
and an additional group. The fourth group consisted of

pressure at first intercourse plus seven features of overall

sexual history, reported at Wave 2: whether the respon-

dent had ever had oral sex (defined as ‘‘mouth touching

genitals or private parts’’); whether he or she had had

more than one partner; frequencyof intercourse in last 12

months (seven-point scale ranging from zero to 10 or

more times); whether the respondent had always used

condoms during sex in the last 12 months, used contra-

ceptives at most recent sex and talked about contracep-

tion before first sex with the most recent partner; and the

respondent’s relationship with the most recent partner

before sex (measured the same way as the analogous

measure with regard to first intercourse).

The model of lack of enjoyment at most recent inter-

course used the same four groups of independent varia-

bles as the model assessing pressure at most recent

intercourse, adding regret about recent intercourse,

which was considered to be nested within the lack of

enjoyment outcome. Pressure was entered as a three-way

variable, as for first intercourse.
dRelationship quality. For this model, we included the

four groupsof independent variables used for the analysis

of quality of most recent intercourse. Pressure and lack of

enjoyment at most recent intercourse were added to the

overall sexual history independent variables, as they were

considered to be nested within the quality of relationship

outcomes.

Analysis

The eligible sample consisted of 11,625 adolescents

(5,356 from SHARE and 6,269 from RIPPLE) for whom

we had data from both waves. Some 4,119 reported ever

having sex; 2,940 had had sex more than once, and of

those, 1,833 reported currently having a boyfriend or

girlfriend. We excluded those with missing data on

outcome measures, leaving 3,760 adolescents who had

had sex at least once (the sample used for our analysis of

quality of first intercourse); 2,840 had had sex more than

once (the sample used for our analysis of most recent

intercourse), andof those,1,813currentlyhadaboyfriend

or girlfriend (the sample used for our analysis of quality of

relationship). Among the 9% of respondents excluded

from the analysis of quality of first intercourse, males,

those not living with both biological parents and

those reporting regular substance use at Wave 1 were

overrepresented.

We conducted logistic regression to model binary out-

comes, using MLwiN version 2.0, which accounted for

clusteringwithin schools. Datawereweighted to allow for

attrition between waves. Only independent variables that

had a bivariate relationship with the outcomes at the

p<.01 level were included in themultivariate analyses.We

adopted this conservative approach because of the large

modelingsamplesand largenumberof comparisonsmade.

Allmodelswere adjusted for study (RIPPLEor SHARE),

arm of trial (intervention or control), age at Wave 2 and

gender.We found no association between study or arm of

trial and any outcome. For categorical independent

variables, we coded a missing response as a dummy

variable. For independent variables that were continuous

measures, missing item responses were recoded as the

mean value. Results are presented with 99% confidence

intervals; all associations reported here are significant at

p<.01.

Each analysis used a two-stage approach: The first

model examined structural characteristics and immediate

social influences; the secondmodel added circumstances

of first intercourse and, where appropriate, aspects of

overall sexual history.

RESULTS

DescriptiveAnalyses

The composition of the RIPPLE and SHARE samples

differed somewhat (Table 1). The RIPPLE sample had

greater proportions of youth who were male (51% vs.

49%), nonwhite (15% vs. 4%) and living with both

parents (72% vs. 70%). The SHARE sample had a greater

proportion of adolescentswho scored three or fouron the

deprivation scale (13% vs. 9%).

Overall, 42% of respondents—46%of females and 38%

of males—reported ever having had sexual intercourse by

Wave 2 (Table 2, page 230). Forty-one percent of females

TABLE 1. Percentage distribution of adolescents, by selected
characteristics, according to study

Characteristic All RIPPLE SHARE
(N=11,625) (N=6,269) (N=5,356)

Gender**
Male 50 51 49
Female 50 49 51

Race/ethnicity***
White 90 84 96
Asian 2 3 2
Black 1 1 0
Other 7 11 2

Deprivation score***
0 34 36 31
1 30 31 30
2 25 24 25
3 9 8 10
4 2 1 3

Family structure**
Both parents 71 72 70
One/no parent 29 28 30

Mother’s age
£39 46 46 47
‡40 54 54 53

Total 100 100 100

**Distribution is significantly different across studies at p<.01. ***Distribu-

tion is significantly different across studies atp<.001.Notes:TheSHARE sam-

ple comprises Scottish adolescents for whom therewere data fromWave 1

(1996–1997) and Wave 2 (two years later). The RIPPLE sample comprises

English adolescents for whom there were data from both Wave 1 (1997–

1998) and Wave 2 (two years later). Percentages are weighted and may not

add to 100 because of rounding. For measure of deprivation, a score of 4

denotes the highest level of deprivation.
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