, respectively) had the lowest

levels of condom use at baseline. In addition, women in

the low-risk groups demonstrated high-risk behaviors.

For example, 30% of women in node 11 reported having

unprotected sex with a risky partner—a greater propor-

tion than of women in the moderate-risk node 3 or the

high-risk node 10.

ComparisonAnalyses

In the first set of logistic regression analyses (Table 3,

page 146), demographic and sexual risk variables signif-

icantly predicted STD incidence at 35 weeks’ gestation.

Individual variables significantly associated with STDs

included younger age (odds ratio, 0.9) having had

multiple partners (1.9), greater mean proportion of

FIGURE 2. Classification tree for assessing a woman’s likelihood of acquiring an STD
during pregnancy

TABLE 2. Percentage of pregnant young women reporting selected characteristics re-
lated to STD risk, by risk level and classification tree subgroup

Classification tree
subgroup

Multiple
partners

Unprotected
sex with
risky partner

STD
history

Condom use
(mean %)

In committed
relationship

High risk
Node 7 29 39 61 28 (31) 68
Node 8 39 43 100 31 (32) 45
Node 10 28 26 50 59 (40) 52

Moderate risk
Node 3 18 19 49 42 (38) 69

Low risk
Node 2 8 19 50 28 (35) 89
Node 9 21 24 0 41 (37) 45
Node 11 15 30 46 43 (44) 64

c2 or F 38.96** 21.33** 94.83** 6.08** 76.47**

**p<.01. Notes:Data are percentages unless otherwise noted. Figures in parentheses are standard deviations.
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